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lead to belleve that, right?
i 86

1 dssumption. 1 A, With the restriction In minlstry and the
2 BY MR. ANDERSON: 2 fact that the civil authorltles knew everything
3 Q. And you, in any case, made the decision 3 thal we khew,
4 and the calculation based on the Information given 4 Q Were you aware and had It come to your
5  you, corrsct? 5 affention that prior fo yaur appoiniment as
6 A, Yes, | acted or didn't based on the .6 Archbishop and Cardinal that Father Mayer offended
7 Information | had, 7 while he was under monitoring or restriction?
B MR. ANDERSON: Should we take a break here? | 8 A. T'm not sure of the details of that case
9 MR, KLENK! Yes, but before we do, I'd like 1o 9 because he was gone before | got here, ]
10 note your chart here, 202, shows Robert Kealy as 10 Q. Are you eware that Father Mayday offended g
1 jeaving minlstry it 2008 and first known in 2001, 11 while under monlioting ot restriction?
12 2002, 1 think the correct record, i just ocourred 12 A. That, [ was not aware of. | thought that
13 o me, Is he lefl in 2002, not 2006 but this is — 13 Mayday was in prison - he was when | came - and  §
14 these are charls that you prepared. 14 for an abuse that | was given to understand was the
18 MR. ANDERSON: Yes. Ifwe made a mistake, 16 first reported but | — you could be right,
16 we'll take responsibility for it ’ 16 Q. Are you aware that Father Vinocent
17 MR. PEARLMAN: Just - Just for the record, the 17 McCaffrey prior fo your appointment n 1997
18 Archdiocese's website says 20086, 18 reoffended or offended while undar monlioring or
19 MR. ANDERSON: Wetook it off the website 19 restriotion?
20 information 8o -~ : ) 20~ A. ldon'tknow the details of that, ) don't
21 MR. PEARLMAN: I that's not acourats, 2% know how he was monitored of restricted. H
22 ihal's -~ 22 Q. Are you aware -~
23 MR, ANDERSON: And that would be In Exhibit 1, [ 28 A, He was gone also when | came.
24 MR, KLENK: Okay. Thank you very much, 24 Q. Are you aware or has It come to your
65 87 [:
1 MR. PEARLMAN: But that may be [naccurate, 1 attenfion that Father Matlon Snelg, S-N-E-G,
2 MR. KLENK: Thank you. 2 offended or recffended white uhder this moniforing
3 THE WITNESS: That ons we moved fast on, 3 or restriction?
4 MR, ANDERSON: Okay. We'll {ake 3 break here. 4 A, No, i not awars of that, | think he was i
5  MR.KLENK: Thank you very much. 5 restricted and then taken entirely out afler the i
B THE VIDEOGRAFPHER: We are golng off the record 8 Review Board saw the cass but my understanding was t
7 at 11:87 a.m. This Is the end of videotape number 7 thatwas the first case that we knew of,
g ona 8 Q. Are you aware that Father Robert Craig
8 (A short break was taken.) 8 - offended of reoffended while under this monitoring
10 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are back onthe record af || 10 or restriction? .
11 1152 aum. This is the beglnning of Videolape 11 A. lwas not awars of that. He was gone also
12 number two, 12 wheri | came.
13 MR. KLENK: Before we get staried, | checked on 13 Q. Are you aware that Father Fitzharrls
14 the break aboul this Kealy poinl. Kealy resigned 14 offended or reoffended while under this moniforing
16 in'0B. | think that's what the webslte says buf 15  orrestiction?
16 he was taken out In '02 which might cause a 18 MR. KLENK: { would object to foundation but
17  question for you. That's clear now. 17 answer,
18 BY MR, ANDERSON: 18 THE WITNESS: No, | 1~ | don't know that,
19 Q. Cardinal, I'd like to go back for a moment 18 1don't khow that they were monitered or
20 to something you had said before the break and, 20 restricled, They wers out of ministry before |
21 thatis, thet in 1897 and until 2002, you had been 21 evergothere.
22 lead o believe that the monitoring program that 22 BY MR. ANDERSON:
23 had been In place was offeclive, at iéast you were 23 Q. I'm going 1o direct your aitention to
24
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" A, Thank you.
MR, KLENK: Thank you.
BY MR, ANDERSON;
Q. And this would be dated In February
of 20087
A. Uh-huh,
Q. ltis aletter from you, as | read it, to
Dear Brothers and Sisters in Chilst and that would
be from you to the community of falth In Chlcago?
A. That's correct.
Q. And directing your attention to the third

1
2
3
4
8
8
7
8

9
10
11

Q. 1'd ke to read thet end ask you a
question. Itstates | must apologlze & all of you
for the great embarrassment every Catholle must now
foel In tight of media sorutiny of these events.

My question to you, first, is why didn't
you apolegize for fallures by your office before
media scruliny?

A, 1ihink thal's understood but the letfers
| was receiving were always in reaction to what
they had learned from the media. That's all thal's
intended there,

70

paragraph, the last sentence, I'd fike to read 1t 12 Q. The pexi sentence states and t quots, I
and then ask you a question, I states it now 13 parfioutar, | am deeply sorry for the paln of those
seoms that additional information was available 14 Catholics who are part of St. Agatha Parlsh,
that did not reach our offices, The process we had § 16 When | read this, can you tell me where
used well to remove predators was not engaged . § 16  you apologized fo the community of faith, if you
quickly enough, 17 do, for the decisions that you made?
Are those your words? 18 A, lwentto St Agatha's school and church
A, They are. 18 when the aflegations became public against him with
Q. And what do you mean here? 20  the second arrest and apologized there and |
A. I mean that the Defenbaugh repori showed § 21 continue to apologize as much as | can {o bolh the
how Information that was avaliable was nof shared £ 22  school community -~ mahy of them not Catholic -~
and, therefore, the Judgments were made on the 23 and o the Catholles of the partsh, yes.
information availabls, ltwas notadequate anda {24 Q. Okay.
69 71
1 boy was abused and this is - this Is something 1 So if Fra hearing you correctly, you made
2 thai | have fo live with because I's a terble 2 apersonal apology fo the Catholics that altended
3 crime and it was on my waich. 3 the meetings at St. Agatha but you chose not to
4 Q. And do you agres the Defenbaugh report 4 male such an apology for your declsions 1o the
& that you commissionsd and you just referred fo, 5 community of Taith at large in this document,
6 effectively, faulis you for the failures of this 6 correct?
7 Archdiccese? ' 7 MR.KLENK: Object, the document speaks for |
8 A Inthesense that | am responsible but | 8 iself, !
g think it also shows that | acted on the information o THE WITNESS: Yes, I'm soiry, sir, § don't )
10 thatwas glven {o me, 10 draw the same conclusion. | would draw just the ;
11 Q. The next paragraph, | presume you're 11 opposite concluston from this document but perhaps |3
12 sending this io the communily of faith because 12 Pm not reading it wsll. :
13 there's been a lot of public attention about the 13 BY MR, ANDERSON: .
14 Defenbaugh report and the disclosure regarding 14 Q. Well, maybe you can point 1© me where you
16 MoCormack, right? s that right? 15 apologlze for your daclsions or your mistakes to
18 A. Yes, of course, that's - 16 the community of faith?
17 Q. So you're offering an apology here, aire 17 A, [must apologize fo all of you, the :
18  you not? 18  communlly of faith, for the great embamassment i
19 A. I'mapologizing to every Caihollc because 19 avery Cathollc must now feel in the light of the !
20 that's a matler of great shock and embarrassment fo § 20 fact that we made all these mistakes and they're
21 the whole church. 21 all public. What the media scrufinized was our
22 Q. And so the next paragraph Is your apology, 22 mistakes so certainly, it's an apology for these
23 correct? 23 mistakes.
24 A, That's right. 24 Q. Where do you say hers that you made
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A. They had a chance to revlew any file that

L

1 istakes, Cardinal? 1
2 A, Do you want me fo read - 2 theywanted fo. .
3 Q. f you could polntme to it. I'm Just 3 Q. Well, the information that they gol-was
4 looking for i, 4 gl that which was provided by your office,
5 A, Youknow, | | went before the cameras 5 correct? ‘
6 end admifted my mistakes and apologized at 8 A. 1befieve so. 1wasn't patt of that
7 St Agatha's and | think this is a reprise of that. 7 procedure as they were moved along.
8 Q. When you wrilte this paragraph -~ B Q. And are you aware of Defenbaugh and
9 A |pray that a faliure to act more quickly 8 Assoclates having raceived information pertaining
10 on my part will not harm the Archdiocese ltself. A |10 1o the files of any other priest besides McCormack
11 fallure to act more quickly on ray pari will not 11 and Bennett?
12 harm the Archdiocese itself, ' 12 A.. | believe whan the repori was made fo
13 Q. [d ke lo refer you to the Defanbaugh 18 satisfy the requests of the big panel of experts
14 and Associates report commissioned by you. 14  that supervised our Implementation of the
15 A. Thank you. Yes. . 158 Defenbaugh repont, the repert Included satistaction
16 Q. And at the same time Defenbaugh and 16 on his pert that everyone who had been.acoused of
17 Associates were commissionsd, you commissionad § 17  sexual abuse and -- of a minot and the accusation
18 Childers to Jook at the monitoring 18  wads reasonably Judged to be correct was out of
19 A Thets -~ 19 publlc ministty.
20 Q. - and we've already marked that exhibit, 20 Q. Soli'sfal to say that you limlted i to
21 thal was 49, 24 Bennetl and McCormeack?
22 The Defenbatigh report has been marked 22 A. This focus Is here, ves.
23  Exhibit 106; Is that correct? 23 Q. Okay.
24 A, Yes, sin, 24 Reforting you to the exhibit and I'd like 1
73 75 7
- Q. And you've read this and so you are 1 o direct your atiention fo the second page.
2 familiar with it, correct? 2 A, Yes, sir,
3 A. lread it many months ago now, yes. 3 Q. And I've highiighted portions of that o
4 Q. And my first question fo you is do you 4 save fime. And at the bottom of it, the
& dispute any of the findings made or conclusions & highlighted porfion In it reads even after the
6 reached In it? ' . 6 arrest/detainment of Father McCormack on an o
7 A, No, Ir the course of months, sometimes .'7 allagation of sexual abuse of a minor In
8 ofther things come forward but this shows us where & August 2008, Archdiocesan personne! delayed
9 wa made terrible mistakes in handling the McCormack § 9 reporting his arrest/detalnment to Cardinal George
10 . allegations. 10 for almost three days even though Cardinal George
11 Q. Defenbaugh and Associates were 11 was present within Archdiocesan tetritory and
12 commissioned by you fo look ai a very narrow lsste 12 avallable for such information, i
13 and, that is, the Archdiccese's pertaining - 13 Wheo s that that delayed this report fo i
14 conduct pertaining fo fwo priests {hat wers 14 you as documented by Defenbaugh? H
16 selecied by you, correct? 16 A, Normally, sihce he had been arrested and |
16 A. That was the focus but they included, as 16 fthen released back to society by the polics, it
17 you can tefl, general polictes and thelr effect but 17 would have been gt that point the Vicar for Priests
18  those were the gases. 18 who would have been involved in that and that was
18 Q. Andihe - thelr focus was then limited {o 1¢  the cass here,
20 Fathers Bennett and McCormack, correct? 20 Q. Father Grace?
21 - A. Thatl's correct, 21 A, That's correct.
22 Q. And they were then provided information 22 Q. Who else knew before you were told of this
23  pertaining only to Bannett and McCormack, at least 28 besides Father Grace?
24 their flles? 24 A. | believe he fold the ons In charge while
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78

1 1'was gone, Bishop Rassas. ] When it Is stated here that Archdiocese
2 . Q. Bishop Rassas? 2 personnel had In lts possession this information,
3 A. George Rassas, yes. [think he was not 3 who does this refer {o? _
4 yet ordained a bishop. He had been appointed but § 4 MR KLENIKG Obleotion, foundation, 1
§ he wasn't yef ordalned. 6 THE WITNESS: Wouid you then please ask the %
8 Q. He was then Vicar General? 8 question agaln If you warnt ms to answer. H
7 A, Vicar General, that's correct, uh-huh, 7 BY MR, ANDERSON: H
8 Q. Who slse besides Grace and Rassas? 8 Q. Whoelsthe Archdlecese - who Is the |
9 A. 1would imagine that the person in charge o  Awchdiacese persenng! fhat had within lts %
10 of investigating child abuse allegations was 40 possesston Information from locel law enforcemert }
11 certainly notified also. 11 and the State’s Attorney that the August '05
12 Q. And do you know who that was? 12 allegation against MeCormack wes credible? 1
13 A. Thatwould be Leah McCluskey, *~ 13 A, lamnot entirely certain but of the H
14 Q. Anybody else? - 14 people we mentioned, | would belleve It would be 3
16 A. Well, Leah would be in touch with the {16 Father Grace and Mr. O'Malley. i
18 Review Board and would Jet the Review Board know § 16 | didd not know then, 5
47  what she knew. My canonfcal advisor fo the Review § 17 Q. ltgoes on to state the recommendation for :
18  Board probably also knew then. 18 removal of Father McCormack of hig pastorat dufles
19 Q. Who's that? 19 and to sever Father McCormack's coneuct with minors
20 A, Father - 'm sorry. I'm nof thinking 20 was nof made untll October 15, 2005 when the Review
21 verywell. | know his name, I'm very embarrassad. || 21 Board recommended that Father McCarmack be removed |
22 Dan - I'm-¥msorry. |- 22 from ministry.
23 Q. Smilanic? 23 Why, Cardinal, was there g delay between
24 A. | beg your pardon, Smilanic, yes, You're 24 August of 06 and Oclober 15, 20087
77 79k
P 4 comect, sir. Thank you. 1 A. | fhink that's Incorrect, Becatse when
2 Q. What about Lago? 2 Father Grace told me, almost by accident assuming
3 A. Lago would nol have been In the loop at 3 that | knew, that Father McConmnack had been
4 fthat time, He was not responsible for these cases. 4. arrested, he also told me thal his ministry was
5 Q. Who is the point man for allegations of 5 restricted to adults; that he could not be alone
8 sexual abusa at that time i it wasn't Laga? 8 with minors.and that a supervisor, a monitor, had
7 A. Tha person responsible for receiving the 7 baen appolnted. in other words, the resttictions i
8 allegations, Ms, McCluskey and the Vicar For 8 that had been effective In our history here were In :
- 9 Priests, g place already at the end of August regarding §
10 Q. What about O'Malley? 10 MoCormack. |
11 A, Well, certalnly, O'Malley would have known 11 Q. s it your testimony then, Cardinal, that i
12 and did know bacause he ts In good communication § 12 you removed him from minislry as soon gs you i
18 always with the civil authorifies. So he would - 13 received any information that he was suspscted of
14 Q. So O'Malley knew before you knew? 14 abusing a child?
16 A, I'w -~ I'm sure he must have. 45 A, No. |didn't say that, sir.
16 Q. |refer you fo page — 16 Q. And then what was incotrect then about the
17 A. would think he would anyway, { mean, 17 slatement | just read to you?
18 Yes, sir. 18 A The recommendation to sever
19 Q. Andatthe top of it, I'd llke to read it 19 Father McCormack's contect with minors was not made |
20 and then ask you a question. X states certaln 20 unfil October 15th. In fact, he was put under i
21 Archdiocese personnel had within lis possession 21 restricfions to not have contact with minors as |
22 information from local law enforcament and the 22 soon as he was arrested, ;
23 Staie's Attorney that the August 2005 allegation 23 Q. And those resirictions wers simply
24 against Father McCormack was credible. 24

somebody telling him not 1o he around kids alone,
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1 rght? 1 A. 1had my responsibilitles as Archblshop,
2 A. That's correct, | presume they were 2 yes.
3 spelled out, Thay always have been In these cases. |} 3 Q. So when you ask yourself why you never
4 Q. it was the Revlew Board thal recommended 4 asked the question whan the State's Attorney had .
5 he be removed from minietry October 15th, was it 5 this, Archdlocesan personnel had this, they knew it
8 not? 6 was credibla In August of '05, do you now ask '
7 A. They gave me that advice, yes. | wish 7 yourself why didr’t | ask? Why didn't { look? Why B
B that | had followed It with all my heart 8 didn'tl - g
9 Q. Youdidn' follow 167 . 8 A, And 1 ask myself ﬁrst why didn't they :
10 A. | didn't because | thought that they hed 16 telime, !
11  not finished the oase's investigation, They hadn't 11 Q. First, what's your answer to yourself? ﬁ
12 conslidered ail the evidence. 12  What answer do you give us today as fo why you 3
13 Q. Well, if you dop't follow their 13 didn't ask?
14 recommendations, why do you have them? T4 A. lirusted in the system that | thought had
18 A. Because they do wonderful work but thelr 16 served us well and I'm sorry that | did.
16 conciusions depend upon the evidence they've 16 Q. What syster did you trust in that failed?
17 considered, If evidence fsn't considered, then the 17 Ao The sysiem of reporting immediately to the
18 concluston Isri't final. 18 police, In this case, they knew and they had set
19 Q. Well, the State’s Attorney and 18 him free which { inferpreted to meah they didn't
20 Archdlosesan pérsonnel, according fo this In the 20 think he was a danger. The system that had us
21 first sentence, had information that this was a 21 restricting ministry so that he had no contact with |
22 credible allegation in August of 20067 22 ohildren and the system that put a supervicor in
23 A. 1didn't hear that but | would zlsg « | 23 place to whom he repotted to be sure that he was
24 did ask myself if they thotight he was guilty, 24 limiting his ministiy while.the hvestigation moved
81 83
1 surely, the State would not have released him back §{ 1 forward,
2 o sociely fo be a danger to children. Z Q. Are the fallures that you're referring to
3 Q. 8o you made the caleulation to, 3 now, Cardinal, your failures or the fafiures of
4 essentially, disregard the State's Atferney this 4 paople who answer to you?
& was credible and Archdiocesan personnel thet this § & A. lthink all of us fafled In the end, |
£ was credible, didn't you? 8 mustiake responsibility for it,
7 MR. KLENK: Objection o the form of the 7 Q. In Qctober 15, 2005, the review - Review
8 question, 8 Board recommends his removal, correct?
9 THE WITNESS: No, | did not. 9 A. -They advised me o remove him without
10 BY MR, ANDERSON: 10 felling me they thought he was guilty.
11 Q. Well, you didn't act on i, 11 Q. Well, they wouldn't advise you to remove
12 A. They didn't tefl me that, They, 12 him from ministry unless they received information
13 themselves, released him back to society - 13  that caused them or gave them reason o believe,
14 Q. Didyou 14 correct?
18 A, --which is something | don't understand 16 A, No, that's cortect, They didn't say that. :
16 very well. 16 Had they said that, that would have beenthe end, |
17 . You say thiéy didn'f fall you, Cardlnal 4% They didn't have the information necessary to K
18 Did you ever ask them? 18 pursue anallegation. Thay told me that, '
19 A. No. | had the usual conduits of 19 Q. Who fold you that?
20 information that | relied on. | ask myself now why | 20 A. Laah McCluskey. In making the advice, she
21 | did not more aggressively - 21 said we have not finished the case. We can't
22 Q. Were you -~ 22 finishit. We'rs stymied.
23 A, - pursus it 23 Q. But the Board on October 15th recommmended
24 Q. Were you too busy with other things? 24 1o you temove him, right?
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86

1 " A. They advised that he be removed from 1 A. No. {didritalk fo Father MeCormack,
2 ministy, that's correst, 2 It was Father Grace whio had heard this from the
3 Q. And that was the full board acting 3 school.
4 unanlmously, was it not? 4 Q. Soitwas Father Grace that gave you the
§ A. 1befleve it was, | don't recall the - 5 information that MeCormack cauldn't have committed
8 you know. You've read the report, | 6 the sexual abuse,
7 Q. And Leah McCluskey doeen't sit on that 7 Is that what you're saying?
B8 board. it was the - it was your board that you 8 A, There was an allegation to that paint that
9 appolnied as consuliors on this lssue that 9 had tv be investigated, go back and check. That
10 unenimously made the recommendatior: of removal, |10  might notbe frue. In fact, wasn, Andl
11 ocorrect? 11 asked the Review Board to finlsh thelr work to
12 A. Theyhad - 12 Investigate thal fact.
13 MR, KLENK: Please don't ~ please don't point 13 Q. Any.other evidence upon which you relied
14 athim, 14 ftodisregard in - In making the declslon to
18 MR, ANDERSON: I'm not pointing at him. 15 disregard the recommendation of ~ of the Board
16 THE WITNESS: They advised that he be removed § 16  other than what Grace told you?
17 from ministry but they could not tell-ma they 17 A. Maylsay, sir, 1 did not - Fm sonty. |
18 thought he was gulity — . 18  did not disragard it, | said it wast't yel ripe
19 BY MR. ANDERSON: 18 for a conclusion and there were other comments that
20 Q. Well -- 20 apparently were coming from the school fo say that
21 A. - which was a condition for removing from 21 In place in the school was a polley that forbade
22 ministry. 22 any adult fo take a chili alone outside of a
.23 Q. Wall, Cardina), st gullt or inhocenocs 23 olassroom,
24 to be determined by the civil authoritles? 24 The sltuation hadn't beon Investigated
85 87
11 A. Finally at the criminal cass, yes, 1 fully yel.
2 Q. And when It comes to your prlest In this 2 Q. You said there were other comments besides
3 case, MoCormack, upen the recommendation of your | 3 information glven you by Father Grace.
4 Review Board that he be removed, you declded to 4 Comments by whom fo whom?
5 take the risk fo leave him in ministry, didn't you?, 5 A, No, All the information 1 had that 'n
6 A. They had not finished their investigation. 8 ‘referring to now, sir, was from Father Grace.
7  There was evidence | was getting from the school 7 Q. Okay.
8 {hat indicated he had fo be innocert. And as far 8 So In terms of the evidence upon which your
9 as | knew, the police had finished their work and 9 relied In the declsion to not follow the
10 they set him free bt they certalnly knew about t. 10. recommendafion came from Father Grace is what
11 Q. And you're referring to the evidence. 11  you'te saying?
12 Whose Job is it then fo collect the 12 A. Theinformation. It didn'trlse to the
13 evidenocs that pertalns to guilt of Innocence? 13 level of evidence, | wanted It to be investigated
14 A. The person who was In charge of the offica 14 to complete the work of the Review Board, They
15  for Investigating who was Leah McCluskey. 16 never finished thair process.
18 Q. You chose (o rely upon some evidence you 16 Q. lsn't that board appointed fo investigate?
17 said from the school that he was hnocent. 17 A. No. They recelve the results of the
18 What svidence was that, Cardinal? - 18 investigation that's done by Leah. They scruilnize
19 A. lwas recelving aflegations that he could 19 but they don't go out physically and Investigate.
20  not possibly have done this because he was not 20 We hire investlgators somefimes,
21 physically present in the school the two years 21 Q. Leah is the Investigator. for the Board?
22 sarlfier when the abuse was supposed 1o have taken §22 A, Yes.
23 place because he was laid up with an infured leg. 23 Q. And they made recommendation to you based |
24 Q. Was that from Father MeCormack? 24 on an Investigation she had done, correct?
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" A, Tdon't thlnk s0 betause they couldnt -~

carried the Archdlocese further into a slippery

80

1 4
2  they said they couldn't finish the investigation, 2 slops, what s your role In this chain of evenfe
3 That was the problem. They were unable fo finish 3 described as a watershed camying the Archdiocess
4 e investigation, ~ 4 Into aslippery slope?
5 if they had finished the mvestlgatnon, 5 MR, KLENK: Objection to form.
6 they would have given me a recommendation thathe §f 6 THE WITNESS: | found about that complaint only
7 was gullly or not. They didn't do that. 7 afier the second arrest. The audit found, if | may
8 Q. Cardinal, referring to the exhibit, moving "B guofe it myself, that Cardinal George did not know
g down, I'm going to divect your attenfion and ! & what he needed fo know to make a definlfive g
110 think i should be highlighted. The sentence 10 declslon regarding Father McCormack because he was
11 begins with to the contraty, individuel specific 41 not advised of all the information in possession of
i2 protocols, 42 his staff. | was not advised of that particular
13 Do you see that sentence? 15 Information that is described as a watershed event
14 A. Yes, sir, } do. 14 from years earlier.
15 Q. I'mgoing o read itand ask you a 15  MR.ANDERSON: Okay.
16 question. It siates to the contrary, individual 18 BY MR, ANDERSON;
17 specific pratocols for monlioring were not 97 Q. Lets go down fo the next sentence | think
18 addressed by the Professional Conduct 18 highlighted. it says Cardinal George was not
19  Adminisirative Commilitee which included the Vicar  § 19 apprised of the entirsty of Information In
20  of Priests and the Professional Responsibiilty 20 possession of the Archdlocese staff regarding the
21 Administrator, 24 cradibility allegation.
22 Who is then the Vicar of Priests? 22 Is that ~- is that what it says?
23 A. Father Gracé. 28 A. Yes, it does, sir,
24 Q. And who is the Professional Respansibifity 24 Q. Youwere advised of some Information? 4
. ) 89 91
1 Administrator? 1 A Oh, sura, yes.
2 A. Leah McCluskey. 2 Q. And thal Information was that
3 Q. Moving down, the next highlighted portion 3 Father McCormack had abused a child?
4 should be a senfence in the middie. k begins with 4 A. No. ft wasn'i information, sir, That was
5 the audit identified, 5 an allegation and the police had it and set hirn
8 - Do you see thal? 6 free, H
7 A, Yes, 1do. 7 Q. And you were apprised ihat the police had
8 Q. It states ~ and I then ask you 3 8 detalned Fathar McCormack for the orime of sexual
9 guestion - the audit identified that had a 9 abuse?
10 complaint of misconduct on the part of 10 A. Yes, and set him free.
14 Father MoCormack in Septembar of 2003 been propelfy ¥ 11 Q. And you ~ and you were apprised of that {
12 dealt with al the time, it would have identified 12 by Father Grace? ;
18" another alleged sexually abused minor by 13 A, Yes. %
14 Father McCormack. There's then --}f looks -- it 14 Q. And others? i
16 appears fo be a type but read it to say butno 15 A, Well, first of ali, by Father Grace ¢
16 further investigation this complaint, the 16  slthough he thought | knew when he did talk to me (
17 September 2003 aflegation was the watershed event 17 about il
18 which carrled the Archdiocese furtherintoa - 18 Q. And you assumed that because the poﬂce
19 silppery slope due fo fack of responsive and action 19 released him from custody that he was thus not
20 on the part of the Archdlocesan personnel to 20 puilty?
24 another misconduct complaint against 21 A.. Well, they also didn't charge him and |
22 Father MoCarmack. 22 did assume that, sir.
28 | apprediate thaf's e Jong passage but 23 Q. Are you aware that Father Grace was
24 when refersnce s made to the watershed svent which 24

apprised thal it was a credible allegation?
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" A, He did not speak that way to me.

i 7 you.
2 Q. Did you ever ask Dan McCormack ifhe had § 2 Q. The highlighted portlon says audit
3 abusedakid? ' 3 review -
4 A. No, L did not, 4 - A Yes,
5 Q. To this day, have you ever? 5 - Q Fliread that and ask a question, Audit
S A. No. He confessed in court so I'm sure he & roview of Father McCornack's seminarian files
7 did. . 7 falled to locate any documentation of allegations i
8 Q. Are you aware that he is alleged to have 8  of sexual misconduct or allegations of sexual abuse |
8 abused up fo 23 children? 9 oh the part of Father McCormack. Howaver,
10 A, 1was not aware of thal number, sir, 10 interview of the former Vice Rector,
11 Q. At page four, the top of It -t staris 11 Who's the former Vice Rector?
12 actually at the bottom of three. It beglins the 12 A. That would have been at thal iime -
13 audit identified that on August 29, 2005, 13 again, before 1 got here — but | -1 believe it
14 Cardinal George approved the official appolntment § 14  was Father John Canaty, 5
18 of Father McCormaock as Dean of the Deanery. 15 Q. Wasn't it Kicanas? §
16 That's & supervisory position, lsn't it? 16 A, §hadihought that Father Klcanas was the - [
17 A, ltis, sir. 17 Raotor.
18 Q. And that was sffeciive September 1, 2005, }18 Q. Okay.
19 it then goes on fo state the offfce for 19 And It goes o fo stafe of the seminary
20 the Vicar for Priests. 20 jdentifled that three distingt allegations of
21 And who was then the Vicar for Priests? 21 sexual misconduct of both aduits and of & minor on |
22 A. ‘That would have been Father Grace, 22 the part of Father MoCormack were brought {o the
23 Q. Had in their position -~ possession, It 23 attention of the seminary officials In the spring
24 says thelr possesslon. ) 24 quarter of 1892, The former Vice Rector recalis
93 95
1 Do you know who besides Gtace? 1 that these allegations were dooumented to
2 A, The other Vicar for Priests Is 2 Father MoCormack's flle.
3 Father Vince Coststio, 3 Have you sesn that documentation?
4 Q. And it goes on fo say in their possesslon 4 A. Only the memo that the Vice Rector wrote
5 derogatory informaflon concetning Father McCormack § 5 atthefime. | have not seen the original, And
& which they defayed reporting to the Vicar General. 6 that came fo my attention in January of 2008, |
7 And who js then the Vicar General? 7 remember reading it and belng very disturbed by it,
8 A. Father Rassas. 8 Q. And what was it that was In It that
g Q. Now--now bishop? g disturbed you?
10 A. Yes. 10 A, What you've just read, sir,
11 Q. 1 then states the Vicar General was 11 Q. The memoa reflected that there had been
12 telephonically advised of the derogatory 12 mulliple allegations of sexval misconduct by -8
13 information but allowed the appoinfment'to procesd 13  MocCormack in seminary, correct?
14 without requiring further Investigation Info the 14  A. |bselieve there were only two when he was
15  allegation, 15 & college seminarian and then the immediate
i6 So that would be Rassas? 16 Incidents of misconduct when he was in Mexico which
17 A, Yes, sir, 17 was the only ime there was any indication about a
18 Q. The next paragraph highlighted portion 18 wminor, The others waere sexual misconduct with his :
19 beginning with audit review, 19 peers in the seminary, | belleve. i
20 Do you ses thal? 20 G So that would ba three involving minors :
21 A, Additlonat allegations, that paragraph, 21 and there's some other adulis?
22 sk? 22 A, No. Ons. Fm sorry, sir. One involving !
23 Q. 1t begins with additional allegatlons ~ 23 aminor,
24 24 G. One lnwolving a minor?

A. |ses. |seewhatyou're saying, Thank
) o4
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1 A, Yes 1 THE WITNESS: This js & metno based upon report
2 MR, KLENK: Jeff, we're getting near 12:30 2 and the memo does say that his problem is drinking.
3 here. Whenever you reach a suitable stopping 3 BY MR ANDERSON: ;
4 point. 4 Q. I afso says that he had saxually abused 3
] MR, ANDERSON: Okay. I't — 'l go through 5 al least one minor ~
6 this. 'm almost done. 6 A. Yes.
T THE WITNESS: Sure. 7 Q. -and had’engaged In mappropdate sexual
8 MR. ANDERSON: All right, 8 conduot -~
g  BY MR. ANDERSON: 8 A, Absolutely,
i0 Q, I'm going o show you what Is marked as 10 Q. - with others -~
11 206. 11 A, That's -
12 A, Thank you, 12 Q ~whilein seminary?
13 MR, KLENK: Thank you, 13 A. But— and that's why he should have never
14 BY MR. ANDERSON: 14 been ordalned. | agree with you, sir.
15 Q. And this s a Sun-Times article quoting a 16 Q. Andso he was not only a problem drinker,
16 number of folks, amony them, Bishop Klcanas, 186 he was a pedophiie?
17 KA-C-A-N-A-S. And if states referring to 17 A, | bslleve you're correct, sir,
18 McCormack and his seminary days, quote, it would § 18 MR, ANDERSON: Let's take a break, i
19 have been grossly unfair not fo or -- have ordalned 18 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are golng off the record i
20 him meaning Father McCormack. : 20 at 12:36 p.m. This Is the end of videotaps number
21 Based on your review of the memo you 21 two.
27 received and as reflectsd In the Defenbaugh report, § 22 (A short break was talken.}
23  do you agree with Kicanag's assertion? 23 THE VIDECGRAPHER: We are going back on the
24 A, No. 24 record at 1:08 p.m. This is the beginning of ’
87 98
1 Q. He should Rever have-hean ordained, should 1 videotape number three,
2 ha, based on that - based on that memo you ™" 2 BY MR. ANDERSON!
3 roviewed? ' 3 Q. Cardinal, reforring yoy back to
4 A. Hoe would not have been ordained now and he 4 Exhiblt 108, the Defenbaugh report, { direct your
5 should never have been ordained then, & atiention fo page 15 ahd in the middle of it - it
8 Q. The last paragraph of this document states 6 may be highlighted ~ the paragraph baginning wih
7 there was a sense - and this Is quoting Klcanas - 7 during. 'm going to read that and then ask you
8 fhere was a sense that his activity was part of the 8 some questions,
5 developmental process and that he had learned from 9 During the review of the case files
10 the experience, Kicanas sald, quofe, | was more 10  Involving allegations of sexual abuse of minors by
11 goncerned about his drinking. We gent himt fo 11 Father McCormack, it was determined that the
12 counseling for that. 12 Archbishop was not notified of the
13 It's correct fo say that that memo that 13 allegations/atrest of Father McCorrmack untll thiee |
14 you reviewed and those documents regarding 14 days after the Archbishop's relwn to the :
16 MeCormack's seminary years belie the assertion made {15  Archdiocese. During the preliminary activities and |§
16 by Blshop Kicanas? 16 inquiry phase of the review process, the PRA sends §
17 MR, IKLENK: 1 would objeot fo lhe extent that 17 a memorandum to the Chancellor,
18 this deals with any report from a mental healih 18 The Chancelior is —
18 advocate of he's done an analysle. | don't want 19 A Mr -
20  hirn to do that because we are preciuded by law, as 20 Q. - Lago?
21 you know, from getting into that sort of 21 A: dJimmy Lago, yes.
22 information, 22 Q. lithen says the Archbishop's delegate.
23 MR. ANDERSON: | think you can answer, 23 And that Is?
24 Cardinal. 24 A. Father Danh Smilanic:

- o8

100

25 {Pages 987 ‘to 100)

MGCORKLE COURT REPORTERS, INC,
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS (312) 263-0062




¥+ % CONFIDENTEAL* #*

102

1 @ And thal's to the ~ delegate to the 1 acoording to the process. i
2 Board, correct? 2 Q. Andls this afallure of these people or a :
3 A. Yes, that's correct. 3 failure of process?
4 Q. And then if says, the Office of Legal 4 A, Well, people have process
5 Services. 5 responsibiliies, All { meant {o say was that the
6 And that would be? 8 Review Board system was set up to be sure that the
7 A, Mr. GMalley. B 7 archbishop, whoever he might be, would not
8 Q. And then it says the Victim's Assistance || 8 intetfere in the process and so that sometimes
9 Ministry. 9 there i3 -- it wasn'l in the past an immediate
10 And that would ba? 10 notlfication. There is now,
11 A, Now it's Mike Honeycut, Atthatiime, | |14 Q. As aresult of Jimmy Lago's fallure to
12 think it was Mr. Ralph Bonaccorst, 12 inform you of this Information involving
13 Q. Then Ralph Bonaccorsl. 18 Father McCormack, did you take action agalost him?
14 And then it says and the Vicar for Priests 14 A His obligation was fo give the files that
15  which would have been? 15 he had to Leah McGluskey In order it put the
16 A, Father Grace. 16 aliegation together, He did not have an obligation
17 Q. Grace. . 17 to infort me.
18 And it says advising them of the 18 Q. Hsls - he - he was the Chancelior, was :
19  allegation and requesting file reviews. 18 he not? |
20 So all of these people recelved this 20  A. Thatmeans he's in charge of files. b
21 informatlon at that point in time, cofrect? 24 Q. Andas Chancellor, he is one of your i
22 A. Asarequest for further information that 22 oconsulfors and advisors? |
23 they might have In order to bring the allegation §28 A, In the areas that he's responsible for, ;
24 together, that's correct. ' . 424 yes.
101 103
c 1 Q. And all of these people are alse mandafory 4 Q, Andls it your position that the ;
2 reporters, are they not? 2 Ghanceller did not have an obfigation to inforim you
3 A. | am not entlrely certaln if every single 3 of information that he possessed that 3
4 onewas. 4 Father McCormack was suspectet! of having abused? [}
5 In this case, the polide knew, 3 A, Thatwas not pari of his formal i
8 Q. The police already had this information «- 6 obligations at that tima, : -
7 A. Yes, 7 Q. Andsodo you fault him In any way for !
8 Q. - that's whére they got this information, 8 failing to report this Information In his
9 correct? 9 possession to you?
10 A. No. The sallegation was made directly to 10 A. Tome? i
11 the police. 1 Q, Yes. o
12 Q. Yes. 12 MR. KLENK: Objection, foundation, It assumes '
13 A. And g0 they had the victim, the eccuser. 18 he had information In hls possession then.
14 Q.- And they're alf aware of the police 14 MR, ANDERSON: That this allegation was
15  involvement? 16 credible,
16 A, I'm sure they must have been, | would 16 THE WITNESS: Oh, | don'f know that he had that
17 ‘think so, yes. 17 Information,
48 Q. And they're al] working, effectively, for i8 BY MR ANDERSON:
18 you. You've appointed each of them, have you not? {19 Q. Have you taken any action against ~
20 A Yes. ] 20 disolpline of the bishop's delegate for bis fallure
21 Q. And they're all to keep you Informed of -~ 21 o bring Information to you at this time? :
22 of the important matters relating to 22 MR, KLENK: Oblect, again, foundation. it B
28 Father McCormack and sexual abuse? 23  asswmés he had information. i
24 A. Théy followed a process. They informed me | 24 §
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1 BY MR, ANDERSON: 1 but!couldnitell you which ones exactly.
2 Q. ‘Have you taken any action agalnst the 2 Q. Well, then Father Rassas, the Vicar
| 3 delegate? 3  General, was promofed to Auxilary Bishop following
4 MR, KLENK: You can go ahead and ahswer it. 4 thls failure?
5 THE WITNESS; Oh, I'm sorty. | misunderstood, § 6 A. That appointment was made in the summer
8 His obligation Is to see to it that in the 6 before this happened. s a Ramat appolntrent,
7 protess, the canonlcal rules, the charter are 7 notming.
8 adhered to, It's not his direct obligation to 8 Q. Cardinal, I'm going to direct your
9  bring ma apylthing except the Review Board g atention to — o Bob Davies for a moment.
10 deliberations. 10 Who ls Bob Davies?
11 BY MR, ANDERSON: 11 A, I'msorry, 1 don't recognize the name.
12 Q. Going back to then Chancsllor Lago, Is It 412 Q. Leil's get a document. I'm golng to show
13 correot that since this point in time referfed o 13 you Exhibit 111,
14 Inthe report, Lago has even besen given more 14 A. Thank you.
15 responsiblily for dealing with sexual abuse of 15 Q. Andyou'll ses that It Is & memorandum
18 minors in the Archdiocese? 16 from Leah McCluskey - .
17 A. We learned that information wasn't shared. §17 A, Uh-huh
18 Ha is now the one to see fo It that information is 18 Q, «regarding McCormack. It's dated In
19 shared as broadly as possible among all those 18 February of 2008 and it refets to soms Information
20 concemed. 20 earlier received whereln g Sister Mary Therese
21 He has a new responsibifity since the 21 Cusack, C-U-8-A-CK -
22 McCormack allegations. 22 A, Uh-huh.
23 Q. And the Vicar for Priests, Father Grace, 23 Q - lmparted Infermetion end it - to
24 s referred to here. 24 Mr. Robert, Bob, Davies at the second page, flrst
108 107
: 4 What action, if any, have you teken - 1 paragraph - the fourth paragraph. Excuse me.
2 pertaining to him based on the findings of 2 You' see sfier spesking with blank, Sister Mary
3 Defenbaugh? 3 Therese Cusack contacted Mr, Bob Davies?
4 A, We discussed what went wrong and thers 4 A, Uh-huh,
5 have been corrections and | befleve a letter s in 8 Q. Who was the consulfant for Holy Famnly :
8 the file to be sure that the memeory of this is not 8 School at the time? %
7 Jost. ' 7 A Oh, okay. Yes. ;
8 Q. What actlon, If any, have you faken o — 8 Q. Are you aware that he's now assistant 3
g pertaining to Father Ressas, now Bishop Rassas, in 9 superintendent for the school? i
10 connection with thig? 10 A. No. Ithink he was refmovsd from that 5
11+ A, We also have discussed this, why was 11 posttion because this Information wasn't brought
12 information not passed on and | believe the same 12 forward when i should have been.
13 memorandum to keep us aware of whatwentwrong has 113 Q. And was that an actlon taken by you?
14 been placed in his file as well, 14 A. No. By the superinfendent of schools
18 Q. So If Pm hearing you correctly, you 15 who's responsible for the schools,
16 placed a letter 6f reprimand In the files of 15 & And the superintendent of schools,
17 Bishop Ressas and Father Grace? 17  ulfimately, answers to you, You overses the
18 A Yes, 18 schools end sducation for the Catholic Archdlocese?
19 Q, Have you reprimanded anybody else for 19 A, But I'm not involved in the schools, |
20 failure to report or act in connection with 20 make no appointments. | dor't hire. | don'tlet
24 Father MoGCormack? 21 people go. Thatlis the job of the superintendent.
22 A, Again, we discussed It because of this 22 s not my responsibility.
23 report fo show how serfously wrong the system went 23 | supervise to see that they are Catholle
24 and | think letlers bave gone info other files foo 24  schools.
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1 Q. Right 1 A~ Was she the principal at the time or was
2 You are the ulthmaie supervisor of the 2 she--
3 Catholic education in the Archdivoess? 3 Q. Yes.
4 A. Of the mission of Calhouc education in 4 A. Yes,
5 the Archdiocese. 5 Q. Davies was working for Holy Family School
& Q. And are you aware and did it come to your § atthe time and the Archdiocese Offloe of Catholic
7 altention that on five different ocvasions, 7 Education so that would have made him a meandatory
8 Information came to Bob - to the attenton of Bob 8 reporter in education? '
8 Davies that was suspicious of MeCormack having 9 A. 1don't know the details of the mandatory
10 sexually abused? 10 reporting law for educators ih the State of
11 A lwas notawars of five. 1 had heard 11 Hlinols. Pm sorry. i
14 sbout the one Incident after MeCormack was arrested §{ 12 , Q. And doyou have any Information that 3
13 the second fime. 13 elther of them everTeported to oivif authorlties 4
14 Q. And ag you st here today, you're only 14 the Information received or percelved by elther of !
1% aware of one instance - one Instance in which 15 them ooncerning McCormack? :
18 Davies recelved information from Sister Gusack of 18 A, ) don't befleve they did,
17 others-- 17 Q. 1want to show you Exhibl 115,
18 A. twas aware of the information - 18 A. Thank you.
19 Q. - thal MoCormack was engaged In conduct 19 Q. I'm showing you 116, This is'a memo dated
20 susploious of sexual abluse? 20 September §, 2003
21 A, lwas aware of the Informafion he recelved 21 This would be two years before McCormacl( 5
22 {rom Sister Cusack. 22 arrest, Cardinal?
23 Q. On how many occasions did she bring him - 23 A. That's correot.
24 1 to his attention that MeCormack was doing o 24 Q. And it conoerns St Agatha Parish and
108 . 111
1 saying things that were suspicious of abusa? 1 MeCormack., And it Is from a woman [dentified and
2 MR, KLENK: Ohjection, foundation, 2 It states | took & call from a woman who would not
3 THE WITNESS: This is the first | see this 3 Identify herself but gave me her phone humber and
4 memo, sir. | heard that she had received 4. it's stated I here, isn't it?
5 information af lemst onca. That's all 1 know. 6 A, Yes, ifis.
5 BY MR. ANDERSON; 6 Q. So if somsbody wanted 1o know who this
7 Q. And what did you understand Bob Davies's 7 woman was, It's not hard to find that out, s §?
8 response fo her to have been when she broughtitto § 8 A, They could have cajled that number, s‘r
9 him? g Q. Ckay.
10 A, He did not pass ton. That's the 10 The second paragraph says her chlef
11 Impottant fact, | belleve. 11 concarn ls the number the teehage boys that are
12 Q. Did you read and have you learned thal he 12 always in the rectory. This has been golng on for
18 said to her let it go? 13 rmors than a year and many others In the area are
14 A. | heard verbally an explanation of the 14 talking about it. 1 then goes on {o state in the
18  incident; that the parent did not want it pursued 15 Jast paragraph, last weekend, Father MoCormack tock
16 and In that context, | believe he said we should 16 several boys to Minnesota for shopping, I'befleve.
17 letit go. 17 You wordd agree that the information In
18 Q. Was that — would that have been Davies's 18 this memo from Mary Ann Is suspicious of sexual
19 decislon to make as an educator? - 19 abuse?
20 A. He ~ he made a mistake and for that, he's 20 A lrelses a flag. It centalnly does,
21 been demoted and repriimanded. | presume - | 21 Q. Andit should have been acted upor?
22 shouldr't presume anything, He made a mistake, 22 A, |beliave it should have been.
23 0. Atthatime, Cusack would be a mandatory 23 Q. Andwasn't?
24. . reporter? 24 A | belleve It was nof,
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" Q. And Mary Anh Zrust, Z-R-U-S-T, s who?

114

1 1 Q. And -
2 A At that ime, she was the réceptiohist and 2 A.. --when | found this out, you know, aftet
3 secrelary In the Vicars For Priest office. 3 he was arrested.
4 Q. And that was Father Grace? 4 Q. Who did you inqulre you?
16 A, 12003, I'm not sure that twas . & A The Vicars for Priests.
§ Father Grace., 8  Q Who? . 3
7 Q. Well, it was the Vicar for Priestin any 7 A. Father Grace.
8 case? 8 Q. What was his explanation for his faiture?
9 A, Yes, -9 A. ltwas an anonymous-report and In the
10 Q. Thers was - there was more than one Vlcan 10. context, got loss In a lot of other things,
11 for Priest, though? 411  apparently.
12 A. Thera were always two. 12 . (. Did you say fo him, Father Grace, giving
13 Q. So information of this type in this memo, 43  the phone number s not anonymous All you have to
14 Exhibit 115, certainly would have gone from the 14 dols calt her up and say, ma'am, what's your name?
115  sacretary to one of the vicars {6 whom she answerad 46 This Is Imporfant Information. Did you paint that
16 and It would have beert either father - in 2008, .- |16 out fo him?
17 would have heen ~ CB17 - A Yes, ldid
18 MR. ANDERSOM: Am | in front of the camera" 18 Q. And his explanation was’?
19 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: A {itle bit. 19 A. He made a mistake, He didn'l follow-up.
20 THE WITNESS; That's okay, ‘20 Q. Father Grace or whosver it was thal you
21 MR: ANDERSON: | goi to fook --1 gotto 3ook 24 confrontad with this is — Is under the - under
92 gt thls chart here. | can teil you who - 2003, 22 the same requirements that you have been as a
23 Grace and Costello or Grace and Kaczcsrowskl 23 priest, thatls, to keep certaln matiers secret and |
24 THE WITNESS: Yes. 24 gulet to avold scandal, correat?
113 115
f BYMR.ANDERSON: = 1 MR KLENK: Objeotlon to the form of the {
2 Q. Soitwould ~ had -~ therg at that time 2 question, i
3 two Vicars for Priest? 3 THE WITNESS: That's -- that has nothmg fo do §
4 A, Yes, 4 withthls, B
5 Q. And so whosver it was that she brought 5 BY MR, ANDERSON: {
6 this to should have taken action on thia and 8 Q. Woell, Isnf the disclosure of sexual abuse i
7 didn't, you know that now? 7 by a priest scandalous if made public? !
8 A. Yes. [regret deeply that action was not 8 A. There is no accusation of sexual abuse
g taken, 9 here, sir,
10 . Have you ever asked Grace, Kaczorowe;kx or 410 Q. There's a suspicion of an accusation of
14 Costelio why they didn't act on this action back 14.. sexual abuse here, isn't there? )
12 then in 20087 12 A. Isuppose aflag Is raised as | said. !
13 MR, KLENK: Objection, assumes that theywere §13° Q. Sothe Vicarfor Clergy In 2003 inany
14 aware'of it - 14 case chose to keep it a sscret and not report it to
15 THE WITNESS: The anonymity, | fhink, perhaps § 16 you or the civil authorliies, correct? :
168 might have entered Infe It but you really must 16 A. | don't know that he chose fo keep ita i
17 have - ask them, | can't speak for them. I'm 17 secret. What you're taliing about hete is behavior i
18 sotry forit. 18 .which is not sexual,
19 BY MR ANDERSCN:" 9 Q. J'm going to show you Exhlbit 117 and you
20 Q. My question to you, Cardinal, is did you 20 will see ltls a memo of July 13, 2008 fo Father Ed |
29 ask them? They'rs answerlng to you, You're thelr §21 Grace and Father Vinoe Costello from then George fi
27 boss. Did you ask them? 22 Rassas now bishop.
23 A. 1inguired why there was no follow-up 23 And Father Dan McCormack is bemg mads a
24 ard - 24  dean, corect?
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the Deanery as well as the minlstry?
. 118

1 A Yes, Thal's in July as you'l notice. 1 A. The police let him go, sir. He was
2 G And look &f the handwrlfing. 2 lnnocent as far as they were concerned, We
3 * Whose handwriting is that? a3 canhducted an Investigation on the presumption of
4 A. 1cant tell you that, sir, 4 Innocence. Hae was freed with the civil authorities
& Q. Asirendli, it says we supgested no 5 fuf} knowledge.
6 because of boys in rectory leller. 8 Q. Cardinal, who told you that Dan MeCormack
7 And you're the one that, ultdmately, 7 was innoceni?
8 appoinied McCormack dean? 8 A. The release to me meant they couldn't
8 A. That's correct. | didn't see this. 9 charge him and they had reason fo befieve that he
10 Q. And it's not becausa it wasn't available 10 was nota danger to children,
11 lo you but If's bacause you didn't ook or ask, 11 Q. You've never really believed in the zero
12 correct? 12 foletance policy, have you?
13 MR, XLENIC Objection to the form of the 13 A. |Dbeg your pardon, sir, but thal's
14 question, compound. 14 entirely haccurate, | betleve it, ;
15 THE WITNESS; The information wash'i given me § 18 Q. 1 want o direct your attention to 118. :
16 and In every case, the guestion asked Is is he 16 This is fo the file from Ed Grace, f's dated
17 vetted orisn'the - 17 August 30,06, it states | was called af Queen of
18 BY MR, ANDERSON: 18  All Saints rectory by Reverend McCormack, He ;
19 Q. And = 19  informed me that he was belng questioned by police |3
20 A. The response cama back yes. 20 atthe local polioe station, cofrect? ]
21 Q. And Ressas didn't tell you, did he? 21 A. That's what It says, ves, sir, ’
22 A, He didn'l tell me about this, no. 22 Q. Concerntng an allegation made against him
23 Q. And he didn't tel) you that t was 23 by the mothet of a ten-year-old boy, Ha putthe
24 suggested that he was notiitfo be a dean because § 24 delective on the phone fo explain the circumstences
117 119
- 4 of boys in the rectory leftet? 1 tome, correct?
2 A. No, he did not tell me that, 2 A. Yes,
3 Q. So he was made dean by you? 3 Q. Then li goes on o say in the last
4 A. Yas, | appoint deans. 4 sentence of the next paragraph, Father McCormack
5 -Q. Andthen you recelved Informafion that 5 succedded in fowering the boy's panis and
6 McCormack was not fit and had been suspected of § 6 fondling - fondled his genitalia.
7 abusing boys, correct? 7 That's what it states, doesn't it?
8 A. After his second arrest, | received this ] A, Hdoes.
g information that we're looking at now. 9 . (. ltgoss on to state in the next sentence
10 Q. And when did you rescindor did you ever I 10 detective found the boy's story gradible?
11 rescind the appolntment of Dan McCormack o his § 11 A. lidoes say that.
12 posiilon as Dean of the Deanery? 12 Q. 1igoss on fo state ! asked if
13 A. When he's taken ouf of minisiry, that 13 Father McCormack was being detained. He sald not
14 appointment Is automatically rescinded. 44 atthat fime. And Itis Father Grace that says | 3
15 Q. And that - and that was January, was it 5 then suggesled that given the hour, Father be sent ?
16 not? 18 home and return the hext morning with an attorney |
17 A Thal's correct. 17 to continue the inferview.
18 Q. Butyou learned he had been arrested for 18 Cardinal, was it Father Grace's Job as
18 oriminal sexual conduct of a minor — albelt 18 Vicar for Priests fo suggest to the police that
20 released - but arrested Int October, correct? 20 McCormack be released and brought home?
21 A, Oh, | knew that at the end of August, sir. 21 A, Notes Vicar for Priests, no,
22 Q. AndIn August when you knew that, you 22 Q. Imean, Father Grace is out of fine here,
23 choss to keep him in the position of Dean of 28 isn'the?
24 24

¢

A. 1think It was very imprudent,
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1 Q. Anditis also your policy and your 1 conviction or an arrest, in fact.
2 expeciallon that the Viear for Priests will arrange 2 Q, len'tit —ien't it Father Grace's job to
"3 to get the aftorney for the ~- the — the accused 3 first protect the chlldren Instead of protecting
4 child abusing clerie? * 4 the priest when the priest Is acoused of hurting
5 A. That doss happen sometimes {0 be sure that | 5 children?
§ aprocess s falr, We see to it that lay people, 8 A. itls. | can't belleve that he believed
7 priests, others, even those who bring an accusation § 7 Eather McCormack was a danger. He would have told
8 have civil counssl. 8 s, | think, it he really belleved that but you're
9 Q. It's also - is it your instruction as 8 right, the first obligation is to protect children.
10 cardinal to — fo Father Grace and others undet 40 That's the obllgation of the police as well, |
11 your control fo ~ excuss me. 11 believe,
12. I& it also -- let me ask you this, the 12 Q. And It was the detective in this memo that
13 next sentence says | then spoke with Dan agaln and | 13 found the boy's story oredible. So what
14 advised him not to discuss the matier further with 14 Father Grace belleved, whether Dan was innocent or
18 the police, 18 not, Is really - Is not Important,
16 S0 as | read this and as | jusi read it to 16 What the detective found le, though, fsnt
17 you, Father Grace, your Vicar for Priests, is 17 W?
18 telling Dar McCormack don't talk to the polics, 18 A. 1didn't see this memo until after the
19 don't tell them that you've abused these kids, 19 second arrest, In fack, until just a llttle whils
20 don't tell them anything. : 20 ago, Ceftainly, the witness of the detective had |
21 Is that somathing that you approve of? 21 received that would have meant the sequence of
22 MR, KLENK: 1 object to the form of the 22  events was very different.
23 question, 23 Q. Going te the second page of this memo, it
24 THE WITNESS: No. That's not part of his 24 gtates 9;30 z.m., 1 met with Dan af our office.
121 123
© 1 responsiblities. 1 That s at the office of the Archdiocese :
2 BY MR. ANDERSON; 2 thatis of the Vicar for Clergy? é
3 Q. Y iovoks to me, Cardinal, like this is 3 A. That's correct.
4 being - Father Grace Is trying fo keep this secret _ || 4 Q, Thaf's your office? %
5 and avoid scandal, & A. No, it's the office of the Vicar for
] Does it look that way to you? 8 Priests.
7 A. s a public arrest, sir. It's nota 7 Q. lt'sIn your offices, though, ism't it?
8 secret, 8 A. No. It's physicelly In another building.
9 Q. 1 know but right now, the only ones that 9 Q. Oh, okay.
10 know are Father Grase, Father Dan and the police, § 10 It states | asked Dan to tell what the
11 right? 11 police had sald to him and what he had sald to them |
12 A. At this polot, yes, 12 but nothing else and the but nothing else is In
13 Q. So the parishioners and the community of 43 caps. Now, ! read thls to be recording that Grace
14 faiih don't know — 14 I asking him, that is, McCormagk, fo tell him what
15 A. Notal this point. 15 he hadtold the police.
16 Q. - about this arrest, do they? 16 How do you read this? Whel ls - what ls
17 A, | dor't know whether It was ever reported 17 Grace dolng hete and recording?
18 in the police register: 1 really don't know thet. 18 MR, KLENICG Oblect to the form of the question,
19 Q. Well, you do know that Father Dan did get 10 the speach followed by the questlon,
20 alawyer and that was Pat Reardon because if's 20 BY MR, ANDERSON;
21 reflected in this rnemo? il Q. Letme put In this way, why Is this In
22 A. Yes. 22 caps?
23 Q. The Archdiocese hired him, right? 23 A ldon't know why it's In caps.
24 A. We pay for a lawyer until thers s a 24

Q. Grace is telling McCormack {0 keep his
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Reardon and arranged for him 1o represent Den.

says today, 8-31-05. it says| contacted Pat

1 rhouth shut so that he doesn't get in tfrouble, 8o 1

2 the Archdlocese doesrt get In trouble, right? 2 8o he's contacting the lawyer and making

3 A, | don't belleve thaf's trus, 3 arrangements for Dan McCormack {o have a lawyer,

4 . Well, then what Is true’? 4 right?

5 A 1ihink perhaps Father Grace's training as 5 A, Yes, but there, that sometimes is the

6 adefense atiomey was Instrumental in his reacting § 6 cass,

7 In this way but ihal's just conjeciure on oy part, -7 Q. That's Ih accord with your policy?

8 sin 8 A. When people need defense In a process,

9 Q. Wasn' it yous job to meke stre that 9 whether it's canonlcal or olvll, for the sake of
10 Father Grace and other vicars and other leaders and § 10 fairness, we ofteh suggest that it might be good to
41 esducators In this Archdiovese wers trained In the 14 have a lawyer.

12 protection of children? 12 Q. I'm going to show you Exhibit 124,
13 A. Andihey have been trained. 13 A, Thankyou.
14 Q. And, agaln, at the next —three 14 Q. 'mnotgoing to - I'mniot goihg fo -
18 paragraphs down, it - it refterates the 15 this Is Exhibit 124 and thls is dated September 15,
16 detectives - thete are multiple defectives here - 18 2005, two weeks after the police find the :
47 withessed the Interview and found the boy credible. 17 aflegation credible, And i'm not going to ask you ;
18 Now we have more than one detective. We have 18 1o read this because | know you've had a chance fo i
19 multiple detectives witnessing an intetvisw of the 10 look at some of these things but my question to you é
20 chlid who's besn abused and finding the child to be |} 20 is there ware reports In the medie, Information :
21 credible; Is that right? 29 disseminated by your office that the woman referred
22 MR. KLENK: | object fo the speech. | object 22 to here?
23 1o the form of the question. 23 A Yes
24 24 Q. Andwe know who we're talking about here

125 127

C 4 BY MR, ANDERSON: 1 as the mother, don't we?

2 Q. ls that the way you read this, Cardinal? 2 A, Yes, sir. '

3 A, |readthis a couple of weeks ago. | 3 Q. Okay.

4 deeply regret that they, themselves, didn't keep 4 [t's - I's reported in the media and

5 Dan In custody. 5 claimed that the family wouldn't cgomeé forward and

6 Q. Cardinal, did you read thls a couple weeks | 6 {hat's why no action was taken responsive to her

7 ago for the first thme In prepping for this 7 repork

8 deposition? . 8 Did you make that claim to the media?

9 A. 1t was one of the documents given to-ms, 9 A, ‘Thatwas my understanding at the time, | b
10 yes. 10 did not have this memo, i
11 Q@ So that was the first time you've seen 11 Q. -And who fead you to believe that at the §
12 this was in preparation for this today, right? 12 fime you made that representation to the public In
13 A. Sofaras | can recsll, : 13 the modia?

14 Q. So now having seen this, is this going to 14 A. Several times | kept asking whether or not
16 cause you to do anything different in the future 16 we could pursue thie case and do the invesligafion
16 either as it pertains fo Grace and the others in 16 and sach time, 1 was fold they're siilt frying to

17 your charge? ’ 17  the get the allegation together.

18 A. I've already spoken to Father Grace about 18 Q. Who was that?

19 the responsiblities as the Vicar for Priests being 19 A. Well, the people whom we've menfioned,
20 to protect children and to search for the truth, 20 Somstimes it was the Vicar for Priests or lhe

21 nat fo ~ o protect a priest as If he were & 21 lawyer or Leah MoCluskey even was talking about the
22 client. . 22 diffioulties of getting an allegation in form to be

23 Q. Look at this memo at - at the bottom, it 23 trled by the Review Board,

o4 24 Q. So this exhibit and other information,

P R T
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1 through it, you kind of reallzed you were 1 to our attention and that actlon was not {aken in a
2 misinformed then, correct? 2 timely manher.
3 A. | was not adequately informed. 3 What fs your response 1o this?
4 Q. Exhibit 126 Is from the Review Board dated § 4 A. 1amvery dismayed myself, This is
5 January 28, 2008, 5 tenible that more precipious action was nof taken’
6 This is addressed fo you, Cardinal, 8 so | share that concern, |understand itand |
7 correct? 7 shate It as my own as well,
8 A, That's correct, : 8 Q. Haveyou everwrliten a lettér responding 3
9 Q. And it's from -~ is this alt the maembers g to this letter to the Board?
10" of the Review Board - 10 A. lwent and talked fo them personally for §
11 A. 1believe it's ~ 11  several hours. é
12 Q. - appolnted by you? 12 -+ Q. When they state we are extremely dismayed §
13 A. Yes, all the members &t that Hme, 13 that yet another claim, B
14 Perhaps there's one rmissing. 14 Yet another claim is referting fo what?
15 Q. Inany case, you recelved this. 16 A. |presume the Benneit case,
16 And did you know that you were golng to 18 Q. And this one is first referring to the
17 recelve this before it was sent? 47 MoCormmack case, is [t not?
18 A, No, | did nof, 18 A, itis,
19 Q. It stetes Deay Cardinal George, I'm 19 Q. And lhen it's referring back to another
20 writing this letter on behalf of the Professional 20 claim? :
21 Review Board members who participated in 21 A. Yes.
22 January 24, 2006 teleconference regarding 22 Q. And that refers back to Bennet{?
23 Father Daniel MoCormack, 23 A, Well, they didn't make that expiicit buf | !
24 1t looks like the only one that was on 24 presume in the context that's the case, | wouldn't
129 1814 i
' 4 the — the Review Board was your delegate and that § 1 know what other case they could possibly be falking §
2 was Father Smilanic? 't 2 about, .
3 A. Smiianic. 3 Q. Well, this is before Joseph Bennett was
4 Q. Smilanic? 4 removed from rainistry by you, Cardinal,
3 A. Yes, 5 A. He was removed around this same fime and  {
B Q. Did he choose not to sign on fo this & we changad our policy to ramove priests not after |
7 purposefully or what? 7 they offended but even while they ware being g
8 A. | have no idea. | doubt that. | have no 8 investigated,
9 idea. 9 Q. Inany case, on January 28, 2008, i
10 Q. The second paragraph - 10 Father Bennett had not bean ramoved from minlstry,
11 A, He Is not technically a member of the 11 comest?
12 Revlew Board. 12 A, He was removed around that ima. #'m not
13 Q. He's the delegate? 1% sure of the exact date, either just before or just
14 A. Yes, 44 afler,
15 Q. In any case, is he the only one that's oo 15 Q. ltwas February 1st, ] think, that he was
16 the Board that's not a signer of this lelter? 16 removed, That was after this lelter was sent to
17 A. | hought there were elght members of the 47 vyou after the 8t, Agatha meeting. '
18 Board but perhaps not al this time. 18 A, Hfitwas -~
19 Q. Weli - 19 Q. Does that sound correct?
20 A. This is the Board speaking. 20 A. Yes, he was romoved just affer the :
21 Q. Okay. 24 St Agatha mesting. ?
22 The Board says in the second paragraph we 22 Q. And - §
73 are extremely dismayed that yet another claim of 28 A. ' not sure when this lefter was recelved §
24 clerical sexual sbuse of a minor has been brought §24 but g
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Q. The — the next paragraph goes on fo falk

‘134

1 1 finding here bacause they hadn't considered all the |
5 about the media statements belng made by you 2 evidence as they thomselves say, [tIs true thare
3 whersin youare quoted, correct? - 3 was not a formal presentation of this allegation.
4 A. 1presuma that's a quote from me. 4 BY MR, ANDERSON: : :
& Q. And then it goes on in the next paragraph 5 Q. Atthe last - next paregraph, the last
6 {0 {alk about the Information pertaining to the 6 sentence states and they wilte to you we take
7 Review Board and criminal Investigation, cortect? 7 offense at the lack of truth telling.
8 A, Which paragraph, please, sir? 8 A, 1was mistaken In what | sald, | didn't
8 Q. Well, third paragraph is - Il — I 9 realize that they had ag much Information as they
10 direct your altention fo the fourth paragraph ahd 10 did. They stlil didr't have enough fo pursue the
41 that states our recormendations were presented to ff 11 allegation as they say.
12 you on October 17, 2005 at the post-Review Board §| 12 Q. Well, they use the words lack of truth
13 meeting. . 13 telling which Is equivalent of a fie,
14 What Is 8 post-Review Board meeting? 14 A Hl- ,
16 A, If's the mesting that1 have with the head 15 Q. Cardinal, let me ask the question..
18 of the Office For Investigation, Leah McCluskey, 16 A, Fmsony. Please, 'm sory.
17 and with my representative for ganonical process to § 17 Q. You're saying it was a mistake. They're
18 the Review Board, Father Smilanic. They come to §18 saying itwas alle?
19 see me after the Board to explain what the Board  §19 A, Uh-huh,
20 said, 20 Q. Right?
21 Q. Okay. 21 A. |presume they are.
22 The Board then writes 1o you, you chose 22 Q. Sxhibit 127 e DCSF pertalning fo
23 ot to act on them and we how have a giiuation that § 23  MoCormack?
24 reflects very poorly and unfeirly on the Board. “hza A Uhhuh ;
: 133 136
i1 When they write that, you chose not to act 9 Q. And you've seen this now, have you not?
2 on their recommendations, that Is correct, lsn't 2 A. No, 've never seen this before. This I
3 W{? . 3 thefirsttime.
4 A, Thatis — 4 @ Well, it - it means that ~ It says that
5 Q. That was & cholce that you made? 5 sexual molestation by McGormack &t the second -~ i
6 A. Thatis correct. & third paragraph as indicated finding means the DCSF
7 Q. Do you take responsibllity for that? 7 investigation found oredible evidence of shild I
8 A. Of course | rust take responsibility for 8 abuse, negiect. Credible evidence means that the §
9 1 g facts gathered during the Investigation would lead i
10 Q. How many kids did McCormack abuse affer 10  aressonable person lo believe that a child was §
11 you made that choice? 11 abused or neglected. i
12 A, }beleve that's being Investigated now 12 You didn't know that DCFS has ever made ;
13 but at least ane and probably two fhat | know of 18 such a finding? :
14 and there may ba ofthers. 14 A No,!did not. With all my heart, | wish
15 Q. How many kids did Fatber Joseph Bennett 16 they had given me this on December the 14ih. They
16 have — are suspacted of - of having abused and 16 gave It to Dan McCormack. Had they given i fo me,
17 that have come forward after - after you chose not 17 he wotld have been out Immediately. :
18 to acl? : 18 Q. Father Grace comtmunicated to you that he
19 Mz, KLENK: Object fo the form of question, 19 had been arrested and that the police had found the
20  compound. 20 allegations to have been oredible enough to —to
21 THE WITNESS: If you mean how many allegations § 21 arrest and Interrogate him, correct?
22 have bsen made against Joseph Bennelt, purrently, 22 MR, KLENK: Objection, asked and answered.
»3 npone. There were none made after the Review Board § 23 THE WITNESS: And let him go.
o4 had ¥is finding. And, again, they didn't have a 24
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BY MR, ANDERSON:

T P PO D e I R e

1 4 itto have bean?

2 Q. They let him go and so did you, 2 A, As you can see from the people fo whom

3 You kept him In the ministry, didn't you? 3. ihisis copled, these are the people who are the

4 A, | did it because there was no evidence, 4 princlpals in getiing the allegations together and

5 Q. Well, how can you say that you would have 5 pursting them with the Review Board sq that a final

6 acted on DCSF If you would have known ftwhenyou || 8 recommendafion oan be glven to me.

7 didn't act when Father Grace advised you of the 7 Q. Atthe second page, you'll see at the

8 arrest? 8 first sentence i says Mr. Fitzgerald determined

9 A. This is entirely different. They have a g from officlals af presentation campus that
10 judgment there that he did, In fact, abuse a child. 10 Father MocCormack has been feaching a math tlass for
11 These are the people whom the State puts in charge | 11 four days per woek at the school since
12 of children, If they say that, then, obviously, 12 September 2005,
13 this Is the case. 13 That's when he's supposed {0 be on
14 Q. Didr't you pul the Review Board fo 14  monltoring, isn't he? :
16 investigate the allogations of sexual abuse so they 18 A, Yas, and restricled.
16 can make recommendations fo you? 18 Q. Yeah
17 A ldid. 17 And then It says a pareht named blank sat
18 Q. And didn't they recommend Dan McCormack's § 18 I Falher McCormack's classes, quote, the first few
19 removal from minlsiry? 19 wesks, end quote, Mr. Fitzgerald stated that
20 A, They didn't come to a conclusion thathe 20 Father McCormack was also coaching boys - the boys
21 bhed dohe It 24 basketbufl team af this school until yesterday when
22 Q. Didn'tthey recommend his removal from 22 Father Grace directed McCormack fo cease contact
23 ministry, Cardinal? 23 with the tsam,
24 A, They advised that, yes. : 24 8o that was he was also coaching while

137 138

1 Q. They recommended it? 1 under these go-called restrictions, right?

2 A Theyadvised it. They advised It 2 A. Yes, that's right.

3 Q. And-you didn't {ollow it —~ 3 Q. The last sentence of this says it was

4 MR KLENK: Please don't point at him. 4 reported to Mr, Fitzgerald that Father MeCormack

5 BY MR. ANDERSON; & took the boys to Dave and Busters, i

8 Q. - cotvect? 6 That's a bar and restaurant?

7 A, | couidn't foltow it, sir. 7 MR, KLENK: Objection, form of the --

8 Q. Whatkeptyou from following it? 8 foundatlon. .

g A There was no avidence. The nvestigation . 9 BY MR, ANDERSON:
10  hadn' been completed, 10 Q, Well, it says an arcade, restaurant and
11 They completed the Investigation. 41 bar and then refumed them home at the end of the §
12 Q. ['mshowing you what's been marked 128. 12 day. . ;
13 This is Archdiocese of Chicago memorandum from 13 A. That's what it says. )
14 MoCluskey regarding MeCormack January 18, 2006 and §{ 14 Q. Sojust o get this fight, he's under E
16 i's & brief question but the first sehtence seysa 15 restriction while he's alleged to have been doing f
16 mesting was held this afternoon in John O'Malley's 16 this as recorded in this mema, right? H
17  offieeregarding the allegations of sexual 17 A, 'Thal's correct. g
18 misconduct made by blank against Dan McCormack, 18 -Q. Under monitoring, right? 1
19  The following was prasent for the meeting, John 19 A, That's correct. I
20 O'Malley, Reversd Grace, Dighe Dunnagan, Dan 20 Q. And he's been feaching since Septembar
21 Fltzgerald, Ralph Bonaccorsi and Dan Sralianic, 21 of 200587
22 Dig you call this meeting? 22 A, That's correct, unfortunately.
23 A, No,]didnot. 23 Q. And on monitoring since 2003 - since
24 G, And what did you understand the purposs of 24  September of 20067
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1 A 2008, | belleve. After the first arrest. 1 It says the only follow-up this priest
2 Q. Were you aware {hat Tom Walsh was supposed | 2 roceived was possibly one to two telephone calls
3 to have been the monitor for - 3 from the Vicar for Priests within the first two
4 A. Yes. |asked who the monitor was and he 4 wosks of his, guote, monitoring, unquote, and
5 is - was the monltor, 5 possibly one face to face maeting with the Vicar
8 Q. Were you also aware that Tom.Walsh was at 6 for Priests? .
7 another parish and he communicated that it was 7 Is this adequaie monitoring?
8  difficult for him fo be McCarmack's monitor becauss 8 A, No, of course nof, sir
g he's at another parish? b Q. And Father Grace knew all this?
40 A. | think, sir, that information tsa't 10 A, Yes.
11 correct. He was a rosident at St. Agatha's, Thet 11 Q, Lef's go back fo the Defenbaugh exhibit
12 was my understanding but maybe - 12 again and at page four, 'm now going to ask you
13 Q. Tom Walsh - Tom Walsh was living there 13 about Father Bennetl, -
14 but he wasn't working there. He was gone every day 14 A. Sure. .
15 from - 18 Q. And look af page four, the last paragraph
16 A, lsee 18 In I, it states the audit found that delays in
17 Q. -~ 2:00 fo 11:00, wasn't he? 17 removing Father Bennett from his pastoral dulies
18 A. Yes. He was responsible for ofher 18  were primarfly the result of Father Bennedt nat
18  pastoral duties. 19 “having been provided canonical counsel. However,
20 Q. Soif he's serving another faith 20 this mere fact is not sufficient for not having :
21 comimunlty, snother pastorate, how can he be 24 removed Father Bennsit when the Review Board made :
22 monitaring MeCormack? 22 lts recommendation o Cardinal George.
23 A, P'm not supervising the monitoring but 23 Now, it then states this action sfili
24 monltor doesnd mean you live with them every 24 could have been taken while awaiting advice of
144 143
4 moment of the day, | believe. 1 canonical counsel. The Cardinal should immediately
2 Q. I'm referring you fo the Defenbaugh report 2 remove a priest of deacon from pastoral dufies as
3 page?21%. 3 soon as there s a bellof that chiidren could be at
4 Would you look back at that for a moment, 4 risk and particularly at the recommendation of
5 Cardinal? 5 removal by the PRA or Review Board,
B A. Sure, |think it's here. Uh-huh, B8 Do you agree with this finding? _
7 Q. And I'm going to - have you found 21 yet? 7 A. We have changed our polioy because | agres
8 A, | have. Thank you, 8  with that last sentence. Al the ime, profocols
8 Q. Okay. : . g did-not permit me to remove someone who had not
10 This would be the first paragraph, the 10 been canonlcally counseled. The process was not
11 first full sentence. I'm going to read ¥ and then 11 complets,
12 ask you a question. The prlest assigned to monitor § 12 Q. And it is correst as stated hera that you
13 advised the Vicar for Prigsts that he would not be 13 didn't remova Father Jogeph Bennelt Immadiately
14 able to actively monlicr Father MoCormack's 14  upon receiving information -
15 actlivitles as this priest was assigned full-time 15 A. 1did In the sense that | agreed to remove
16 miindstry at another church, was a teacher and coach § 96 him, Thenwhen he came to me and sald that he had
17 @t a different school and would be away from the 17 never had & chance to mount a defense, he had no
18 rectory over the Lebor Day weskend visifing family. 18  counsel, | said then the form of the investigation
18 1t goes on to state the prigst was advised 1¢ s not complete and we must give him the counsel
20 by the Vicar for Priests to moniior 20 and permit him o defend himself.
21 Father McCormack when the priest was around the | 21 Q. s lt I3 lt becauss he didn't have
22 rectory and to advise that the prlest was going to 22 counsel or because you didn't belisve that Bennett
23 be away from the rectery for an extended period of  § 23 had committed the offense?
24 {ime such as a perlad of absence of a week or more..j 24 A. Because he dldn't have counsel. The
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1 process was not complete. 1 A, It's correct that we changed our policies
g Q. Simply because of that? 7 in the light of the McCormack allegations to permit
3 A. The process was not complete, gir. 3 this kind of action to happen more quicidy.
4 Q. And in the case of Joseph Bennett, you 4 Q. Isnt it corract, Cardinal, that you have
5  didn't follow the recommendations they made toyou § &  the power as the Ordinary on suspiclon or for any
& just as you did not follow the recommendation that 6 reasonto remove a cleric from an assignment on a
7 they had made 1o you Involving McCormack? 7 phone call § you feel that there Is a -- for any
8 A, Without counsel, the recommendation was 8 feason?
9 premature. ] A. No, sk, that's not correct.
10 Q. So the counssel is to -~ that Is the canon 10 Q. That's not comect?
11 lawyer for Bennett, the one accused, right? 11 A, No.
12 A, He had no chance fo defend himself agalnst  §12 Q. Okay.
13 the accusation. It's an incomplete process. 13 Is it correct to say that you have the
14 Q. I¥'s even mors incomplete i it's not 14 power as the Ordinary to remove a prlest from an
18 proteciing the children, lsn't 7 15 asslgnment pending an investigation by the Review
16 A. You- 16 Board if there Is a possible risk of harm o the
17 Q. It sounds, Cardinal - let me - let me 17 community of faith?
18  just ask you this, It sounds like yolfra more 18 A, Yes, with a process that would follow.
19 concemed about the rights of - of the accused 19 0. Butyou don't have to have the process go
20 priests than you are the rights and the safety of 20 forward. You can remove them white--— while the
21 the children out there, That's what If sounds like 21  process is underway, can't you?
22 tome. 22 A. With one exception, sexual ebuse of a
23 What do you say fo that? 23 minor. And since the process was formalized and
24 A. | say you're mistaken, sir. Itis the 24 the discretion of the bishop was laken away by the
145 1476
- 1 protection of tha children that Is always primary 1 morms, the process was more defineated. A bishop
2 butwithin a process that presupposes somg 2 didn't have the authorlty In these cases that he
3 falmess. 3 had in other cases as a result of the special
4 Q. Sois this zero tolerance? 4 nomms.
5 A. Yes, it's zero tolerance. Once thers is 5 Q. Cardinal, | might have misheard you but if
6 an allegation that is proven lo the cerfain 6 |heard you ~if | think | heard you correctly, ]
7 threshold of reasonable cause o suspect, a priest § 7 think you said the norms took away your power to
8 s removed and not returned, 8 remove Bennett or MoCormack from thelr assignment
9 0, Look at Exhiblt 134, 9 pending an investigation?
10 A. May | see that, pleass? Thank you. 10 A. That's correct. .
11 Q. This is from Father Dan Smitanic, the 114 Q. 5o in other allzgations except for sexual
12 delegate on the Board, among other things, Your | 12 sbuse you can do that but with sexuel abuse, you
13 delegate fo the Board to McCluskey. If's dated 13 couldnt? Is that what you're saying?
14 January 24, 2008, 14 A The discrefionary power of the Ordinary
15 And have you reviewed this? 15 was reduced by the Holy Ses In these cases. |
16 &, No. I'msorry, | didn't ses this before. 18 Q. So, in effect, it's tha Holy See's fault
17 Q. My reading of this is that canon law and 17  that you didn't remove MoCormack and Benneft right
18 the Armhdlocese policies does net require a 18 away?
19 former - a formal allegation from the victim for 19 MR. KLENK: Objection - [ object to the
20 you fo remove a priest or inftiate the Review Board § 20 question.
21 process, 21 THE WITNESS: No, sir, you can't say that,
22 MR, KLENK: Objection, compound question. 22 BY MR. ANDERSON .
23 BY MR, ANDERSON: 23 Q. Well, you're saying that It was the
24 Q. My question to you is Is that correct? 24
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1 comes in, It can be directed to the people who can || 1 Defenbaugh’s work but our work In responge o if.
2 be of help. B2 Q. Youll set that aside. | bave just one
3 Q. lwantto switch fo another subject now. 3 mote area | want (o touch on, 1 know it's late
4 A, Yes, 4 here.
5 Q. Mr Andersonasked you some questions 5 Could you find Exilbit 127 which is ia
6 aboutwhat was marked as Exhibit 106, Couldyou § & frontof you. Tell you what, Il glve - I'l H
7 getit there in front of you? Here we go. F'm .7 glve you mine so wa can move this'along. Here we }
8 going to hand It to you, 8 go, fve handed you whal's been -~ take a look at i
9 A, ©Oh,yesh. . g thal Gotit?
10 Q. Exhibit 106 is the Defenbaugh and 10 A, Yes.
11  Assoclates report? 11 Q. I've handed you what's bean marked as
12 A, Yes, itis. 12 Exhibit 1277
13 Q. Who Is Danlel Defenbaugh? 13 A, Uh-huh,
14 A. He's a former FBI man who ~ which is well 14 Q. And would you feli me what that 1s7 ;
15 known and | think respected as an investigator. | 15 A, This is a nofification from the liinois :
16 believe | mentionad he had Investigated the 16  Department of Chlidren and Famlly Services glvento |}
17 Oklahoms City bombings fo fry fo get lo the facts 47 Dan McCormack on December 14, 2005, notgiven to
18 of thal case, Other very complex cases he's been §18 fthe Archdiocese until January 31, 2008, i
18 Involved in. So we wanted to know what went so 19 Q. Andihls Jetter from DCFS was sent towho?
20 wrong In the case of McCormack, why did this 20 A, Dan McCormack. -
21 tewrble injury feke place and we asked him fo come Z1 Q. And this letter states In the ~ locks :
22 and make a report, 22 like tho third full paragraph, an indication means i
23 Q. So you asked Mr. Defenbaugh to make a 23 that DCF Investigations found credible evidence of i
24 repori? 24 child abuse and neglect, Cradible evidence means
293 295 |
-1 A, Yas. "1 that the facts gathered during the Investigation
2 Q. And - and why did you: ask Defenbaugh and o would lead a reasonable person to belisve that 2
3 Assoclates to come in and take a look at the 3 .child was abused or neglected,
4 Archdiocese and what happened in these cases? 4 Was this letler sent to -- fo you?
5 A, 8o we would know what went wrong and we 5 A. No, it was not. No, itwas not. This ls
5 could then carrect the situation so it wouddn't 6 very painful,
7 happen again, 7 Q. Was this lstter sent to the offices of the
8 Q, What did you do with this report thal's 8 Archdiocese of Chicago?
9 marked Exhiblt 106 after you received 7 9 A. No, ft was not.
10 A Wereleased [t to the press. We had a 10 Q. Had you recelved this letter, what would
41 press conference that pregented it o them and it 14 you have done?
12 s now on our webslte. If's public. 12 A. Had | known that DCFS was mvestzgating,
13 Q. And does this report recommend any changes | 13 that woutld have been reason fo remove
14 in how cases are treated in the Diocese? 14 Father McCormack from ministry, Had | recslved ;
15 A The judgments have been taken fo look at 15 this, that wauld have been the equivalent of the 4
16 our policles and make changes in the way we treat 16 Review Board and he would have been out and that's
17 the cases. Wae put fogether a group of 12 people 47 why | find It very painful to know that somebody
18 Including & victim and a plaintiff's fawyer and 18 did believe and had congluded thaf he had sbused a
19 experts, some of who have been involved early onas § 19 child and we were not epprised of that Information,
20  the Archdiocese addressed this In the early '80s 20 Q. Yousay you find it painful.
21 hefore | came, to sea that the policy 21 Why - why Is that?
22 resommendations that were Indloated here have, In 22 A. Bacauge ofilidren were abused affer {h
25 {act, been put Into place In the Archdiocese. They 23 date when'DCFS knew that he had most probably
24 24 sbused a child.
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“MR. KLENK: | have no further questions.

public what happened with Bennett that we've
’ 298

1 1 revealed to you here today?
2 FURTHER EXAMINATION 2 A. |think he does go Into the Bennett
3 BY MR. ANDERSON: 3 report.
4 Q. Cardinal, you sald thal had you known DCF 4 Q. He reaches a conciuslon but he doesn't
§  was lnvesfigating, you would have removed MoCarmack | 6  detall any of the fects pertaining to Bonnett that
6 but you did know that the Chicago Police wers & undetlies hls conclusion or make reference to the
7 Investigating McCormack and you didn't remove him, 7 flles that we've reviewed together here today, does
8 did you? 8 he?
9 A. 1 did not know they wers investigating. 9 A, 1 don't recall that hut I take your
10 They had refeased him. 10 word for it. Those facts, of course, are decades
11 Q. But you knew they had arrested him and 11 old reporied more recently, So think thers was &
12  thet means that they were Investigating him. 12 difference and perhaps ~ | can'{ speak for
13 You knew ihat, didn't you? . 18 Defenbaugh — he thought the two cases were very
14 A No, ididnot, 14 differant In the case - | :
16 Q. You didn't know they had arrested him? 18 Q. Well, because the facts of Bennelt were so
16 A. Yes. 18  old, are you suggesting that somehow because you
17 Q. You didn't know they had detained him? 17 know it happened in '63-'64 that Benhett somehow
18 A Yes. 18 stopped abusing people [n’63 or '647
18 Q. You - what do you call the police 19 A, tm notsuggesting anything.
20 Interrogafing him and arresting Him if it's not an 20 ©. Then why not make those facts as old as
21 Investigation? What do you call It? 21 you think they may be public knowledge so it - 50
90 A The concluslon of thelr investigation was 22 it ¢an be alred?
23 they released him, That was -- they had ferminated 25 A, When he was removed, the facts without
24  their Investigation, | thought, 24 going Into deftails fo expose & viclim were made
297 299
o1 Q. You were Just asked about the Defenbaugh 1 public.
2 report thal was made public by you? 2 Q. You were asked about cating about Victims
3 A. Yes, . 3 and what the Archdlocese has done,
4 Q. Angd when was {hat made public? 4 if you care that much about victims, why
5 A. | belleve sherily afier we received it, 5 don't you make &l the informatlon that we have 1
8 Q. And what's the date on it? That’s okay. 6 shared with you today and thai has been shared with §
7 it was In 2007 ar six? 7 us Just recently concerning alt of this public and
3 A, Six, | think. | don't ses any date here. 8 why haven't you?
g Im sory. 9 A, Mr, Anderson, | care very much about
10 Q. Inany case, this report was prepared by 10 victims, I've falked to them. | really do,
14 you at your request under Intense public pressure 11 Q. Why don't you make this stuff public?
12 over the MoCormack scandal, correct? 12 A, What stuff?
13 MR, KLENK: | objeot to the form of the 13 Q. The exhibits we reviewsd here today that
14 question. : 14 have Just been revealed to us concening
15 THE WITNESS: Well, I's fair enough but It was 15  Father Behneli, concerning Father Mayday,
16 also internal pressure. We wanted to know what 16 concerning Father McCormack, concerning
17 went wrong, & system that had worked, that had been § 17 Father Skriba and others.
18 effective In protecting chitdren suddently didn't 18 Why haver't these flles been made knowo fo
19 waork. . 19 o public? .
20 BY MR, ANDERSOM: 20 A. The guestion is fo take incldents that
21 Q. ¥ you really wanfed to know what went 21 Involve minor chiidren and publish them as sfories?
22 wrong when you mada this report public, why didn't 22 Q. Ars you done with the answer?
23 you have Defenbaugh make known to you and to the § 23 A. I'msorry. }answered with a questlon,
24 24

Q. Okay. 3
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1 A Butit's —If jJust seems to me ot to be 1 ofthe prlasts, correct?
2 thething fo do. The viciims themselves would not 2 A, No, that's not correct.
3 want fo see thelr stories paraded I pubfic, | 3 Q. Wel, you state in the last letier because
4 think, They should make that public If they want 4 ofthe facts of his cass are so public,
5 {0, 1don' think we have a tight to make those & You're referring to the Mayday cass or the
& slorles public, 8  MoCormack case?
7 Q. The Information that we've shared with you 7 . A. Thisis aboul Meyday.
8 ftoday js not accessible to these vicims about what 8 Q. Okay,
9 ‘the Archdiocess knew and when they knew itandwhat §§ © A, We had publicized the ellegations as they
10 they did and what they didn't do with it, Only you 10 came forward when we went fo parishes where the
11 have this Information and your representatives, 11 victims hed lived, :
12 Cardinal. 12 Q. The factis that you didn't make this
18 A femnotaware of that, | thini if 13 information public untlt April 11, 2002 because
14 -someovne asked are there other victims, they're told 14 It - 2007 because scandal could be avolded by not
15  that there are. When Information is asked for, 15 making this out and known {0 others?
16  provided yol're ot violating someong alse’s 16 MR. KLENK: Objection to the form of the
17 privacy, my understanding is that its given, 17 question,
18 Q. Cardinal, you were shown by counsel AOC 1 18  THE WITNESS: Would you please repeatthe |}
18 that s the -~ the Mayday letier of April 11, 2007. 19 question? §
20  And you sald that you released this letter for a 20 MR. ANDERSON: i withdraw the guestion,
2% number of reasons -~ 21 BY MR, ANDERSON: )
22 A. This Is not what you're talking about 22 Q. TI'm going to refer you to 45, You'll see
23 hera. 23  that 45 is dated January 20, 2007,
24 Q, 1know. 24 A, Uh-huh,
301 . 303
i1 And ong of the reasons was because the 1 Q. This pertains to Mayday and thisls a
2 facts of this case are so public, right? 2 Review Board meeting that I four months before the
3, A, I'mnotsure this letter was released fo 3 letter fo the Parole Commission in Wisconstn,
4 the public. : 4 correct?
5 Q." I'm referring to AO one ~ AOC 1, the 5 A, Yes.
8 one- 6 Q. You'll see that at the second paragraph,
7 A. ThisIs - this Is a private letter fo 7  ihe Board also made the followlng recornmendations
8  Alfonso Graham. 8 regarding Father Mayday based tpon the information f
g Q. Justa moment, I'm referring to the 9 provided that the cleric Is scheduled to be i
10  exhibit you were glven earlier and shown earfer, 10 released from prison in October 2007, And j
11 thaf's the Parole Commission in Wisconsin letter. | 11 recominendation fo you number two there is on a %
12 You made that public? 12 nine-zaro vote that Cardinal George -~ George :
13 A. I'm not aware of the fact that we made 13 -wiltes a letter and follows up with & phone call to 7
14 this public, This is the April 11, 2007 lefter. 14 the Wisconsin Prosecufors Office fo state thal the :
15 Q. Yes. Okay, 15 Agchdiocese of Chicage recommends and supports that |
16 You wrote this lstter -~ excuse me. You 18 Father Mayday's senterce Is extended.
17 didn't make this public, 17 In fact, vou wrole this lefter because the
18 You wrote this Jetter for the reasons you 18 Review Board recommended i, correct?
19 stefed, right? 18 A. Notonly the Review Board, the Vicars For
20 A, Yes. 20 Priest, averyone cuncernied and { as well thought
21 Q. The primary motivating reason that you 21 {hat he wes a danger.
22 wrote this letter on Aptll 11, 2007 was because you 22 Q. Andwhy did it take you four months fo do
23 and ihis Archdiocese was under intense public 23 it after they recommended It?
24 sctutiny concerning your handling of sexual abuse %24 A, The man was In prison and the authorltles
L ‘ 302 | 304
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Defenbangh & Assoviates, Tne. (De>4) was retained by the Aschdicesse of Chicago to
conduct an independent due diligence review reparding sexual abuse of children
allegations by two (2) Archdiocesan Priests; to identify any issues in the Archdiocesan
policies and procedures, fo include communication protocols and flow of information,
both internal and external; and thereafier offer recommendations for remediation.

It is pointed out that this audit was conducted by exception only. Therefore, any posifive
accomplishments by fhe Archdiocese of Chicago, and the auditors recognized many
positive actions during this audit on the part of the Archdiocese, with regard to the
education, prevention, assistance and procedures for determination of fifness for mimistry
regarding vietims or allegations of sexual abuse, are not noted in this report.

Defenbangls & Associates, Inc. was retained by the Archdiocese of Chicago as an independent
contractor, not as an employee of the Archdiocese. The Archdiocese agreed fo firnish
and make available to Deb24, upon request, any and all records pertaining fo any and all
subjects of review. The Archdiocese also agreed to allow Deb:4 aceessibilify fo interview
any employee of the Archdiocese who may have information concerning the subjects of
the review or their activities. During this process, the Archdiocese of Chicago allowed
and authorized Deb2d open acoess to any and all individuals and records for review which
was sine qua non’ fo acceptance of the audit contract, Reguests for mterviews of
Archdiocesan persorme] and review of documents were fumished by the Archdiocese of
Chicago without delay and without restraint. The suditors found the entire staff of the
Archdiocese of Chicago to be professional, cooperative and forthright in their responses.

The andit idenfified 33 issues in the six (6) criteria areas as follows:

L Failures to Comply with Abused and Neglected Child Reporting Act
(ANCRA) — Failures to Report

I, Feilures to Communicate (Internally & Externally)

1. Delayed Notification of Sexual Abuse by Priest Allepation to Cardinal
2. How to proceed upon receipt of an allegation

! something absolutely indispensable or essential
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Receipt of Additional Allegations of Sexual Abuse

Insufficient Training of Archdiovesan and Office of Catholic Schools
Persormel in Responding to and Notification of Sexual Abuse
Allegations

Anonymous Complaints

Recordation of Response fo Requests for fuformation

Delayed Reporting of Derogatory Informafion and Fajlures (o
Tavestigafe

o

Pasiibg

IIJ.  Failores fo Follow Established Procedures and Protocols
Failures in Monitoring of Priest Alleged to Have Sexually Abused a Minor

V. Failures fo Conduct a Complete and Thorough Review of Living Priest’s
Files for any Impropriety/Misconduct

VI.  Proocess Review Issues

Respective matters of concemn are detailed in the Gap Analysis section of this report as an
individual issue(s) with finding(s) and recommendation(s) for remediation within the
criferion area where attention is required,

The most significant finding of this andit was the faiture of the various Archdiocesan
departments involved with issues of allepations of clerical misconduct of minors to
communicate with each other, both orally and in the recordation of facts known to each
archdiocesan staff, respectively, who are delegated & responsibility in handling these
issues. The audit found that communication of information and facts known or in the
possession of vatious individuals were ot communicated amongst each other which
caused a watershed effect info a slippery slope whereby the Archdiocese could mot
recover onee the information became misplaced or omitted.

The audit found the Archdiocese of Chicago to have policies and procednres in place in
order to respond to allegations of clerical sexual sbuse of a minor. The audit identified
that the Archdiocese of Chicago is not in compliance with its own policies, procedures
and profocols. Specific Archdiocesan policies, procedures and protocols were not
implemented in the sexual abuse allegations in the Father (Fr.) MeCormack matter,
Failure to report allegations of clerical sexnal abuse of minors on the part of mumerous
individuals within the Archdiocesan staff and the Office of Catholic Schools since
October 1999 only exacerbated this state of affaits to the point of violafing Tllinois
Criminal Stitute - Abused and Neglected Child Reporting Act. Even affer the arrest /
detainment of Fr, McCormack on an allegation of sexunl abuse of a minor in Angust
2005, Archdiocesan personuel delayed reporting this arrest / detainmient to Cardinal
George for almost three (3) days even though Cardinal George was present within
Archdjocesan terrifory and available for such notification. The audit also found that lack
of effective communication between the Department of Children and Family Services
and the Archdiocese only worsened and magnified the situation. Fuither, even though
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certain Archdiocese persomnel had within ifs possession information from local law
enforcement and the State’s Attorney that the August 2005 allepation sgainst Fr.
McCormack was “credible,” the recommendation for removal of Fr, McCormack of hig
pastoral dufies and to sever Fr. McCommack’s contact with minors was not made until
October 15, 2005 when the Review Board recommended that Fr. MeCormack be
removed from the ministry. Prior to that time cerfain procedures and protocoels were not
followed by the Archdiocese. The Archdiocese did not follow the basic spirit of their
own established guidelines. Appropriafe administrators 4t Our Lady of the Westside
Schools were not infonued of the “monitoring” of Fr. McCormack, Fr. McComack was
only orally advised of certain minimel restrictions regarding contact with minors and
there was no follow through by the Archdiocese to ensure compliance. To the confrary,
Individual Specific Protocols (ISPs) for monitoring were not addressed by the
Professional Conduet Administrative Comrrittee which inchuded the Viear of Priests and
the Professional Responsibility Administrator; the ISPs were nof established as directed
by policy, nor were they applied. Fr. McCormack ignored immediately and
independently ignored and violated these instructions to the point of continuing o coach
the basketball team of minors, to teach algebra to minors, to allegedly begin to create an
after school program for minors and to take minors out of the state on a shopping trip.
The audit identified a fofal breakdown in communication amongst the Archdiocesan staff
assigned to react fo allegations of sexual abuse of minors. The audit identified that had a
complaint of misconduct on the part of Fr. MeCormack in September 2003 been properly
dealt with at the time, it would have identified another alleged sexuaily abused minor by
Fr. McCormack. Bu not finther investigation this complaint, the Sepiember 2003
allegation was the watershed event which caried the Archdiocese funther info a slippery
slope due to lack of responsive and action on the part of archdiocesan persomuel to
another misconduct complaint againsi Fr. McCormack. The audit found that Cardinal
George did not know what he needed to know to make a definitive decision regarding Fr.
MeCormack from October 1999 through December 2005 because he was not advised of
all the information in possession of his staff. Cardinal George was not apprised of the
entirety of information in possession of Archdiocesan staff regarding the credibility of the
allegation of sexual abuse of a minor by Fr. McCormack The audit found that the
Archdiocese was in possession of various allegations of sexual misconduct on the part of
Fr. McCormack of which Cardinal George was not apprised. This global information
included sllegations from Fr. MeComnack’s seminarian days fiom 1988 through 1991
concerning sexual interaction and/or suspicions sexual activity with two (2) aduli males

" and one (1) male minor; allegedly having a male student pull down his pants in 1999; and

having boys in the rectory in 2003; and the September 2003 allegation of misconduct
which, had it been investigated at the time would have identified another alleged victim
of Fr. McCormack. The audit finds that had Cardinal George been told the entirety of
this information and these incidents, he may have reached a different decision concerning
Fr. McCormack’s status after being mformed of the August 2005 arrest / detainment of
Fr. McCormack.

The andit identified that on August 29, 2005 Cardinal George approved the official
appointment of Fr. McCormack as Dean of Deanery TIE-D effective Septernber 1, 2005.
The Office for the Vicars for Priests had in their possession derogatory information
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concerning Fr. McCormack which they delayed repotting to the Vicar General. The
Vicar General was telephonically advised of the derogatory infoxmation but allowed the
appointment fo proceed without tequiring further investigation into the allegation or
withdrawing the appointment letfer until resolution of the allegation. Withdrawal of the
appointment letter and/or holding it in abeyance until resolution of the allegation would
have avoided the appearance that the Archdiocese promoted Fr. MeCormack immediately
after his arrest / detainment for alleged sexual abuse of a minor.

Addifional allegations have been brought to the atteption of Archdiocese of Chicago
personnel of sexual misconduct and allegations of sexual abuse of 2 minor in one (1)
incident and two (2) separate incidents involving adult ruales, by Fr. McCormack during
1988 and 1991 during his time at Niles College and St. Mary of the Lake. Audit review
of Fr. McCormack’s seminarian files failed to locate any documentation of allegations of
sexnal misconduct or allegations of sexuatl abuse on the part of Fr. McCormack; however,
interview of the former Vice Rector of the seminary identified that three (3) distinct
allegations of sexual misconduct of both adults and of a minor on the part of Fr.
MeCormack were brought to the attention of the seminarian officials in the spring quarter
of 1992. The former Vice Rector recalls that these allegations were documented to Fr.
McCormack?s file. Accordingly, seminarian officials followed gunidelines as set forth at
that time. The Archdiocese of Chicago needs to remind all semiparies, colleges and
universities associated with the Archdiocese that any and all allegations of misconduet on
the part of seminariang must be documented info their personnel files and not removed,
reiterate standards of ministerial bebavior and appropriate bormdaries for clergy in their
academic programs; and have these standards clearly articulated and publicized. The
Archdiocese should require that all individual seminarian files, both high school and
college, be transferred with the priest after being ordained to whatever diocese, or
eparchy, he is assigned, The auditors recommend that all seminarian files, along with
other Archdiocesan files, of all living priests assigned to the Archdiocese should be
reviewed, preferably by an outside party, for any allegation(s) of miscondnet and address
the allegation(s) by today’s standards, policies and procedures. The Archdiocese of
Chicago cannot afford to have additional incidenfs or allegations of clerical sexwal
misconduct of minor fo appear in the futwre with prior knowledge of that misconduct.
Finally, the Archdiocese of Chicago mwst ensure that all allegations of clerjcal sexual
misconduct be brought to the attenfion of all approprate officials, both internal
departments and external agencies, in order that appropriate and required action is faken.

The sudit found that delays in removing Fr. Bennett from his pastoral dufies were
primarily the result of Fr. Bemmett not having been provided canonical counsel; howsver,
this mere fact is nof sufficient reason for not having removed Pr. Bennett when the
Review Board made its recommendation to Cardinal George. This action still could have
been taken while awaiting advice of canonical comnsel. The Cardinal should immediately
remove & Priest or Deacon from pastoral duties as soon as there is a belief that children
could ge at risk and particularly after recommendation of removal by the PRA or Review
Board.

? Bection 1104.8.1.
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The audit found that numerous individuals essigned to the Archdiocese of Chicago and
Office of Catholic Schools, many in supervisory positions, did not know or bave
forpotten what actions to take when an allegation of sexual abuse of a minor comes inio
their possession or to fheir personal attention. Training programs and advisories for
Archdiocesan and Office of Catholic Schools staff, such as memoranda and pamphlets,
are apparently ineffective. The audif also found the Archdiocese of Chicago is a0t in
compliance with the Charter for the Protection of Children and Young People in epsuring
that the Sefe Bavironment Program and background investigations are conducted on
anyone in a position of trust in confact with minors.

The audit also found that many policies, procedures and guidelines of the Archdiocese of
Chicago are not in sync with each other and need io be revised and updated.
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BACKGROUND

The Archdiocese of Chicago has recently experienced two groups of allegations of sexual
abuses of children against two (2) priests (Fatber [Fr.] Daniel J. MeConmack and Fr.
Joseph R. Bennetf) assigned fo the Archdiocese. These allegations of sexual abuse were
brought to the atfention of the Archdiocese without appropriate reaction by the
Archdiocese. The Aschdiocese of Chicago desired an independent lessons learned review
and assessment of these incidents to identify any issues in Archdiocesan policies and
procedures, to include communication protocols and flow of information, both internal
and external, and thereaffer presentation of recommendations for remediation.
Definbangh & Associates, Ine. (DeA) wes retained by the Archdiocese of Chicago to
conduct flis due diligence review, This report will be set forth detailing the following
areas; 1) Process Review; 2) Protocol Exarmination; 3) Problem Identification; 4) Gap
Anslysis, Findings of identified issnes are presented herein under the Gap Analysis
Section of this report and appropriste recommendafions are made for remediation in areas
of documented concern,

It i poifnted out that this audit was conducted by exception only, Therefore, any positive
endeavors by the Archdiocese of Chicago, and there are many positive accomplishments,
with regard to the education, prevention, assistance and procedures for determination of
fitness for mimistry regarding victims of sexval abuse are niot noted in this report.

Defenbangh & Associases, lnc. Was setained by the Archdiocese of Chicago as an
independent confractor, not as an employee of the Archdiocese. The Archdiocese agreed
to furnish and make available fo D4, upon request, any and all records pertaining 1o
any and all subjects of review. The Archdiocese also agreed to allow DA accessibility
to interview any employee of the Archdiceese who may have information concerning the
subjects of the review or their activities. Duning this process, the Archdiocese of Chicago
allowed and authorized PeA open access to any and all individuals and records for
review which was sine qua non® fo acceptance of the audit contract. Requests for
interviews of Archdiocesan personnel and review of documents were furnished without
delay and without restraint.

3 something absolutely indispensable or essential
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INTERVIEWS

Tndividuals from the following departments or agencies were interviewed during this
IEVIeW:

ARCHDIOCESE OF CHICAGO

Archbishop of Chicago

Vicar Gepezal

Chancellor

Legal Services Department

Personnel Services Departrent

Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR)
Office of the Judicial Vicar

Office of the Vicar for the Priests
Assistance Ministry Depariment

Cardinal’s Delegate to the Review Board
Director of Cotmnunications

Archdiocese of Chicago Review Board (selected members)
Priests (selected)

Sisters (selected)

YYVYYVYVYYYVVVYY

LOCAL OFFICI4LS

% Office of Catholic Schools (OCS) Assistant Supermfendent (Vicariate T)

> QOC Assistant Superintendent (Vicariate I

> Our Lady of the Westside Schools and St Agatha’s (Administrator, Principal,
Assistant Principal, selected Priests, Sisters, teachers and mionitor)

PUBLIC OFFICIALS

> Assistant Cook County State's Aiforey Sex Crimes Uit Chief

> Assistant Lake County State's Attorney Criminal Division Chief

» Illinois Department of Children & Family Services (DCES) (General Counsel and
Management Team Coordinator)
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DOCUMENT REVIEW

The following records or doctunents were reviewed during this audit:

y

2)

5

4

5)

6)

8)
9

10)
11

12)

13)

United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB), Charter for the
Protection of Children and Young People (Jatest revised edition}

Archdiocese of Chicago June 15, 1992 Comumission on Clerical Misconduet
veport, Section 1100 Sexual Abuse of Minors: Policies for Education, Prevention,
Assistance to Victims and Procedures for Determination of Fitness for Ministry
(Effective 7-15-2003)

Archdiooese of Chicago June 15, 1992 Commission on Clerical Misconduet
zeport, Section 1100 Sexual Abuse of Minors: Policies for Education, Prevention,
Assistanoe to Victims and Procedures for Determination of Fitness for Ministry
(Draft— no effective date)

Resential Norms for Diocesan/Eparchial Policies Dealing with allegations of
Sexual abuse of Minors by Priests or Deacons, First Approved by the
Congregation for Bishops, December 8, 2002

Memorandum of Understanding between the Archdiocese of Chicago and the
State’s Attorneys for Cook and Lake Counties, Hlinois dated October, 2003

Reports and Findings of the 2003, 2004 and 2005 audits of the Archdiocese of
Chicago regarding the Charter for the Protection of Children and Young People
sponsored through the USCCB and mudited by the independent firm, The Gavin
Group

Hlinois Criminal Statute 325, Section 5, Abused and Neglected Child Reporting
Act (ANCRA)

Office of Professional Responsibility Work Flow Chast (Revised $/21/2005)

Archdiocese of Chicago Parent Guide, Parent Handbook to the Child Lures
Prevention Program

Archdiocess of Chicago Virtus Protecting God’s Children Quick Reference Guide
Archdiocese of Chicago Virtus Protecting God’s Children, Participant Workbook

Pamphlet regarding the Archdiocese of Chicago Assistance Ministry resources,
support and reporting

Archdiocese of Chicago Office of Professional Responsibility pamphlet
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14)

15)

16)

17

18)
19)

20)

21)

22}

23)

24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

Hlinois Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS} pamphlet on
reporting Child Abuse and Neglect

Tmiportant Notice flyer on reporting accusations of child abuse

Office for the Protection of Children and Youth flyer on Protecting God’s
Children for Adults

Archdiocese of Chicago undated memorandum providing contact information for
Archdiocesan personnel and positions involved in the process regavding abuse of
individuals

Archdiocese of Chicago Code of Conduct for Chaorch Personnel
Archdiocese of Chicago draft Code of Ethical Conduet

Archdiocese of Chicago Policy for Openness and Tramsparency in
Commumnication Regarding Sexual Misconduet ,

Archdiocese of. Chicago website review of items, policies, procedures and
annotmeements regarding Keeping Children Safe and the topical allegations

Public communications and correspondence by the Axchdiovese of Chicago
regarding the allegations of sexual abuse against Fathers McCormack and Benmett

Review of electronic database employed by the Archdioeese of Chicago in
tracking, recordkeeping and worldlow of allegations against clergy {priests and
deacons) (RADAR)

Archdiocese of Chicago Administrative Checklist for Handling Allegations of
Clerical Sexmal Misconduet ~ “T'wo Minute Drill” (Revised 02/22/00)

Commitment fo fmproving Child Safety and Protection. Joint Protocol for the
Archdiocese of Chicago and the Deparbment of Children and Family Services
02/22/2006

Independent Specific Protocols for monitoring Priests accused of allegations of
gsexnal abuse of minors

Protocol for Canonical Advocates Who are Retained by Clerics Incardinated into
the Archdiocese of Chicago Pursuant to and Allegation of Sexual Abuse with a
Minor dated August 15, 2005

Actions to Fmprove Response to Child Abuse Allegations within the Archdiocese
— letter dated February 14, 2006 from Archdiocesan Chancellor Jiomny M. Lago
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29)

30)

31)

32)

33)

to Reverend Clergy, Catholic School Leadership, Collesgnes in Ministry,
Administrative Staff, and Fellow Employees

Manual for Mandated Reporters, Ilinois Department of Children & Family
Services, Children’s Justice Task Force, Revised September 2005

Joint Protocol for the Archdiocese of Chicago and the Depariment of Children &
Family Services — Commitment to Tenproving Child Safety and Protection dated
02/22/2006

Draft agreement between the Archdiocese of Chicago end Illinols Department of
Children & Family Services with regard to the handling of allegations of clerical
abuse of minors

Office of Catholic Schools “School Crisis Response Handbook for Bducators”
provided to all OCS Administrators

Handbook for Elementary and Secondary Sehool Administrators, latest revision in
2000, section titled “Child Abuse”
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PROCESS REVIEW

Since September 21, 1992, the Archdiocese of Chicago has had policies and procedures
in place to address allegations and issues related to sexual abuse of mimors by - olerics,
"The United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) approved the Chattex for the
Protection of Children and Young People and Essential Norms for Diocesan/Eparchial
Policies Dealing with Allegations of Abuse of Minors by Priests or Deacons in 2002.
Afier receiving recognition by the Apostolic See on Decembex &, 2002, and promulgated
by the USCCB, the Charter and the Bssential Norms became effective March 1, 2003.
While many provisions of the Charter and the Fssential Nonms were contained in the
above mentioned policies and procedures of the Axchdiocese of Chicago, Cardinal
Gearge direcied that their existing policies and procedures be amended so s 0
incorporate the provisions of the Charter and fhe Bssential Norms, The revised policies
and procedures became effective Tuly 15, 2003.

In conducting this Process Review, specific portions of “SECTION 1100, SEXUAL
ABUSE OF MINORS: POLICIES FOR EDUCATION, PREVENTION, ASSISTANCE T ©
VICTIMS AND PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION OF FIINESS FOR MINISTRY,
Part I, Church Personnel, Boolt II The People of God.,” (Amended 6/24/2003, effective
7/15/2003) (hereafier referred to as either SECTION 1100, SEXUAL 4BUSE OF
MINORS or SECTFON 1100) were reviewed. The focus of this review was on SECTION
1104, “Review Process for Continuation of Ministry,” while other sections, where
appropriate, were also reviewed.

The “Review Process for Continuation of Ministry” is broken down jnto the following
phases or processes:

Preliminary Actions and Inquiry
Initial Review

Preliminary Investigation
Review for Cause
Supplemmental Review

S

Tt was discovered duting this review that there existed two different versions of
SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS on the Archdiocese of Chicago website.
One version, identified as “Amended 6-24-2003, effactive 7-15-2003,” appeared at;
hﬁg://policy_.archchicago.orgcfgolicies/kattlZ’)ciQtlnuml 10071503.pdf.  Another version
“pmended 8-07-2002, effective 6/24/2002, was found through a ok from
hﬁp:]/www.archdiocesewhgo.org[k‘eeging children safefother shtm to Clerical Sexual
Misconduct Policies and Procedures. This issue was brought to the aftention of the
Office of Legal Services, which has since carrected this oversight.

Preliminary Actions and Inquiry

During fhis phase of the Review Process, the victim or & third party reports the allegation
of sexual abuse of a minor by telephone, in writing, emeil, or in person to the
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Professional Responsibility Administrator (PRA). Upon receipt of the allegation, the
PRA is required to promptly report the allegation to the public authorities, to include
notification to the Ilinois Department of Children and TFamily Services, when
appropriate, and fo the appropriate State’s Attorney. Internally, the Vicar for Priests
makes the initial notifications to select individuals/entities within the Archdiocese;
informs the cleric of the allegation against bim; requests his response to the allegation;
and nssesses whether the safety of children requires interim action.

On February 22, 2006, the Archdiocese of Chicago sigped a Joint Protocol for the
Archdiocese and the Depsartment of Family Services in 2 “Commitmesnt to Improving
Child Safety and Protection.” Step three of this protocol states in part; “The Department
of Children and Family Services will take the lead in all child sbuse investigations
involving any clergymen, employee, or volunteer of the Archdiocese, The Department
will provide to clergy all the required due process rights, such as notice and hearing. The
Archdiocese of Chisago will suspend its own investigation until DCFS has completed its
ohild abuse and neglect investigation....” In the Profocol signed by representatives of
both parties, no indication is given as to the length of time the Depariment will teke to
conduct its own investigation. Without some time frame parameters for the Department’s
investigation, the delay of the Archdiocese’s investigation as a result of this suspension
could have 2 significant negative impact on (he effectiveness of the investigation
conducted by the Archdiocese,

During this phase, the PRA. is also required to develop an appropriate record keeping
system to ensure accountability for and security of the fnformation collected following
the report of an allegation. The PRA mintains a hardeopy system of records which
addresses inquiries and investigations of allegations of sexual abuse of a minor by dleries.
Complementing that system is a Microsoft Access 2000 database fitled “RADAR” which
was created in-house by personnel from the Office of Legel Services with the assistance
of Archdiocesan Information Technology (IT) personuel. The purpose of RADAR is fo
azsist with tracking work flow and to provide, on a timely basis, the status of ongoing
cages involving allegations of sexval abuse of minors by clerics. It is administered by the
Office of Legal Services which provides requested repotts fo specific entities within the
Archdiocese, For example, one of the reports created is the Director of Commumnications
to keep abreast of information yegarding allegations so that they can accurately respond
to media questions. Another repost with case status information is provided fo the
Review Board prior fo each of their meetings. The Office of Legal Services uses
RADAR to track notification to insurance administrators and to the State’s Atforney and
40 review the PRA work flow to ascerfain the ongoing progress of a case.

Secwrity of the database is confrolled through limited access and passwords. Backup
copies are maintained by the Archdiocesan IT Department. While “RADAR? is effective
at providing a means by which the PRA is able to keep abreast of the current stafus of
sexual abuse investigations, it needs to be upgraded to a more current version of the -
datzbase software and could also use enhancements to its effectiveness by someone with
a specialty in database design.
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Tt was also noted that “RADAR” is used by several departments within the Aschdiocese
of Chicago. The Office of Legal Services, the Vietim Assistance Ministry, the Vicar for
Priests, and fhe Office of Professional Responsibility each have acocess o RADAR.
Inferviews by the Auditors determined that the Vicar and Co-Viear for Priests do not use
RADAR; therefore information contained in RADAR is not complete,

The PRA is responsible for providing the person making the allegation with & written
statement containing information about their tight to make a report of such allegation to
public authorities,” A review of allegation files prepared by the PRA reflected that
accusers had been provided with a copy of SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF
MINORS. SECTION 1100 is quite lengthy and its language iy not necessary directed
towards the general public. Iis content can be confising to some. It is noted that the
PRA does furnish other pamphlefs and information with the appropriafe contact names
and telephone numbers to include the DCFS advigory pamphlet.

During the review of the case fileg involving allegations of sexual abuse of minors by Fr.
McCormack, it was determined that the Atchbishop was not notified of the
allegation/arrest of Fr. McCormack until three (3) days after the Archbishop’s return o
the Archdiocese. During the Preliminary Activities and Inquiry phase of the Review
Process, the PRA. sends a memorandum to the Chancellor, the Archbishop’s Delepate, the
Office of Legal Services, the Vietim’s Assistance Ministry, and the Vicar for Priests,
advising them of the allegation and requesting file reviews. In the files reviewed by the
Auditors, no indication was noted that the Archbishop was specifically notified of
allegations or arrests of clerics by the PRA.

Also during this phase, the PRA is required o “review the clerie’s files or background.”
As @ matier of established procedure, this task has been accomplished via a written
request from the Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) to the Vietim. Assistance
Manistry, the Vicar for Priests, the Chancellor, the Office of Legal Services, and the
Aschbishop’s Delegate to the Review Board for them to provide any relevant information
in their files which pertain to the accused or the accuser. Files of tbe Seminaries, where
the cleric attended are not specifically requested fo be reviewed for pertinent information
via this request although the Seminaries have only recently been listed in the copy connt
of the request memorandum. [n addition, relevance of the material disclosed duzing the
review is left fo the discretion of the reviewer who may not be privy to the full facts of
the inguiry.

The Procedure in support of SECTION 1 104.3.6.3 states, “For the sake of due process,
the accused will be encouraged to refain the assistance of civil and canonical counsel and
will be prompily notified of the results of the investigation. When necessary, the
Archdiocese will supply canonical counsel to the piest or deacon. (USCCB Charter, arl.
5, and USCCB Essential Norms §§6 and 8.A) During the Father Bennett investigation by
the Archdiocese, it was discovered in Novemnber 2005 that Father Bennett did not have &
canonical advocate assipned; the original allegation having been made in December
9003. As a resnl, the final decision in that matter was delayed by Cardinsl George fo
allow Father Benmett to consult with canonical counsel.
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Once the PRA has obtained the writlen statement of the accuser, the PRA is required fo
give the accused a reasonable opportunity to respond to the allegations. No specific time
frame for this response is set forth beyond “reasonable opportunity” however, the PRA
does specify a specific fime for response in ber letter(s) to the attorney for the accused.

Initial Review

During this phase, the Review Board meefs io conduet an Inffial Review within
approximately three o five days afler the PRA has obtained the pertinent information
from the accuser or ofher responsible source, and has also given the accused a reasonable
opportanity to respond fo fhe allegation(s), either personally or through canonical or civil
legal counsel. At the Initial Review, the Review Board advises the Archbishop whether
the informafion received at lenst appears to be frue of an offense; whether the interim
actions recomnmended by the PRA were appropriate to provide for the safety of children;
of its recommendations based on its expertise regarding the scope and course of the
investigation; and what further imierim action should be faken with respect to the
allepation.

During the Audiftors review of the allegation case files on Fathers Bemneft and
McCormack, it was noted that there was no documentation contained therein which
reflected what specific information was provided to the Review Board during the Initial
Review.

Preliminary Investigation

Once the Review Board has determined that the nformation received duning the Initial
Review seems to be true of an offense, a preliminary investigation in harmony with
canon law is initisted, The Archbishop then appoints a lay anditor, who can also be the
PRA in this matter. If necessary, the lay auditor may refain pro essional assistance when
necessary and appropriafe to conduct the thorough invesiigation. The Lay Auditor
conducting the investigation prepares oral end wriften reports of these inquiries
containing the findings of such investigations. These reports are to include descriptions
of actions taken by fhe PRA, additional inquity as may be required, and identification of
information that was not available to the PRA.

The Auditors review of allegation files on Fathers Bemett and McCormack found the
files to be generally complete. However, it was noted that documentation existed only
for investigative activities which were successfully completed.

Review for Cause

At the Review for Cauge, the Review Board is tasked to determine whether there is
reasonable cause to suspect that the accused engaged in sexual abuse of a minor, whether
prior determinations as fo ministry by the cleric should be altered, and what further
action, if any, should be taken with respect fo the allegation, Their findings and
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recommendations are then provided to the Aschbishop for consideration during his
decision s to how to proceed with the maffer.

The Auditors review of fhe allegation files failed fo locate a0y reports written by the PRA.
and provided to the Review Board during the Review for Canse.

Supplemental Review

Supplemental Reviews are conducted to consider new information about a determination
or recommendation made in connection with a prior review.

No issues were identified for this phase of the process.

OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY WORK FLOW CHART
(REVISED 9/21/2005)

Auditors were provided with a copy of the above document for review during this due
diligence review. The document delineates the flow of work during the Review Process
of allegations of sexual ebuse of minors by clerics, This document was compared with
SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS; POLICIES FOR EDUCATION,
PREVENTION, ASSISTANCE 10  VICIIMS AND  PROCEDURES FOR
DETERMINATION OF FITNESS FOR MINISIRY (Amended 6/24/2003; effective
7/15/2003), the policies and procedures curently in effect,

Tt was immediately determined that the steps charted in fhe Work Flow Chart
corresponded fo steps contained in SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS.
However, the flow of the majority of steps in the Work Flow Chart did not coincide with
the progression of steps within SECTION 1104, REVIEW PROCESS FOR
CONTINUATION OF MINISTRY.

INITIAL REVIEW VERSUS PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION

Step pumber 6-3 of the Work Flow Chart, “PRA begins investigation,” clearly indicates
that an investigation is to be condneted at this stage of the work flow, However, the
Initial Review does not fake place until step number 13 in the Work Flow Chait. Step
pumber 19 indicates, “PRA collects additional information.” According to SECTION
1104, this is the step where the investigative activity is to take place; after the Initial
Review and before fhe Review for Cause. This phase of the Review Process per
SECTION 1104 calls for the Preliminary Tnvestigation to be conducted. The Work Flow
Chart gives the impression that the investigation takes place before the Tnitial Review.

The Initial Review, per SECTION 1104, takes place after both the accuser and the
accnsed are mterviewed by the PRA, a background check of the cleric is conducted vie
record checks, and appropriate inquiries ave made sbout the allepation. The resulis are
then provided fo the Review Board for consideration during the Initial Review. In
simpler terms, SECTION 1104 categorizes this acfivity as more of a preliminary inguiry
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to ascettain if, in fact, the allegation seems to be true, The guestions to be considered by
the Review Board at the Initial Review, as explained in SECITION 1104, are:

$1104.8.1. Questions Jor Review

1104.8.1, Policy df the Initial Review meefing, the Board shall advise the Archbishop; {1) whether
the information received at least seems 1o be true of an offense (g canon 1717, §1): (2) whether the
interim actions recommended by the Adminisirator were appropriate fo provide for the sufety of children;
(3) of #ts reconmendations Based on its expertise regarding the scope aard conrse of the investigation; and
(4) what farther inferim action should be taken with vespect fo the allegation,

On the efher hand, the Preliminary Investigation, pey SECTTON 1104 states:

§1104.8.3. Preliminary Investigation

1104.8.3. Policy When on allegation of sesual abuse of @ minor by a priest or degoon Is received,
a prefiminary vesfigation in harmony wiilt cquon law will be initiated and corducted promptly and
objectively, wnless such an nguiry seems entively superfluous, e.g. due fo compelling evidence or the
cleric’s adwission of the alleged abuse (c. 1717). Al auproprinte steps shall be taken during the
mvestigation fo profect the reputation of the accused and of the person maling the allegation. (G, USCCB

Charter. art. 5, and USCCB Essential Novms, §6)

Frocedures

3) Whenever the Archbishop determines, based on the advice of the Review Board at
fhe Tniticl Review, that ihe information af Jeast seemis to ba frue of an offense, the
Arckbishop shall appoint a lay auditar (ef. canon 1428) io conduct the prelivinary
investigation i accord with canon 1717, If appropriate i light of the facty and
cireumstances, fhe drchbishop may appoint ihe Professional  Responsibility
Administrator to serve as the auditor.

%) Under the suparvision of the Archbishop or his delegete and in cooperation with the
Review Board, the Auditor may reiain whatever professional assistance necessary
and appropriate to_capduck thorongh investigation_of an allegation. (Audifor

Note: Enphasis added by dudilor fo highlight point of discussion, J

o) The auditor conducling the preliminary investigalion shall prepare oral and writlen
reports of these inquiries conlaining the findings of such investigations within

................................ _suffictent time for. the. appropriate. canomical process and the Board to complete fheir

responsibiliiies, These reporly should mclude descriptions of actions faken. by the
Administrator, swoh additional inguiry as may be required, and identification of
information that was not available to the Adwinistrator and why that information
was net available.

According to paragraph b), it is during the Preliminary Investigation that the
detailed and comprehensive investigation is o be conducted.

PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE (PCAC)

SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS, states that the PCAC “advises the
Azchbishop and his staff on administrative issues related to clerical sexual misconduct
and other matters. The Committee also coordinates the administrative response to such

Licensed (A11487) by fhe Texns Private Secuyity Board 18
5805 N. Lamar Bivd., Austin, Texas 78752, S1HA24-7710



rmoatters” According to information provided to the anditors, minutes of meetings for the
PCAC ave not written, nor is there written mission or responsibilities statements, The
information provided also indicates that the PCAC coordinates actions, recommiends
acfions, advises the Cardinal, the Vicar General, the Chancellor and everyone else with
responsibilities, but they exist without an official mandate or specific authority.

Step 5-1, of the Work Flow Chart, indicates “Working Agencies — Search Records for
prior knowledge, documentation regarding accused/victim; Advise FRA, BCAC of all
history; and Open file & record.” Information provided to the suditors indicates that the
PCAC members, who appear to be the Working Agencies mentioned in the Work Flow
Chart, are requested via memorandum from the OPR to advise of any information they
may have in their files regarding the accused or the victim, In essence, the PCAC
members are to advise themselves, and the PRA of the results of the record check
requests. There is no indicafion as 0 what the PCAC membess are to do with the
informeation provided fo them or what their actual role is with yespect to the allegation of
sexual abuse.

Tt is essential to point out that the PCAC is an infernal comumittee, without an. official
mandate or specific authosjty or mission statement meaut, fo facilitate administration and
implementation of responsibilities of the group which coordinates actions, recommends
actions, advises Cardinal George, the Viear General, the Chancellor and other
departments with various responsibilities. The PCAC is not, nor ever has been, intended
fo subjugate the responsibilities of the Review Board which is independent.

ADMINISIRATIVE CHECKLIST FOR HANDLING ALLEGATIONS OF
CLERICAL SEXUAL MISCONDUCT — “TWO MINUTE DRILL” (REVISED
02/22/00)

The audit found this Administrative Checklist for Handling Allegations of Clerical
Sexual Misconduct — “Two Minute Drill” (Administrative Checklist) was ufilized and
practiced by the PCAC in the past in order to prepare for responding to an allegation of
sexual abuse of a minor received by the Archdiocese of Chicago. The audit found this
Administrative Checklist comprehensive and practical for use during notification of an
allegation of sexual abuse of a minor and also an effective tool to draw upon as a {taining
document. The audit identified this Adrministrative Checklist recognizes 2 Coordinator of
the Process — Center of Gravity (CG)” who “is anthorized to guide the process along
from beginning to end.”. The Administrative Checklist also states in pertinent part; “The
Advisory Comunitfee ought to review this arrangement on a regular basis.” Review of
this Adminisirative Checklist identified if to track and follow the present policies and
procedures as set for by the Archdiocese of Chicago for handling allegations of clerical
sexual misconduct. The audit also found that the Administrative Checklist has not been
practiced or wiilized “in years.”
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MISSING STEP

Tt was also noted that step mumber 17 wag missing from the Work Flow Chart with no
explanation provided as to why. :

CANON AND CIVIL LAW COUNSEL

A step that is cleady indicated in the Work Flow Chart, Step number 10-1, is the Vicar
for Priests advises the accused of Is civil and canon law rights. This step is made early
ont in the Wotk Flow Chart. Thig step is not clearly indicated in SECTION 1100,
SEXTAL ABUSE OF MINORS, whereas it should be,

Step 14-2-1, “PRA, comtacts VI {Vicar for Priests), does not provide the putpose for the
contact thus, is it considered necessary?

According to the Work Flow Chart, the majosity of the activities required duting the
Preliminary Investigation are conducted prior to the Initial Review, with several steps
still carried out during that portion of the Review Process, While the progress delineated
in the Chart does not cotrespond directly to the SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF
MINORS, its sequence of steps was found to be logieal for the most part.

FROTOCOL EXAMINATION

FATLURES IN MONITORING OF PRIEST ALLEGED TO HAVE SEXUALLY
ABUSED A MINOR

When the Cook County State’s Attomey’s office initially declined to press formal
charges against Fr. MeCormack after his arrest / defainment by Chicago Police
department in August 2005, Fr. McCormack was allowed fo continue to stay at the
rectory at St. Agaths, Restrictions were orally furnished fo Fr. MeCommack by the Vicar
for Priests which entailed instructing Fr. MeCormack not to be dlone with children, not to
have children in the rectory and not o teach his assigned algebra class, Another Priest,
who also lives at the rectory, was designated to “monitor” Fr. MeCormack. This Priest
was fornished oral instrugtion by the Viear for Priests only that Fr. McCommack was not
to be alone with children in the rectory,  From interview of individuals involved in
setting flrese monitoring instructions, nothing could be found regurding any instruction
restricting Fr. McCormack’s activities as basketball coach. The Priest assigned to
monitor Pr. MeCormack’s activities was not advised as to the purpose for the monitoring,
was given only vague direction of what activifies to monitor with no outlined
instructions, and was not told to docnment Fr. McCormack’s activities. This Priest was
only told that Fr. McCormack was not to be alone with children at the rectory. The Priest
stated to the auditors that he was not told what to do if Fr. McCormack violated this
monitoring resfriction; however, other interviews reflected that the priest was fold to
notify appropriate Archdiocesan personnel in the evenf of any issue or problem which
came fo the attention of the priest assigned the “monitoring.” In any event, the audit

Licensed (AY1487) by the Texas Frivate Secority Board 20
5885 M. Lawnar Bivd,, Avstin, Texas 78752, 512/424-7710



[aEnN

g

found no records to reflect specific direction and responsibilities of the “monitoring”
priest such as would have been documented had Archdiocesan policies been followed and
Tndividual Specific Protocols been issued. The Priest assigned to monitor advised the
Vicar for Priests that he would not be able to actively monitor Fr. McCormack’s activities
s this Priest was assigned full time ministry at another church, was a teacher and coach
at a different school, and would be away from the rectory over the Laber Day weekend
visiting family. The Prest was advised by the Vicar for Priests o monitor Fr.
McCormack when the Priest was around the rectory and to advise if the Priest was going
to be away from the rectory for an extended period of time, such asa period of absence of
2 week or more, The only follow-up this Priest recefved was possibly one-to-fwo
telephone calls from the Vicar for Priests within the first two weeks of this “monitoring”
and possibly one face-to-face meeting with the Vicar for Priests. The Priest was absent
from the rectory over the Christmas 2005 holiday period at the time of an alleged sexual
abuse of a minor by Fr. MeCormack. The Priest did not advise anyone from the
Archdiocese of this absence inasmuch as the Priest had no recent follow-up from the
Archdiocese regarding this “monitoring.”

Fr. MoCormack immediafely and independently ignored and violated these instructions.
Br. MeCormack, on his own volition, approached a female adult group home parent and
requested her presence i the classroom “f help out with the kids” when Fr. MeCormack
tanght classes at Our Lady of the Westside. The andit found that the “monitoring” by this
adult instructor was sporadic at best. This adult parent was only available to “monitor”
fhe class fhree days a week for the first couple months and then, due to a schedule
change, could only be present in the class on Thursdays, of which the adult parent did not
“ponttor” Fr, MeCormack’s class each and every Thursday.

There is also an allegation in Archdiocesan files that Fr. McConmack took fhree, mal
sminors to Misnesota over the ZO.OSW ( ¢ haftnies Z‘AQ USQ«M 3

The audit identified that the Department of Children & Tanily Services has a Safety Plan
which is jmplemented based upon the safety of children. This Safety Plan s flexible in
i#s execution and customized to meet the needs of the individual case. The andit found
that the independent auditor focusing on the monitoring issue did not contact DCES 1o
review their Safety Plan protocols.

FAILURES TO REPORT ALLEGATIONS OF SEXUAL ABUSE OF A MINOR

This gudit identified an allegation of possible misconduct with children by Fr. Daniel J.
MecCormack which was reported to the office of the Vicar for Priests on September 5,
2003. Tt is noted that no allegation of sexual abuse wes initially alleged in fhis original
complaint, The memo documenting this September 5, 2003 allegation reflects the
allegation was reported by a female who firnished her telephone number for a return call
fo ensure appropriate action was taken in response to the complaint. The office of the
Vicar for Priests advised this complainant that there could be no guaranteed action fo the
complaint inasmuch as the complainant wanted fo remain anonymous. The andit found
that a complainant who leaves a telephone number and requests a return call to be
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notified of fhe status of the complaint is not considered an anonymous complaint. The
office of the Vicar for Priests failed to notify other Archdiocesan offices of this complaint
or follow up with the complainant. There wes no action to this complaint until 28 months
later, in January 2006, when Fr. MeCormack was arrested for sexual abuse of a minoxr
and appropriate files were reviewed. Initial nvestigation revealed that tiis “anonymous™
complainant was the grandmother of an alleged victim who was on the basketball team
coached by Fr, McCormack, This matfer has since been tumed over to DCFS and the
Cook County State’s Aftorney.

Additionally, interview of Office of Catholio Schools St. Agatha personnel identified an
educator who received a complaint sometime during the second or fhird week of January
2006 from a St. Agatha student who experienced sexual abuse by an usher in the
bathroom of a Protestant church. This edneator contacted two employees of DCES at the
DCFS hotline on February 2, 2006 but wes advised by these DCFS employees that
inagmuch as the usher was not considered a “caretaker” DCFES could not fake the
complaint. The St. Agatha educator, not knowing what to do next, disenssed this matter
with a counselor assigned to St. Agatha by the Archdiocese Assistance Ministry due to
the Pr. McCormack situstion, This counselor contacted the Cook County State's
Attorney who took the complaint. The counselor detailed to the St. Agatha educator the
mission responsibilities of the Archdiocese Office of Professional Responsibility and the
Professional Responsibility Administrator. The educator indicated to the auditors of her
need to learn the appropriate procedures to bo taken in alext and notification procedures in
sexnal abuse of minor allegations.

During nterviews of Archdiocesan personnel, it was defermined fhat the Archdiocese is
in the process of implementiog effective liaison with the Tllinois Departient of Children
& Fawily Services. The andit found the Ilinois Department of Children & Family
Services have authority to investigate and indicate a finding from an allegation of abuse
of 2 minor which, if found to be true, the subject of the investigation is listed in the State
Central Register and Temains on the State Central Register for fifty (50) years. State aw
requires cestain occupations to have background checks conducted with the Central
Register, Entry of a subject on this State Central Register will prectude an “Indicated”
person. from obtaining certain positions of frust as it pertains to contact with childrer.
Audif review of Fr. McCormack’s file revealed a lefter from DCFS to Fr. McCormack
dated December 14, 2005 and received by the Archdiocese Office of Professional
Responsibility on Jannary 31, 2006 advising Fr. McCormack that investigation by DCES
determined a finding against Fr. MeCormack indicating Sexual Molestation.

The audit identified past substantiated cases where priests withdrew from ministry due fo
reasont o suspect clerical sexual abuse of a minor. Thess prests have since resigned
from the priesthood and ate not presently subject to Archdiocesan conirol. The audit
found that this resigned priest could pose a feat fo children. The audit findy that the
Archdiocese of Chicago should use the Cenfral Register® in concert with the Illinois
Department of Children & Family Services fo identify whether past substantiated cases of

% 405 TLOISS/7.14, (from Ch. 23, par. 2057.14), Bec, 7.14
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Archdiocesan priests withdrawn from minisiry should be identified as “Indicated”
offenders.

FAILURES TO FOLLOW ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND PROTOCOLS

The Archdiocese of Chicago has policies and procedures in effect fo ensure appropriate
civil aufhorities are alerted of an allegation of sexual abuse of a minor, including the
Department of Children & Family Services and the appropriate office of the State’s
Attorney(s) and infernal notification of those Archdiocesan entities in order to fake
appropriate action in responee to the allegation. The audit identified that the Archdiocese
solies on the Professional Conduct Administrative Committee to be the vehicle for
providing advice to the Cardinal as to recommended actions to ensure confrol of the
sitnation.”

The Archdiocese of Chicago has an Administrative Checklist for Handling Allegations of
Clerical Sexnal Misconduet ~ “Two Minute Drill” (Revised 02/22/00). The audit found
this checklist an effective tool for handling allegations of sexual abuse of WInors.
However, inferview of Archdiocesan personne] revezled that this Administrafive
Checklist has not been employed or practiced by the Archdiocese in years. The audit
found fhat once restructured to coincide with updated and current policies and
procedures, this Administrative Checklist should be a visble document to use affer
notification has been made of an allegation of clerical gexual abuse of a minot.

FAILURES TO COMPLY WITH THE CHARTER FOR THE PROTECTION OF
CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE

The Archdiocese of Chicago stated in their 2004 Audit Response regarding deficiencies
noted in Article 12 - Safe Environment Programs that Safe Fovironment training would
be completed for priests and deacons by May 1, 2005 and, in Asticle 13, that background
checks for all active Archdiocesan priests would be completed by Jauuary 1, 2005. The
andit found that all Priests and teachers have signed the Code of Condact forms.
However, at the time of interview on February 24, 2002, the audit identified that one staff
member at Our Lady of the Westside had not completed a background check nor had this
staff member attended Virtus fraining. As of February 28, 20086, this staff member had
completed the background check and has been given the location and dates on Virtus
training sessions being offered. Five additional staff members at Our Lady of the
Westside were not registered online with the Virtus training program. The Virtus Luges
training program for children and parents is just beginning at St. Agatha.  The
Archdiccese of Chicago has not mandated a vebicle to monitor and identify which
children or which parents have participated in the Lures program. The andit also
identified that although =il priests and teachers have completed the required background
checks, and there have been backgronnd investigation of 29,000 volunteers, at St
Agatha, there have been less then a dozen background checks completed on volunteers.

S Wote that the PCAC and jts recommendations are siot intended fo iotrude on the Review Board but to
ensure the matter is brought before the review Board.
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PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

A S e

FR. MCCORMACK ALLEGATION REPORTED IN 1999

An allegation in October 1999 of sesual abuse by Fr. McCormack was made by a oun,
who, at that time, was principal of Holy Family School. The nun advised that a fourth-
grade miale student at her school told her Fr. McCormack had told him to pull down his
pants so Fr. McCormask sould measure the boy, who had asked if he conld be an altar
gserver.

The pun said the boy’s mother met with Fr. McCormack, after which the mother asked
the nmn not to pursue the issue, However, the nun also related that she observed Fr.
MeCormack and the child’s mother in 2 subsegquent meeting. After the meeting, the nun
questioned Fr. MeCormack who would only repeat that he had “nsed poor judgment.” At
a later time, the nun had heard that the child’s mother was sporfing & new ring and paid
for the child’s fuition i cash. The pun discussed this matter with an Assistant
Superintendent af the Office of Catholic Schools, and hand-detivered a letter describing
the events from her fo the fronf desk at the Archdiocese. Search by Archdiocesan
personnel had not discovered the letter allegedly wriften in the late winter to early spring
of 2000/2001 after exhaustive seaxch in 2006. At the time in 1999, it appeared that
peither the nun nor the school officials reported the aceusation to civil anthorifies, which
ie Archdiocesan policy and also a matter of law under Hlinois Criminal Statute 325,
Section 5, Abused and Neglected Child Reporting Act. The nun reported if to an official
from the Office of Catholic Schools, and was allegedly told by that official, "If the
pavents aren't pushing it, let it go.” This allegation was not reported by Archdiocesan
personnel to the Department of Children and Family Services or to local law enforcement
ag required by law.

KNOWLEDGE AND SUSPICION OF SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS BY
CATHOLIC SCHOOL PERSONNEL WITHOUT PROPERLY NOTIFYING
APPROPRIATE PUBLIC OR ARCHDIOCESAN PERSONNEL

Interview of Office of Catholic Schools (OCS) personnel who are associated with Qur
Lady of the Westside Schools revealed fhat mumerous allegations and/or suspicious
activities on the part of Fr. Daniel MeCormack were brought to the aftention of OCS
personne] from October 1999 through December 2005, The audit found that OCS
personnel considered these allegations and/or suspicions credible enough for the teachers
to conduct their own irformal monitoring of their students when. Fr. McCormack was
present. Not one of these allegations or suspicions activities was brought to the attention
of either the proper personnel at the DCES, the office of fhe State’s Attorney or the
appropriate Archdiccesan personnel, The audit found that the primary reason for not
reporting was that each of the OCS persotmel either was unaware of the proper
procedures for reporting or that one thought the other would report or had reported the
allegation or suspicions activity. Audit interviews found that most all of the OCS
personnel interviewed were not famniliar with the Abused and Neglected Chitd Reporting
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Act or the responsibilities of the Archdiocesan Office of Professional Responsibility or
the Professional Responsibility Adminjstrator.

FAILURES TO COMMUNICATE (NTERNALLY & EXTERNALLY)
1. Delayed Notification of Sexual Abuse by Priest Allegation to Cardinal

Fr. Daniel J. McCormack was aested / detained by Chicago Police Department on
August 30, 2005 on an allegation of sexual abuse of a minor. The audit found that
Cardinal George was available for notification of this axrest / detainment at thaf time, His
Pminence Francis Cardinal George, OMI, refummed to the United States fiom an overseas
trip on August 22, 2005 and took vacation from Angust 23 through 27, 2005. Cardinal
George artdved and stayed at the Cardinal Siritch Retreat Center which is part of the
University of St. Mary of the Lake University campus in Mundelein, Ohnois fom late
evening on August 28, 2005 through noon otl September 1, 2005, Cardinal George
returned fo hig office af the Archdiocese of Chicago on September 2, 2005. Cardinal
George was telephonically informed of Fr. McCormack’s amest / detainment and
subsequent release by the Vicar for Priests at approximately 3:00 PM on September 2,
0005. Tnterviews of involved parties idenfified that the Archdiocese of Chicago did not
follow poliey in nofification of Cardinal George of the arrest / detainment of Fr.
McCormack.

3. How to proceed upon receipt of an allegation

Through interviews, the audit identified fhat duting the McCormack issue, the
Aschdiocese, as a whole, displayed great consternation to the point of becoming mired in
semantics as it perfains to the meaning of allegation,” attempting to identify if’ the
allegation(s) was “formal or informal” “credible or not credible” “substantiated or
unsubstantiated” “second perty or third party” and what to do with the “allegation.” af the
onset of receiving the allegation. As previously noted, there were times when these
concemns and pon-action on the part of Archdiocesan personnel created situations
whereby children were placed af risk.

3. Teceipt of Additionsl Allegations of SBexual Abuse

During the audit process, additional allegations have been brought to the attenfion of the
Archdiocesan personmel of sexual misconduct and allegations of sexual abuse of a minor
in one ircident and two (2) separate incidents involving adult males, by Fr. MeCormark
during 1988 and 1991 during his time at Niles College. Information regarding these three
(3) incidents came to the atfention semmary officials of Mundelein in 1992. These
allegations have been received by the Archdiocese of Chicago sinee Fr. MeCormack’s
Janwary 2006 arvest for alleged sexuval abuse of 2 minor wag made public. Audit review
of Fr. McCormack’s seminarian files failed to locate any documentation of allegations of
sexmal misconduct or an allegation of sexual abuse with a minor on the part of Fr.

§ Allegation: The assertion, clain, declaration or stafement of 8 pacly fo an action. ... Black’s Law
Dictionacy, Sixth Edition, West Publishing Co. 1990
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MeCormack; however, interview of the former Vice Rector of the seminary identified
that the three (3) distinet allegations of sexual misconduct with both adults and a minor
on the part of Fr. MeCormack were brought to the attention of the seminary officials of
Mimdelein in the spring quarter of 1992, The former Vice Rector recalis that these
allegations were documented to Fr. McCotmack’s file. These allegations centered on Fr.
McCormack's time in the college seminary, circa 1988 through 1989 where Fr.
MeCormack atiended Niles College of Loyola University which wag in operation from
1968 mntil 1994, In the Fall, 1994, Niles College changed its name to St Joseph
Seminary College. Audit review of Fr. MeCormack’s seminarian files failed fo locate
any documentation of the actual accusation of the allegations of sexnal misconduct or
allegations of sexnal sbuse on the part of Fr, McCormack. The former Vice Rector
recalls that these allegations were documented to Fr. MeCormack’s file. Accordingly,
seminarian officials followed guidelines as set forth at that time. Fr. McCormack was
counseled for aleohol abuge as identified by recommendations from other professionals.
The former Vice Rector noted that had these allegations been brought to the aftention of
semninarian officials today, Fr. McCormack would have been removed from the seminary.

4. Insufficient Training of Archdiocesan and Office of Catholic Schools
Personnel in Responding to and Notification of Sexual Abuse Allegations

Tuterview of Office of Catholic Schools staff members, which included administrators,
teachers, sisters and priests assigned to Our Lady of the Westside Schools, found none
were well versed in Archdiocesan policies and procedures regarding allegations of sexual
abuse of minors and, in some cases even less familiar with the Abused and Neglected
Child Reporting Act One staff member, an Assistant Principal, who received a
complaint from a student who was a victim of an atternpt by an adult to sexually abuse
him, called the DCFS Hotline; however, when fold that DCFS could not take the
complaint, the staff member did not know what next steps to take. The staff member
discussed the complaint with an Assistance Ministry Cousselor, assigned to St. Agatha
due fo the ¥r. McCormack allegations. The counselor telephonically notified the office
of the Cook County State’s Aftorney and also furmished the staff member with
information regarding the Archdiocesan Office of Professional Responsibility and its
Professional Responsibility Administrator. Upon direct questioning by the anditors, this
staff member was unaware of the Professional Responsibility Administrator.

5. Anonymous Complaints

The audit found certain staff members of the Archdiocese of Chicago with the
responsibility for administrating allegations of cleric misconduct of sexual abuse of a
qtinor to characterize 2 complaint of misconduct by a cletic where the complainant does
not immediately want {o reveal their name as anonymous and therefore condocted no
action with the complaint. The audit found that a complainant who Jeaves a telephone
pumber and requests a returm call to be nofified of the status of the complainf is not
considersd an anopymous complaint. Furthermore, no acfion fo an anonymous complaint
by Archdiocesan persounel is also found fo be in violation of the Archdiocese own
policies.
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6. Recordation of Response to Requests for Information

A review of personnel related files raintained by various offices within the Archdiocese
of Chicago identified the common nse of an internal written communication which is
herein identified as 2 “memo to the file”” They are written on blank paper and are used 1o
reflect the results of conversations, eithet in person or over the telephone. These “memos
to the file” appear to be used to address whatever fopics or issues fhiat may have come fo
the atfention of the person writing the memo, These memos were noted by the Auditors
fo provide a written sumary of the content of fhe activity being documented. In some
instances, and where necessary, the content is delineated in greater detail. It was noted
that these “memos to the file” routinely do not indicate what action made have been taken
as a result of the conversation, if any, nor do they contain resolution to the issues being
addressed, For example, one “memo to the file” reviewed by the Aunditors reflected &
conplaint to the Archdiocese of sexual misconduct by a former seminary student/present
priest by a parent of a fellow student. In fhe memo reviewed, there was no indication as
to what was done to resolve or handle the complaint. In addition, there was no indication
fhat the memo had been forwarded to the appropriate office within the Archdiocese for
handling, in this case the Office of Professionsl Responsibility.

7. Delayed Reporting of Derogatory Information and Failures fo Investigate

Fr. McCormack was atvested / detained by Chicago Police Department on allegations of
sexnal abuse of a minor, The audit identified that on Augnst 29, 2005 Cardinal George
approved the official appointment of Fr. McCormack ag Dean of Deanery TH-DY effective
September 1, 2005, Office for the Vicars for Priests had in their possession derogatory
information concerning Fr, MoCormack which they delayed reporting to the Vicar
General, The Vicar General was telephonically advised of the derogatory information
but allowed the appointment to procesd without requiring further investigation into the
allegation or withdrawing the appointment letfer wntil resolution of the allegation.
However, the Vicar General did not hold the appointment letter in abeyance until further
investigation could be conducted regarding the derogatory information.

FATLURES TO CONDUCT A COMPLETE AND THOROUGH REVIEW OF
LIVING PRIEST’S FILES FOR ANY IMPROPRIETY/MISCONDUCT

The andit found fhat allegations of clerical sexval abuse of minors can be found in
various files throughout the Archdiocese of Chicago from the Seminary Files — both high
school and college — to personnel (Chancellor) files - to the PRA Allegation Files.
According to interviews of Archdiocesan personnel, file reviews of Archdiocesan files
have been conducted, for the specific for the purpose of identifying any allegation of
sexual misconduct by Priests or Deacons assigued to the Archdiocese of Chicago by
Archdiocese personuel on two separate ocoastons, the last being in approximately 2002.
However, Sentinary Files were not reviewed in either Archdiocesan file review progess.

7 Catholic New World, Septemiber 11-24, 2005 issue,
hﬂp://www.caﬂloﬁcnewworld.com/cnw/issue/ 1_021908.html
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As previously identified, the audit found that additional allegations of sexual misconduct
regarding Fr. MeCormack during the +ime he was in the seminary have been brought to
the affention of the Archdiocese since his January 2006 arrest.  However, these
allegations were not located in Fr. MecCormack’s seminarian file(s) although information
regarding this documentation was avowed.

GAP ANALYSIS

I. FAILURES TO COMPLY WITH ABUSED AND NEGLECTIED CHILD
REPORTING ACT - FAILURES TO REPORT

Issue #1: Employees of the Archdiocese of Chicago have violated the Tlinois Criminal
Statute, Abused and Neglected Child Reporting Act. The audit identified three (3)
separate allegations of sexral abuse of minors which were brought to the attention of the
Archdiocese of Chicago in October 1999, September 2003 and January 2006,
respectively. It is noted that an allegation in October 1999 is past Hlinois Statute of
Limitations. The September 2003 allegation of misconduct on the part of Tr.
McCormack sbuse of a minor was not reported to the Aschdiocesan Office of
Professional Responsibility until January 2006 affer the second arrest of Fr. MeCormack.
It was then determined that this allegation was an allegation of sexual misconduct of a
minor on the part of Fr. McCommack and therefore should have been reported to the
Wlinois Department of Children and Family Services, the Cook County State’s Aftomey
or the as required by civil law and Archdiocesan policy. The memo dooumenting this
September 5, 2003 allegation reflects {hat the allegation was reported by a female, who
furmished her telephone mumber for 4 refum call o ensure appropriate action to the
complaint. Subsequent investigation in January 2006 revealed that this complainant was
the grandmother of an alleged victim of sexnal abuse by Fr. McCormack who was o Fr.
MeCormack’s basketball team.  The office of the Vicar for Priests advised this
complainant that there could be no guaranteed action. to the complaint inasmuch as the
complainant warted fo remain anonymous, The audit found that a complainant who
Jeaves a telephone number and requests a returil call to be notified of the status of the
complaint is not considered an aponywous complaint, The January 2006 allegation of
cexuzl abuse of a minor was initially reported to the Tlinois Department of Children and
Family Services and later through a confracted counselor 1o the Cook County State’s
Attorney but not the Archdiocesan Office of Professional Responsibility.

The audit identified that the Department of Children & Family Services employs a Safety
Plan which is implemented based upon the safety of children, This Safety Plan is flexible
in execution and customized to meet the needs of the individual case. The sudit found
that the independent anditor focusing on the monitoring issue did not contact DCFS to
review their Safety Plan. Auditors were unshle fo find whether DCFS implemented a
Safety Plan in the Fz. MecCormack matter.
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Finding:

The Hiinois Criminal Statute, Abused and Neglected Child Reporting Aot (325 ILCS 54) states in periinent
part:

"Person responsible for tha child's welfare® means ... person responsible for the child's welftre at the time
of the alleged abuse oy neglect, or any person who came to know fhe ckild through an official capactly or
position of trus, mclding . educational persomel ... menibers of the clergy.” ‘Member of the clergy’
means a clevgyman or practitioner of any yeligious denomination aceredited by the religions body fo vwhich
e or she belongs.” (325 ILCS 5/3) (from Ch. 23, par- 2053}

“Porsons required 10 report; ... school persommel, educational advocate assigned to o child pursuant fo the
School Code ... shall immediately report or cause g report io be made to the Departmeni, Any member of
the clergy having reasonabls canse fo believe that @ child Jmown fo that member of the clorgy in lis or her
professional oapacity may be an abused child as defined in dtemt (2) of the defimition of "abused child" in
Section 3 af this Act shall smedialely report or cause areport fo be made to the Department.

“Thenever such person is required to report under this At in his capacity ... as a member of the clergy, he

shall naka report inamediately to the Department I aceordarice with the pravisions of this Aot end may
also notify the person in charge of such institution, school, fucility or agency, or church, synagogue,
temnple, mosgue, or other religious instiiution, or kis designated agent that such report has been made.
Under no circumsiances shall any person in charge of such mstitwiion, school, facility or agency, or
church, synagogue, temple, nosque, or other religious institution, or Ris designated agent jo whom such.
notification has been made, exercise any control, restraint, modification or other’ change in the report or
the forwarding of such report fo the Depariiment,

“4ny person who Fnowingly and willfully vielates any provision of this Section ... & guilly of a Class 4
isdemaanor. for a first violation.” (325 ILCS 5/4) (from Ch. 23, par., 2054)

Interview of appropriate persernel at the office of the Stale’s diforney of Cook County, Hlinois identified
hat the Statute of Limitations for prosecution af violations of the Abused and Neglected Child Raporting
dot is fhree (3) yems. The State's diforney of Cook Connty has recently prosecuted vivlations of the
Abused and Negleeted Child Reporting Aot and would consider prosecution of all similar wuatters
presenfed.

The Arehdiocese of Chicago Jume 15 1992 Commission on Clerical Misconduct report, Section 1100
Sexual Abuse of Minors: Polictes for Education, Prevention, Assistance to Victims and Procedures Jor
Detarmination of Fitness for Ministry, Section 1104.2. Reporting Requirements, Compliance and
cooperation, Policy states in pertinent part:

Archdiocese of Chicago Adminisirative Checldist for Handling Allegations of Clerical Sexual Miscondeot —

“Tyea Minute Drill” {Revised 02/22/00), Appendix B, Page 10, #2. Thiy section addresses “anonymous
allegations.” It states, in pertinent park: “Nevertheless, such anorpmous calls or reporis that intitally lack
udeguate information must sill be reported io appropriate Individuals.”

Aceording fo the United States Conference of Catholic Rishops (USCCB), Charter for the Protection of
Children and Young Peaple - Article 4, Dioceses/eparchies are to report an allegation of sexual abuse of 9
person who is a minor fo the public authorities. Diccesesfeparchies are fo comply with oll applicable civil
laws with respect fo the reporting of allegations of sexnal abuse of minors o cvil authorities and
cooperata in their mvestigation i aceord with the law of the jurisdiction in guestion,

Audit found that the Cliicago Child Advacacy Center (CAC) has numerots training programs regording
abuse and veglected minors. The CAC provides a training program faught in the Chicago public schaol
system,  Review of the CAC website reflects the CAC is providing a Fall Training Series; Child Abuse
Training Series for Mandated Reporters.
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Additionally, the Department of Children and Family Services have Trauma Teams who are available in
siluations where consuliation is needed by the Assistance Ministry.

Recommendations for Remediation:

1. Violations of Illinois Criminal Statutes regarding mandatory reporting of Abused
and Neglected Child Reporting Act must be reported by the Department of Legal
Services of the Archdiocese of Chicago fo the Cook County State’s Attoiney for
prosecutive opinton,

9. The Archdiocese of Chicago should establish a training curricntum for instructing
Archdioesan employees in their responsibilities to report allegations of sexusl abuse
of mainors and procedures for conveying samue. All Archdiocesan employees,
tncluding anyone who works with children, (emphasis added) shovld attend
Protection of Children Awareness training. Cumiculum for this training should
include specific guidance in notification and reporting procedures of allegations of
sexual abuse of minors, Both the State’s Atiomey’s office and the Department of
Children and Family Services should be mnvited fo furnish Block of instraction at
each training event Utilizing both the State’s Atforney and the Department of
Children and Family Services in this training program will establish the absolute
sincerity and commitment of the Archdiocese in its pledge fo protect children and
also sef the somiber tone as fo the obligation of each employee to zeport any and all
allegations of sexual abuse of children to the proper authority(s). Aftendance at this
Protection. of Children Awareness fraining should be mandatory and documented.
There should be an acknowledgement by each Archdiocesan employee of their
individual reporting responsibilities and their acknowledgement of the sanctions for
non-reporting of an allegation should be recorded in fhe individual employee’s
perzonnel file.

3. The Archdiocese of Chicago should affect appropriate Haison with the Chicago
Child Advocacy Center and have selected Archdiocesan personuel, patticularly all
individuals assigped o the office of Vicar for Priests, aftend the Child Abuge Training
Series for Mandated Reporters.

4. The Archdiocese of Chicago should ensure that new policies regarding
“monitoring” of priests accused of sexual mmisconduct of minors allegations are
developed and implemented in concert with DCFS Safety Plan and DCFS policies
and procedures.

Tssue #2: The audit identified past substantiated cases where a priest was withdrawn
from ministry due to reason to suspect clerical sexual abuse of & minor who have since
resigned from the priesthood and are not subject to Archdiocesan confrol. The andit
found that this resipned priest could pose a threat to children.

Finding:
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325 ILCSS/7.14, (from Ch. 23, par. 2057.14), Sec. 7.14. All reports i the ceufral register shall be
clussified in one of threa categories: Mipdicuated”, "unfounded” or “undetermined", as the case may be. 4fter
the veport is classified, the person making the olassification shall determine whether the child named in the
raport is the subject of an action wunder Article IT of the Juvenile Cowrt det of 1987. If the child Is the
subject of an action under Article II of the Juvenile Court Aok, the Department shall travismit a copy of the
report to the guardian ad lHten appointed for the child wnder Section 2-17 of the Juvertile Court Aot A1}
information idenfifying the subjects of an wnfounded report shall be expunged from the register fortinvith,
except as provided in Section 7.7. Unfounded reports may only be made available to the CRild Profective
Service Unit when investigating a subsegquent report of suspacted abuse or malireatment involving a child
named in the wnfounded report; and fo the subject of the report, provided that the subject requests the
report within 60 days of being notified that the report was wnfounded. The Child Proteciive Service Uit
shall not indicate the subsequant report solely based upon the existence of the prior unfounded report or
reports, Notwithstanding any offier proviston of law fo the confrary, an unfounded report shall not be
admissible in any Judicial or adwinistrative proceeding or aciion. Tdentifing tnformation on all other
records shall be removed from fhe register no later than 5 years afler the report is indicated, Howaver, if
arother report iy received involving the same child, his sibling or offspring, or @ child in the care of the
persons responsible for the child's welfare, or mvelving the swne alleged affender, the identifying
information nay be maintatned the register unfil S yeors after the subsequent case o report is closed.
Notwithstanding any other provision of this Seetion, identifying information in indicated reports involving
serions physical injury to a child as defined by the Department in rules, may be retained longer than §
years gfter the report is indicated or after the subsequent cuse or report is closed, and may uot be removed
from the regisier except as provided by the Department in rules. Hentifving information In indicated
reports involving sexual penetration of a child, sexual molestation of a child, sexuud exploifation of a child,
torture of a child, or the death of a child, as defined by the Department in rules, shall be retained jor a
period of not less than 30 years afier the veport is indicated or after the subsequent case or report is closed,
(Source: P.A. 94-160, eff 7-11 -05.)

tip/twww tlpa.govilegislation/iles/docymen 1503 2500050K7. 14t

(325 ILCS 5(7.15) (from Ch. 23, par. 2057.15)  Sec. 7.15. The cenival register may vontain such other
nformation which the Departiment determines to be in furtherance of the prposes of this dcl. Pursuant (o
the provisions of Sections 7.14 and 7.16, the Department may amend or remove from the ventral regisier
appropriate records upon good cause shown and upon notice lo the subjects of the report and the Child
Protective Service Unit. (Source: P.A. 90-15, ¢ff- 6-13-97.)

Recommendation for Remediation:

1. The Archdiocese of Chicago should continue with establishing effective liaison
with DCFS.

5 The Archdiocese of Chicago, in concert with DCFS, should prioritize referred
Archdiocesan closed cases to ensure that those matters with & higher potential of
risk be immediately addressed. The sudit finds that the Axchdiocese of Chicago
chould use the Central Register in concert with the Iflinois Department of
Children & Family Services to identify whether past substantiated cases of
Archdiocesan priests withdrawn from ministry should be identified as “Indicated”
offenders.

IL FAILURES TO COMMUNICATE (iNTERNALLY & EXTERNALLY)
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i. Delayed Notification of Sexual Abuse by Priest Allegation to Cardinal

Issue #3: The avdit found that delayed notification of thiee days to Cardinal George of
an artest of a priest assigned to the Aschdiocese of Chicago is an egregious lapse of
judgment on the part of Archdiocesan hierarchy.

Finding: Dominion and leadership structure of an Archdiocese is well defined and
controlled. Logic alone should dictete that the Cardinal be immediately advised of any
situation or incident which could negatively impact the Archdiocese of Chicago or the
Cardinal, notification and criminal charges brought against a diocesan priest end most
importently, an allegation of abuse of & minor by a diocesan priest should be at the
forefront of every employee of the Archdiocese of Chicago.

SECTION 1100, SEXU4L ABUSE OF MINORS; POLICIES ROR EDUCATION, PREVENIION,
ASSISTANCE TG VICTIMS AND PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION OF FIINESS FOR MINISIRY
(Amended 6/24/2003; ¢ffective T 5/2003) states in pertinent part:

1104,7,2, Policy Qrdinaily {sic), the Admintstrator shall also premptly do the following:
(1) reportihe allegation to the Assistance Mirister;
() report the allegation to the Archbishon, lis delegate and other persons that the Archbishop may
designate;
(3) inform the cleric and request hits responsa;
(&) assess whether the safety of olildren requires interim action and prompily communicate a

recormmendation fo the Archbishop.

(dudifor Note: Emphasis udded by duditor fo highlight point of discuession.}

Recommendation: That His Eminence Francis Cardinal George teke administrafive
acton deerned appropriate,

Issue #4: Archdiocese of Chicago officials did not follow policy in notification of
Cardinal George of the arrest/detainment of Fr. McCormack.

Finding:

1104.7, Proliminary Actions and Inguiry

1104,7.2, Policy Ordinarily (sic), the idministrator shall also prompily do the following:
(8) report the allegation to the Assistance Mindstor; .
(6) report the allagation fo the Archbishop, his delegate and ofher persons that the Archbishop may
designate;
(Ty  inform the cleric and request kis response;
(®) assess whether the safely of children requires interin action and promptly conmmunicate o

recommendation fo the Archbishop,

Procedure

a)  Interim action can include temporary withdrawal from minisy, moniforing,
restrictions or other actions deemed appropriate by the Archbishop for the sake of
the conmon good (see canon 223, §2 of the Coda of Canon Law and §§ 1104.1G
and 1104.12 of these Archdiocesan policies).
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By Inmaling such assessments and reconmendations, the Administrator may consult
wilh the Archbishop, his delegata, and persons designated by the drehbishap.

¢}  Before mitiating a Judicial or adwmistrative progess lo fmpose or declare
panalties, the Archbishop should seck the cleric’s volunlary cooperation o avoid
or repair scandal, restore justice and vefornt tha offender frough various means of
pastoral solicifude. (Cf. c. 1341)

d)  The alleged affender may be reguested fo sek, or wrged voluntarily to comply with,
an appropriate medical and psychological evaluation af a Saciltly mubrally
acceptable fo the Archdiocese and the accused, so long o5 this does not milerfers
1with (he mvestigation by civil authorities. (Cf. USCCB Charter, art. 5, and USCCB
Essential Norms, §7) ’

o) The Adminisirator must schednle and give effective notice of ury meefings of the
Board.

Recommendation for Remediation: His Eminence Francis Cardinal George shounld
take appropriate adminisiative action as deemed appropriate.

2. How to proceed upon receipt of an allegation

Tssue #5: Non-action to an allegation(s) of misconduct or clerical sexual abuse on the
part of the Archdiocese created situations whereby children were placed at risk

Finding: Allegation, for the purpose of this repott, is delineated as the asperfion, claim,
declaration or statement of a pazfy to an action as defined by Black’s Law Dictionary.

Recommendation for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should instill upon its
priests, employees and parishioners that # is essential, crucial apd critical to the
wellbeing of children that they report any and afl allegafions of misconduct which may
have any underfone of a possible sexual misconduct pature, If i is unclear to an
individual in receipt of the allegation whethex that information warrants reporting to the
appropriate authorities, their concerns should be shared with the Professional
Responsibility Administrator whose responsibility if is fo manage the process for the
Aschdiocese of Chicago and assist with mandatory reporting.

3. Receipt of Additionzl Allegations of Sexual Abuse

Tssue #5: During the audit process, additional allegations have recently been brought to
the attention of fhe Archdiocese of Chicago of sexual misconduet and allegations of
sexual abuse of a minor in one incident and two (2) separate incidents mvolving adult
males, by Fr. McCormack during 1988 and 1991 during his time at Niles College and Bt.
Mary of the Leke. Tnformation regarding these three (3) incidents came to the atfention
seminary officials of Mundelein in 1992, These allegations have been received by the
Archdiccese of Chicago since Fr. MeCormack’s January 2006 arrest for alleged sexual
abuse of a minor was made publie. Audit review of Fr. McComack’s seminarian files
failed to locate any documentation of allegations of sexual misconduct or allegations of
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sexual abuse on the part of Fr. MoCormack; however, interview of the former Vice
Rector of the seminary identified that the three (3) distinct allegations of gexual
misconduct of both adults and of 2 minor on the part of Fr. MecConmavk were brought to
the attention of the seminarian officials of Muadelein in the spring quarter of 1992.

Finding: Seminarian files ave not reviewed by the Archdiocese of Chicago. Seminarian
files ars not complete with documentation of allegations of misconduct on the part of a
seminarian.

Recommendation for Remediation:

1. The Axchdiocese of Chicago should remsind all seminaries, colleges and
universities associated with the Archdiocese that any and all allegations of
misconduct on the part of their seminariang must be documented into their
respective personnel files and not be removed.

2. The Archdiocess of Chicago should require that all individual seminarian
files, both high school and college, be fransferred with the priest after
being ordained fo whatever diocese / eparchy he is assigned.

3. The Archdiocese of Chicago should remind all seminaries, colleges and
miversities associated wifh the Archdiocese fo reiferate standards of
ministerial behavior and appropriate bounderies for clergy i their
acadetnic programs and have fhese standards clearly articulated and
publicized.

4. The Archdiocese of Chicago should review all setminarian files, along with
ofher Archdiocesan files, of all living priests assigned to the Archdiocese
for any allegation(s) of misconduct and ensure the allegation(s) is
addressed to abide by the standards, policies and procedures of the United
States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB), Charter for the
Protection of Children and Young People (latest revised edition) and the
Archdiocese of Chicage June 15, 1992 Commission on  Clerical
Misconduet report, Section 1100 Sexual Abuse of Minors: Policies for
Fducation, Prevention, Assistance to Victins and Procedures for
Determination of Fitness for Ministry (Effective 7-15-2003). The
Aschdiocese of Chicago cannot afford to have additional incidents of
allegations of clerical sexual misconduct of minor to appear in the fiuture
with prior knowledge of that misconduct and that appropriate action was
taken.

5. It was detenmined that the Archdiocesan personnel have brought these
recent allegations to the attention of the State’s Attorney; however, the
entirety of these allegations had not been brought to the Professional
Responsibility Administrator or, where appropriate, to the Deparfment of
Children & Family Services. The Archdiocese of Chicago must ensure
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that all allegations of clerical sexmal miscondnet be brought fo the
attention of all involved departments, both internal and external, in order
that appropriate required action is taken,

4. Ynsufficient Training of Archdiocesan and Office of Catholic Schools
Personnel in Responding to and Notification of Sexnsl Abuse’ Allegations

Issne #6: Specific Office of Catholic Schools’ personnel, including cerfain
administrators, certain teachers, certain sisters and certain priests at Our Lady of the
Westside Schools who were interviewed doring this andit, have not received sufficient
training, guidance or instruction for them fo have the knowledge, realization or
wherewithal as to what to do when an allegation of sexual abuse of a minor is received.
The training received by Office of Catholic SchooPs personnel has been conducted but
has obviously been ineffective.

Finding: Interview of Office of Catholic Schools staff members, which included
administrators, teachers, sisters aud priests assigned to Our Lady of the Westside
Schools, found none were well versed in Archdiocesan policies and procedures regarding
allegations of sexual abuse of minors and, 10 some cases even less familiar with the
Abused and Neglected Child Reporting Act. Additionally, as previously stated, Office of
Catholic Schools personnel, and in particular administratoss such as Principels and
Assistant Principals, have had in their personal possession allegations and suspicions of
sexusl abuse of minors by Fr. McCormack from October 1999 through December 2005,
and even in some cages conducted their own informal moniforing of their stadents when
in Fr. McCotmack’s presence; yet these Principals and Assistant Principals failed to
notify the proper civil authorities, law enforcement authorities or Archdiocesan
personnel who are specifically assigned the responsibility to react o allegations of sexual
abuse to minors by Archdiocesan personnel.

Recommendation for Remediation: As previously recommended, the Archdiocese of
Chicago should establish a more robust iraining curriculum for reempbasizing the
instructing Archdiocesan employees in their responsibilities fo report allegations of
sexual asbuse of minors and procedures for conveying same. AllL Archdiocesan
employees, including clerics and religious, should atfend Protection of Children
Awareness training, Curriculum for this training should include specific guidance n
notification and seporting procedures of allegations of sexnal abuse of minors. Botih the
Qtate’s Attomey’s office and the Deparfinent of Children and Family Services should be
invited to furnish a block of instroction af each training event. Utilizing both the State’s
Attorney and the Department of Children and Pamily Services i this {raining program
will establish the absolute sincerity and commitment of the Archdiocese in its pledge to
protect children and also sef the somber fone s to the obligation of each employee to
report any and all allegations of sexual abuse of children to {he proper authority(s).
Attendance of this Protection of Children Awareness training shonld be mandatory and
documented. There should be an acknowledgement by each Archdiocesan employee of
their individual reporting responsibilities and acknowledgement of the sanctions for non-
reporting of an allegation should be recorded in the individual employee’s personnel file.
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This fraining should start with all Office of Catholic Schools persomnel assigned fo Our
Lady of the Westside Schools.

5. Anonymoeus Cowplaints

Tssiie #7:  As with the Archdiocese of Chicago comsternation over the definition of
allegation, the audit identified instances where the definition of an “anonymous”
allegation also was a cause of trepidation, The audit found certain staff members of the
Archdiocese of Chicago, with the responsibility for administrating allegations of cleric
misconduct of sexual abuse of a minor, to characterize a complaint of miscondnct by a
cleric where the complainant does not immediately want to reveal their vame ng
anonymous and therefore conducted no action with regard to the complaint, The audit
found that a complainant who leaves a telephone number and requests a return call fo be
notified of the status of the complaint ie not considered an anomymous complaint.
Furthermore, 1o action to an anonymous complaint was also found to be in violation of
the Archdiocese own policies.

Finding:

$1104.2. Reporting Reguirements, Compliance and Cooperation

1104.2. Policy Al persons associated with the Arehdiocese are expected to comply with all
applicable civil lmws with respect fo the reporting of allegations of sexual aluse of minors o eivil
anthorities and will copperate tn their investigation,. In every instance, the Archdiocese will advise and
support a person’s right to make a report o public authorities, (Cf. USCCB Essentiol Norms, §11 and
$§1104.43(2) and 1104.7.1 of these Archdiocesan policies) Fn addition, all Archdiocesan clergy and alt
veligious, ewmplopees, and volunteers working Jor the drchdiocese shall comply Sy with the letter ond
spirit of this process, These petsormel are expected to promptly report allegations of a cleric’s sesual abuse
of a minor to the Professional Responsibility Administrator unless prohibifed by applicable Chureh Iaw.
Other clerics and religious working m the Arehdicvese are expected io caoperate with the provess
consisient with their particular staties within the Archdiocese, All people of goodwill who may have fo
relate to the process are asked to do so With understemding aud sensigivily for Hs goals. The Archdiocese
will take all appropriate steps fo protect the good name and veputation of oll persons involved in this
| process, (Cf. Canon 220 and USCCB Esxential Novms, $03.

Procedures

g} Anonymous Allegations: The Adwinisirator ordinarHly will not process anonymous
allegations or allegations that do not contain enough information fo permit
reasonable inguiry. The Admintstrator shall report all such allegotions to the Board
at Hs next regularly scheduled mesting and fhe Board shall review fhe

Adrinisirator's action.
Recommendation for Remediation:
1. The Archdiocese of Chicago should ensure that all anonymous calls or reports

that mmitially lack adequate information are still be reporfed to appropriate
individuals, that being the Professional Responsibility Administrator.
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7. The Archdiocese of Chicago needs to retterate this policy to all Archdiocesan
otaff members who are involved with the administration of complaints of
allegations of cleric sexual abuse of onors.

6. Recordation of Response to Requests for Information

Tssue #8: A review of personnel refated files maintained by various offices within the
Archdiocese of Chicago identified the common use of an internal written commmmication
which is herein identified as a “merno fo the file.” They are written on blank paper and
are used to reflect the resulis of conversations, either i person or over the telephone.
These “memos fo the file” appear fo be used to address whatever topics or issues that may
have come to the attention of the person wiiting the memo. These memos were noted by
the Auditors to provide a written suomary of the content of the activity being
documented, To some instances, and where necessary, the content is delineated in greater
detail. Tt was noted that these “memos to the £le” routinely do not indicate what action
made have been faken as a result of the conversation, if any, nor do they confain
resohution to the issues being addressed. For example, one “memo to the file” reviewed
by the Auditors reflected a complaint to the Archdiocese of sexual misconduct by a
former seminary student/present priest by 2 parent of & fellow stadent. In the memo
reviewed, there was no indication as fo what was done to resolve or handle the complaint.
In addition, there was no indication that the memo had been forwarded fo the appropriate
office within the Aschdiosese for handling, in this case the Office of Professional

Responsibility.

Tinding: Without documentation of action taken regarding an issue of cleric
misconduct, the Archdiocese of Chicago is unable to defend those actions. The adage,
«Jf it is ot docnmented, it is not there; if it is not there, it was not done” is significant to
fhis issue. Documentation of an action taken duting any matter, but particularly with
regard to an allegation of clerio sexual misconduct of a minor, is essential to the legal
defensibility of Archdiocesan” decisions.

Recommendation for Remedigtion: “Memos fo the file,” or any other similar
documments, should clearly indicate the action faken by the writer toward resolution of any
problems or issues presented therein. The memo(s) should also contain a listing of any
copies distributed to other parties within the Archdiocese.

7. Delayed Reporting of Deragatory Information and Failires fo Investigate

fssue #9: Fr. McConmack was arrested / detained by Chicago Police Department on
August 30, 2005 on an allegation of soxnal sbuse of a minor. The audit identified that on
Auguost 29, 2005 Cardinal George approved the official appointment of Br. McCormack
as Dean of Deanery TI-D® effective September 1, 2003. Office for the Viears for Priests
had in their possession derogatory information concerning Fr. McCormack which they
delayed reporting to the Viear Geeneral, The Vicar General was telephonically advised of

8 Catholic New World, September 11-24, 2005 issue,
tttps/fersor.catholicnewworld.comfenw! issue/1_021906 html
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the derogatory information but allowed the appointment to proceed without requiring
forther investigation into the allegation or withdrawing the appointment lefter until
resolution of the allegation.

Finding: The Vicar General did not hold the appointment letter in abeyance after the
arrest / detainment of Fr. McCormack until further investigation could be conducted
regarding the derogatory information.

Recommendation for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should ensure that
appropriate policies and procedures are in place and followed concerning any and alt
allegations of misconduct of a priest and that the allegation(s) is thoroughly investigated.

[, FAILURES TO FOLLOW ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND
PROTOCOLS

Issue #10: The Archdiocese of Chicago is not in complete compliance with the Charter
for the Protection of Children and Young People insofar as it pertaing to Article 12 Safe
Fnvironment Programs that Safe Environment training and Article 13. The audit found
that all Priests and teachers have signed the Code of Conduct forms, However, the andit
found that although the majority of teachers have completed the safe environment
training, there are a number of staff members at Our Lady of the Westside Schools who
have not completed the safe Environment fraining, The Viztus Lures training program for
children and parents is just begiming at St. Agatha. The Archdiocese of Chicago and/or
the Office of Catholic Schools has not mandated that a vehicle to monitor and identify
which children or which parents have participated in the Lures program be established.
The audit also identified that although all priests and teachers have completed the
required background checks, and there have been background jnvestigation of 29,000
vohmteers throughout the Archdiocese; at St. Agatha, there have been less than a dozen
background checks completed on volunteers.

Finding: The Charter for the Protection of Children and Young People states in pertinent
part:

ARTICLE 12, Dioceses/eparchies are o0 mainioin - “safe  environment”  programs which the
dipcesan/epurchial bishop deems to be i qeeord with Catholic moral principles. They are fo be conducted
cooperatively with parenis, civil authorifies, educaiors, and commmunily organizations fo provide education
and fraining for children, youth, parents, ministers, educators, volunteers, end others about ways to make
ard maintain a safe enviromnent for children and young people. Diocesesfeparohies ave o make clear to
clergy and all members of the comznunity the standards of conduct for clergy and other persons in pusttions
of trust with regard fo children. .

ARTICLE 13. Diocesesfeparchies are {o évgluale the background of ail meardinated and non-incardinated
priests and deacons whae are engaged in ecclestastioal minisiry the diocesefeparchy and of all
diocesanfeparchial and parishischool or other paid personnel and voluntears whose duties nclide
ongoing, unsuparvised contact wiili yrinors. Specifically, they are to iilize the resources of low
enforcement and other community agencies, In addition, they are to employ adeguate scraening and
- pvaluative techniques in deciding the fitness of candidates for ordination (ef. National Conference of
Cutholic Bishops, Program of Priestly Formation, 1993, no. 513).
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§1103.1. Screening and Education of Clevics and Seminarians stafes i pertinent part:

1103.1. Policy The Archdivgese shall evaluete the background of all Archdiocesan personnel who
have regtilar contact with minors. Specificaliy, they will ufilize the resources of law exforcement and other
conpmurily agencies. In addition, they sholl employ adeguate screening and evaluative fechmiques in
deciding the fitness of candidates jor ordmation {cf. National Conference of Catholic Bishops, Frogran of
Priestly Formation, 1993, no, 513).The Archdiocese shall review and augment on-going progrons Jor the
sersening and education of seminarions and deacon candidates and the continuing education of clerics in
matiers related to sexuality and sexval abuse, (¢, USCCB Charie, it 13)

Recommendations for Remediation:

1. The Archdiocese of Chicago should provide immediate resources and
pversight fo ensure that anyone in a position of frust has a completed
vackground check and that all employees and volunfeers complete the Safe
Environment training.

5. The Aschdiocese of Chicage should establish proper oversight to hold the
Office of Catholic Schools responsible for ensuring compliance with the
Charter for the Protection of Children and Young People; Archdiocese of
Chicago June 15, 1992 Commission on Clerical Misconduct report; and
Jection 1100 Sexual Abuse of Minors: Policies for BEdncation, Prevention,
Assistance to Victims and Procedures for Deterrmination of Fiiness for
Ministry. The Archdiocese of Chicago should incorporate an. appropriate
tickler systemn fo momnifor this activity and thus ensure compliance.

3. The Aschdiocese of Chicago should immediately instifute the Lures training
program for children and parents at St. Agatha, Completion of this training by
parents and stadents should be documented and tracked in order to reflect
whether this training could or will bave a positive effect on reprting of sexual
child abuse allegations. This action should aid in the healing process within
the community.

4. The Archdiocese of Chicago should advise the Gavin Group, or other enfity
conducting andits of the Charter for the Protection of Children and Young
People of the results of this issue in order that audit procedures can be refined
to specifically identify the status of voluateer background investipations and
of this finding in order that compliance can continue fo be monifored by an
independent entity.

Tssue #11: An allegation of sexual abuse of a minor at 2 Profestant church has recently
Dbeen brought to the attention of the Archdiocese of Chicago. DCFS and Cook County
State’s Attorney have been appropriately advised of this allegation.

Finding: The Charter for the Protection of Children and Young People states in pertinent
patt;
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ARTICLE 16, Given the extent of the problem of the sexual abuse of minors in our sociely, we are willing o
cooperate with other churches and ecolesial communifies, other religions bodies, institutions of learning,
and other interested orgunizations in conducting research in this area.

Recommendation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should affect appropriate liaison with
this church to nofify them of the allegation of sexual abuse to a roinor within their
purview. This incident appears fo be an opportune fime for reaching out to another
ecclesial community to discuss jssues of mutual interest.

Iv. TFAILURES IN MONITORING OF PRIEST ALLEGED TO HAVE
SEXUALLY ABUSED A MINOR

Issue #12: The Archdiccese of Chicago failed to implement Individoal Specific
Protocols (ISP) established for monjtoring Priests who are accused of an allegation of
sesual abnse of minors. Archdiocese policy on moniforing is inadequate and ineffective
and does not accomplish the primary goals of protecting children and the intepzity of the
Church.

Finding:

Section 1100 Sexial Abuse of Minors: Folicies for Education, Prevention, Assistance to Vickims and
Procedures for Determimation of Fitness for Ministry, Section 1104.12, Moritoring states in pertinent part:

7104.12.1 Policy. “Movitoring profocols and programs for those who have been accused or have engoged
in sexual abuse of minors must reflect the primary goals of protecting children and the integrity of the
church.”

1104.12.3. Policy. “Monitoring programs and protocols should be applied on a case by case basis but
must inchide certain essenfial components.

Procedures

“yWhile the monitoring prolocol approved by the Review Board in a given case might inclide wyriad of
controls or restrictions fhet have proven helpful, all cases must inchide certain elements. They tre:

v continning oversight by the Review Board with periodic evalwtion and reports fo the
Arohbishop;

a wrilten protocol signed by the clerie which sets Jorth the partiowlar requirements applicable o
himy

restrictions from being alone with anyone under the age of 18;

periodiz physical evaluation and psychological reparts as recommended by the Review Board;
regular indevidual spiritual direction;

communication with leaders and others as appropyiate in the claric’s residence in order that they
are meaningfully apprised and able Yo assist in the prograu;

a provision requiring clerics who use the Internet to provide the Professional Responsibility
Adinistraior with a monthly printout of the Internet sites visited.”

NSNS N

The Individual Specifie Protocols are established jor Priests who are aceused of an aliegation of sexual
abuse fa pinors and ave documented to iiplement the primary goal of promoting the safely of minors.
These Individual Specific Protecols contain, al o minimin:
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1. The cllent is restricted from being alone with @ minor or minors, that Is anyone under the age of
18, withouf the presence of another responsible adult.

2. Therapy with the suggested freguency of times per weet/month (pleuse cirele ong) as
recommended by (rame  of  therapist).
Aftendance fo therapy is fo be reflected an “Clergy Daily Log” forms.

3. Continued regular Spiritual Direction with the suggested frequency f fimes per weekfnontl

(please circle ong) as recommended by (name of
spiritual director). Aftendanoe 10 Spiritual Direction is to be veflecied on “Clergy Datly Log™
Jorms. .

4. The "“Clergy Dafly Log" to be completed on & duily basis and co-signed by the monitor. The log
is @ tool that is used for the protection of WiNOTS, the oleric, the monitor and the Archdiocese.
Although # identifles fime periads, it I intended fo provide a general record of the day rather than
a detailed clock, If you are desoribing an off-site activily, please inchude your destimation and the
general purpose of the visit or dofivily. For example, if is enovgh to indicate that you did personal
shopping at a given Shopping Cenfer rather than the details of each individual store. However, if
your self-description & challenged or a complaint s lodged with the Arohdiovese, some
Aocumentation and verification may be necessary o sufficiently address the situation.

5. Abide by the assignment of residence to

6. Musi complete and subnif the “Travel/Vacation Agreement”, and oblain concurrence with the
Agregment, prior o a scheduled departure. In the event of a prolonged siay in a particular
Tovation, the Archdicoase is required to wotify the Ordinary of that place of your presence there.

7.  Aftendance ai a reconmanded support grovp (please indicate spevific
support grouph. Recommended freguency of limes per weelkimenth (please circle onej.
Attendance at o recommended support group &5 16 be refected on “Clergy Daily Log” forms.

& Noﬁappropria!e use of computers, software, Infernet capabilities, eonmmnications tools or video
techmology, The standards arficulated in the Policies and Proceduves of the drchdiocese of
Chicago ud the Handbook For drchdiocesan Employees apply as they do fo all Archdivecesan
personnel.

9. No ministerial participation in the public celebrotion of the Eucharist or any other Sacrament or
Sucramental without the prior, writfen permission of the Vicar for Priests.

10. Refrain from swearing any garb that would ghe the appeciance of, or seem lo infer, a
priest/deacon whe has eanonical faculties and is currently assigned to some ministry {e.g., fhe
‘elerical shirt).

11. On-site visits by the PR4 and the VP annuadly o include o meeting with the claric.

Recommendations for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should conduct a
thorough and complete review of ifs policy and practices to monitor priests accused of
allegations of sexual abuse of sminoys and establish sound, logical protocols and practices
for individuals accused of an allegation of sexual abuse of munors, The audit
acknowledges the fact that the Archdiocese of Chicago is already in the process of
conducting a thorough review of Aschdiocesan monitoring policies and practices by
another independent consultant.
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V.  FAILURES TO CONDUCT A COMPLETE AND THOROUGH REVIEW
OF LIVING PRIEST’S FILLS FOR ANY IMPROPRIETY/MISCONDUCT

Lesue #13: Past file reviews by the Archdiocese of Chicago have been incomplete and
ineffective in identifying past allegations of sexual gbuge by clerics or ndications of a
potential problem or danger sien of & cleric’s propensity or susceptibility fo sexually
abuse,

Finding: File reviews of Archdiocesan files have been conducted for the specific
purpose of identiying any allegation of sexual misconduct on the part of Priests or
Deacons assigned to the Archdiocese of Chicago by Axchdiocese persomnel on fwo
separate occasions, the last being in approximately 2002. Seminary Files were not
reviewed in either Archdiocesan file review process.

Recommendation for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should have an
independent file review of all pexsonnel and personnel-related records conducted for the
purpose of identifying any allegation of sexusl abuse of a minor, miscondact and/or any
activity of impropriety by living Priests or Deacons. Should the Archdiocese accept this
recommendation, fhis process should enteil an all inclusive, comprehensive and complete
review which would examine, analyze and evaluate the full range of allegations or
activities, fo include, but not limited to, misuse of position, personal misconduet, and/or
alleged violation of law (against Crintinal Law, against Civil Law or against Canonical
Law).

VI. PROCESS REVIEW ISSUES

Tesue #14: Cardinal George has directed that the revised policies and procedures
(SECTION 11000, SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS) be promulgated by posting their full
text on the Archdiocese of Chicago’s Internet web site.  For the Axchdiocese to
demonstrate it’s commitment fo transparency and Openness, it must enswe that the
message it presents to the public is correct and up to date.

Finding:
From the Introduction fo SECTION 1100, SEXUALL AB USE OF MINORS:

“Wany of the provisions of the USCCB’ Charter and the Essential Norms have been contained in the
Arehdiocese of Chicago's policies and procedures since 1992, To the extent that they were inconsistent,
Cordinel Gearge directed that the policies and procedures of the Archdiocese of Chicago be amended so
as fo incorporate the provisions of the USCCR Charter and Essential Norms. These amendments were
discussad with the Review Board, the Archdiocesan Pastoral Council end the Presbyteral Council,
Following these consultations and the unaninous vecommendation of his Adntinisirative Council, Cardinal
George approved these revised policies and procedures on Jime 24, 2003, effective July 15, 2003. They are
promplgated by posting the full fect on the. Archdiogese_of Chicagoe’s Internet web page, mailing Vo all
drchdiocesan priests, and publishing a sumwary in The Catholic New World, the officiol newspaper of the
Archdiocese of Chicago.” (duditor Note: Emphasis added by Auditor to highlight point of discussion.)
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Recommendation for Remediations The Archdiocese of Chicago should conduct
periodic reviews of ils website fo ensure that the information contained therein ig sccurate
and up-to-date.

Preliminary Actions and Inquixy

Issue #15: The PRA maintains a hardeopy system of records which addresses inquiries
and investigations of allegations of sexual abuse of & miner by clerics. Complementing
that system is a Microsoft Access 2000 database titled “RADAR.” This database was
created in-house by personnel fiom the Office of Legal Services with the assistance of
Archdiocesan Information Technology (IT) personnel. Security of the database is
controlled by limited access and passwords. Backup copies are maintained by the
Archdiocesan IT Department. While “RADAR” is effective at providing a means by
which the PRA is able to keep abreast of the current status of gexual abuse investigations,
it needs fo be upgraded to & more current version of the database software and could uge
enhancements to its effectiveness by someone with a specialty in datebase design. It was
also noted that “RADAR” is used by several departments within the Archdiocese of
Chicago.

Tinding:

§1104,6. Confidenticiity and Disolosure of Fnformation

1104.6. Policy Informetion generated in connection with the process sel forth in Sections 1104.4
and 1104.5 shall be mamtained i a confidential marer and may only be disclosed in accordance with this
Section.

Pracedures

@) The Administrator Is the custocian of all information described w Sections 11044
and 1104.5 and shall develop an_appropridie reqord, keeping systemw 10 ensure
acconntability for and security of the Informafion (Auditor Note: Enphasis added
By Auditor fo highlight point of discussion.)

B) The Administrator shall muintain the information i a confidential faskion and may
not disclose such information except as Jollows: {Auditor Note: Further poinis
within this section are not appiicable to this tssue,)

Recommendations for Remediation:

1. ‘The Archdiocese of Chicago should upgrade ifs Access database sofiware to the
current version {Access 2002) or to the soon to be released version later this year.
(Audiior Note: This recommendation is not intended to be interpreted as an
endorsement for Microsoft Access. This software package is spectfically
smentioned because it is the current software being used by the Archdiocese and
personnel assigned to using it ave most comfortable with its capabilities.
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Changing to a different software platform would significantly increase the
learning curve for the users.)

5 The Archdiocese of Chicago should contract with 4 sofiware developer with
experfise in Microsoff Access fo review the current database and provide
gnidance to enhancing its capabilities.

Yssue #16: The PRA is responsible for providing the person pisking the allegation with a
written statement containing information sbout the right to make a report of such
allegation to public anthorities.” A review of allegation files prepared by the PRA
reflected that accusers had been provided with a copy of SECTION 1100, SEXUAL
ABUSE OF MINORS, Section 1100 is quite lengthy and its language is not necessary
directed towards the general public. Its content can be confusing to some.

Finding:

$§1104.7, Preliminary defions and Inquiry

1104.7.0. Policy Ubpon receipt of the allegation, fe Administrator prowptly shall report an
allegation of sexual abuse ¢f a person who is & minor io the public authorities, comply with all applicable
civil Jaws with respect to the reporting of allegations af sexal abuse of minors 1o aivil authovities, will
cooperate m thelr investigation in accord 1with the law of the jurisdiction in guestion, and will cooperate
with public anthorities about reporting in cases when the person is no longer a mixor. The Administraior.

ide the in, on with a wrilten statement coplaiiing in tion about

. Yo public muthorities and will support this right, (G USCCE
Charter, art. 4, USCCB Essential Norms, §11, and §$1104.2 and 11044.3(2) of these Archdiocesan

policies)

(duditor Note: Exnphasis added by duditor 1o highlight point of discussion.)

Recommendation for Remediation: In fulfilling the above requirernent, the PRA
should provide the accusers not only a copy of SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF
MINORS, but also a document which specifically delineates the methods by which the
accuser can report allegations to public wathorifies. This document should include the
gontact telephone oumbers (Hotlines) of the appropriate agencies.

Issue #17: During the review of the case files involving allegations of sexual abuse of
minors by Fr. McCormack, it was determined that the Archbishop was not notified of the
allegation against and arrest / detainment of Fr. McCormack nntti) fhree (3) days after the
Axchbishop’s retumn to the Archdiocese. Duzing the Preliminary Activities and Inquiry
phase of the Review Process, the PRA routinely sends 2 memorandum to the Chancellor,
the Archbishop’s Delegate, the Office of Legal Services, the Victim’s Assistance
Ministry, and the Viear for Priests, advising them of the aflegation and requesting file
teviews. In fhe fles reviewed by the Auditors, no indication was noted that the
Archbishop is specifically notified of allegations against, arrest or detainment by law
enforcement of clerics or any Archdiocesan employee for that matter.

Finding:
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$1204.7. Preliminary Actions and nguiry

1104.7.2. Policy Grdinartly (sic), the ddministrator shail also promptly do the following!
(1) report the allegation to the Assistance Binisters
(2) report the allsgation to the Archbishop, his delegate and other persons that the Archbishop may
destonate;
(3) inform the clevic and vequest his response;
(4) assess whether the safely of children requires inferim uction and prompily communicate a

recommendation to the drehbishop.

(duditor Note: Emphasis added by Auditor to hichlight point of discussion.)

Recommendation for Remediation: The Cardinal (Archbishop of Chicago) should be
specifically included in the copy count of the notification memorandum prepared for the
above individuals.

Issue #18: During this phase, the PRA is directed to “seview the cleric’s files or
background.” As a matter of established procedure, this has been accomplished vid a
written request from the Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) to the Viclim
Assistance Minisiry, the Vicar for Priests, the Chancellor, the Office of Legal Services,
and the Archbishop’s Delegate to the Review Board fo provide any information in their
files which pertain to the accused or the accuser. Files of the Seminary where the cleric
attended are not specifically requested o be seviewed for pertinent information via this
request. In addifion, relevance of the material disclosed during the review is left fo the
discretion of the reviewer who may not be privy to the full facts of the fnquiry. Finally,
there is no indication i the Allegation Files that these record reviews have been
goncluded,

Finding:

§1104.7. Preliminary Aetions and Inguiry

1104.7.1. Policy Upon reveipt of the allegation, the Admnistrator promptly shall veport on
allegution of sexual abuse of a person who is aminar fo the public authorities, comply with all applicable
civil laws with respect to the reporting of allegations of vexual abuse of minors fa civil authoritics, will
cooperate in their Investigation in acoord with the law of the jurisdiction in question, and will cocperate
with public authorities about reporting i cases when #he person Is na longer a minor. The Administrator
shall also provide the persen making the allegation with awritten stafement confaining information about
the right to make a report of such allegations o public aufhorities and will support this right, (Gf. USCCB
Charter, art 4, USCCB Essential Norws, §11, and §§1104.2 and 1104.4.3(2) of thesa Adrefidiocesan.

policies)

Procedure

The Adwinistrator_shall review the gleric's fles®_or backeround, moke appropriste
inguiries about the allegation, and prepare o repert of all available mformation for
presentation to the Bowrd either orally or in writfng ai the Inifial Review meeting. The

9 Note that fhere are different files kept by various Aschdiocesan offices, e.2., the Office of the Chanceller,
Vicar for Priests, the Archbishop's Delegate, the Diocesan Priests® Placement Board and the PRMAA.
These fles ae managed under the coordination of the Chancelior or his delegate, See §700 Archdiocese of
Chicugo Unified Priest Personnel Record Keeping Folicies and §1106 Priest Personnel Records.
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Administrator shall veduce ar oral report fo writing as Soon ds practical after the Initial
Review meeting and make copies of this report available to fhe Bourd, the drohbishop,
hix delegate, and such other persons ihat the Archbishop may designate. {Auditor Note:
Einphasis added by Auditor to Wighlight point of discussion,)

Recommendations for Remediation:

1. The requested file reviews should include all files, to include the Seminaty
records of the acoused.

9. The request for vecords review should be revised to have all files relevant
fo the accused be provided to the OPR for review by the PRA. The PRA
is in a more informed position to determine what is relevant to the
allegations. In addifion, the PRA’s personal review of the files ensures
that the reviews are conducted.

3. The PRA should document the results of all record reviews, to include
both positive and negative results.

Issue #19: During this phase of the process, the PRA is called upon to make a
recommendation to the Archbishop regarding whether intedm action, to include
temporary withdrawal from ministry, restrictions, or other actions deemed approptiate by
the Archibishop. A review of the records by the anditors of Fr. Joseph Bennett found no
indication that this issue was being addressed by the PRA, nor was any indication given
as to whether any of these actions had been considered.

Finding:

$1104.7, Prelfminary detions and Inguiry

1104.7.2. Policy Ordmarily (sit), fhe Administrator shall alse prawpdly do the following:
(1) report the allegation fo the 4ssistance Minister;
(2) report the allegation fo the Archbishop, his delegate and other persons that the 4rchbishop
may designate;
{3} inform the eleric and request his response;
(4) assess whether the safety ¢ children requires_iiierim_action and prompily commymicale o

recopmendation fo the Archbishop,

(Auditor Nofe: Emphasis added by Auditor to highlight potat. of discussion. J

Recommendation for Remediation: The PRA shovld document the decision for each
case as fo whether inferim actions are, or are not mecessary, fo include the factors
considered during this decision making process. Should other Archdiocesan officials be
consulted in this matter, their input should also be documented by the PRA.

Tssue £20: During the Fr. Benpett investigation by the Archdiocese, it was discovered in
November 2005 that Fr. Bennett did not have a canonical advocate assigned; the original
allegation having been made in Decembey 2003. The final decision in this matter appears
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to have been delayed by Cardinal George to allow Fr, Benneft to consult with and be
defended by canonical counsel. The audit found that the November 2005 delays in
remaving Fr. Bennett from his pastoral duties were primarily the result of Fr. Bennett not
having been provided canonical counsel; however, this mere fact is not sufficient reason
for not having removed Fr. Bennett when fhe Review Board made its recommendation to
Cardinal George. This action still cotld have been carried out while awaiting the advice
of canonical cotmsel.

Finding:

§1105.1, Removal from Ministry, Penaities and Restriclions

1705.1. Policy When even a single acl of sexual abuse by a priest or deacon. is admitted or is
established affer on qupropriate process in ccord with canon law, the offending priest or deacon will be
removed permanently from coclesiastical winistry, not excliding dismissal from the clerical state, if the
case so warranfs {e. 1395, $2).2° while affording every opportumity fo the offender for conversion of heart
and forgiveness through sacramental reconciliation, and recognizing the abundant mercy of God's infinite
grages, the Church also acknowledges the nead fo do penasce for one’s sins, Hhat there are consequences
for wrongfid aotions, and that the safety of ahildren requires certain measwres t0 be taken evar affer there
is forgiveness.

A In every case involving canorical penalties, the processes provided Jor in canon lav must be
observed, end the vavious provisians of canen law must be considered (of Canonieal Delicts Involving
Sexual Misconduet and Dismissal from the Clerieal State, 1995; Graviora Delicia, Letter from the
Congregation for the Doctring of the Fuoith, May 18, 2001). Unless the Congregation for the Doctrine of
the Faith, having been notified, cally the case to itself because of special circupstances, ¥ will direct the
Archbishop how to proceed (drficle 13, “Provedural Nerms" for Moty proprio Sacramertordit sanctitafis
Litels, A48, 93, 2001, p. 787). If the cass wanld otfrerwise be barred by prescription, because sexual abuse
of a minor is a grave affense, the Archbishop shall apply to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith
for a dispensation from the prescription, while indicating appropriate pastoral reasons. For the sake of dus

rocess. the aegnsed is to be encouraged fo refain the_assistance of pivil caponical_cowrsel. When
necessary, the drchdiocese, 10il] supply ganopical covnsel to a priest, The provisions of canon 1722 shall be
amplamented during the pendency of the penal process.

B. If the penalty of dismissal from the clarical state has not been applied (e.g, Jor veasons of|
ddvanced age or infirmity], the offender Is to Jead a life of prayer and penance. He will not be permitted fo
celebrate Mass publicly or to administer the sacramenis. Ha 5 fo be instructed not to wear clerical garh,
or ta present himself publicly as a priest, {of, USCCRB Charier, art. 5 qud USCCB Essential Norins $8)

(4uditor Note: Emphasis added by Auditor to hightight poini of discussion.)

§1104.7. Preliminery Actions and Toguity

1104.7.2, Policy Ordinerily, the Adminisitator shall also promptly do the following:
(9) repot the allegation to the Assistance Ministet;
(10} report the allegation to the Aschbishop, his delegate and other petsons that the Archbishop may
designaie;
(11) inform the cleric and request his response;

1 1 omoval fom ministyy is required whether or not the cleric is diagnosed by cquatified experts as a
pedoplile or suffering from a related sexal disorder that requires professional treatment, (Cf. USCCB
Esvential Norms, §8, footnote £)
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(12) assess whether the safety of children requires interim action and promptly cominnaicate 2
recommendation fo the Archbishop,

Frogedure

f) Intesim action can include temporary withdrawal from ministcy, ositoring,
resirictions or other actions deemed appropriate by the Axchibishop for the sake of
the common good (see canon 223, §2 of the Code of Canon Law and §§ 1104.10
and 1104.12 of these Archdiocesan policies).

g) In making such assessments and recommendations, the Administrator may conpsult
wiith the Archbishop, his delepate, and persons desipnated by the Archbishep.

h)  Before initiatiog a judicial or administrative process to impose or declare penalties,
the Archbishop should seek the cleric’s voluntary cooperation o avoid or repair
scandal, restore justice and reform the offender throngh various means of pastoral
solicitude. (CL o. 1341)

)  The alleged offender may be requested to seek, or urged volutarily to comply
with, an appropriste medical and psychological gvaloation at 2 facllity sutually
accepiable to the Archdiocese and the aconsed, so long 28 this does not interfers
with the investigation by civil authorities. (CF. USCCE Charter, ext. 5, and USCCB
Essential Norais, §7)

i) The Aduinistraior must schedule and give effective notice of any meetings of the
Board.

§1104.8.1. Questions for Review

1104.8.1. Policy At the Inttial Review mesfing, the Board shall advise the Archbishap: (1) whether
the information received at least seems to be true of an offense (of. canon 1717, 81 (2) whether the
snterim actions recommended by the Administrator were approprigie to provide for the safety of children;
(3) of Hs recommendations based on its expertise regarding the scope and course of the mvestigation; and
(4) what further interim action should be taken with respect o the allegation.

Procedure
The Board shall consider the Administrator’'s report, information provided by the Archibishap’s delegute or
other persens identifted by the Archbishop, and any ather informetion which the Board belteves helpful and
s able to oblain.

§1104.9.1. Questions for Review

110491, Poliey At the Review for Cause the Board shall determine: (1) whether there s
reasonable canse to suspect that the aocused engaged in sexual abuse of a mimor; (2) whethey prior
determinations as fo ministry by the dleric showld be aliered; and (3) what finther action, i any, should be
taken with respect to the allegation.

Procedure

The Board shall consider the Administrator’s reporis, information provided by the
Archbishop's delegate or ather persons identified by the Avchbishop, and any other
information which the Board believes helpful and is able to obtain.

Licemsert (A11487) by the Tesas Private Seenrify Board 48
5805 N. Lamar Blvd., Austis, Texas 78752, 512/424-T710




TN

Recommendations for Remediation:

1. Canomical connsel should be identified and assigned fo the accused at or about the
same time fhat the accused has retained civil Jegal counsel. This activity should
take place early on during the Review Process fo ensure that the accused is
afforded appropriate canomical counsel and o delays in the process are
enconntered due to a lack of assigned canonical counsel.

9. During inferview with the Auditors, Archdiocese Canonical Covnsel advised of &
draft Archdiocese policy which requires that canopical advocafes in cages
involving sexual abuse of minors are fo be obfained from outside of the
Archdiocese. Tt is recommiended that this draft be formalized into policy and that
this requirement be included in SECTIt ON 1100 SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS.

3. The Cardinal should immediately remove a Priest or Deacon from pastoral duties
as soon as there is a reasonable belief to suspect the allegation is frue that children
could tx’? at risk and particularly after recommendation by the PRA or Review
Board.

Issue #21; As per the February 22, 2006, Joint Protocol for the Archdiocese of Chicago
and the Department of Children and Family Services in g “Commifrent to Improving
Child Safety and Protection,” the Archdiocese is to "suspend its own investigation until
DCFS has competed its child abuse and neglect investigation.” No specific time frame
parameters are provided in the Joint Protocol for the Jengih of time & DCFS investigation
would take to complete its investigation. This “indefinite” suspension could have a
significant negative impact on the effectiveness of the Archdiovese’s investigation.

Finding: February 22, 2006, Joint Protocol for the Archdiocese of Chicago and the
Degpartment of Children and Family Services in a “Commitment to Improving Child
Safety and Protection,” the Archdiocese is to »suspend its own investigation uptil DCFS
has competed its child abuse and neglect investigation,”

Recommendation for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should revisit this
issne with the Department of Children and Family Services to establish approximate time
frame parameters for the DCFS jnvestigation to ensure that the Archdiocese can begin is
investigation within a reasonable period of time and take appropriate action after the
allegation has been made.

Tssue #22: All personnel with access to RADAR. do not use it. Interview determined that
one of its potential users was not aware of his password for entry into the database.

Finding: The purpose of RADAR i to assist with tracking work flow and to provide, on
a timely basis, the status of ongoing cases involving allegations of sexual abuse of
minors. If not utilized by all appropriate departments, RADAR is an ineffective system.

1 goction 1104.7.2 assess whether the safety of children requires interim action and promptly communicate
arecommendation to the Archbishop.
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Recommendation fox Remediation: All pevsonnel who have authorized access fo
RADAR who do not currently use it should be provided with a refresher course on ity
benefits and usage, In addition, use of the database should be mandated by the
Archdiocese of Chicago to emsure that its confents are complete and up to date.
Otherwise, RADAR will be an inefficient and ineffective monitering instrument.

Tnitial Review

Tssue £23: During the Auditors review of the allegation case files on Fathers Bennett and
McCormack, it was noted that there was po docnmentation contained therein which
reflected what information was provided fo the Review Board during the Tnitial Review.
Finding:

§1104.7. Preliminary dctions and Inguiry

1104.7.]. Policy Upon receipt of the allegation, the ddminisiraior promptly shaill report an
allegation of sexual abuse of a person who is ¢ minor Yo the public authorifies, comply with all applicable
civil Jaws with respect fo the reporting of allegations of sexual ubuse of minors fo civil authorities, wifl
cooperate in their investigation in accord with the law of the jurisdiction i question, und will cooperata
with public authorities about reporsing in cases swhen the person is no longer a minor. The ddminfsiraior
shall also provide tha person making the allegation swith o written statement confabiing information about
the right o make a report such allegations to public cuthorities arid will support this right. (Cf. USCCB
Charter, art. 4, USCCB Essential Novms, §11, and §$1104.2 and 1104.4.3(2) of these Archdiocesan

polivies)

Procedure

The Admimistrator shall review the cleric’s files™? or Backgrownd, make appropriate
inguiries about the allegation, and prepare_u_repart of oll_available information for
presentation fo the Board either orallv or inwiting of the Initial Review meeling. The

mistrator shall reduce an oral report o swrifon saon as practical after. the Inttial
Review meeling ond mafe conies of this revort gvailable to the Board, the Archbishop,
his delegate, and such ofher persons that the AvchBishop may designate. (Auditor Note:
Emphasis added by duditor to highlight puint of discussion,)

Recommendation for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should implement a
procedure whereby a copy of the reports presented fo the Review Board during the Initial
Review should be included in the appropriate case files.

Preliminary Investigation

Tssue #24: The Auditors review of allegation files on Fathers Benuett and McCormack
found the files to be generally complete. Howeves, it was nofed that documentation

2 \ote that there are different files kept by vatious Archdiocesan offices, &.g., the Office of the Chancellor,
Vicar for Priests, the Archbishop™s Delegate, the Tiocesan Priests’ Placement Board and the PRMAA.
These files are managed under the coordination of the Chanceflor or his delegate. See §700 Archdiocese of
Chicago Unified Priest Persormel Record Keeping Policies and §1106 Priest Personnel Records.
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existed only for investigative activities which were “positive” in nature, meaning that
substantive information was documented; however, information which revesled that no
information existed, or “negafive” information, if you will, was found not fo be
documented into the file.

Finding:

§1104.83. Preliminary Tnvestigation

1104,8.3. Policy When an allegation o sextizs] abuse of a minor by o priest or deacon is recefved,
a preliminary mvestigation in hayiony ith eanar law will ba mitiated and conducted promptly and
obfectively, wmless such an Inguiry seems entirely superfluous, e.g, due to compelling evidence or the
clerie’s admission of the alleged abuse (e. 1717). Al appropriate steps shall be taken during the
investigation fo protect the reputation of the acensed and of the person maling the allegation. {Cf USCCB
Charter, art. 5, and USCCB Essential Novms, £6)

Procedires

a) Whenever the Archbishep delermines, based an the advice of the Review Board af the
Jnitial Roview, that the information ai least seems 1o be frue of an offense, the
Archbishop shall appoint a lay audsior (of, canon 1428} fo conduct the prelimimary
investigation i accord with canon 1717, If appropriate in light of the fucls and
circumstances, the Archbishop may appeint the Professional  Responsibiily
Administrator ta serve as the auditer.

b} Under the supervision of the Archbishop or his delegate and in cooperation with the
Review Board, the duditor may refain whatever professional assistance necessary
and appropriate fo conduct a thorough ivestigation of an allegation.

¢} The auditor conducting the relirnary invest, spare oral and written
reports of these ingubies contatning the Sndings of such_Investigations within
sufficient fime for the appropriate canonical prooess and the Boord fo complete
their responsibilities. These reports should molide descriptions of aclions taken by
the Adwministrator, sueh additional nquiry as may be required, and identificasion of
information that was not available to the Administrater and why that irformation
was not available. (Auditor Note: Emphasis added by Auditor to highiight point of
discussion.)

Recommendation for Remediation: All investigative activity should be documented in
fhe case files, fo include both pegative and positive results, For example, leads
(investigative avenues) which were followed-up on which failed to produce any results
favarable to or against the accused should be documented, This documentation would
then reflect the fill extent of the measures that were taken to ensure all investigative
avenues were explored and all avemmes of / for consideration were explored and
documented.

Tssue #25: During the review of the investigation into the allegations against Fr. Bennett,
it was defermined that the Review for cause had to be continually postponed to allow
fime for it e PRA to gather additional information requested by the Review Board. This
investigation, which began in December 2003, was pot finally assessed by the Review
Board until November 2005, The audit found that assignment of a trained investigator
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with the experience to identify potential leads and follow up on them without having to
rely on others to set out the investigative avennes would pot only enhance the
investigation but also speed up the investigative process.

Finding:

$1104,8.3. Preliminary Investigation

1104.8.3. Policy When an allegaion of, sexual abuse of @ minoy by a priest or deacon s received,
a preliminary investigation in havmony with canon luw will be mitiated and conducted promptly and
oljactively, unless such an guiry seems antively superfluous, e.g. due Yo compelling evidence or the
dleric’s admission of the alleged abuse (e 1717). All apprepriate steps shall be taken dwring the
investigation fo protect the reputation of tha accused and of the person making the allegation. (¢, Uscece
Charter. art. 5, and USCCR Essential Norns, $6) :

Progedires

8) Whenever the Archbishop delermines, Based on the advice of the Revizw Board at
the Tnitial Review, fhaf the information af least seems to be true of an offense, the
Arehbishop shall appoint a kay auditor (¢f, canon 1 428} to conduot the preliminary
investigation i vccord with canon 1717. If appropriaie in lght of the facls and

cireumstonces, fhe Archbishop may appoint ihe Professional  Responsibilily

Administrator to serve as the audifor.

b) Under the supervision of the Arehbishop or i delegate and in cooperytion with the
Review Board, the Anditor may retain whatever professional assistance niecessary
and approprigte fo conduct a thorongh ivestigation of an allegation.

¢) The andifor conducting the prelisinary vestigation shall prepare oral gnd wiitten
reports of these inguiries contabuing the findings of such westigafions within
suffictent time for the appropriate cananical process and the Board 1o complete their
respansibilities. These reports should include descriptions of actions taken by the
Admintstrator, such additional sgquiry ay may be required, and identification of
infermation that wes not available o the ddministraior and why fhat information
was not availuble.

Recommendation for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should consider the
use of retived law enforcement investigators to assist with the Preliminary Investigation
which will require a significant amount of time and investigative knowledge. Their
activities would be overseen by the PRA to ensure that the Code of Canon Law, as if
applies to these matlers, are followed and that the requirements of the Archdiocese are
met. In addition, assistance by an experienced investigator would relieve the PRA of
some of her investigative responsibilities and thus providing some relief in her workload.

Review for Cause

[sswe #26: The Auditors review of the Allegation Files failed to locate any reports
waitten by the PRA and provided to the Review Board during the Review for Cause.

Finding:
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§1104.9.1, Questions for Raview

1104.9.1, Policy 4t the Review for Cause the Bomrd shall determine: (1) whether fhere Is
reasonable causa to suspect thal the accused engaged in sexual abuse of a minot; (2 whether prior
daterminations as to ministry by the cleric should be altereds and (3) what further action, if ong, showld be
taten with respect fo the allegation.

Procedure

The Board shall consider the Admipistrator's reporls, information provided by the Archbishop's
Delegate or other persons sdentified by the drchbishap, and any other information which the
Board believes helpful and iy able fo obtain, (duditor Note: Ewmphasis added by Auditor to
highlight poini of discussion.)

Recommendation for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should implement a
procedure whereby a copy of the teports presented fo the Review Board dwring the
Review for Cause should be incladed in the appropriate case files.

OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY WORK KLOW CHART
(Revised 9/21/2003)

Isse #27: The Office of Professional Responsibility Work Flow Chart (Revised
9/21/2003) places the investigation of an allegation before the Initial Review has been
conducted. The Initial Review, per SECTION 1100, is to take place affer both the accuser
snd the accused are interviewed by the PRA, 2 background check of the cleric is
condueted via records checks, and appropriafe inquities are made about the allegation.
SECTION 1100 also states that a “thorough investigation of an allegation” is conducted
during the Preliminary Investigation phase of the Review Process.

Finding: The Office of Professional Responsibility Work Flow Chart is not in concert
with SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS.

Recommendation for Remediation: IT the Weork Flow Chart accurately reflects the
sequence steps currently being followed during an investigation of an allegation of sexual
abuse of & minor by a cleric, then SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINCORS should
reflect these procedural steps in the order indicated in the chart.

Issue #28: In the Work Flow Chart provided fo the auditors, step nummber 17 is missing
with no explanation provided as to why.

Finding: Administrative errors such as missing steps in process or protocol document
such as the PRA Wotk Flow Chart could appear oconspicuons to the eye or the mind of
others.

Recommendation for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should review the
PRA Work Flow Chart for accuracy, detail, and clarity, making corrections where
appropriste.
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PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT ADMINISTRATIVE COMMIYTEE (PCAC)

Issue #29: The PCAC is menfioned in SECTION 1100; however, the PCAC is meant, fo
facilitate administration and implementation of responsibilities of the group which
coordinates actions, recommends actions, advises Cardinal George, the Vicar Genesal,
the Chancellor and other departments with various responsibilities, but without an official
mandate or specific authority or mission statement, The PCAC is nof, nor ever has been

intended to subjugate the responsibilities of the Review Board which is independent.

" Finding:

$1104.3. Review Board

7104.3. Policy The recommendations described in Section J104.1 shall be made to the
Archbishop by a Review Board, which swill fmefion as a confidential consubiative body to the Archbishop in
discharging his vesponsibilities (hereinafter "Board"; of. USCCB Charter, art. 2, and USCCB Essential
Norms, $4):

§1104.3.7. Duties

1104.3.7. Policy The Bourd shall have the duty fo:

) recommend to the Archbishop a candidate ov candidates jor the position of Professional
Responsibility Admintstrator;

(2) supervise the Professional Responsibility Administrator in cooperalion with the Archdiovesan
Director of Personnel Services;

(3) advise the Archbishop in his assessment of aliegations of sexual abuse of minors and @ his
determination of suitability for ministry (Gf. USCCB Charter, art. 2, and USCCB Essential Norms,
$4.4)

(4) offer advice on all aspects of these cases, -whether retrospectively or prospectively (Cf. USCCB
Essential Norms, §4.C)

(5) make such other recormmendations which the Board in its sole discretion defermines to be appropriaie
to reduce the risk to children.

(6) recommend guidelines for the taguiries of the Professional Responsibility Administrator, the
proceedings of the Board and programs Jor treatment, rehabilitation and syparvision of clerics
cousistent with these provisions;

(T) subwmit, with the assistance of fhe Prafessional Responsibilily Administrator, an annual dudget
proposdl to the Archbishop af a fime fo be specified. The budget propesal shall be incorporated into
the proposal for the Departmen) of Porsonnel Services and may be censidered as part of ihe
drchdiccesan budget process in consyltation with the Review Board,

(B) review these policies and procedures Sfor dealing with sexual abuse of minmys; (Cf USCCB Essentin}
Norms, $4.8)

(8) cooperate with the Professional Responsibility Administrator, the Viear Jor Priests, and the
Professional Conduct Administrative Commitied” in developing and inplementing educafional
programs jor themselves and those parficipating in thiy process; and

13 The Professional Conduct Administrative Committee advises the Archbishop and his staffon
administoative jssues related to clerical sexual misconduct and other matters, The PCAC also eoordinates
the administrative response to such matters, The PCAC does not intrude on the independence of the
Review Board. The PCAC ensures that en allegation of cleric sexmal misconduct is brought fo the attention
of the Review Board,
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][(10) saek the advice of such experts and consultanis as the Board deents necessary and appropriaie. ]l

Recommendation for Remediation: The Archdiocese of Chicago should delineate an
official mandate of the PCAC with specific authority aad a specific missicn sfatement to
ensure the PCAC does not encroach on the specific respensibilities of the Review Board.

Tssue #30: According fo the Office of Professional Responsibility Work Flow Charf, the
PCAC is advised of the results of records searches for prior knowledge and
documentation regarding the acensed and the victim. No explanation s indicated as o
what the PCAC is fo do with this information. Without a clear mission statement and its
responsibilities properly delineated, the fimetion of the PCAC during the Review Process
is entirely unclear.

Finding: In order for any committee fo be effective, mission responsibilities should be
clearly established and documented, particularly when the commitiee recommends action
to ba taken.

Recommendations for Remediation:

1. The Archdiocese of Chicago should develop a clear mission statement for the
PCAC, to include its membership composition, authorities, responsibilities, and
procedures.

2. Responsibilities of the PCAC with respeet 1o their involvement during the Review
Process should also be delineated and included in SECTION 1100, SEXUAL
ABUSE OF MINORS.

ADMINISTRATIVE CHECKLIST FOR HANDLING ALLEGATIONS OF
CLERICAL SEXUAL MISCONDUCT - “TWO MINUTE DRUOILL”

Issue #31: The andit found the Administrative Checklist for Handling Allegations of
Clerical Sexual Misconduct - “Two Minute Drifl” (Administrative Checklist) to be 2
comprehensive and practical document fo ensure the policies and procedures were
followed as set forth by the Archdiocese of Chicago for handling allegations of clerical
sexcual misconduct. This audit also found that this Administrative Checklist hade been
wtilized and practiced by the PCAC in the past in order to respond to allegations of sexual
abuse of mirtors received by the Archdiocese of Chicago. Additionally, the audit found
the Administrative Checklist as an effective tool to draw upon as a training document.
However, the audit also found that the Administrative Checklist has not been practiced or
ntilized “in years.”

Finding: The Administrative Checklist for Handling Allegations of Clerical Sexual
Miscondnot — “Two Minute Diill” (Administrafive Checklist) was used by the
Professional Conduct Administrative Commities a3 & hands-on tool set forth to follow
and track responsibilities and guide fhe process along from beginning to end. The
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Administrative Checklist was revised February 22, 2000; however, it was not practiced
nor wtilized during Fr. McCormack’s atrest on August 30, 2005,

Recommendations for Remediation:

1. The Archdiocese of Chicago should review the Administrative Checklist for
Handling Allegations of Clerical Sexual Misconduct ~ “Two Minute Diill” to
ensure it follows and tracks Archdiocese revised policies and procedures as they
apply to responding fo allegations of olerical sexual misconduct. Thereafier, the
Archdiocese, through the PCAC, should immediately apply the Administrative
Checklist upon notification of any and every allegation of clerical sexual
isconduct brought to the atfention of the Archdiocese.

2 The Archdiocese of Chicago should establish a tickler system as a reminder fo
review, practice and frain with the Administrative Checklist for Handling
Allegations of Clerical Seaual Misconduct — “Two Minute Drill”. Training with
the Admimistrative Checkdist should be in a tabletop exercise format, The goals of
a tabletop exercise are: 1) The development of the participants with the
kmowledge, skills, abilities and core competencies to develop those core skills and
address fhe essential elements of the scope, planning, application and coordination
of emergency operations to facilitate this intepration; 2) Developwment of
concepts, principles, practices and approach for the planning, mitigation,
response, recovery and coordination of the Avchdiocese to a major critical
incident; and 3) Education of Archdiocesan personnel with the essential elements
to assist with preparing and standing up for a critical incident.

Issue #32: The Professional Responsibility Administrator is not provided equal access to
all personnel-related files during the review of the acoused cleric’s backgrounds.

Finding: With regard to the review of accused files, in the Vicar for Priests section of
the “Two Mimute Drill,” Page 4, # 3, it states in pestinent part: “Within the claims of
confidentiality, the VP (Vicar for Priests) should inform the PFRA (Professional Fitness
Responsibility Administrator) of all pertinent (regarding the present allegation) material
in the priest’s file at the VP’s office. If there s any question of confidential material, the
VP consults with the Archbishop’s Delegate.” However, under Appendizx B, Page 12,
#13, it states in pertinent part: “The Adwministrator will then obtain the priest’s file from
the Chencellor, review it, and attempt to gather any other relevant informsation regarding
the current allegation(s) (which time permits) before and for the Review by the PCAC.
Accordingly, the PFRA can review the Changellor's files but not the Vicar for Priests
Fles. The audit finds that fhis process does pot give the impression of openness and
transparency. In one instance (the VP files), the review is solely for information relevant
to the currenf allegation. From this perspective, historical information may, in fact, be
pertinent and relevant, In the Fr. MeCormack cases, historical information would have
been very relevant to the overall situation. As & matter of fact, probafive evidence is now
coming to light,
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Recommendation for Remediation:

1. The Archdiocese of Chicago should ensure that all policies and procedures are int
concert with each other.

2. The Professional Responsibility Administeator should have the same access o all
files in order to personally review for allegations of cleric sexual misconduet of 2
MInoOL.

CIVIL AND CANON LAW COUNSEL

Issue #33: According to the Work Flow Chast, the majority of e activities required
during the Preliminary Investigation, as per SECTION 1100, is conducted prior to the
Titial Review, with several investigative steps still carried out during that portion of the
Review Process. While the sequence of steps delineated in the Chaxt do not correspond
divectly to the SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS, its sequence of
progression is logical for the most part.

Finding:

§1104.8.3. Preliminary Investigailon

1104.8.3. Policy When an allegation of sexual abuse of a minor by a priest or deacen is veceived,
2 _prelminmgy investigntion i harmony with canon law will_be_imtiated and conducted promptly and
phicotively, wunless such an iguiry seems entirely supafluons, e.g, due to compeliing evidence or the
clerie’s adhwission of the alleged abuse (e 1717). 4il appropriate stops shall be token during the
investization to profect the reputation of the avcused and of the person making the allegation. (G USCCB
Charter, art. 5, and USCCB Hssential Norms, $6)

Procedures

&) Whenever the Arohbishop determines, based on the advice of the Review Board af the
Bitial Review, that the information af leust seems fo be true of an qffense, the
Archbishop shall appoint o lay auditor (ef. canon 1428) to conduct the preliminary
investigation i aceord with canon 1717. If appropriafe i light of the fucts and
ciroumstances, fhe Archbishop may appoint the Professional  Responsibility
Administrator to serve as the auditar.

b} Under the suparvision of the Archbishop or his delegate and i cooperation witl: the
Review Board, the Auditor may reiain whatevey professional assistance yiecessary

and appropriate fo conduet o thorough investivation of an allegation.

o} The auditor conducting the preliminary irvesiigation shall prepare oral and weitlen
repurts of these inguiries containing the findings of such Investigations within
sufficiont time Jor the appropriate caronical process and the Board to coniplete thetr
responsibififies. Thase veports showld include desoriptions of actions taken by the
Administrator, suck additional inguiry as may be required, and identification of
fnformation that was not available to the ddminisiraior and why that mformation
was not available. (Auditor Nofe: Emphasits added by dudiior fo highlight point of
discussion.)
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Recommendations for Remediation:

1. If, in fact, the Work Flow Chart delineates the actual process of investigations
crenfly being followed in these muafters, the Archdiocese should revise
SECTION 1100, SEXUAL ABUSE OF MINORS Yo reflect the review process
delineated in the Work Flow Chart. This recommendation is made with the
understanding that the recommendations from the review of SECTION 1100
appeating above are incorporated info any revisions of the policies and
procedures.

2. A revision / update of the Administrative Checklist for the Handling Allepations
of Clerical Sexual Misconduct — “Two Minute Drill” should also follow in line
with any revision of SECTION 1100.

END REPORT Approved:
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Bishop I Was More Worried about Priest's Drinking Abuse | Backed Ordaining McCorma... Page 1 of 2

Bishop: 1 Was More Worried about Priest’s Drinking
Abuse | Backed Ordalning MoCormack Despite Reports of Sex mproprieties’

By Susan Hogan

Chicago Sun-Times

Movember 14, 2007
http:l/www.sunﬁmes.com/}tfestylesfreiig‘xom'648822,CST-NWS-b'xshop14.arﬁcle

While rector of Mundeleln Seminary in the 1980s, Bishop Gerald Kicanas says he knew about three
reports of "sexual Improprieties” against then-seminarian Daniel MoCormack,

Still, Kicanas supporied MoCermack's ordination, he told the Sun-Times.

AT
Daniel MeCormack
Photo by 8rlan Jackson

RELATED STORIES

» George elected to lead bishops

"t would have been grossly unfair not to have orteined him," said Kicanas, how bishop of Tucson,
Ariz., who was interviewed Tuesday after his election to vice president of the U.S, Conference of

Catholic Bishops.

McCormack went fo prison In July for molesting five boys while assigned to a West Side parish,

U.8. bishops are trylng mighfily at their assembly in Baltimore this week to portray the scandals as
targely a problem of the past. The McCormack case exposed the Archdlocese of Chicago's recent
failures when allegations surfaced before the priest's 2006 arrest,

Mundelein officials leared in 1882 about sexual accusations against McCormack Involving two
adul mates and & minor, The incldents began in 1988 when McCormack was at a seminary school
known as Niles College, according to archdiocesan yeports.

»There was a sense that his activity was part of the developmental process and that he had leamed
from the experience," Kicanas said. " was more concerned about his drinking. We sent him to

counseling for that."

Ex o
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Bishop | Was More Worried about Priest's Drinking Abuse | Backed Ordaining McCorma... Page 2 of 2

WeCormack was ordained in 1994, The following year, Kicanas became a Chicago auxiliary bishop.

The archdiocese's vicar general, the Rev. John Canary, also worked at Mundelein at the time. He
recently told the Sun-Times that McCormack should have never been ordained.

Kicanas disagrees, saying there was po oredible” aliegation agalnst MeCormack.
" don't think there was anything | could have done differently,” Kicanas said,

Contact: shogan@suntimes.com
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MEMORANDUM
To File - PFR-277
From: Leah McCluskey, Professional Responsibility Administrator @
Re: McCormack, Rev. Daniel J. {Withdrawn]

Date: February 12, 2006

TR

PRA spoke with Sr. Mary Therese Cusack via phone on Jamary 26, 2006 regarding the
alleged abuse of B minor] by Rev. Daniel J. MeCorrmack in October 1999
at Holy Family Schoo

:. Therese was the principal of Holy Family at the time of
the alleged abuse.

At the beginning of the Jamuary 26" phone call, PRA explained to'Sr. Mary Therese that
the reason for the call was to ask her recollections of the alleged incident of abuse of

by Fr. McCormack. It was also explained fo Sr. Mary Therese the reason
for PRA s involvernent in the matter, a¢ well as the role of the Office of Professional
Responsibility. Sr. Mary Therese agreed to speak with PRA and was exiremely
cooperative throughout the phone conversation,

‘When asked, Sr, Mary Therese stated that she was principal of Holy Family from 1985
through 2000, wntil the principal position was eliminated. §r. Mary Therese referred to .7
the merging of Holy Trinity, St, Colistus, and Holy Family. '

When asked, Sr. Mary Therese stated that Fr. McCormack was first appointed
sacramental minister on Sundays at Holy Family. Sx. Mary Therese stated that some time
after Fr. McCormack’s appointment, Bishop Mang informed her that Fr. MeCormack
“missed kids,” as ke [Fr. McCormack] was assigned to St. Joseph’s Seminary. The
discussion between Bishop Manz and Sr. Mary Therese led to Fr. MecCormack presiding
over the weekly all school mass at Holy Family. Sr. Mary Therese stated that she was
thrilled at the time to have Fr. McCormack celebrate the all school mass, as they did not
have a priest assigned to the school, and that in her opinion the cleric was a wonderful
homilist. She informed PRA that the all school mass took place in the chape} behind the
altar at Holy Family Church every Friday at 9:00an. )

CB5 00188
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Recalling the alleged incident involving | 8 Sr. Mary Therese believes that i was
& Monday morning in the winter [October 1999] when
mother had come to see her in the school office. Sr. Mary Therese describ
parenis as wonderful and supportive at the school. She also remarked that .
father “couldn’t hold a job.” Referring back to the time of the incident, Sr. Mary Therese
stated that Eoaiireaten came to her office and closed the door.

Therese explained to PRA that the Friday before ame 10 see her,
had been sent to the sacristy to retrieve the book used for the readi
school mass] and to bring it back to his class, As pet Sy. Mary Therese,
fourth grade at the time and he had gone 1o refrieve the book on the Friday in question so
that his class could prepare the readings for the next week, Sr. Mary Therese stated that
B fourth grade teacher at the time was Mr. Roel Vivit. She believes that Mr,
Vivit is currently a part of the Inner City Teaching Cors, teaching at either Francis Xavier
‘Ward at Old St, Pat’s or Cathedral.

Referring back to the 1
informed her that ERESEH
before. B informed Sr. Mary Therese that g
had gone to the sacristy {o retrieve the book, he ran into Fr. McCormack
mother that he told Fr. McCormack that be wanted to be analtar
reported to Sr. Mary Therese that Fr. McCormack responded to | request by
saying something to the effect of, .. .sure...take down your pants, I need to measure you
[for his cassock]...” When asked by PRA, Sr. Mary Therese stated that she does not
remember iF Rk informed her ifiiRRaRadid or did not take his pants down when
fnstructed by Fr. McCormack. As she thought about it, Sr. Mary Therese confinued by
expressing thatshe is not sure, but that} | asked at the time something
to the effect of ... why did Fr. McCormack have him H A toke down his pants?”

Sr. Mary Therese stated that she then gav Fr. McCormack’s phone number
from the directory ... because she | wanted to talk to him...”

& hed fold her that when he
told his

Afrer spealdng with 8 Sr. Mary Therese contacted Mr. Robert {Bob] Davies,
who was the consultant for Holy Family School at the time. St. Mary Therese informed
PRA. that she told Mr. Davies of the conversation with Bk regarding the alleged
incident between Fr. McCormack and § As per St. Mary Thevese, Mr. Davies said
to her “.. .kesp me posted...”

Sr. Mary Therese stated that afier her conversation wit! she tried to call Fr.
McCormack every day and left him messages each time. She explained to PRA. that she
had Fr. McCormack’s private phone number, but that she never heard back from him. Sr.
Mary Therese stated that Fr, MoCormack never returned her phone calls, She believes
that the week after the incident was exam week in the school. Sr. Mary Therese stated
PP came back to see her on Thursday, three days after the initial meeting
Between the two regarding the alleged incident. ERNRRRGN informed Sr. Mary Therese
that she had called Fr. McCormack | times and that he would not retwrn the phone
calls. Sr. Mary Therese informed § that Fr. MeCormack would not return her
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phone calls either. [ en informed Sr. Mary Therese that she had planned to
‘wait for Fr. McCormack at the all school mass the next day [Friday morning] so that she
could talk to him about the incident invelvin; That same Thuvsday mght at
11;00pm, Sr. Mary Therese attempted to reach Fr. McCormack via phone again, Sr. .
Mary Therese left Fr. McCormack a message on his answezing machine to inform him
would be waiting for him the next day to talk about the incident with
that had taken place the Friday before.

Sr. Mary Therese stated that the next day [Friday}, she arrived at Holy Family School at
approximately 6:30am. She saw that Fr. McCormack had arrived at the front door of the
school at 7:00am that day and walked inside. Sr. Mary Therese informed PRA that she
and Fr, McCormack were both standing iside the front arez of the school “fiendly”
talking to each other as the two greeted children and parents as they walked back and
forth to begin the day, At approximately 7:45am, a parent had asked Sr. Mary Therese if
they could speak privately in her office about a tuition ssue. Sr. Mary Therese noted that
the time was approximately 7:45am, as school began at 8:00am,

Once Sr. Mary Therese and the parent were finished speaking, they ¢ i
Upon leaving her office, Sr. Mary Therese saw Fr. McCormack and B

in his office with the door closed, When asked by PRA, St Mary Therese stated that her
office was directly across from Fr. MoCormack’s and th
office door, which is how she could see the cleric and i

St. Mary Therese waited outside of her/Fr. McCormack’s doox until it was time to read
the prayers over the PA systemn. She went inside her office again while the prayers for
the day were read. Upon conclusion of the prayers being read, Sr. Mary Therese walked
outside of her office again, which is when she saw g d Fr. McCornmack

walking out of his office together. As per Sr. Mary Therese, &
«__everything’s fine. ..] understand now what happened {the Friday before between Fr.

After
Fr. McCormack then walked up to Sr. Mary Therese. She secalls that his face was xed
and his eyes were [looking] down and never left the floor during the next exchange. St
Mary Therese asked Fr. McCormack, “Dan, What happened?” Fr. McCormack replied to
her, “1 nsed very poor judgment.” Sr. Mary Therese asked again, “Dan, did you ask the

¥ left the school that day, Sr. Mary Therese remembers feeling relieved.

boy 0 take his pants down?” Fr. McCormack agein replied, “ used very poor
judgment.” Sr. Mary Therese then asked him, “Dan, could you. give me a yes or a no?i”

She noted that Pr, McCormack then began backing away from her, his eyes still never
leaving the floor as he again replied, “I used very poor judgment...I have to go.” Sr.
Mary Therese stated that Fr. MeConmnack continned to back away from her vntil he was
gone.

d by PRA, Sr. Mary Therese stated that she never heard anything again from
8 or Fri McCormndck about the incident involving § % > .
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The following Monday, Sr. Mary Therese’s secretary at the school told her that the
EERAnad . .paid several hundred dollars in fuition. .. The fact of the payment struck
Sr. Mary Therese ag unusual af the time, as had wany fall and half siblings at the
school and their parents were often not up to date with the tition. When asked by PRA
for clarification, Sr. Mary Therese stated that the secredary informed her that R RGRIR
had paid the tuition in cash.

5

At this point during the January 26" phone call, Sr. Mary Therese roferred back fo the
time period of the alleged incident, Sr. Mary Therese stated that the same day after she
tried to talk to Fr. McCormack about the incident, she called Mr. Davies. She explained
to Mtr, Davies what had happened, that she had seen : MeCormaclk
meeting with the door closed, the exchange that she had withjggs %15 well as her
atternpt at a conversation with the accused. Sz. Mary Therese thinks that Mr. Davies told
her that he would “get back” to her. As per Sr. Mary Therese, later that same day Mr.
Davies did call her back. Sr. Mary Therese stated that Mr. Davies informed her
something to the effoct of, “...as long as the parent is satisfied, let it go...” As per 81,
Mary Therese, she told Mr. Davies that she [Sr. Mary Therese] was not satisfied. Sr.
Wary Therese stated that Mr, Davies again told her to *...Jet it go.,.” The following
Monday when she learned that the [iatat ad paid all of their tuition, Sr, Mary Therese
again called Mr. Davies. She informed PRA that Mr. Davies told her, “Mary, let it go.”

When asked by PRA, Sr. Mary Therese stated that she did not speak with anyone else at
. the Archdiocese of Chicago about the incident involving Fr. McCormack and s
) except for Mr. Davies. '

When asked, Sr. Mary Therese stated that her date of birth isHS

Jeaving Holy Family School, Sr, Mary Therese did not look for another principalship. Sr.

Mary Therese continues to do some work for the Archdiocese of Chicago as well as
volmteering at the Information Desk at Our Lady of Resurrection.

Sr. Mary Therese then spoke of Sr. Mary Therese Freymang, who to her recollection
worked with “the computer lab” at Holy Family around the time of the alleged abuse of

R by Fr. McCormoack. As pet Sr. Mary Therese Cusack, Sr. Mary Therese
Freymann came 1o her approximately one week to ten days after the alleged meident and
asked, “Do you know what they’re saying about Fr. Dan [MeCormack]?” Sr. Mary
Therese Cusack stated that she then closed the door and told Sr. Mary Therese Freymann
about the alleged incident,

At this point during the January 26™ phone call, Sr. Mary Therese Cusack informed PRA
that approximately two weeks prior she had received a phone call from Sr. Mary Therese
Freymarm. As per St. Mary Therese Cusack, Sr. Mary Therese Freymann said to her,
“fr, Dan [McCormack] is at it again...what should Barb {Westrick, principal of St.
Agatha’s] do?” Sr. Mary Therese Cusack then sugpested to Sr. Mary Therese Freymann
that Ms. Westrick be mformed to call Mr. Davies in the Office of Catholic Schools.

CB5 00188
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Referring back to the time of the alleged incident, Sr. Mary Therese stated that she “kept
arecord” of what had taken place. Sr. Mary Therese stated that she typed this record and
that it was approximately two pages in length, She then mentioned that the Monday or
Tuesday after REE SRR came to see her for the first time 1o talk about the incident, she
called Sr. Marion Murphy. Sr. Mary Therese stated that St, Marion was in charge of the
Literacy Program 2t the time. As per Sr. Mary Therese, she explained to Sr. Marion that
the reason for her call was 1o tell her “what happened [the alleged incident concerning Fr.
McCormack and i and that “.. 1 think you [Sr. Marion] should know [about the
incident] as administrator of the parish.” The following day, Sr. Marion informed Sr.
Mary Therese that she [Sr. Marion] had called Mr. Davies at the Office of Catholic
Schools, Sr. Marion informed Sr, Mary Therese that she also asked Mr. Davies if the
dean or the vicar [of the Vicariate] should be called about the alleged incident. She
reported to Sr. Mary Therese that Mr. Davies informed her that she [Sr. Marion] did not
need to call the dean or the vicar,

As per Sr. Mary Therese, it was after her conversation with Sr. Marjon that gh
1o type up a record of all of the events that had taken place, stemming from B
report 1o her of the alleged incident of abuse of her son 2y Fr. MceCormack, Sr.
Mary Therese informed PRA that she did not make a copy of the document, but that she
did show it to Sr. Marion. As per Sr. Mary Thexese, she then put the document in a
brawn envelope, wrote Bob Davies’ name on the front, and drove it down to the Pastoral
- Center where she left it at the ftont desk, Sr. Mary Therese stated that she never heard
o from Mr. Davies after she left the document at the front desk of the Pastoral Center.

" PRA thanked Sr. Mary Theresé for her time and all of the information she shared. Sr.
Mary Therese agreed fo be contacted at any time again in the future regarding this matter.
She may be reached at ]

Co:  Rev. Danlel Smilanie, Cardinal’s Delegate to the Review Board
Revy. Bdward D, Grace, Vicar for Priests
Ralph Bonaccorsi, Assistance Mintstry
Dr. Nicholas Wolsenovich, Superintendent of Schools
Robert Davies, Assistant Superintendent [Vicarfate I
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September 5, 2003

To \}W OWM%}

wom ¢ g one Nt

Co/Bep, 0 JKS [Ca. f) /ﬂ/g
Phone 4 Phon&ffs/‘; ,7\(/,5‘;04(:
3255 A5 )

VL. et Renk
Conceming: St. Agatha Parish, Fr, Dan MeoCormick

I took 2 call from a woman who would not identify herself, but gave me

nursber, 68E

8 in case wo want to returr the call, 1 indicated to

her phone
her that becanse

ghe wanted to remata anonymons, L conldn’t guaizntee that the sifmation would be

investigated,

Her chief coneern is the number of teenage boys that
and many otHers in

been going on for more then 2 year

woman is awave of thé activity throngh

are always in the rectory, This has
the area are talking about it. This
a fiend Whose fmily has a sop involved with the

tectory activity and who is reluctant to call the archdipcese to xegister the situation.

Last weekend Father MoCormick took several boys to MIN for shopping, T belisve.

Within the past 3-4 weeks Den moved 2l parish staff out of the regiory info the convent.
He intende o couvert part of the restory {a roomis) into 2 music stadio for kids to
establish rap records. Seems unreal to the woman reporting all of this, it doesn’t make

sense fo her.

Boys don’t seem to be members of the paxish, expept for one. — Recemtly Father took
the basketball feam to MacDonrald’s, not a probldm, she thought.

This woman wanted fo kmow whether she will be told that this case was telcen cate of 1
told her that s up to the person looking into the situation.

Mary Ann Zrust

RECEIVED
JAN T 9 2006

FRCHDIGCESE OF CHICAGD
DFFICE BF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY
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Post Ofice Box 1979
Chicaga, Minofs 66656-197%

{HR) 1518211
Faz 3123 23763719

MEMORANDUM

Date: July 13, 2005

To:  Rev. Bdward Grace
Rev, Vincent Costello

From: Rev. George Rassas

Re:  Cendidate for Dean

Rev. Dantel McCommack, pasior of St. Agatha Church, has been suggested for the office
of Dean of Deanery IH-D: Kindly advise me if yon have any fodications of unsuitability for
office.

— e o e Ao :

fﬁ"’7cfv/?a/@ 9%

CB3 00128




To: File
From Ed Grace
Re: Rev. Daniel McCormack

Tuesday, 8/30/05 at 10:00 P.M.

1 was called at Queen of Al Saints Reotory by Rev. Daniel McCormack. He informed me
that he was being questioned by the Police at the lotal police station. (Harrison and
Kedzie) concerning an allegation rhade against him bi the mother of a 10 year old boy.
He put the detective on the lins to explain the circumstances to me.

Detective Agosta Star # 20228

Allegation that when the boy was 7 yeats old he was in a storage room of school (Our
Lady of the Westside — St. Agatha) Father McCormack aftexopted to take down the boy’s
pants, Pather McCormack was interrupted by & noise, which caused him fo stop. Abouta
week or two Iater, again in the storage room, Father McCormack succeeded in lowering
the boy’s pants and fondled-his genitalia.

Deteotive found the boy's story credible.

[ asked if Father McCormeck was being detained. He said, not a that time. I then
suggested that, given the hour, Father be sent home znd return the next momdng with'an
atiorney o continue the interview. The Detective declined. Dan Subsequently told me he
twas processed af that time i.e. photographed and finger printed ste. — he was atrested.

1 then spoke with Dan again and advised him not to discuss the matter further with the
police. I said I would try fo contact Pat Reardon and arrange representation. But Tsaid he
might be thers overnight,

11:00 PM. 8/30/05

T #as unable fo contact Pal — or any one else at that Jour. 1 called Dan back on his'cell
phone and informed him of that.

At this point they arrangéd for an Assistant Stafe’s Attomey to interview Dan. She then:
1. Read him his rights again. The Detective had done so as soon as they reached
the station. ’ .
2, She then began to ask Dan questions. Dan responded, “T have been: advised
. pot to talk fo you any further.” The assistant State’s Atorney then said, “Do
you raean you won't answer any questions/” Dan replied, “Yes™. The
aseistznt state’s attomey then said, “Okay”. :

The stafe’s attorney and the detectives then conferred for about five minntes

B
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Detective returned and said, “Tt's over, Ihaveto release you— from the lock-ap. Ican’t
do it from hers™.

They did not say, “We'll be intouch”, Their last words were, “Good huck, David (sic)
Dan remembers because the name was incorrect.

About 3:00 A.M. 8/31/05 -

Dan called me back and informed me he had been released. I told him to meef me at the
office at 9:30 AM.

9:30.A.M. 8/31/05

T met with Dan at our office, I asked Dan fo t6!l what the police bad said o him and what
hehad gaid o them BUT NOTHING ELSE.

Dan told me:

The police went ¥ his rectory and seid they wanted to talk with hiz. He was not wder
arrest, He agreed to accompany them to the sfation and answer questions.

Police told Dan:
« They had spoken with the boy’s mother
« Boy was interviewed concerning his allegation
« ‘The boy repeated the allegahon of two attempts o touch insppropriatsly the boy
in the storeroom.

The Detestives witnessed the intérview and fovnd the boy credible. He was consistent in
s story to his mother, his father and to the social worker.

‘Dan was released. Before he was released the other Detective asked Dan twice, has

anyone from the Archdiocese spoken with you. (Before Dan sp oke with me on the sell
phone) he responded no.

Today, 8/31/05

1 contacted Pat Reardon and arranged for him to represent Dan. Dan will mest with Him
. this P.M.

_ Also I mentioned this was an umusual process i.e, the first contact is through police rather |

tham through our Offics of Professional Responsibility.

At this point we actually have no aﬁegahon 1o process through our Remew Board. We
‘are, however, on netice of an allegation. Therefore, I suggest that we establish a Monitor
Situation.

CB3 00185



s Utilize Tom Walsh, former Pastor of Presentation, who Hves at St Agatha
with Dan
s, Tom Walsh’s cell phone #

Twill speak with Leah to set this up.
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ARCHDIOCESE, OF CHICAGO

Office of Professional Responsibili PO, Box 1979
’ o T v Chicago, Hliinots 60690-1979
{312) 751-5205

Fax: (312 ) 7515279
wwrw.archchicago.org

Tor " Fhe-pRR2TT
From: Leah McCluskey, Professiosal Responsibility Administrato
Re: McCormack, Rev. Daniel [Active] '

Date: September 15, 2005

PRA received 2 phone call today from
regarding the alleged sexual abuse of her son by Rev. Daniel McCormack [see fle].

; stated that she was instructed by Kathlesn Mnldoon of the State’s Attorney’s
office to call this phone mumber [the Office of Professional Responsibility] and
mentioned that she was told sémething similar to “...[people at the] Archdiocese wanting
fo talk to me.”

Rexpressed that her main coneern is that the Archdiocese “in

he expressed her feeling that Fr. McCorrnack
« . needs to be exposed...,” she talked about the cleris “...being arrested [for the abuse
of her son] ard let go...,” and she also described him as a “pervert.”

I stated that her son was a student at 8t. Agatha prammar scheol when Fr,

McCormmack befriended him. As per was eight years old and
a third grader at St. Agatha when the alleged abuse by Fr. McCormack took piace ‘When
asked by PRA, |
2003 nutil 2004,

semce], she moved her foily fo g
family back to the Chicago ares at the beginning of Angust of this year, her sop
beca;ne e)ﬂre 1y upsct and disclosed the abuse by Fr. McCo::mack to her.

CB3 00413
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emarked that, “...it seemed Iike [Fr. McCormack] Iiked to be with my
son...” and that suspzczonsly the cleric never “...Jooked me in the eye...” to speak vmh
her.

When asked, agreed to PRA providing her with information regarding the
Office of Professional Responsibility. As PRA

gisacoepted PRA’s offer of forwardmg the infounation bothto her and to her
attomey Mr. Friend,

Abegan to end the phone call and expr&ssed her appreczanon for the
mformation provided by PRA. She siafed that she wanted {o speak with ¥r. Friend pri
iop mdmg PRA with any fruther information at ﬂns pomt in ﬁme. When asked,

that she woudd discoss thess mattcrs with her attorpey and then contact PRA. She
indicated that she would call PRA again either later today or tomorrow,

Co:  Rev. Daniel Smilanic, Cardinal’s Delegate to the Review Board
Rev. BEdward D. Grace, Vicar for Priests ’
Ralph Bonaccorsi, Assistance Ministry
Dr. Michizel J. Bland, Assistance Ministry
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Office of Professional Fitness Review
676 North St, Clair, Snite 1910
Chicago, IL

60611

Janmary 28, 2006

Francis Cardinal George, O.M.L -
‘ Axchbishop of Chicago

155 Bast Superior Street
Chicago, IL 60611

Dear Cardinal George,

Y am writing this letter on behalf of the Professional Review Board members who participated in the
January 24, 2006 teleconference regarding Rev. Daniel McCormack.

We are extremely dismayed that yet another olaim of clerical sexual abuse of a minor has been
brought fo our aftention, and that action was not taken in a timely manner. Consequently, we are
revisiting this allegation through the media.

The media statements that “[the board was] unable to reach a decision because they did pot have
access to the alleged victim or his mother” (Sun Times, Jammary 25, 2006), and “After the family
made the accusation in Angust, the Archdiocese’s Office of Professional Responsibility referred the
allegation to the Independent Review Board™ {Tribume, January 24, 2006), imply that we as 4 Board
chose not to act. Clearly this is ot the case.

While it is tine that there was not a formal presentation of this allegation, we were apprised of the
situation on October 15, 2005, evaluated the information at length, and made our recommendations
to you, These included removing Rev. McCormack from St. Agatha’s and suspending him from
ministry pending finther criminal investigation, These steps were recommended to cosure that a
basic Board function, the safety of children while pursuing credible allegations, be maintained.

Our recommendations were presented to you on October 17, 2005 at the pust-Review Board
meeting, You chose not to act on them, and we now bave a situation that reflects very poorly, and

unfairly, on the Board,

Some have come to the conclusion that we allowed a situation where there was reagonable cause to
suspect clerical sexual abuse of a minor to go up-pursued, We resent the media implication that the
Professional Review Board did not find Rev, Daniel McCormack to be a threat to the safety of
children. These reporis do not accurately reflect the situation, and we take offense at the lack of

truth teliing,

We are extremely disappointed in the development of this case. We take our responsibilities very
seriously, and we Jook forward to your addressing our concems,

Respectiully,

Carol Richter, Vice-Chair Domeena Renshaw, MLD.
Richard Donohue, JD Rev. Charles Rubey

Rev. Lawrence Dowling Patrick Walsh, LCSW

Michael Jenuwine, PhD., ID
CB5 00265




Rod R, Blagojevich D) CC '
Governor

Rryan Samuels

Disector Itinois Deparmment of Children & Family Services

INVESTIGATION OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE OR NAGLECT--INDICATED PERPETRATOR
DECEMBER 14, 2005

Dan MceCormask N
St. agatha Church 3147 West Douglas Blwvd, ﬁE@EW’EéE&

Chicago, 1L 60622 ;
JAN 3 1 2008

] . [.;\;iBHDIOGESEDF CHiEagy
¥
Dear Mr. McCormack, PROFESSIONAL RESPOR S1gy 7y

REt SCRE ~ L661021-A
Name - 8t. Agatha Church

You were previously notified by & Child Protschion Iavestigator that the
Department of Children snd Fapily Services (DCFS) war investigating a report of
child zbuse or neglect. After a thorough investigation, DCFS has detecmined that
you have abused pr neglected a child.

}

The Department has indicated you for
¢ Sexyval Molestation :

2n indicated finding weasns theb DOFS® investigsation found credible evidence
of child abuse/neglect. Credible evidence means thap the facts gathered
during the inveprigavion would lead a reasonzble person te belisve that a
child wap aneed or neglected.

Indicated reporte of child zbuse/negleat axe recained on £ile in the State
Central Register. 2n indicated report of Sexual Molestation is retaimed on
the State Centrul register for Fifry (50) years. In genexrel, accesg to the
State Central Register is confidential and governed by state law. Under
certain clireumstances, tha State Centrz) Register may disclose the
information on file about you. For example, tertain ocrupations reguire
background checks with the State Central Register.

You may reguest 2 copy of the investigation file by x'xrriting to the State
Centrsl Register at the following address: .

Stakte Central Register
406 B, Monroe St., station 30
Springfield, Xllinois 62701-1498

406 B Monzoe, Starjon 30 « Springficld, Hlinels 62701-1498
#o00) v

- 1
@8 Accrenimen » Counai ok ACEREBITATION FOR CHILBREN AND FAMILY SCRYICTE
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ARCHDIOCESE, OF CHICAGO

P.O. Box 1979

Office of Professional Resporsibility Chicago, Thinofs 1979

(312) 7515205
Fax: {312) 751-5278
www.archchicago.org
v v angl v, apaSEE
" Lore e REFR-2T7
From: Feah MoCluskey, Professional Responsibility Admnistrato
Re: MeCormack, Rev. Danlel J. [Active]
Date: January 19, 2006 *
- mea

A meeting was held this afternoon in John O’ Malley’s office regarding the allegationt of
sexual misconduct made by Tl against Rev, Daniel J. McCormack, The
following were present for the meeting: John O’Malley, Director of Lepal Sexvices; Rev.
Bdward Grace, Vicar for Priests; Diane Dunnagan, Office of Communications; Dan
Fitzgerald, Vicariate Assistant Superintendent [I1]; Ralph Bonaccorsi, Office of
Asgistance Ministry; Rev. Daniel A. Smilanic, Cardinal’s Delegate to the Review Board;
and PRA. ' .

As per Mr. Fitzgerald, there is nothing in Fr. McCoumack’s school files reg any
incidents involving minors.

Those present at today’s meeting were informed that Ms. Barbara Westrick, Principal of
Presentation Campus and Ms. Kathleen Walton, Assistant Principal of Presentation
Campus have a meeting schednled with detectives from the Chicago Police Department
[CPD] at 4:00pm this aftemnoon. The CPD requested the meeting with Ms. Westrick and
Ms. Walton as a part of their investigation into the afleged sexual abuse of EEEREERIbY
Fr. McCormack. The mesting is scheduled to take place at Presentation Campus. Mr.
Fitzgerald and Mr. O’Malley will be present as representatives from the Office of
Catholic Schools and the Department of Legal Services respectively.
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M. Fitzgerald deformined from officials at Presentation Campus that Pr, MoCormack has
been teaching a math class four days per week at the school since Sepiember 2005. A
parent pamed sat in Fr. McCormack®s classes for “the first few weeks.”
M. Fitzgerald stated that Fr. McCotmack was also coaching the boys” basketball team at
the schoot [until yesterday when Fr. Grace directed Fr. MoCottoack to cense bis contact
with the tesmy]. . ’

M, Fitzgerald also Jearned from officials at Presentation Campus that Fr. McCormack
took thres boys [approximately grades fifth through seventh] ont of class early one day
prior to Christmas vacation [December 2005}, It was teported fo M. Fitzgerald that Fr.
MiCormack took the boys to Dave andt Busters {an arcade, restaurant, and bar} and then
returned fhem home at the end of the day.

Ce:  Rev. Daniel Smilanic, Cardinal’s Delegate to the Review Board
Rev, Bdward D. Grace, Vicar for Priests
John O°Malley, Legal Services
Ralph Bonaccorsi, Assistance Ministry
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ARCHDIOCESE OF CHICAGO

£55 5. Supedor &

Office of the Metropotitan Tribune!
o i Chicago, Bllnols 606112511

PG Box 1978
Chicagts, Minois 605901979

(312 151-8206
HAX: (312) 1518334
Rev, Danlel A, Swaitanic, JCD cmail: dsmitanie@archehieagd org
Promoter of Justice it colsa poenale
& the Dalegaic of the Cardinal 10 the
Professionst Responsibitity Review Board
Jarmary 24, 2006
Ms, Lesh MeCliskey RECEIVED
Professional Responsibility Administrator )
Archdiocess of Chicago JAN 3 4
P. 0, Box 1979 ‘ 2008
- (Chigago, IL60690-1979 AREHBIDUESE BF CHizhen

OFFIGE OF PROFESSIRNAL RESPONSIRIITY
Dear Mz, McCluskey,

As the Promoter of Justice in cquse poenale for the Avchdiosess of Chicago end as the
[Delegate of the Cardinal to the Professional Responmblhty Review Board, with this letter I
isubmit for formal consideration two allegations of sexual abuse agam'st the Rev. Dandel
MeCommack, & priest ordsined for the Aschdiveese of Chicago in 1994 and stil
incardinated into the same. I do this with the express verbal consent of the Vicar Genetal
of the Archdiocese of Chicago, the Most Rev. George Raseas, and Wxth the agreement of
the Rev. Bdward Grace, Vicar for Priests.

The allegations iivolve two HiLicts

With regard to b information that has been received that alleges that he was
abused sexually by . MoCommack. Rather than delay the sabmission of the
allegation o the Board unmla parent formalizes it in the custorpary manner, Inow sn
to the Board for their assessment in accord with Novm 4a of the Essential Norms Dealing
With Allegations Of Sexual Abuse Of Minors (1IISCCR),

With regard to information has recently come fo the atfention of the
Archdiocesan authorities that alleges that he was abused sexually by Fr. McCormack. The
information has e the civil suthorities to bring ciiminkl charges against Fr, MeCormisck;
such legal action provides a basis for a canoiical investigation. Rather than delay the
subsfission of the BEEM allepation to the Board umtfl 2 parent formalizes it fnr the costomary
manner, 1 now submit it to the Board for their assesement in accord with{Norm 42 of the
\Essential Norms Dealing With Allegations Of Sexual Abuse Qf Minors (USCCB).

I accordance with The Policies and Procedures of the drchdiocese of Chicago, Sexnal
Abuse of Minow, §1104.8, 1 request that these be scheduled for| the immediate
consideration of the Board as Initial Reviews. :

. Dandel A, Smijanic

Prombiter of Justice i causa pochale

1% the Delegate of the Cardinal fo the
Professional Responsibility Review Board
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