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Vicar for Clergy Database
Clergy Assignment Record (Detailed)

Rev Msgr Richard A. Loomis

Current Primary Assignment

Birth Date 8/2/1946 Age: 66
Birth Place San Antonio, Texas, USA Deanery: 22
Diaconate Ordination 5/10/1975
Priesthood Ordination 5/29/1976
Diocese Name Archdiocese of Los Angeles
Date of Incardination 5/10/1975
Religious Community
Ritual Ascription Latin
Ministry Status Administrative Leave
Canon State Diocesan Monsignor Incard Process [}
" Begin Pension Date 6/21/1976
E-mail msgrraloomis@aol.com
cell phone (626) 482-1390
Seminary St. John's Seminary, Camarillo
Ethnicity American (USA)
Lanquage(s) Fluency
English Native Language
Spanish Ministerially Adequate

Fingerprint Verification and Safeguard Training

Date Background Check
Virtus Training Date

Assignment History

Assignment
Administrative Leave

SS. Felicitas and Perpetua Catholic Church, San Marino Pastor, Active
Service, Original term till 6/30/2008.

St. Jerome Catholic Church, Los Angeles Administratot Pro Tem, Active
Service

Archdiocesan Catholic Center, Los Angeles Secretariat Director, Active
Service, Administrative Services

Sabbatical

Beginning Date Completion Date
2/13/2004

7/1/2003 2/13/2004
1/3/2003 6/30/2003
12/15/2001 12/31/2002

1/1/2001 . 7/1/2001
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Archdiocesan Catholic Center, Los Angeles Secretariat Director,
Appointed, Church Ministerial Services

Archdiocesan Catholic Center, Los Angeles Council of Priests, Active
Service, Council of Priests - Archdiocesan Board of Consuitors

ACC-VFC-Vicar for Clergy, Appointed, For Clergy

St. Charles Borromeo Catholic Church, North Hollywood Associate Pastor
(Parochial Vicar), Active Service

Vicar, Appointed, Vicar Elect
Prelate of His Holiness, Elevated
St. Anthony Catholic Church, Oxnard Pastor, Active Service

St. Genevieve Catholic Church,l Panorama City Associate Pastor (Parochial
Vicar), Active Service

St. Brendan Catholic Church, Los Angeles Resident, Resident

Daniel Murphy High School, Los Angeles Principal, Active Service

Mary Star of the Sea Catholic Church, San Pedro Resident, Resident
Mary Star of the Sea High School, San Pedro Principal, Active Service

St. John Fisher Catholic Church, Rancho Palos Verdes Resident, Resident

Bishop Montgomery High School, Torrance Education-Teacher/Faculty,
Active Service

Holy Family Catholic Church, Glendale Associate Pastor (Parochial Vicar),
Active Service

5/1/1997
1/1/1996

1/1/19%6
7/1/1995

7/1/1995
6/6/1995
4/15/1990
7/6/1988

8/1/1984
8/1/1984
7/1/1980
7/1/1980
7/10/1979
7/10/ 1979

6/21/1976

12/14/2001
12/31/2000

12/31/2000
12/31/2002

12/31/1995

6/30/1995
4/14/1990

7/5/1988
7/5/1988
7/31/1984
7/31/1984
6/30/1980
6/30/1980

7/9/1979
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Clergy Complaiot
Allegation of inappropriate Conduct

CASE CLOSED - SAAB BOARD ON 6/19/02

Person Reporting: REDACTED

Bi‘l’th: ' REDACTED‘ (53)

Call Date: Monday, June 10, 2002

Complaint Against: Msgr. Richard Loomis — Ordained 1976

In May 2002, there had been a tape message “this is about someone in an important
position in the Diocese who had made sexual comments and was involved in
inappropriate behavior”. No name or phone number on the tape.

Then some weeks later~° - called. REDACTED 5453 year old man. He ig

- REDACTED of theREDACTED . that meets in various Parishes for their
meetings. He wanted to report an incident that happened around 25 years ago. He
said it involved a priest who was important in the Los Angeles Archdiocese.

REE/_A_C_T "D caid that he was asking advice about reporting the incident. He said that
about 25 years ago at a parish in Pacific Palisades, Corpus Christi there was a

said that ke had been raised a Cathohc and attended Catholic School. For sometime
he been away from the Church but had returned in the 70's so had gone to this
Bible class. REPACTED gaid that he had enjoyed the class.

REDACTEDgaid that he had recently been at a Confirmation at St. Charles Church in
North Hollywood. He went to communion and the priest giving communion was
Msgr. Richard Loomis. Then be remcmbered the following incident that happened
at Corpus Christi Parish in 1970s.

One day, he joined the seminarian, Richard Loomis, who also worked with the altar
boys. REPACTEDand the seminarian took the boys to the park to swim.  While at the
parkREDACTEDgajd that Richard said, “Look at those boys they are pretending they
don’t know they have a hard on™.

Then RFPACTED gaid they were driving in the car afterward and that Richard had
reached over toward his crotch but that he moved away.
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REDACTED ggked if he would like to come for an interview, He said that he wanted to
do so. REDACTED said 1 would welcome you for an interview but first you asked for
guidelines about reporting these incidents. Then<EPACTED went back to clarify the
first allegation is a remark. She said while the remark is inappropriate. It is not
psychologically diagnosable of the person making the remark. It was not said to the
children. It is a remark made to an adult, It is not a criminal or civil offense.

The second allegation REPACTED framed for specificity “as you said that he reached
out to touch your genital area” and he said, “No, he did not touch me”. It was
explicitly clear that there was no violation that took place. It was an adult in his
mid-twentics with another adult in his mid-twenties and there was no violation to
rcport. There is nothing to report here becanse nothing was done to you.

REDACTED ¢nded the phone interview by saying you asked for guidelines about
reporting. There is nothing to report. The first was a remark. The second incident
nothing was done to you.

ThenREDACTED gnoke t¢REDACTEDghout his interest in theREDACTED
dialogue. She expressed intercst, He said there was a meeting on Saturday at 1:00
pm and he gave the website for the REDACTED  issues.

1 bave spoken to Msgr. Loomis about these incidents. He did teach a Bible study
class as 4 seminarian. He recalls only older women in the Bible class. He said that
" they never took the altar boys to the park. They took the altar boys to his parents
home to swim and there were many adults around. He and the other seminarian
would never have becn alone with boys or with another person. He does not know

whoREDACTED is.

Cage Before SAAB:
1. This case was given to the SAAB Board on Wednesday, June 19, 2002.
2. The ruling was to tell Cardinal Mahony that the Board decided since the
priest denies the incident taking place and that there was no violation or
any form of harassment that this case is closed. :

REDACTED

REDA N
DACTED ~— RepAcTED REDACTED
REDAGTED

REDACTED

REDACTED [ Correeior

REDACTED )

REDACTED

Xl 000002



RCALA 005897

Page 1 of 2

From: REDACTED

To:

Date:  12/28/2003 8:25:19 PM
Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation

" REDACTED

— -

Please leave a messaae on mv voice mail, REDACTED  which | check regularly when I'm out of my
home office in REDACTED You can also reach me or leave a message on my cell phone,REDACTED
REPACTER | will call you back in response to your information about our meeting on Monday afternoon or
whenever you schedule the meeting with I will be in Pasadena during the moming and early
afternoon, but will check on messages from you.

For your infarmation, | have conducted several public recards database searches on LA Archdiocese
cases forREDACTED gnd REDACTED, including a search onREDACTED  for REDACTED about a week
ago. The only matters of interest that turned up onREPACTED wereREDACTED _involving him

REDACTED and possibly a REDACTED | mailed the database printouts to

=™ and did not keep a copy for myself, but™"™ has indicated that he will turn over everything on the case
to me when he is authorized to do so.

REDACTED

--—--Original Message---—

From:REDACTED o i )
Sent: Sunday, December 28, 2003 4:50 PM

To: REDACTED

Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation

Thanks,"=*°™*° What is the best way to contact you? E-mail? Cell phone? Land Line? 'l et you know
as soon as | hear fromREDACTED

REDACTED

— Qriginal Message —
From:REDACTED

ToREDACTED

Sent: 12/28/2003 4:34:12 PM
Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

REDACTED

| will be available by mid-aftemoon on Monday if that is ok with you and Late
Monday is also okay with me. If that does not work for the two of you, pls. give me a day

and time that is convenient for you and™ "™ and | will adjust my schedule accordingly.

REDACTED

----- Original Message-----
From: REDACTED

Sent; Sunday, December 28, 2003 4:17 PM i 79060

file://C:\Documents%20and%20SettingsREDACTED 1/13/2004
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To:R EDACTED
Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

Are vou available to mest with me andREDACTED - tomorrow (Monday)? I'm going to
[}

cal in the moming to set something up. Please let me know your availability.
‘Thanks. :
REDACTED
79061
file://C\Documents%20and%?20SettingsREDACTED _ ) 1/13.2004
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent: Monday, January 05, ZOQ4 8:14 AM
To: Cardinal Roger M. Mahony
Subject: Loomis Investigation

Dear Cardinal Mahony:

| hope you had a nice Christmas and your few days in the mountains. Hopefully, 2004 will be a better year for
you and the Church. :

I have retained REDACTED as the investigator for the invastigation of Msgr. Loomis. I've attached his CV and the
agreement | entered into with him. | believe his background and experience are exceptional. As.indicated in his
CV, he was a member of the REDACTED and participated in six or seven audits in various archdioceses this past
year.

| met withREDACTED andREDACTED - |ast week and discussed the issues involved in the case. He has started
work and will report his progress to me as his investigation proceeds.

| wrote to REDACTED -on January 2, 2004. A copy of his letter is attached.
I've asked REPACTED {4 contact REDACTED to be appointed a Canonical Auditor.
1 will keep you posted. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Happy New Year.
REDACTED

79053
1/6/2004
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent:  Monday, January 05, 2004 8:00 AM
To: REDACTED o ) N

Ce: - REDACTED Cardinal Roger M. Mahony REDACTED

Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

FrREDACTED ,is REDACTED of the Archdiocese. As | stated when we met last week, Cardinal
Mahony believes it would be helpful to have you appointed a Canonical Auditor in order to assist with the paraliel
Canonical investigation that is required by the Charter and Essential Norms.

Please contact Fr. REDACTED to arrange for this appointment.

Thanks.

REDACTED

1/6/2004 79054
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent:  Monday, January 05, 2004 7:47 AM
To: REDACTED

Cc:

Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

Happy New Year.

I've attached the letter I sentto '~ on January 2, 2004. He shouid have gotten it on January 3rd or should

get it today.

The Clergy Misconduct Misconduct Board will meet onREDACTED . at the Archdiocesan Catholic
Center. The meetings are held inREDACTED ~ i hope you wili be available to attend. |
would like you to meet the members of the Board and discuss your investigation to date.

1 will be working in my office this moming. Please give me a call. REDACTED

Thanks.

REDACTED

79055
1/6/2004
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From: REDACTED

To: o B
Date:  1/6/2004 12:16:48 PM
Subject: Scheduled Interview, etc.

REDACTED

| conducted an expanded public records database search on the subject which turned up nothing of
significance. | will prepare a report to that effect and fax it to you. | will also fax you a report on the
results of the database search on the complainant.

| ieft a message for Craig C. to call me re our getting together to discuss background and lead information
on this matter.

| would like to know more about Bro. P's resignation and get identifying data, i.e., DOB and SSN, so | can

run an expanded database search on him that
would include a criminal check. He may also be someone | should interview. C. C. should be able to heip

me with the ident. information.

{'ve arranged to meet with"EACTED gt 2:00 today at her office. | will try to connect with C. C. later this
aftemoon since he is in the same building.

| will be on my cell phone, REDACTED | if you need to talk to me before then.

REDACTED

79045

file://C:\Documents%20and%20SettingREPACTED 1/13/2004
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REDACTED

From: FEE[)/\()T'EQD - .

Sent:  Tuesday, January 06, 2004 10:41 AM
To: REDACTED

Subject: FW: RE: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

—— Original Message —---
From:REDACTED

ToREDACTED

Sent: 1/5/2004 1:20:40 PM
Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

| called FatherREDACTED and got a voice mail message from his assistant stating that he
will return on Jan. 57. | left a message for him to call me conceming the matter in question.

| thought your letter to REDACTED stated precisely what we need in the way of
cooperation and information from him and his client, REDACTED  and at the same time put the
ball on their side of the court with regard to our ability to proceed with a thorough investigation of
the allegation made in his complaint as it pertains to the subject of our investigation.

REDACTED

P.S.. Father ) justcalled and advised he has designated me as a Cananical Auditor,
effective immediately, with the paperwork to foliow.

He also said he would like to be copied on all my investigative reports to you. He said he would
work that out with you. | would prefer submitting everything to you and letting the two of you
work out any further dissemination of my investigative reports.

REDACTED

-----Original Message-----
From: REDACTED  _ o
Sent: Monday, January 05, 2004 7:47 AM
zm REDACTED
(H .
Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

Happy New Year.

I've attached the letter | sent toREDACTED on January 2, 2004. He should have gotten it on

79047
1/6/2004
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January 3rd or should get it today.

The Clergy Misconduct Misconduct Board will meet on REDACTED at the
Archdiocesan Catholic Center. The meetings are held inREDACTED _ |
hope you will be available to attend. | would like you to mest the members of the Board and
discuss your investigation to date,

| will be working in my office this moming. Please give me a call. REDACTED
Thanks.

REDACTED

79048

17672004
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REDACTED

Sent:  Tuesday, January 06, 2004 11:09 AM

Te:  REDACTED
Cc: '
Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED
Fr.

| sent a letter oREDACTED ., the lawyer foREPACTED  copy attached.

I've hired REDACTED 3 retired FBI private investigator, to assist. | understand he's already contacted you. He is
working on his investigation. | am asking him to cc you on his reports.

Please give me a call when you have a minute at REDACTED

Happy New Year.
REDACTED

1/8/2004 79049
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)
W

“\
Office of the 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Canonica! Services Wilshire California
’ REDACTED Bouevard  50010.224
DECREE

Preliminary information has come forward indicating that Reverend Monsignor Richard A.
Loomis may have committed a delict against canon 1395. Therefore, in accord with the
provisions of canon 1717, in accord with my authority as Vicar for Canonical Affairs and upon
the specific direction the Archbishop, I hereby decree the opening of a canonical preliminary
investigation.

I hereby designate REDACTED 3 Jicensed private investigator REPACTED and former Special
Agent of the FBI as auditor to conduct the investigation. He has the authority to subdelegate this
responsibility and to involve others to assist in this investigation. In the course of conducting
this investigation, the auditors are reminded of their duty to respect the rights and reputation of
all involved and to respect the canonical requirements of secrecy attached to such an
investigation.

Given this 5™ day of January in the Year of Our Lord 2004 at the Curia of the Archdiocese of Los
Angeles in California.

REDACTED

REDACTED

Archdiocesan Seal

79050

Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of the Angels  San Ferpando  San Cabriel  San Pedro  Santa Barbara

Xi1 600013



RCALA 005907

REDACTED ~— ~  _ __ _.
From: REDACTED = |
Sent: Monday, January 05, 2004 1:24 PM
To: REDACTED
Subject:
" REDACTED

| just talked with REDACTED and told him that all | had to do canonically was to teli him verbally over the phone
that he's appointed canonical auditor in the Loomis case, so it's done. | can draw up and sign a decree at a convenient
time and date it as necessary. ™" and | agreed that he will work under your direction and report to you, with reports
coming to me subsequently. 1 told him that the two of us should discuss this point with you to clarify just how that would
work. My point is simply that whatever he uncovers that is useful for the ecclesiastical investigation is material that |
should receive, however we want to work out the process.

For your information, | will leave town tomorrow ¢. 11:30 a.m., returning Wednesday evening. | am one of the

REDACTED and we will be interviewing some of the parties. This will be my baptism,

50 to speak!

REDACTED

79051
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From: REDACTED

To: REDACTED
Date:  1/12/2004 2:05:18 PM

Subject: Interviews

REDACTED

I just got off the phone withREDACTEDWe arranged to meet tomorrow at 11:00 a.m. He is very

"cooperative and said he will give me all the details of the incident he previously reported o REPACTED

I will type up a report of that interview and fax it to you tomorrow evening so you will have it before the Bd.
meeting Wednesday morning.

It's imperative that | interview the complainant ASAP to evaluate his credibility and ensure that he has
correctly identified the accused RL.

! have some concern about his identification of RL in the Complaint since he was off by a couple of years
on the time period when the offenses allegedly took place - 1968 through 1970 per his Complaint versus
1971-72 when he was actually a student at the school.

if the attorney for the complainant agrees to our interviewing his client, | would first ask the complainant to
give me a physical description of Bro. “B" / RL along with his position at the school, and then provide the
details of the offenses allegedly committed RL and Fa.REDACTED | would use Post-it notes to cover the
names below the individual photos of all the faculty members shown in the 1972 PN yearbook in which a
REDACTED and ask him to pick out the photo of the man he
identified in his complaint as Bro. “B* or RL. If he cannot do so correctly, | would have a problem with his
credibility and possible motive for coming up with that name (RL) and the name of a deceased priest™"™
in his Complaint. Regardless of what we get from®=C"CTED in the way inappropriate comments or
behavior with an adult by RL, the complainant's identifying RL from the "photo spread” is paramount to
corroborating the allegation against him. A misidentification on the photo by the complainant would
appear to put the case against RL in the “unsubstantiated” or “unfounded” categories we previously
discussed and warrant closing it as such.

REDACTED

79044

REDACTED REDACTED 1/13/2004

RCALA 005908
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

REDACTED

On January 12, 2004, REDACTED
~ REDACTED , telephonically furnished the following
" information ttREDACTED who identified himself as a Canonical Auditor (“CA™),

~ refained by the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board of the Archdiocese of Los Angelesto

‘conduct an investigation into an allegation byREDACTED  that Monsigoor Richard
Loomis sexually molested bim while he was a student at Pater Noster ngh School in
197 1-72

. REDACTED called CAREDACTED . in response to CAREDACTEchavmz his busmees card in
_ REDACTEDg mailbox on January- 9, 2004, with a note to call him concerning Msgr.
Kichard Looxms ).

He lei’c the pnesthood in-about 1986 or 1987 and subsoquently worked as REDACTED
~REDACTED

REDACTED

. REDACTED
REDACTED
|

Héaﬁdkmhaiﬂi.oomwmmeﬁbcrsoftthmthm of St. Patrick Ordcrand‘taughta't 3

Pater Noster High School at the same time. Msgr. Loomis, who was known as Brother

. Becket at that time, was the Dean of Discipline at the school. He (REDACTED) was known -

- as Father™**“™ The two of them subsequently attended St. John's Scminary in the
* " 'same class of about 16 seminetians. He and Richard Loomis were friends and “hung
* around togather” with amupofbmﬂmm,seminanansandpnem during that time

-  period.- His last contact with Richard Loomis was in 1991 when he (I.oomu) o,ttended e

REDACTED mem

| ,RleﬁI'd Loomis was “always very upfront, proper, punctual and professwnal" i lns
. petsonal and vocatmnal life. His personality was “stoic” as though he had an “English
. backm » .

,J,Hewa-snot awarethatMsgr Loomis had been named as adefcndantmalawmt filed by.
a former student at Pater Noster High School accusing him of sexually molestmg him
" while he was a studeut there in 1971-72.

79022

RCALA 005909
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL
Intsrview of REDACTED - Continued

- The name of the oomplmnmt in that lawsuit, REDACTED g “familiar” and “rings a
bell,” a5 a name from the past at Pater Noater High School, but that was all he roca.llod
about the name. He had no momory or recollection of REDACTED  ‘as'a pérsomor

student. '

VRxchardLoomls wasnotthehndofpetsonto engage in that type of conduct and he -
never heard anything derogstory about him in that rogard. He had no recollection of
“Brother Becket” socializing or interacting on a personal basis with students at Pater

" Noster High School. -Brother Becket “kept his distance” from students as & ﬁmulty
munbcr and the Dean of chxp!me

REDACTED

REDACTED

g REDACTE DREDACTED REDACTED

REDACTED

' Hehad little or 0 contact wrth Father E{_E_E),'f‘_C,TEE after that and had no r'eooilecﬁon of
seeing him with Brother Becket or on the Pater Noster High School campus. He did not -
~ know if Father REDACTED and Brother Becket were friendly or spent any time together. -

79023
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Office of . 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wilshire California
(213)637-7284 Boulevard 90010-2241
TO: Presbyterate of the Archdiocese
FROM: Monsignor Craig A. Cox, Vicar for Clergy
RE: Priests in Active Service Named in Lawsuits
DATE: 1 February 2004
My brothers,

As you know, many lawsuits were filed in the month of December alleging sexual abuse of minors
on the part of priests, brothers, religious and others working for the Church. These filings are
public records, available to the media and to any other person who wishes to obtain the
information. Being named in a lawsuit, however, is not of itself proof of misconduct. Therefore,
among those named are a number of priests who, for many different and weighty reasons,
continue in their assignments and remain in good standing.

After intense consultations that involved these priests, the Council of Priests, as well as others, we
concluded that the best course of action was for us to inform the parishioners of the parishes
where these priests continue to serve that their priest had been named in a lawsuit. We concluded
that being open and bringing accurate information directly to our parishioners was wise and
necessary. This was a painful decision, especially for the priests involved.

Therefore, I wanted to inform you that over the last several weekends, announcements were made
in the parishes where these priests continue to serve. At this difficult moment, and with the
consent of those listed, I want to communicate to you the names of these brother priests. They
are: REDACTED

REDACTED . Monsignor Richard Loomis, REDAC TED
REDACITED

1 ask that you please keep them in your prayers as they deal with the allegations made in these
lawsuits. Clearly, supporting one another in our Presbyterate is not at odds with having a
profound empathy for those who were harmed by the evil of sexual abuse, especially those who
were abused by a priest. Thus, I ask that you keep all victims of sexual abuse in your daily prayer.
Thank you,

Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of the Angels  San fernando  San Cabriel  San Pedro  Santa Barbara

79039
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Statement for Weekend Masses at Saints Felicitas and Perpetua Parish, San Los Angeles
January 31 — February 1, 2004
Regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

I am FatherREDACTED  Pastor of St. Andrew’s Parish in Pasadena and a Dean here in the
San Gabriel Pastoral Region. Our Archbishop, Cardinal Roger Mahony, has asked that I make
an important announcement here at Saints Felicitas and Perpetua this weekend.

As you know from news reports, many lawsuits seeking monetary damages were filed in the
month of December that allege sexual abuse of minors on the part of different priests, brothers,
religious and a few laypersons working for the Church. These filings are public records,
available to the media and to any other person who wishes to obtain the information.

You probably are not aware that your Pastor, Monsignor Richard Loomis, was named as a
defendant in one of these lawsuits. We expect that there will be news reports referring to this
lawsuit naming Monsignor Loomis in the coming days and weeks. The Cardinal and Monsignor
Loomis both wanted you to leam this information from us first rather than from secular news
sources.

This allegation was a complete surprise. The complaint in the lawsuit is without detail or
description of the nature of the alleged misconduct. It relates to the period of approximately
1969-1971, when Monsignor Loomis taught at a high school and before he was ordained a priest.
Monsignor Loomis has denied the allegation and stated that he has never sexually abused a
minor. No one else has ever lodged a complaint of sexual misconduct with a minor against him.

In accord with Archdiocesan policy, we began a professional investigation immediately.
Because of the fact that Monsignor Loomis previously served as Vicar for Clergy, this
investigation is being handled directly by the Chair of our Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
rather than by any other Archdiocesan official. The Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board, which
consists of thirteen persons, eleven of whom are laypeople, has reviewed the allegation and the
initial results of the investigation as recently as last Wednesday. No credible evidence of
misconduct has been presented to us. Thus, it is not appropriate to place Monsignor Loomis on
administrative leave.

I am here to assure you that Monsignor Loomis has our complete confidence; he will continue to
serve as your Pastor.

Finally, I ask that you please pray for everyone involved, for Monsignor Loomis, for the
individual who has raised this allegation and for our investigators. Please pray for those people

who truly have been harmed by sexual abuse. Please pray that this matter be resolved promptly
and fairly. Thank you for your kind attention. May God bless you!

79041
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Statement for Weekend Masses
at which SNAP will be protesting outside of Church
February 6-8, 2004

Saints Felicitas and Perpetual Parish, San Marino

As you have probably noticed, we have visitors outside of our church today. They are
members of SNAP, the Survivors Network of Those Abused by Priests. They will be
attempting to hand you leaflets as you leave Mass regarding the lawsuit filed against
Monsignor Richard Loomis.

Last weekend, Father REDACTED  informed our parish community of the lawsuit and
of the fact that Monsignor Loomis has firmly denied the allegation against him. The
thirteen member Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board has reviewed the allegation and has
recommended that he should remain in ministry at this time.

Last Sunday you were asked to please pray for everyone involved, our priest, the
individual who has raised the allegation, and for all those who truly have been harmed by
sexual abuse. When you leave Mass today, whether or not you accept their leaflet, please
treat the members of SNAP with courtesy and respect.

Also, please know that if members of the media are also present outside today, you have
every right to decline to be interviewed. If you wish not to be interviewed, simply say,
“No thank you.” They will respect your wishes. Of course, you may decide to speak. If
50, please treat this issue with the sensitivity and compassion that are the hallmarks of our
church community.

Thank you.
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

REDACTED

On-February 6, 2004 REDACTED telephonically furnished the
following information toREDACTED who identified himself as a Canonical Auditor
(“CA™) retained by the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board of the Archdiocese of Los
Angeles to conduct an investigation into an allegation byREDACTED  that Monsignor
Richard Loomis sexually molested him while he was a student at Pater Noster Highi
‘School in 1971-72:

Heis aREDACTED He does pothave a problem with cooperating in
- this investigation.of Monmgnor Richard Loomis because of the seriousness of the
REDACTEDallegation, but would prefer not to be involved in the litigation that may follow
~ ag aresult of REDACTED Jawsuit. If necessary, however, he will cooperate in any
- proceedings involving the allegations against Monsignor Loomis if his input on this
matter is considered important

- REDACTED pmvxded his tclcphone number to CA ™™ but asked that his number and
address not become a matter of record. He asked that CA™** ™ call him if additional
'-information or coOperation is needed from him.

His pa:rcnts and thelr family lived in a home near Corpus Christi Parish and grade school

_in Pacific Palisades and were very active in the parish and school. He became an altar

* boy when he was in the second grade and that subsequently put in contact with Richard

* Loomis by the time he waa in the fourth grade. There were priests and nuns “all over the
place at the parish and school, and he probably assumed that Richard Loomis was a
priest. “He did not recall his being a seminarian or religious brother, but at his age at the
txmc, “they wete all the same” to him,

His patents were very invelved in the parish and school and priests were frequent guests
" in their home. There was thus no reason for him or his parents to be apprehensive or

overprotective about his béing around a priest connected with the parish or school. His
 father and brolhar wemREDACTED

- All the kxda at the school liked Richard Loomis and he was very responsive to them. He
: scnxed, however, that Loomis treated him “special” in that he gave him more attention
than he !howedforoﬂwrboysms age.

" Richard Loomis invited hin to his parents’ home, which wasREDACTED
REDACTED to use their swimming pool on three or four
‘occasions during what was probably the surmmer of 1974 when he would have been inthe
fourth grude. Loomis told him on all thoss occasions that other boys had also been
invited to join them at the pool, but on each such occasion the two of them were there
.. ~alone.” He did not recall: seeing Loomis’s parents or any other adults at the. Loomis house.
- His best recolection is that he snd Loomis were there alone on cach such occasion.
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Interview of REDACTED . Compinyea
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

Looxis picked him up in his car at his REDACTED ) parents’ home on those three or four
occasions and drove him back home a couple of hours later. His parents were apparcatly
not.concerned that he was going to Loomis’ parents’ home to use their swimming: pool.
They probably assmned that other kids and adults would also be there,

The first ume he went to Lootms 3 parents’ home to swim in their pool, he was changing
~ into his swim suit-in a room in the house when Loomis entered the room and began
- fondling his genitals. He did not resist and Loomis did not proceed past the fondling
stage. Hethen went swimming for an hour or so and returned to the same room'to -
change back into his street clothes. Loomis again entered the room and fondled him as
he had dono earlier. Loomis then drove him home.

He kncw what Loomis was doing to him was “wrong” and that played on his mind

" afterwards. However, he was too young to deal with the situation at the time and

. sccepted Loomis’ invitations to swim in his parents’ pool on two or three more occasions
- after that, He was Justahdﬁmtwmtedmgommmmg”andbommaccommodated
im by inviting him to use his parents’ pool. Loomis fondled him while he was changing

~ into and out of his swim suit on évery such occasion. In cach case, it was a bricf fondling -
- epxsods that dxd not go beyond that.

* “The wrongness of what' Loonus was doing to him built-up on his conscience to 2 pomt
" thathetold Loomis he did not.want to go swimuing at his parents’ pool anymore, and
o thaxwas the ‘end of it. He avmded Loomis after that.

' Not Iong zﬁer hn stopped going fo the Loomis home to use thieir swimming pool, he told
his mother what Loomis had done to him when the two of them were alone in his parents’

* home. He bad somie récollection that his mother told his father about what had happened
. with. ‘Loomis, and his parents epparently reported the matter to the pastor or assistant

"pastor of Corpus Christi Parish because Richard Loomis “suddenly disappeared™ from the.

' ‘pwhandschoolandﬂmtwasmelutheeversawofmm

: : ,He put the fondlmg mcldenta behmd him shortly thereafter and has never had any serious
. inner turmoil or psychological problems as a rosult of what Richard Loomis did to him on

~ those three or four occasions. He put it behind him as something that happened to him as

" -akid, and moved on with his life. It would concern him, howaever, to know that Richard

. Loomis may have been a repeat offender with other boys like himself and subsequent]y
mchad alugh level n the Catholic Church. A
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MEMORANDUM

- TO: Cardinal Roger Mahony

FROM: REDACTED
Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board REPACIED

RE: Recommendation of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis (CMOB 071-01)

DATE: February 9, 2004

REDACTED a plaintiff in a complaint filed in the Los Angeles Superior Court on December
17, 2003, alleges that Brother Beckett, now known as Richard A. Loomis, and FatherREDACTED
REDACTED  sexually molested him at many different places from approximately 1969 through
approximately 1971 when he was a student at Pater Noster High School.

On December 23, 2003, you asked me in my capacity as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct
Oversight Board to head a special, totally independent investigation of the allegations against
Monsignor Loomis and report my findings and recommendations to you directly and to the
Oversight Board.

The following is my report of the results of the investigation and activities to date. I enclose the
following for your information and review.

¢ Your letter to me of December 23, 2003 asking me to head the investigation.
¢ My letter of December 23, 2003 accepting the assignment.

¢ Resume of REDACTED setting forth his background;.nd experience as a former FBI
special agent and licensed private investigator.

¢ My letter of December 29, 2003 retainingREDACTED and setting forth the scope of the
investigation. REDACTED amember of CMOB and a former Assistant United States
Attorney, and I met with REDACTED on December 29 to discuss the case and outline the
investigation, REDACTED has been appointed as a Canonical Auditor.

¢ My letter toREDACTED REDACTED  attorney, requesting an interview and
other information about the claims made against Monsignor Loomis. Ireceived no -
response to this letter.

e My follow-up letter to REPACTED  regtating the need to interviewREDACTED  and
obtain additional information. REDACTED : did not respond to this letter.
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- RCALA 005917

Memorandum Regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
February 9, 2004

Page 2

Investigative Chronology prepared by REDACTED the former FBI agent and private

investigator initially employed by Monsignor Craig Cox before my appointment, “*>*“™°
REDACTED made his work product available to REDACTED.

Public Records Database Search Results reREDACTED - This was prepared by™=*“™"
REDACTED andREDACTED request.

Interviews of REDACTED conducted by REDACTED

Copy of a portion of the 1972 Pater Noster yearbook showing Brother Beckett and
Brother®™™*“™ (REDACTED ) to be on the faculty.

Monsignor Loomis’ Clergy Assignment Record prepared from Archdiocesan records.

Public Records Database Search Results re Monsignor Loomis. The search revealed two
superior court complaints in which Monsignor Loomis was named as a defendant.

REDACTED

Summary of superior court file relating to one of the two cases, vs. Mary Star of the
Sea High School. This case did not involve allegations of sexual abuse by Monsignor
Loomis. ‘

Summary of superior court file relating to the other case, "' =" vs. The Roman

Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles. This case did not involve allegations of sexual
abuse by Monsignor Loomis.

Memorandum of 22 April 2002 from Monsignor Craig A. Cox to Monsignor Loomis and
REDACTED :oncerning Father REDACTED This is included because
Monsignor Loomis and FatherREDACTED knew and associated with each other during the
time in question.

FatherREDACTED ' Confidential Database record.
REDACTED g interview with Father REDACTED

REDACTED ; interview with REDACTED concerning a report made byREDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED g interview wittREDACTED  in whichREPACTED relates an incident

which occurred during the summer of 1974 in which Monsignor made inappropriate
remarks about young boys who were wearing swimming trucks and later made a “pass’ at
him. REDACTED was an adult at the time.

REDACTED g jnterview with REDACTED 'EDACTED in which REPACTEDREDACTED
relates a complaint that he received during the summer of 1974 involving sexual
molestation ofREDACTED . a minor, by Monsignor Loomis while he was a
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Memorandum Regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
February 9, 2004
Page 3

seminarian assigned to Corpus Christi. Monsignor"=°*“"*Creported the incident to

Monsignor Craig Cox after received notification that an announcement was going to be
made at Monsignor Loomis’ parish that he had been named in a superior court complaint.

o REDACTED 'sinterview withREDACTED  in which REPACTED  gates Monsignor

Loomis fondled his genitals on three or four occasions when he went swimming at
Monsignor Loomis’ parents' home during the summer of 1974,

The Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board considered Monsignor Loomis’ case at its meeting on
January 28, 2004. The information received fromREDACTED was not known at that time.
It was the consensus of the Board that further efforts be made to obtain additional information
fromREDACTED - and an interview with REDACTED  and that the investigation continue with a
follow up report at the next meeting, which is February 11, 2004.

Ihave kept Father REDACTED  advised of developments.

Please let me know if you have any questions or desire further elaboration or information.

cc:  Father REDACTED & Monsignor Craig A. Cox (w/ enclosures)
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~ 12/19/03

1271903

123
o .. and REDACTED to be conducted by REDACTED anate
. Invungatotf .

12/19/03

' 12/19/0'3' L

- 1200003

AN AL A

' MSGR. RICHARD LOOMIS

- INVESTIGATIVE CRONOLOGY

CANONICAL ATINTTNR
' REDACTED

_ Msgr Cox, Vicar for ‘Priests, provided a copy of pertment
_pages of a law suite filing alleging Loomis and REDACTED

REDACTED  gexually molested REDACTED  between 1969-71
. WhenREDACTED wgg g student at Pater Noster (PN) High School,
_ Los Angeles, CA

REDACTED REDACTE'D S

- REDACTED

: The auditor traveled 0 DM and met with the REDACTED
- -REDACTEDEDACTED  who stated she could locate no records
for REDACTED | put did locate records for REDACTED
- and RE DACTED she made copies of both files and gave
‘ them W ¥Oe RUQLTOT, ' ‘
REDACTED

The auditor caused a databue lnvestlgshon regardlng

_The auditor later received preliminary results of the dntabmk ‘

REDACTED

inquiries and it was clear that. - was not identical to REDACTED
REDACTED, but it was pouible, based on dates of attendance that

C REUAUL EL conld be REDACTED

Msgr. Cox ‘was contacted as a resotrce to obtain mfomation _
; regarding REDPACTED  gaeramental records "-for further
determlnatiun wmar ne may be also know ayREOACTED - -

BEDACTEEREDACTED Brothers of:St. Patrick (Order)

was interviewed at his residence inREDACTED ™= He was
“informed that PN records now located at Daniel Murphy High
_ School were reviewed for the name REDACTED with

© - negative results. He and the auditor then reviewed PN,
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Loomis chronology continued -2

12020003

122103

1272203

vearbooks for years 1969 to 1975, RE DACTE D is depicted as -

REDACIED— " book snd a5 & sopnviss.

book. ‘He could not find REDACTED  in the REDACTED
 yearbooks which led him to believe that XEDACTED Jeft the school
REDACTED ~ ~~ *REDACTED e stated the records of pon

- graduate students are filed behind the graduating class records

and suggested the records be reviewed for uon-graduating
- students. Brother Beckett F.S.P., now known as Msgt. Richard

Loomis was shown in the yearbooks as REDACTED T oin
REDACTED S

He ,:’state'd that Loomis enjoyed a fine reputation ambng the

* Brothiers and he never heard anything of & dgrd'gator’y nature

- regarding Loomis during the time he was in the Order and
.. later after Loomis went to the seminary and was ordamed a
. priut. ‘

REDACTED?EDACTED was 'intchicwéd | at his

residence in Los Augeles, CA. He injtially met Loomiis in 1966-
.67 when Loomis was Brother Beckett F.S.P. and. Loomis was

later & téacher and REDACTED at PN when he (¢
REDACTED was REDACTED, He cited professional conflicts with

‘Loomis. He had notning negative to say about the way Loomis

. lived his vows, his dedication to the Order and never had sny

reason whatsoever fo think that Loomis would «sex'ﬁauymolcst

o a student. He did vot recall a student named REDACTED
He knewREDACTED ~  pastor of Holy family.Parisk nearby -

PN, but did not know of any rclaﬁonship between him. and
’ Loomm

-repacteREDACTED . and REDACTED: DACTED
REDACTEDere jnterviewed at the Brothers of St. Patrick REDACTED
.REDACTEDREDACTED ™™™ Roth have known Loomis since he
" joined the Qrder in 1966 snd was known as Brother Beckett.
“REDACTED provided limited student and personnel records
- and both variously supplied nothing but superiatives regarding
Loomis as a Brother and teacher, stating he lived his vows in
" an exemplarily maoper. Both did not knewREDACTED  or

FrREDACTED  and both expressed totsl dtsbehef at :lmd -
o molesmﬁon chnrgu against Loomi.s. .

REDACTED REDACTED

' The audttor met at-

DM High School, phaneREDACTED  where she reviewed, the

- ~non—graduate PN student records and located records, of REDACTED.
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Looxnis cﬁronolo’gy continued-3

"12/22/03

12/22/03

; A.1_2f‘22/03 o

| 1223103

| 1232403

. ianaes

o REDAGTED who sttended as & freshman and sophomore

in 1971 and 1972. REDACTED entire record which was capled
xnd produced to REDACTED gpd is uttnched hereto.

Th_eauditor caused a database background inveut,iguﬁbn to be
conducted regarding REDACTED _ by REDACTED

. Private Investigator.

" REDACTED

‘provided the auditor with preliminary ruults ol‘ his

dsatabase inquiry which fully identifiedREDACTED
bornREDACTED regiding at REDACTEREDACTED
. CA, phonme REDACTED spous REDACTED pay filed

- REDACTED and has been a defendant in REDACTED

Court civil cases. He had REDACTED
REDACTED

The auditar prepared = synopsis of the database background

.- .information and school records and submitted it to.REDACTED
" - wha advised the juformation could be shared with. Misgr. Cox

as necessary to develop further investigaiive leads.

- The auditor met with Msgr. Cox who supplied the followmg

" information:

" Last known information regu—dmg RE DACTED
former LA Archdiocese priest who is on *inactive lcave” from

~ the priesthood

: Informatxon regardingREPACTED 4 teacher at PN

when Loomis and REDACTED were there.

' 'Msgr Cox also feft a telephomc message for Loomis stahng
. that.the auditor desired to Interview him (in sccordance with

" his- snd his attorneys' wishes) regardlng the REDACTED
S allegntions o '

The aud[tor reviewed criminal records of the Onge County, :

CA Superior Court, Santa Ans, CA regnrdlngREDACTED
REDACTED ¢ontained the following information in case # - :

- REDACTED

The audxtor received a telephone call fmmREDACTEtho said &

REDACTED

__decision has been made to turn this investigation over to

+ REDACTED » AL iudependent vutside investigator.
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: INTERV’!EWS OF BROTHERS OF SAINT PATRICK

: 0 wa: i . . - . ‘
- Richard Loomis entered the Brothers of St. Patrick (Order)™™>"“™™ took the name
. Brother Beckett and later was s teacher and dean of discipline st the Orders Pater .
. Noster High School. He resigned from the Order, entered St. John’s Seminary and
was ordainéd a pricst. He enjoyed a wonderful reputation among the Brothers and
the only conflict anyone could remember was with REDACTED
‘ regnrdmg disclpline at PN, in which Loomis was supported by most of the facuity.
_He was described as “one of our finest” and & person who lved his vows faithfully-i i,
every way. PN yearbooks(1971.72) were produced and showed Loomis as Dean of
. Discipline ancREDACTED  as a student. None of the Brothers interviewed knew

: or Tecalled REDACTED or knew of any relationship between Loowmis and. FEDAGTED
REDACTED ' ’

The foliowmg mtemews were conducted by REDACTED Canonical Auditor,
Archdlocese of Los Angeles R
- REDACTEN

REDACTED

. On 12/21/03 Bother . REDACTED ~ REDACTED The Brothers of Saint. Pﬁﬁck,
o REDACTED phone’REDACTED | supplie,d the ’foiloWing
: mfoxmatxon . S

REDACTED

He. produccd the hnuted student and personnel records still avaﬂablc rcgarchng Brothcr
o Beckett, now kiow as Msgr Rxchard Loomis, which are attached hereto. :

REDACTED

Richard Loomis apphed for admlssmn to The Brothers of Saint Patrick (Order) in

-and -attended -the novitiate in REDACTED He adopted the name
 Brother Beckett, rencwed vows yearly, but was never finally profcsscd and took his last
Yows uf‘ED’“CTED at 24 ycars of age. ,

REDACTED

" He has lmovm Looxms since shen Loomis joined the Order, but became closer to
- him when they-tanght in the early 1970's at Pater Noster (PN) High School, 2911 San.
* Fernando Road, Los Angeles; CA, (which was founded by the Order). Loomis was well
thought . of by the faculty and students at PN, and became dean of discipline for
- underclasstan, Loomis did not believe he was receiving support in matters of discipline -
from the principal, Brothér REDACTED  and stated his feclings in his resignation letter
from REDACTED (sec-attached). Loomis’s concerns were shared by marny of the
- faculty members and .most.agreed that REDACTED was inconsistent in. his final :decisions
“regarding disciplin€, Shorﬂy after this conflict, Loomis rendered his resignation from the
Order and his teaching position at PN to attend St. John’s Seminary and later become a -
priest. The attached letter shows that he made proper and timely notification to Brother -
'REDACTED He smd Looxms was ‘missed both as a member of the Order and as a tzacher at
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.“Brothers of Samt. Patnck contmued

‘He was shown a photo in the 1972 PN yearbook depicting REDACTED  ag a mcmbér of
the sophomore cIass Hc stated he has no recollectxon of REDACTED

- -He dxd not know Fathcr REDACTED the former pastor of Holy Famxly Pansh, whxch was
'near PN.. : : .

He said that Loomxs knew and was fnendly with Brother REDACTED later know as Pr.
© REDACTED He didn't believe they were extremely close friends, but were about
* 'the same age and taught. together at PN. They left the Order, attended the seminary and
were ‘ordained about the same time. He had heardREDACTED  “got into some kmd of
txouble whlch he could mot descnbe and later left the pncsthood

He descnbod Loorms as “one of our finest”, stating he thought Loo!ms representcd the
" future of the ‘Order.- He and the Order are proud of Looinis and his success as a priest. He
always thought of Loomis 4s the epxtome of the priesthood and was “astounded” to hear-
allegations that he violated his vows in any. way. He has had basically no contact with
Loomis, cxccpt for seemg hxm at a few social functions since Looxais leﬂ the Order,

Brother, REDACTED

.Op 12/21/03 BotherREDACTED REDACTED Brothérs of St.
Patrick 7820 Bolsa Avenue, ‘Midway City, .CA, phone REDACTED . sx,ipplied -the
following mformanon : -

- In REDACTEDhe was- the REDACTED Richard Loomis who took the name Brother
© Begkett and today is know as Msgr. Richard Loomis of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles.
- Herecalled his association with Loomis from memory as he had no records available fo
- him. . Loomis had sorde college credits before entering the Brothers of St. Patrick (Order)
. and continued his.degree after finishing the novitiate. He then, exact datéd unrecélled;
commenced teaching at Pater Nosier (PN) High School, 2911 San Ferhando Road, Los.
Angeles, CA, (whick was founded by the Order) and rose quickly to'the position of
REDACTED In the carly 1970’s Loomis resigned from (PN) and
en:ered St. John‘s semmary and in the mid to latz 1970’s received his priestly orchnatxou

* He was proud ofLoomxs whenhe decided to be a piest, but sedderi that he was lcuvmg. s
the Order, as he was one of the finest young men in the Order. To his knowledge Loomis
bad no disciplinary probléms while in the Order, followed all rules explicitly dnd to his' -
‘knowledge lived his vows to the fullest extent. Had Loomis cxperienced prdblems Br.
. REDACTEDWould Have known_about it #s he was Loomis’REDACTED the -
entire time Loomis was in the Order. He stated Loomis had no “boundary” v1olanons and -
. no complamts of any type regarding his association with the othar hrathers or the PN .
- students. Loomis-would have been the last person he could think of that would be the
subject of Chlld molcstatxon charges

78997

X1 000030



B:others of Samt Paﬁ'tck contmucd

' When Loothis was teachmg at PN there was a bit of ﬁwuon between he and the pnncxpal
Brother REDACTED because Loomis did not believe that in his position as dean of
discipline, he received p pmper support from Br. REDACTED Loomis’s position was supported
by the majority of the faculty. He has had basically no contact with Loomis, except for
g seemg him at a few social ﬁmctxons sioce Loomis left the Order,

When asked to descnbe Loonus s clogest friend(s) in the Order he mentmned Brothcr
REDACTED Loomis was. ghead of Brother*=°"°™0 in the povitiate, and they became
«good fnends while rhey both taught at PN. Brother RECACTED [aft the Order with Loomis,

.+ -attepded. St. John's seminary and was ordained Fr.REDACTED ' He -belisves

- REDACTED lcﬁ t.’uc pnesthood but does not know when or for what reason.

B Hc has taught at PN at th.ree different times, but was not there in 1970-72. He did pat

’ ‘!mow, 10 has evcr hcard ofa student namedrREDACTED

He nxowded P copy of the 1972 PN yearbook, which depicts REDACTED | a e

:-REDACTED

; mREDACTED

On 12/20/03 BrotherREDACTED _, Brother of Saint Patrick, and REDACTED

_REDACTEDf pater Noster (FN) High School 2911 San Fernando Road, Los Angeles, CA,
was mtervxcwcd at his rcsndcnoREDACTED and supplied the

followmg mformauon ' o ‘

- He mct Rxchard Loomxs when Loomis was a novitiate known as Brothér Beckett in
" approximately 1966-67 at the Mother House in Midway. City, CA. Loomis later was a
teacher and dcan of dlSClplmc at PN in approximately the carly 1970’s. ‘ :

As Soon as the interview- started he said he wented to make it entirely cleax that he and

- Looris had conflicts at. PN when Loomis was dean of discipline. Loomis contihually -
.. complained that he (Brother """°™) as PN principal did not support him in his role as .
dean of -discipline. He stated he did not agree with Loomis's inconsistent. approach 10

- discipline. He was also- upset with Loomis for not giving him proper notice when ke, -

- resigned from PN and the Brothers of Saint Patrick (Order) and enrolled in St. John's
Seminary. With the above said, he bad nothing negative to say about the way Loomis

lived his vows, his dedication to the Order and never had any reason whatsocver to think

. that Loomis would sexually. molest s student. He did not recall a student named"=>""="5 -
REDACTED He knew: Fr. REDACTED REDACTED5f Holy family Parish nearby PN, but did not
. know.of any rclauonshxp betwem tim and Loomis.
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: Brothers of Samt Patnck contmued

B mREDACTED
| - 'OD. 12/20 and 21/03 B!’OthCIREDACTED a mem'befv of The Rrathere nf Caimt Batrick:
-was interviewed at his residence, REDACTED ‘and
T supphed the followmg mformatlon : : .

" 'He m[txally et thhm-d Looxms in the mid sxxty s when Loomis joined I‘be Brothers of
~ Saint Patrick (Order) and took the name Brother Beckett. As he is considerably older
“than Loomis and did not teach at the Order’s high school, Pater Noster (PN) at the same

_time,  they did not know ecach other too well. He stated that Loomis enjoyed- a fine

reputation dmong the Brothers and he never heard anything of a derogatory nature
' '_regardmgLoomxsdunngtheumehewasmtthrdcrandlateraﬁerLoomls wcnttothe

e semmary and wasordmnedapnest

- He pxoduccd PN, ycarbooks ‘for the period covering 1970 -1973. The books were
" reviewed and the 1971 and 1972 book depicted Brother Beckett (Loomis) as Naan'nf
‘" Discipline and also depisted a student named REDACTED e nREDACTED
"REDACTED . He could-not indREDACTED  jn theRE . o v

. which led hitn to believe that REDACTED Jefy the school REDACU I ED

. He was ‘informed that PN records now located at Dame: Murpny High Ychool were
- reviewed for the name REDACTED  with negative results. He stated the records of non
- graduste studerits are filed behind the graduating class records and suggested the recards

be revxewed for non—graduaung Students.
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= e
=REDACTED

b

| ¥ ]

BROTHER BECKET F.S.P.

Dean of Discipline

Language Arts, Music Apgreciation
=] Locomis

REDACTED
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Clergy Assignment Record

Rev Msgr Richard A. Loomis

Current Primacy ASslgnrhent ‘Pastor

Activa Semoe

Age: 57

Deanery: . 10

Beginning Date Completion Date .- .

grihpate. -~ . REDACTED
 BithCity . - : .
" Diggonate Ortlingtion - . 511011976
Prissthood Ordingtion” . - 6/29/1976
Diocese Narne - ‘Archdiocese of Los Angeles
Dst&c_ﬂ' Inﬁardiadtbﬂ © L 8101975
.+ Ritusl Ascriptio Latin.
" Ministry Stetus " . Active Service
_ Mailaddress . . SS. Felicitas and Perpstua Cathollc Church
REDACTED
' Homg.'ph{;né._ ' '
"Fax phone -
Seminary .. $t.John Seminary, Camarillo
Ethnicty:- -~ © " Unknown
Langusdels) - Flyency
English- - " Native Language
Spanish ..~ .. .. Mioisterially Adequate
Assignment History
Awlgnmm o
" Holy.Family Cetholic Church Glendale — Associate Pastor 6/211976 -
‘ (Parochlal Vlcer)' Aotive Service )
S Bishop Montqomery ngh Schoot Torranco - Faculty, Active 7/10/1879
. Service:
S8t John Flshar Cathollc Church Raneho Pelos Vardes - 7/10/1979 -
: _gRas!dcnt.AcﬁveServics . o
‘Mary. Star of tie Sea ngh School San Pedro — Faculty, Active 7/1/1980
Service . . -
'Mary Starofim Sea Catholic Chureh San Pedro — Rasident, 77111680

- 1RIgTe.

- 8/30/1980
6/30/1980 -
3114984

73111684
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. ,Danlel Murphy H&gh School Los Anooles - Principal, Active

. Serv!ee ,'

-8t Br'endan Cathollc Church. Los Angelea - Resident, Acﬂve
Servm ) .

st Genewevo Catholic Church Panorama City = Associate

. Pastor (Parochial Vicar), Active Service

St Anthony- Cathglnq Church, Oxnard ~ Pastor, Active Service
~— Prelate of His Hotineaa;-'Appoznwd :
- Vlcar Appolnted ' S

St, Charles Borromeo Cetholic Church North Hollywood —
) eeident, Acﬁve Service -

' _‘- Vlcar for Clomy Appomtad

o Amhdlocmn Cathouc Center Los Angeies — Counciof Prbsts ‘
o Actthervica T

L Amhdioeosan Cahollc Oen!er. Los Angoles ~ Sacretariat

', " Director, Appointed

, Sabbatical

© Archdiocesan Catholic Cemer. Los Anqeles Secretariat
] Dnrweor Aoﬂve sm .

st Jerome: Catho!k: Church Los Angeles Admmiotrator Pro

" Tem, Active Service -

. 85! Felicitas and Perpetm Catholic Church, San Marino -~
. Pastor, Active Sarvice AR

- RCALA 005929

8/1/1984 7/5/1988 «
.8/1/1984 -~ 7/5/1988"
7/6/1988 - 41141890
41511890  ° B/30/1905
&/6Hees.
CTMME96  12/31/1995 -
71885 123112002 .
1MME98 1203172000
11411898 12/31/2000
511997  12/1412001.
 1/1/2001 THI2001
12/16/2001 - 12131/2002 -
1/3/2003 6130/2003
71112003 - 6/30/2008
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

REDACTED

~ On January 7, 2004, REDACTED Archdxocesc of Los Angeles,
3423 Wilshire Blvd.; Los Angeles, CA 90010~2202 tclcphonc number REDACTED
_fumished the following information to REDACTED who identified himself as a Canonical
- Auditor retained by the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board of the Archdiocese of Los
Angeles to conduct an investigation into an allegation byREDACTED  that Monsignor
. Richerd Loomis sexually molested him while he was a student at Pater Noster Hngh '
School in 197 1-72: '

REDACTED REDACTED
' REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
Shq becme thREDACTED

REDACTED  Her supervisor was Monmgnor Richard “Dick” Loomis, who was thc ‘
Vicar. for Clergy forthe’ Archdwcelo. .

She first met Monsignor Loomis in 1996 when she was asugned REDACTED
'REDACTED
bzd oocanonnl discussions qn muea involving priestly formation.
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RCALA 005931

Interview of REDACTED » Continued
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

. She found Monslgnor Loomls to be polite, pleasant and reserved. Ho was a “bit
standoffish,” which led her to think when she first met him that he was British. She -
never had any personal issues with Monsignor Loomis and he always conducted himself
in a professional and appropriate manner when she was around him. He let her do heg job
and she always felt comfortable about going to him conceming difficult issues and cases.

He was gcncrous and pastoral” and she appreciated his input and support. S

Thcro wis a ot of pressure on Monsignor Loomxs and his staff as a result of the fallout
from the sexual abuse’ of minors allegations in the Boston Archdiocese, and the Los - .

. Angeles Amhdxocwc was overburdened with allegations against its clergy. Monmgnor
Loomis was very empathetic about reaching out to victims of child sexual abuse and was
_ very involved in setting up # safe environment program for children in the Archdiocese.

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED
REDACTED REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
RE DACTED REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED

REDACTED

. Ineaﬂy]unazooz,madultmﬂeleﬁamessagaonﬂuchﬂdmulabmehot.hneshe
mmntmnsmlieroﬁcetoﬂmeﬁ'ecttbuho“wmedwteponapmmaverylngh

' posxummﬁxemchdiocueforchddmualabm" The hotline number for the = -

. Archdiocese is published in their bulletin. Arwordodmmagutmatnumberasksthc

N callu'to Ieavoavmcememgemdhuorhnmemdtelephone numbertfthcpmon

79025

X1l 000047



RCALA 005932

Interview-of REDACTED ~ «Continued
FRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

o chose to 1dumfy himself or hcrscif and wanted to be called back. She did not recall if

. the caller loft his namie st that- ﬂme, ‘but a few days later she received & call at 8:00 p.m..
on her direct line from the same adult male who identified himself asREDACTED g told

_ her he was “riot sure if thig was sexual abuse or not, but it was something that involved
Monsigpor * “chk” Loomxs when hc was a seminarian,”

Her recoliection of that call was that"“P"°TEC to1d her the incident took place during the
~_summer when he and “Dick™ Loomis wortked with alter boys at Christ the ng Parish.

_ but she msy be mistaken about he name of the parish. Her impression was that REDACTED
© owasz counselor at the pansh at the time, and would have been an adult, :

- " According t toREDACTED “Dick” Loomis asked hioa to accompany him end some alter boys
" they hiad been working with on an afternoon swim outing at a park swimming pool, and
- he agreed to do so. While the two of them were apparently watching the boys at the pool,
“Dick” Loomis purportedly ¢ommented to>=>*“™>, “Look at those boys. They're
" pretending they don't even know they have ahard—on.” That was the extent of Loomis’s
‘remarks aloig that line, bt """ felt he should report the incident as he found it
~ unsettling."=""°TE" ddded that whilo he and “Dick” Loomis were driving back to the
" parish in Loomis’s car, Loomis “reached over like he was going to touch me,” but then
stopped and withdrew his hand when he sensed thatREDACTED was not receptive to his
touching him in the leg or gmin area.

. She toldEDACTED it “Dick" Looxms s comment about the boys was inappropriate, but”
" she did not know if it was something that was “reportable” as a specific violation of the :
sexual abuse of minors policy. Loomis never actually touched him in an inappropriate
manner, so that also was problematic as a reportable incident. Sho told" ™™ she did
‘not think elther mcxdent was soinething that the Archdiocese would report to the pohcc

Shemay have ended her first telephonc conversation with""""“"*" by telling him that e
. would get back to him on the matter. When she did call™=""“"*" back some time later to
N tellhxm&atshchadconcludedﬂmttherewu“mmmgtoreport“ in the way of a.specific -

" violation by Monsigaor Lodinis on the basis of What he had told her,R=>*°TE0 indicated

- that he was “fine” by that and commented ha did not know himself whether or not the
matta- was some(hmg that warrantcd roporting to the Archdiocese or the police.

- REDACTED gavc ‘her his full n4me,REDACTED  and phone number at the end of their first.
4 cbnvemnonoratalmumqmdwldherhisbmther. REDACTED ‘was a priest
“in the Lo Arigeles Archdiocese. (She confirmed that R=UACIEL s currently a priest
- in the Lo# Angeles Archdiocese.) He also told her he worked wittREDACTED .
| REDACTED gpd invited hetto attend one of their moetings. - - -

' -She prepared: abﬂefwnmn report on wheREDACTED  pad told her during their
-telephone conversation and copied Monsignor Craig Cox, Monsignor Loomis’s

* repldcemént as the Vicar for Clecgy, and REDACTED REDACTED  forthe
- Amhdioceae at the ﬁme She also called Momgnor Cox, who was visiting St. John's
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RCALA 005933

Interview fREDACTED - Coutinued
FRIVILEGED & CONFIDENI’IAL

: Scumnary and repox’ted the incident to him. He told her he would discuss the mattcr vmh
Man.uguor Loomis. = .

. Monsignor Cox subsoqucntly told her he had spoken with Monsignor Loomis and “he
denied the incident ever happened.” Mons:gnor Loomis also told Monsignor Cox that he
had never taken a.lter boys to a public swimming pool.

REDACTE D tqldvhex‘-l she viewed the incident as a “'non-issuc."

-She later brought the matter up with Monsignor Loomis personally and told him she “felt
badly sbout getting the call.” She felt “awkward” bringing the subject up with . -
. Monsignor Loomis, buthe did not appear at ail upset or concerned about her.doing so
" and told her he had “no memory of anything like that ever happening.” He said he never
_went swimming at a public pool, but on one occasion had taken some alter boys to swim
athxs parents’ homc pool o

: Monslgnor Loomig was aasxgned as pastor of a parish in San Marino on July 1, 2003,
Before hie left for his new assignment, she told him she had shredded the written report
she had prepared on the matter involving the aiter boys. She usually keeps sverything in

.the way of writteéii records; but was not concerned about destroying her copy of her report
. om thatmattet because she had given copies of it to Monsignor Cox andREDACTED and
e assumed they would put thcn' copies in a file for future reference ifneeded. - :

- Monsxgnor Loomxs never braught up the matter with her and never tried to influence her ,
" in any way with régard to hiér preparing a report on the call she received from REDACTED
REDACTED 5y her decision to ghred her copy of the report. It was something that did not
appcarto concemham. B

,REDACTED o REDACTED

REDACTED Monsigrior Cox told her that same afiernoon about an allogation in .
‘the Complaint ivelving Monngmr Loomis. She has never seen the Complaint and did
not know any of the detils concerning the allegation against Monsignor Loomis.

' REDACTED

 REDACTED

EDACTEE

REDAC

REDACTED
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Interview viREDACTED . » Continued
FRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL
REDACTED ’
"REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
5
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RCALA 005935

PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

‘REDACTED

On January 13, 2004 REDACTED ) ,
REDACTED, | =7 =77 ==~ furnished the following information to""""
REDACTED who identified himself as & Canonical Auditor (“CA”) retained by the Clergy

.Misconduct Ovcmght Bosrd of the Archdiocess of Los Angeles to conduct an -

investigation into an allegation byREDACTED  that Monsignor Richard Loomis
: sexually tholested hiru while he was & student at Pater Noster High School in 1971~ 72

("EDA"TED telcphomcally contacted CA™™°™ on Japuary 12, 2004 and agreed to meet with -
him at his apartment afte REDACTED called him earlier and told him CAREPACTED
wanied to interview him conceming a telephonic report she took from himi in December
2002 about 3 possible scxual misconduct incident involving Monsignor Richard Loomis
when he (Loomis) was a semmman about 30 years ago.) ‘

REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
He completed. his REDACTED in the fall of 1983 He
also taught religious studies and the history of religion stREDACTED
REDACTED | Quring that time Pm0¢
. He was a vigiting profesaor mREDACTED in 1989 and the
diréctor of theREDACTED . from 1991 to.
~ 1996. He was theREDACTED from 1997
through-1999. He was the REDACTED the summer of 1999 to
- April 2000. After that, he began teachingREDACTED v
REDACTED where is still employed as a professor, He also teaches part
*"time atREDACTED Ho has applied for a full time

. teaching position s REDACTED
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

Interview of REDACTED -'Continwed

REDACTED

He was maried in 1976 anrl he and kis wife subsequently had ctggggu,REDACT_ED
REDACTED . He and his wife separated ixi after she
embraced the*="""™=" religion and othor ¢ problems surfaced in their marriage. He

subsequentlyREDACTED . He hes a girlfriend named =>*CTe0
. who REDACTED _ o
He bas beem co-chinit of the Los Angeles AmhmoceseREDACTED since

" whenREDACTEDIEDACTED ~  asked to start that organization. He is also the
' Cathohc educator for theREDACTED ' '

. In'the spring of 1974 he move(f into a big house onREDACTED
_REDACTED with four-othet graduate students and a remarkable REDACTED
REDACTED ‘and his wife and two children. He lived there for -

. two years-and ‘began 10 bacome Catholic again.” He attended church services at Corpus :

Chiriati Parish near Pacific Palisades during that tnne. He also became active in the
Nawman Ccnter at UCLA-

RE DACTED

. Loomis was mentally sharp and the two of them connectod on an intellectual level. ' They
" were around the samc age at that time. He was 23 or 24. He and Loomis did not become
friends or socialize together, but-enjoyed a good rapport in the classroom #nd continued
to talk abont the: subject mattet after the class session ended. The olass lasted for about
four weeks L . , ,

A ,"Loozms was “kmd of short nnd pudgy, wore glasses and had some acnc-typc blezmshes or |

~ reddish- spots on h:s fnce

- Some tirmie around the end of the bible class, which- would have been in the summer of

* 1974, Loomis invited him-t0.acoompany him to a youth swim outing at a pool in a public
park somewhere outside Pacific Palisades. He did not know what Loomis’s role was in
xhe outing, but assumcd 11 was part of his intern duties for the parish.

- He did notrecall 1fhe)om9dLoom1s for the ride to theparkatthepmsh oratthe

" residence where Loomis was staying at the time, Ho probably parked his car at onc of

- those locations andmdetotheparkwnhLoomjsmhism He remembered Loomis’s
. car being a “fairly new model” white compact with front and rear scats. He did not recall-

- if it bad two doors or four doom ‘The two of them wore casual clothes and did not bnng
then' swxmmmg trunks
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL
Intervigw ofREDACTED Comm

He did not recall how long it took for him and Loomis to get to the park or what direction
~ they went in from their point of departure. Loomis did not uyordo anythmg untoward
" during thelr dnve to the paxk. . , _

,Appmxxmately 20 Latino boys and gils around the ages of 12 to 13 were getting out ofa
... yellow school bus near the swimming pool at the park when he and Loomis axrived there
. in'the Jate moming or early aﬁernoon Hemumedthnt the youthswere from an inper
city school e

, He and Loorms were stnndmg outsxde the chaig link fence aroupd the swimming pool
-watching the boys and girls as they frolicked in'the pool when Loomis pointed toward a
group of the boys and said something like, “Look at them. They don’t know what they've
" got between their legs.” Loomis may bave added, “They don’t even know they have an -
-erection-or a hard-on,” in deacnbmg an obvious reference to the outline of the boys’
penis’s being apparmtwlmmu and him due to their tight, wet swim trunks. He was
takén aback by Loomis’s comment, but passed it off by replying something to the effect
‘that, “I’m interpsted in looking at girls, not boys,” even though the girls at the pool were
. ot mature enougl to have attractive figures. Honudodutoom.mmtmananmptm
* change the subject’ md fet Loomls know he was not mterested m lookmg at boys in ught,
swimming trunks. .

: ,'Hc thought n vms “sort of wcud"tlxat Loomis would comment about thc boys’ sexuality

in that manner. Loomis made 8 few more comments of 2 wxnal naturé that he felt were
mappropnate but be did not recall what those comments were. He let Loomis know he
was single at the time and’ had lots.of girlfriends.

Hcandl.oomxshadlmchwlthmcboyaandgzrlsnlomcmblesnwthepoolandthcn

© ..~ everyone left the park. They wére there for npproxxmatoly two hours. He did not recall if

. .other adults were presont, but assumed there were since the boys and girls arrived and Jeft:
©in'a schiool bus. Loomis did not say anything inappropriate around the. boys and gxrls to
A lnsknowledgc Heactedhkeanomaladultinthmprcsmce o ‘ :

’ At somé pomt during that day he referred to Richard Loomis as. “Dxck,” and Loomis
corrécted him by. saying he wanted to be called Richard, notchk, bocausc he dldnot like
: the connotation amhzd to the name “Dick.”

Dmmgthcundebaoktothcpmshortowherehehadparkedhucar,Loomxstoldhnn .
- that the Loomis House in California was named after a famous ancestor of his whowas a
Ireponcrorconnnenutortbathtdwnlked ﬂ'omtha East Coast to Cahformaandthen :
. wroteabouttheexpmence

‘They wcrc dnvmg up Chautauqua on Pacific Coast Highway near Sunset Boulevard .
~ when Loomis étopped his car on the side of the rode. Loomis then “suddeny réached

. over in an unmistaken, atiempt to grope my privates.” He.quickly pushed Loomis’s right
. arm away from his lap area with his loft forearm and said something to the effect of, “No,"
man! Tkns is not the 1 way to do it.” He then added, “You ought to drop out of the

79031

Xl 000053



PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL
- Interview of REDACTED . Continued

s semmary and bave a relatxomhip thh a woman.” Loomis said, “No, no” in rcsponse to
. his suggostwn tbat he drop out of the mmnary and have s relahcmahxp with awoman, but
© otherwise said nothmg more about his actions. -

. His oommem to Loomxs gbout droppmg out of the seminary and having a rclauonsmp
‘with 2 woman was mednt to make the point that a man should learn sbout sex from a
woman, not another man. He had had considerable sexual cxpmmcc with woren from
_-the time he “dropped out”"REDACTED and was giving Loomis whnt
he thought was good adee about bow-to deal with his own uexuahty

‘ _HeREDACTED was obviously upsethth Loomis's advance, but Loomis dxdnotappwtobc
~upset or emberrassed by what be had done. He did not recall if he got out of Loomis’s

- car at that time or shortly thereafter when they got back to his car. Other than that; the
. incident involving Loomis’s attempt to grope his privates is “vivid in my memory.” He

- has atways boen heterosexual and had no mtcmtmhavmgmyhndofsexual encounm :

.thh Loom:s or any otherman

e 'HcthoughtofLooszas"justanotheryonngguy”hkehlmselfwhohnppcnedtobea

. seminiarian, and did not think of him as a priest, He did npt report or discuss the incident
 until many years later when he'told his girifriond™*""about it. He was not traumatized
* by the incidcat, but wondered over the yeara if Loomis had ever becoms a priest as he .

_ was conceimed about his possible sexual misconduct with minors. He had considerable
. expérienice with victims of sexual offenses when he wasREDACTED  and keows how -

damagmg thosckmds ofmdmmbo to one’ apsyche
He neverheard from ‘Loamis nﬁerthnt and did not see him again until the Fanoertcr

REDACTED

of 2002 when lie and his girlfriend attended a confirmation mass and ceremony at

St. Charles Church in North Hotlywood and he recognized Richard Loomis’s neme in the .

'  program, REDACTED " and

) REDACTED

- ;Rxchard Loonus was one ofsweralpnoststhatwm assisting the bishop in the -
_confirmation ceremony that Saturday. He picked Loomis out among the priests at the
. alter'and said to “>*“"“That's him!" in reference to the seminarian that had tried to .
* grope hint almost 30 years earlier. He had discussed the-incident with "™ in the past,
: ;o she ?:fw whit he mcant by his comment. He had never mentioped thc mc:dent to'his
omler (]

“"‘He “felt weu‘d” after reoogmzing Loomis as that scmmaxm and mmnonally
into-another line to recsive communion from a different priost whea he realized that .
Loomis wes giving comriunion at the front of the lino he and™ ™ were in. The past’
- incident “began to percolats in me” after soeing Loomis in the role ofamonsignor o
- assisting the bithop in a confirmation ceremony and giving communion to the

. "patishioners. He subsequently learned that Morisignor Loomis was the Vicar of Priests

- for the Archdiocese and talked with™ ™ about whether he should report the pest
xncxdent in wew of fhe Church’s prooiems with the sexual abusc of minors by priests.
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PRIVILEGED & C’ONFIDENT IAL
' Interview of REDACTED Conduued

" He also dlscussedthc inoidént with his brother, Father REDACTED but did ot
" téll him that the seminarian ‘was Monsignor Richard Loomis. His brother told him to

© . “follow your awn conscience” with regard to reporting the incident. Both realized,

s howcver, that the offender was a oemuurian and he was an adult when the incident took
n place many yenrs carher :

In Deccrnber 2002 he docxded to call the child scxual abuse hot line at the Archdiocese |
*of Los Angeles to report the incident that occurred with Monsignor Loomis when he was
“a seminarian in 1974 because of the position he held in the Archdiocese as the Vicar of
Priests. He leﬁamessago on thehothneracordcrthathcd;d not know if the incident
, mvo]vmg a person in a high position in the Archdiocese was reportable, but he wanted to.
* report it in Light of the scandal of sexual abuse of minors by priests and his readmg ofthe ‘
. Charter for the protection of Children and Young People. He aasumed from his -
experienceREDACTED that his incident with Richard Loomis rmght serveto -
. corroboratc similar charges of sexual misconduct about him. :

* He either callod back later and'spoke with REDACTED  or she called hi;xiﬁacxm‘
* responsé to his earlier call.” Whatever he told~=v~v- /v of the incident would haye '
'bccnbascdonhmmemoryofthcmmdentatthuume ' :

HcdxdnotknowxfanyacuonwastakmagamstMonmgnorLoomxsasamultofhm ,
reporting the incident, but he: ‘learned later that he had been removed from his position as .
. the Vicar for Priests, He'was not aware that Monsignor Loomis had become the pasﬁor of -
& parish in San Marino, He has periodic contact withREDACTELREDACTED, bux has never j '
discussed. the mcldent mvolvmg Richard Loomis with him. .
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

. 'MONSIGNORREDACTED

" On'Februsrv 3. 2004. Monsigner REDACTED
++ REDACTED . ) , telephone numbe
- REDACTED ‘fumishied:the following information to REDACTEDwho identified himself as a
Canonical Auditor retained by the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board of the .
- Archdiocese of Los-Angeles to conduct an investigation into an allegation byREDACTED
REDACTED that Monsignor Richard Loomis sexually molested him while he was a student
at Pater Noster High School in 1971-72:

REDACTED

He met Msgr. Richard Loomis in the summer of 1974 whenhe (REDACTED  was the
. REDACTED  at Corpus.Christi Parish and grade school in REDACTED  and
. - Richard Loomis was a seminarian assigned to perform various duties at the parish during
. his sumumer break from St. John Seminary in Camarillo. Ho (Msgr. Dotson) was the
REDACTED - at Corpus Christi Parish from Tune 1072 thranoh February 1977. He
“"pretty much ran the parish as the pastor, REDACTED vas gone much of the
- time. REDACTED  died 14 years ago. . ' '

'Richag;l’li;qdmiﬁ}‘grewlupfinREDACTED and stayed at his parents’ home there during .
his surnmer break from the seminary. His grandfather, REDACTED was a farmous -
" developer who was responsible for much of the growth ox pacinc rausades.

. Richard Looinis had previously taught at nearby St. Monica High School when he was a
©_brother with the Order of St. Patrick prior to entering the seminary to become a priest.
-REDACTED who was a brother in the same religious order, also taught at.St.

‘Monica High School and attended St. John Seminary: at the same time as Richard

- Loomis. REDACTED  1eft the priesthood years later under a cloud of allegations of

. sexual misconduct involving young boys. .

It struck him as abit odd at the time that Richard Loomis always had a following of fifth -
‘and sixth grade boys with him when he performed his assigned duties, most of which
involved cleaning chores at the parish and school. Something about the presence of
young boys around Loomis at-all times bothered him; but he did not take issue with it
until the summer of 1974 when the parents of a fifth grade boy namedREDACTED ‘
- complained to-him about another young man hanging around the school and havingtoo
- much personal and telephonic.contact with their son. o
The person'in question was a'zood looking young man from """ who was aREDACTED
for REDACTED and would often drop off and pick up ©
REDACTED  iighith grade son,  who attended Corpus Christi Grade School at the
. time: The young man, who may have been an aspiring actor while servingas -~ ,
-~ REDACTED began showing up on the schoo! grounds even when [ was not
. here and apparently showed a lot of interest in REDACTED . Mr. and Mrs.
- REDACTEDwere very upset when they came to him to eomplain about REDACTED
. REDAGTEDhanging around the school and dropping by or calling their home to talk with
. REDACTED He (REDACTED  {gld the REPACTED; he would contastR=DACTED  ibout
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CTED -
Interview of Msgr. REDACTE - Continued

PRIVZLE GED & CONR!DENT AL

thcu' conccms ‘and put astop. to the young man s%andmg time on thc school gmunds Hc
. subsequently spoke wittREDACTED  and"=CACTED 1514 him later that he had
: tmnmatcd tthEDACTEDand sent him back to Ireland

During the same meetmg with th6REDACTED however, they told him that they and
other parents of boys in the school were concered about Richard Loomis “hanging

* - around-kids all the time.” TheREDACTED: also told him at that time that their son

" ‘REDACTED

- REDACTEDyd told them that Richard Loomis hed “fondled or groped” him in. the -,
‘ swm:mmg pool at their home or possibly at another location.

Richard Loomis’ parents owtied & big house near the intersection of Sunset BouIcvard
and Chautauqua Boulevard in Pacific Palisades. He did not know if there was B

- swxmmmgpoolonthmpropexty

. He told thtREDACTED 1e wou]d make sure Richard Loomis was not armmd clnldren at
thexr pansh and school in the future.

. REDACTED ™~ was the wellto-do owner of s REDACTED in the Los Angeles
©atea known‘asREDACTED _ He has since died, but his wife is still living inREPACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED Their son" = -who was one of  children, i now a very persqnabla and

The incident mvolvngE DACTED apparently occurred on only one occasioni,

~ Richard Loomis had completed his sumuer assignment at Corpus Chiristi Parish by then

* . of very sodti theresfter.. He did not confront Loomis or report the incident at the time, but
~.made sure Loomis was riot around children and never returned to the pansh or school asa
: scmmamn aﬁer that : .

He dld not recall Rlchard Looxms teachmg a bible course at Corpus Christi Pansh dunng
the summer of 1974 orat any other time. .

He subsequently had faxrly regular contast with Msgr. Richard Loomm when he ¢REDACTED
was assigned to the Archdiocesan Catholic Center in Los Angeles for mght years
- and Msgr Loomis was Vicar for Clergy there. He did not have any pcrsonal issues with

Msgr Loomis dunng that time..

Hc mcntwned th: mctdcnt involving Richard Loomis deEDACTED to: someone .

- abouta ‘year ago and that person suggested he call Msgr. Craig Cox about it, which ke did

recently after noticing in an intemnal communication to all priests that Msgr Richard
* Loomis was named as a defendant in a child sexual abuse lawsuit filéd against the -
: Archdlocese Masgr..Cox told him he would refer this matter ttREDACTED the
. - litad of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board for the Archdiocese, and someone woukd
- bein touch with hxm concermng the matter.
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Interview of Msgr. REDACTED_ Continued

PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

. He was friendly with theX"P CTED fumily and still has periodic contact with |\ >
REDACTED iy naw'lives i~ """ '=" He has never brought up the groping incident -
involving Richard Loonis withREPACTEDgnd™=P TEP hag never mentioned it to hir.
REDACTED agreed ,REDACTED request to cal REDACTED explain the
nature of the-investigation of Msgr. Loomis resulting from the lawsnit filed against him
~ and the Archdiocese of Los Angeles for-alleged sexual abuse of a minor, and ask him if
_ “he would be willing to telephonically discuss with Canonical Auditor REDACTED the
-+ details of the incident involving Richard Loomis reportedly groping him in a swimming.
- pool in approximately 1974. REDACTED  readily agreed to calREDACTED nd
‘breach this subject with him for the purpose of setting the stage for "EDACTEDy
telephonically contact and interview him concerning that matter. o

Fril

REDACTED
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REDACTED

REDACTED REDAGTED
Decembgr 23,2003

His Eminence

Cardinal Roger M. Mahony
Archbishop of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90010-2202

Dear Cardinal Mahony:

1 have your letter of December 23, 2003 in which you ask me to head a special, totally
independent investigation of the allegations against Monsignor Richard Loomis in my
capacity as REDACTED *the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board.

I am pleased to accept this assignment under the terms set forth in your letter and assure
you that I will do my best to conduct a full and fair investigation of the facts and
circumstances surrounding the allegations against Monsignor Loomis. I will employ the
services of an experienced independent investigator to assist me in the investigation and
may call upon members of the Oversight Board and others for help. I will contact Father
REDACTED to arrange for appointment of the investigator as a Canonical

Auditor once he has been retained.

I realize that this is an important assignment and I appreciate the confidence you have
placed in me. It is my objective to obtain all of the facts of what allegedly happened and
report them directly to you and the Oversight Board.

The holidays are upon us and it may take a few days to make contact with an appropriate
investigator and get the investigation rolling. Please be assured that I will act as promptly
as [ can under the circumstances.

I wish you a holy and blessed Christmas.

Sincerely,
REDACTED

REDACTED

79066
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==
Office of 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles the Archbishop Wilishire California

REDACTED Boulevard 90010-2202

December 23, 2003

REDACTED
REDACTED

Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
116 North Palmas Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90004

DearREDACTED

ROWAG HCD

You are aware of the recent allegations against Monsignor Richard Loomis made in a
lawsuit filed last week. As you would understand, this is a matter of grave concern to me
and to the Archdiocese.

Because Monsignor Loomis has held sensitive positions within the Archdiocese, I do not
believe that we can conduct the investigation of these allegations in the normal course.

I would therefore ask that in your capacity asREDACTED  the Clergy Misconduct
Oversight Board, you head a special, totally independent investigation of the allegations
against Monsignor Loomis, and report your findings and recommendations to me directly
and to the Oversight Board. I desire a full investigation that will obtain all of the facts,
regardless where they may lead.

In your capacity as the head of this investigation teamn, the Archdiocese will reimburse
you for reasonable expenses including the expense of an independent investigator of your
choosing. It would be helpful to have that investigator appointed a Canonical Auditor in
order to assist with the parallel Canonical investigation that is required by the Charter and
Essential Norms. As soon as you have named the investigator, please contact me and
REDACTED , 8o that this Canonical appointment can be made.

I will also instruct all personnel and representatives of the Archdiocese to give you their
full cooperation in this extremely important matter.

I am also asking Father REDACTEDto open the propei' Canonical investigation at the same
time so that Monsignor Loomis’ canonical rights will be fully protected throughout the
investigation.

79067
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Thanking you for your continued service to the Church and to the Archdiocese of Los
Angeles, I am

yerely youss i .
¢ ‘|

s fminence
Cardlinal Roger M. Makény

Archbishop of Los Angeles

REDACTED

c:  Rev.REDACTED
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REDACTED

REDACTED  TELECOPIER
January 2, 2004 REDACTED

REDACTED

Re:  Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
REDACTED

Named in et al v. Defendant Doe 1, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No.REDACTED

DearREDACTED

I am writing in my capacity as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
(“Board”) of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. The Board was established by Cardinal
Roger M. Mahony in June, 2002 and is an independent advisory board that makes
recommendations directly to the Cardinal concerning cases in which clerics are accused
of sexual misconduct. I and the other members of the Board are vitally interested in
making sure that priests who have molested children are not allowed to continue in

You are counsel foREDACTED who is named as a plaintiff in the above case which
was filed in the Los Angeles Superior Court on December 17, 2003. Monsignor Richard
A. Loomis, who served as Vicar for Clergy in the Archdiocese in the late 1990’s, is
alleged in the complaint to be a person who routinely molested children, and, in
particular, plaintiff REDACTED  while serving as a teacher at Pater Noster High
School.

On December 23, 2003, Cardinal Mahony asked me in my capacity as Chairman of the
Board to head a special, totally independent investigation of the allegations that have
been made against Monsignor Loomis. Ihave agreed to undertake this assignment and
have retained the services of REDACTED a retired FBI agent and licensed private
investigator (No, "), to assist me.

I have not interviewed Monsignor Loomis as yet but it is my understanding that he does
not recallREDACTED  and denies any sexual misconduct with any student at Pater
Noster or elsewhere.

My investigation is not a part of the litigation involvingREPACTED  and the
Archdiocese. Iand the Board are vitally interested in obtaining information concerning
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REDACTED

January 2, 2004
Page 2

the facts of the charges against Monsigrmr Loomis so that we can determine whether he
should be removed from ministry at this time.

The purpose of this letter to is inform you of my assignment, to arrange for obtaining
whatever information you have concerning the allegations against Monsignor Loomis,
and to arrange for an interview withREPACTED T cannot conduct a meaningful
investigation without knowing the details of the allegations which form the basis of his
complaint. Your cooperation in this regard is essential. I am willing to abide by any
reasonable conditions you wish to place upon the interview withREDACTED  guch as
the location of the interview, who will be present, etc.

I know that this is a busy time for you. However, it is very important that I and the Board
move on this matter promptly. I would appreciate it if you would contact me at your
eatliest convenience. I can be reached at the above telephone and fax numbers or through
the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board offices on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays
at REDACTED My personal e-mail address isREDACTED

Thank you.

Sincerely,

REDACTED

REDACTED
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I

1\ \\‘
REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
Archdlocese of Los Angeles Wilshire California
. . Bouievard 90010-2241

CLERGY MISCONDUCT OVERSIGHT BOARD

December 29, 2003
REDACTED

Re: Investigation of Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

DearREDACTED

I’m writing to you in my capacity as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight

 Board of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. The Board was established by Cardinal Roger
Mahony in June, 2002 and is an independent advisory board that makes
recommendations directly to the Cardinal concerning cases in which clerics are accused
of sexual misconduct.

On December 23, 2003, Cardinal Mahony asked me in my capacity as REDACTED
Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board to head a special, totally independent investigation
of the allegations that have been made against Monsignor Richard A. Loomis. I'm
enclosing a copy of his letter and a copy of my letter accepting this assignment.

Your name was provided to me byREDACTED a member of the Board, as an
experienced former FBI Agent who is now working as a licensed private investigator
specializing in business and civil litigation related investigations. I called you on
December 24" and we agreed to meet shortly after the Christmas holiday.

Thank you for your letter of December 24™ setting out your background and experience
and terrns and conditions of employment. [ appreciate your willingness to accept this
assignment for a fee of $100 per hour, plus expenses as set forth in your letter.

1 wish to retain you to perform confidential investigative services as a licensed private
investigator on the terms and conditions set forth in your letter of December 24, 2003 to
conduct a thorough, complete and totally independent investigation of the allegations that
have been made against Monsignor Loomis in the case of REPACTED et al. v.
Defendant Doe 1, et al., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No.REDACTED. filed on
December 17, 2003. A copy of the complaint is enclosed.

pastoral Regions:  Qur Lady of the Angels  SanFemando  San Gabrle!  San Pedro  Santa Barbara
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REDACTED: Investigations
December 29, 2003
Page 2

As stated in the Cardinal’s letter, it would be helpful to have you appointed as a
Canonical Auditor in order to assist with the parallel Canonical investigation that is

 required by the Charter and Essential Norms. Please contact Father REDACTED
" REDACTED to arrange for your appointment.

If the above is satisfactory, please indicate your acceptance below and return a copy of
this letter to me.

I look forward to working with you on this important matter.

Sincerely, v
REDACTED
Chair
REDACTED
Enclosures

I accept the appointment on the terms and
conditions set forth above

REDACTED o
Investigations

REDACTED
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REDACTED

REDACTED , TELECOPIER
January 16, 2004 REDACTED

REDACTED

Re:  Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
Named in"™*“"™ et al v, Defendant Doe 1, et al.

Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. REDACTED
Dear MrREDACTED

This is a follow-up to my letter of January 2, 2004, a copy of which is enclosed.

The Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board considered the case of Msgr. Richard A.

Loomis at out meeting on January 14" but was unable to effectively evaluate his case or

take any action because we have no credible information upon which to base a decision.

The only infgsmatinn we have is the unverified complaint filed in the Superior Court on

December and the very general allegations contained therein which allege that

Msgr. Loomis is a person who routinely molested children, and, in particular, plaintiff
REDACTED while serving as a teacher at Pater Noster High School.

As I stated in my letter of January 2", the Board and I are vitally interested in obtaining
information concerning the facts of the charges against Monsignor Loomis so that we can
determine whether he should be removed from ministry at this time.

1 renew my request for an interview withREPACTED  ynder any reasonable conditions
you wish to place upon the interview. I also request that you provide me with more
specific information about the charges against him so that we can conduct a meaningful
investigation.

Please contact me immediately so that we can discuss the case and make arrangements
for an interview. Thank you.

Sincerely,

REDACTED
REDACTED
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Cox, Msgr. Craig A.

REDACTED
From:
S . Tiinerdav Fahriia 17’ 2004 9:25 AM
ont REDACTED "
Subject: Important Message #*#REDACTED
REDACTED
l\\\\
MEMORANDUM
TO: REDACTED
FROM: REDACTED
REDACTED REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED REDACTED
REDACTED |
DATE: February 17, 2004

As you know from news reports, many lawsuits were filed in the month of December that allege sexual
abuse of minors by priests, brothers, nuns and laypersons working for the Chuarch.

You may have read that Reverend Monsignor Richard Loomis has been placed on an administrative
leave. This news is particularly difficult for us here at the ACC since Monsignor Loomis was for many
years part of this family.

‘We will continue to keep you informed of developments. We ask you to please pray for everyone
involved - people who have been harmed by sexual abuse, for Monsignor Loomis and for all priests, and

for those conducting the investigations.

May the Lord continue to pour out his blessings upon our family here at the ACC.
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Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
REDACTED

July 12,2004

Cardinal Roger M. Mahony
Archbishop of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90010

Your Emineﬁce,

I have the opportunity to spend some time at Saint Andrew’s Abbey. A staff member at
the Abbey has asked me to rewrite some of their employee manuals. While at the Abbey,
'would like to concelebrate Mass, REDACTEIREPACTED o ¢ oy hressed his willingness to have
me concelebrate.

Although I have never received notice from the Archdiocese that I have been barred from
priestly ministry not that my faculties have been revoked and so presume that I would be
able to concelebrate, I nonetheless do not wish to do so without your knowledge and

consent to avoid any misunderstanding for the sake of the monastery.

I look forward to hearing from you.

PAX!

il

Reverend Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

252558
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A \\!
Office of 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wilshire California
(213)637-7284 Boulevard 90010-2241
July 17, 2004
Monsignor Richard A{
REDACTED
Dear Monsignor Loomis;

After receiving your letter of July 12, 2004, I spoke with Cardinal Roger Mahony. He reaffirmed
our policy that while on administrative leave priests are not to engage in any public ministry or
public liturgical celebration. All of the priests on administrative leave abide by this.

As you know, exceptions can be made for extraordinary circumstances, such as the Funeral Mass

at which you concelebrated in Arizona.

Since the chapel at St. Andrew’s Abbey is open to the public and people do come there from all
over the Archdiocese, the Cardinal asks that you not concelebrate at the daily community Mass.
If groups of the monks celebrate Eucharist at other times in private settings without the presence
of outside guests, you are free to concelebrate with them.

The Cardinal is hopeful that you will understand our need to maintain uniformity with our policy,

and he assures you of his continued prayer.

Your brother in Christ,

o G

Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of the Angels  San Fernando

San Gabriel  San Pedro
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COPY

Office of 3424 Los Angeies
Archdiocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wilshire Californla
(213) 637-7284 Boulevard 90010-2202

REDACTED helped famhtatc both of those days for Wthh I am most grateful

September 15, 2004

Reverend Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

c/o SS. Felicitas and Perpetua Catholic Church
1190 Palomar Road 5

San Marino, CA 91108-2224

Dear Monsignor Loomis:

Last spring, in March and again in May, we offered a day of recollection for priests on
administrative leave and those who, while still in ministry, have been accused publicly. Father

We have scheduled another day of recollection for the same group. It is my pleasure to invite
you to the Cardinal Timothy Manning House of Prayer on Wednesday, September 29, 2004,
the Feast of the Archangels. FatherREDACTED  will help facilitate the day.

As with the first two days, the intent is to provide a reflective, peaceful time, with some simple
input, some time of silence, and an opportunity for you to connect with one another. If.you have
any suggestions for the day, Father®™""“™*® and I would welcome them.

The day will begin at 10:00 a.m. and end with dinner. You are welcome to arrive at the
Manning House the evening before and stay the night if you wish, or to stay Wednesday night
after the day of recollection formally concludes.

If you wish to take part in this day of prayer, please inform REDACTED REDACTED ot myself at

REDACTED If you wish to spend the night at Manning House, please inform one of the staff
there directly at (REDACTED

Peace be with you!

Your brother in Christ,
'z
(_

MonmgnorfCrmg A. Cox, J.CD.

Vicar fOI/Clergy

(

i, —
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Office of 3424 Los Angeles
Archdlocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wlishire Californla
REDACTED Boufevard 90010-2202

December 13, 2004

Personal and Confidential

Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

c/o Sts. Felicitas and Perpetua Parish
1190 Palomar Road

San Marino, CA 91108-2283

Dear Monsignor Loomis:

Please know that you continue to be in my prayers during this very difficult time. It is times like .

these we know the wisdom of St. Paul when he experienced his powerlessness but found the

grace of God in his weakness (2 Corinthians 12:9-10). So may the grace of Christ fill you and
strengthen you in this time of trial.

As you know, we are endeavoring to reach equitable settlements to the many lawsuits filed
against the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. As you may not know, as part of the settlement process
in southern California, the judge has required that the Archdiocese as well (as other dioceses and
religious orders) prepare “proffers” or summaries of the contents of most of the accused priests’
clergy and confidential files. The Archdiocese recently completed the process of having the
proffers it prepared reviewed and verified by the judge.

Cardinal Mahony is now consulting with his advisors, especially our Presbyteral Council, on the
wisdom of making these proffers available for review by our Catholic people. Currently, it is his
intent to proceed with making this information available in some form, especially since some
victims have indicated that the release of this kind of information can be helpful to their healing
process. Release of such information also responds to the call from so many of our Catholic
people for greater openness about how complaints of sexual misconduct with minors have been
handled. Thus, our sense is that there will be great value in taking the initiative now to release

these documents ourselves, allowing us to do so in a constructive context and with appropriate
explanation.

The Cardinal has asked that [ write to each person for whom we have prepared proffers and to
enclose for your review a copy of the proffer related to you. As you can see, for the most part the
proffer includes information on your dates of birth and ordination as well as your assignment
history. When applicable, the proffer also includes information on when any kind of sexual
misconduct was reported to Archdiocesan authorities. This relates to the critical legal question
of “notice.” It also sketches the actions taken by officials of the Archdiocese in response to any
complaints. :

252539
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Letter to Priest Regarding Proffers
Page 2 of 2

Out of respect for your rights, the Cardinal did not want to release this proffer without first
communicating our thinking to you and allowing you to review the proffer. Certainly, if any of
the information in our files is erroneous, we would very much appreciate receiving corrected
information from you.

Also, if you have any comments or questions, please feel free to phoneREDACTED

one of the attorneys most familiar with the proffers, atREDACTED . You are also welcome to
phone me on December 20, 21, or 22 at REDACTED I am not available from December 14-
19 due to duties that take me outside the Archdiocese. '

Again, please know that you are in my prayers, especially during this Advent season of hope.
May these wonderful days of the liturgical year be a time of healing and renewal for us all!

Yours in Christ,

Monsignb ralgA Cox, J. Cgr)w%)

Vicar for Clergy

enclosure
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PROFFER RE MONSIGNOR RICHARD A. LOOMIS

Born in San Antonio, Texas,

5/29/76

Ordained

6/21/76

Associate Pastor at Holy Family Church, Glendale.

7/10/79

Teaching position at Bishop Montgomery High School, Torrance.

7/10/79

In residence at St. John Fisher Church, Rancho Palos Verdes, with
faculties of an Associate.

7/1/80

Principal at Mary Star of the Sea High School, San Pedro.

7/1/80

In residence at Mary Star of the Sea Catholic Church, San Pedro.

8/1/84

Principal at Daniel Murphy High School, Los Angeles.;

8/1/84

In residence at St. Brendan Church, Los Angeles.

7/6/88

Associate Pastor at St. Genevieve Church, Van Nuys.

4/15/90

Pastor at St. Anthony Church, Oxnard.

7/1/95

Appointed Vicar for Clergy-Elect

711195

In residence at St. Charles Church, North Hollywood.

- 1/1/96

Appointed Vicar for Clergy for five-year term.

12/3/01

Appointed canonical investigator for cases involving complaints of
sexual misconduct lodged against Archdiocese priests/deacons.

4/16/02

'| Secretariat Director for Administrative Services, Los Angeles.

1/3/03

Administrator Pro Tem at St. Jerome’s Parish, Los Angeles.”

7/1/03

Pastor at Saints Felicitas and Perpetua Parish, San Marino.

12/17/03

Memo from Vicar for Clergy to File of interview of Loomis re
lawsuit filed by adult male "“*°™". The lawsuit alleges sexual
abuse from approximately 1968-70, while Loomis was teaching at
Pater Noster High School.

2/3/04

Investigator interviews a priest who told the investigator of a
parental report to him in 1974, The Archdiocese will not contend
that it lacked notice of Loomis’s possible sexual interest toward
minors following this report in 2004. However, the priest was the
associate pastor of the parish when he received the parental report
of misconduct by Loomis with a minor in 1974. Incident was not
reported to anyone until 2004.

2/6/04

Investigator interviewed the boy (now adult) who confirmed the
incident reported by his parents in 1974.

2/13/04

Investigator interviewed a priest who stated that in approximately
1994 the wife of " told him that Loomis had done something of
a sexual nature to. . when he was in high school. Subsequently

"= told him that Loomis had fondled him in high school.
Incident was not reported to anyone until 2004.

2/13/04

Ltr from Loomis to Archbishop requesting a leave of absence from

active ministry.

_87-
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2/13/04

Lir from Vicar for Clergy to Loomis acknowledging mutual
decision that it was appropriate to place him on a leave of absence.

-88 -
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CF™Y_FOR YOUR

it ORMATION
REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles Wiishire California
Boulevard 90010-2241

June 16, 2005

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
REDACTED

Dear Monsignor Loomis:

In response to your letter of 13 May, [ have made inquiry from our litigation counsel in the
Clergy I Cases. Iam advised that they informedREDACTED of the allegations of the
complaint filed by REDACTED Case No. BC*™ ™ shortly after it was filed on
December 17, 2003. In fact, the Vicar for Clergy presented the allegations to you on
December 18, 2003 at a meeting. There are no other allegations against you pending in
Clergy Cases L.

Your P file plus the proffer were delivered to the case website pursuant to the proffer
protocol on December 6, 2004. We delivered a copy of the P and C files and the proffer to

REDACTED on January 26, 2005. The C file and the proffer included reports of =™

REDACTED REDACTED and REDACTED . The REDACTED andREDACTED
allegations were discussed with you on February 12, 2004 when you were interviewed by g
the canonical auditorREPACTED - and you provided the Archdiocese with your comments. 7
On February 17, 2004 Msgr. Cox providedREPACTED with materials related to the charges
against you. In sum you were provided with the substance of the allegations long before
the files and proffers were presented to the court.

. . REDACTED
Qur attornevs advise us thatREDACTED

FRED‘ACT’ED“,TED

REDACTED

If you would like to make changes in the wording of your proffer before it is released
publicly, it is not too late to suggest them. Generally, however, the attorneys have
footnoted the proffers with clarifying information from the priests as opposed to changing
them. If something is unclear or incorrect, they would be open to fixing it.

252517

Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of the Angels  San Fernando  San Gabriel San Pedro  Santa Barbara

Xl 000075



Msgr. Loomis - Page 2

To the extent there was a delay in providing you with the files it was because your case was
actively under canonical investigation at the time. Please be assured that the Archdiocese
has carefully and assiduously investigated the allegations against you to obtain all
information relevant to a proper evaluation.

' REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles
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18/89/ 2887 10:05 7960363 . FELICTAS & PERPETUA | P&sE B2

October 8, 2007 . |

«~REDACTED

REDACTED :
Saints Felicitag and Perpetua Church
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108-2224

Dear Fathe REDACTED

As aREDACTED of the Safeguard the Children Committee here at Saints Feljeitas and
Perpetua Parish. T wish to address the recent anonymous letter that 1 was copied on, along
withREPACTED , our Principal REDACTED , my fellow REDACTED op
the Safeguard the Children Committee, and yourself.

As an active parjshionsr, I have heard much discussion apd concern from fellow
parishioners and school parents over the past few years about the current situation l
regarding our pastor, Fr. Loomis, and his being named in the sexnal abuse scandal. |
Primarily, these concerns are about his presence on parish grounds while he is on leave as

this situation is being resolved.

In the Safeguard the Children Committes meeting last Spring, the Committee was told by
both you and™ (EDACTED that Fr. Loomis comes only to get his mail. Until there is
closure with regard to Fr. Loomis’s current situation, and to avoid further confusion and
concern tegarding Fr. Loomis's visits to parish grounds, 1 am recommending that the
parish pay for a Post Office Box for Fr. Loomis to receive. his mail at a location of
convenience to his current residence. This will cnsure that Fr. Loomis receives his mail
at his convenience, yet keeps confusion and concerns of the parishioners and school
families seeing Fr. Loomis on parish grounds and in the surrounding neighborhood while
his situation is being resolved.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Simeerely, ™ ) M
REDACTED

Co-Chair, Safcguard the Children Cotmittee
Samts Felicitas and Perpetua Parish

Co: Mis REDACTED -DACTED

Sister REDACTED
Mirs REDACTED

253883
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5. FELICITAS & PERPETUA CHURCH

Facsimile Transmittal Sheet

To Msgr. Gabriel Gonzales FAX: 213-637-628%
From: FnREDACTED |
Number of Pages (including cover): 2

Date:  10/9/2007

Re: Latter

1 was presented with the attached letter at our Safepnard the Childten Committee Mesting
last night. The Committee discussed the letter and suggested that Msgr. Loomis” mail be
forwarded to o Post Office Box of his choosing,

T told the committes that I had no authority to act on this matter and that I would forward
their suggestion to your office for your consideration.

1 look forward to hearing from you.

REDACTED

253882
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Memo to File

November 10, 2007

I spoke around October 11 with REDACTED _the Pastoral Associate at

SS. Felicitas and Perpetua. FatherREPACTED g away. 1told her that we could not

prohibit Monsignor Loomis from gathering his mail. I asked her to convey this to Father
REDACTED

(. Gonzales

253881
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O i
Mownsignor Richard A. Loowls
Sainks Fellcitas and Perpetua Parish

REDACTED
September 23, 2008
Cardinal Roger M. Mahony
Archbishop of Los Angeles
555 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Your Eminence, |

I write to express to you my desire and intent to remain as pastor of Saints Felicitas and
Perpetua Parish for a second six-year term after my initial term there ends in July of 2009
in accordance with the custom of the Archdiocese. I am encouraged in expressing this
intention upon hearing that, in answer to a query of a staff member of Saints Felicitas and
Perpetua at an Archdiocesan finance meeting, not long ago, you told her that I could
return to the parish if the result of the canonical trial is favorable to me,

I recall that shortly after being placed on administrative leave I wrote to you to assure you
that T am innocent of the allegations brought against me and, hoping in the Lerd that this
truth would somehow ultimately be ascertained, I also expressed my desire to return to
my ministry. The priesthood has been and is my life and I can honestly say to you that
have never dishonored it. The trust and confidence you once had in me was not
misplaced. ‘ ’

It is now almost five yeats since the devastating blow of the accusations came upon me.
It is impossible to describe the psychological state I was thrown into on hearing myself
being accused of things I could never even contemplate doing and the helplessness and
frustration of not knowing how, why and from where these accusations were coming
when I knew that they are not true.

Over these five years [ have become more hopeful that the truth of my innocence will be
manifested in the decision of the canonical trial, not only for my sake but for the sake of
the priesthood, the archdiocese and all the faithful whom I have served. May it be so.

7

cc: _Monsignor Gabriel Gonzales RECEIVI
SEP 25 2008 |

REDACTED

BY:

253869
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‘.REDACTED

- Pubhc Records Database Search Results

, REDACTED
- An expanded Cahforma pubhc records database searchon ., _

. disclosed the following infotmation that appeats to be 1d¢nt1ﬁablc_%1th theRE DACTED
— REDACTEDm questmn L o

ldenii i Dam-

REDACTED was born o - 2ACTED which would make hlmw
years.of age. Hewas issued Social Security Nurmber REDACTED whilé 2
resident of the Statg of California. oo S

REDACTED e . REDACTED

was 1ssued California driver’s license number

RE DACTED

.e. Possible Relatives:
T ™. REDACTED
- Name:
.. DOB;
g8
© “Addresses: -

PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

RCALA 0059

X1l 000081



" REDACTED

" Name: -
DOB:
SSN; L
Addresses;

. Name:-
DOB:
88N

- Address:

© "Name: -

- DOB: -
88N: ;

.Address:

. Name:
- S8N: Lo
- Address:

- - Name:
- DOB: - .
S OU8BNE
Address:,

. a : Bgnk}-c}gtgg,' Li:'é@: &.Jgdgment Filings:
Filirig No.;, REDACTED
Document Type:
. Filing Date:
Debtox: o

X1 000082



Additional Debtor:
Cowrt:

. Filing No.:
Document Type:
Tudgment Date:
L Amaount: -

. Defendant: -

- Comrt:

Plantiff: -

~ Filing Now: |
Document Type:

* Filing Date:
Defendant; '~
Additional Defts:

Court: .
‘Beneficiary: |
. Trust Deed:

” FitingNo.:
Document Type:
 Filing Date:
Assets Available:
Debtor; -

N :A:d'(litiqﬂal_bebtm

' 'Attdmeyi

' Trustes: .

U Cowt

REDACTED

REDACTED

_.—database search results

"~ PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL .

RCALA 00596;

Xl 000083



~ RCALA 005968

REDACTED

- N database search results
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTML

. REDACTED
Dismissal Date:"

Filing No.:
- Document Type:
" Piling Date: |
Assets Available:
Debtor: '

-+ Additional Debtor

.. Attomey:

Court: »

" Discharge Date!’

© ABssets: ’ -
,Liabi!it}}: '

: Fxlmg No.: ,
Document Typc
") udgmcnt Date:
[Amount; .
Defendant:

Plaintiff:
Court: .
. Satisfaction Date:

Filiag No.:
Docunents Type:

 Judgtaent Date:
Amount:
Defendant; -

. Plaintiffs
Court:

X1l 000084



e q'izl B

~ No ﬁﬁﬁgs idehﬁﬁablc with theREDACTED question.
».’

“No :ﬁlin'gs identifiable with the in gquestion.

REDAC,TED . - darabase search results
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

. .Owners;

. ranertv Ownership:
R REDACTED

' " Property Address:

" - Mailing Address:
.Phone No.: -
.+ Sale Daté: |
" Bale Amount; .

Loan Amount (1%):
Lendet; '

Deed Type:
- Tax Amount;

Assessed Value:

" Land User

Square Feet:

" Year Built:
' Transaction Type:

Trans. Date:

" Pritnaty Buyer:
Lender: - .
Loan Amount (17):

Transaction Type:

. Trans. Date:
. Primary Buysrs:

* Primary OWwnership:

" e . Fictitious Business Name Filings:

Transaction. Type:
- Trans. Date;
*'Primary Buyers:
- Primary Ownership:
- Lender: ‘

Loan - Amount (1%):

‘- Cg.:m‘ 0z.ath_im Filings:
No filings identifiable with theREDACTED i1 gueion,

Los Angeles County Superior Court Civil Court Filings:

REDACTED

RCALA 005969

Xil 000085
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RE DACTE D dambase seareh results
PRI VLLEGED & CDNFIDENT 1}41,

‘. Los Angeles County Municipal Court Civil Cou Filings:
| CaseNos . REDACTED
" File Date:
- Location:.
- Case Type:
. Disposition:
. Asking Amount:
- Action:
+ .. -Defendant: -

| Plaintiff

Case History:

. @ase No.:
' File Date: -
Location: -
. Case Type:
' Case Status:
" Asking Amount:
" Defendant: :

L Plaintiff:

) CascNO
' ‘_'FxleDate
Tocation: .
Cage Type:
o Case Status:
- Asking Amount:
" . Defendant: -

. Elaintife:

Xl 000086



. REDACTED
. Case Nou
" File Date;
Location:
Case Type: .
Disposition:
* Defendants: -

Plaintift

Case No.:

- File Date:
Location: .
Case Type:’

" Case Status:

Disposition:

Asking Atmount;

' Defendant:

© Plaintiff:

Case No.:
.File Date:
. Location:- .~
' Cage Type:
Disposition:
- Asking Amount:
Defendants:

“Plaintife

.Case No.: .~
_ File Date:

REDACTED

" PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL.

- database search results

RCALA 005971

X1} 000087



RCALA 005972

REDACTI::—D - database seqrch results
FRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL
.. .- REDACTED : s
.- Location; .
" Case Type:
' Case Status;
Disposition:.
Asking Amount;
* Defendants:

}::’laix‘ltiff:' oo

" .Casé No.: .
.. File Date:
. Location:
Casge Type:
- Case Status: E
- . Disposition: ~ *
Asgking Amount:
* Defendant:

 Plaintiff. -

. - 4
L No filings idénttifiable with the REDACTED ) question,
. Orétlgé County Superior Court Criminal Filings:

. s REDACTED

Cage No.:
. File Date: -
- Defendant; -
.. Disposition Date:

. DOB:
- Violation:

XI1 000088
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REDACTED
. . - database search results
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

» - ‘Dyiver Record (Per DMV check):
o ... 7. REDACTED
" - Name: '
Driver’s Lic. No.:
. Class:
* Tsgue Date:
_ Bxpiration Date: -
" DOB:
Height: -
. Weight:
"Byes:
Hair; .
Violations:
. Actions;” ..
" Other:

- Vehi‘cle' epistratign/Ownershi

No 'récotdlohf_vehiéle registration/ownership identifiable wigREDACTED

REDACTED

XH 000039
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~= REDACTED

REDACTED

|

3

B!

REDACTED

BROTHER BECKET F. S, P,

Dean of Discipline

Language Arts, M

usic Appreciation
comus

RCALA 005976
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

RICHARD A, LOOMIS
Pgbhc Records Database Search Results

An expanded Cahforma pubhc records database search on Richard A. Loomis dlsclosed

 the following. infotmation that appears to be identifiable with the Rmhard A.Loomis in *
questlon : , ‘ :

c I dennﬁging Darg.

, Rmhard A, Loorms was bom on August 2, 1946, which would make him 57 years of
age. A date ofbirth of famiary 1946 (day of the month not indicated) also turned up
" .on Richard A. Loomis under his Social Security Number. Richard A, Loomis was
issued Social Secunty NmnberREDACTED while 2 resident of the State of
Cahforma

It shau.ld be noted that. thé name Richard A. Loomis with different dates of birth
than the Rlohard A. Loomis in question tutned up with addresses in Riverside, -

. -San Franeisco, Sacxammto, La Jolla, Laguna Beach, Costa Mesa, Meénlo Park, Santa

. Barbara and Pasadena, None of those individuals are identical to the Richard A.

- Loorms in questxon )

" REDACTED

Paxs:ble Relaaves 2

: Nune mdxcated

RCALA 00597

X1 000098



Richard A, Loomls — Database Search Results
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

" Real nger_'gz Q)_vﬁershig: g
No pmperty owncxsmp 1dent1ﬁable with the Richard A. Loornis in question.

Bankmgtgz, Lzen & ,ludgment leings- V
" No filmgs 1dent1ﬁable wﬁh the Richard A. Loomis in question

, ,'f' C‘amomﬂon leigga,
" No ﬁhngs 1dent1ﬁablc thh the thhard A, Loom1s inquestion.

o - Figt itious Busmess ume Filings:
No ﬁlmgs 1dem1ﬁablc w1th the Richard A. Loomis in quesuon

. e Lo An eles-Coun uperior Court Civil iIln
CaseNoi:: :REDACTED
_File Dater ; -
Lacation:
- Case Type:
" Defendants:

‘ Plainﬁﬂs; ) :
. Disposition:

CaseNo.:

. File Dater’

' Location;
Case Type:
Action -

- Defendants: '

RCALA 00597

Xl 000099



RCALA 00597

o . Richard A. Loomis — Database Search Résults,
R " PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL
~  REDACTED T :

No filings identifiable with the Richard A. Lootnis in question.

e. Qrange, Riverside, San ﬁ ernardine, Santa Bgrba’r& San Luis Obispo &
" Ventura County Superiar and Municipal Court Civil Filings: .

' No filings identifiable with tlie Richard A. Loomis in question.

& Los 4::231@ dréxg'gg,: Riverside, San Bernardino, ngz. ta Barbura, San Luis .
. Qhbispo & Venturd .Cégmm Superipr & Municipal Court Criminal Eilings:_ o

- No filings identifiablo with the Richard A. Looris in question.

Xl 000100



Qctober 20, 2004

October 18, 2004
October 18, 2004
September 24, 2004

September 9, 2004

September 8, 2004

September 7, 2004
August 6, 2004
August 2, 2004
July 8, 2004

July 7, 2004

July 7, 2004

July 6, 2004

March 30, 2004

February 13, 2004
February 12, 2004 |
February 11, 2004
February 9, 2004

February 6, 2004

RCALA 0059380

CMOB-071-01 - MSGR. RICHARD LOOMIS

Interviews
REDACTED
— interview byREDACTED
REDACTED  _ interview regarding Ms‘gr. Loomis by
REDACTED :
REDACTED interview regarding REDACTED by
REDACTED

Richard Loomis — interview by

(updated version)

REDACTED
REDACTED

Focer woie

REDACTED
REDACTED

REDACTED
REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED
REDACTED

- REDACTED

REDAU I ED

— interview by lnvestigatorREDACTED

— interview byREDACTED

 REDACTED
- interview by

- interview by

— interview b

- interview by Investigator REDACTED

— interview by InvestigatorREDACTED

rcuACTED
- interview by Investigator

. . , REDACTED
- interview by Investigator

_ ~ REDACTED
- interview by Investigatc

Monsignor Richard A. Loomis — interview by Investigator

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

- interview by Investigator

- Addendum to Feb. 6" report —

interview by InvestigatotREDACTED

REDACTED

- interview by lnvestigatorREDACTED :

Xt 000101



February 3, 2004
January 13, 2004
January 12, 2004
January 7, 2004
December 21, 2003
December 21, 2003
December 20, 2003

December 20 & 21, 2003

RCALA 005981

REDACTED _
- interview by Investigator
, REDACTED ~ interview by Investigator REDACTED
REDACTED — interview by Investigator REDACTED
REDACTED — interview by InvestigatorREDACTED
REDACTED

- . — interview by
]nvestigatorl'(l:UAb TED

REDACTED — interview by Investigator
REDACTED - intérview by Investigator
REDACTED

- interview by Investigator

X1} 000102
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Page 1 of 2

REDACTED

From: REDACTED
-~ Sent: Friday, Decernber 19, 2003 11:35 PM~

To: Cardinal Roger M. Mahony
cc: REDACTED

REUACIEL Gox, Msgr, Craig A,;REDACTED _ , : i

Subject: Independent Investigation
Cardinal Mahony:

I've read the new complaint that was filed on Wednesday and was very sad to see Msgr. Loomis
mentioned as someone allegedly involved in the so-called conspiracy. As the immediate past Vicar for
Clergy, just having his name associated with the scandal at this time calls the entire Archdiocesan
process into question and dramatically illustrates the need to separate the investigation of clerical
misconduct from the Archdiocese and put it in the hands of an independent body, like the Clergy
Misconduct Oversight Board.

I believe any in-house investigation will be seriously questioned. The Vicar for Clergy should not be
mvolved and, in my opinion, neither should the General Counsel for the simple reason that the
objectivity of the Archdiocese investigating itself is open to doubt and attack,

The case of Msgr. Loomis calls for an investigation directed by an independent body. If the Clergy
Misconduct Oversight Board was put in charge, we would retain an investigator who would thoroughly
investigate the claims. Our conclusions, whatever they might be, would most likely have greater
acceptance by the Catholic community.and the community at large and be less subject to criticism than
those of the Archdiocese.

I realize that an investigation conducted by the CMOB would not likely be protected by the
attorney/client privilege. However, under current procedures, the investigation conducted by the
Archdiocese will be presented to the CMOB and, by this disclosure, the privilege may be lost anyway.
It appears to me that the Archdiocese has very little to lose and a lot to gain by having the CMOB
conduct the investigation in the first place.

I assume Msgr. Loomis has an attorney. His attorney can conduct his own investigation and whatever
e obtains will by protected by the attorney/client privilege.

The Catholic community looks to you as the person to set the standard. In my view, and I believe I
speak for the entire CMOB, the standard should be an aggressive and thorough investigation by an
independent body and full disclosure of all findings. Also, as a practical matter, we know it will all
come out in the long run and it’s better to take the initiative and be forthcoming now rather than appear
to be trying to hide something. The secrecy issue has been a very big negative factor in the entire
scandal and has put the Archdiocese in a very bad light.

Thank you for considering my thoughts on this important matter.
REDACTED ‘

1/6/2004

X1 000104
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent:  Saturday, December 20, 2003 8:22 PM
To: REDACTED

Cec:
REDACTED : Cox. Msar. Craic ALREDACTED
REDACTED
Subject: Re: Independent Investigation
REDACTED

As you know, | share the view that a more thorough investigative approach needs to be taken that is independent
of the Vicar for the Clergy.

What we must devise is a way that combines the Canonical Investigation with the Board's investigation. If we

don't, | can guarantee you that the Holy See will overrule us on individual cases, presenting us with a far more
serious problem.

Chicago does the Canonical and Board investigations simultaneously and in tandem. | hope this is what you
have in mind as well, otherwise we are really not helping create what we need.

I note that you did not copyRE DACTED . a key person in the Canonical process.
Please make sure he is involved.

Thanks.
- +RMM

1/6/2004

Xl 000105
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REDACTED
REDACTED
From:
Sent:  Sunday, December 21, 2003 9:09 PM
To: REDACTED Cox. Msar. Graia A.; REDACTED
REDACTED
Cc: - Tostado, Kristina

Subject: RE: Msgr Loomis Issues

Cardinal Mahony:
: REDACTED
Sounds good.” {'l getin touch w on Monday.

REDACTED

----- Original Message -----
From:

REDACTED

Sent: 12/21/2003 1:47:22 PM
| Subject: Msgr Loomis Issues

Team:

Since Msgr Loomis served for five years as Vicar for the Clergy, and the immediate past-Vicar, it is
essential that we do a full and thorough investigation at once--but outside the auspices of the Vicar for
the Clergy office. .

This case presents us with a splendid opportunity to try a new approach: a dual track and

parallel investigation starting at once. One track would be the Board with an Auditor-investigator, the
other track a Canonical one with the same Auditor-investigator.

| strongly recommend that we move in this fashion at once. [t is essential, in my opinion, that these
investigations be done on a dual and simultaneous track; kind of a modified Chicago approach.

Until the Working Group comes up with some proposals, | don't think we can wait for the Msgr Loomis
case, We must be ahead of this one.

I recommend thatREDACTED head up the Canonical track, and fhatREDACTED head up the other
track--but working together and with the same investigator. ,

Thanks for considering this possibility.

+RMM

12/22/2003

Xl 000106
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" REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent:  Sunday, December 21, 2003 9:06 PM

To: REDACTED

Cc: Cardinal Roger M. Mahony

Subject: FW: Independent Investigation
REDACTED

* I'm forwarding an e-mail | sent to Cardinal Mahony on Friday. | inadvertently neglected to cc you. Sorry.

I have a case on Monday (Dec 22) but should be able to call you during a recess to discuss the dual track
approach suggested by the Cardinal.

REDACTED

_____ Qrininal Maceana ...

From-REDACTE D
ToREDACTED

REDACTED ;

Sent: 12/19/2003 11:3453 PM
Subject: Independent Investigation

Cardinal Mahony:

I've read the new complaint that was filed on Wednesday and was very sad to see Msgr. Loomis
mentioned as someone allegedly involved in the so-called conspiracy. As the immediate past
Vicar for Clergy, just having his name associated with the scandal at this time calls the entire
Archdiocesan process into question and dramatically illustrates the need to separate the
investigation of clerical misconduct from the Archdiocese and put it in the hands of an
independent body, like the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board.

[ believe any in-house investigation will be seriously questioned. The Vicar for Clergy should
not be involved and, in my opinion, neither should the General Counsel for the simple reason
that the objectivity of the Archdiocese investigating itself is open to doubt and attack.

The case of Msgr. Loomis calls for an investigation directed by an independent body. If the
Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board was put in charge, we would retain an investigator who
would thoroughly investigate the claims. Our conclusions, whatever they might be, would most
likely have greater acceptance by the Catholic community and the community at large and be
less subject to criticism than those of the Archdiocese.

I realize that an investigation conducted by the CMOB would not likely be protected by the
attorney/client privilege. However, under current procedures, the investigation conducted by the
Archdiocese will be presented to the CMOB and, by this disclosure, the privilege may be lost

12/22/2003

Xi1 000107
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Page 2 of 2

anyway. It appears to me that the Archdiocese has very little to lose and a lot to gain by having
the CMOB conduct the investigation in the first place.

- I assume Msgr. Loomis has an attorney. His attorney can conduct his own investigation and
whatever he obtains will by protected by the attorney/client privilege.

The Catholic community looks to you as the person to set the standard. In my view, and I
believe I speak for the entire CMOB, the standard should be an aggressive and thorough
investigation by an independent body and full disclosure of all findings. Also, as a practical
matter, we know it will all come out in the long run and it’s better to take the initiative and be
forthcoming now rather than appear to be trying to hide something. The secrecy issue has been
a very big negative factor in the entire scandal and has put the Archdiocese in a very bad light.

Thank you for considering my thoughts on this important matter.
REDACTED |

12/22/2003

X1 000108
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REDACTED

'REDACTED
From:

Sent:  Monday, December 22, 2003 6:13 PM ' >
To. REDACTED

Cc:

Subject: RE: Independent Investigation

Hello, Cardinal Mahony:

REDACTED
Thank you for your note tc It is reassuring to see that you are in agreement with us, the CMOB, in working
towards an independent investigation. Thank you also for the information on the Canonical Investigation. | think
that Msgr. Cox has mentioned this at our meetings but | personally need te focus more on this so | could have
some clarification on the similarities and differences of the 2 investigations. | think that this info would be helpful
to me at the new Workgroup.

REDACTED ’ .
| appreciate statement that he felt very sad over the latest news. That is how many of us, parishioners feel

whenever darts are thrown at the Archdiocese. As members of the same church community we feel that this
scandal is our church's pain and not simply the clergy's.

REDACTED : )
| also appreciate thatREDACTED nd’ are able to look at the situations with thelr legal minds. As a social

worker, | lock at things from a different angle but | feet grateful when the canon law (from Craig’s wewpomt) and
the criminal law are laid side by side on the table.

At this moment, | am asking myself why | am writing this email, | think this is my way of reassuring you, the
CMOB, the Council of Priests, and especially myself that we are all tagether in this process...what hurts one, hurts
the rest of us. And so together we face the problem.

I may not have a direct Iine to God, but | do pray that He gives us guidance, strength, and perseverance. And,
that amidst all these troubling events, may He give us the chance to enjoy the greatest gift, the gift of Jesus at this
Christmastime.

Merry Christmas to us alll

REDACTED

(P.S. I will see you tomorrow night at the Filipino Simbang Gabi at the Cathedral, | will serve as one of the
Eucharistic Ministers.)

From: REDACTED

Sent: Saturday, December 20, 2003 8:22 PM
To: REDACTED

REDACTED

Subject: Re: fridependenf Invgstigation

REDACTED

1/6/2004
Xl 000109
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As you know, | share the view that a more thorough investigative approach needs to be taken that is
independent of the Vicar for the Clergy.

What we must devise is a way that combines the Canonical Investigation with the Board's investigation. If
we dont, | can guarantee you that the Holy See will overrule us on individual cases, presenting us with a
far more serious problem.

Chicago does the Canonical and Board Investigations simultaneously and in tandem. | hope this is what
you have in mind as well, otherwise we are really not helping create what we need.

I note that you did not copy REDACTED ourREDACTED a key person in the Canonical
process. Please make sure he is involved,

Thanks.

+RMM

1/6/2004

Xl 600110
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject: RE: Independent Investigation

REDACTED
My dearest

Thank you for sharing our sentiments. By the way, you do have a direct line to God and
your comments are so vital and necessary for our work to be complete. I am so thankful
for you and the other members of the CMOB, whose opinions, comments and ideas, are so very
critical to coming to good resolutions for all of us and our Catholic community.

Regards,
REDACTED

REDACTED

Xl 000111
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REDACTED

TTTTREDACTED
To:

Cc:
REDACTED
Subject: RE: Letter tc

Roger,

| just spoke with Msgr. Loomis, informing him that we will be proceeding with an investigation that will handle
his case differently from our past procedure - namely, thatREPACTED . will appoint and direct an independent
investigator, who will also be appointed the auditor for the canonical preliminary investiaation. | advised him of his
canonical right not to say anything and not to be put under oath. He ranfirmad thatREDACTED wjl| he
representing him. Based on the conversation | had witt™>*" andREPACTED  yesterday afternoon, | told Msgr.
Loomis that it was likely that would appoint a former FBI agent not currently on retainer with the archdiocese
but who may have helped conduct the audit we had this past summer. Finally, | told him that as | became aware
of more specific detalls, | would be in touch.

REDACTED

Fram REDACTED

Sent: Tuesdav. December 23. 2003 7:23 AM
ToREDACTED wscren
Subject: | etter &

REDACTED
REDACTED

REDACTED

12/23/2003
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Otliee of 3424 Los Angeles
Archdlvcese of Lox Angeles The Arghlsishop Wilshiires Callforria
(2190371288 Boulevard ARND 2202

December 23, 2003

REDACTED

Clergyv Misconduct Ovérsight Board
REDACTED

DearREDACTED

You are aware of the recent allegations against Monsignor Richard Loomis made in a
lawsuit filed last week. As you would understand, this is a matter of grave concermn to me
and to the Archdiocese.

Because Monsignor Loomis has held sensitive positions within the Archdiocess, 1 do not
believe that we can conduct the investigation of these allegations in the normal course,

T would (herefore ask that in your capacity as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduet
Oversight Board, you head a special, totally independent investigation of the allegations
against Monsignor Loomis, and report your findings and recommendations to me directly
and to the Oversight Board, Idesire a full investigation that will obtain all of the facts,
regardless where they may lead.

In your capacity as the head of this investigation team, the Archdiocese will reimburse
you for reasonable expenses including the expense of an independent investigator of your
choosing. It would be helpful to have that investigator appointed a Canonical Auditor in
order to assist with the parallel Canonical investigation that is required by the Charter and
Hssential Norms. Ag soon as you have named the investigator, please contact me and
REDACTED so that this Canonical appointment can be made.

1 will also instruct all personnel and representatives of the Archdiocese to give you their
full cooperation in this extremely important matter. :

* T am also askingREPACTED 5 gpen the proper Canonical investigation at the same
time so that Monsignor Loomis® canonical rights will be fully protected throughout the
investigation. '

Pastora) Reglons:  Our Ly of the Angels  San Fermando San Gabdel  San Pedro Santa Barbara’

Xil 000113
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Thanking you for your continued service to the Church and to the Archdiocese of Los
Angeles, I am

Carding) Roger M. Mahgty
Atchbishop of Los Angeles

REDACTED

cc: REDACTED

Xl 600114
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REDACTED

REDACTED
PRIVATE

DISPUTE RESOLUTION

December 23, 2003

His Eminence

Cardinal Roger M. Mahony
Archbishop of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90010-2202

Dear Cardinal Mahony:

I have your letter of December 23, 2003 in which you ask me to head a special, totally
independent investigation of the allegations against Monsignor Richard Loomis in my
capacity as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board.

I am pleased to accept this assignment under the terms set forth in your letter and assure
you that I will do my best to conduct a full and fair investigation of the facts and
circumstances sutrounding the allegations against Monsignor Loomis. I will employ the
services of an experienced independent investigator to assist me in the 1nvest1gat10n %%ITED
may call upon members of the Oversight Board and others for help. I will contact”
REDACTED to arrange for appointment of the investigator as a Canonical

Auditor once he has been retained.

I realize that this is an important assignment and [ appreciate the confidence you have
placed in me. It is my objective to obtain all of the facts of what allegedly happened and
report them directly to you and the Oversight Board.

The holidays are upon us and it may take a few days to make contact with an appropriate
investigator and get the investigation rolling. Please be assured that I will act as promptly
as I can under the circumstances.

I wish you a holy and blessed Christmas.

. Sincerely,
REDACTED

REDACTED

Xl 000115
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REDACTED

REDACTED ’ REDACTED

December 24, 2003
REDACTED

Chairman, Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Re:REDACTED

REDACTED
Dear

Pursuant to our telephone discussion this morning, I am submitting the

following information on my background, investigative experience and fee
schedule:

In the way of background information on mvself, I retired from the" >~
REDACTED . Prior to that, I served four
years fREDACIED where I attained theREDACTED
REDACTED

I specialized in white collar crime investigations, including loan fraud, public
corruption, fraud against the government, investment scams, bank fraud and
embezzlement, and telemarketing fraud REPACTED I have

testified as an expert on Ponzi schemes and white collar crime investigations.

I was also a legal advisor and police instructor, investigated civil rights
violations, conducted background checks and worked general criminal
matters such as theft from interstate shipment, bank rcbbery, extortion and
kidnapping.

I am now a licensed private investigator specializing in business and civil

litigation related investigations, primarily for law firms and business
entities. My law firm clients include:

REDACTED

REDACTED
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RCALA 002995

REDACTED

I have conducted numerous investigations for those firms on behalf of their
clients, and directly for business entities and private parties, in matters
involving fraud, theft, embezzlement, conflict of interest, workers’
compensation claims, wrongful termination, intellectual property, sexual
harassment, due diligence, locating witnesses and background checks.

(For purposes of this assignment only, I was an auditorREDACTED
which recently concluded a series of Charter compliance audits of dioceses
throughout the United States for the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops.)

I am a member of the California Bar and the Southern California Fraud
Investigators Association, and former chairman of the Los Angeles chapter of
the Society of Former Special Agents of the FBI.

I have had excellent success locating persons and obtaining background
information on them, and conducting due diligence investigations on business
entities, I am online with ChoicePoint which provides data from over 3.5
billion national, regional and local public records, including addresses and -
telephone numbers, civil and criminal filings, bankruptcies, liens and
judgments, corporations and limited partnerships, fictitious business names,
business profiles, real property ownership, Social Security Number
information, etc. ‘

My fee for investigative services is $125.00 per hour (discounted to $100.00
per hour for this assignment pursuant to our discussion) which includes
travel, investigative and report preparation time, plus expenses, consisting
primarily of car mileage at $0.45 per mile, parking fees, document copying
charges and public records database searches, which generally run between

2
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REDACTED

REDACTED ' ' REDACTED

December 24, 2003

REDACTED
Chairman, Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Re: REDACTED

DearREDACTED

Pursuant to our telephone discussion this morning, I am submitting the following
information on my background, investigative experience and fee schedule:

In the way of background information on myself, REDACTED
REDACTED Prior to that, I servedREDACTED

REDACTED

I specialized in white collar crime investigations, including loan fraud, public corruption,
fraud against the government. investment scams, bank fraud and embezzlement, and
telemarketing fraud,REDACTED I have testified as an expert on Ponzi schemes
and white collar crime investigations.

I was also a legal advisor and police instructor, investigated civil rights violations,
conducted background checks and worked general criminal matters such as theft from
interstate shipment, bank robbery, extortion and kidnapping.

I am now a licensed private investigator specializing in business and civil litigation
related investigations, primarily for law firms and business entities. My law firm clients
include: - '

REDACTED

REDACTED

X1 000118
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REDACTED

I have conducted numerous investigations for those firms on behalf of their clients, and
directly for business entities and private parties, in matters involving fraud, theft,
embezzlement, conflict of interest, workers’ compensation claims, wrongful termination,
intellectual property, sexual harassment, due d111gence locating witnesses and
background checks.

(For purposes of this aséignment only, I was an auditor forREDACTED  which
recently concluded a series of Charter compliance audits of dioceses throughout the
United States for the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops.)

I am a member of the California Bar and the Southern California Fraud Investigators
Association, and former chairman of the Los Angeles chapter of the Society of Former
Special Agents of the FBL

I have had excellent success locating persons and obtalmng background information on
them, and conducting due diligence investigations on business entities. I am online with
ChoicePoint which provides data from over 3.5 billion national, regional and local public
records, including addresses and telephone numbers, civil and criminal filings, '
bankruptcies, liens and judgments, corporations and limited partnerships, fictitious
business names, busmess profiles, real property ownership, Social Security Number -
information, etc.

My fee for investigative services is $125.00 per hour (discounted to $100.00 per hour for
this assignment pursuant to our discussion) which includes travel, investigative and report
preparation time, plus expenses, consisting primarily of car mileage at $0.45 per mile,
parking fees, document copying charges and public records database searches, which
generally run between $75.00 and $500.00 each depending on the scope of the search and
the amount of time involved in analyzing and summarizing the results.

X1 000119



RCALA 005999

I will look forward to meeting with you and REDACTED to discuss this matter in more
detail at your convenience during the next week. Please do not hesitate to call or e~mail
me if you have any questions or comments.

Very truly yours,

REDACTED

X1} 000120
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REDACTED
From
To:
Date:  12/28/2003 8:25:19 PM
Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation
REDACTED
Please leave a messaae on mv voice mail,F?F.D_/f‘C_TED_ .._, which | check regularly when I'm out of myv
_home office inREDACTED . You can also reach me or leave a message on my cell phoneREDACTED
| will call you back in response to vour information about our meeting on Monday afternoon or
whenever you schedule the meeting with 1 will be in Pasadena during the morning and early

afternoon, but will check on messages from you.

For your information, | have conducted several public records database searches on LA Archdiocese
cases foIREDACTED and REDACTED including a search onREDACTED  forREDACTED apout a week
ago. The only matters of interest that turned up orREDACTEDwere three bankruptcey filings involving him
and his wife and possibly a small claims and/or notice of default filing. | mailed the database printouts to

" and did not keep a copy for myself, but has indicated that he will tumn over everything on the case’
to me when he is authorized to do so.

REDACTED

RE:

_____ QOrijninal Maceana—-

Sent: Sunday, December 28, 2003 4:50 PM
To:REDACTED
Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

Thanks, ~ Whatis the best way to contact you? E-mail? Cell phone? Land Line? I'll let you know
as soon as | hear fromREPACTED , .

REDACTED

..... Qrininal Maeeana ...

From:REDACTED
ToREDAC I ED

Sent: 12/28/2003 4:34:12 PM
Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

) REDACTED
| will be available by mid-afternoon on Monday if that is ok with you and Late

Monday is also okay with me. If that does not work for the two of you, pls. give me a day
and time that is convenient for you and™"" and I will adjust my schedule accordingly.

REDACTED

_____orig.:.._l L]
From: REDACTED

Sent: Sunday, December 28, 2003 4:17 PM

REDACTED 1/13/2004
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o: REDACTED
Subject: L.oomis Investigation

REDACTED

Argpraur available to meet with me and RED'A‘C—I-EDtomorrow (Monday)? I'm going to

cal n the morning to set something up. Please let me know your availability.
Thanks. _
REDACTED

REDACTED

Xl 000122
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REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
Archdlocese of Los Angeles Wilshire Callfornia
: . Boulevard 90010-2.241

CLERGY MISCONDUCT OVERSIGHT BOARD

December 29, 2003
REDACTED

REDACIED

Re:  Investigation of Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

 REDACTED
Dear .

I’m writing to you in my capacity as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight
Boatd of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. The Board was established by Cardinal Roger
Mahony in June, 2002 and is an independent advisory board that makes
recommendations directly to the Cardinal concerning cases in which clerics are accused
of sexual misconduct.

On December 23, 2003, Cardinal Mahony asked me in my capacity as Chairman of the
Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board to head a special, totally independent investigation
of the allegations that have been made against Monsignor Richard A. Loomis. I'm
enclosing a copy of his letter and a copy of my letter accepting this assignment.

Your name was provided to me by REDACTED 3 member of the Board, as-an
experienceCREDACTED who is now working as a licensed private investigator
specializing in business and civil litigation related investigations. I called you on
December 24" and we agreed to meet shortly after the Christmas holiday.

Thank you for your letter of December 24t setting out your baékground and experience
and terms and conditions of employment. I appreciate your willingness to accept this
assignment for a fee of $100 per hour, plus expenses as set forth in your letter.

I wish to retain you to perform confidential investigative services as a licensed private
investigator on the terms and conditions set forth in your letter of December 24, 2003 to
conduct a thorough, complete and totally independent investigation of the allegations that
have been made against Monsignor Loomis in the case of REDACTED .
Defendant Doe 1, et al., Los Angeles Superior Court Case No™"Y**'EY  filed on
December 17, 2003. A copy of the complaint is enclosed.

Pastoral‘Regions: Our Lady of the Angels  San Fernando  San Gabriel  San Pedro  Santa Barbara

X1 600123



REDACTED

December 29, 2003
Page 2

As stated in the Cardinal’s letter, it would be helpful to have you appointed as a

Canonical Auditor in order to assist with the parallel Canonical investigation that is

required bv the Charter and Essential Norms. Please contacREDACTED
REDACTED to arrange for your appointment.

If the above is satisfactory, please indicate your acceptance below and return a copy of
this letter to me.

I look forward to working with you on this important matter.

Sincerelv. t

REDACTED

REDACTED

Enclosures

I accept the appointment on the terms and
conditions set forth above

REDACTED

RCALA 006003
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REDACTED

PRIVATE REDACTED
DISPUTE RESOLUTION

January 2, 2004

REDACTED
REDACTED

Re:  Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
Named inREDAC_TED v. Defendant Doe 1, et al.
Los Angeles Superior Court Case NoREDACTED

Dea]RE DACTED

I am writing in my capacity as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
(“Board”) of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. The Board was established by Cardinal
Roger M. Mahony in June, 2002 and is an independent advisory board that makes

- recommendations directly to the Cardinal concerning cases in which clerics are accused
of sexual misconduct. I and the other members of the Board are vitally interested in
making sure that priests who have molested children are not allowed to continue in
ministry. '

You are counsel for REDACT_ED who is named as a plaintiff in the above case which
was filed in the Los Angeles Superior Court on December 17, 2003. Monsignor Richard
A. Loomis, who served as Vicar for Clergy in the Archdiocese in the late 1990’s, is
alleged in the complaint to be a person who routinely molested children, and, in
particular, plaintiffREDACTED while serving as a teacher at Pater Noster High
School.

On December 23, 2003, Cardinal Mahony asked me in my capacity as Chairman of the
-Board to head a special, totally independent investigation of the allegations that have
been made against Monsignor I;nr\mi s Thave agreed to undertake this assignment and
have retained the services of REDACTED ~ and licensed private
investigatorREDACTED 6 assist me.

I'have not interviewed Monsignor Loomis as yet but it is my understanding that he does
REDACTED . . .
not recall and denies any sexual misconduct with any student at Pater

Noster or elsewhere.

My investigation is not a part of the litigation involvingREDACTED ind the
Archdiocese. T and the Board are vitally interested in obtaining information concerning

X1 000125
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REDACTED

January 2, 2004
Page 2

the facts of the charges against Monsignor Loomis so that we can determine whether he
should be removed from ministry at this time.

The purpose of this letter to is inform you of my assignment, to arrange for obtaining -
whatever information you have concerning the allegations against Monsignor Loomis,
and to arrange for an interview witt(REDACTED T cannot conduct a meaningful
investigation without knowing the details of the allegations which form the basis of his
complaint. Your cooperation in this regard is essential. I am willing to abide by any
reasonable conditions you wish to place upon the interview withREDACTED such as
the location of the interview, who will be present, etc. ‘

I know that this is a busy time for you. However, it is very important that I and the Board
move on this matter promptly. I would appreciate it if you would contact me at your
earliest convenience. I can be reached at the above telephone and fax numbers or through
the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board offices on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays
atREDACTED My personal e-mail addressREDACTED

Thank you.

Sincerely,

REDACTED

REDACTED

XI1 000126
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED
Sent:  Monday, January 05, 2004 7:47 AM

To:  REDACTED
Cc:
Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

Happy New Year.
REDACTED

I've attached the letter I sent to on January 2, 2004. He should have gotten it on January 3rd or should
get it today.

The Clergy Misconduct Misconduct Board will meet on Wednesday, January 14th at the Archdiocesan Catholic
Center. The meetings are held in Room 785 and begin at 9:30 a.m. | hope you will be available to attend. |
would like you to meet the members of the Board and discuss your investigation to date.

I will be working in my office this morning. Please give me a cal. REDACTED

Thanks.

REDACTED

1/6/2004
Xl goo127
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REDACTED
From: REDACTED
Sent:  Monday, January 05, 2004 8:14 AM
To: Cardinal Roger M. Mahony

Subject: Loomis Investigation

Dear Cardinal Mahony:

| hope you had a nice Christmas and your few days in the mountains. Hopefully, 2004 will be a better year for
you and the Church.

’

| have retained REDACTED 55 the investigator for the investigation of Msgr. Loomis. I've attached his GV and the
agreement | entered into with him. | believe his background and experience are exceptional. As indicated in his
CV, he was a member of theREDACTED  and participated in six or seven audits in various archdioceses this past
year.

I met withREDACTED g REDACTED |55t week and discussed the issues involved in the case. He has started
work and will report his progress to me as his investigation proceeds.

[ wrote to REDACTED  on January 2, 2004. A copy of his letter is attached.

D
I've aske<REDACTE to contact REDACTED,

to be appointed a Canonical Auditor.
i will keep you posted. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Happy New Year.,
REDACTED

1/6/2004

Xl 000128
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REDACTED

Sent:  Monday, January 05, 2004 10:23 AM

Subject: Re: Loomis Investigation

Cardinal Mahony:

1 wrote to REDACTEDfor the reasons stated in the Iattar, It's my understanding that Msgr. Loomis denies any
wrongdoing and has no recollection ofRE DA\C_:_UWW , Itis difficult if not impossible to investigate a case when the
charges have not been identified. | wanted to know that an independent investigation was being initiated
to determine if Msgr. Loomis should remain in ministry and that this was not part of the litigation process involving
the plaintiffs and the Archdiccese. Also, unless the complainant is willing to be specific; there is no basis for
CMOB to recommend that Msgr. Loomis be removed from ministry.

It's important that the investigation not only be independent but be perceived as indepeh‘dent. | believe that
working throughREDACTED would cloud the issue and jeopardize the integrity of the investigation.

I'll keep you posted.

REDACTED

From:

ToREDACTED

Cec e
Sent; 1/5/2004 8:27:09 AM

Subject: Re: Loomis Investigation -

EDACTED

A

Receive your info about Msgr Loomis.

It sounds as if the investigator is highly qualified, and having him a Canonical Auditor helps us with the
canonical investigation.

Please keep in mind the provisions of Article 5 of the Charter--very important that we follow those
canonical steps. .

REDACTED

I'm puzzled why you would write to Is that wise?

My preference would be for you to work throughREDACTED if contacting any attomey representing
people who have filed complaints and/or lawsuits against the AD. Otherwise, we are creatlng rhany
difficulties for the final settlement of these matters, -

| Worse, you could be entwmmg CMOB In the !mgatlon and medlatlon efforts, something that would be
most troubling.

Thanks.
+RMM

1/6/2004
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REDACTED

From:REDACTED

Sent:  Monday, January 05, 2004 8:00 AM
To: REDACTED

Cc:

Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

REDACTED i ISREDACTED ‘of the Archdiocese. As | stated when we met last week, Cardinal
Mahony believes it would be helpful to have you appointed a Canonical Auditor in.order to assist with the parallel
Canonical investigation that is required by the Charter and Essential Norms.

REDACTED

Please contact to arrange for this appointment.

Thanks.
REDACTED

1/6/2004

RCALA 006009
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REDACTED
REDACTED
From: : - .
Sent: Mondav Januarv 05 2004 1:24 PM
To: REDACTED
Subject:

REDACTED

| just talked with REDACTED gnq told him that all | had to do canonically was to tell him verbally over the phone
that he's appointed canonical auditor in the Loomis case, so it's done. | can draw up and sign a decree at a convenient
time and date it as necessary, and | agreed that he will work under your direction and report to you, with reports
coming to me subsequently. | told him that the two of us should discuss this point with you to clarify just how that would
work. My point is simply that whatever he uncovers that is useful for the ecclesiastical investigation is material that |
should receive, however we want to work out the process.

For your information, | will leave town tomorrow ¢. 11:30 a.m., returning Wednesday evening. | am one of the
judges impaneled to hear a case in San Dlego and we will be mtervnew;ng some of the parties. This will be my baptism,

so to speak!
REDACTED

X111 000131
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REDACTED

" 'REDACTED

From:

Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2004 10:41 AM
To: REDACTED |

Subject: FW: RE: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

----- Original Message -----
From:REDACTED

ToREDACTED
Sent: 1/5/2004 1:20:40 PM
Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

| calledREDACTED and got a voice mail message from his assistant stating that he
will return on Jan. 5. 1left a message for him to call me concerning the matter in question.

| thought your letter to REDACTED  stated precieahs what we need in the way of .

cooperation and information from him and his client, REDACTED and at the same time put the

ball on their side of the court with regard to our ability to proceed with a thorough investigation of
the allegation made in his complaint as it pertains to the subject of our investigation.

REDACTED

P.S. FatherREDACTEDjust called and advised he has designated me as a Canonical Auditor,
effective immediately, with the paperwork to follow.

He also said he would like to be copied on all my investigative reports to you. He said he would
work that out with you. | would prefer submitting everything to you and letting the two of you
work out any further dissemination of my investigative reports. :

REDACTED

----- Original Message--—--

Sent: Mondav. Januarv 05. 2004 7:47 AM
To:REDACTED

Cc:

Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

Happy New Year.

REDACTED
I've attached the letter 1 sent to on January 2, 2004. He should have gotten it on

1/6/2004
X1l 000132
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January 3rd or should get it today.

The Clergy Misconduct Misconduct Board will meet on Wednesday, January 14th at the
Archdiocesan Catholic Center. The meetings are held in Room 785 and begin at 9:30 a.m. |
hope you will be available to attend. | would like you to meet the members of the Board and
discuss your investigation to date.

| will be working in my office this moming. Please give me a call. REDACTED

Thanks.
REDACTED

1/6/2004
XI1 000133
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REDACTED

‘Erom: REDACTED

Sent:  Tuesday, January 06, 2004 11:09 AM
To: REDACTED

Cc:
Subject: Loomis Investigation

FREDACTED

REDACTED REDACTED

[ sent a letter to the lawyer for Copy attached.

I've hiredREDACTED a retired FBI private investigator, to assist. | understand he's already contacted you. He is
working on his investigation. 1 am asking him to cc you on his reports.

Please give me a call when you have a minute atREDACTED

Happy New Year.
REDACTED

1/6/2004

XI1 000134
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REDACTED

From:

To: v |
Date:  1/6/2004 12:16:48 PM ;
Subject: Scheduled Interview, etc. 4 |

REDACTED

| conducted an expanded public records database search on the subject which turned up nothing of
significance. | will prepare a report to that effect and fax it to you. 1 will also fax you a report on the
resuits of the database search on the complainant.

| left a message for Craig C. to call me re our getting together to discuss background and lead information
on this matter.

' REDACTED :
1 would like to know more about resignation and get identifying data, i.e., DOB and SSN, so | can

run an expanded database search on him that
would include a criminal check. He may also be someone 1 should interview. C. C. should be able to help

me with the ident. information.

I've arranged to meet with - at 2:00 today at her office. | will try to connect with C. C. later this
afternoon since he is in the same building.

. REDACTED
I will be on my cell phone, , if you need to talk to me before then.

. Jack

REDACTED

XlI000135
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REDACTED
From:

To: ) B
Date:  1/12/2004 2:05:18 PM
Subject: Interviews

REDACTED

REDACTED

We arranged to meet tomorrow at 11:00 a.m. He is very

I just got off the phone with
REDACTED

cooperative and said he will give me all the details of the incident he previously reported to

| will type up a report of that interview and fax it to you tomorrow evening so you will have it before the Bd.
meeting Wednesday morning. '

it's imperative that | interview the complainant ASAP to evaluate his credibility and ensure that he has
correctly identified the accused RL.

| have some concern about his identification of RL in the Complaint since he was off by a couple of years
on the time period when the offenses allegedly took place - 1968 through 1970 per his Complaint versus
1971-72 when he was actually a student at the school.

If the attorney for the complainant agrees to our interviewing his client, | would first ask the complainant to
give me a physical description of Bro. “B" / RL alona with his position at the school, and then provide the
details of the offenses allegedly committed RL ancREDACTED | would use Post-it notes to cover the
names below the individual photos of all the faculty members shown in the 1972 PN yearboak in which a
photo of the complainant appears as a sophomore, and ask him to pick out the photo of the man he
identified in his complaint as Bro. "B” or RL. If he cannot do so correctly, | would have a problem with his
credibility and possible motive for coming up with that name (RL) and the name of a deceased priest "=*°T=°
in his Complaint. Regardless of what we get froREDACTEDn the way inappropriate comments or
behavior with an adult by RL, the complainant’s identifying RL from the “photo spread” is paramount to
corroborating the allegation against him. A misidentification on the photo by the complainant would
appear fo put the case against RL in the “unsubstantiated” or "unfounded” categories we previously
discussed and warrant closing it as such.

REDACTED

REDACTED

X1 600136
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REDACTED

REDACTED
PRIVATE
DISPUTE RESOLUTION

January 16, 2004

REDACTED

Re:  Monsignor Richard A, Loomis
Named iREPACTEDet al v, Defendant Doe 1, et al.

Los Angeles Superior Court Case NOREDACTED
REDACTED

Dear

This is a follow-up to my letter of January 2, 2004, a copy of which is enclosed.

The Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board considered the case of Msgr. Richard A.

Loomis at out meeting on January 14™ but was unable to effectively evaluate his case or

take any action because we have no credible information upon which to base a decision.

The only information we have is the unverified complaint filed in the Superior Court on

December 17, 2003 and the very general allegations contained therein which allege that

Msor. T.oomis is a person who routinely molested children, and, in particular, plaintiff
REDACTED  hite serving as a teacher at Pater Noster High School.

As I stated in my letter of January 2™, the Board and I are vitally interested in obtaining
information concerning the facts of the charges against Monsignor Loomis so that we can
determine whether he should be removed from ministry at this time.

. . ..« REDACTED "
I renew my request for an interview with under any reasonable conditions

you wish to place upon the interview. I also :reque-st that you provide me with more
specific information about the charges against him so that we can conduct a meaningful
investigation. :

Please contact me immediately so that we can discuss the case and make arrangements
for an interview. Thank you. '

Sincerely,

REDACTED

REDACTED
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Cardinal Roger Mahony

FROM: REDACTED
Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board /

RE: Recommendation of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis (CMOB 071-01)
 DATE: February 9, 2004
RREDACTED

a plaintiff in a complaint filed in the Los Angeles Superior Court on Decemher
17, 2003, alleges that Brother Béckett, now known as Richard A. Loomis, andREDACTED
REDACTEDsexually molested him at many different places from approximately 1969 through
approximately 1971 when he was a student at Pater Noster High School.

On December 23, 2003, you asked me in my capacity as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct
Oversight Board to head a special, totally independent investigation of the allegations against
Monsignor Loomis and report my findings and recommendations to you directly and to the
Oversight Board.

The following is my report of the results of the investigation and activities to date. I enclose the
following for your information and review.

e Your letter to me of December 23, 2003 asking me to head the investigation.
e My letter of December 23, 2003 accepting the assignment.

e Resume of REPACTED getting forth his background and experience as a former FBI
special agent and licensed private investigator.

e My letter of December 29, 2003 retaim'ngREDACTED and setting forth the scope of the

investigation. REDACTED ' amember of CMOB and a former Assistant United States
Attorney, and I met withREPACTED on December 29 to discuss the case and outline the
investigationREPACTED  has been appointed as a Canonical Auditor.

. My letter to RE_DACTE D , _ ' attorney, requesting an interview and
other information about the claims made against Monsignor Loomis. Ireceived no
response to this letter. :

o My follow-up letter toREDACTED  regtating the need to interview<=CACTED  ang

obtain additional information. Mr. REDACTED 4id not respond to this letter.
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Memorandum Regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loom is -
February 9, 2004 '

Page 2

e Investigative Chronology prepared b REDACTED  the former FBI agent and private
p M g p

REDACTED

.

REDACTED

investigator initially employed by Monsignor Crraio Cinx before my appointment. Mr.
DACTED
made hlS work product available to

Public Records Database Search Results reREDACTED This was prepared by Mr.
and REDACTED equest,

. . ‘ REDACTED
Interviews of Brother of St. Patrick conducted by

Copy of a portion of the 1972 Pater Noster yearbook showing Brother Beckett and
REDACTED "to be on the faculty.

Monsignor Loomis® Clergy Assignment Record prepared from Archdiocesan records.

Public Records Database Search Results re Monsignor Loomis. The search revealed two
superior court complaints in which Monsignor Loomis was named as a defendant.

C

Summary of superior court file relating to one of the two cases,REDA T_EDVS. Mary Star of the
g ry

Sea High School. This case did not involve allegations of sexual abuse by Monsignor
Loomis.

Summary of superior court file relating to the other case,REDACTED The Roman

Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles. This case did not involve allegations of sexual
abuse by Monsignor Loomis.

Memorandum of 22 April 2002 from Monsignor Craig A. Cox to Monsignor Loomis and
REDACTED concerninREDACTED . This is included because

Monsignor Loomis andREDACTED  knew and associated with each other during the
time in question, ‘

° REDACTE_D Confidential Database record.
REDACTED : .. REDACTED
° interview with
e REDACTED. __interview wittREDACTED soncerning a report madé byREDAOTED
REDACTED

REDACTED
interview with REDACTED i which"EACTED

relates an incident
which occurred during the summer of 1974 in which Monsignor made inappropriate
remarks about young boys who were wearing sw1mm1ng trucks and later made a “pass” at
him. REDACTED was an adult at the time.

REDACTED interview withREDACTED in which REDACTED

relates a complaint that he received during the summer of 1974 involving sexual
molestation ofREDACTED a minor, by Monsignor Loomis while he was a
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Memorandum Regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
February 9, 2004
Page 3

seminarian assigned to Corpus Christi. REDACTED teported the incident to
Monsignor Craig Cox after received notification that an announcement was going to be
made at Monsignor Loomis’ parish that he had been named in a superior court complaint.

o REDACTED  jiterview wittREDACTED in whichREDACTED giateq Monsignor
Loomis fondled his genitals on three or four occasions when he went swimming at |
Monsignor Loomis’ parents' home during the summer of 1974. ~

The Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board considered Monsienor Loomis’ case at its meeting on
January 28, 2004. The information received fronREDACTED was not known at that time.
It was the consensus of the Board that further afforte he made to obtain additional information
fronREDACTED ind an interview with REDACTED and that the investigation continue with a

follow up report at the next meeting, which is Feb}uary 11, 2004.
Thave keptREDACTED advised of developments.
Please let me know if you have any questions or desire further elaboration or information.

REDACTED
cc: & Monsignor Craig A. Cox (w/ enclosures)
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Cardinai Roger Mahony

FroM:  VEDACTED REDACTED

Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board

RE: Recommendation of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis (CMOB 071-01)

DATE: February 11, 2004

The Board discussed the case of Monsignor Richard A. Loomis at its meeting on February 11,
2004.

As you know, REDACTED vas one of a number of plaintiffs in a complaint filed in the Los
Angeles Superior Court on December 17, 2003REDACTED alleges that Brother Beckett, now
known as Richard A. Loomis, and REDACTED sexually molested him at many
different places from approximately 1969 through approximately 1971 when he was a student at
Pater Noster High School. No details are stated in the complaint.

On December 23, 2003, you asked me in my capacity as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct
Oversight Board to head a special, totally independent investigation of the allegations against
Monsignor Loomis and report my findings and recommendations to you directly and to the
Oversight Board. Iemployed REPACTED REDACTED and a licensed investigator, to

assist me in my investigation, REPACTED hag been appomted as a Canonical Auditor for
purposes of this investigation.

I wrote tcREDACTED attorney, on January 2 and 16, 2004 requesting
additional information and an interview with his client. Ireceived no response to either letter.
At my request, REDACTED  nnntactedREDACTED office on February 9 in an effort to nhfmn
an interview WItI'REDACTEDbutREDACTED was not in and the person with whom
REDACTEDshoke was not authorized to make that decision and was not encouraging.

On February 9, 2004, I sent you my report of the results of the investigation to that date. Since
then I received a follow-up report fronREPACTED  an Addendum to his previous interview with
REDACTED A copy of the Addendum is enclosed herewith.

The body of the charges are contained in the following reports:

. REDACTED nterview with REDACTED _in which relates an incident
which occurred during the summer of 1974 in which Monsignor Loomis, while a
seminarian, made inappropriate remarks about young boys who were wearing swimming

REDACTED
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Memorandum Regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
February 11, 2004

Page 2
trucks and later made a “pass” at him, "EOACTED as a young adult (age 23) at the time.
You were provided with a copy of this report on February 9. '
REDACTED
J interview withREDACTED in whiciREDACTED

relates a complaint that he received during the summer of 1974 involving the sexual
molestation of REDACTED | a minor, by Monsignor Loomis while he was a
seminarian assigned to Corpus Christi for the summer.REDACTED reported the
incident to Monsignor Craig Cox approximately ten days ago after he received
notification that an announcement had been made at Monsignor Loomis parish that he
had been named in a superior court complaint. You were provided with a copy of this
report on February 9.

e REDACTED  jioioc withREDACTED in which REDACTED that

Monsignor Loomis fondled his genitals on three or four occasions when he went
swimming at Monsignor Loomis’ parents’ home during the summer of 1974.

REDACTED was ten years old at the time. You were provided with a copy of this report on
February 9.

o REDACTED | pntow-up interview with {REDACTED . 10sed herewith.

The CMOB members were very disappointed and saddened to learn of these charges involving
Monsignor Loomis. Iand several of the members of the Board worked with him while he served
as Vicar for Clergy and in his present assignment. We all expressed our concern for him
personally and our appreciation for the good work he has done for the Archdiocese and the
Catholic community over the years.

REDACTED

The case was discussed at some length. The Board found that the statement made by
REDACTED

REDACTED

\STED

appears to be credible and is corroborated by the statement of -1 T0 that ™
was ten years old at the time, that the actions complained of are clearly child sexual
abuse, and that the zero tolerance policy applies. Monsignor Loomis has not been confronted
and advised of the charges by Monsienor Cox and REPACTED a5 vet They have an appointment
to meet with him and his attorney, REDACTED tomorrow afternoon to obtain his statement,

Accordingly, and reluctantly, unless something develops from tomorrow’s interview with
Monsignor Loomis that, in my view, warrants further consideration by the Board, it is the
recommendation of the Board that Monsignor Loomis be immediately placed on administrative
leave pending further investigation.

cc: REDACTED & Monsignor Craig A. Cox (w/ enclosufe)
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PRIVILEGE & CONFIDENTIAL

REDACTED
(Addendum to previous interview report)

On February 9, 2004 REDACTED ~EDACTED

telephonically re-contacted
REDACTED

to ask him some follow-up questions concerning himself and the
information he furnished on February 0, 2004 when he stated that Richard Loomis
fondled him on three or four occasions in 1974 after inviting him to swim in the pool at
his (Loomis’) parents’ home in Pacific Palisades.

Heis sears of age, married and has a son, ag( and a daughter, age gng;\nggﬂDnded
REDACTED andREDACTED His father was a ‘

RED é‘?T =D _graduate and his uncle was a REDACTEDt He has many friends who are
priests and values their friendship. He has never let Richard Loomis’ misconduct in this
regard affect his high regard for the many good priests he has known and befriended

since that happened.

He has been a REDACTED . He has never been arrested for anything, He has
never experienced any emotional or psychological problems as a result of being molested
by Richard Loomis.

He had no recollection of Richard Loomis ever changing into a swim suit or joining him
in the swimming pool while he swam alone. He had no recollection of Loomis ever
disrobing or exposing himself when he fondled him as he was changing into his swim
suit and later back into his street clothes.

He did not know if any of the other students at Corpus Christi grade school in Pacific
Palisades were molested by Richard Loomis. He had no recollection of anyone
mentioning anything like that to him. He was much more friendly and outgoing than the
other boys at the school and Loomis may have been attracted to him for that reason. He
is still close with many of his schoolmates from Corpus Christi grade school, but would
be reluctant to ask them about that because it would mean revealing to his friends what
Richard Loomis did to him.
REDACTED axpressed his satisfaction that something was finally being done about Richard
Loomis at this time because he has wondered in the past if Loorms had molested other
kids after he was sexually abused by him in 1974,
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Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108

February 13, 2004
Cardinal Roger Mahony REDACTED
Archbishop of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90010

Your Eminence,

1 am writing to request a leave of absence from active ministry. I have been led to
believe that you would be open to such a request by Msgr. Craig Cox. 1ask that the leave
would be immediate.

The past years have been very hard on me and the recent allegation has hit me very hard,
making it difficult, if not impossible, to carry out my duties correctly. The stress level in
1y life has become too much for me to handle right now.

Whether I will apply to return to ministry at some time in the future or take another
course remains to be seen. 1am in no emotional state to make such decisions at this time,

I will keep Msgr. Cox's office informed of my wheréabouts.

Your will remain in my prayers, as I hope I will be in yours.

L.

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
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Office of ' 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wilshire California
(213) 637-7284 Boulevard 90010-2241
TO: Presbyterate of the Archdiocese
FROM: Monsignor Craig A. Cox, Vicar for Clergy
RE: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
DATE: 15 February 2004
My brothers,
In fulfillment of our efforts to keep you informed, I wanted to bring you the following
information.
FirstREDACTED also has been named in an abuse lawsuit. The Clergy Misconduct

Oversight Board has done its initial review andREDACTED  will remain in ministry.
Announcements are being made at his parish this weekend to inform his people.

It is my sad duty to announce to you that Monsignor Richard Loomis has begun a leave of
absence. Attached is a copy of the announcement that was made at Saints Felicitas and Perpetua
Parish this weekend. Should any of you wish to write with Monsignor Loomis, you may do so
either through the parish or my office. Keep him in your prayer. Let us also keep each other in
regular prayer, for this is a trying time for us all. And please, continue regular prayer for all
victims of sexual abuse,

Thank you.

attachment

Pastoral Reglons:  Our Lady of the Angels  San Fernando  San Gabriel  San Pedro  Santa Barbara
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MEMORANDUM

To: REDACTED
P REDACTED

FroM: REDACTED
Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board

RE: Recommendation of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis (CMOB-071-01)

DATE: February 17, 2004

lam enclosingREDACTEDn’mNimM with Monsignor Loomis on February 12, 2004, and

~ his interview with LA on February 13, 2004.

cc: Msgr. Craig A. Cox
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Office of ~ 3424 ) Los Angeles
Archdlocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wiishire Callfornia
(213) 637-7284 Boulevard 90010-2202
February 17, 2004
REDACTED
REDACTED
Dear

Enclosed, please find copies of the materials related to the charges against Monsignor Richard A.
Loomis that I promised to send you when we met Thursday.

Thank you for your service of Monsignor Loomis at this most difficult time. May God bless
you!

Sincerely yours,

ey

M raig A Cox, I C.D.
Viirg@ Clergy

enclsoures

Pastoral Reglonss  Our Lady of the Angels  San Fernande  San Gabrlel  SanPedro  Santa Barbara
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http:/fwww.latimes.com/news/printedition/california/la-me-priest18{eb18,1,6919576.story?col l=la-
headlines-pe-california :

CALIFORMAV
Mahony: Protecting Minors 'Job 1'

The cardinal says the number of alleged‘victims of molestations
by priests is surprlsmgly high, but that promised action is being
taken.

By Larry B. Stammer, Richard Winton and Jean Guccione
Times Staff Writers

February 18, 2004

Cardinal Roger M. Mahony said Tuesday that he was surprised at the number of victims of alleged
sexual abuse by priests in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles over the past 73 years — 656 according to a
new report — and renewed his pledge that the protection of minors from molesting priests remained
"Job 1 "

Mahony, the Roman Catholic archbishop of Los Angeles, said recent actions by the archdiocese to
remove a once high-ranking priest from a San Marino parish as well as the decision to reveal the names
of 211 priests accused of wrongdoing had provided evidence that the archdiocese was keeping its word.

The report released Tuesday by the archdiocese, which tracked sexual abuse claims from 1931 through
last year, is proof of his determination to be "open and transparent," Mahony said. He added that he
hoped sexual abuse victims who had not spoken out would scan the names and be encouraged to step
forward.

"There are probably other victims out there," Mahony said. "I am hopeful that if they look at this Iist ..
that they will say, 'Oh, I recognize that name. I had a problem but I was afraid to come forward or say
anything.' They might have courage now to say, 'I need help, too,' " Mahony said.

Meanwhile, Los Angeles County Dist. Atty. Steve Cooley renewed demands that the church produce
personnel records of suspected priests. The church has argued that the records are protected by the state's
constitutional right to privacy and the 1st Amendment's freedom of religion clause.

"The assertion by the Archdiocese of the pastoral privilege must give way to a more compelling state
interest,” Cooley said Tuesday.

"That interest is the prosecution of those who would molest children, regardless of their status," he said.

There is currently one criminal case pending against a former priest in Los Angeles County. The names

http://www.latimes.Com/news/printedition/ california/la-me-priest18feb18,1,896092,print.st... 2/19/2004 -
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of the accused clergy in the archdiocesan report were drawn from civil lawsuits, cnmmal filings and
_ direct complaints to the church.

Outside the Roman Catholic Cathedral of Our Lady of the Angels in downtown Los Angeles, a dozen or
so abuse victims called the report only a "baby step," in the right direction. They said the cardinal was
trying to take credit for the work of victims who had come forward.

"In truth, Mahony didn't make most of those abusers' names public. Brave survivors and persistent
prosecutors did," said Mary Grant, southwest regional director for Survivors Network for Those Abused
by Priests. "The vast majority of them have already been in the public eye thanks to the courage of
victims, not Mahony."

The archdiocese's report is part of a nationwide study ordered by the National Review Board of the U.S.
Conference of Catholic Bishops to determine the extent of sexual abuse in the U.S, Roman Catholic
church. The full nationwide study is expected to be released later this month.

It will give the total number of priests accused of abuse, but not a diocese by diocese breakdown. Unlike
the report by the Los Angeles Archdiocese, the national report is not expected to list the names of priests
accused of abuse.

In an interview at the Cathedral Conference Center downtown, Mahony took personal responsibility for
the archdiocese's past failures and for his transfer of several abusive priests to new parishes after they
had been treated and counseled.

- "We gave many examples of Where I failed, where we made mistakes, and we highlighted them,"
Mahony said of the report. "We said "Look, in those years this is what we thought. This is what we did.
And now we obviously do things differently.! We acknowledge those mistakes," he said.

The California Legislature's decision in 2002 to allow victims of old abuse cases to sue the church
during 2003 — a one-year exemption from the statute of limitations — helped to prompt many victims
to come forward with their accounts, Mahony said. Of the 656 victims of abuse listed in the
archdiocesan report, 522 have come forward since 2002.

"] think the fact that the statute of limitations had been lifted led to that," Mahony said.

The church took no position when the Legislature approved the one-year waiver in 2002, but Mahony
said he would oppose changing the deadline once again. Further extensions of the deadline for filing
suits over old cases would delay settlement of the existing cases, Mahony said.

"I don't think it should have been extended in the first place," Mahony said. "I think it would be very
harmful to the victims, primarily, because if it were extended another year, say, we could never reach

settlement in the cases we've got until we know what additional cases there are."

"So that means that everyone who's waiting now would have to wait until 2005 if that were the case, and
I don't think anyone wants to do that," Mahony said.

Sexual abuse is on the wane, both in the Los Angeles Archdiocese, the nation's largest, and across the
country, Mahony said, citing the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops' decision to implement a "zero
tolerance" church policy against the sexual abuse of minors.

Mahony said the archdiocese's recent treatment of Msgr. Richard Loomis, the once high-ranking church

http://www.latimes.com/news/printedition/california/la-me-priest18feb18,1 ,896092.,print.st. . 2/19/2004
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official, is proof that the new system is working, Several years earlier, Loomis had served as Mahony's
vicar of clergy, whose responsibilities included overseeing sexual abuse cases against fellow priests.

On Feb. 1, church officials told parishioners at Sts. Felicitas and Perpetua Parish in San Marino that
" Loomis, their pastor, had been accused in a lawsuit of having sexually abused a teenage boy.

The alleged abuse took place between 1969 and 1971 before Loomis became a priest and while he was
teaching at a Catholic high school. '

The parish was told that there "was no credible evidence of misconduct" and that Loomis had Mahony's
"complete confidence" and would remain their pastor,

Last Thursday, however, the parish was told that another person claiming to be a victim had been
identified and that the archdiocese was placing Loomis on administrative leave. The second victim had
been contacted by archdiocesan investigators.

"I think that illustrates it, that very case,” Mahony said. "In the first instance there was some allegation
made. The victim refused to be interviewed." Because of that, the archdiocesan Clergy Misconduct
Review Board "felt that we don't have enough evidence to put [Loomis] on administrative leave."

"But they continue to monitor these cases. That's just not the end of it," Mahony said. "But then other
evidence came forward which they then were able to investigate and interview the party. And based on
their investigation they determined that there was sufficient credible evidence to move forward and put
[Loomis] on administrative leave."

Mahony said he knew Loomis was well respected by his parish and many others in the archdiocese for

. his work over the years. "I mean, they all know him and love him as well. That's not the point. The point
- is we have policies. We have procedures and are following them regardless where that leads," Mahony
said.

The decision to list the names of 211 priests, deaconé, brothers and seminarians who had been accused
of sexual abuse came after he had asked the archdiocese's priest council for advice, Mahony said.

He said he told the priests he wanted to be as open and transparent as possible. In the end, he said, the

priests had agreed that the names should be publicized for "the greater good of the church.” He said
some priests were surprised when they saw the names of some of their colleagues on the list.

#*

(BEGIN TEXT OF INFOBOX)

The accused

The following is a list of 201 priests, deacons, brothers and seminarians identified by the Roman
Catholic Archdiocese of Los Angeles as having been accused of sexually abusing minors and the years
the abuse allegedly occurred. Some of the allegations have been discredited.

Accused of molesting 12 youths:

Cimmarrusti, Mario, 1962-69

http://www.latimes.com/news/printedition/california/la-me-priest18feb18,1,896092,print.st... 2/19/2004
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Garcia, Peter, 1961-83

Harris, Michael A., 1972-90
Accused of molesting 11 youths:
Kearney, Christopher, 1971-84
Lovell, Larry, 1974-85

Accused of molesting 10 youths:
Dawson, John H., 1972-82
Félvey,* Mark, 1959-75

Accused of molesting nine youths:
Ramos, Eleuterio, 1972-89
Accused of molesting eight youths:
Barmasse, Kevin P., 1982-;88
Buckley, Michael D., 1965-75
Fessard, Gerald B., 1§65-7§
Accused of molesting seven youths:
Martinez, Ruben, 1970-81

Vetter,* Henry Xavier, 1953-73
Accused of molesting six youths:
Coughlin, Richard T., 1965-81
Daley,* Wallace J., 1957-63
Dominguez, Jesus Jesse, 1973-88
Miller, George M., 1974-88
Rodriguez, Carlos Rene, 1984-94
Salazar, John Anthony, 1980-86
Van Handel, Robert, 1970—82

Accused of molesting five youths:

" RCALA 006030
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Atherton, Gregory, 1967-86
Sandstrom, Lawrence, 1955-69
Warren,* A, Thomas, 1991
Accused of molesting four youths:
Castro, Willebaldo, 1973-78
Ginty,* Denis, 1932-80

Kelly, Patrick, 1991

Kohlbeck, Frank, 1981-83
Miani, Titi.an Jim, 1957-67
Pecharich, Michael, 1974-84
Quinlan,* Celestine, 1957-63
Savino, Dominic, 1977-80
Sheahan, John, 1961-65
Accused of molesting three youths:
Buckman, Franklin, 1962-81
Caffoe, Lynn, 1973-94

Casey, Edward, 1974-79
Duggan,* AlbertJ., 1963-71
Grimes,* James, 1958-59
Lyons, Denis, 1968-82
Marshall, Thomas, 1960-63
Nocita, Miké, 1975-84
O'Connor, Donal, 1959-61
Reilly, Terrence, 1959-76

Ruhl, John, 1970-82

'RCALA 006031
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Sullivan,* Thomas, 1952-58
Wolfe,* Phillip, 1975-89
Ziemann, G. Patrick; 1967-86
Accused of molesting two youths:
Abercrombie,* Leonard, 1970s
Ahumada, Arturo, 1999—2000 ,
Andc:rson,* Roger, 1981-83
Boyer,* Leland, 1973--82
Cabot, Samuel, 1980-85

. Carey,* Cleve W., 1963-66
Carriere,* David, 1978-79
Cotter, Patrick J., 1963-64
Cronin, Sean, 1972-80
DeLisle,* Harold F., 1967-77
Gallagher,* George Michael, 1953-62
Garcia, Cristobal, 1980-84
Hanley, Bernard Brian, 1965
Hawkes,* Benjamin, 1973-85
Hernandez, Stephen, 1984-85
Jaramillo, Luis, 1986-88
Johnson, Dave, 1977-79
Lindner, Jerold, 1973-85
Loomis, Richard A., 1969-74
Mahony, Roger, 1970-93
McKeon,* Martin, 1962-65

Moody, Michael Andre, 1980

Page 6 of 12
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Pina, Joseph D., 1979—90
Plesetz, Gerald, 1973-77

Rowe,* Dorian, 1967-79
Santillan, John, 1977-85

Scott,* George, 1947-58
Sharpe,* Joseph, 1958-64
Stadtfeld,* Joseph, 1958-66
Stallkamp,* Louis G., 1974-79
Tepe,* Raymond (Jose), 1958-68
Van Liefde, Christopher, 1971-75
Wadeson, John, 1973-77
Weber,* Francis J., 1959
Accused of molesting one youth:
Alzugaray, Joseph, 1967-70
Arzube, Juan, 1975--76

Balbin, Victor, 1978-84
Berbena, Christopher, 1980
Berumen, Matthias A., 1990
Brennan,* John Lawrence, 1954--56
Cabaong, Honorato, 1978-84
Cairns, James, 1971-73

Carroll, Michael J., 1968-71
Casey,* John Joseph, 1944-45
Cavalli, Vincent V., 1966-68

Coffield, John V., 1959-60
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Corral, Andres S., 1981
Cosgrqve,* John V., 1979-80
Cousineau, David, 1970-73
Cremins,* Daniel J., 1965-71
Cruces, Angel, 1978-84
Deady,* John P., 1956-57
DeFore, Donald, 1977-78
Delonghe,* Harold, 1980-82
Diesta, Arwyn N., 1982
DiPeri, Joseph B., 1977

Doan, Michael Son Trong, 1999
Dober, Edward, 1989
Doherty,* John B., 1967-69
Dolan,* James, 1962 ‘

Dowd,* Francis, 1963

Dunne, Joseph, 1993

Engﬁsh,* Thomas Patrick, 1969-70
Farabaugh,* Clint, 1973-75
Farmer, Donald G., 1967-69
Farris,* John V., 1951-54
Faue,* Mathias, 1965-67
Fernando, Arthur, 1973-75
Fernando, Walter, 1980-81
Fitzpatrick,* James J., 1962-63
'Fitzpatrick, Thomas Q., 1987

Foley, George, 1971-74

http://www.latimes.com/news/printedition/california/la-me-priest18feb18,1,896092,print.st... 2/19/2004
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Ford, James M., 1968-71
Gaioni, Dominic, 1977
Granadino, David F., 1985-88.
Grill, Philip, 1965-66
Guerrini, Roderic M., 1976-78
Gunst,* George, 1955
Guzman,* Vincente, 1931-41
Haran,* Michael Joseph, 1948
Havel, Thomas E., 1968-72
Hill, Patrick, 1979-81
Horvath,* Bertrand, 1971-74
Hunt,* Michael A., 1957-58
Hurley,* John J., 1949

James, Joseph, 1958
Jayawardene, Tilak A., 1990
Jimenez-Pelayo, Emmanuel, 1975
Juarez, Anthony, 1957-58
Kareta, Greg, 1980
Kavanaugh, Philip, 1973-74
Keeney, John, 1974-76
Kelly,* Matthew H., 1969-71
Kenny, John, 1976-77
Klikunes, Bruce, 1976-77
Kohnke,* John, 1973-74

Lacar, Sylvio, 1978-84

Page 9 of 12
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Lapierre, David, 1983-84
Leon, Modesto, 1995-96 -
Loofborough, Charles, 1978-81
Lopez, Joseph, 1963-66
Lorenzoni, Larry, 1957-58
MacSweeney,* Eugene, 1959
Maio, Bugene A., 1963
Manﬁng, Robert, 1970-71
Martin,* James Aloysius, 1934-38
Martinez, Ernest, 1965-66
Martini, Richard M., 1990-91
Mateo, Leonardo, 1959 'i
Mateos, Francisco, 1976-79 ~
McElhatton,* Thomas, 1943-45
McGloin, James, 1963
McHugh, Patrick, 1972-74
McNamara, Patrick, 1960s
Mendez, Jose J., 1985-87
Meyer, Louis L., 1968-69
Molthen,* Vincent, 1961-62
Monte,* Alfred, 1947
Nwankwo, Cyril, 1997

- O'Carroll,* Charles, 1956-58
O'Dwyer,* Patrick F., 1959
O'Loghlen, Martin, 1965-68

Orellana, Samuel, 1987

http://www.latimes.com/news/printedition/california/la-me-priest18feb18,1,896092,print.st... 2/19/2004
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Pacheco, Gary, 1975
Peck, Daniel P., 1996
Pena, Amado, 1981-83
Pick,* Louis V., 1947
Ploughman, Bernard, 1963
Porter, Thomas A., 1965-70
| Reilly, Patrick, 1980-84
Roebert, Michael, 1969-70
Roper, William, 1970-73
'Rozo Rincon, Efrain, 1969
Ryan,* jééeph Francis, 1945
Salinas,* Gabriel, 1958-60
Sanchez, Juan, 1992 |
Sanchez, Manue], 1978-81
Schaller, Emmett Gilroy, 1979-80
Scheier,* Maurice, 1948
Sharkey, Joe, 1968
Specialle, Stephen Emmet, 1985-86
Sprouffske, Michael M., 1963-69
Tacderas, Joseph, 1983
Tamayb,* Santiago L., 1978-84 ‘
Teluma, Lukas Bao, 1995
Terra, Michael, 1979-80
Thorne, Vance, early 1970s

Tresler, Carl D,, 1998
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RCALA 006037

http ://WWW.latimes.éom/news/printediﬁon/california/ la-me-priest18feb18,1,896092,print.st... 2/19/2004 .

XI1 000158



RCALA 006038

Los Angeles Times: Mahony: Protecting Minors 'Job 1' Page 12 of 12

Tugade, Valentine, 1978-84
Van ter Toolen,* Vincent, 1961
Verhart, John, 1957-58
A Villa Gomez, Gillmero Nemoria, 1964-65
Villaroya, Ernesto Corral, 1983
Weitz,* Wilfred, 1959-61
Wishard, John W., 1980
Source: Archdiocese of Los Angeles
Los Angeles Times

*Deceased

If you want other stories on this topic, search the Archives at latimes.com/archives.
Click here for article licensing and reprint options

Copyright 2004 Los Angeles Times

http://Www.latimes.éom/news/printedition/califomia/ la-me-priest18feb18,1,896092,print.st... 2/19/2004

X1 000159



RCALA 006039

REDACTED
From: REDACTED .
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2004 9:25 AM
To: ACC Community
Subject: Important Message e Approved byREDACTED
~ REDACTED
F”l
MEMORANDUM
TO: ACC FAMILY

prop:  REDACTED

DATE: February 17, 2004

As you know from news reports, many lawsuits were filed in the month of December that allege sexual
abuse of minors by priests, brothers, nuns and laypersons working for the Church.

You may have read that Reverend Monsignor Richard Loomis has been placed on an administrative
leave. This news is particularly difficult for us here at the ACC since Monsignor Loomis was for many
years part of this family.

We will continue to keep you informed of developments. We ask you to please pray for everyone
involved - people who have been harmed by sexual abuse, for Monsignor Loomis and for all priests, and
for those conducting the investigations.

May the Lord continue to pour out his blessings upon our family here at the ACC.
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RCALA 006040

MEMORANDUM

TO: Monsignor Craig Cox
REDACTED
REDACTED
FROM:
Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board

DATE: February 24, 2004
RE: Monsignor Richard Loomis — Investigation

There were minor errors in REDACTED report of his interviews withREDACTED

and Monsianor Loomis. He misenaliad REDACTED in the last paragraph on Page 1 and

referred toREDACTED as on Page 2 of his interview with Mansianor | aams,

He mentioned St. Monica’s instead of Corpus Christi in the interview of "EDACTED
FREDACTED He has corrected these in the enclosed reports. Please substitute these for the

ones | sent you previously and discard the old ones.

Thank you.
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Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
1190 ®Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108

March 4, 2004

Reverend Monsignor Craig Cox
Archdiocesan Catholic Center
3424 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90010

Dear Monsignor Cox,

My last letter to theREPACTED w5 written under terrible emotional upheaval. In that

letter, T asked for a leave of absence. Iwish to clarify my position.

I want to state as emphatically as possible that the allegations against me are false and
that I intend to present a response in the near future. [have every intention and desire to
return to active ministry. I have no intention of resigning as pastor of Saints Felicitas and
Perpetua Parish. '

Please keep me in your prayers as you are in mine. May the holy season of Lent bring
conversion of heart to us all. -

PAX!

e (7, i

Reverend Monsi gnor Richard A. Loomis

'RCALA 006041
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FILE

NSU

Office of 34124 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wiishire California
(213) 637-7284 Boulevard 90010-2202
March 13, 2004

Personal and Confidential

Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
Saints Felicitas and Perpetua Church
1190 Palormar Road

San Marino, CA 91108-2283

Dear Monsignor Loomis;
This is to acknowledge your letter of March 4, 2004. The Cardinal and I had fully understood
that you were not resigning as Pastor of Saints Felicitas and Perpetua Parish. During this time of

Administrative Leave, you continue in that office.

I am grateful that you reiterated that you are innocent of the allegations made against‘you and that
" you will be preparing a further response to them in the near future. '

Please continue to keep me in your prayers as I certainly am keeping you in mine.
Your brother in Christ,

/ / w,, ( /
n51 V/@A Cox, JCD/

V&car, or Clergy

Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of the Angels ~ San Fernando  San Cabriel  San Pedro  Santa Barbara
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NS\
: Office of 3424 Los Angeles
Archdlocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wiishire Callfornia
{213} 637-7284 Boulevard 920010-2202
March 17, 2004

REDACTED

St. Lawrence Martyr Parish
1900 South Prospect Avenue
Redondo Beach, CA 90277-6003

REDACTED

Thank you very much for your letter of 13 March 2004. '.It covered the territory nicely.
"1l keep you posted on developments.
God bless!

Your brother in Christ,
/77) ¢ /‘7 -
sy Lot
M;n/signgﬁérﬁg A. Cox, J.CD.
Vicar fof Cler A
JieiLIot Clergy

- - ~ b el Ae—ie P S Y Can Mabdal Qan Pardrn Santa Rarbara
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April 26, 2004

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis A
REDACTED

Dear Msgr. Loomis,
. REDACTED REDACTED
My name is’ and I attended Pater Noster High School from 1968 to 1971,
* Class of "71, asked me to write a letter of support for you in reference to the allegations against
you.

1 was a quiet student and I don’t know if you remember me, The following is what I remember of
some of the teachers at the school. As a student, I remember a lot of rumors and talk about the
Brothers. Everv dav there was something new. Here is a list of some of the rumors:

REDACTED

So much for the ramors. There were also positive things said about some of the Brothers:
= REDACTED was regarded very highly. (I think he was my favorite Brother);
. (The girls said he was cute, the students felt he was a really great guy. I don’t

Py

remember ever speaking to him.)

When you were known as Brother Beckett, I never had you in class, I never went to the Deans
Office and I don’t recall ever talking to you. Many times I did listen to you when you spoke to
other students and you were always proper and very nice. The other students respected you and
never said a cross word about you. I can honestly say that I never heard any rumors about you in
my three years at Pater Noster,

1 always looked to you as a great teacher, a good Brother and someone who always had the
students’ interests at heart. '

REDACTED
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Page 1 of 1

REDACTED

Erom:REDACTED

Sent: Saturday, May 15, 2004 9:23 FM
To: REDACTED

Subject: Re: From Dick Loomis
Dick,

Our challenge is to pursue faithfully and with justice two legal systems at the same time: the canonical process,
and the civil process.

| am as anxious as you are to approach both of those carrectly and justly. However, it is not in your best interest
to blur or intertwine the two distinct processes.

Since the civil side is moving through mediation, we must be careful to do nothing on the canonical side that
creates problems on the civil side--now or later.

Let us work on a proposal that might help to satisfy both aspects of your situation.
Will get back to you as soon as we can come up with some proposals that accomplish both objectives,

Please be assured of my prayers.
REDACTED

5/17/2004
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Page 1 of 1

REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent:  Saturday, May 15, 2004 5:14 PM

To: REDACTED

Subject: Re: From Dick Loomis
Your Eminence,
With all due respect, the canonists | have consulted inform me that USCCB Charter and Norms are not applicable
in examining these allegations, as the alleged incidents stem from a time prior to my ordination to the diaconate.
Hence, | was not a cleric at the time of these alleged incidents. For this reason, the application of the Charter or

the Norms is not appropriate in the examination of these allegations.

| look forward to hearing from you on your return to Los Angeles. | appreciate your willingness to look into my
requests, . ‘

PAXI

Dick

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108

5/17/2004.
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REDACTED

From: Cox, Msgr. Craig A.

Sent: Saturday, May 15, 2004 1:29 PM
To: REDACTED

Cc:
Subject: RE: From Dick Loomis

Roger,
| raised this issue before.

With regard to Monsignor Loomis, only one item has not yet been forwarded to Dick. This is an interview of the
mother of the young man who alleges he_nas shuced. | myself have not seen the text of that interview yet. It
was completed later in the process, after TED 2n dl met with Dick. - _has not gotten a copy of that
interview to me yet. Copies of all of the other items were sent to Dick andREDACTED “we gave those materials
ta them earlier than would be normal in a canonical process, since we were still at taking steps in thepreliminary
investigation. Normally access to the acts comes after the preliminary investigation is closed and the formal
process underway. | had no problem providing those materials to Dick earlier than normal because | want to
respect everyone's right of defense. And since there is the civil action for damages, Dick has rights connected
with that too. The investigation with regard to Dick still is open because we need to speak to the man who filed

the lawsuit. We still have not had access to that person.

The investigator Dick and REDACTEDpjred is problematic, however. Canonically, he is not a canonical auditor.

Canonically, the appropriate thing is for Dick to propose the questions he wishes to have asked and the canonical

auditor ask them. This would be my recomendation.as the way to proceed. But apart from that, | suggest you

talk tcREDACTED  The particular investigator they hired has left a bad taste in his mouth. We can't have people
who come to the Church later turned off or even hounded because they did so. Recently, REDACTED gjso called

REDACTED to request materials. '

| have recommended that REDACTED and | (and anyone else needed) sit down and work out a

way of sharing information with the attorneys of the accused that respects their rights but does not impair the
canonical process.

REDACTED

REDACTED

So there are very messy issues all swirling around this.
Craig

----- Qrininal Maceaae-——--

From:REDACTED

Sent: Saturday, May 15, 2004 10:04 AM
To: Cox, Msgr. Craig A.;REDACTED
Subject: Fwd: From Dick Loomis

Craig,

5/17/2004

RCALA 006047
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Page 2 of 2

Not sure what to do about this request. | want to follow our procedures as fully as possible, and we can't
make any exceptions.

Thanks for your guidance.

+Roger

5/17/2004
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REDACTED

From: RRAL84@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, May 15, 2004 5:14 PM
To: REDACTED

Subject: Re: From Dick Loomis
Your Eminence,
With all due respect, the canonists | have consulted inform me that USCCB Charter and Norms are not applicable
in examining these allegations, as the alleged incidents stem from a time prior to my ordination to the diaconate.
Hence, 1 was not a cleric at the time of these alleged incidents. For this reason, the application of the Charter or .

the Norms is not appropriate in the examination of these allegations.

I look forward to hearing from you on your retumn to Los Angeles. | appreciate your willingness to look into my
requests.

PAX!

Dick

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. L.oomis
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108

8/5/2004
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Page 1 of 1

REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent: Saturday, May 15, 2004 6:09 PM

To: REDACTED

Subject: Sharing Materials
REDACTED

, REDACTED
With the question on the Dick Loomis material, | do not see any way that will want to talk to the

investigator for Dick. But if there is somethin gpotentially exonerating, | would certainly love to discover it.
REFS;(\ECFTEEDS a way forward is for there to be a mutual agreement that we ‘,(‘gé“ share materials with' . >ROVIDED
shares everything he discovers with us. A one way feeing into "= roubles me. You might throw that into
th emix as discussions go o this week. :

Craig

Craig Cox
REDACTED

5/17/2004
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REDACTED

T REDACTED

From:
Sent:  Saturday, May 15, 2004 9:23 PM
To: REDACTED

Subject: Re: From Dick Loomis
Dick,

Our chall‘enge is to pursue faithfully and with justice two legal systems at the same time: the canonical process,
and the civil process. :

I am as anxious as you are to approach both of those correctly and justly. However, it is not in your best interest
to blur or intertwine the two distinct processes. '

Since the civil side is moving through mediatioh, we must be careful to do nothing on the canonical side that
creates problems on the civil side--now or later.

Let us work on a proposal that might help to satisfy both aspects of your situation.
Will get back to you as soon as we can come up with some proposals that accomplish both objectives.
Please be assured of my prayers.

+Roger

8/5/2004

X1 000172



RCALA 006052

MEMORANDUM
TO: Cardinal Roger Mahony
FROM: REDACTED o ) REDACTED
Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
RE: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis (CMOB-071-01)
DATE: May 18, 2004

This is a follow up to my reports of February 9, 2004 and February 11, 2004 concerning
the status of the case of Monsignor Richard A. Loomis.

I enclose the following for your information and review:

o REDACTED nerview with REDACTED dated February 11, 2004,

REDACTED | o rview with Msgr. Richard Loomis dated February 12, 2004.
REDACTED i v with REDACTED dated February 13, 2004.
REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED dated

) interview with mother,
March 30, 2004. :

L hava racaived no response to the two letters | sent to REDACTED

R;EE//-\A\;LED attorney, in which | requested thafREPACTED  pe interviewed byREPACTED

Please let me know if you have any questions or wish further information.

cc: Msgr. Craig A. Cox (w/enclosures)
R_EDACTED
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PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL
REDACTED

REDACTED REDACTED
R(EJSAIE‘:eTbErBary 11,2004 REDACTED

MFVARNI L Ly b e ey ————

- télephonically furnished the following information tREDACTED  who identified himself

as REDACTED _ retainad by the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board-of the

Archdiocese of Los A;ngeles to conduet an investigation into an allegationby | -
‘REDACTED 3t Mopsignor Richard Loomis sexually molested him while he was'a student

- at Pater Ncstcr h1gh School in- 1971 72 :

" He has becn a teaoher at, St Vincent de Paul, a co-educational high school in Petaluma
whwh is one hour north of San Francisco, for the past four years, .

He was ordamed as a pnest in June 1979. Prior to that he was a deacon at Holy Famliy 3

Parish in'Glendale for four months in 1979 before replacing the associate pastor there,
Father Richard Loomis, when he was transferred to Bishop Montgomery ]’rhgh School in
'I‘on'ance in July 1979 . ,

He Jived in the rectory at Holy Family Parish with & monsignor, Father Rmhard Loomls
- -and two othpr priests, both of whom are now deceased, while he was a deacon and later
-after lie became & priest and the associate pastor. They each had their own upstairs living
L quarters which consisted of one room and a bathroom. There was also a guest room for

i vxsxtors

There was dn all-gxrls Cathohc high school down the block from the parish and aco:
educational grammar school across the street. Three girls, two of which were the -
: mons1gnor s nieces;, and several boys helped in the downstairs area of the rectory by
© answering the telepbone and doing other tasks during the week and on Saturdays when
- they were inyited to have lunch at the rectory, He never saw any of 'chc boys or guls in
the upstaxrs area ‘of the rectory. ‘

Father Lomms was a “very strange“ man and he was never comfortabic with him Whlle
the monsignor and the othér priests had single beds in their living quarters, Fathcr

' .Loomis had ap L shaped couch that could be made into two beds, which he thought was

unusyal'and inconvenient, He never saw any minors or adult guests in Father Loomis’
" quartérs'during the four ionths the two of them lived in the rectory. The only thing that

- was unusual about Father-Loomis’ relationship with the minors that worked in the rectory -
was that he mad others like himself feel that they worked for hinn. He was “possesswe” e

of ther in that way.

Father 'Loo:ms Was, unuéually active as the chaplam for the Glendale Fire Department.

. He *hung:out” at thee fire-department much of the time. He sometimes spent the night at
' the fire station. He had-a *squawk box™ that he kept with him at all times and attached a .
,temporary red hght on the mof of his car when he responded to fires in Glemdale

RCALA 0060
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Intervigw jRE DACTE D - Continued
PRI VILEGED & C DNFIDEN TIAL
He thought it was very unusual that Father Loomis spent much of his time at the ﬁre
station, but v;rtually no time at the parish’s all-girls high school. He took over Father
Loomis’ duties ds the chaplain for the fire department after he was transfefred and Fatber
Loomis gave him. all.the equipment he had accumulated in that position. He was much |
less involved with that assignfnent as he felt his services were more appropriately
© devoted to the parish and schools. He concluded that be and Father Loorms had 2
. :dlfferent philosophy about how they should practice thelr rmmstry

He carne back into contact with Richard Loomis during his assi gnment to a parish in
" Morniroyia by which time Father Loomis had become Monsignor Loomis and was the

R‘éztl)cAar _Ii_br clergi.for the archdiocese. HEREDACTED

. bronght hxm to the atr.ennon of Monsignor Loomis. He felt that Monsignor Loornis did
- not treat him fairly i that regard and had some hard feelings about him as a rcsult of how
" he handled his case,

" However, FS_I_EP AC T E D 1 and has never bean happxer
. than tigis now as a teachar at St. Vincent de Paul Eligh School. ‘ :

He had nothmg in the way of direct or circumstantial evidence to provide abaut
" Monsignor Loomxs with regard to possible sexual misconduct involving minors. Thcre
may have been some’ suspicion or rumors to that effect, but nothing of substance to his

- knowledge. ‘He would have rio reservations about disclosing such information about

Monsignor Loomis because of how he feels about the problem of sexual abuse of minors
© by the clergy and Mons:gnor Loomis personally, but it would not be appropriate for him
'to speculate on such.a serious matter based on his knowledge and observations of -

Monsxgnor Loomls conduct in that regard.

RCALA 00605
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RCALA 006055

PRIVILEGED &'dowﬁmﬁmw o
REDACTED

On February 13, 2004’ REDACTED Bishop Montgomeéry High -
C o pishool 5430 Totrancé Blvd., Torrance. CA 90503, telephone numberREDACTED
 reoncres cell phone mimberREDACTED furnished the following information t*>*°™
who identified himselfas REDACTED  :retained by the Clergy Misconduet ..
Qversight Board of the Archdxocese of Los Angeles to conduct an investigation intoan
. .allegation b}REDACT ‘that Monsignor Richard Loomis sexually molested hxm whﬂa
he was a student at Pater Nuster High School in 1971-72: : .

. REDACTED

. He melREDACTED and !us wife in 1993 when he was & seminarian a351gned to

- 4 Elizaheth Parish in Van. Nuvs. e Uwas theREDACTED and shie and REDACTED -
- weré aREDACTED for the parish. They have  childrén and“=PACTED
.. .REDACTED He became friends with REDACTED  and was

a ﬁrequent gltest in their home, He has attended farily functions, including first-
communions and confitmations for their children, since he left St. Elizabeth Parish after.
" he ‘was ordained as anriest on Tune 4, 1994, He still gets together with™™ aboutoncea, *
ycauRE DACTED  ‘had sorfie marital problems several years ago, but resolved those -
issues and have a good mamage :

" REDACTED ;. . .
. yIsa “gentle type of guy” who speaks in a “soft voice.” He came from a good
Cathohc family and appareutly had a notmal upbringing. ~

has worked asREDACTED. gard in the past and fold him some titne ago that he wasd
_REDACTED company. e

Just before or just aﬁer hé was ofdained on Jurie 4, 1994, he learned that hJS ﬁrst
assignment as a priest would be St. Anthony Parish in Oxnard where Father Rlchard
'Loomis was the pastor. Around that same timeREDACTED —  101d him that Father
- Loomis had dofie something ofa sexual nature tc when he was in hzgh school and
REDACTEDwas planmng to. tell him about it,
- REDAGTED subscquently told him he was alone with Father Loomis, then known as “Bmther
. Becket,” in a elasstoom at Pater Noster High School when Brother Becket (Loomis)

" .“grabbed his crotch,’REDACTE“’was *uncomfortable” telling him about the itcident and d1d ,
not go fnto detail about What had happened or whether it had happened on more than that
ane ogcasion. - He got the ithpression, however, that “it was not the first thme it~

. happened.” He had some recollection of " mentioning something about Brother
. Becket “threatamng himy not to say anything” to anyone else about what he had dome to
. him, He may hdve told" " to think about getting some counseling if he was. troubled
.. bythe mcxdent, but that did not appear to be something he needed or wan’ced to do. Their ' -

. conversation about the mmdent was very brief and they never discussed: it agam aftsr that

oné qccasmn : :

clid nm appear to be emotmnally affected by the incident and apparently told mm
' abOut it only after 1cammg of bis assignment as the associate pastor-to Fa‘rher Loomis.
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REDACTED

Interview of - Continued
PRIVILEGED & CONFIZTEN TML

He dxd not report tho matter to anyone at the Archdiocese becaus reheTeR apparently had
 no intention of doing so'and he as a newly ordained priest assigned to Father Loomis®
parish was not mclmed to.do so..

REDACTED

- His ass1gmnent 1) St Anthony Parish under Father Loomis® supervision turned out tobe
a very difficult first ass1gnment for him as a new priest because of their personality
mffcrences Fatber Loomis is a “controlling individual” and was not interested in his: -or

anyone else’s. input or. ideas. He was always vutting him down and never gave him any " -

credit or encouragenient for his efforts. He REDACTED was very active in the parlsh and -
schools and Father Loomis appoared to Tesent or envy his popularity with the students
~and pans}:uoners ‘ :

A rotxrcd priest and otie of hxs REDACTED _ seminary classmates, who was a friend of his,
weire 2lso assigned to St. Amhony Patish, T here was an elementary school at thc pansh
and Cathohc high school around the cotner.

He never notlccd anythmg umoward about Father Loorms mtcrcst in or rclaﬁonshlp w1th
minoxs in the parish or' schools He (Loomis) was not all that engagod or interested in
' yout’h actwmes : -

. Hé thought it was mappmpnate, however, fot Father Loomis to allow a 20 year—old drop-
‘out seminarian to stay in the parish center, a former convent that had been converted irito
. offices and guest.quarters, for two months. Tt did not look good for Father Loomis and -
. ‘.thc young’ man to spe:nd tirme together duting the day and go away to gether on Weekends

He was stressed out from. doalmg with Father Loomxs by the end of his first year at St. .
. Anthony Patish and had asked to be transferred to another parish when Fatber Loomis
- wagappolnted =T and reassi gned to St. Chatles Borromeo Parish in North Hollywood
' '._m Iuly 1995, -

. Father Loomzs was succoeded as the pastor of St. Anthony Parish byREDACTED
' REDACTED why js 2 close.ftiend of his(Loomis.) REDACTED  {g g micromenager and
simijlarin personahty to Father Loomis and he found it difficult to serve under his'
" supervision. HoREDACTED left 8t. Anthony Patjsh for 2 new assignment in March 1997.
_ An xnvostlgator namecR D_ACTED _ lefthis oaxd with the security guard at the entrance’
to Bishoo Montgomery High School on Febmarv 12. 2004, with a message for him *
‘REDACTED ¢4 call him. ‘He 5:11 d"T ang FEPACTED \iked if he could come by and speak -
 with bim concerningREDACTED being sexually molested by Richard Loomis. He .
was aware of the allegation against Monsxgnor Loomis from readmg about it in a recent’
Los Arigeles Times axticle and told™™""°"™ he was not interested in discussing the matter -
with mmREDACTED't_o]d him thatREDACTED was not intetested in getting money out of

_ néver smd anythmg to hun about being molested by }REDACTED o
. anyome other tha:n Brother Becket (Loomis.) ,
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el REDACTED
, T Interview o, ~ Continued
Cor o t PRI VILEGED & CDNFLDENTIAL

thns and had reported the mcldent sa what happened fo hitn would not happen to another
chlld He still declined to mcct witl or discuss the matter with him.,

L REDACTED called him earher this Week about getting together for lunch next week,
and he agreed to do 50" did riot say anything about the matter, but he. -
‘- asstuned after he was oontricted by Investigator™*™  ha O inviting him to lunch
' hds something 1o do with that. He will probably go abead with his hneheon meeting with .

REDACTE%ecause, “J don’t-want to tin my back on him.” He plans to tell”  however,
* - that he does not want to ‘get drawn into the litigation in this matter and would not discuss
’rheREDACTED mmdemt with him ‘

o He callcd Monsxgnor Craig Cox the Vicar for Clergy, and told him of the past mcident
"'involvingREDACTED - anid Monsignor Loomis and recent developments in thaf regard.

. Monsignor Cox told him 1o cAIREDACTED who is investigating this mafter for the
: Cler_gy Misconduct Overvigw Board and tell him what he knows of the incident, -

X1 000178



~
v o

RCALA 00605

FRIVILEDGE & CONFIDENTIAL
 REDACTED |

Onbﬁnm302mmREDACTED ImsAmmh&CA,.
. telephorie numbeRl:UHb BV fupnished the following information toaREDACTED whe
~ identified himself ssREDACTED retained by the Clergy Misconduct Oversight
- Board of the' Archdiocese ot Los Angeles to sonduct an investigation into an allegaﬂon of
‘ sexual abusa of aminox by Mons1gnor Richard Loor,ms 4 , '

' She knew Rmhard Loomls as-a seminarian at Corpus Chnstx Parish and elementa;ry ,
- .school about 30 years ago and a member of a promment and well known fatnily in Paclﬁc
Palisades. She was not atquarited with the Loomis family, but knew that Richard
' Loomis worked at the Corpus Christi Elementary School during the surmmer when he was
© in the. sctmnary She reculled he fode a motoroycle and had a vague recollection that he
‘ may | have comé hv or nassed by het residence on his motorcycle, Loomis may bave
" given her sop COACTED who ‘was a student at Corpus Christi Elementary School, a ride on
., his motorcycla. . .

REDACTED ;00 thc youngest of he e children, which includes  girls and™"™ bpys.' ‘

SEDACHED

Hex_ . youngest children. attended Corpus Christi Elementary School.

' She hizd only- a vague recollecuon of the incident involving Richard Loomis foridling her
"+ son"">"CTED when'he was a child. hut she was convinced that the incident actually
' happencd as told to her by at the time. '
" Her recollectxon of the. mcxdent was that she went mtcREDACTED bedroom to'kiss hir
-+ good night wher shie realized that “something was wrong” with himn. "*PA°TED was a very
bright, outgoing and goocl-lmknw_r child, and she could see that he was not his isual self
. that niight, When she asked " °"EC what was wrong, he told her that Richard Loomis
. had fondled him. “She has probably blocked out the details of the ingident as it wastold
10 her byREDACTED ot that time, but recalled that she was terribly upset withREDACTED
actount of what Richard Loomis had done to him, She went to her doctor the nefxt day '
-+ and héx blood pressure was scmeﬂung like 190 over 120
" REDACTED = °
. Was not. traumatxzed by the incident, ‘which to her knowledge océurred on. only
. one occasion, and hé and everyone else in their family put it behind them and went on
. ‘with their lives. She did not specifically recall meeting with or reporting the inpident to | - i

"0 REDACTED , the aisociate pastor at Corpus Christi Parish; or REDACTED

. ReuAcIED th o pastor Of the pmsh at the tim me. but she may have done so and blocked that

: memory out of hermind. Hethusband  had a very volatile personality and would
. have made a b1g issue of the incident if he took it up wittREDACTED orREDACTED

' REDACTED

Tler other soﬁ ﬁlxid daughtcrs were aware of the incident involving™=>*“"° and R.uihard
. Loois, but it was not sorething that would have been discussed outside their unmcdlate E
family Shc has fever dxscusscd the incident with any of het fnends :
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She had no recollectxon about how the incxdcnt was handlcd »wwREDACTED whd has
‘been a fnend of FPACTED and her family for many years, or REDACTED

"She saw Rxchard Loomxs agam years after the incident when he was the prineipal of
" Mary Star of the Sea School in San Pedro and she taught a natural farnily planning course
there, and was cordial toward him. Father Loomis was very highly regarded st the school
" .znd apparently had done a/lot of good things in his capacity as principal, Her atitude at
 -the time. was ong of forgiveness for his transgression involving her soiRPACTED and she
simply put the lncxdent hehind her. For that reasoEEB‘r;\%\TX{Emﬂd have been cordial toward
" Loomis regardless of what he had done to her sot She did not feel any

. ammos1ty toward him at that time. -

. She recalled thin.kmg to herself “Oh, brother,” when she read or heard that Richard

Loomxs had been_ natned Vicar of Clergy for the Los Angeles Archdiocese, based on her
N recollectnon of what he had done to het son. She has had no contact w1th Rlchard Loomis

. for gver 20 years and put the incident invalving him and her son °b ehind her, It

has never been samethmg she and have dwellcd on.
o ‘She had prctty much forgotten the incident until recently when "= C' =" told her that. RECACTED
'+ REDACTED an'investigator for the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, would be calling her -
concammg this niafter as he had been prevmusly interviewed sbout it b > -

It bottwrcd her to. leam that an invesugator representing Richard Loomis in this matter
had called fiends of her family in Pacific Palisades to inquire about theit knowledge of
this incident as it wag something that had never been discussed outside her immediate
fatnily. and was & pnvate mattcr that should not bc the subject of such an inquiry.
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

MONSIGNOR RICHARD A. LOOMIS

on February 12, 2004 Monsxgnor Richard A. Loomis, Pastor, SS. Fchmtas and Perpc:tua '
‘Parish, 1190 Palomar’ Rd., San Marino, CA 91108, was interviewed byR=DACTED who -

. identified himself ds AREDACTED ) retained by the Clergy Misconduct

© Oversight Board of thé Archdiocese of Los Angeles to conduct an investigation into dn

- allegation: byREDACTED that he (Loomis) sexually molested him while he was 2.

.. student at Pater Noster High School in 1971-72. Also present and participating in-the -

interview was Monsignor Loomis’ attotney, REDACTED and Monsugnor Craug Cox :

Vioar of Clergy for the Amhdxocese of Los Angeles. ’

“REDACTED mdlcated at the outset of the interview that Monsignor Loomis was more
for the idea of agreeing to patticipate in this meeting than he as hFPACTED £1t there was -
‘little to'be gained by his allowing his client to answer"E PACTED  questions concerning
Ahis atter.” With that in mind, he reserved the right to terminate the quéstioning at any -

" time or advise Monsignor Lobmis not to answer certain questions. On the other hand, he

- was interested in kiowing what REPACTED ad turned up in the way of information on
this case from his. investigation. Monsighor Loomis interjected that he was concerned
about providing information that mxght be used agamst him from a personal habxhty

" standpomt, but would answer questions with that in mind.

Thereaﬁer thSl phor Loomls fiumished the following information in rcsponse o
REDACTED S

) R REDACTED Comglamt Filed December 17, 2003:

'Hc was thh the Brothers of St Patnck Order and known as “Brother Becket” when he

* began teaching at Pater Noster High School it September 1971 after eaming his Bachelor -
of Arts degree at UCLA that same year. He was the dean of discipline at Pater Noster

- High School, wh1ch took up about half his time. He also taught 1anguage ans and music
: apprematmn

L The name REDACTEDas 4 student at Pater Noster High School was “not familiar® to
-+, him, : After viewing a photo of sophomoreREDACTED in the 1972 Pater Noster High-

" Schoot yearbouk displayed to him b REDACTED , Monsigtor Loomis stated “He looks

" vaguely familiar.” He did not recall having REDACTED in any of bis classes or hxs bemg ‘the
SUbJGQ'C of d:sclplmary action; -

REDACTED REDACTED ‘
.In response te .. Question to him as to the vahdlty of allegatwn that

. he had malested hxm Monmgnor Loomis calmly and assuredly statcd “Nevcr happened »

' Hﬁ kneWREDACTED as & priest at nearby Holy Tmuty E]ementary School v
REDACTED  attended school activities at Pater Noster High School and he (Loomis) --
and ottier brothers from Pater Noster High School attended mass at Holy Tnmty Church '

He andREDACTED dxd not have a personal or social relationship, °
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Interview of Msgr. Richard Laomts Continued
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTL{L

‘His best friends at Pater'.ﬁdstér High School were REDACTED
REDACTED andREDACTED  alay teacher who later became a
b’rot‘nér Lo P '

He Ieft the Brothers of 8t. Pamck Order after the spring semester of 1972 and entewd St
- John Scmmary in the fall of 1972,

He lwed w1th his parents at their home in Pacific Palisades during summer breaks thIe
“he was in the seminary, He used his mothet’s red Ford Falcon station wagon when he
* was jn the seminary and durmg the summer breaks when he lived at home. He has never
owned or used a white compact car.

: He cleaned windows and dxd gardening work and other chores at Corpus Chiristi Parish
~and school dunng his summer breaks from the seminary. He also helped the Sistets of
- Social Services in'dowritdwn Los Angeles with their summer camps for kids, which
mcluded swimming pool outmgs He always drove to such functions on h1s own and

never fook. -anyone with him.
REDA@EDACTED
REDACTED REDACTED
- REDACTED . According ¢ Loomis made

" an inappropriate cortument about the boy swimmers in their ﬁght swim suits to the effect
that, “They have erections (or hard-ons) and don’t even know it’/REDACTED

' REDACTED

In'response to REDACTED  account of the details of the two incidents mvolvngEDACTED

REDACTED inappropriate commentREDACTED Loomis, appeating calm a.nd
. unfazed by the accusatmn, stated, “Invention. It never happened.”

Mt;msxgnor Loomis then asked Monsignor Cox if this was the same  that had called
~ the Archdiocese two yoars 4go about a similar incident involving something he had
. allegedly said: about some.altar boys in swim sujts. Monsignor Cox indicated it was the
same person. and the samie complaind, but there was some confusion about the details of
- the incident: Monsxgnor Loomus then comniented that he thought that ratter had been
B resolved as unfounded :
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Interview of Msgr. Richard Loomls — Continued
. . PRHWZEGED&&COAWIDENTH&v
REDACTED '
mtexjected to exprass hIS concern that the line of questioning was outmde
© - .the purview of the interview &s it concerned theRFPACTE0s0mplaint and he was -
uncomfortable with his client answerine questions about new allegations the two of themn.
Had not previously discussed REPACTED explained that inasmuch aREDACTED
attorney had not made"=PACT=" gyailable to be interviewed conceming the- detmh of his
" ‘allegation,. he had conducted other investigation to corroborate or discount the REDACTED
- allegation which led to his contacting and mtewiemngREDACTED and others.
REDACTEDs’tated he was reluctant to go down the path of covering new allegations in the .
" Ioterview and would adv1se his client not to answer any further questions thhou’: hls
' concurrencc

S -&W‘REDACTED egogt of fondling incidents during the summer of 1 974

MOnmgnor Loorms readﬂv ramonded toREDACTED  guestion as to whether he wag
+ familiar with thREDACTED family at Corpus Christi Parish and school, andin -
- particiilar whether he knew REDACTED 5onREPACTED by stating, “Yes, I kiew the
" whole family,” He mdicated be was very fariliar with the REDACTED and their

REDACTED

children. ' R e
" REDACTED
REEQ&;?ED mformed Mon31gnor Loomis and his attorney that he had nterviewed -

who'told hirh that Richard Loomns, who was a seminarian at the time, had .
fondled him on thrce or font aceasjons duting the summer of 1974 when he was 10 years .
of age. "According t REDACTE _whoisnow years of age, the fondling incidents toak -

*.place in-a room at Loomis’ parents’ home in Pacific Palisades where Richard Loomis had -
taken himn to use the swimming pool there.REPACTEDeported the last fondling, incident to

. his miother and she and his father complained to a parish priest about the matter; after

. which Rlchard Loomis leﬁ hlS summer assigmnent at the parish to rctum to the semmal'y :

. REDACTED; interj cctcd stating this was entlrely new information and advising that ke
wanted t6 meet with his client privately before he would allow him to answer any more
' questlons REDACTED -and Monsi gnor Loomis then left REPACTED  office gnd held a
bxief ptivate discussion in another office before returning to resume the intérview wmider
limiting conditions: that mvolvedREDACTEDanswenng any further questmns on behalf of
his client. :

REDACTED “s'peaking' for Monsignor Loomis, stated, “Richard knows the
. famﬂy He lmow<REDACTED He denies any misconduct.” .

REDACTED -

Monmgnor Loomis interjected that he has seen and spoken with REDACTED on
.several oceasions since 1974 and “she has never shown any animosity toward me.” She
has come up to him-on such occasions to say hello ot ask him how he was.doing. No one -
at Corpus Christi Parish or from the Archdiocese has ever brought this matter up- with
hxm He was never aware that such an allegation had been made against him... o

Monsignor Loomis concluded the interview w1thREDACTEDby stanng, “T never touched
REDACTED I didn’t do these things.” '
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In:ervlew ostgr Richard Loomzs -~ Conrinued
* PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

' ;Mons1gmr Loorms ramamed calm and nolite throughout thc 1ntcrvxew, but was

Mons1gnor Cox concludad the mecnng by mformmg Monsignor Loomis that the Clergy
~ Misgonduct, Oversight Board had resémmended that he be placed on administrative leave
and the Archdiocese was in the'process working out the details to implement that

. fecommendation. Monsignor Loomis responded that he had anticipated that happening:

. and bécause this matter has- “weighcd heavily” on him for some time now, he had decided
R ] ask for 8, voluntary Icave of absence pending its d1sposmon ., .-

RCALA 00606

Xi1 000184



RCALA 006064

PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

MONSIGNOR RICHARD A. LOOMIS

On Fcbruary 12, 2004 Monsxgnor Richard A. Loomis, Pastor, $8. Felicitas and Perpetua ‘
‘Parish, 1190 Falomar Rd.. San Marino. CA 91108, was interviewed byREDACTED who * -

. idenfified himself 4s AREDACTED retained by the Clergy Misconduct

© Oversight Board of thé Archdiocese of Los Angeles to conduct an investigation into 4n

' allegation byREDACTED that he (Loomis) sexually molested him whilehe was a..

. . student at Pator Noster High School in 1971-72, Also present and participating in the .

_Interview was Monsignor Loomils’ attorney, REDACTED and Monsignot Cralg Cox '

Vicar of Clergy for the Amhdxocese of Los Angeles. '

" REDACTED '
mdicated at the outset of the intsrview that Monsignor Loomis was tmore

for the idea of agreeing to participate in this meeting than heashe T, felt there was
‘fittle tobe gamcd by his allowing his client to answeREDACTED questlons concerning
:thlS atter.” With that i mind, he reserved the right to terminate the quéstioning st any -

' time or ddyise Monsignor. Loomis not to answer certain questions. On the othet hand, he

- was intérested ih kowing what*EDACTED had tumed up in the way of infofmationon
this-case from his, invéstigation. Monsignor Loomis intetjected that he was concerned
about providing information that might be used agamst him from a personal habxhty

' standpomt, but would auswer questions with that in mind,

: Thereaﬂcr Monslgnor Loomls fumished the following information in rcsp onse ’mREDACTED

" REDACTED questmns S

. ReREDACTED Comglamt Filed December 17, 2003:

'Hc “was Wlth the Bro’rhers of St Patnck Order and known as “Brother Becket” when he
 began teaching at Pater Noster High School in-September 1971 after eamning his Bachelor
of Arts degree at UCLA that same year. He was the dean of discipline at Pater Noster
~ High School, wh;ch took up about half his time. He also taught lzmguage atts, and music

- apprccmtmn '

o ’Ihc nameREDACTED a8 & student at Pater Noster High School was “not familiar” to

- him,: After viewing a photo of sophomere"EPACTED  ip the 1972 Pater Noster. High
School ygar book displayed to him byREPAC!ED, Monsignor Loomis stated, “He fooks

" vaguely familiar.”* He did not recal] having KEUACTED | in any of his classes or bas bemg the
subjy cct of. dlsc1p1mary actxon .

.In responsé to REDACTED question to him s to the validity ofREDACTEDallegauon that

4 he had malestcd th, Mon&gnor Loomis calmly and assuredly statcd “Nevcr hexppened "

' .He knew REDACTED as a priest at nearby Holy Trinity Elementary Schaol,

REDACTED attended school activities at Pater Nostet High School and he (Loomis) -
‘and oflier brothers from Pater Noster High School attended mass at Holy Truuty Chumh '
He amREDACTED dxd not have a personal or social relationship, * | .
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Imerview of Msgr. Richard Laomzs Continued

PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL
‘His best fr1ends at Pater Noster High School werREDACTED '
REDACTED and REDACTED 4 Jay teacher who later became a
b'rothér ' -

He leﬁ the Brothers of §t. Pamck Order after the spring semester of 1972 and antered St.
- John Semmary in thc fall of 1972. :

He hved Wlth his parents at their home in Pacific Palisades during summer breaks thlc '
“ he wais in the seminary, He used his mother’s red Ford Falcon station wagon when he
© was in the seminary and durmg the summer breaks when he lived at home. He has never
owned or used a white compact car.

. He cleaned wmdows and dxd gardening work and other chores at Corpus Christi Parish -
. and school during his summer breaks from the seminary. He also helped the Sisters of
. Socxal Services in dowritown Los Angeles with their summer camps for kids, which
included. swigming pool Gutings. He always drove to such functions on hIS own and
never took. -aryyore with h1m

REDA‘REDACTED

He taught a bible class on the Gospel of St. Mark at Corpus Christi Parish while he w&\sC g.E S
seminarian, but did not recall anyone in that class iemec(REDACTED - The only”
he kuows is was a pnest thh the same last DATDE.

REDACTED then explamcd to Monsignor Loomxs that REDACTED was a 23 year—old
* REDACTED . who claimed he attended his (Loomds”) bible study class at'
- .Corpus Christi Parish in the summer of 1974 and accompanied hunEtchchlngmmmg pool.”
* outing for a group of Hispanic kids at a pubhc park. According to Loomis made
" an mappmpnate cotoment about the boy swimmers in their tight swim suits to the effest
. that, “They have erections (ot hard-ons) and don't even know it ' REDACTED
REDACTED

- REDACTED

. REDACTED
In resnonse to T account of the details of the two incidents mvolvngEDACTEq

REDACTE thea mappmpnate comment andREDACTED  _ Loomis, appearing calm and
 unfazed by the accusanon, stated, “Invention. It never happened.”

Monsignor Loonus then asked Monsignor Cox if this was the same  that had catled

~ the Archdiocese two years 4go about a similar incident itvolving something he hed .

; "allegedly said-about some altar boys in ewim suits. Monsignor Cox indicated it was the
Same person and the samie complaind, but there was some confusion about the details of
the incident; Monsxgnor Loomis then commented that he thought that matter had been .

B resolved a8 unfounded
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Interview of Msgr. Richard Loomis — Cofifinued
PRIVILEGED & CONFIIJENTIAL- .

REDACTED mteqected fo express his concern that the line of questioning was outs1de

. the purview of the interview as it concerned th =D complaint and he was -
uncomfortable with his client answering questions about new allegaﬁﬂm the twn nfth
tad rot previously discussed REDACTED exnlained that inasmuch asREDACTED:
attorney had not madeREPACTED ayailable to be interviewed concerning the details of his

*_ ‘allegation, he had conducted other investigation to corroborate or discount thX=PACTED
. gllegation which Jed to his contacting and mtemewingREDACTED and others.
- REDACTED gtated he was reluctant to go down the path of covering new allegations in the .
" interview and would advlse his client not to answer any further quostions Wlthout hls
' coneurrence, -

. REDACTED ‘

- REDACTED

mﬂort of fondling incidents during the summer of 1 974

Meonsignor Lomis readity resnonded tREDACTED question as to whether he was
familjar with hREDACTED famity at Corpuq Christi Parish and school, aid in

- particiilar whether hc KknewREDACTED PACTED Wy stating, “Yes, 1 kiiew the -
. whole family,” He mdxcated he was very fam:ha: with theREDACTED  and then’ ‘

chﬂdren ‘ R P
REDACTED mfonned Monmgnor Loomis and his attorney that he had mtervlewadREDACTED
.REDACTED who'told him that Richerd Loomis, who was a seminarian 4t the time, had i

fondled him on three or four occasions during the summer of 1974 when he was 10 years .
of age. Accordmg toREDACTED whojsnow  years of age, the fondling inéidents toek

" .place in-a réom at Loomls parents’ home in Pacific Palisades where Richatd Loomis had -
taken hirt to use the swimming pool there.REDACTED rgported the last fondling incident to

" . his miother and she'and his father complained to a parish priest about the fatter; after |
. which Rlchard Loomis leﬁ hIS summetr ass1gmnent at the parish to retum to the semmary.' :

REDACTED mteqjected stating this was entlrely new information and advising that he
wanted t6 moet with his client privately before he would allow him to answer any more
. quéstions. "EPACTED and Monsignor Loomis then lefRREPACTED  office and held a
. brief ptivate discussion in another office before returning to resume the interview urder
limiting conditions that involyed REDACTED answering any further quasuons on behalfof -
his client. ' A '

L e e - , REDACTED
REDACTED gpeaking for Mpns;gnor Loomis, stated, “Richard knows the

: family. '_He -}'mowsREDACTED He denles any misconduct.”

'Monmgnor Loomis interjected that he has seen and spoken with Mrs, REDACTED g

. several ogoasions since 1974 and “she has never shown any animosity toward me ' She
has come up to him-on such oceasions to say hello ot ask him how he was doing. No ong
at Corpus Christi’ Parish or fiom the Archdiocese has over brought this matter up- w1th

hita. He was niever aware that such an allegation had been made against him.

Monsxanor Loomis concludcd the interview withREDACTED by statmg, “I never touched
RE DACTE D I didn’t do these things.” : :
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Intervlew of Msgr Richard Loorms - C‘nnrinued
© PRIVILEGED & CONFLDENTML

R Mansxgnor Loorms remmned ca]m and nohte throughout the interview, but was

notlceably emotmnally shaken by theREDACTED allegation.

Monsxgnor Cox concluded the mcetmg by informing Monsignor Loommis that the Clergy
Misconduct. Ovcrsxght Boarf] had recommended that be be placed on admuustrahve leave
* and the Archdiacese was in the'process working out the details to implement that

" iecommendation. Monsignor Loomis responded that he had anticipated that happening:

. and béganse this matfer has- “wexghed heavily” on him for some time now, he had damded
ERN (¢ ask for 8, voluntary leave of absence pending its disposmon h -
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL -

REDACTED
On Febmaxy 13 2004 REDACTED [REDACTEDRjshap Monm%gr%m oh -

-Sehool, 5430 Totrancs Blvd,, Torrance, CA 90503, telephone number REDACTE R

'REDACTED cell phone number REDACTED firnished the following information '

“who identificd himself'as (REDACTED retained by the Clergy Misconduet .-
Qveraight Board of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles to conduct an investigationinto an

. allegation byREDACTED that Monsignor Richard Loonis sexually moleste:d hun whulc
vhe wag a student at Pater Noster H1gh School in 1971-72: SRS

" He nie tREDACTEEz and, hxs w1fc """ 1 1993 when he was a seminarian assxgned to, -, ‘ |
. 8t. Elizabeth Parish in Van, Nuys- " wasREDACTED_ - and she apd "L B |

werg REDACTED for the parish. They have  childrén and hve ina : : |
. small house REDACTED He became friends witl - am - and was

a ffequent gliest in their home. He has attended family functions, including first-
. commuttions and conﬁrmatlons for their children, since he left St. Ehzabeth Pérish after.
" he was ordained as a priest on Tune 4, 1994. He still gets together witt" TE_ aboutoncea. -
: year, T and T had somie marital problems several yoats ago, but resolved those
issues and hava 8 good mamage - :

REDACTED ° '

isa “gentle type of guy” who speaks in a “soft voice.” He eame ﬂom a good
Cathohc family and apparenﬂy had a normal upbringing. -

REDACTED *

bas worked as a secunty guard in the past and told him some time ago that he wasa "
body guaxd for the premdent of a company. e

‘ Just before or just aftcr he was otdained on Jurie 4, 1994, he learned that his ﬁrst
assignent as a priest would be St. Anfhony Parish in Oxnard where Father Richard |
'Loomis was the pastor. Around that same time,REPACTED  101d him that Fither
- Loomis had dofe sofnething of a sexual nature toREDACTED when he was in high school and
REDACTED
was plamnng to.tell him about it. :

o RED“CTEDsul:vsx:qut:ntly told him he was alone with Father Loomis, then known as "Bmthﬂl'
. Becket,"ina classtoom 2t Pater Noster High School when Brother Becket (Loomis)

“ .“grabbed his crotch, we _ was "uncomfortable” telling him about the iricident and dld ‘
not ga fto’ detail bout what had happened or whether it bad happened on more than that
one ogcasion. - He got the impression, however, that “it was not the first time it
- happened " He had some recollection of . mcntlomng something about Brother
" Becket “threatcmng him not to say anything” to anyone else about what he had dome to |

. him. He may have told"™™"™ 10 think about getting some counseling if he was troubled
.. by the incident, but that did not appesr to be something he needed or wanted to do, Theix -

. conversation about the incident was very bref and they never discussed:it ; agam aﬂer that

one oceasion. . : :

*REDACTED

did‘ not.- appear to be emotiqnally affected by the incident and apparently told hiin
' about it onIy after lcammg of bis assignment as the associate pastor.to Father Loomis.”
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Interview ojRE DACTE D Contmued
PRIVILEGED & CONFJDENTIAI.
He d1d not report the mattcr to anyone at the Archdiocese because EDACTTD apparently had
- no intention of doing so ‘and he as a newly ordained priest assigned to Father Loomis*
patish was not mclmed to.do so.

REDACT

“néver smd anythmg to lnm about being molcstad byREDACTED o
anyone ather than Brother Becket (Loomis.)

" His asszgnment to St Anthony Parish under Father Loomis’ supetvision turned out tobe

" a very difficult first ass1gnment for him as a new priest because of their personality |
mffgrences Father Loomis is a “controlling individual” and was not interested in his or
anyone else’s.input or: ideas. He was always vutting him down and never gave him any * °
credit'or encowragément for his efforts. He REDACTED was very active in the parish.apd -
schools and Father Loomis appeared to resent or envy his popularity with the students

- and panslnoncrs o ,

A retlred priest and one of hxs REDACTED seminary classmates, who was a friend of his,

were dlso asmgned to 8t. Anthony Parish. There was an elementary schoo] at the pansh

and Cathohc high school atound the cotner.

He never nonced anythmg umoward about Fatber Loomls mterest in or relatlonshlp wﬂh
minors in the parish or' schools He (Loomis) was not all that engagcd or interested in
' youth actwmes i .

. He thought it was mappmpnate, however, for Father Loons to allow a 20 year—old drop~
“out seminarfan to stay iri the parish center, a former convent that had been converted jrito
. offices and guest. quarters, for two months. It did not look good for Father Loomis and -
g 'the young man to spend time together during the day and go away together on weekends

He was, strossed out from. deahng with Father Loomxs by the end of his first year at St.
. Anthony Parish and ‘bad asked to be transferred to another parish when Father. Loomis -
- wag appointcdREDACTEDand reassigned to St. Charles Borromeo Parish in North Hollywood
. "m Iuly 1995. .

- Father Looxms was succeeded as the pastor of St. Anthony Parish byREDACTED

- REDACTEDh, js 2 close-friend of his-(Loornis. JREDACTED s a micromanager and
similar i m personahty to Father Loomis and he found, it difficult to serve under his’

© supervision, He REDACTED 1eﬁ St. Anthony Patish for a new assignment in Maxch 1957.

. Al investigator named REDACTED left his card with the security guard at the entrance
" ta Bishop Montgomery High School on February 12, 2004, with a message forhim
‘REDACTED {4 gall him. " He calle™™™*°T*° and """ asked if he could come by and speak -
' thh him conceming REDACTED being sexually molested by Richard Loomis. He |
was aware of the dllegation against Monsignor Loomis from reading about it in a recent
Los Angeles Times article and told"=""°""he was not interested in discussing the matter -
, with hml REDACTEDtold h;m thatREDACTED was not interested in getting money out of
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| . ' s Interview ojREDACTED - Continued
' PRIVILEGED & CDNFIDENTIAL

- thlS atid had reported the, incident 50 what happened fo him would not happen to another
' child, He still dcchncd to mcct with" ' or discuss the matter with him.

-RE DACTE D ~alled him, earher this week about getting together for lunch next week,

and fe agrccd to do- so " did ot say anything about the Loomis matter, but he, -
‘- assumed after he was contdcted by Investigator -~ that™ " inviting hir to huch

bas something: 10 do with that. He will probably go ahead with his luncheon meeting with-.

T because, “T don’t want to tirn my back on him.” He plans totell - -however,

* - that he does not want to get drawn into the litigation in this matter and would not diseuss
the Loomis mcldant witht him

- He called M0n51gnor Craig Cox the Vicar for Clergy, and told him of the past mclde'nt '
involvingREDACTED  and Monsignor Loomis and recent developments in that regard.

Monsignor Cox told him to ¢aIREDACTED who is investigating this maiter for the . R

- Clergy Mlsconduﬁt Ov«:mew Board and tell him what he, knows of thc incident, -

RCALA 00607/
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Monsignor Richard A. Loomis {%‘ Y
1190 Palomar Road ‘ =~ “’z
San Marino, California 91108 Fiia ~
ol % 4::! ot ) .q\;" =S
= ‘:‘: e-'-:“?.dj
T‘J;;':;?'

'MANDATE

Pursuant to Canons 1481 and 1773 afthe Cada af Cannh T aw T MONSIGNOR.
RICHARD A LOOMIS hereby appoinfXEPACTED o act as my
canonical advisor, ADVOCATE and PROCURATOR in all mattérs pertaining-to my
current clerical position in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles and to any investigation,
process or other action of any kind involving the allegations of sexual abuse brought
against me.

Date: June 10.2004 '

e e e

S v

Monsignor Richard A. Loomis.

I hereby accept the appointment as advisor, ADVOCATE and PROCURATOR . for
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis as set forth in this MANDATE. .

Date: June 12. 2004
REDACTED
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REDACTED

June 14, 2004
REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90010

REDACTED

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
DearREDACTED ang REPACTED

I wish to thank you both for the time and courtesy which you extended to me last
week in my telephone conversations with each of you. As I informed you, I have been
asked by Monsignor Richard Loomis to serve as his canonical advisor and representative
in the matter relating to allegations of sexual abuse brought against him, specifically by

REDACTED andREDACTED He will send you the appropriate Mandate.

My understanding of the case thus far is as follows:

In December 2003, the Ordinary (The Cardinal) obtained information by virtue of a
Civil comHlEaDiR(t: %"IEI gd byREDACTED  alleging that Monsignor Loomis sexually molested
him when was a minor some 30 years ago. Monsignor Loomis was informed of
this allegation on December 17, 2003. Aside from this unverified assertion, I understand
that the complaint gives no details of the alleged molestation. There was and is, therefore,
no way to make a judgment as to whether this allegation has “at least a semblance of
truth” (Canon 1717(1)), especially in light of Monsignor Loomis’ denial and his
outstanding and unblemished record as a religious brother and a priest for the past 34
years. The fact that the allegation is made in a civil action does not give it the requisite
“semblance of truth” necessary to start a canonical investigation. Nonetheless, the
Cardinal, throughREPACTED  did initiate an investigation. Perhaps this investigation
was undertaken by the Archdiocese with a view to preparing its defense of the civil suit
filed against it byREPACTED in which, of course, the plaintiff would have to prove that
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REDACTED

REacTED

June 14, 2004, page two.

Monsignor Loomis, actually molested REDALCTED Although this investigation brought

forth witness testimony wholly favorable to Monsignor Loomis, it did make known the
allegation to the brothers who were interviewed and thus did cast a cloud on Monsignor
Loomis’ good name.

On the weekend of January 31. 2004, a statement prepared by REDACTED
Dean of the San Gabriel Pastoral Region, was read at all the masses at Monsignor
Loomis’ parish, informing the parishioners that Monsignor Loomis had been named in a
lawsuit. The statement said that “CMOB has reviewed the allegation”, that “No credible
evidence of misconduct has been presented to us. Thus , it is not appropriate to place
Monsignor Loomis on administrative leave”, and that “Monsignor Loomis has our
complete confidence: he will continue to serve as your pastor”.

In early Fcbruary, 2004, Monsignor Cox telephoned Monsignor Loomis asking the
latter to meet with him andREDACTED ) canonical investigator.
Monsignor Cox stated that the purpose of the meeting would be for Monsignor Loomis to
hear what the investigator'had discovered in his investigation, presumably theREDACTED
investigation. Monsignor Cox did not mention a second allegation of sexual abuse against
Monsignor Loomis which had apparently been alleged after February 1, 2004 and that this
second allegation was in the process of being investigated..

The above-mentioned meeting took place on February 12, 2004. REDACTED
Monsignor Loomis’ civil attorney, was also present. No canon lawyer was present to
protect the canonical rights of Monsignor Loomis, nor was Monsignor Loomis told to
obtain one. Monsignor Loomis was informed for the first time of the 2™ allegation, that
of REDACTED which was discovered by REPACTED throueh through the
instrumentality ofREDACTED  after a “tip” t&> ™ thar ' " should be
contacted in thREPACTED jnyestigation.

Monsignor Cox informed Monsignor Loomis that “although there was far from
moral certitude” that theREPACTED allegation was true, “it was enough for the CMOB to
recommend that Monsignor Loomis be placed on “leave” and the Cardinal concurred
with CMOB”. Monsignor Cox informed Monsignor Loomis that he had been, therefore,
placed on leave “immediately, as of today”. Monsignor Cox then presented Monsignor
Loomis with a prepared statement to be read at all the masses informing the parishioners
that Monsignor Loomis was being placed on leave.

Monsignor Loomis was persuaded by Monsignor Cox to write a letter thereafter
saying that his leave was by mutual agreement. In his state of complete emotional distress
and on the representation by Monsignor Cox that such a letter would serve to resolve his
situation, and without the advice of a canon lawyer, Monsignor Loomis wrote such a
letter on February 13. The decision to place him on leave, however, was not mutual.
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REDACTED June 14, 2004, page three.

Monsignor Loomis had no choice in the matter. That decision had been made unilaterally
by the Cardinal concurring with the recommendation of CMOB and Monsignor Loomis
had been placed on administrative leave “immediately - as of today“ on February 12,
2004 without Monsignor Loomis‘ knowledge or consent.

~ Monsignor Loomis did not agree to being placed on leave and he does not now
agree to remaining on leave. Through this letter, he requests that he be removed from
leave and that he be restored to his parish and his priestly functions.

The only reason given for having placed Monsignor Loomis on leave, namely ,
that thREPACTED allegation was found by CMOB and the Cardinal to be “credible” is
not a reason in Canon Law or in the Essentidl Norms for placing a priest on leave. In
fact, both Canon Law (Canon 1717) and the Essential Norms (Paragraph 6) presume that
a priest is not on leave during the preliminary investigation. During the investigation care
must be taken to do nothing that could harm the reputation and good name of the priest.
Again, a finding that an allegation may be credible justifies only the commencement of a
preliminary investigation and does not justify any action against the accused priest.

Indeed, for a valid and lawful reason, Monsignor Loomis could have been placed
on leave involuntarily under the provisions of Canon 1722 during the course of the
investigation but not for the reason given. The action of placing a priest on
“administrative leave” provided for in Canon 1722 can be taken only for the reasons
specified in that canon, namely “To preclude scandal, to protect the freedom of witnesses
and to safeguard the course of justice”. None of these reasons exist in Monsignor Loomis’
case, nor were they given as the reason for putting Monsignor Loomis on leave.

“Scandal is an attitude or behavior which leads another into sin”. (Catechism of
the Catholic Church, 2284). It is the saying or doing something which offers the occasion
for someone else to sin. (Moral Theology, Jone, J.C.D., 145). Unless Monsignor Loomis
is now living a life which can lead another into sin pending any preliminary investigation,
there is no justification or need to remove him “to preclude scandal”. Given Monsignor
Loomis’ priestly life today and for the past 34 years, there is no danger of his being a
scandal to anyone so that there is no question of placing him on leave “to preclude
scandal”.

It seems an inescapable conclusion that Monsignor Loomis was placed on leave
‘contrary to the provisions of canon law and that his canonical rights have been violated in
so doing. If so, justice demands that that wrong be righted and that he be immediately
removed from leave and returned to his parish and I request that this be done.

The purpose of the preliminary investigation itself is to gather evidence that
could lead one to a moral certitude that the abuse actually happened and its imputability

to the accused priest. This requires more than finding an allegation having a likelihood of .

truth. It requires having enough evidence by which one could arrive at a moral certitude

RCALA 006074
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REDACTED
June 14, 2004, page four.

that the abuse did in fact occur and that the accused priest committed the offense. Even
the Essential Norms, to which Monsignor Loomis does not seem to be subject because he
was neither a deacon nor a priest at the time of the alleged incidents, state “When there is
sufficient evidence that sexual abuse of a minor has (not “might have”) occurred...”.
(paragraph 6) The evidence collected must be such as to be able to lead a trier of fact to
the moral certitude that abuse has in fact occurred. This follows from the power given to
the ordinary in Canon 1718 after he has collected sufficient evidence to arrive at this
certitude. He must then decide “ whether a process for inflicting or declaring a penalty
can be initiated”. This means that he can decide that the evidence is not sufficient to give
one moral certitude and can therefore, dismiss the entire case at this time, or decide that it
is sufficient and proceed to a judicial process, “after considering the provisions of Canon
13417, Canon 1341 provides that even if the Ordinary has determined that the abuse has
occurred, he cannot initiate any penal process if certain other corrective measures are
possible.

Canon 1725 provides that in the discussion of the case, whether in writing or
orally, the accused always has the right to speak last, personally or through his advocate
or procurator. This follows from the accused’s right of defense and from the principles
that the accused is innocent until proven guilty and that the burden is on the accuser to
prove that the priest committed the abuse and not on the priest to prove that he did not. .
The right of defense cannot be effectively pursued unless the accused and his canonical
counsel have access to all the acta, including all investigative material, unless they are
afforded the opportunity to respond and to present new evidence and witnesses in
rebuttal. I, therefore, request that Monsignor Loomis and I be afforded the opportunity to
review all the acta of the case so that I may know how best to advise him and protect his
interests.

Although my task is to see that Monsignor Loomis’ canonical rights are
protected and prosecuted, we are all together in the search for the truth and in the service
of the Church. It behooves us to work together in the gathering and analysis of evidence.

Whatever I can do for Monsignor Loomis will also redound to the benefit of The
Archdiocese. '

Monsignor Loomis has shared with me his e-mail correspondence with Cardinal
Mahony. I was heartened by the Cardinal’s desire to see that Monsignor Loomis’ case is
resolved soon and his obviously warm and personal interest in Monsignor Loomis’
welfare. One can only image but never truly appreciate the suffering that an innocent
priest must endure as a victim of accusations which he knows to be false and which
threaten to negate a lifetime of priestly service,

I have expressed some of my concerns in a letter much longer than I had

intended. I hope it can serve as the basis for further discussions. If T am mistaken as to
any fact or application of law expressed in this letter please let me know.
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REDACTED June 14, 2004, page five.

‘At your earliest convenience, I would very much like to meet with you both, and ,
if possible, with Cardinal Mahony whose interest in this particular case is '
understandabley of great concern and anguish. I would like to review the entire file on the
matter at the same time, I will be available to come to Los Angeles anytime after June 25
and will make myself available in the evenings and on weekends as well if you wish.
Meanwhile, if I can supply you with any information about the matter, I will be happy to
do so. Please let me know too, as a practical matter, whether the Archdiocese will pay for
Monsignor Loomis’ canonical fees and expenses. I await your reply.

With esteem and respect for you and the Cardinal and praying that the Holy Spirit

enlightens us all with wisdom and courage to do what is right and just, I am

Sincerely yours,

REDACTED

Cc: His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony
Cardinal Archbishop of Los Angeles
Reverend Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
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REDACTED

Tuly 16, 2004

REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90010

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
DeaREDACTED

Thank you for the two Decrees which you sent me on July 12 which I received
on July 14, 2004. : . .

As you have prev1ously told me, the Decree daied February 13 2004 ‘was never
issued or communicated to Monsignor Loomis. I presume it has now been communicated
directly to him since it is not effective until that is done (Canons 54(2), 55 & 56).

The February 13™ Decree is issued pursuant to Canon 1722. That canon
requires that 1) the promoter of justice be heard and 2) that the accused ( Monsignor
Loomis) be “cited” before a decree can be issued. Although your Decree does not state
that these requirement have been met. I presume that they have been. Monsignor Loomis
was canonically “cited” then at the February 12™ meeting with Monsignor Cox otherwise
the decree could not be issued.

~ Canon 1722 states the measures which can be taken if it is invoked but all those
measures are not automatically applied if the canon is invoked. The measures imposed
must be spelled out in the decree. They are not so specified in the February 13 Decree
and Monsignor Loomis has never been advised what he can and cannot do. Furthermore,
the decree only decrees that “the precautionary measures of Canon 1722 are to be applied
by the Vicar for Clergy in the customary manner”. I am unaware that Monsignor Cox has
issued any decree applying canon 1722. The February 13™ Decree does not actually apply
any measure of canon 1722, . : :

Canon 1722 glves the three reasons for Wthh 1t can be apphed The reasons

given in the decree are 1) the prominence of the person and position of authonty held by
Monsignor Loomis, the gravity of the scandal involved, to the wider good of the Church
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and the the right of defense of the accused. I sincerely ask, what prec1se scandal is meant
to be precluded here and who is giving it?

Monsignor Loorms’ “prominence and position” plus 30 years of exemplary
priesthood would seem to be a reason not to remove him on unproved allegations alone.
Removal has certainly damaged Monsignor Loomis’ reputation and that damage increases
the longer he is kept on leave. Removal seems to contravene the Bishop’s obligation to
protect the rights of this priests which includes the right to a good reputation (Canons 384
& 220) as well as Canon 1717 which specifically requires that “care must be taken that
the investigation does not call into question anyone’s good name”(Canon 1717(2), also
Norm 6 of the Essential Norms). Monsignor Loomis has not and is not giving any scandal
during the course of the preliminary investigation. If one should be concerned about the
Archdiocese giving scandal by leaving Monsignor Loomis in ministry during the
investigation, that concern is misplaced. It would give no “scandal”, although it might
serve some PR purposes, purposes which should not be considered in light of the priest’s
established and long-standing good reputation, the lack of evidentiary proof that what is
alleged actually happened, the legal principle that the accused is innocent until proven
guilty and, in this case, the categorical denial of Monsignor Loomis that the allegations
are true. Providing the Archdiocese fulfills its canonical obligation of investigating the
matter, the Archdiocese.

In view of the fact that Monsignor Loomis has been cited, that the canonical
investigation is underway with canonical auditors appointed to take evidence (sworn and
instructed in the canonical method of gathering evidence - not simply in the methods of
civil police procedure- I presume), I must in conscience pursue my canonical rights and
duties as Monsignor Loomis’ advocate. To this end I ask that, in accordance with canon
law, I be present at the questioning of any witness whose testimony is to be considered in
determining whether abuse has occurred, and be allowed to submit questions to be asked
of the witness by the auditor (Canons 1559 and 1561), that all witnesses be sworn, that a
canonical notary be present to take or record their testimony, and that I be permitted to
present witnesses in defense of Monsignor Loomis. I thank you for already having told
me that you will ask me to present you with questions for the witnesses whose testimony
you intend to take personally.

At the end of the preliminary investigation a decree must be issued. Canon 50
requires that before such a decree is issued, the “authority is to seek the necessary
information and proofs and also to hear those whose rights can be injured...” This
provision must mean that the accused has the right to be heard by anyone or any body
who will be consulted about the action by the Ordinary. I, therefore ask that I and
Monsignor Loomis be heard before any such decree is issued. Canon 1725 also provides
that we be given the opportunity to write or speak last in any discussion of the case. All of
this is in logical keeping with the accused’s natural and canonical right of defense and the
burden of an accuser to prove his allegation.

RCALA 006078
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REDACTED July 16, 2004, page three.

Canon 51 requires that the reasons for issuing the decree be given in writing.
The only reason for initiating any process after concluding the preliminary investigation is
that sufficient evidence has been produced to establish that the abuse has in fact occurred.
Norm 6 of the Essential Norms states “When there is sufficient evidence that sexual
abuse of a minor has occurred...” This is the decision which is to be made at the
conclusion of the Preliminary investigation. It is the purpose of the preliminary
investigation, i.e. to determine by evidence whether abuse did, in fact, occur. Canon 1718
has only to do with imputability and the manner in which any penalty for the offense will
be administered.

With respect to the Decree of Janunary 5, 2004 opening a canonical preliminary
investigation, I am confused. The Cardinal opened an investigation on December 23,
2003 and appointedREDACTED to conduct it. Your January 5, 2004 Decree opens the
same investigation and appointsTEPACTED o conduct it. T do not know what the

-Cardinal meant when. in his letter of appointment toRFPACTED  he wrote “Iam also
askingRED ACTED 5 open the proper canonical investigation at the same time...”
_There can only be one canonical investigation and a canonical investigation is the only
one the ordinary is authorized to conduct. Am I correct in understanding that you are

conducting the investigation on behalf of the Ordinary?

Because it is really not possible to protect Monsignor Loomis’ rights unless I
am allowed to examine his file and the evidence which I may not already have,  ask you
to reconsider my request to do so at the earliest possible time.

In another letter, I will present my analysis of the information already in my
possession as well as information which you do not have. Although Monsignor Loomis
cannot be made to do so, he is willing to voluntarily take an oath and deny the allegations
made against him. :

Please let me know if there is anything more that I can do to assist in
expediting and concluding the preliminary investigation.

Respectfully and sincerely yours
REDACTED

cc: Monsignor Graig A. Cox, J.C.D.
REDACTED

His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
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REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles : Whishire Californla
Boulevard 90010-2202

June 23, 2004

REDACTED

‘RE:  Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

‘RE

REDACTED
Deal

Thank you for your letter of June 14, 2004 addressed to me ancREPACTED
concerning Monsignor Richard A. Loomis. 1t was also good speaking with you on the
telephone about his case. :

You have asked to meet with me and REDACTED: and. if possible, Cardinal Mahony
and to review the file. In this regard, | must defer toREDACTED who is a canon

lawyer and who will be involved with the canonical aspects of the case. All further
correspondence and requests for information should be directed to him.

With best wishes, | am
DACTED

cc: Father Thomas Anslow
. REDACTED

Pastoral Regions:  Ourllady of the Angels  San Fernando  San Gabriel  SanPedro  Santa Barbara
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REDACTED
REDACTED

June 29, 2004
REDACTED

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
DearRE DACTED

Thank you for your letter of Tune 23 2004. In accordance therewith, T will direct
all future correspondence to REDACTED

I am sincerely puzzled, however, about what role yon and REDACTED have in
the canonical investigation. In his letter of December 23, 2003, Cardinal Mahony
appointed you as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board to investigate the
allegations against Monsignor Loomis. Your investigator(s) were appointed Canonical
Auditors. In your letter of January 2, 2004 tcREDACTED you confirmed that your
investigation was purelv canonical: “My investigation is not part of the litigation
involvingREDACTED and the Archdiocese. I and the Board are vitally interested in
obtaining information concerning the facts of the charges against Monsignor Loomis so
that we can determine whether he should be removed from ministry at this time.” On the
weekend of January 31- February 1, Monsignor Loomis’ parishioners were told that “The
Clergy Misconduct Board... has reviewed the allegation and the initial results of the
investigation ... No credible evidence of misconduct has been presented to us.”

Because the only canonical investigation authorized in Canon Law was assigned
to you as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board, and because the only
canonical investigation being carried out is yours, I am at a logs tn nnderctand the need,

nature and purpose of the so-called “parallel” investigation of RE DACTED or with
what canonical aspects REDACTED is involved. I would appreciate any clarification.

‘With every best wish,
REDACTED
CCREDACTED
His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony
Monsignor RichardA Loomis
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REDACTED

June 29, 2004
REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90010

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

REDACTED
Deax

REDACTED )
has asked me to direct my correspondence to you.

I will be in Los Angeles all of next week, from July 6 through July 10. Could
_youkindly arrange for me to review the entire file on the Loomis allegations and
investigation to date? I presume that all the records are in one place but if, for some
“feason they are not, 1 will be happy to go to the several places. I will make myself
available at any time during the week, days and evenings. I would also ask to meet with

and discuss the case with yon and with those in charge of the investigation,
D
WREDACTE .I believe such discussion would be beneficial to all and is

provided for in Canon 1725. It would, of coutse, be necessary to know the facts and their
supporting evidence upon which the Board and<F" ACVTEYD ~ recommended that
Monsignor Loomis be placed on leave, Without such knowledge Monsignor Loomis
would be effectively deprived of his right of defense, to comment on and rebut the
evidence presented and to present further evidence.

There is no need to respond in writing . You mav advise me of times and places
for record review and meetings by phoneREDACTED . I can receive
messages on both lines if away.

I appreciate your interest and concern for Monsignor Loomis who has served
your Archdiocese so well for so many years and hope that I can assist in bringing his case
to a speedy and just conclusion.

Sincerelv vonre.

REDACTED
" ec:: REDACTED

His Emienece Roger Cardinal Mahony
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
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REDACTED

June 29, 2004
REDACTED

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
DearREDACTED

Thank you for your letter of June 23, 2004. In accordance therewith, I will direct
all future correspondence toREDACTED

I am sincerely puzzled, however, about what role you andREDACTED 506 iy
- the canonical investigation. In his letter of December 23, 2003, Cardinal Mahony

appointed you as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board to investigate the
allegations against Monsignor Loomis. Your investigator(s) were appointed Canonical
Auditors. In your letter of January 2, 2004 toREDACTED you confirmed that your
investigation was purely canonical: “My investigation is not part of the litigation
involvingREDACTED ind the Archdiocese. I and the Board are vitally interested in
obtaining information concerning the facts of the charges against Monsignor Loomis so
that we can determine whether he should be removed from ministry at this time.” On the
weekend of January 31- February 1, Monsignor Loomis’ parishioners were told that “The
Clergy Misconduct Board... has reviewed the allegation and the initial results of the
investigation ... No credible evidence of misconduct has been presented to us.”

Because the only canonical investigation authorized in Canon Law was assigned
to you as Chairman of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board, and because the only
canonical investigation being carried out is yours, I am at a loss to understand the need,
nature and purpose of the so-called “parallel” investigation of REDACTED or with
what canonical aspectsREDACTED is involved. I would appreciate any clarification.

With every best wish,
REDACTED

co: REDACTED

His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony
Monsignor RichardA Loomis

Xl 000204



RCALA 006084

REDACTED

June 29, 2004
REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90010

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
DearREDACTED

REDACTED .
has asked me to direct my correspondence to you.

I will be in Los Angeles all of next week, from July 6 through July 10. Could
you kindly arrange for me to review the entire file on the Loomis allegations and
investigation to date? I presume that all the records are in one place but if, for some
reason they are not, I will be happy to go to the several places. I will make myself -
available at any time during the week, days and evenings. I would also ask to meet with
and discuss the case with you and with those in charge of the actual investigation,
presumablyREDACTED [ believe such discussion would be beneficial to all and is
provided for in Canon 1725. It would, of course, be necessary to know the facts and their
supporting evidence upon which the Board and REDACTED  recommended that
Monsignor Loomis be placed on leave. Without such knowledge Monsignor Loomis
would be effectively deprived of his right of defense, to comment on and rebut the
evidence presented and to present further evidence.

There is no need to respond in writing . You may advise me of times and places
for record review and meetings by phone REDACTED o 1 can receive
messages on both lines if away.

I appreciate your interest and concern for Monsignor Loomis who has served
your Archdiocese so well for so many years and hope that I can assist in bringing his case
to a speedy and just conclusion. ‘

Sincerely yours,

N ' ' REDACTED
cc:: REDACTED ~
' His Emienece Roger Cardinal Mahony ~
~ Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
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. REDACTED

W
PLEASE, DELIYER THE FOLLOWING MATER'[AL AS SOON AS

POSSIBLE .
e
e /05

DATE :%/€?¢ng
. TQ: . .- .REDACTED
T FAXNO{;
.FROM ’

3 NUMBER OF PAGES EXCLUDING COVER SHEET:
~ ATTACHMENT

MESSAGE RE DACTED
Affféﬂw&u Af%&zﬁL

- ﬁ REDACTED

—

: vaou dor ot recewc all of these pages please callREDACTED assoonas -
) posmblc § X ,

, Nu’oe A copy nf thms matenal is / is not being maxled to you in conﬁnnaﬂom 1

A’ITENTJON

, "Fms wr:tten m&ssage i mtended only for the use of the individual or eprity to whmb s addressad and
-+ gmay contai informtion thar is privileged; confidentia] and non-~disclesable. If you have received this .
messase by mistake, plca..e qaﬂ the rumnber above hnmadxam} aad destroy the tefecopy messagc Thank
yuu for yaur cop‘peraﬂon ,

P

'gREDACTED

FEOACTED

REDACTED
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.- REDACTED

Dn July 5, 200%; REDACTED REDACTED 1, Holy Family Catholic . -

Commumty, 209 E.. Lo:mta Ave Glendale, CA 91305-1689. telephone number
REDACTED furnished the following information toRFPACTED who identified "
~himself as REDACTED retained by the Clergy Misconduet Oversight Board of

- the Archdjocese of Los Angeles to conduct an investigation into an allegation b}REDACTED
REDACTEDthat Monsignor Richatd Loomis sexually molested him while he was'a student

, at Pater Noster ngh SChooi in 19?1 72

RE DACTED prefaced "ﬁs Icma.rlfs by stating he had “no ax to grind” with Mon’ilgnor
* Loothis personally, tit afier considerable thought and prayer he falt duty bouad to report
his obs¢rvations of what in rettgspect was elearly inappropriate conduct of 2 sexuslly;

., suggestive nature on the - part of Monsignor (then Father) Richard Loomis with young

.. boys like hirhself when Father Loomls was tho assoclaie pastor at Holy Family. Cathohc
. Commumty .

. Hﬂ grew up in Glendale ina Cathohc faxmly of ™ boys and " girls, ali of whom -
. akended Hply Family Elementary School. HisREDACTED brothers attended ncarby Patex.‘

. Noster ngh School . .

. Hc would have been in Ihe cightli grads at Holy Famnily Elementary School when Father
"’ Richard Loomis-was ass;gned there as the associate pastor from June 1976 to Julv 1979. -
‘ He gmdusrted e:lghTh pgrade in 1977.

5H1s youngr:r brother, REDACTED was  vear behind him st Holy Family Elementary
'Sthool “The two of themn and several of their fnends were altar boys and got to know
. Father Loomxs in thm capamty ,
He scnscd thc:c was somet}nng peculiat about Father Loomis? mordmatc interest in the
' ‘altar boys jn panicular as'he a{wayq surrounded himself with boys and oftentimes invited
o fiim and other altar boys to join him in the upstairs private community toom in the rectory ' -
‘f' © 0 gfler 5:00°pim. mass 50 they could “talk,” That sort of thing"would be inappropriate aud |
e strictly, p‘tOhlbﬂed by today’s sandards of eouduct for priests, but at the time it was
S Justxf;ed 23 4 medns of promoung vocation”, among bpys that may have expressed 4n
;- ifitérest in'the priesthood. In rétrospest at age 41, much of what Father Loormis said ‘and -
' did with bays around his: age during that time was highly inappropriate under any .
. cucumstances. ‘ .

C It as Wel] lmown ‘tc Faﬂler Loomas and others that he-had been considering a vocatton o
“as a priest since he was inthe; second grade. It was thus natural for Father Loomis to -
. invit¢ him fo the community foom in the rectory to discuss and encourage his ‘interest in |
*. . the pncsﬂmod Father Loomis invited him alone to the community room and ba #t Teast
"a Souple-of tirdes and on cach such occasion offered him a beer. He declined the beer
" and took 2 soda instead, -On one such ocoasion, however, he took a sip of beer that Father
.' ;Loomls gavs ham but put the bottie dowr after that becauae the beer tasted bn;ta: and he
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. did not feel nght about drmkmg alcobol at that age. Father Loomis never tued to force :
- aléchol an him, but Ist him and his friends know they were free to drink the communion

'+ wine at the clrurch or-beer at the réctory bar area if they were 50 inclived. Father Loomis”

pcnnisswe attitude with ragard 10 underage hoys being offered alecholic beverages by

' their parish'priest sttuck him and his friends as “very strange.” Aleohol, séxual

mnuenéoeﬂ fod ’the prcxcnce of boys alwaya seetned o go together wnh Father Loom1s

_l“atbsr Loomls onece commcnted to bim aud some friends b had invited to the
- ,commumt) roorn bar that “YDu guys can have all you want to drink, but you have to stay
. here tonlght 1f you do » .

Eather Loonms comments and innuendoes were always sexual in nature in such se‘ctmgs '
- Father Loomis asked his fiencREDACTED a seventh grader at the time, “What do
" youndo when you gethorny?” When
s bavc a good bcat off L

REDACTED

did not respond, Father Loomls sa;d “I-just

He had never cxpeﬂenced behav:or and comments of that nature ﬁom any other pncst,
and 1o the dontrary, the pnes‘gs he knew prior to Father Loomis were tole modsls of the:

. highest morals ad character. He and his fricnds wete old epough. and wise enough to
- §ense 1hat Fathex Looxms was dlfferent and someone they should not get too éiose to

Fathbr Looms naver phqually touched him inappropriately or spocifically solicited hl’(n

. Ia sexual manner, but he was oftentimes uncomfortable around him because of his

penchant for aleobol and sexusl inmuendoes. He suspécted that Father Loomis® sexual
protlivities may have be.en brought on by a problem with alechel, but he never observed
Bim, under the obvious influefice of aleohal, He also thought it was unusual that Father.

T Loomﬁ spem 50 much of his personal time in the company of boys.

REDA( CTED

Father Loomis took hzs brOThEJ and g couple of other boys 1o a park pear his parents

. home in Pacific Palisades and got them drunks on Miskey Bie Mouth malt liquor. :
. Afterards, e 100k the Boys to his parents’ home. He REDACTED aud two of his altir
, boy friends got dnmk on: commumon wine op, another occasion. Father Looinis a]ways

told thcm to “drmk what you wan > of the communion wine.

" Father Loom:s seeméd to “telegraph® his sexnal proclivities through scxual umucndoes
'he made in the presefice of boys. It was as though “he would take it to the edge, but -

'_ " nevercomplete it with asexual eohcnatmn. There were “a lot of boundary issues™ with .
3 Fatber Loomis. : . , o

"Father Laomxs mwted him out to dinner with him one mght when he was stxll in ths
;. cighth grade, which furtied out io be a “strange experience” in that it “seemed like a date”
.. betweenthe two-of them s the evening wore on, Father Loomis ware & golf shirt that
" evening and-foak him 10 a-njoe restavrant for dinner. Afterwards, Pather Loomis

suggested thay see the: newly-released movie, “The Exoreist,” which was showing at thiz

' Glendale Theatér, bt hie.subject matter of the movie was not something he thoughit ke -

L oould handle at that time. Instead, they went 1o see another of Father LOOHIIS movxe

gt
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“suggestions, “The Man Who Fell to Earth,” swring rock star David Bowie. It turned out
to be an “R” rated movie ahotit homosexuality and uninhibited sexual boundaries
‘between mén and womer, and something he a5 a priest would never want o see on hzs

" owm or Jeast of all take a teenagc boy to see.

L I—Ic feit very uncomfortablc rxdmg home ‘that night in Father Loomis’ car. He sensed that
“Father Loomis was going to touch him in some inappropriste manner, but he never did
5o, Fle was big for his age at the time =nd that may have had something to do with Father
Loomls demsxon m :hat regaxd

o HstEDACTED bfrothers attended neaIby Pater Noster High School where Father Loomis, -
. who vas then known as’ Broiher Becket taught with the Brothers of Saint Patrick Order.

.. Three nfhzs older brnthers kney of Brether Becke’c’s abnerrmal interest in boys apd

. unbekoownst to hira at the time wamned their father to keep him and his younger brother

. " awny from Fatbér Loomis (the former Brother Becket). when they learned fie had
© beeyi assighed as asscxmatc pastox at Holy Family. His older brothers were afraid for.him -

and  because they and other boys at Patet Noster thoughs Brother Becket was. '

. homoqexual bascd on tbeir observations of his behavior around them.

' He has spoken w:th h:s bmtbexREDACTEDand somme of his fiends from Holy Family that had -
similar experisnees with Father Loomis aﬂég}}k Con thern expressed their willingoess t,o
diseiss th.ts rmatter with, Canomcal Auditor

\ His bxothe‘r REDACTED can be roached on his ¢!l phove, REDACTED

| REDACTED gg bc contacted aIREDACTED He is in the process of a;:plymg for
' adxmssxon 0 the scmmary 10 become & priest. -

. REDACTED ‘casi be contacted.ai REDACTED had mentioned something to,
. him pmvxously about coming forward sfter Father Loomis was named in the medxa 8s
" being on the list of priesis aceused of sexually abusing minors, but had not yet donk so
when'he comat:ted Bim about speaking with CmomcaRE DACTED

REDACTED
m.er mREDACTED , but he does not have a phone number or add:ress for him.

REDACTED .
would know about Father Loomis’ from, his days as ap altar boy at Holv
: ’Fﬂmxly, but he, docs not Krow hAs \&heteabouts .

."" REDACTED EDACTED,

_ whe hﬁs sifnce ohanged his name to" attended Pater Noster atd
. apparently bad an issue with Father Loomis’ (Brother Becket's) behavior there.
‘He does niét have an addiess or phone qumber for™= =0 utREDACTED  gaiy him gt a |
, Hollywood nightelub some tima ago " old him "="*°TEP face turned ashen and his
Lo jaw dngE%Ead when he Jokmgly commented to him that “Brother Becket is Jooking for
AT rcgamcd his composure and eommented " in all serjousness; "I“ vE got
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. & story 10 tell you about Brother Becker,” before  drove away without listening to
REDACTED StDU . ' Lo : vt '
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L, 'REDACTED

On Iuly 7, 2004 REDACTED " °” Newpor Beach, CA 92660,
tolephons nmnbe1REDACTED telenhanicaliv furnished tne followitig mforma’non to’
. REDACTED  yho idemtified himself as REDACTED  retained by the Clergy
L stconduci Qversight Board of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles to conduct an ,
~ ! inyestigation int an allegation byREDACTED that Monsignor Richard Loomis, = |
’aamslly malested hml w‘mle he wis a student at Pater Noster High School in }9’!1 “72¢

L . ;'Hc is empioyccl a8 the REDACTE D in Newpart Beach.

H’g grew up in Glendalo, and was the REDACTED childten in a Cathohc fa;mln all
of whorn attended HoIv Tarmiy Elements.ry School. He graduated mghm grad@ there is
. 1978 . , .

'II : dREDACTED rr‘fg broﬂxcr ofREDACTED . were ciasgzﬁ;ates, a._ltar o
boys s:nd i‘nend‘ Y was a year older than he and, .

s pa.‘ren‘rs were very qulved in the chureh, ‘Father Richard Loomis, the assomate :
 :pastor at-Holy. Family at ihe time, “hit it off* with his frmily end many others in the’
. "parish: For the miost part, there wasnothing out of the ordinary shout his behavier around
yourg boys ke hamself bt there ‘were a couple of exteptions that he recalls aver 25
e yea.rs aftex the fact - . .
. On opesuch occasion, Fathcr Loomis invited him, =D CTED_ and passibly REDACTED
" apd/eREPACTED 4o hisioffice in the rectory after school and gave the a “GRb” of *|
. poach brandy, He did st récall the circumstances of ther sitwation, but they did et drinkk -
the, brandy in. Father Loomis’ office. He and hisfjerids picked up some cups at anearby
Pup & Taco restauranit and went to the school yard where they drank the peach brandy.
All of them Vere savvy emugh to tealize that Fether Loomis’ conduct in giving minorsa
A ‘buﬂ:le &f Yiquor, was “strange and totally inappropriate;” but thez\e was nothmg of 2 qexual
natum ‘that ac;cornpamed his: gmng the liquor to them

It never occumd to l'nm that Father Loomis had 2 ﬁxauon on o1 pamcular 1nwres’c in
: bqu : \ .
REDACTE] '
' Qn anotber such occasmn, Father Loomis pzcked up hlmREDACTED and  in his.car
- and give them A'tour of his, pid neighborhood in Pacific Palisades. He bought sm~pack '
. of Mlckey Big Mouth malt liquor at-a local ligwor store which they all shared dufing the
.. . tour. They drove around the city and Father Loomis’ old neighborhood where'he pom‘ted
. out places of i interest. He took them by bis parents home but they d}d not go msxde the -
 house, © ‘ :

' .,They may X havc renmcd fo the rectory with Father Loomis after their tour of Pamﬁc ‘

: Paltsadcs butt e was not sure of that chronology of events. He did recall being in the
B rectory thh Faﬂ'ler Loomi‘t and his friends, probably the same friends that went on the
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tou: wﬁh Father Lomms carlxer that day, when Father Loomis made a commcnt tothe |
‘effort that, “It doesn’t matter who touches you somewhere. It still feels good,” Heand -
hms friends langhed and responded wish 2 sarcastic remark along the live of, “What are
you, gay-or queex"” "Nothing more came of that incident, which he and his f:aends
laughed off -

" He had 0o recollectmn of Father Logmis inviting hir or other altar boys to help
thz:mselves to the commumon wine. Father Loomis never touched him in an

inapprdpnatc roannier and or engaged in what he would consider sexual mnucndo with
the possible axocp‘uon of rhe one- such incident in the rectory. :
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. REDACTED

TELECOPHMICOVERSHEET

. PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL AS SO()N AS

) P()SSIBLE' » |

* DATE: 0/?709” | TIME: ﬁ

TO: . . REDAGTED

FAXPKY'

- FROM: .

. NUMBER OF PAGES - EXCLUDING COVER SHEET 2 .
.- ATTACHMENT: L

,nmESSAGE ' REDACTED

w?’m

A]ﬂf’ffw\ﬂ“ ﬁ((ﬁ ot MZ//ZE/MM
"REDACTED

. .J1'You ao not rece1ve ai) or mese  pages, please call REDACTED 15'500D, 48
: posmble

- “-‘ Note: A cd}ﬁ} of this fnaterial js / is not being mailed to you in conﬁmatiox;. .
ATTENTION

'I'hxs wntten message w mtanded only for the use of the individual ot entity to which it js addressed a.nd :
. may coptain information that is privileged, eonfidential and non-disclosable. If you have received this™
- message by mistake, please call the number above itnmediately and destroy the telenopy message. Thapk
© o oyou for your cooperauon

4

' REDACTED

XI1 000213



RCALA 00609z

PRIVILE GED & C ONFIDEN TIAL

REDACTED REDACTED

' ;On July 7. 2004REDACTED . ccll phoue SR
" numbetREDACTED  furriished the following information toREDACTED e
identifiéd himself as aREDACTED r retained by the Clergy Misconduct Ovcrs1ght
‘Board of the Archdmcese of Log. Angeles to conduct an investigation into an allegation K
. bREDACT that Monsigrior Richard Loomis sexually moles‘ced h1m Wblle he Was a
studcnt a‘t Pater Noster ngh School in 1971-72; : :

K He works forREDACTED
REDACTED

' He was theREDACTED' ‘ "m  Catholic family of REPACTED gng REDACTEDthat grew up in.
. e‘ Glendale and attended Holy Name Elementary School.

He would Have been in the sevenih ‘grade when Father Richard Loomis became the

. assoclate pastor at Holy Family Parish in 1976, His brotheR=PACTED who ismow the .
. assoclate pastor at Holy Famﬂy, was a year ahead of him in school. Both were altar boys .
. and gotto know Father Loomxs in that capacity, -

Father Loomxs allowed and occasionally encouraged him and other altar boys to dnnk the
altar wine that was stoted in a.closet in the sacristy of the church, On a few occasmns, Lo
they mpped wme in Father Loorms PYESence.

tHc recalled an’ evenmsz occasion when Father Loomis invited him and two of l'us frxends, :
REDACTED sndREPACTED 45 g 1o Pacific Palisades with him in his car. Father-. = |
' Lobmis stopped and bought 4 sxxmpack of Mickey Big Mouth malt liquor.on'the waytoa =~
" park in Pacific Palisades where he and his friends shared the six-pack, He did not recalt . .
if Father Loomis. drank one of the beers or anything on that occasion. He ncver saw

L ‘Fathcr Lomms undcr the mﬂuence of alcobol at any time,

.The onc really strange thmg ha remerabers about that night was that somctlme after they‘ :

" . gotto the park, he noticed Father Loomis urinating in the middle of the park with his -
* . back turned to him'and his ftiends. He thought it was very strange to see a priest

. uringting ity The middle of a park. Father Loomis did not expose himself to ‘anyone and Do
© . ong said: anythmg about the incident. That was the only thmg about that evemng that o
+ steod out in his: mmd as bemg very odd or unusual. N :

- He ‘would occasmnally see Father Loomis at 8t, Charles Borromeo Church in North e
Hollywood when he was assigned there between (995 and 2002 (dates provided by

'. REDACTED, and always felt “uncomfortable” around him, He sensed that Father Loomis felt

- the same way i hig presence Both of them were cordial with each other and: nen‘her
bxought up the past ~
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‘ He thought Father Loom1s was “kmd of strange in a sexual way.” He was “a lx‘cﬂe blt
off” in the way he related to boys like himself. In his opinion, “He did not treat boya hke

v normal gt treats a youngstar "

- Father Loorms never touched h1m in an inappropriate manner ot said ariything to hlm that
.. he CODSldGI'ﬂd sexually solicitous, He did not recall ever seeing or hearing Father Looxms

,f do or say that sort of thmg to his friends or other minors at Holy Family:
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.. REDACTED

ﬂS Sﬂ()n as

TELECOPHHKCOVERSHEET
e 'PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL, AS SOON AS
. POSSIBLE .
. .DAT-E,_:, 7/2?/@9& | TIME: M@S ‘
. TO: ' REDACTED DA
o [FAXPWLM
’:,‘1 .]?Ii()IVI¢ '.
- ,;NUMBER c:)F PAGES - EXCLUDING COVER SHEET: __ 2
e f;ATTALEEWENT., e
" " MESSAGE: 2 g REDACTED -
/ .
Ifyou do not rcccwe all of these pages, please call REDACTED

. possxble
. ;_"Nottf: A copy .of'thi.s material :ié /s not being mailed to you in confirmation. .. .

ATTENTION

. Thxs written Tiessage is mtended only for the use of the individual or eitity to whwh it is addressed and - .
" toay contain inﬁmnahon that is prmleged, confidential and non-disclosable. If you have received this - .
 message by xrstake, please call the' number above immediately and destroy the telecopy messags. Thank
o . 'ycm for your cooperatmn .

7 REDACTED

REDACTED
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MEMORANDUM

CLERGY MISCONDUCT OVERSIGHT BOARD

TO: ' Mansianor Crain A Cnx
REDACTED
REDACTED
FROM:
DATE: July 8, 2004
RE: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
CMOB-071-01
- REDACTED

The attached faxes were received from
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TO: File
FRoOM: REDACTED

RE: REDACTED Canonical Advisor to Msgr. Loomis
DATE: 9 July 2004 :

Yesterday afternoon I met withREPACTED  gom about 1:40 to 2:35 regarding the status of
the preliminary investigation into the allegations against Msgr. Loomis.

He offered to assist in interviewing any of the witnesses and in doing anything else to
help move the case along.

The main point I conveyed to him was that the investigation is ongoing — there are still
people with supposedly relevant information that we are secking to interview.

I did say that I expected the preliminary investigation to be brought to an end before the
civil litigation the Archdiocese is engaged in is resolved. Idid not venture an opinion as
to how much longer it will take.

..« REDACTED . a5 s
I agreed with that Msgr. Loomis’ “leave of absence™ is not properly a canon

1722 action, but rather an administrative action the Archbishop (through me as his ,
delegate) has to take for the good of all concerned under canon 223. I also agreed with
him that much of what is being done with accused clerics is not well thought out in law
and in execution, and that it will be up to higher authority to resolve.

Prior to the meeting I began to review the case file but was cut short by the onset of a
migraine headache. It was only today as I started to review the file again that I realized
and remembered that my interim decree does apply the precautionary measures of canon
1722, but purposely avoids invoking that canon as the basis for applying them. What I
neglected to do in the decree, now that I look at it, is to invoke any canon for applying
those measures. '
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REDACTED

COPY

Monsignor Craig A. Cox, J.C.D.
Vicar for Clergy

Archdiocese of Los Angeles

3424 Wilshire Blvd.

Los Angeles, California 90010-3241

Dear Monsignor Cox:
Pursuant to your instruction, I am sending this bill for canonical services to you
and thank you and the Archdiocese for paying for these services on behalf of Monsignor
'Loomis.
1 appreciated the opportunity of meeting you and discussing Monsignor

Loomis’case with you last week. Thank you again for your time.

Sincerely yours,
REDACTED

B e [ S

JUL 16 2004

g
v

N

prliptaichANIDNPE S
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REDACTED

June 30. 2004
STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT

Client: Reverend Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
Matter: Canonical Representation

Date (2004) Activi Hours Minutes
April 26-28 : Review all documents sent by client, PC’s with client. 3 10
April 29 : Review new material sent by client; prepare analysis
of available evidence to date, write and e-mail
comments to client. 2 00
May 27 : Review six e-mails and new material sent by client”
. PC client re same. ' 20
June 1 : LD PC toREPACTED 30
LDPCto 25
June2  :LDPCtoREDACTED - 30
June 3 : PC with Client re: above calls and proposed letter to them
and to Cardinal. 35 .
June 8 : Review entire file, research and prepare 1% draft of letter
to .REDACTED andREDACTED 3 35
June 10 : Review new documents (announcements & drafts of). 15
June 12 : Review 1% draft, revise, drafts 2 and 3 2 10
June 13 : PC client: review, revise draft 3: draft 4 , 1 30
June 14 : Revise draft 4 and finalize letter, mail to all, copy to
Cardinal: copy to client with prepared Mandate to sign. 1 15
June 28 : Review letter from REPACTED  research file and prepare
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Msgr. Loomis : Statement of Account June 30, 2004, page two.

‘separate letters toREDACTED  ang (REDACTED 115

17 - 30

No cost for long distance calls, copies and postage were billed. Not all research and
not all phone conferences were hilled.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: - 'REDACTED
Msgr. Craig Cox
FROM: REDACTED
DATE: July 12, 2004 |
RE: Msgr. Richard A. Loomis

REDACTED Interview of REDACTED

REDACTED REDACTED

I'am enclosing a copy of the interview conducted with on July

8, 2004.
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

sans TR 104 A
Subject: RE: [canonlaw] Canonical adviser's fee

REDACTED

This issue of fees is a little tricky. I charge 3100 per hour. I have an agreement with
my client (individual or the institute) in advance that this is what my fee is. DNo
surprises. With my bill I send a timetable detailing the day, the work and the amount of
time spent. I never charge off the exact amount of time it actually takes me.

I also tell my clients that my fee is negotiable. If a person cannot pay, I will still
help them.

Some dioceses are setting a cap on the fees for advocates and procurators in abuse cases.

I understand some are in the $10,000 range. ©One of my client's bishop has set the cap at
51,500 1!

I think I have heard of fees going up to $150. Most are probably in the
$50-75 range. I know one lay canonist who asks for $1,500 as a retainer.

$500 of that is assigned to the "engagement" fee. Then he charges off at
$125 an hour.

When I work with civil lawyers on cases, they laugh at my puny fee!

Hope this helps.
REDACTED

X1 000223
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AOL Email Page 1 of 2

REDACTED

To: REDACTED
Subject: RE: Fee

Thank you for your helpful reply.

REDACTED

FromREDACTED

Sent:*Friday, July 16, 2004 11:36 AM
To:REDACTED
Subject: Fee

REDACTED

I've been advising a cleric in a diocese in the Northeast, and the diocese p'ays $100.00 per hour of
canonical advice and $0.36 per mile for transportation.

REDACTED

7/16/2004
Xl 000224
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REDACTED
1o: REDACTED
Subject: RE: Advisor fee...
REDACTED
REDACTI\/égmy thanks for your helpful reply.
FfromREDACTED
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2004 12:37 PM
To:REDACTED
Subject: FW: Advisor fee...
-———-Qrininal Maccana- -~
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2004 12:35 PM
To:REDACTED
Subject: Advisor fee...
REDACTED
| am REDACTED of the Archdiocese of Portland. | have worked with three cases in the Seattle

Archdiocese. | must admit that | did not get a phone call from the accused until the investigation had all be
completed and his case was prepared to go before the review board. For each of these cases | received $175.00
- it was more of a flat fee than based on the hours spent. | probably spent a total of 20 hours preparing myself
and speaking with the accused (this would be a total for all three cases).

Clearly the complexity of the case would also make a huge difference. The Archdiocese also paid for my travel (I
was able to drive up there) and gave me a place to stay for the couple of nights that | had to stay.

Another point of reference, | will be the first to admit that | was learning what | was supposed to do while in the
process of doing it...on the job training so to speak.

1 hope that helps — or at least offers some information.

Peace to you as you deal with these difficult issues,
REDACTED

7/16/2004

RCALA 006104
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REDACTED
From: REDACTED
Sent: Fridav, Julv 16. 2004 1:03 PM
To: REDACTED
Subject: Appropriate fee
REDACTED

I have been doing some pro bono work in my diocese and if you don't mind revealing some of
the typical responses you receive for an appropriate fee that would be wonderful. I would
never want to charge someone who could not afford it, but to those who could I would want

to come off as a "Johnny Cochran.”

Pax Christi,
REDACTED
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REDACTED | WM /21

.

REDACTED
From: o
Sent: fiday, July 16, 2004 7:40 PM
To: REDACTED  _ :
Subject: Re: [canonlaw] Canonical adviser's fee [PRIVATE REPLY]
REDACTED

I can only tell you from experience what I have charged. In our Southern California case,
T am charging 375 an hour to REDACTED 1 arrived at this fee based on the CLSA's fee
schedule for advocacy which suggests between $50 and $100 per hour. I thought right down
the middle might be equitable in arriving at this number. Plus I looked at what I make
with my annulment cases, I earn between $40 and $60 an hour - depending on how long it
takes me to complete a case.

So, I figured this was a reasonable fee. I also charge expenses associated with travel
etc. are to be picked up by the client. Little things like phone calls, mailings, are
covered in the $75 fee an hour.

I'm not going to dicker over minutia.

Regarding our So. Cal case, what stressed me out at first was that REDACTED bishop said the
eparchy was going to pay, then later they rescinded. YIKES! I was worried that my client
could not come up with this fee, but he hasn't had a problem yet.

I explained to my client, if the fee was too much we can work out a payment plan or
whatever. To date he has had no problem paying, although I have only billed him two months
from the beginning of 2004. I will probably bill him one more time, since we are waiting
for the time for me to put together the Advocate's brief.

Also, I am doing work for the diocese of Albany where the going rate for canonical counsel
is $125 per hour paid by the dlocese. And this was for work done even during the
preliminary investigation phase.

Obviously, they would pay the same rate once the trial gets started. BAs far as I know,
there is no upper limit on the Albany dioccese's compensation, although at some point it
must kick in. I'1ll talk a little about this below - how much each case can cost per
client.

What I have done with other guys, who cannot afford, is I donate my $75 an hour rate and
ask them to verify that I did the work, this helps with my taxes. This way, my taxes are
less each year. BSo even when I donate, I get some sort of compensation via tax reduction.

Please keep this information confidential. I just wanted to give you my own experience.

It is my sense that ease case will cost about $5000-$7000 or even more depending on how
much work the advocate does. I have probably undershot my hours and charged less than
what I have worked on these cases, just because I felt the fees might be a little too
steep. But, as I said, no one has had a problem paying.

On lesser cases, I have not charged - it is only when it is a big case that fees come up -
at least for me.

I hope this information is somewhat helpful for you.
If you have any further questions, do not hesitate to contact me,

I hope all is very well for you.

Peace and all the best,
REDACTED

___REDACTED

Dear Group, ] )

> What 1s an appropriate hourly fee for a canonist advising an accused
> cleric? In the case at hand, the preliminary investigation is still

> underway. The cleric has been informed of the basic issues, but there

1

wrote:

v
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>
>

v

are still leads to be explored before closing the investigation. The
canonical adviser has submitted an invoice that strikes us as
excessive.

You may contact me privately either by e-mail or atREDACTED
Many thanks!

iREDACTED

VVVVVVVVYVVVYVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVY

Los Angeles Archdiocese

(Replies will be sent to the entire group. To reply privately, you
must write directly to the author of this message. To start another
topic, please post a new message.)

Yahoo! Groups Links

<*> To visit your group on the web, go to:
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/canonlaw/

<*> To unsubscribe from this group, send an emaill
to:
canonlaw-unsubscribe@yahoogroups. com

<*> Your use of Yahoo! Groups is subject to:
http://docs.yahoo.com/info/terms/

Do You Yahoo!?

Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around http://mail.yahoo.com

RCALA 006107
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent: Friday, July 16, 2004 7:45 PM

To: REDACTED

Subject: Re: [canonlaw] Canonical adviser's fee [PRIVATE REPLY ADDENDUM]
REDACTED

Sorry to bother you with an addendum, but since I have not communicated with others about
this topic, do you mind telling me what information you gleaned from other canonists who

offer counsel to accused clerics regarding compensation?

are in line with what other's are charging.

Thanks again!

REDIS S/

—-—REDACTED wrote:

> Dear Group,

> What is an appropriate hourly fee for a canonist advising an accused
> cleric? 1In the case at hand, the preliminary investigation is still

> underway. The cleric has been informed of the basic issues, but there
> are still leads to be explored before closing the investigation. The
> canonical adviser has submitted an invoice that strikes us as

> excesslve.

> You may contact me prlvately elther by e-mail or atREDACTED

> Many thanks!

>REDACTED

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVYVY

Los Angeles Archdiocese

(Replies will be sent to the entire group. - To reply privately, you
must write directly to the author of this message To start another
topic, please post a new message.) :

Yahoo! Groups Links

<*> To visit your group on the web, go to:
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/canonlaw/

<*> To unsubscribe from this group, send an email
to:
canonlaw-unsubscribe@yahoogroups.com

<*> Your use of Yahoo! Groups is subject to:
http://docs.yahoo.com/info/terms/

Do You Yahoo!?

Tired of spam?

Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around http://mail.yahoo.com

I would like to know if my fees -

Xl 000229
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Page 1 of 1

REDACTED /\W M ?HﬂL ,

From:REDACTED
Sent:  Saturday, July 17, 2004 9:32 AM
To: REDACTED

-

Subject: Re: [canonlaw] Canonical adviser's fee
REDACTED

| charge the top fee allowed by the CLSA Code of Professional Responsibility; i.e. $100 an hour + expenses. |
think that the maximum is a bit low in light of what dioceses are paying lawyers but | want to abide by our own
code of ethics,

REDACTED

7/20/2004
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Page 1 of 1

REDACTED

/\E/M Hzi

From: REDACTED
Sent:  Saturday, July 17, 2004 5:54 PM
To: REDACTED

Subject: Fees...

It is hard to make a determination without knowing what work was done. To write and compose letters takes
considerable time. To review the acts and matereials of a case takes quite some time. To travel involves other

costs. -
As | get moer and more involved in cases | think a fee inm the area of $150.00-$200.00 and hour is not

unreasonable. But it depends a lot on the specvific works done - not just a consuitation.
REDACTED

7/20/2004
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2004 7:38 AM
To: REDACTED

Subject: Canonical adviser's fee

REDACTED

If you get responses to your inquiry, can you share them with me, please?
I'm also interested to find out the "average cost/hour" of canonical advisor/s to clerics
accused of sexual misconduct. Much appreciate.

Peace,

REDACTED

REDACTED

WROTE:

————— Oricinal Message —-——-
From: REDACTED

To: RELDAC I EL

"Sent: Friday, July 16, 2004 12:28 PM
Subject: [canonlaw] Canonical adviser's fee

> Dear Group,

> What is an appropriate hourly fee for a canonist advising an

> accused cleric? In the case at hand, the preliminary investigation
> is still underway. The cleric has been informed of the basic

> issues, but there are still leads to be explored before closing the
> investigation. The canonical adviser has submitted an invoice that
> strikes us as excessive.

>  You may contact me privately either by e-mail or at (213) 637-

> 7210. Many thanks! '

>REDACTED

>

> Los Angeles Archdiocese

>

>

>

> .

> (Replies will be sent to the entire group. To reply privately, you must
write directly to the author of this message. To start another topic,
please post a new message.)

Yahoo! Groups Links

<*> To visit your group on the web, go to:
http://groups.yahoo.conREDACTED

<*> To unsubscribe from this aronn. send an email to:
REDACTED

<*> Your use of Yahoo! Groups is subject to:
http://docs.yahoo.com/info/terms/

MessagelLabs Virus Scanning Service for the Dlocese of Houma—ThibodauX.

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVVYVY
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MéssageLabs Virus Scanning Service for the Diocese of Houma-Thibodaux.
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REDACTED

FEOTINTTND,
JUL 2 6 2004
BY e
REDACTED
Atrchdiocese of Los Angeles : July 22, 2004
3424 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90010

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
Dear REDACTED

In the event that they might be of interest or assistance to you, Iam enclosing
some comments on the information which has been gathered by your investigators and
others. I use the word “information” because none of the material constitutes either
canonical or civil “evidence”. It is the hearsay of what an investigator says a witness told
him. The one performing the canonical investigation, however, “has the same powers
and obligations as an auditor in a process™ (Canon 1717(3)) The canonical auditor
(investigator)-is consequently bound to take evidence only as prescribed in canons 1526
~1586 (especially canons 1558-1570) dealing with “Proofs”.

Because it is now more than six months since the canonical investigation was
initiated and I am unaware of any canonical evidence having yet been taken. I earnestly
urge you, to begin this process as soon as possible in justice to Monsignor Loomis.

Monsignor Loomis is prepared to testify under oath to deny the allegations.
Canon 1728(2) does not prevent Monsignor Loomis from voluntarily taking an oath. -
Please let me know the earliest time you can take this testimony.

I'will be away from September 29 o October 29, 2004 but will make myself
available to you anytime from now to September 28", Please advise me when the
testimony of any party or witness is to be taken so that I may attend (Canon 1559).

Thank you for your courtesy and attention.

Respectfully and sincerely,
REDACTED

cc: Monsignor Graig A. Cox, J.C.D.
REDACTED

His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
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MEMORANDUM TO FILE

RE: Richard Loomis/ Archdiocese of Los Angeles

REDACTED

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS ON INFORMATION OBTAINED
ARCHDIOCESAN INVESTIGATORS AND OTHERS

1) REPACTED A LLEGATION:

~ A) REDACTED  himself has refused to bring his allegation directly to the

Archdiocese and has refused to even speak to any canonical official.

B) Neither_RED ACTED  nor anyone else has presented any fact or witness to
corroborate the™™?*“' =" claim contained in his civil law suit.

C) Monsignor Loomis has denied the allegation and will deny it under oath..

D) The interviews with REDACTED
REDACTED all give testimony to the unblemished reputation of Richard Loomis,
as a Brother and as a Priest. They never heard any improper conduct alleged about
Loomis. Their testimony goes only to prove the extreme unlikelihood that Loomis
could have sexually abused any student at Pater Noster High.

E) Monsignor Loomis and others can give evidence that the physical living
quarters of the Brothers and the physical setup of the classrooms and hallways of the
School would make it virtually impossible for any brother to carry out the alleged
activity at the school without being observed.

F) IfREDACTEDg)jegas that he told others of the alleged abuse, it would be
important to ascertain from them, when and exactly what he told them, the
circumstances of his telling them, and whether he told them specifically that the, or an,
abuser was Loomis. Judgment would then have to be made on the credibility of the
witnesses and if they have any motive for so testifying. Their testimony would still be
hearsay and thus subject to the strictest scrutiny.

G) Why did ""*°™Pait so long to bring suit? Why did he file a civil suit but .
never bring his allegation to the Archdiocese? If he ever claims to have told a priest
about the alleged abuse, why did that priest never report it to the Archdiocese?
Did his financial situation, including his bankruptcy of January 28, 2003 play any part in
his filing a civil law suit for damages?

X11 000235
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2.

H) There is sunply no evidence, not even the testimony of the accuser, which
could give one moral certitude that Loomis sexually abused REPACTER 197172,

2) REDACTED z11pGaTION:

Monsignor Loomis denies this allegation and will give evidence to that effect
under oath.

A) REDACTED information raises many question about its credibility.
REPACTED should be questioned canonically under oath and I will submit him as a
witness.

1. FEPPCTED aims theXEPACTED sarents complained to him tha REDACTED
chauffer™"""™ was “ showing a lot of interest in"=°"°TEP hanging around the school and
droppmg by or calling their home to talk withREPACTED (Note: no allegation that this
man ever sexually touchedREPACTED or that"FPACTED gaid he did)

In the same conversation, says REPACTEC the REDACTED 4614 him:

a) “other parents were concerned about Richard Loomis “hanging
around kids all the time”. (Since theREDACTED  discussed these things with other parents
they would presumably also have told these parents about b)

b) PACTED 401d them that Loomis had “fondlad and groped him in
the swimming pool” (In his phone conversation WlthREDACTED says it was in the
house while changing; seems it would have been easier in the pool!!!)

But, inexplicablv: , _

REDACTED, N .

a) immediately acts on the lesser charge, a layman with too
much interest inREPACTED byt no abuse of him. He calls the man’s employer and not only
gets him fired but sent out of the country.

b) With the more serious charge, a seminarian actually molesting a
young boy, he does nothing at all. He does,not report it to the Pastor REDACTED
or to anyone.REPACTEDreport says “He REPACTED(id not confront Loomis or report the
incident at the time®.

REDACTED gays, however, that he told the PDACTED 4 at he would
“make sure Loomis was not around at their parish or school in the future”, He does not
state exactly what he did “to make sure”. There is no evidence that™ """\ ever took any
such action or that he could have on his own. Loomis was never kept away from
children, the parish or the school byREDACTEDor anyone else.” ' °" says that he “made
sure that Loomis never returned to the parish or school as a seminarian” after the 1973
summer of the alleged incident. Loomis did return to the parish when on vacation the
following summer (1974), taught a six weeks course at the parish that summer, and
continued to participate in Sunday, Easter and Christmas liturgies whenever he was
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3.

home for vacation until his ordination in May of 1975.

Loomis lived at his family home in Corpus Christi parish during the
1973, 1974 summer vacations from the seminary. In the summer of 1973 he worked at
the church and school, cleaning etc. and served mass there on Sundays. There were no
children “hanging around” while he worked at Corpus Christ. In his work , cleaning the
church and school, Loomis worked with scaffolds, chemicals and a hydraulic lift..
Loomis denies any kids hung around while he worked and independent witnesses who
saw and/or directed and/or oversaw Loomis” work never saw kids hanging around
Loomis, adding that it would have been dangerous for children to do so.

In the summer of 1974 Loomis worked downtown (not at Corpus Christi)
during the week and was at home only at night and on weekends. He attended and served
Mass at the Church. He had very little contact with families at Corpus Christ, except in
passing.

In 1974, the summer after the alleged incident, e taught a six weeks night
course on the Gospel of Mark at Corpus Christi with the approval of the Pastor,

REDACTED , and an announcement in the Church bulletin. While home on
vacations Loomis always participated at Sunday Mass, Christmas and Easter services.
Children were around. No restrictions were ever placed Loomis’ activities by anyone.

With respect to EDACTED yesertion that theREPACTED t]d him that “other
parents” of boys in the school were concerned about Richard Loomis™ hanging around
kids all the time”: N '

- thas not presented or named any parent who expressed any
such concern”. Has REDACTED
- several parents, however, close to the REDACTED and with children in
the same school, have said and would testify that they never heard or s
shared any such concern about Loomis.
2) REDACTEDsays that during the time Loomis was Vicar for Clergy

did not have any “personal issues with Monsignor Loomis”. This is not quite true.
Monsignor Loomis had had to take disciplinary action against a priest who was close to
and a sort of protégé of REDACTED  was not at all pleased with the manner in which
Loomis, Vicar for Clergy, handled the case and let his disagreement be known to
Loomis. The priest in question left his last meeting with Loomis in anger, turning to say

‘REDACTEDwill get you for this”. He did not say “I will get you for this”!

REDACTED

Coincidentally perhaps, but it was after that time, and after some thirty
years, that FEPCTED mentioned the alleged incident to “someone” (who? and why?) who
suggested he call Monsignor Cox. The entire REDACTED allegation was brought out, not
byREDACTED pyt byREDACTED who thereafter acted as mediary forREDACTED
phone contact with """, unfortunate for investigative purposes.

REDACTED says he had never “brought up the groping incident involving

A}
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4.

REDACTED REDACTED

Loomis with and REPACTED hag neveF{ mentinned it to him” - not until
“readily agreed (atREPA“TEP request) to call ] sxplain the nature of the
investigation®, and “set the stage” fol" '~ to inteview " >*“T*" about the matter.
It would be of value to know the content of th(REDACTED phone call.
3) Why does TP irrelevantly and gratuitously volunteer information to
abouREDACTED who “left the priesthood years later under a cloud of
allegations of sexual misconduct involving young boys”."***°T*P does this as he tells
REDACTED “T oomis had previously taught at nearby St. Monica High School (wrong) when

he was a brother with the Order of St. Patrick prior to entering the seminary to become a

REDACTED

priest REDACTED who was a brother in the same religious order, also taught at
St. Monica High School and attended St. John’s Seminary at the same time as Richard
Loomis REDACTED left the priesthood ...” One asking why" - mentions

REDACTED  and his association with Loomis, would be hard pressed not to see an
insinuation of guilt by association. Why?

4) REDACTED knowledge of the alleged abuse is; at best,
unsubstantiated hearsay fromREDACTED . whose knowledge in turn is hearsay
from their sonREDACTED

It is important therefore to canonically questionREDACTED  as a witness
and I will submit her as such.

If she has been “interviewed byREDAcTED I am unaware of it or of what she
may have said. Her statements in an interview are not “evidence® and she would need to
be canonically examined for her testimony to be considered. '

B) REDACTED must be canonically examined. There is much in his two
telephone conversations with ™~ - and that with®®*°™" that needs inquiry and
clarification.

1) REDACTED REDACTED

quotes as saying there were vriests and nuns all over the
place at the parish and school, and gratuitously adds that REDACTED« probably assumed
that Loomis was a priest. He continues,” He REPACTED  did not recall his (Loomis)
being a seminarian or a religious brother, but at that time “ they were all the same” to
him. But they are not all the same. Why wouldREPACTED have thought I.oomis was a
priest? Loomis never wore clerics (a roman collar) then and never wore a cassock and
surplice except when he served Sunday Mass, as all servers did. Loomis was never
called “Father” but always “Dick Loomis”. Why wouldXEPACTED remember that the
person who abused him was a priest?

2) Several witnesses can and will be submitted for examination, who have
said, among other things, the following:
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_REDACTED did not “pretty much® run the parish. The pastor, <= *"CTEP

REDACTED . . . . .
was “very much in control and very involved in running the parish®.

- the “Palisades” were like a “Peyton Place”, a rumor mill where everyone
knew everybody’s business, a place where gossip prevails™.

- kids were not hanging around Loomis when he was working at Corpus
Christi, during the summer, cleaning the Church on a hydraulic lift.

- People living there at the time, whose children were in school withRECACTED

and parents who were close personal friends of thREDACTED have never, till

now, heard of any allegation that Loomis or anyone else had molested ~=-ACTED
Confidants of REDACTED say they are certain that REDACTED would have told
them of this had it been alleged by REPACTED
- “if anything of such a nature ever happenedREDACTED(himselt) would be the
first one to tell everybody about it. If he didn’t tell, and his mother was aware of it, she
would have made a major issue out of it.” : “something of that nature could not possibly
have been kept secret to the present time™.
- One credible witness who knev ' well states that REPACTED yag 4
“kid out of control”, “if anything of a sexual nature found him to be a victim, he
REDACTED would have done something about it himself. If he didn’t do anything, his
“hot-headed” father  would certainly have done something physical to the reported
perpetrator”. -

- As a child,REPACTED ha5 been variously described as , “extroverted”,
“mischievous”, “ over-active”, “wicked” as well as “out of control”.
(The above statements are corroborated by more then one credible witness)

C) Other witnesses, Loomis family members, can testify to the fact that Dick
would never had had the opportunity to be home alone with a boy or boys especially on
weekends. Living at the Loomis home at the time were Richard Loomis, his mother, his
brother™ - with his wife , a stay-at-home mom, and two children and the wife’s
brother who was attending college. Someone was always there.

' D) There is nothing yet produced which could give one moral certitude that
Richard Loomis sexually abused REDACTED
There is no evidence that “sexual abuse has occurred” (Norm 6).

RCALA 006118
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REDACTED

From: REQP:CiED e

Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2004 4:48 AM

To: REDACTED

Subject: Re: [canonlaw] Canonical adviser's fee
REDACTED

At the CLSA Conference in Montreal several years ago (1995?) T belisve that a study group
recommended and the body present adopted a suggestion that a reasonable fee at that time
for canonical advisement was $50-$100 an hour.

Adjusted for inflation that might now be $65 - $130.

REDACTED

.

{Replies will be sent to the entire group. To reply privately, you must write directly to
the author of this message. To start another topic, please post a new message.)
Yahoo! Groups Links

<*> To visit your group on the web, go to:
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/canonlaw/

<*> To unsubscribe from this aroun. send an email to:

REDACTED

<*> Your use of Yahoo! Groups is subject to:
http://docs.yahoo.com/info/terms/
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Canonical investigation -Page 1 of2

REDACTED

From: REDACTED
Sent:  Wednesday, July 28, 2004 10:10 PM
To: REDACTED

Cc:
Subject: FW: RE: Canonical investigation -

REDACTED

| think this should do it. Good luck.
REDACTED

----- Original Message ----
FronREDACTED
ToREDACTED __

Sent: 7/28/2004 1:44:23 PM
Subject: RE: Canonical investigation

REDACTED

REDACTED  cell phone number ifREDACTED  His office number isREDACTED

He asked that he be called on his cell phone if further contact with him was necessary. He
expressed his willinaness to cooperate with the Board, but did not want to get drawn into the
litigation involvingREPACTED and Loomis.

REDACTED

----- QOriainal Maccanom..—.

Fron“FaEﬂ)/\CYTEH)
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2004 10:40 AM

To:REDACTED
Cc:
Subject: FW: Canonical investigation

REDACTED
Would you provide me with this information so | can pass it on toREPACTED 9 Thanks.
Hope &ll is going well.

REDACTED

————— Original Message -----
romREDACTED

To:REDACTED ~
Sent: 7/28/2004 11:08:52 AM
Subject: Canonical investigation

7/29/2004
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Canonical investigation Page 2 of 2

REDACTED

" 1 would like to do a follow-up interview withREDACTED  According to
REDACTEDreport, only has his telephone contact information. Do you think you couid
get that for me?

REDACTED

REDACTED

7/29/2004
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TO: File
FROM: REDACTED

RE: Contact withREDACTED
DATE: 30 July 2004

This afternoon, after three previous attempts yesterday afternoon and this morning, I
managed to reachtREDACTED on his cell phone at about 3 p.m.

T explained that I wanted to arrange a meeting with him, in which he would read the
typed report oiREDACTED telephone interview with him, make corrections as needed,
swear an oath to its truthfulness and answer some follow-up questions.

As he will be out of town next week, we agreed that he would call me Monday, 9 August
to let me know if he will be able to come to Los Angeles the following Monday, the 16
If yes, then we will schedule the meeting for that day, to take place either at the ACC or
i Pacific Palisades as circumstances dictate.

If this date doés not work out, we will probably have to wait until the week of 30 August
to try again.

X1 000243
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REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
Archdlocese of Los Angeles Wilshire California
Bouleyard 90010-2202
TO: Monsignor Craig Cox
REDACTED
FROM:
DATE: August 11, 2004
RE: Msgr. Richard A. Loomis _REDACTED interviews
I am enclosing copies of the following interviews conducted by ,REDACTED in the event
you don't already have them: :
REDACTED

Enclosures

Pastoral Regions: ~ Our Lady of the Angels ~ San Fernando  San Gabrlel  San Pedro  Santa Barbara
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U, FILE COPY

REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles 3 Wishire. California
Boulevard 90010-2241
13 August 2004

REDACTED

Archdiocesan Pastoral Center
2838 E. Bumside St.
Portland, OR 97214-1895

ea REDACTED

In follow up to my secretary’s phone call yesterday, I am writing to.request permission to
conduct an interview of a witness in the territory of your Archdiocese.

As Cardinal Mahony’s delegate per canon 1717, §1, I am conducting a preliminary investigation
in a penal matter, and the particular witness involved is unable to travel to our Archdiocese.

A ‘judge instructor is expected to obtain the local diocesan bishop’s permission to interview a

witness outside of his own territory (cans. 1469, §2; 1558, §3). The preliminary investigator has

the same obligations of an auditor (1717, §3), an official who normally works at the direction of

the judge (1428, §1; 1561). On an a fortiori basis, it would seem that I need to ask for
REDACTED permissiorn.

In view of the discretion required in this process (1717, §2), I hope it is not necessary to reveal
the name of the individual to be interviewed other than to say that it is a lay person. I will bring
another priest with meREDACTED (who works for me at the Archdiocesan Catholic
Center), to serve as a notary. We expect the interview to be conducted at the business offices of
the person involved, although I may need to ask to use an office at your Pastoral Center as a
backup if the other arrangements cannot be made. The date of the interview is planned to be

_ Tuesday, 7 September.

I will be out of the office these next two weeks but can be reached in an emergency through
REDACTED

Thank you for your kind assistance in this matter.

Sincerely in Christ,
REDACTED

Pastoral Regions:  Ourlady of the Angels  5an femando  San Gabiel  San Pedro  Santa Barhara
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g E ARCHDIOCESE Office of the Archbishop
== == OF PORTLAND
m IN OREGON

August 20, 2004

REDACTED

3424 Wilshire Roulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90010-2241

REDACTED
Dea

REDACTED has forwarded to me your request for permission to
interview a witness who resides in the Archdiocese of Portland. I understand that
you are conducting a preliminary investigation in a penal matter. With this letter,
I grant you permission to interview this witness.

Because of the discretion required in such cases, I certainly understand
your desire that the name of the witness remain confidential. I wish you success
in your work. You can certainly depend upon my prayers.

Sincerély yours in the Lord,

+ \TMW JAvilat wwg

Most Rev. John G. Vlazny
Archbishop of Portland in Oregon

~ 2838 E. Burnside Street, Portland, Oregon 97214-1895  503/234-5334
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REDACTED v  Pagelofl

REDACTED

' From:REDACTED

Sent:  Tuesday, August 31, 2004 12:32 PM
To: REDACTED

Subject: FW: REDACTED

FYI
REDACTED

—-- QOriaginal Messaae -—--
m:REDACTED

To:REDACTED

Sent: 8/31/2004 12-11-0R PM
3ubject|REDACTED

REDACTED
This plaintiff's allegations are against an active priest (Richard Loomis) and so we would like

to obtain a signed statement from him to commence an internal canonical process. The Chairman of the
Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board has written to you in the past for this opportunity without response.
So | have been asked to re-urge you to allow this process to commence. We of course would be willing
to have the interview in your office with you or one of your associates present. We would also provide
you with a typed version of the statement for the plaintiff to review, supplement, and correct. Please let
me know one way or the other whether this is agreeable. At one of the hearings as | recall you indicated
you were agreeable but just needed to find the time to do it.*=PACTEP

Right-click here to download pictures. To help protect
your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download
of this picture from the Internet.

REDACTED

This e-mail was sent by a law firm and may contain information that

is privileged or confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, please
delete the e-mail and any attachments and notify us inmediately.

Thank you.

8/31/2004
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Page 1 of 1

REDACTED

From:REDACTED

Sent:  Tuesday, August 31,2004 3:.05 PM
To: REDACTED

Subject: FW: Monday arrival

From:REDACTED

Sent: Tuesday, August 31, 2004 3:02 PM
ToREDACTED

Subject: Re: Monday arrival

REDACTED

Dear

I will be happy to pick you up at the airport on Monday Sept. 6 on Alaska Air Flight # 411 at2 PM. 1
look forward to your visit. I will be working that day with a few people here at the parish...we are
remodelling the gym.

Sincerely,

REDACTED

Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around

http://mail.yahoo.com

8/31/2004
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REDACTED
REDACTED 3424 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, Californla S0010-2241
September 10, 2004
REDACTED
Glendale, CA 91205
, DeaIREDACTED

Enclosed please find a copy of the transcribed oral testimony from your interview with myself
and REDACTED

‘Please review it and inform us of any corrections or deletions needed. When you have reviewed
it please sign the enclosed Oath form and return it to us as soon as possible.

REDACTED

Thank you again for your cooperation. If you have any questions, please feel free to phone

REDACTED

May God bless you.

Yours in Christ, , , 9— ’ *
REDACTED 0\//&/
Q WREDACTED
REDACTED
%Cﬂ

"

Enclosure: QOath Form

Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of the Angels  San Femando  San Gabriel  SanPedro-  Santa Barbara
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED
Sent:  Monday, September 13, 2004 12:11 PM

To: REDACTED
Subject: Msgr Loomis

REDACTED

I've attachecREPACTED: report of his interview with REDACTED

- .is a former FBI agent who is in private practice and does work for the Archdiocese. He was the person who
Cralg asked to begin the Loomis investigation before the cardinal asked you and me to take it over. He did a few
things, which are in the file, and thenREDACTED followed through with the rest up until rejoinedREPACTED

REDACTEDtg work on the national audits.

REPATED cell number is REDACTED  and the number in his home/office is \EDACTED He is working on other
cases for the Archdiocese and is in the building frequently, on the 11th ﬂoor 1 don't have his ACC extension but

Craig probably does.
REDACTED

9/13/2004
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Page 1 of 1

REDACTED

- From: REDACTED
Sent:.  Friday, September 17, 2004 1:15 PM
To: ~REDACTED
Cc:
Subject: Follow up interview
REDACTED

REDACTED b

Have you had any luck getting back tc
REDACTED

9/17/2004
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent; Friday, Sebtember 17,2004 2:23 PM
To: REDACTED
Subject: interviews

REDACTED

REDACTED

I'm bringing to office a manila envelope with copies of the transcripts of the 4 interviews I've
conducted. As you will see by the post-it notes, we are still waiting for two of the people to return their
signed oath page. What this means is that it's possible there may be a correction or two that either or

* both of them may want to make that we don't know about yet. When I get the forms, I will send you a
copy, along with any corrections should there be any.

Craig tells me tha™">"“"%s going to be the canonical advocate forREDACTED and is expecting to meet
with him sometime next week. I will try to schedule a formal meeting with Loomis for the same day.,
I'm hopingREPACTED i1l have clarified the information we have fronREDACTED by then, but even if

not. I W111 go ahead. Dick's been kept waiting long enough.

REDACT!

9/17/2004
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REDACTED
From: REDACTED
Sent: Saturday, September 18, 2004 6:57 PM
To: REDACTED
Subject:

Diocesel A=

loomis-Let. tomm}

REDACTED REDACTED
Attached is a copy of the letter I sent to after no return to my five phone calls to
him, .

If he does not respond to you and it is necessary to contact him before I return, I am
supplying you with the names and phone numbers of a few persons who may persuade him to
call.

REDACTED andREDACTED were both very helpful in
establishing the initial contact withREDACTED 1 feel certain they will help again if
necessary.

I am sorry about the inconvenience to you.

I will be home tonlght and until about 9:00am tomorrow if you would like to discuss this
hefore T leave Thanks, REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

CEMA7 of

IS REDACTED LAJj (o
REDACTED | 1 \
<:¥s7a,tf DACTED
(S \

— ¥ao. = Mo 0

L

T = g L2S Y,
£ (U
f%k@g-RE$§%é3q%‘g‘lézﬁ
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent: Monday, September 20, 2004 9:31 AM
To: REDACTED

Cc:
Subject: RE: interviews

REDACTED

REDACTED

Thanks for the update. works three days a week - Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday. Il be at the ACC
tomorrow (Tuesday) and look forward to reviewing the material.

REDACTED

----- Qriginal Message -----
FronRFDACTFD
To:REDACTED

Sent: 9/17/2004 2:23:09 PM
Subject: interviews

EDACTED

REDACTED

I'm bringing to ... office a manila envelope with copies of the transcripts of the 4 interviews I've conducted. As
you will see by the post-jt notes, we are still waiting for two of the people to return their signed oath page. What
this means is that it's possible there may be a correction or two that either or both of them may want to make that
we don't kniow about yet. When I get the forms, 1 will send you a copy, along with any corrections should there be
any.

REDXCTEB tells me that™ " is going to be the canonical advocate forREDACTED, and is expecting to meet with him
sometime next week. [ will try to schedule a formal meeting with Loomis for the same day. I'm hopinfREDACTED
will have clarified the information we have fromREDACTED by then, but even 1f not, T will go ahead. Dick's been

kept waiting long enough.
REDACTED

9/20/2004
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REDACTED

Erom: REDACTED ,

Sent: Friday, September 24, 2004 3:54 PM

To: ‘ REDACTED

Subject: Confirmation at St. Charles, North Hollywood
REDACTED

Confirmation 2002 at St. Charles, North Hollywood was as follows:

" Date: May 26, 2002
Prelate: REDACTED

REDACTED

X1 000255
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FORMAL INTERVIEW
September 24, 2004

Recorded by: REDACTED

Conducted by:

Interviewee: Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis

Also Present: REDACTED

I am sitting here in the conference room of the Vicar of Clergy’s Office at the
Archdiocesan Catholic Center. With me is Msgr. Richard Loomis who has been the
subject of an investigation because of certain allegations having been made. With him
also iREDACTED who is serving as his canonical advisor, and alsc(REPACTED

™ who is serving in the capacity as Notary and is tape recording this session. Before
the session began we asked if it would be OK to tape record this session and I am going
to ask again: Is this OK?

Msgr. Loomis:
Yes it is, within the context of a canomcal 1nvest1gat10n

REDACTED

We understand that it will be transcribed and that a copy will be provided to Ms gr.
Loomis and that corrections can be made.

REDACTED

Yes, that is correct. It will be transcribed and provided for review.

‘What I am going to do is give you in summary, with as much detail as I think both of you
have of the different allegations that have been presented. Because there is quite a bit I
will take this per person to give a chance for any response or questions or whatever you
may have. I want to advise you that you aré under no requirement whatsoever to say
anything. I cannot ask you if you did anything that would amount to incriminating
yourself. I cannot put you under oath to say anything. You already have exercised your
right to canonical assistance. With that in mind, I will now begin with this material.
Some of this you are already familiar with. In some cases we have since gotten additional
information which is what I will be presenting to you. So to the extent that some of this
is repetitious, just please bear with me, so that we can see where things fit in and where it
doesn’t. This is to let you know what has happened.

With regard to the complaint that got all this started,REDACTED To date we have
still not been able to do a formal interview with this gentleman. We have made several

attempts in contact with the civil lawyer to allow this to be done. To date we have had no
response, and this has not happened. However, back at the end of June we did finally get

X1 000256
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a copy of the claimant questionnaire which each of the litigants for theREPACTED Jawfirm
have to submit. This was signed by him under oath December 11, 2003. I will be
quoting certain statements that he makes from the document so that we can know what
that information is. Before I do that, just to get a time parameter, we have, from the
school records of this gentleman’s date of birth which is October 28, 1956. He attended
Pater Noster [High School] as a freshman and a sophomore, hence for two years roughly
from September of 1970 to June of 1972. This means that the incidents that he alleged
happened in an age window from his late 13 years old to a maximum of 15 years old. In
terms of the allegation I now quote from that claimant questionnaire: “Beckett put his
mouth on my mouth, put his hand on my penis, had an erection, touched my genitals, told
me he loved me. This occurred over a one and a half to two year period while attending
Pater Noster High School.” Tna separate part of the questionnaire he says that this
happened approximately four to six times. Elsewhere he states that he told his now wife

REDACTED sirca 1975 about acts that happened to him from sREDACTED  and Br. Beckett.
He also told his friend, REPACTED '3 “number of years ago.” That is the phrase used in
the questionnaire. Another point in the questiormnaire states that he has been told by his
attorney (this is in response to a question asking ‘Does he know about other incidents of
abuse?’) that Beckett is alleged to have abused at least three different children, Others
who attended Pater Noster remembered Beckett allowing boys to spend time with him in
his classroom or office smoking. Others who had exposure toREDACTED  in Holy Trinity
parish remember feeling that Beckett was similar t(REDACTED  in that they should stay
away from him, Investigations have revealed that Loomis, throughout his career, has
maintained overly physical/sexual relations with young boys and men, and that church
personnel at various assignments have been aware of boys and young men spending the
night with Loomis and going on extended trips alone with Loomis.”

That is the information that we have from that questionnaire. At this point is there
anything you would like to say or ask?

Msgr. Loomis:
Well, that’s very complex. First of all I would say I did not sexually abuse
It did not happen. Idid not do that.

REDACTED

~ [Msgr. Loomis in consultation with his canonical advisor; at their request the notes from
whichREDACTED read is given to Msgr. Loomis and his canonical advisor to review.
REDACTED  and "***°™P 1eave the room untilREDACTED calls them back and says they are

ready to continue.]

Msgr. Loomis:
I would not know if he told anyone else about something. And I certainly don’t know
whaREPACTED  misht be referring to.
REDACTED

OK. And I will tell you right now, as far as we know, we have no idea either.

Msgr. Loomis:

XIt 000257
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I would also deny that I abused other kids. I am unaware of anyone specifically at the
moment that would have gone on a vacation with me, or that kind of thing,

REDACTED

A question of extended trips alone, is that the comment you are referring to?

Msgr. Loomis:
Yes.

REDACTED

In regard to this allegation we knew about the reference tcREDACTED and so we

interviewed REDACTED _ That was first of all done byREDACTED 53¢k in February
[2004], who took an initial statement from him. I did a formal interview of him at the end
of July, 30" [2004] in which he made certain corrections to the material in theREPACTED
report and then gave me his formal statements and so he is now under oath.

REDACTED tnew the REDACTED in 1993 while he was a seminarian serving at St.
Elizabeth parish which is where TOACTED g™ T asREDACTED That is
where their relationship began and has been a friend since. When he was ordained to the
priesthood the following year — so this [the ordination] had occurred on June 4, 1994 — it
was some time around then that he learned that his first assignment would be at St.
Anthony parish in Oxnard where Fr. Loomis was Pastor. It was in this context tha
toldREPACTED that T oomis had done something of a sexual nature to™™ in high school.
And he ™™™ was going to tell REPACTED about it, Later — and this is some time later —

REDACTED t6]d him that Loomis grabbed his crotch in a classroom. Further questioning of

REDACTED, indicated that, by his own admission he thinks pictorially, and so he pictured his
own high school classroom as™™“™ was telling him this incident. And so, under
questioning, he could not say that the classroom location was something thatREDACTED
said or something thatRFPACTED was picturing. REPACTEDadvised him to think about
counseling if he was troubled by the incident. He seemed to think he was troubled to an

-extent he was embarrassed in talking about it. But there was no subseguent discussion of
this incident. He did not report the matter to anyone, (he beingXEPACTED since it was his
impression that™ - showed no intention of going any further with this matter. In
reflecting on his own experience with him at the rectory at St. Anthony’s with Fr.
Loomis,REPACTEDdid not observe anything untoward about Loomis’ interest in
relationships with minors. He did think it was inappropriate that Loomis allowed a 20
year old dropout seminatian to room for two months at the parish center, spend time
together during the day, and go away weekends, but he did not observe anything
improper. So there is nothing there. The significance then of this is that REPACTED had told
his girlfriend to become his wife, both of them sometime in 1994, toldREPACTED ghout this
incident. And therefore there is some kind of corroboration, for what it’s worth.

EDACTED

So that is what we have on that incident. Is there anything else?

[Canonical consultation, again in private]
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Msgr. Loomis: :

I would simply say again that I néver molestedREDACTED 1 had no recollection of
the name or the person tillREDACTED  called me and told me that I had been named
in that suit as a perpetrator. In terms...from time to time at St. Anthony’s, because the
rectory was separate from the office building, we had seminarians that were going
through the CPE course at St. John’s regional medical center, we had a seminarian from
another country who could not go home on vacation, we did have one seminarian whose
name isREPACTED  who dropped out of the seminary, he was a seminarian from
Tucson, he asked if he could use one of the rooms in ‘that other building’ for a couple of
months until he could get a job and set himself up. He’d previously worked at Santa
Clara fotREDACTED  The seminary did not give any indication that there was a
problem. So I let him use the room. He made his own meals. We did become friendly
and we're still in contact with each other. I can’t think of anything else.

REDACTED
The next item T want to go to, you are familiar with: REDACTED and the
complaint that was made in that regard. He was first interviewed byREDACTED i
February [2004]. 1did a formal interview with him at the beginning of this month. it was
the seventh of September. He made one correction to the written record from \EDACTED

report and then he answered additional questions, and so we have his statements under

oath.

His date of birth isT-PACTED 1964, And the incidents that he is alleging occurred, to the
best of his knowledge, the summer of 1974. He has acknowledged that it might -
conceivably be 1973, but in his own mind it was 1974, On that basis the age window that
we’re talking about is that he was nine years old, eight to ten months.

Our first knowledge of this allegation came by way ofREQACTED He was an
associate at Corpus Christi during the time that Richard Loomis was a seminarian. So
this would have been after you left the Brothers of St. Patrick. According toR=>"CTEP
REDACTED  parents told him that Loomis had fondled or groped their son. As the
summer was almost over (and “""*°"*°was saying this was 1974) his presence at the
parish ended, he had to go back to the seminary, withoutREPA°TEPhaving to sav anything
to him about it. From the interviews withREDACTED what we have is this: REPACTED
became an altar boy in the second grade and subsequently came to know Loomis.
REDACTED parents were very active in the parish, the priests in the parish frequently
were guests in theREPACTED Yome. So there was nothing remarkable about any
association with their kids and the people at the parish, as far as they were concerned. .
The kids at school (this isREPACTED again) liked Loomis who gave REPACTED more
attention than other kids. During the summer, after completing fourth grade, on three or
four (in the original deposition; under questioning at least two, no more than four) times
or occasions and responding to an invitation from Loomis he went to the Loomis home to
use their swimming pool. Each time he disrobed before and after swimming, Loomis
fondled his genitals. REDACTED  was naked. Nothing more than that happened. The full
period of time from going into the room, getting undressed, getting changed, going out of
the room to go to the pool or to leave was no more than five minutes. At the most these
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were short things, but he says that they happened. WhileX=PACTED g swimming in the

pool Loomis stayed out of the pool, and any interaction with him was just talking.
Finally, the wrongness of the acts built up in his conscience and he stopped going to the
Loomis home for swimming, REDACTED told his mother what Loomis had done to him.
She told his father. He supposes that they reported the matter to the Pastor or assistant
Pastor as Loomis suddenly disappeared from the parish and the school.

[Canonical consultation, again in private.]

Msgr. Loomis:

Again, very complex. Ididnot know the in the sense of any kind of
social contact with them. TheREPACTED name was well known in the parish. I remind
everybody that I did not grow up a Catholic in the Pacific Palisades. I am a convert. And
I had very little contact with the families or the priests leading up to this. 1974 1do recall
one time when a little boy on a hot summer day said that he wanted to come swimming.
And I do remember that wasREDACTED I told him he had to ask his mother’s
permission, and I would have to check with somebody else who is going to be available
to supervise the pool. We had two small kids living there. My brother’s children. And we
had a rule that there always had to be two of us available if there were going to be kids
around the pool. My mother was there, during the entire timeREPACTED wag there,
Unfortunately my mother died in 1988. That’s the only time as far as I know that he
-swam in our pool. I did not fondle him. I have never seen him naked. I would not
recognize him if he walked up to me... The house underwent renovations beginning in
January of 1974. And the room which had always been used as a changing room, which
opens onto the pool deck, was demolished in order to make way for a new apartment for
my mother. My brother bought the house and they moved in, in January of 1974, while
the construction was being done. This is a house that kind of circled around the pool and
virtually every room opened out onto the pool, had some view of the pool. So that it
would have been impossible to have somebody there without somebody else — there were
seven people living in the house that summer. In terms of the hangmg around the kids at
the school, I don’t see how that would be possible because T was in school when they
were in school. Idid occasionally coordinate altar servers for major hturgws at the
request of REDACTED 1 did not choose who those servers were going to be. They were
simply assigned. In the summer of *74 I worked downtown with the Sisters of Social
Service Monday through Friday at a day camp. I would basically say, it did not happen, I
did not do it. I don’t know what else I would add to that. You had an awful lot in there
that you read out to me, so... Toward the end you did say that I was going back and 1
suddenly disappeared from the parish. The Palisades is my home. And I was back to the
Palisades as much as I was before *74, after the summer of *74. I was home for
vacations, I was home for weekends, once [ was ordained I was home on days off to visit
my mother. If I was on vacation and was available on Sunday, I said Mass in the parish.
I was a Deacon and didn’t have other things that I was assigned to do, I deaconed at the
parish. So the idea that I suddenly disappeared doesn’t make sense.

REDACTED family
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REDACTED

I think in that point we’re dealing with the memory of a little boy. And again, toward the
end of summer you would have gone back to school. I did press him on that point and
mentioned some of the very things that you have talked about — you’ve lived there, this is
your parish, you would have been there, back on holidays and summers and such, and his
response to that is basically that he never saw you again. I think that this “sudden
disappearance”, that was in quote marks in the original deposition.

Msgr. Loomis:

One of the things that [ would add also, is that both of my nephews went to the same
school at theREPACTED 1ids They went to Corpus Christi, and in fact entered Corpus
Christi and were in Corpus Christi already when he alleges that this happened. Both kids
followed him to Loyola High School. My older nephew played with him on the same
football team. I found out all of this afierwards, in talking with family members. Kind-of
the idea to me, that there were two small children in the home where I was and no one
went to my brother or my sister-in-law ... I find that very difficult.

REDACTED

When you were around the parish on your holiday breaks, and coordinating altar boys or
whatever else you had done, what would have been your normal dress? .

Msgr. Loomis:
Civies. Shirt, slacks, not clerics.

REDACTED

You would never have worn clerics?

Msgr. Loomis: ‘
I wore cassock and surplice at Mass. Sometimes an alb. But otherwise it would just be
ordinary lay clothes. ”

REDACTED

Subsequently, in an earlier comment, he says-he only saw you one other time ever since.
It was at a Mass when he was a teenager. He says that you said hello to each other, you
were very cordial to him but that was about it. He says he was uncomfortable and he
walked away. So he says there was one other time that he had seen you.

Msgr. Loomis:
I have no knowledge of that. Somebody walks out of church and says hello, I say hello
back. .

REDACTED

REDACTED was contacted b)REDACTED this is how the original report got filed, who
had been asked to do so by the investigatorREDACTED ,who asked if " could speak
to him. At first he said no. Then he askedREPACTED whaREPACTED wanted him to do. REPACTED
told him that he would like him to talk to"***°™P but that he didn’t have to if he didn’t
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want to. AndREPACTED gaig Ok I will talk to him. And that’s how the original interview
took place. When apprised that Loomis denied the incidents ever happened REDACTED
stated, and I'm quoting: “There is no doubt in my mind that it happened. I just don’t feel
it to be a big deal in my life at this time and so I’m over it. I remember how I felt when I
heard he was a Monsignor, and he was doing all these wonderful things, and I just had
this little feeling going: ugh...you know, that’s not the right guy to be in that position.
But I never felt like trying to bring him down or anything like that. Just moved pastit.”
That is his response.

Finally, his mother Ff,EE/fT_E_? in an interview withREDACTED gt the end of March,
confirms thaREPACTED 14 her about the fondling.” She had pretty much forgotten the
matter until her son called her to say that would be calling her, and my own
summary of going over her material is that her memory is pretty vague in terms of any
details. I’'m not sure she remembers how or whether a report had been made to anyone at
the parish. Of course we have™ >*°"®Psaying that it had been done. Do you have a
question?

REDACTED
Was she definite about the identification of who he was talking about?
REDACTED
Yes.

REDACTED
Did she say that this person was a seminarian or a priest?
REDACTED

‘What she says is that it was Loomis.

REDACTED
OK.

REDACTED

That constitutes the material that we have on that incident.
[Canonical consultation, again in-private.]

Msgr. Loomis:

The only thing that I would comment on that, this is not from my personal knowledge but
from what my sister-in-law has told me since, is that my sister-in-lawREDACTED

worked side by side wittREDACTED during the entire time that my nephews were
in Corpus Christi they were in a group known as the Sisters of St. Louie League, knew
each other quite well, ...again, two small nephews...it would seem odd that something
would not have been said at the time. If indeed this did come up, and I would say again, it
did not happer, I did not fondle this kid. I wish I could say at this point in my life that I
could say ‘No, he never came to our home swimming,’... to be honest I would have to
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say he came that one time. But it was one time, and there was another adult present.
There were probably other people present too. But I don’t recall other people specifically
being in the house. There were so many people living in the house that summer, like I
said seven people, that there was virtually never a time that there was no one home.
There were always people, always.

REDACTED

You worked downtown. Would this have had to have been a weekend?

Msgr. Loomis:
It would have had to have been a weekend. It would have had to have been. Whlch would
have made sure that even more people were home

REDACTED

So the summer of *74 is when you were working with the Sisters of Social Service?

Msgr. Loomis:
Correct. At Holy Rosary.

REDACTED
And that was a Monday through Friday activity?

Msgr. Loomis

That’s correct.. The camp opened about noon. Ihad to be there at ten for the set up so I
did morning Mass, went home, had breakfast, went downtown. Two evenings a week,
Tuesdays and Thursdays, we had evening sessions with the teenagers that were the
counselors, training them for what was coming up on future days. Wednesday evenings
is when I had that Bible class, I didn’t get home before 6 0’clock Monday through
Friday.

REDACTED

And this began how soon during the summer?

Msgr. Loomis:
Oh, I couldn’t say that exactly. But it was within a couple of weeks after we got out of
school. .

REDACTED
And went how long?

Msgr. Loomis:
Into August. T couldn’t say exactly when. There is a Tidings article about the summer
camp.

REDACTED

You mentioned a Bible Class Wednesday evenings? Where was that?
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Msgr. Loomis:
At Corpus Christi

REDACTED

So you came back from Holy Rosary?

Msgr. Loomis: , ,
Yes, that was a chapel of Our Lady of Loreto

REDACTED

Just to go back to an earlier point,REDACTED just for your own sake...I don’t see it
as extremely relevant to the allegations, she said that in her own mind she had long since
forgiven anything that would have happened. She bore no animosity, and that she had
basically forgotten about the whole thing until her son called her to tell her that she would
be getting a phone call.

REDACTED
The next item is something you are familiar with. This has to do with REDACTED
who jREDACTED brother. He was interviewed in January 2004 by REDACTED

and then I did a formal interview with him last month, August 6, 2004. Let me stop for a
second and say this: in terms of allegations of sexual abuse of minors, those are the two
incidents that we have. There are no other reports that we have. The material that I am
now going to be going through with you are allegations of other types of behavior,
activities, that if true would provide shall we say a context or a character out of which the
two allegations of sexual abuse of a minor could be given some credence. So that’s the
relevance of this material.

REDACTED :

date of birth is FHEDM;TED1948. The incident that he alleges occurred during the

summer of *74, hence he would have been around his 26" birthday.

He first called the child sexual abuse hotline staffed byREPACTED in December of 2002,
by his recollection — in June 2002 byREPACTED  recollection — to report his experience.
Sincf=*°™ was an adult, Loomis denied the incident, and there were no other reports, no
action was taken ancdREDACTED ghredded the report, thinking that a record was
maintained in the Vicar for Clergy office. She happened to overhear legal counsel for the
DioceseREDACTED  and Msgr. Cox, the Vicar for Clergy, talking about the draft of a
public announcement that was going to be made at Msgr. Loomis’ parish, Saints Felicitas
and Perpetua, after the REPACTED Jawsuit was posted on the internet. What concerned her
was that at the very end of the statement it was going to be: “There have been no other
reports.” She then reminded Msgr. Cox and informed REPACTED  ahout this report that
had been filed back in 2002. As a result of that they decided to drop that last reference in
the public announcement. In interviewing """ what he says is that he attended a Bible
class taught by Loomis as a seminarian at Corpus Christi that summer. Around the end
of the four week or so of classes Loomis invited him to accompany him to a youth swim
outing at some public park, he doesn’t remember where. While standing outside the
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fence around the swimming pool Loomis remarked of a group of boys: “Look at them,

they don’t know what they’ve got between their legs.” He may have added: “They don’t

even know they have an erection, or hard on.” ""“"®Pwas put off by the statement. There

were further comments of a sexual nature™ " “"*°let Loomis know that he was single and

interested in girls, not boys, REPACTED |
REDACTED

With regard to the confusion of times, these are my own thoughts on this ook a

long time to return the signature page for his formal testimony. When contacted he
remarked that he had forgotten about it in the pile of papers on his desk and all. This
reinforced my impression that there is an element of the absent minded professor about
him. He admits in the formal interview his problem remembering the correct year of the
incident. He was trying to associate with the different activities he was involved in. His
approximation of dates is probably off. The date for the confirmation ........ the
confirmations in this Diocese are done in the Spring. SOREDACTED  remembrance that he
made his first contact in June, the hot line report, is indeed possible.

REDACTED

[Private canonical consultation.]

Msgr. Loomis:

1do not knowREDACTED  To the best of my knowledge I have never met him. I
can’t say absolutely for certain that there was not a young man in that Bible class. My
recollection is that it was elderly ladies that came to the evening Bible class. I can’t
absolutely say that there was not someone else there. But that’s my recollection. I don’t
recall taking anyone to what have had to have been day camp down in the civic center.
We did from time to time shuttle the kids over to the pool in Griffith Park, But I was
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doing the shuttling in my red Ford station wagon. I was not at the pool. I was doing the
shuttling. We only used buses, because of lack of funds, if we were going on a longer
trip like down to Whittier Narrows, the big park there, or that kind of thing. AndIhave
to say that as I read the two different versions that he told previously, there are just lots of
contradictions and inconsistencies. He says that I objected to being called Dick because it
had a sexual connotation. I think everybody around here knows that’s who I am. The
car. And so on. ‘

REDACTED

REDACTED

The next set of material will be new for you. This is going to be four people, all of whom
were altar boys at the time during your first assignment at Holy Family parish in
Glendale. The primary person that I did a formal interview with isREDACTED

He was first interviewed by REDACTED in July 6, 2004, 1did a formal interview with
him earlier this month, on September 8% [2004]. ’

His date of birth is REDACTED 1962. Therefore the incidents that he relates occurred
no earlier than June of 1976 since you were assigned to Holy Family at that time. Hence
the age window starts at 13 Y years old. He was in eighth grade, and this ended
apparently a year later, he didn’t state specifically such, but I am inferring it from the
statements that we have, Therefore we are talking from about 13 ¥ to 14 %,

He states that Loomis several times invited him and other altar boys to join him in the
upstairs private community room in the rectory after the 5:30 PM Mass. At least a couple
of times R"EPACTED a5 invited alone and was offered a beer. On one occasion he did sip a
beer but put it down. Loomis never forced beer on him. But let him and his friends know
that they were free to drink communion wine at the church or beer at the rectory if they
wanted to. There were sexual innuendoes and comments in these settings. Loomis asked
his ﬁiendREDP§CTED (there is confusion on this since in the first interview he identified
REDACTED another friend, but he corrected that in the second interview saying it
wasREDACTED who apparently worked the telephone at the Rectory) “What do you do
when you get horny?”” When he didn’t answer Loomis said; “Ijust have a good beat
off.” Loomis never physically touchedR=PACTED or solicited him in a sexual manner, but
made him uncomfortable with the alcohol and the innuendoes. Loomis took his younger
brothetREDACTED and his two friends to a nearby park on one occasion and got them
drunk on Mickey Big Mouth Malt Liquor. Loomis tookREDACTED  out to dinner at
a nice restaurant followed by a movie that turned out to be a strange experience that
seemed like a date. SinceREDACTED turmed down the suggestion to see the movie The
Exorcist after dinner, they ended up going to another one of Loomis’ suggestions: The
Man Who Fell To Earth. It turned out to be an R rated movie about homosexuality and
uninhibited sexual boundaries. REDACTED  brothers who attended Pater Noster
high school knew of Brother Beckett’s abnormal interest in boys and wamed their father

11
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REDACTED REDACTED ., REPACTED

to keep and away from him...something never learned about until
this past year when his father told him.
REDACTED

also interviewed REDACTED  one of the friends named byREPACTED
This interview was also in July. He’s a classmate of REDACTED, so a year younger
than REDACTED  confirms that on one occasion Loomis invited him,”"™ and
another friend to what he calls his office il the rectory after school and gave them a fifth
of peach brandy. The boys left the rectory, got somegims and drank the brandy in the
school yard. On another occasion Loomis took him, and another friend on a

_ neighborhood tour, bought a six pack of Mickey Big Mouth, which they shared during
the tour. Sometime that day Loomis made a remark that it doesn’t matter who touches
you somewhere it still feels good. No other sexual innuendoes, no touchmg, no
recollection of being invited to drink altar wine.

REDACTED the younger brother of REPACTED w0 also interviewed the same day, July 7
[2004]. He is one year younger thanREPACTEDg6 hie was in seventh grade when Loomis
was assigned to the parish. Loomis allowed him and other altar boys to drink the wine,
sometimes doing so in his presence. He confirms the Mickey Big Mouth story. During
their time in the park he says Loomis urinated with his back toward them. He did not
expose himself to them. There was no inappropriate touching. He has no recollection of
sexual innuendoes or remarks.

REDACTED another person named by~EPACTED was interviewed on the 8™ of July

[2004] "He is a friend of REPACTED g d a fellow altar server. Loomis seemed kind of
“cool” in showing more attention to the altar servers than the other priests at the parish.

At the same time there was something odd about him. His friend and altar server = ™=

REDACTED{5]d him that one time just prior to 5:30 mass that Fr. Loomis lets us drink altar
wine. After the mass, they had a little bit left in the cruet and asked what should they do
with it, and Loomis said to them to pour it out down the drain.REPACTEDhen gaid: 1
thought you said we could drink this altar wine. Loomis léft and came back with a full
bottle and said they could have it. The two of them, but not Loomis, drank the whole
bottle and walked home in a drunken state, their first buzz. His friend, REPACTED )4
him about the get-horny-good-beat-off incident. He also recounted another encounter
with another friend, older, ocnREDACTED who went into shock wherREPACTED jokingly
told him that Brother Beckett was lookmg for him. No sexual touching, no innuendoes in
REDACTED; rosollection.

I know that’s a lot there. But basically what we have is stories, by today’s standards, of
clear violations of appropriate boundaries.

[Canonical consultation.]
REDACTED

Father, since these are new may I just have a few minutes with Monsignor alone to
discuss some of this? Ihave no problem with it. As it is new I want to digest it. Please
give us five or ten minutes.

12
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REDACTED

Sure. Go ahead.
[Private canonical consultation.]

Msgr. Loomis:

~ Concerning servers going upstairs to the community room, [the pastor] was
very firm that nobody but immediate family members, priest friends would go up to the
community room. Ididn’t take kids up there. Idon’t know where the thing about sexual
innuendoes is coming from. I did not take kids to a park and get them drunk. I really
don’t like to go to movies and I didn’t take kids to movies. The Exorcist was the bane of
our existence when I was first ordained, It had just come out and we were called by
people in the middle of the night who said their bed was shaking. I have never seen The
Exorcist. I don’t know this movie The Man Who Fell To Earth, I have never seen it. I do
know theREPACTED family, 1 taught some of the older boys at Pater Noster. I tutored one
of the boys that failed in English class, during the summer of ’72 when I was tutoring at
Bellarmine J efferson I was never really social with the family, but I knew them. Idid
not know =PACTEDwell As to peach brandy, no. 1 wouldn’t have something like that,

REDACTED

REDACTED
You said No. No to what?

Msgr. Loomis:.

I wouldn’t have given it to them. And I wouldn’t have had it. Either one. Sexual
innuendoes ... I don’t recall making any comments of that type. If someone
misinterpreted something, that would be different. We had a problem when I was there
with the altar boys stealing the wine. There was one time I went to REPACTED  and said
I think the wine that I used at mass this morning was more water than wine. We had to
start locking the wine up. We used to have one bottle that would be out so the servers
could fill the cruets. But we had to start locking it up. And we would take it out and give
it to them so they could fill the cruet and then we would put it away again. We did have a
Franciscan brother who was sacristan, REDACTED he was not one of the main
Franciscan groups but one of the other ones. He helped out around the parish. We did
have a difficulty with him g1v1ng alcohol to kids.”™ ™ handled it. I don’t know what the
upshot was. '

REDACTED
What time frame would that have been?

Msgr Loomis:
While I was stationed there, I couldn’t tell you exactly, I was there three years.

REDACTED

Was he the sacristan the whole time?

13
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Msgr. Loomis:
The whole time, yes.

I didn’t take kids to a park to get drunk. I’m sorry, we just didn’t. There was one tlmc,
and I think it probably was that I played real stupid trick on. I brought down a
‘Near Beer’ in a glass and put it on a desk in front of him and teased him about drinking
it. Butit was not real beer. And before he left I told him it was not real beer. And he
didn’t drink it, we threw it away, after he left. A stupld thing to do, but it was not real
beer. It was ‘Near Beer’.
At the time that I was at Holy Family there was very little drinking in the rectory. ™ "
REDACTED §idn’t drink. I would have a drink very seldom on a social occasion. Alcohol
was not something that was a big deal. I am shocked. -

REDACTED
The last item involves someone who is mentioned both byREDACTED and by this
REDACTED This isREPACTED 1t was "EP*“TEPwho had the encounter with him

that was reported. We finally tracked him down. He was interviewed, not byREDACTED
but byREDACTED  another one of the agents who are working for us. The interview was
earlier this month [September 2004] on the 9™.

His date of birth we know from school records,REDACTED 1952,

He attended Pater Noster [High School] from 1966 to 1970, He graduated in *70. It was
there that he knew Loomis as Brother Beckett, who was the dean of discipline. He says
that Loomis had a reputation among the students of having too much interest in boys and
making sexual innuendoes to them. But Loomis made no such comments to him. Nor
does he have knowledge that Loomis ever sexually abused any student. REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED
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REDACTED

REDACTED
When did that happen? This ‘shock’? I'm losing track of this.
REDACTED

The encounter with the car was relatively recently. But I don’t remember the time.
REDACTED

They were all adults obviously.

REDACTED
Yes.

REDACTED

And he went into shock? That’s what they said?
 REDACTED

Yes. And™“™is not alleging that he was a minor at the time. He had graduated from
high school already when this occurred.

[Private canonical consultation]

Msgr. Loomis:‘\
REDACTED

15
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REDACTED

REDACTED
That constitutes the material that we have. One of the things that has made this difficult
is tracking people down, getting the cooperation. Most of these people have been
reluctant, I would say.

Is there anything else?

REDACTED

Yes. Msgr. Loomis has been advised that he cannot be made to take an oath, however he
wants to. He wants to under oath deny any specifics to sexual abuse of minors. There
are a lot of other things also, but these in particular he wants to. Is that cotrect
Monsignor Loomis?

Msgr. Loomis: ‘

I would be very willing. REDACTED and the REPACTER thing simply did not happen.
REDACTED ‘

Under the clear understanding that this is something that you are volunteering to do.

REDACTED

The truth is the truth, and if you have other things of vague memory, although the burden
~ is on someone to prove, gng;g}eganons not to disprove, in a formal trial. And I think the
two things at issue are and REPACTED. And as to the clarity of things, I think he

wants to do that.

REDACTED : ) y :
obtains a bible and places it on the table before Msgr. Loomis.]

REDACTED
Do you swear that what you are about to state is the truth so help you God.

Msgr. Loomis:
Ido.

16
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REDACTED

What is it that you wish to state under oath?

Msgr; Loomis: :
The accusations made against me byREDACTED andREDACTED are not true.
They did not happen. Idid not molest them.

REDACTED
Thank you. Is there anything else?

REDACTED

From my point of view, if there... I don’t know what... obviously when you have
varying people telling you varying things, it’s up to you to put what weight you give each
witness. So... and especially I am concerned withREDACTED vague memory, the
fact that her husband is dead. .. there are some witnesses that we have had whose names
you may want. These are women who were close to her at the time. What bothers me is
that there are allegations that... many people say ‘well, he’s doing this with kids or had a
reputation for. .. and they would have known. And many of these people were close to

REDACTED  very close friends, I just repeat generally what they would tell you, that
they were shocked that... they’re the kind of family that, if that had been said, she would
have... just to go to the weight if you wanted to get other people, those names could be
readily available. So I offer them: for what they’re worth, because they have been
contacted and I’'m sure would be...

REDACTED
Do you have actual statements from any of these people?

REDACTED ,
REDACTED

No, I have the same thing that... we have from I have the investigator’s summary,
in other words, it’s not statements. ' '

REDACTED

But you do have written reports?
REDACTED

We have reports from an iﬁvesti gator. Yes,

REDACTED

You are welcome to submit that, so that it would be part of this material, and if any of the
investigation is worth it, then that will be pursued.

REDACTED

Those, you will recall, when I sent that analysis of the evidence I just quoted a few of
those, and I didn’t want to burden and mention the fact that they were available. So for
the completeness of the investigation ... you might want those.
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REDACTED

‘Yes. Twould appreciate that.
REDACTEDwi]] see to it that this material today is transcribed. We w111 send you...should I
send it to you directly?

REDACTED
I will be gone for a month.
REDACTED
I think we need to send it to Msgr. Loomis directly.

REDACTED

Over the next couple of weeks you [Msgr, Loomis] will think of more things that may
have to be added to his remarks. That’s fine. Just send it to him. And then I’11 JU.St ask
him not to do anything with them until I get back. I'm sorry.

REDACTED .
What address should I'send it to?

Msgr. Loomis:
The parish. I pick up my mail on a regular basis. [Saints Felicitas and Perpetua]

Msgr. Loomis:

I do remember one other thing. WhenREDACTED drank Mickey Big Mouth that was
his favorite. When I went to his home, when I visited at his home, that’s what he would
serve. I mean, that’s one of those malt liquor things, and I don’t like beer, I don’t drink
beer except on rare occasions.

REDACTED
Its things like that that will come back to mind. They’re important.

REDACTED
I thank you very much for coming in.

- 18
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I have reviewed the transcript, consisting of 18 pages, of the formal interview conducted
byREDACTED o 24 September 2004: .

I find it to be substantially accurate.
Thave marked on the attached copy those corrections that I think need to
' be made. With these corrections taken into account, I find the transcript to

be an accurate record of the interview.

If I have further comments that I wish to make at this time, I add them below.

Msgr. Richard A, Loomis Date
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TO: File
FROM: REDACTED

RE: Phone call fromREDACTED
DATE: 28 September 2004

This morningRE DACTED called, following up on a couple of points regarding last
Friday’s interview with Msgr. Loomis.

The most significant point was to provide the name of REDACTED  as a witness on
behalf of Msgr. Loomis, who was at Holy Family Church in Glendale as a seminarian
during the period Loomis was assigned there. REPA°TE0said that™™*“™™" can give
information on who had kids in their quarters at the rectory. That is as much as he
wanted to say. REDACTED  private phone number ‘REDACTED

In the course of the conversation,Fo C =0 REDACTED

investigator who works forREDACTED
some of thREDACTED nejghbors.

also mentioned a who is a private
He’s the one who went around interviewing

'RCALA 006154
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REDACTED
Erom: REDACTED
Sent: Tuesday, September 28, 2004 11:31 AM
To: REDACTED
Subject: Investigation follow up

REDACTED

REDACTED
REDACTED

REDACTED REDACTED
Second, you ingicated that you will have o1

was who was supposedly the sacristan during Loomis' tenure. REDACTED
On this point, | now have a new lead for your investigator(s) to pursue: called me this morning to
say that (accoridng to Loomis)REDACTED was a seminarian at the parish at the time and can give information on

who had kids in the rectory living quarters and the like?=PA¢TE0js nowREDACTED of St. Joseph the Worker parish in
Canoga Park. His private number isREDACTED 1 think this should be checked out.

In this last regard, | have my own item to pass on. When | checked the Tidings Directories for the Holy Family
listings in 1977 and 1978, | notice thatREDACTED was in residence. He turmned out to be one of our notorious
offenders. This should be kept in mind by whoever checks out who was there and what was going on during Loomis’

tenure.
REDACTED

toliow up by trying to tind out who tnis REDACTED

X1 000276
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REDACTED '
From: REDACTED
Sent: " Tuesday, September 28, 2004 11:36 AM
To: REDACTED ¢
Subject: REDACTEDjatter
REDACTED
REDACTED
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From:REDACTED

Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2004 10:28 AM
To:REDACTED

Cc:REDACTED
Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

| assume you are actively involved with the National Audit. | hope that all is going well.

ED
The Loomis investigation continucas.R_E.[.J A_C :r_ located and spoke tREDACTED 15 has led

to some additional leads which need to be explored.

I have two questions. First, when will your assignment concluded? Second, once it's over, will
you be available to work on the Loomis investigation?

| would appreciate it if you could respond to these questions qumklyREDACTED is

preparing the papers to move the canonical process to the next step and we would like to include
whatever additional information is developed in the materials. [f you are unavailable, Il askREDACTED
to step in, but it would be easier for you to pick up the investigation since you have been involved

in it for most of the time.

Thanks.
REDACTED

9/30/2004
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2004 11:28 AM
To: REDACTED

Cc:

Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

} assume you are actively involved with the National Audit. | hope that all is going well.

The Loomis investigation continuesREPACTED |gcated and spoke toREDACTED  This has led to some
additional leads which need to be explored. )

[ have two questions. First, when will your assignment concluded? Second, once it's over, will you be available
to work on the Loomis investigation?

I would appreciate it if you could respond to these questions quickly. REDACTED is preparing the pépers to
move the canonical process to the next step and we would like to include whatever additional information is
developed in the materials. If you are unavailable, I'll ask to step in, but it would be easier for you to pick up
the investigation since you have been involved in it for most of the time.

Thanks.

REDACTED

9/29/2004
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REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED
REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED

RZDACTEC

REDACTED

9/29/2004

REDACTED

Page 1 of 1

REDACTED
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REDACTED

from: REDACTED

Sent:  Wednesday, September 29, 2004 10:44 PM
To: REDACTED - ,
ce: REDACTED ‘

Subject: RE: Loomis investigation

REDACTED

REDACTED

Thanks for your prompt résponse. In-view of your not being available until after the December audit, |'ll ask "to
step in to do the final work. He's on a trip to the Panama canal with his wife and mother-in-law and will be back
next week. '

REDACTEDDACTED
| hope to talk"with you when you've completed your work for

REDACTED

----- Oriqinai 'Messaqe e
Erom: REDACTED

TREDACTED
Cc: REDACTED

Sent: 9/29/2004 3:16:09 PM
Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation
REDACTED ’

| am scheduled to do three more audits, concluding with the audit of the Diocese of Yakima, WA
in December, which means | wouldn't be available to resume the Loomis investigation until the
conclusion of that last audit. The conflict of interest consideration would prevent me from doing
both fromREDACTED standpoint, and would probably preclude my involvement in future audits
for REDACTED - assuming there are future audits. '

1 would be inclined to forego doing the audits in 2005 and resume doing investigations for the
Review Board after completing my final audit in December because the amount of time and
travel involved in doing the audits is becoming rather laborious and taking me away from my Pl
business demands and commitments.

Although the audit experience has been very interesting and a great experience for me, the
newness of the process and need for outside auditors has worn off with the dioceses getting up
to speed with their Charter-related programs. With the cost involved and the diminished need for
annual audits, | expect the audits will be scaled back or possibly eliminated in the next year or
two, ’ o

I expect the Loomis investigation will be concluded by December, which would make the

REDACTED .
question of my resuming that investigation moot or unnecessary with continued

involvement up to that point in time.
Thanks for thinking of me in this regard. Please call or e-mail me if you have any questions.

Best regards,
REDACTED

9/30/2004
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REDACTED

From
Sent:
To:
Ce:

 REDACTED

Wednesdav. September 29, 2004 3:16 PM
REDACTED

REDACTED '

Subject: RE: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

I am scheduled to do three mere audits, concluding with the audit of the Diocese of Yakima, WA in
December, which means | wouldn’t be available to resume the Loomis investigation until the conclusion of
that last audit. The conflict of interest consideration would prevent me from doing both fromREDACTED
standpoint, and would probably preclude my involvement in future audits oREDACTED -
assuming there are future audits.

[ would be inclined to forego doing the audits in 2005 and resume doing investigations for the Review
Board after completing my final audit in December because the amount of time and travel involved in
doing the audits is becoming rather faborious and taking me away from my Pl business demands and
commitments.

Although the audit experience has been very interesting and a great experience for me, the newness of
the process and need for outside auditors has worn off with the dioceses getting up to speed with their
Charter-related programs. With the cost involved and the diminished need for annual audits, | expect the
audits will be scaled back or possibly eliminated in the next year or two.

1 expect the Loomis investigation will be concluded byREIQA%%gmber, which would make the question of my
resuming that investigation moot or unnecessary with continued involvement up to that point in
time.

Thanks for thinking of me in this regard. Please call or e-mail me if you have any questions.

Best regards,

REDACTED

-—--Original Message-----

From:REDACTED

Sent: Werdnesdav. Sentemher 29. 2004 10:28 AM
To:REDACTED

Cc:

Subject: Loomis Investigation

REDACTED

| assume you are actively involved with the National Audit. | hope that all is going well.

The Loomis investigation continues. REDACTED |gcated and spoke to REDACTED This has led to some

additional leads which need to be explored.

[ have two questions. First, when will your assignment concluded? Second, once it's over, will you be
available to work on the Loomis investigation?

I would appreciate it if you could respond to these questions quickly. REDA_CTED-_ .I'is preparing the
papers to move the canonical process to the next step and we would like to include whatever additional

9/29/2004
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information is developed in the materials. If you are unavailable, I'll ask to-step in, but it would be
easier for you to pick up the investigation since you have been involved in it for most of the time.

REDACTED

9/29/2004
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED

Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2004 10:00 AM
To: REDACTED

Cc:

Subject: RE: Msgr. Loomis

REDACTED

Yes. | am. Where - your place or mine?
REDACTED A

FronREDACTED
Sent: Tuesdav. October 19. 2004 9:49 AM
ToREDACTED
Cc
Subject: Msgr, Loomis
REDACTED

. ) REDACTED .
Are you available tomorrow (Wed) around 10 a.m. to meet with me and re the Loomis case? Please

advise. Thanks.

REDACTED

10/19/2004
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REDACTED

From: REDACTED
Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2004 10:04 AM

To: REDACTED
Cc: '"Msgr. Craig Cox", Cox, Msgr. Craig A.; REDACTED

Subject: RE: Msgr. Loomis

REDACTED

| can be there. As u will see yo .
REDAEDD re. As per my reply to your message today, | will you tomorrow

FromREDACTED

Sent: Monday, October 18, 2004 3:36 PM
ToREDACTED

Cc: Msgr. Craig Cox; Cox, Msgr. Craig A;REDACTED
Subject: Msgr. Loomis

REDACTED

{ would like to present the case of Msgr. Loomis at the next CMOB meeting on October 27. [ would like you and
REDACTED to pe present. | will ask the Board to consider whether it should recommend that canonical steps be

taken to remove Msgr. Loomis permanently from ministry.
Let's talk before the meeting, either later this week or the first of next week.

REDACTED

10/19/2004
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Monsignor Craig COX
REDACTED
FROM:
DATE: October 28, 2004
RE: Ménsignor Richard Loomis

REDACTED
_ has asked me to give you this incomplete draft of his memo to Cardinal Mahony
concerning Msgr. Loomis. In addition to any other additions, corrections, etc., he would
like you to provide additional information concerning the basis for the recommendation
and suggested language for the recommendation itself.
| will not be in'the office again until Tuesday, but" - would like to finish this before then
in view of his departure for South Africa next week. He will be in his office tomorrow
(Friday) and Monday and can be reached atREDACTED  He asked me to ask you to
fax your suggestions to him atREDACTED

| am enclosing the list of interviews to date. The attachments referred to in the memo
~ will be added later. ' '

Enclosures

Xl 000289



TO: Cardinal Roger Mahony

REDACTED
FROM

Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board

RE: Recommendation of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis (CMOB 071-01)

DATE: October 28, 2004

The Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board discussed the case of Monsignor Richard A. Loomis at
its meeting on October 27, 2004, The Board has previously discussed the case on January 14,
2004, January 28, 2004, February 11, 2004, February 25, 2004 and April 14, 2004. 1 gave you
progress reports on February 9, 2004, February 11, 2004 and April 18, 2004 and provided you
with copies of the interviews and other investigative materials generated to those dates.

Msgr. Loomis was identified as a possible molester in a case filed byREDACTED on
December 17. 2004, Msgr. Cox immediately initiated an investigation and designated REDACTED
REDACTED to be the investigator and canonical auditor for the case. Shortly after that,
on December 23, 2003, you asked me in my capacity as CMOB chairman to head a special,
totally independent investigation of the allegations and report my findings and recommendations
to you and the CMOB. You also askedREDACTED to open the proper canonical
investigation so that Msgr. Loomis’ canonical rights would be fully protected throughout the
investigation.
I accepted your appointment and with the help ofREDACTED identified and retained "
REDACTED 5 former FBI agent, as the investigator. REPACTED  appointed him as a canonical auditor
and he continued the investigation whichREPACTED had begunREDACTED  Ieft in early July to
participate in the second national audit as part oREDACTED  and I askedREDACTED o pick
up the investigation. EDACTED interviewed several other people, includingREDACTED and
REDACTED Also,REDACTED ‘ , interviewed REDACTED
REDACTED and others.

I've enclosed a complete list of all interviews conducted to date and copies of the interviews
from July 6, 2004 to date. You already have copies of the earlier interviews through March 30,
2004. As you can see, a great deal of material has been developed in the course of this
investigation. Four victims have been identified, to witREDACTED

REDACTED and REDACTED T wil] briefly summarize the claims of alleged abusive
behavior with respect to each victim. '

RCALA 006167
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Memorandum regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
October 28, 2004

Page 2

REDACTED

In his complaintREDACTED alleged that he had been molested by Father Richard Loomis,
then known as Brother Becket, and REDACTED from approximately 1968 through
approximately 1970 while a student at a high school later identified as Pater Noster.

I wrote tREDACTED attorney, on January 2, 2004 and again on Januvary

16" requesting more information and a personal interview. Ireceived no response to my letters

and have received no response fromREDACTED 44 this day. Several requests to interview
REDACTED were also made by "0/ C' = with no success.

REDACETED claimant’s questionnaire, dated December 11, 2003, was eventually filed in the

superior court proceeding and obtained by the Archdiocese in May or June, 2004. In his
questionnaireREDACTED gtates, under penalty of perjury, that he was born onREDACTED 1956
was sexually abused by Brother Becket approximately 4-6 times and that “Becket put his mouth
on my mouth, put his hand on my penis, had an erection, touched my genitals, told me he loved
me. This occurred over a 1% to 2 year period while attending Poter [sic] Noster High School.”

REDACTED a5 successful in arranging an interview wittREPACTED s took place on October
18,2004 tREDACTED  offices. REDACTED was also present.

In substanceREDACTED stated that he was a freshman at Pater Noster in 1969 when he met

Brother Becket. Becket was his English teacher and dean of discipline. He was disciplined by
Becket on one occasion. Becket allowed*=PACTEPand another student to smoke in his
classroom, which was against the rules. RE%PE(gng\ggs a poor student but received good grades
from Becket. On the occasion in question —  ~stated that there was only one incident, not
the 4-6 he alleged in his questionnaire), he was in Becket’s classroom and they walked out the
door into the hall. They were alone. Becket stopped, turned towards him and said, “Do you
“know what you do to me?” He then putREPACTED hand on the outside of his (Becket’s) habit on
top of his penis, whichREDACTED;ould feel was erect. He then kissed "*™*“"*° on the mouth and

told him that he loved him. "*“*°TEP was shocked and embarrassed and walked away from
Becket.

For the remainder of his freshman year and for a portion of his sophomore year at while he was
still at Pater Noster before transferring to John Marshall High School, he did what he could to
avoid Becket, including cutting classes and ditching school. .

REDACTED
REDACTED arriedREPACTED - At some point, he told what had happened to him. In

1993REDACTED and his wife became friends withREDACTED 4 St. John’s seminarian who
was assigned to their parish (St. Elizabeth in Van Nuys). They were invited to his ordination in

X1l 000281



Memorandum regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
October 28, 2004

Page 3

REDACTED

1994 and were surprise to see Loomis participating in the ceremony. After the ordination
told REDA(;TT t?%g Loomis had sexually molested her husband while he was attendmg Pater
Noster. "EPACTER ten (o] dREDACTED that he had been molested by Loomis.

REDACTED  was interviewed byREDACTED on February 13, 2004 and byREDACTED
REDACTED o1 August 2, 2004 and confirmed that™>*°"*" told him in 1994 that he had been

molested by LoomlsREDACTED was also interviewed by REDACTED o October 20, 2004.
REDACTED hag not been interviewed bREDACTED g5 yet,

REDACTED

RCALA 006169

REDACTED was interviewed bVREDACTED by telephone, on February 6 and 9, 2004 and -
byREDACTED on September 7, 2004. REDACIED grated that he lived with his family in the
Pacific Palisades and attended Corpus Christi Church and that Richard Loomis’s family also
lived in the Palisades. During the summer of 1974, when he was in the fourth grade, Loomis

was assigned to Corpus Christi and invited him to go swimming on three or four occasions at his
(Loomis’s) parents” home. He understood that other boys had also been invited but they did not
come and he and Loomis were always alone. On each occasion Loomis briefly fondled his

genitals while he Was changing into his swimming trunks and again when he was changing back
into his clothes.

Not long after that he stopped going to the Loomis home to go swimming and told his mother
what had happened. He recalled that his mother informed his father and he believes that they
reported the matter to the pastor or associate pastor at Corpus Christi.

TheREPACTED case came to light whenREDACTED >f St. Lawrence Martyr Catholic

Church in Redondo Beach informed Msgr. Cox of the incident in January, 2004, REDACTED

~ interviewedREDACTED on February 3, 2004REPA°TEP advised him that he met Loomis in the
summer of 1974 when he REPACTED wag the associate pastor at Corpus Christi and Loomis was a

~ seminarian assigned to perform various duties at the parish during his summer break from St.
John Seminary. He confirms thaREPACTED parents met with him during the summer of 1974 to
complain about Loomis hanging around k1ds all the time and told him that Loomis had fondled
or groped their son in the swimming pool EDACTED 4id not confront Loomis or report the incident
at the time, but made sure he was not around children and never returned to the parish or school
as a seminarian after that.

REDACTED interviewREDACTED mother,REDACTED on March 30, 2004. She stated that
she had a vague recollection of the incident and confirmed that her son told her about it and that

she informed her husband. She doesn’t recall reporting it to the pastor or associate at Corpus
Christi.

Xl 000282
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Memorandum regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
October 28, 2004

Page 4

REDACTED

o CTED
RRE[B’S‘TSJED , age 55, was interviewed byREDA on January 13, 2004 and by~ -2

on August 6, 2004. He stated that he met Loomis during the summer of 1974 when
Loomis was teaching a bible class at Corpus Christi Church. Loomis invited him to accompany
him to a youth swim outing at a pool in a public park somewhere outside Pacific Palisades. He
met Loomis and they drove together in Loomis’s car to the park where approximately 20 Latino
boys and girls around the ages of 12 to 13 were getting off a bus at the pool. While he and
Loomis were watching them swim in the pool, Loomis said something like, “Look at them.
They don’t know what they’ve got between their legs.” Loomis may have added, “They don’t
even know they have an erection or a hard-on.” Thev had lunch with the bovs and gitls and left
the park after about two hours. REDACTED

REDACTED

REDACTED was interviewed by =""C"EP  on January 7, 2004. She stated that she took 2
report from an adult maleREPACTED in June 2002, reduced it to writing and gave it to Msgr. Cox
and REDACTED . She also spoke to Msgr. Cox who told her he would discuss it with
Msgr. Loomis. Msgr. Cox later toldREDACTED  that he had spoken to Msgr. Loomis and that
he had denied that the incident had ever happened and told him that he had never taken altar boys
to a public swimming pool. REDACTED  also spoke t(REDACTED  who told her she viewed the
incident as a “non-issue.”REVAVIELU  gnoke directly to Msgr. Loomis about it. He told her he
had no memory of anything like that ever happening and that while he had taken some altar boys
to swim at his parents’ home pool on one occasion he never went swimming at a public pool.

REDACTED  felt awkward about speaking to Msgr. Loomis about the incident but she said he did
not appear at all upset or concerned about her doing so.

REDACTED

X1 000283
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Memorandum regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
October 28, 2004
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REDACTED

Msgr. Loomis’s response

Msgr. Loomis was interviewed by REDACTED  ;nd Msgr. Cox on February 12, 2004 and b= """
REDACTED on September 24, 2004. He has retained attorneyREDACTED i represent him in the

civil proceedings and canon lawyer REDACTED who is also a member of

the State Bar of California, as his canonical attorney.™""~"'=" was present at the February 12

interview and REDACTED was present on September 24", In substance, Msgr. LOOIIllS denies the
charges.

Board discussions

I have not attempted to detail all of the information contained in the interviews and other
materials and did not do so during the meeting. The information does not establish a basis for
Initiating canonical proceedings but corroborates the allegations that Msgr. Loomis had an
inordinate interest in young boys and that he was involved in mappropnate sexual conversations
and other behavior with them, such as drinking and smoking.

The members of the Board discussed the case at length. REDACTED ind Msgr.
Cox were present during and participated in the discussions REDAG T ED - and Msgr. Cox
pointed out several canonical impediments to recommending that canonical steps should be taken
to remove Msgr. Loomis permanently from ministry. The essence of their concems appears to
be that this is not a Zero Tolerance case because Mser. T .oomis was not a cleric but rather a
Brother of St. Patrick when the events mvolvngEDACTED tanl nlace and was not a cleric

but rather a seminarian when the events involying REUAL | cD and REDACTED o0k

placeREDACTED
REDACTED

XI1 000294



RCALA 006172

Memorandum regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
October 28, 2004

Page 6

[Insert further discussion re Board deliberations and canonical concerns, if necessary.]

[Insert recommendation]

cc: REDACTED
Msgr. Craig A. Cox

X1} 000295
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REDACTED
From: REDACTED
Sent: Fridav. October 29. 2004 3:01 PM
To: REDACTED
Cc: = Cox, Msgr. Craig A.
Subject: Draft memo to Cardinal
REDACTED

Very good summary! | no’m-n a mnnle of correctinns o he ade
(1) In the last paragraph of page 3, DACTED, interview EPACTED | v should be jnterviewed.

(2) Page 5, 2nd paragraph: you don't mention that | interviewed REDACTED as well (on 9/8/04).

With regard to available canonical remedies, perhaps the following thoughts will help:

The incident with can be regarded as an abuse of office or power as it occurred in a counseling setting.
However, prescription (statutes of limitation) has long expired, and the CDF has not been authorized to grant an exception
in this kind of offense. Nevertheless, the incident involves an external offense against the 6th commandment of the same
nature as reported in the other three allegations and for which the CDF is competent in the case of clerics. Even though
all four complaints fall outside of the offenses strictly demarcated in the Essential Norms, it is certainly within the spirit of
the Dallas Charter that a person found guilty of the alleged actions is unsuitable for ministry as a cleric. The Board
recommends that the CDF be petitioned to authorize an ecclesiastical trial to establish the juridical facts of the case, with a
view to removing the accused permanently from ministry should the aflegations be verified.

(The reason a trial is needed is because the accused denies all allegations of misconduct and there are enough
inconsistencies in the testimony to raise questions of accuracy and credibility.)

(A technical consideration for the abuse of office or power angle: While this is a crime in the 1983 Code of Canon
Law (canon 1389.1), there is no specific provision for it in the 1917 Code which was operative at the time of the offense.
Nevertheless, the principle can be found in the praxis of the Roman curia, and so an argument can be made that a
punishable offense occurred. CMOB need not concern itself with such minutiae.)

X1 000296
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Draft memo to Cardinal ‘ ) Page 1 of 2

REDACTED

From: Cox, Msgr. Craig A.

Sent: Mondav. November 01, 2004 8:03 AM
To: REDACTED

Subject: RE: Draft memo to Cardinal
REDACTED

} have been able to review the draft memorandum, which is very well done. | am sorry | could not get back to you
until now.

| do have several suggestions to offer to the text:

REDACTED

_Page 2, paragraph 2: The end of this paragraph ends with the phrase: "with no success.” But on October 18 we
finally got that interview, so | suggest changing the wording: “with no success until an interview was finally
arranged on October 18.”

Page 3, second paragraph from the bottom, line five: Seminarians were not “assigned” in those days. Most often,
seminarians’ pastors hired them to help out. | would drop the word assigned (which makes it sound like either the
seminary or the Archbishop was involved) and reword the sentence simply as: “was a seminatian performing
various duties . . "

REDACTED ) ’ . i
Page 4, last paragraph under 1 would suggest adding to the end that this matter was reported to and
discussed by SAAB on June 19, 2002, and based on the information at that time no actions were recommended.

Page 5: The paragraph on the response of Monsignor Loomis. | was not at the second interview, but | believe in
fairness to him this paragraph needs to be expanded. | know he offered to testify under oath. [ believe he raised
defenses other than simply denying the charges. Something of this should be included.

Page 5, last paragraph: In line three, it is not that there are impediments to “canonical steps” but that one specific
avenue Oof canonical steps is impeded. | would reword this sentence: “. . .. impediments to recommending that a
formal canonical penal process be initiated to remove . . ."

Page 5, last paragraph: The sentence beginning: “The essence . . .” I would avoid the use of the words “zero
tolerance.” 1 suggest rewording this sentence: “The essence of their concerns is that these incidents do not meet
the criteria of the ecclesiastical crime defined by canon 1395 because Monsignbor Loomis . . . “

Page 5, last paragraph, second to last line: The use of the word “involved” makes it sound like something
ongoing. I'd refer to the “incident wittREDACTED

REDACTED

1 concur with input.
REDACTED
From:REDACTED

Sent: Sunday, October 31, 2004 12:38 PM

Cc: Cox, Msgr. Craig A.
Subject: RE: Draft memo toREDACTED

11/1/2004 .
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Draft memo to Cardinal Page2 of 2

Thank you for your prompt response. I'll check with Craig on Monday and then put the memo into final form for
the Cardinal. [ don't want to get too specific re technical matters - just touch upon them - and will leave those to
- you and the other experts who will be advising the Cardinal.

REDACTED

----- Original Message -----
From: REDACTED
To:REDACTED

Cc: Cox, Msgr, Craig A.

Sent: 10/29/2004 2:01:23 PM
Subject: Draft memo to Cardinal

REDACTED

Very good summary! | notice a couple of corrections to be made
(1) In the last paragraph of page 3, REDACTED jnterviewREPACTED | should be interviewed.
(2) Page 5, 2nd paragraph: you don't mention that | interviewedREDACTED  as well (on 9/8/04).

With regard to available canonical remedies, perhaps the following thoughts will help:

The incident withReBACTES:an be regarded as an abuse of office or power as it occurred in a
counseling setting. However, prescription (statutes of limitation) has long expired, and the CDF has not
been authorized to grant an exception in this kind of offense. Nevertheless, the incident involves an
external offense against the 6th commandment of the same nature as reported in the other three
allegations and for which the CDF is competent in the case of clerics. Even though all four complaints
fall outside of the offenses strictly demarcated in the Essential Norms, it is certainly within the spirit of the
Dallas Charter that a person found guilty of the alleged actions is unsuitable for ministry as a cleric. The
Board recommends that the CDF be petitioned to authorize an ecclesiastical trial to establish the juridical
facts of the case, with a view to removing the accused permanently from ministry should the allegatlons
be verified. A

(The reason a trial is needed is because the accused denies all allegations of misconduct and there
are enough inconsistencies in the testimony to raise questions of accuracy and credibility.)

(A technical consideration for the abuse of office or power angle: While this is a crime in the 1983
Code of Canon Law (canon 1389.1), there is no specific provision for it in the 1917 Code which was
operatxve at the time of the offense. Nevertheless, the principle can be found in the praxis of the Roman
curia, and so an argument can be made that a punishable offense occurred. CMOB need not concern
itself with such mlnutlae )

11/1/2004
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Office of 3424 . Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wilshire Callfornia
(213) 637-7284 Boulevard 90010-2202

November 9, 2004

Archbishop Gabriel Montalvo, J.C.D.
Apostolic Nunciature

3339 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W,
Washington, DC 20008

RE: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

Your Excellency:

Enclosed, please find a letter from Cardinal Roger M. Mahony to Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger at
the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith, regarding Monsignor Richard A. Loomis. -

Monsignor Loom;s allegedly engaged in violations of the Sixth Commandment with minors, and
Cardinal Mahony is seeking the assistance of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in
" this matter, ' ‘

Would you please be so kind as to forward this to the Congregation on our behalf?

Also enclosed is a check made out to the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith to cover the
usual faxa in such matters.

Thank you very much for your kind attention to this matter. May God continue to bless you!

Yours in Christ,
v e
ey T A
Mo Sigﬁ(ﬁ"@raig A. Cox, .€'D.
~Vicar Tor Clergy
enclosures

Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of the Angels  San Fernando  San Gabriel  San Pedro  Santa Barbara

X1 000239



RCALA 006177

3339 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20008-3687

APOSTOLIC NUNCIATURE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

N 25.683, November 10, 2004
0 torirererersesarerannn ' :

This No. Should Be Prefixed to the Answer

Dear Monsignor Cox:

I acknowledge your letter of November 9, 2004, with
enclosure.

Rest. assured that the ' documentation  regarding
Mbn51gnor Richard A. Loomis and check in amount $500.00 to
cover the taxa for the case will be duly forwarded through the
‘diplomatic pouch to His Eminence Joseph Cardinal Rat21nger,
Prefect cOngregatlon for the Doctrlne of the Faith.

With cordial regards and prayerful best wishes, I
remain, . ' : o

Sincerely yours in Christ,

ool Jam e

Archbishop Gabriel Montalvo
Apostollc Nun01o

Monsignor Craig A. Cox, J.C.D.
Vicar for Clergy

Archdiocese of Los Angeles

3424 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90010-2202

b a2y e

NOV 152004 |
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REDACTED

: November 30, 2004
REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90010

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis'

Your Eminence:

OBJECTIONS TO ANY CANONICAL ACTION BEING TAKEN
AGAINST MONSIGNOR LOOMIS PURSUANT TO CANON 1717
OF THE CODE OF CANON LAW, SACRAMENTORUM SANCTITATIS
TUTELA OR THE ESSENTIAL NORMS FOR DIOCESAN/EPARCHIAL
POLICIES DEALING WITH ALLEGATIONS OF SEXUAL ABUSE OF
. MINORS BY PRIESTS OR DEACONS.

“Ecclesiastical laws are to be understood in accord with the proper meaning
_ of the words considered in their text and context” (“secundum propriam verborum
signification in textu et contextu consideratam”) Canon 17.

“ Laws which establish a penalty or restrict the free exercise of rights...are
subject to a strict interpretation”. Canon 18.

1. TheREDACTED _allegations of sexual abuse of a minor are not allegations
of a delict (““delicto™) as defined in Canon 1395(2).

Canon 1395(2) reads: “If a cleric has committed an offense against the sixth

commandment ... with a minor... the cleric is to be punished with just penalties... if the
case warrants it”. v

Monsignor Loomis was not a cleric at the time the events of the REDACTED
allegation are said to have occurred. He was a Brother of St. Patrick, a Lay Community
of Pontifical Right. :

Monsignor Loomis was not a cleric at the time the events of theREDACTED
allegation are said to have occurred. He was a seminarian studying for the Archdiocese
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DACTED ' . .
RE Objection to Any Canonical Action,
Nov. 30, 2004, page two. '

of Los Angeles.
He cannot, therefore be guilty of a 1395 (2) canonical delict.
2. lhﬁREDACTED allegations do not give the Ordinary information of a

delict (“de delicto™) having been committed and therefore do not come under the
provisions of Canons 1717 and 1718.

Canon 1717 requires an Ordinary to initiate an investigation only when he has
information that a “delict” has been committed. “Quoties Ordinarium notitiam... habet
de delicto...”

In this case the Ordinary has not only no information that a “delict” has been
committed but has irrefutable proof showing that the allegations, even were they true,
would not and do not constitute a delict. Therefore, any decree initiating an investigation
of these allegations citing the authority of Canon 1717 would be invalid as a matter of
law.

3. Neither th'eREDACTED allegations are allegations of a delict |
reserved to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.

“Reservatio Congregationi pro Doctrina Fidei extenditur quoque ad delictum
contra sextum Decalogi praeceptum cum minore infra actatem duodeviginti annorum
a clerico commissum”. Sacramentorum Sanctitatis Tutela, Pars Prima, Att. 4, para. 1.

The two allegations in this case are not alleged to have been committed by a

cleric.

4. There is no provision in law authorizing a judicial process for “non-delicts’ such as
are alleged in this case.

Only grave delicts reserved to the Congregations for the Doctrine of the Faith
must be tried in a judicial process. “Delicta graviora Congregationi pro Doctrina Fidei
reservata, nonnisi in processu judiciali presequenda sunt™.Sacramentorum Sanctiatis
Tutela, Pars Altera, Titulus I, Art. 17,

The subject matters of this case are not “grave delicts reserved to the

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. They are not canonical crimes which can be
tried in a formal canonical trial (a “judicial process™). Alleged ““violations of the sixth
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REDACTED Objection to Any Canonical Action.
Nov. 30, 2004, page three.

' commandment” without more, are not “delicts”, canonical crimes, subject to penal
canonical procedures and canonical penal sanctions.

5. Monsignor Loomis’ case does not fall under the Provision of the Essential Norms

For Diocesan/Eparchial Policies Dealing with Allegations of Sexual Abuse ot
Minors by Priests and Deacons.

The truth of this proposition is evident from the very title of the Essential
Norms. These Norms deal with “ allegations of sexual abuse of minors by priests or
deacons”. Monsignor Loomis was neither a priest nor a deacon at the time the alleged
sexual abuses of minors was said to have been committed, -

Nomm 6 specifically states “When an allegation of sexual abuse of a minor by a
priest or deacon is recelved a preliminary investigation in harmony with Canon Law will
be initiated...”. REPACT allegatlon against Loomis is not an allegation of the sexual
abuse of a minor perpetrated by either a priest or a deacon. . Similarly, REPACTED
allegation against Loomis is not an allegation of the sexual abuse of a minor perpetrated
by either a priest or a deacon.

There was thus no authority , under Norm 6 of the Essential Norms to
commence an investigation into these allegations of thirty year old non-delicts, non-
canonical crimes.

6. Because this case does not deal with a canonical crime or delict any request for a
dispensation from canonical prescription is moot.

On November 7, 2002 , The Holy Father granted the Congregation for the
doctrine of the Faith the faculty to derogate from the prescription treated in Article 5,
Part One of Sacramentorum Sanctitatis Tutela.

Article 5 reads “Actio criminalis de delictis Congegxatlom pro Doctrina Fldel
reservatis prescriptione extinguitur decennio”.

Prescription is a non-issue in this case because the allegations are not
accusations of reserved delicts or canonical ctimes. Even if there were some other
canonical prescription for these non-delicts, the Congregation would not have the power
to derogate from that prescription. It has only the power to derogate from prescription
attaching to canonical “criminal acts of delicts reserved to itself”

XI1 000303
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REDACTED
Objection to Any Canonical Action
Nov. 30, 2004, page four.

Conclusion

Monsignor Loomis has not been charged with a canonical crime, a grave delict.
Therefore, there is not and there never has been, any legal basis for initiating any
canonical penal procedure, judicial or administrative, against him, including the
initiation of the investigation of Canon 1717, the first Canon in Part IV, PENAL
PROCEDURE of the Code of Canon Law. There is no justification in the Code of Canon
Law, nor in Sacramentorum Sanctitatis Tutela nor in the Essential Norms for subjecting
Monsignor Loomis to the penal canonical process which has been initiated against him.
Justice and Monsignor Loomis® canonical rights dictate that the penal process initiated
against him contrary to the provisions of canon law should be immediately set aside and
all damage done to him thereby be repaired to the extent that it can.

Respectfully submitted,
REDACTED

cc: His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony
REDACTED
Monsignor Craig A. Cox, J.C.D.
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
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REDACTED
November 30, 2004
REDACTED
chdiocese of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
s Angeles, California 90010

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

Dear REDACTED

In your interview withREDACTED he told youthat he “ became an altar boy in
the second grade and suosequentty came to know Loomis”. (Interview with Monsignor
Loomis, Sept.24, 2004)

| . REDACTED .

It has already been pointed out that born in 1964) would have been 7-8 years
old in the second grade and he would have been in the second grade in 1971. He could
not have met Loomis at that time because Loomis was still a Brother at that time and
remained a Brother until June of 1972. During the summer of 1972 Loomis did not work
at the parish but tutored daily far from the parish until he went to the seminary in
September of 1972. Loomis never trained or scheduled altar boys at any time at Corpus
Christi. Furthermore Loomis was not a priest, was not ordained till 1976, so obviously

REDACTED could never have served mass for him. ’

REDACTED ' a1s0 told you that “The kids at school liked Loomis who gaveREPACTED more
attention than other kids”. The “kids at school” could not have even known Loomis who
was in the Brotherhood until June of 1972 and thereafier was away at school in the -
seminary when the “kinds” themselves were in school. Loomis never worked with the
kids at the school. It could not have been Loomis who paid more attention tcREDAgTED
than to other kids “at school. o :

REDACTED says “priests in the parish frequently were guests in theREDACTED home,
Loomis was not a priest, nor did he ever go to theREPACTED aome at any time.

All of this prompted me to ask Mongionar T.nomic who the assistant priest was at

Corpus Christi in 1971- 73. before REDACTED Monsignor Loomis informed me that
it wasREDACTED _ Tt can be inferred that REPACTED  would have trained and
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REDACTED

November 30, 2004, page two

le:.ownREDACTED and trained him as an altar boy, that he would have been known by the
“kids ae scnoo1~, and that he would have been. one of the priests who were “frequently
ghests in theREDACTED . Although I know no details and make no accusations, I
am informed thatREDACTED pad o history of questionable behavior with young men.
In commenting on the . and ather allegations you stated that the relevance of these
allegations to the REDACTED issues is that “if true” they could give “some
ence” to theREDACTED allegations. None of these “other allegations”,
however, has been “proven” to be true and, from the all the information given you about
em, it seems certain to me that all contain serious credibility questions and that none of
em can ever be proved in a formal trial. They would net be allowed to be introduced as
idence in thF=PACTEP Givil trial and would not prove either the "EP"°TEP or the
REDACTED ailegations in a canonical trial. even if wrongfully infroduced as “evidence”.

Flmr essentially different allegations, involving different situations and persons of
different ages, at different times and each with substantial contradictory, refutable
evidence and questionable identification of the alleged abuser, do not prove the truth of
any one of them. Allegations are just that, allegations are not facts until each is proven.

Because none of the other “ ial” (“types of behavior”) has been proven to be true
they cannot give “some credence to the two allegations of sexual a abuse of a minor”
brought against Monsignor Loomis byREPACTED 3nREDACTED

Finally, you stated (page 8 of the Interview) that™ "~ interviewed - DACTED 4
the end of March and that she confirmed that told her about the fondling - that
she was pretty vague in terms of detail” and you were not sure “she remembers how or

whether a report had been made to anyone at the parish”.

You will note in th*"™°"® investigative report which I sent to you, that "=>/CTEP
went tREDACTED home on March 12 in an attempt to interview her. She was
not home and™ """ writes that he will” attempt to contact (her) in the very near
future” He did so by telephoning her and leaving messages, saying who he was and what
he wanted to speak with her about and asking her to return his callsREDACTED  did
not retutnREPACTED phone messages, He filed his last report (REDACTED ;
interview) on March 19, 2004, '

To this information I add the following which you can substantiate. Wher <~ ' -

was unable to speak wittREDACTED was asked and agreed to phone
REDACTED  to ask if she would speak toREDACTED had been the
Corpus Christi Officer Manager at the relevant time and was and is “a very good friend
ofREDACTED  LikeREDACTED isofthe opinion that=>""5> wnmid
have shared the information with her if it had occurred” ~="""""Report, p. ten).

REDACTED

RUALA VUD 109
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REDACTED
, November 30, 2004, page three

] | :
| REDACTED reply toREDACTED

: , was that “she didn’t want to have anything to do with he
thefitua:tion”.

3

| AlthoughIamata disadvantage because I have not been given the opportunity to see the
REDACTED  interview itself, I wish to make the following observations about its

ce as you have given it in the September 24 Interview with Monsignor Loomis

. sir face, REDACTED statements (which are not sworn under oath) raise
. suspicion about their accuracy and veracity. They do not seem credible..

someone at the parish where the parents were active in the parish, knew the priests there
i well, frequently having them to their home as quests, is not an everyday occurrence. It is
i onelwhich parents would take seriously and do something about, not only to stop the
alleged abuser but also to assist the boy in dealing with the experience. She does not
remember whether she reported the incident to anvone. It is hard to believe that she
could “forget” such a reporting whictREDACTED states she and her husband
made to him. Such an episode is not one that would be taken lightly and forgotten. If a
ten-year-old boy fell off a bike and fractured his skull, a mother would always remember
that and every detail of the incident, the hospitalization and the recovery. In a matter so -
. serious as the sexual abuse of her young son. however, this mother’s memory is “vague”
about everything “except to confirm thaE>" CTEPiold her about the fondling”. It is not
- credible that she does not remember any of the details or what she did about it. It is
| indeed suspicious and not credible. She has no indenendent knowledge of this
I extraordinary alleged incident or its aﬂ:ermath.REDACTED simply repeats what her
son says he told her thirty plus years ago, things he probably told her in his conversation

REDACTED

asking her tosee

1 A ten-year-old boy telling his mother and father that he has been sexually fondled by

Why wouldtREDACTED  tef) 2 close ﬁiend,REDﬁg AEC?ED hat she did not want to get

involved in the matter, refuse to he interviewed by 1 & woek or 5o Iater. .
phone call fromREPACTER a1k t(REDACTED ) 1

In the Interview of Monsignor Loomis on September 24, 2004 I asked whether Mrs.
REDACTED  said that the abuser was a priest or a seminarian (Interview of Sept. 28, page
8) and you simply replied that “What she says is that it was Loomis.” The question,
however, is not answered and is vital to the exact identification of the alleged abuser, If
she can identify Loomis as the person" ="' allegedly told her was his abuser she
certainly would have known whether or EE«)chlTrngas a priest. After all she was “very A
active in the parish”. What exactly did say to her? Did he use the name Loomis?
Did she know who Loomis was at the time? Did"">"“""" tell her it was a priest who
abused him? If not, did he say the name Loomis? If so, did she know to whom he was
referring? How did she know Loomis? Did she tell"™"“"™ thatR*PACTEPo]d her then

RUALA VVO 105
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REDACTED
November 30, 2004, page four.

that it was Ioonns ? did she remember this name or did her son put it into her head when
he called her to say would be calling? I am concerned about the information given
witnesses before their independent memory is explored and tested. Loomis never knew
REDACTED never worked with her, never went to her home, never worked at the

school.

REDACTED  has no details of such a "“E&‘E’}D‘S abuse of her little boy. She does not say
(and perhaps was never asked) when told her?, was her hugband there?, what
were the circumstances o™= ~"C =" elling them?, where did®™™"°"™" say it happened?,
more than once?, how often?, exactly what happened?, if**>*“"*" didn’t knowor __
remember the abuser’s name, did he describe him and say how he met him?, did

REDACTED and her husband know the abuser named or described bjREDACTED’, if they
knew him, how and when did they come to know him?, what waREDACTED  demeanor
when he told them?, what wasREDACTED “and her husbands reaction to what he
told them?, what did they teli™""°"®" after he told them?, what discussion did Mr. And

REDACTED  have afterwards about the matter?, what did they decide to do about it, if
anything?, what did they do about it?, did they tell anybody about the incident?, who?,
when?, what response did each person they told give them?, did she or her husband ever
complain to anvonTeEabout any man, besides this alleged abuser, for paying too much
attention to < for callingREPACTEP at home?, for hanging around the school so as
to raise concern abomREDACTED and other children?, if so did they discuss this man with
other parents?, who ?, when ?, who was this man?, did they report his conduct to
anyone?, to whom?, when?, what was the result of their complaim?.

REDACTED mather should be able to remember all these details of such an event. But

REDACTED  fealty says only thaR=>*°"®®  told her he was “fondled” by Loomis. She
states nothing more than whalRED CTED may have told her in his phone call,

REDACTED g REPACTED  orious statements concerning \g their individual allepations
against Loomis are contradictory and their credibility highly questionable gREDACTE
actually perjured himself when he stated one version of the alleged abuse under oath in

REDﬁ%gdlatlon Questionnaire and then contradicted that version is his interview with

I write all this because, given the questionable credibility of the accusers themselves and
the lack of any truly supporting evidence for either of their allegations, I believe that
there is no evidence in either case by which any ecclesiastical court could ever find with
moral certitude, that is, certitude which excludes every reasonable doubt (“che esclude
ogni dubbio ragionevole” - Pius XII) that Richard Loomis sexually abused either

REDACTED On the contrary, although Monsignor Loomis is not obliged to
disprove anything, his under-oath denial of both allegations is supported by much
information which you have been given.
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REDACTED November 30, 2004, page five.

In the interest of justice I respectfully ask that the entire matter be reevaluated by the
Cardinal and his review board. Even were this case governed by Canons 1717 and 1718
of the Code of Canon Law and the Essential Norms, which it is not, (see enclosed letter
to you also dated November 30, 2004) the criteria of neither would be met for taking any
action against Monsignor Loomis.

Essential Norm 6 requires the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to be notified
of a case “When (after investigation) there is sufficient evidence that sexual abuse of a
minor has occurred” - not “might have occurred”. I respectfully submit that there is not
such evidence in this case.

Presupposing that the investigation of Canon 1717 has been completed and that the fact
of the abuse, not its possibility or even its probability, and its imputability to the accused
has been established, Canon 1718 obliges the Ordinary to decide whether a process for
inflicting or declaring a penalty should be started.That decision can only be made when a
delict has already been proven to have been committed. No delict in this case has been
proved, In fact, this case does not even involve a “delict” governed by Canon Law,
Sacramentorum Santitatis Tutela or the Essential Norms.

From all the material I have reviewed and am aware of in this case, I believe that justice
requires that Monsignor Loomis be removed from “administrative leave” and restored to
active ministry.

Respeétﬁﬂly and sincerely yours,
REDACTED

Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

¢c: His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahanv
REDACTED

Monsignor Graig A. Cox, J.C.D.
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
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His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony -
Archbishop of Los Angeles |
3424 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90010-2241
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REDACTED 3424 Los Angzles
Archdiorese of Los Angeles 5 Wilzhire © Cailfornia
Boulevard 20010-2241
10 December 2004
REDACTED
REDACTED

Dear

Thank you for your letter of 30 November, in which you set forth canonical arguments
relevant to the case involving your client, Monsignor Loomis.

We are indeed well aware of the importance of the questions and points you raise. For

your information, Monsignor Cox and I will be in Rome next week consulting with the

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith on these and related issues, which have been
raised by all the various cases that we have submitted for their review.

Thank you also for your second letter of the same date. I will forward it toREDACTED
for his consideration. It is my hope that once Msgr. Cox and I return from Rome we will
have the kind of information needed to make this a fruitful course of action.

Assuring you of my prayers and kind regards for both you and Msgr. Loomis as we near
the celebration of Our Lord’s birth, I remain

Sincerely yours,
REDACTED

Copies: Cardinai Roger Mahony
' REDACTED

Msgr. Craig A. Cox

Pastoral Regions:  Ouwr lady ofthe Angels  San fernande  Sap Gabrzl  San Pedre  Santa Barbara
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REDACTED

From: Cox, Msgr. Craig A.
Sent: Friday, December 10, 2004 8:27 AM
To: REDACTED
Subject: RE: Rome tripF?¢T=?
REDACTED

| concur we should bring a copy of this to Rome _ I will not be keeping my copy, since | am not keeping a Loomis file, so |
will take mine, and make two more (for you and D Dand add them to my packet.

There are two letters from """ The first is directed to you and it is a canonical argument with which we take no real
issue. It covers those very issues we wish to discuss at the CDF. It seems to me a simple acknowledgement from you,
indicating we are well aware of the importance of the questions he raised, questions we have already raised, and thanking
him for his letter. | would have no qualms if this letter indicated that we are simply consulting with the CDF on these
important matters. o

The second letter is also addressed to you, copied to the Cardinal and REPACTED  yoy are a local ordinary, but you are
not the one who made the decision to place Dick on leave. After plowing through the arguments and questions, the letter
contains two basic requests. The first is that the review board look at the matter again. | do not know if you have spoken
withREDACTED  "bit'} think that is not a bad idea. I'd actually like to have the CMOB members read this letter and
discuss the matters it raises. It would educate them, and help my own effqris with them.to assure they do not "pull the

trigger” too early on recommendations to ‘put someone on leave. Perhaps  would not be amenable, but we could then
write and indicate the review board will consider the matter again.

The other request is to take Dick off administrative leave and restore him to ministry. In terms of the norms of
administrative recourse, that request should be directed to me or to the Cardinal, and 1 do not believe that copying us
constitutes such a request. At this point, | would ignore that request, especially if we agree to have CMOB look at the case
again.

How does this sound?

Craig

FromREDACTED

Sent: Thursday, December 09, 2004 10:53 AM
To: Cox, Msgr. Craig A.
Subject: Rome trip REPACTED

Craig, -
We've got a room for you at my place Monday night. If we can get away with not checking any bags, then a6 a.m.
departure from our place will get us to the airport in plenty of time.

Have you had chance to read®PACTED |etters. | think the formal one amounts to the first step of taking recourse,
on the assumption that Roger has made a decision to pursue a penal process. But the only decision he's taken is to
consulit with the CDF about what to do. My question right now is, do you think we need to acknowledge his letter before we
go, or can it wait until we get back? In any event, I think | will take a copy of the letter with me; it may prove useful in our

meeting with REPACTED
REDACTED
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REDACTED

December 13, 2004

His Eminence Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger

Prefect, Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith
Piazza del S. Ufficio, 11

00120 Vatican City

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

Your Eminence:

I write on behalf of Monsignor Richard A. Loomis against whom allegations of
sexual abuse of a minor have been alleged. I have been informed that his case has been
or will be submitted to your Congregation by the Archbishop of Los Angeles, Roger
Cardinal Mahony, for your review and direction

Not knowing what material has been provided to you by the Archdiocese of Los
" Angeles nor the conclusions reached in the Archdiocesan investigation regarding the
3 allegations, I submit the enclosed material. Although I have the Archdiocesan '
' " investigative material sent to Monsignor Loomis’ civil lawyer on February 17, 2004
(Exhibit 3), I do not have copies of the subsequent investigative interviews or any sworn
- statements taken by the Archdiocese. My request for these has been declined. The only
information I have as to the content of this latter material is what Father Cox,REDACTED
REDACTED _kindly conveyed in his interview of Monsignor Loomis on
September 24, 2004 (Exhibit 7) and in subsequent telephone conversations with me.

(-2

From my review of the matter, I believe that this case does nor involve a reserved
delict and, even if it did, that the evidence proffered to support the allegations cannot
prove with moral certitude (“che esclude ogni dubbio ragionevole”) that abuse occurred.

With the hope that this matter can be resolved speedily and justly and that
Monsignor Loomis will be restored to his priestly ministry I am,

Respectfully an sincerely vours,
REDACTED

cc: His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony
Archbishop of Los Angeles
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EXHIBIT INDEX
With Comments

REDACTED

1. Objection to Canonical Action: Letter of toREPACTED  Nqv. 30, 2004,
2. Clergy Assignment Record of Monsignor Loomis

3. Archdiocesan Investigative Reports given to REPACTED Mspr. Loomis’ civil lawyer.
Investigator’s summary of non-sworn interviews with:
REDACTED

4. Comments on Above Archdiocesan Investigative Reports, with
REDACTED[etter tcREPACTED ; July 22, 2004.

5. Investigative Reports of REDACTED | investigator forREDACTED
Monsignor Loomis’ civil attorney.
Investigator‘s summary of non-sworn interviews with:

REDACTED '

6. REDACTED  Claimant Questionnaire in Civil Law Suit against the Archdiocese,
Signed “under penalty of perjury” ( page 7), dated December 11, 2003.

Note: On page 3R=PACTED testifies that Loomis abused him « 4-6 times
over a period of 1%% years- 2 years”. Eleven months later, on
November 11, 2004, in an interview with Archdiocesan
Investigator™=CTER REDACTED o htradicts his sworn statement and
states that L.oomis sexually abused him on only one occasion..
REDACTED statement also describes an allegation of a one-
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time alleged abuse.

. . . REDACTED .
In his sworn questionnaire, states: “Becket put his

mouth, put his hand on my penis, had an erection, m;%lf%fg%lg
genitals, told me he loved me”, Eleven months later

describes the incident tc quite differently: he says Loomis

took himREPACTED into a school hallway when it was deserted,

took my hand and placed it on his erect penis, over his robes
saying,” see what you do to me - I love you”. Thisis a
substantially different scenario.

REDACTED

REg as Dnot given a copy of 11/11/04 interview
with but its content as written above was relayed to me
by*EPACTED  who presumably has included that report in the
material sent to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.)

7. Formal fnterview of Monsignor Loomis byRE DACTED September 24, 2004,

(Reviewed and signed with corrections and additions by
Monsingor Richard A. Loomis on November 14, 2004) -
8. Letter toREpACTED _ dated November 30, 2004, concerning information
from investigative reports and sworn statements, e.gREDACTED
REDACTED | testimony taken by REPACTED and Investigator
REDACTED interview of REDACTED I was refused copies

of these documents but the information referred to was given to me
by REDACTED

REDACTED

9. Mandate, dated June 10, 2004
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REDACTED

November 30, 2004
REDACTED ‘

Archdiocese of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90010

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

Your Eminence:

OBJECTIONS TO ANY CANONICAL ACTION BEING TAKEN
AGAINST MONSIGNOR LOOMIS PURSUANT TO CANON 1717
OF THE CODE OF CANON LAW, SACRAMENTORUM SANCTITATIS
TUTELA OR THE ESSENTIAL NORMS FOR DIOCESAN/EPARCHIAL
POLICIES DEALING WITH ALLEGATIONS OF SEXUAL ABUSE OF
. MINORS BY PRIESTS OR DEACONS. o

“Ecclesiastical laws are to be understood in accord with the proper meaning
of the words considered in their text and context” (*secundum propriam verboram
signification in textu et contextu consideratam™) Canon 17.

“ Laws wlnch establish a penalty or restrict the free exercise of rights...are
subjecttoastnctmmpretanon Canon 18,

1. mREDACTED ot Abizse
of a delict (“delicto”) as c_i_gﬁned in Canon 1395(2).

Canon 1395(2) reads: “lfa cleric has committed an offense against the sixth

commandment ... wiﬂnaminor...meclerigistobepunishedwithjustpenalﬁes...ifthe

Monsignor Loomis was not aclenc at the time the events of the REDACTED

-allegation are said to have occurred. Hewas a Brother of St. Patrick, aLayCommnmty
of Pontifical Right.

Monsignor Loomis was not a cleric at the time the events of theREPACTED
allegation are said to have occurred. He was a seminarian studying for the Archdiocese
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Objection to Any Canonical Action,
Nov. 30, 2004, page two,

of Los Angeles.

He cannot, therefore be guilty of a 1395 (2) canonical delict.

2. TheREDACTED allegations do not give the Ordinary information of a
delict (e gelicto™) having been committed and therefore do not come under the
isions of 717 1718. '

Canon 1717 requires an Ordinary to initiste an investigation only when be has
information that a “delict” has been committed. “Quoties Ordinarium notitiam... habet
de delicto...” ' |

In this case the Ordinary has not only no information that a “delict” has been
committed but has irrefutable proof showing that the allegations, even were they true,
would not and do not constitute a delict. Therefore, any decree initiating an investigation
of these allegations citing the authority of Canon 1717 would be invalid as a matter of

3. Neither theREDACTED  sllegations are allegations of a delict
ed to the ion for the Doctrine of the Faith.

“RmvaﬁoCongl'egaﬁonimeocﬁnaFldeiemendiunqwqueaddeﬁcm
a clerico commissum”. Sacramentorum Sanctitatis Tutela, Pars Prima, Axt. 4, para. 1.

The two allegations in this case are not alleged to have been committed by a
cleric. . N

Ouly grave delicts reserved to the Congregations for the Doctrine of the Faith
must be tried in a judicial process. “Delicta graviora Congregationi pro Doctrina Fidei
teservata, nonnisi in processu judiciali presequenda sunt” Sacramentorum Sanctiatis
Tutela, Pars Altera, Titulus I, Art. 17.

The subject matters of this case are not “grave delicts reserved to the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. They are not canonical crimes which can be
tried in a formal canonical trial (a “udicial process™). Alleged “violations of the sixth

mf W=
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REDACTED A : .
Objection to Any Canonical Action.
Nov. 30, 2004, page three.

commandment” without more, are not “delicts”, canonical crimes, subject to penal

5. Monsignor Loomis® case does not fall under the Provision of the Essential Norms
For Diocesan/Eparchial Policies Dealing with Allegations of Sexual Abuse of
Minors by Priests and Deacons. '

The truth of this proposition is evident from the very title of the Essential
Norms. These Norms deal with “ allegations of sexual abuse of minors by priests or
deacons”. Monsignor Loomis was neither a priest nor a deacon at the time the alleged
sexual abuses of minors was said to have been committed. -

Norm 6 specifically states “When an allegation of sexual abuse of a minor by a
priest or deacon is received a preliminary investigation in harmony with Canon Law will
be initiated.,.”"REDACTED gljegation against Loomis is not an allegation of the sexual
abuse of a minor perpetrated by either a priest or a deacon. . Similarty,REDACTED
allegation against Loomis is not an allegation of the sexual abuse of a minor perpetrated
by either a priest or a deacon. '

There was thus no authority , under Norm 6 of the Essential Norms to
commence an investigation into these allegations of thirty year old non-delicts, non-

canonical crimes.
6. Because this case does not deal with a canonical ctime or delict any request for a
U & ion from canopi otion is !

On November 7, 2002 , The Holy Father granted the Congregation for the
doctrine of the Faith the faculty to derogate from the prescription treated in Article 5,
Part One of Sacramentorum Sanctitatis Tutela.

Article 5 reads “Actio criminalis de delictis Congegrationi pro Doctrina Fidei
reservatis prescriptione extinguitur decennio”.

Prescription is a non-issue in this case because the allegations are not
accusations of reserved delicts or canonical crimes. Even if there were some other
canonical prescription for these non-delicts, the Congregation would not have the power
to derogate from that prescription. It has only the power to derogate from prescription
attaching to canonical “ctiminal acts of delicts reserved to itself”
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REDACTED Objection to Any Canonical Action
INOV. 3U, ZUM, page tour.

Qonclgg ion

Mensignor Loomis has not been charged with a canonical crime, a grave delict.
Therefore, there is not and there never has been, any legal basis for initiating any
canonical penal procedure, judicial or administrative, against him, including the
initiation of the investigation of Canon 1717, the first Canon in Part IV, PENAL
PROCEDURE of the Code of Canon Law. Thete is nio justification in the Code of Canon
Law, nor in Sacramentorum Sanctitatis Tutela nor in the Essential Norms for subjecting
Monsignor Loomis to the penal canonical process which has been initiated against him.
Justice and Monsignor Loomis’ canonical rights dictate that the penal process initiated
against him contrary to the provisions of canon law should be immediately setasxdsand
all damage done to him thereby be repaired to the extent that it can. -

Respectfully submitted,
REDACTED

Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

¢c: His Eminence Roger Candinal Mahopy
REDACTED .

Monsignor Craig A. Cox, J.CD,
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
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| Clergy Assignment Record
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Rév:Mg gr Richard A. Loomis

Current Primaty Adsignment “Pastot-

';Age:_ 't 57

T

T sr, John mar Caﬂnoltc Chumh. Raneho) Palos Vardes —
N Resldont.AcﬁveSeMce : .

'Mary S!aref tueSeaHIgh Schuo! San Fedro - Faculty. Active
" Service

'Mary Star of!ha Sea Cahoﬁc Church Sen Pedro — Resfdent,
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Birth Ciy . : . San Daangiy; . 10
". Diacanate Olﬂinafton © . '5/1br1p75 L
Pnesthood Ordinalzon .- BloMeTe
Diccese Narhe - "Archdi
©  Dateofincardinaton - . 5101975 [
" Rtual Ascrptia Latin. |
* Ministry Stetus . D Active /
. Mav,-,add,g,,:s‘: _/REDACTED '
. San Mafrino, CA 911082283 .
) Homephane REDACTED ;
'Fax phone
Semiary " St-Johh Seminary, Camarillo !
. . a‘ v N .'c
English” . "+, 7 " Nativelenguage
Spanish | . ' : lyAdaqqate
Assignment Histary <
Asiignment . ' . Beginning Date Completion Date .-
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.,

: Damel Murphy Hrgh School Los Angeles -, Principal, Active

Serwce L

- Btendan'Catholtc Church Los Angeles ~ Resident, Actlve

Semce

% Genevieve Calhohc Church, Panorama Clly - Associate
" Pastor (Parochzal Vicar), Active Servm

S! Anthony: Cathohc Church Oxnard ~ Pastor, Active Sarvice

P Prelate of Hig Holmesa, Appmnted
. = Vicar, Appointed C

“St, Charles Borromeo Catholic Church North Hollywood -~
'Resldent. Actxve Servica |’ . .

- ‘Vieafor Giergy, Apfointed -

. " Arcfidiocesan Cathollp Center, Los Angeles Counc of Priasts,”
L ActxveSemca : .

' . Archdxocesan Cathollc canter Los Ange!es Secretanat
’.D:ractdr. Appomted :

P .Sbbbaﬂcal

.
."‘

Archdiocesan Cathulxc Center. Los Angales -Sacretariat

- Directm‘ A\cdve Servnce

st Jerome Catholn: Chuwh Los Angeies Adminksh-ator Pro

" Tem, Astive Service' -

. 'S5 Felicitas and Pgrpetua Calhor:c Church, San Manno -

-

. Pastor AchVeSemca ce S

8/111984

8/1/1984
7/6/1988 °

_ 4/15/1990
6/6/1995
| TiMges

TH/1895

“11M9%
111998

511/1997

1172001
12/15/2001°

1/3/2003

71112003

7/51988
: 7;5/1955’
{4/14/“1.990. '
: é/so;féés-'
ﬁz/&miags
'132131/'2005 .

512!31/2000 ~
12/31/2000

: 12/14/2001 .

T11/2001 -
- 12131/2002 -

6/30/2003

.. 8/3012009
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Office of 3424 Los Angetes
Archdlocese of Los Angeles Vicar for Clergy Wilshire California
(213) 637-7284 Boulevard 90010-2202

February 17, 2004

REDACTED

REDACTED
Dear }

Enclosed, please find copies of the materials related to the charges agailist Monsignor Richard A.
Loomis that I promised to send you when we met Thursday.

Thank you for your service of Monsignor Loomis at this most diffictlt time. May God bless
you!

Sincerely yours,

enclsoures ‘ -

Pastoral Regions:  Qur Lady of the Angels  San fernando  San Cabrel  San Medro  Santa Barbara
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: .INTERVIEWS OF BROTHERS OF SAINT PATRICK

: _monsm i[ntervxews , .
-Richard Loomis enfered.the Bruthers of St. Patnck (Order) in 1966, took the name
, ‘,Brother Beckett and later was a teacher and dean of discipline at the Orders Pater .
‘ Noster ngh Schoal He résigned from the Order, entered St. John’s Semmary and - -
Wiy ordained: & pnest He enjoyed a wonderful reputation among the Brothere and .
the oply conflict anyone could remember was with REDACTED
} regardmg dmcxplme at PN, in which Looxis was supported by most of the facuity.
. He was descnbed -a$ “one of our finest” and a person who lived his vaws fmthfullrm,
every way. PN yearbooks: (1971-72) were produced and showed Loomis as Dean of

s stcnplme andRFNACTFD g5 a gtudent. None of the-Brothers interviewed ‘knew .

or. recalled REDACTED o knew of any relationship between Loowmis and
REDACTEL} : _ .

L TED L -
The foﬂowmg mtemews were conducted by REDAC C]‘anonical Aud'itor, B ]

A Archdiocese of Lcs Angeles‘
*REDAUTED

4
1

. - On 12/21/03REDACTED » Superior Of The Rrathers of Smnt_ Paﬁjck 7820 '
. Bolsa. Avente, - deway .city, CAREDACTED supphed the followmg
- mformanon

. Hc produccd the lmuted student and personnel records still avaﬂablc rcgardmg Brother _
o Becket:t, now know as Msgr Rxchard Loomis, which are attached herato. .

- R.tchard Loomxs. app 1ed for admxssxou to The Brothers of Saint Patnck (Ordcr) in 1966
. rand- attended the* novitiate in Midway City, (Westminster) CA. He adopfed the pame
Ce Brothcr Beckett, renewcd vows yearly, but was never ﬁnally profesaed and took hxs last :

T Vows. in’ 1971 at 24 years ofage ) .

" .He bas Jcnown Looxms since- 1966 when Loomiis joined the Ordcr but becamc clos:r to
. * him when they'taught in the eatly 1970’s at Pater Noster (PN) High School, 2911 San.
" Femando: Road, Los Angeles; CA, (which was founded by the Order). Loomis was well
. -thought' of by, the faculty. and students at PN, and be dm_of_ixsmplm.f
. lmdmlassﬂlm LOOHJ}S dld nat halimes b WBS I'CCCIVIHg support m maﬂ;ers Qf dlsclplme . .
" from the PnliWPaLREDACTED ‘and stated his feelings in his rcs1gn_4uon letter -
fromi ‘the dean’s posiuon (see-attached). Loomis’s concerns were shared by mary of thé
faculty mentbérs and most agreed that REPACTED yas incomsistent in his final ‘decisions

. cregarding disciplirie. Shortly after this conflict, Loomis rendered his rcmgnahon from the-

Order and his teaching position at PN to attend St. John's-Seripary and later become a '
- priest. The| attacheéd letter shows that he made proper and timely notification to REPACTED:
REDACTED He saxd Locmxs was ‘missed both as a mcmbcr of the Order and asa teacher at

.PN" )
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‘M-Bréthers' of Saint. Pati‘ick contjnued

"He was shown a photo in the 1972 PN yearbaok depicting REDACTED

as a mcmbér.'of
“the 50phomorc class Hc stated e has no recollection ofREDACTED BRI

.-He did riet imowREDACTED the former pastor of Holy Family szsh whmh was

.‘nea: PN..

REDACTEL

'He Said that Looris knew and was fmcndly with REDACTED , later kﬁow’ as

- .REDACTED He didn't believe they were extremely close friends, but were about’
* 'the same age and taught. ‘together at PN. They left the Order, attended the seminary and.,

- were ‘ordained .about the same time. He had heard REPACTED “got into some k.lnd of
trouble” whieh he could not descnbe and later left the pncsthood :

_He descnbed Loomts as “one of our firest”, stating he thought Loomjls reprcsentcd thc
" future of the Order.. He and the Order are proud of Loomis and his suctess as a priest. He
always thought of Loomis s the epltome of the priesthood and was “astounded” to hedr
allegationg that he violated his vows in any. way. He has had basically no contact thh

Loorms cxccpt for secmg mm ata few socjal fugctions since Loom;s Ieft the Order.
REDACTED C '

: -On 12/21/03 ) REDACTED President of the’ Comoranon of The Brothcrs of St.
- Patrick 7820- Bolsa Averiue, “‘Midway City, .CA, phone REDACTED  supplied - the
followmg mformatwn oL

I In 1966 he was- the ncvxce master for Richard Loorms who took. the name Brothcr ’

. Bcckett and today is know. as Msgr. Richard Loomis of the Axchdiocase of Los Angeles.
- He recalled his association with Loomis from memory as he had. no records available fo-

B _bixp. . Loomis had sorde collcge credits before entering the Brothers of St. Patrick (Order) -

- . and continued his. degree after finishing the novitiate. He them, exact datzd unrecalled;

" ¢ommenced, teaching at-Pater Noster (PN) High School, 2911 San Fernando Road, Los. -~

Axngeles, CA, (whick was founded by the Order) and rose quickly to'the positioni of dean

of discipling for underclassman. In the early 1970’s Loomis resigned from (PN) and - -

entered St Iohn‘s semmary and in the mid to latz 1970’s received his prmtly ordmatxon

" He was proud of Loomis when he dectded to be a priest, but sadden that he was- Jea:vmg

the Order, as he was ong &f the finest young men in the Ordér. To his knowlédge Looms

bad no disciplinary problems while in the Order, followed all rules explicitly 4nd to his; :

“kngwledge lived his vows to the fullest extent. Had Loomis experienced problems

| RO would Have known_abbut it as he -was Loomis’ novice master of provingial the -
entire time Loou:us "Was in the Order. He stated Loomis had po “boundary”. violations and -
no complaints of any typie. regarding his assoclation ‘with the ‘athier hrathers or the PN. .

- smdents. Loomis would have been the last person he could: think of that would be the
’ SIleGOt of ¢t Chlld molestatxon charges

RUALA VVOLVS
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Bmthcrs of Samt Pam ck corxtmucd

C Wheﬂ T.oomhic was fwf"ung at PN there was a bit of fncmon between he and the pnncxpa]

. REDACTED ,‘because Loomis did not believe that in his position as dean of
QISUIPINIC, AE Teceived ptcper support fromREDACTED | T 5omis’s position was supported

by the majority of the faculty. He has had basically no contact with Loomis, except for o
8 scemg ‘him at 8 fcw socxal ﬁmcﬁons since Loozms left the Order,

.When asked to descnbc Loomls s.closest friend(s) in the Order he mentmned REDACTED

.. - REDACTED Loomis was.ahead of REDACTED in the novitiate; and they became
* ‘good fiiends whxlc they both taught at PN. REDACTED feft the Order with Loomis,
~attended. St. John’s seminary and was ordained REDACTED ‘ ‘He" behaves

' REDACTED lcﬁ thc pncsthood but does not know when or for what rca.syn

. ' .Hc has taught at PN at tbree different times. but was nnf there in 1§70—72 He chd nat
! 'know, 10 has cver heard ofa student namedREDACTED . .

He. provzded P copy of the 1972 PN yearbook, which depicts’ REDACTED as a
sophomorc class member . ) ) o

REDACTED

Cn 12/20/03REDACTED Brother of Saint Patrick, and fcnmdmg and former
. 'principal of Pater Noster (PN) High School. 2911 San Fernando Road, Los-Angeles, CA,
" vas interviewed at ‘his rchdcnccREDACTED -Los Angles, CA and supphed the -
. followlng mermanon. . " ‘ L '

) He et Rxchard Loomzs when Loomis was a novmate known as Brothiér Beckett in '}
approximately 1966-67 at the Mother House in Midway. City, CA. Loomis later was a
teacher and dm of d1sc1plmc at PN i in approxiroately the early 1970's. ' .

As soon as the mtemew started he said he wanted to make it entirely cIeaI that hie and

“Lodrais’ ‘had conflicts at. PN when Loomis was dean of discipline. Loomis _contihually -
. compfiined that he REDACTED as PN principal did not support him in his role as .
. dean of discipline.. He stated he did not agrec with Loomis’s inconsistent, .approach 0 -
" . diacipline.! He was also. upset with Loomis for not giving him proper notice when he, -

.. - resigned from PN and the Brothers of Saint Patrick (Order) snd enrollsd in St, John's

.. -Semimary. With the Above said, he had nothing negative to say about the way Loomis -
" . lived his vows, Bis dedication tp the Order and never bad any reason whatsocver to {hink
. iBat Loomis would sexually. molcst a student. He did xot recall a student named
REDACTED "He koewREDACTED pastar of Holy family Parish nearby PN, but did not

. know of any relauonshxp betwecn bim and Loomis.
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Brothers of Samt Painck contmued

REDACTED
On 12/20 and 21/03 REDACTED  mambhas ~ T~ Brothers.of Saint Patrick:
- was interviewed at his residence, REDACTED ) . CA phone xxxxoxx and

~ 'supphcd the followmg mfonnaixon

o ‘He' xmt:xally met Rmhard Loomls in the mid sxxty s when Loomis Jomcd The Brothers of |

Saint Patrick (Ordar) and took the name Brother Beckett. As he i is considerably older,

* than Lpomis and did not téach at the Order’s high school, Pater Noster (PN) st the same
_time,: they 'did not know -each other too well. He stated that Loomis enjoyed: a. fine_
reputation among the Brothers and he never heard .anything of a gerogatory nature

. ,regardmg Loomis during the: time he was in the Ordcr and Iater after Loomls went to the

S semmary Hnd was, ordamed a pnest

';He produced PN yea:books for the period .covering 1970 -1973. The books “Wwere

© reviewed and the 1971 and 1972 book depigted Brothar Reckett {Loomis) as Dean’ of
i D1scmlme and also depicted a st student pamed -0 as a freshman jn 197 and'a

v *" sophomoré in 1972 He could -not find REDACU I ED in the 1973 and 1974 yearbooks‘ '

: which,Jed him to belfeve thaRFPACTED Teft the school at the end of his sophomore yedr.

:He wWaS ‘informed tat PN records now located at Daniel Murphy High School were

: * " reviewed for the namt REDACTED with negative results. He stated the records of non
" graduate students are' filed behind the graduating class records and suggcsted the records
U be IevIewed er non-gradua&ng $tudents. - , ,
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o PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL
‘REDACTED »
OHJWBYY 7, 2604, REDACTED Archdlocmc of Los Angeles.

3423 Wﬁshne Bivd; Los Angeles, CA 90010-2702 tclephone number REDACTED
" fumished the followmg information toREDACTED, gihs identified Himseir as eREDACTED
|1 REDACTED rerained by the Cledgy Misoonduct Oversight Board of the Archdipeese of Lo
Angeles to conducf anl inyestigation into ag allegation byREDACTED ‘that Monsignor .
+ . Richiard Loomis mnaﬂymolested him while he was a student at Pater Noater: mgh ‘
Schoslin 1971-7% . ,

Shv has be'eu RED"”.ED thh the smers of the Holy Child Jesus, which is headqumcwd in
Pennsylvania, since 1956. She grew up in Passdena, California, Shebsgan . °
. undergraduatedegrez in history and a Master of Arts degres in religious studiés ﬁ-om
. Tmmaculate Heart Collgge in Los Angeles, She also has a Master of Asté dcgm o
) pastml covmseling ﬁrom Layola Unmarsnym Baltimore, Marylend. | = < . '

. 1968 t0'1976, -Sha wesREDACTED ; '
- -.1977 to'1982. She returded to the United States in 1982 and smadREDACTED
N REDACTED o s and 8t. Luke’s Payohiatric Hospxtal n Smtland,

W .

The catlre patxent pomzlatxon at St. Luke’s was elergy and rehgmus personnel. The
pauf;ntpcpulatmn was predominately compulsive sexual disorders, inchuding the Bekual
... ‘abuge of minars by clerzy: The first sexnal abuse of minors lawsuit against the' Chutth -
o aummcdin1985md=taf£mmbetsﬁ-om8t.Lukc'smseutam\md!becom?to -
o edncmdimmsmﬁcwmofmualabuseofmm L : s

Shcwasﬁtﬁmpwtfmou!paucnttteanmntdmingharﬁmt\wyematSt.Lukc’ﬁanda
+ therapist fir inpagient treatment for two years after that. Sho was avlce.pmzdnntmd
: chwfexecuh‘te officer at St, Luke's for the last yrar-and-half she was- there.

T ,‘ShermmmmLosAngclcsm1994wbmeshawasimrolvedmpnva:epmﬂoeasan
. " individbal counsaling and spiritual director uutil February 1996 when shis accepted a '
. position d5 a-suitability snd skill development counselor for priestly formation at St
" Jobn's Seminary i Camanillo. She sarved in that capacity until June 1999 whien she -
“becamé an Englishi teacher for adults at the Puente Center in Boyle Heights: She took off -
ayearaﬁerfhatw&kecmofhmmmgmoth«mﬁbmcm&mamlhcrdeam R

ShabecameREDACTED B
-Aptil 1, 2002, Hermpcrvi&orwastmgerichard“Dwk"Inomis,Whomsmc _
Vwarforﬂagyﬁsrmemhdiome. .

) Shc-ﬁmtmﬁtMunﬁgnnrlmmlsmlﬂﬂﬁwhmshﬁmaMgneduamlor#SL .
- Joh's Seminary in Camarillo and be was the Vicar for Clergy for the Archdiocess. Thcy :
‘ _baﬂocmmaldizcussmaon:ssuesmvolmgpﬁwdyformaum -
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Interview of REDACTED - Co‘_nth'\ueii.
FRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

‘ She found Monslgnor Loomfs ta be polite, pleasant and reserved, He was a “bit
standoffish,” which led her to think when she first met him that he was British. She -
. never had any personal issues with Monsignor Loornis aud he always conducted himseif
in a profdssional and sppropriate manter when she wag zround him. He lot-her do her job
a0 she always felt comfortable about going to him concerning dlﬂ‘iculttssues and cases.
‘He wis gencmus ‘and pastoral” and she appreciated his inpnt and suppqrt. .

o 'H:crc wis 4 Iot ofpressure ot Monsignor I'..oo:ms and his staff as a result of the :‘allciut
from Yhe sexual abuge’ ‘of minors allegations in the Boston Archdiocese, and the Log - .
. "Angeles Archdxocma was dverburdened with allegations against its clergy. MQnMgnnr
Loomis was very empathchc about reachmg out to victims of child sexual abuse and was
» vml mvul\wd in setting Np 2 Safe environment program for children in the Archdmcese

. She deEDACTED a Teguit prisst who worked as a.climualoomulmmmder
. Monsignor Loomis, weré good friends fom the time she was a comnsélch and he was the -
director of clinical psychology at St. Luke’s Psychiatric HospitalREDACTED  was - -
- bright, funny and ta.ltmted. She helped him with hjs paperwork at the Archdloqese from
. timeto mneﬂ oo ‘

' FREDACTED

o r——— Y ——— W WS i M

T REDACTED HetaughratLoyula Marymount Universityand . .
| . mumrawmed & pavate counseling practice after thatREDACTED  died.on Decetnber 18,

2003. atthe aga of 61, fuﬂuwmg SUTERTY.-

’ REDACTED was “aauepung" of Monsiguor Loomis as his supervisor and never -
O mentioned anything to her sbout inappropriate cotiduct on bis part. REDACTED ot .
e ‘beiu-aye&" by his Jesuit Order for the role it played in his mtervention spd rémoval from

ministry, but never bigmed Monsignor Loomis for what happened to him in thatrcgaxd.
+ She fult that Monsignor Loomms dealt fairly with REDACTED  ymder those .o
. cnvummnceﬁ. - -

:-Mcmwmm;shueéRﬁDACTED ter eontanREDACTED (oL ygeioor .
L sychologist followin REDACTED REDACTF Drastrsse anid
b gnythg%:;m: aboic Mons1gnor Loomms to her. repAcTEREDACTED .
- REDACTED .
‘ = 5 13 00w L PEIVARE PrACUCE. ‘ :

. Inearlylmezmanadultmalalcﬁamassageonthechﬂdscxualabusehnﬂme

: mamrmmmhuoﬁcebthee&‘ecﬁhatha“wmtedhmnapmmumyhgh
' position irt the Archdiocese for child saxual abuse.” The hotline mumber for the =~ -
;:Amhdxomcxspubhahedmthcxrbnncﬁm A recorded message at that numbec:asks the
' call:rtolmveavo:cemmagﬁandhwurha'nmnemdteiuphonemunbenfthepm
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Interview of REDACTED . anﬂn'ugd
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

L chose to zdetmfy hxmsalf ar herseif. and wanted to be called back. Ske did not recall 2f
- the galler left his narde at that-time, but a fow days later she received a call at 8:00 p.m..
‘ .on her direct line from the samie adult male who jdentified Wimeelf as"EO"C™=0 and told
. her bie Was “riot sure if thig wag sexual abuse or not, but it was something that involved
Monstgmr "Dwk”“Lcaomns when he was a seminarian,” :
Her recollection. ofthat caﬂ wa that T told her the incident ok place during. tb.e
_surimaer when he and “Dick” Loomis worked with altet hoys at Christ the King Parish,
. but she'may| be mistaken shoiit he name of the parish, Her impressian was thatREDACTED
was g cmmselcr at the pamsh at the tmm, and ‘would have been zn adult. S

. Acoording tREDACTED ppein Loomis asked Him to accompany him and some alter boys
" they fiad been working with on an afternoon swim outing at 2 park swimming pool, and -
- he.dgreed to.do g0, While the two'of them were apparently watching the boys at the poal,
" “Digk” Loomis purpoxtedly ¢ommented tcREDACTED “L nok at those boyy. They're
.. " prétending they don't even lmnwﬂieyhaveahard-on. That was the extent-of Loomis’s

" retarks glodg that line, bt - felt he should report the incident 35 he found it
© unsettling. REDACTEDTED 3 DACTED REDACTED
“REDACTEU

. She toldR=*TE thar “Dick L oomis’s comment about the boys was inapprapriate, but
shs did not kngw if it was somiething that way “repactable” as a smcxﬂc violation of the .
sexnal abuse of iners policy. RENACTFN ‘EDACTED

REDACTED

She.imay have gndsd her first telephone conversation witF=>**™™ by telling him thafshc
. would get back to him on the matter. ‘When she did calREY"~'=“hack some time later to
— wﬁmmmhadcmludedmmmm“nothmgwmpw the wav of agpecific -

" “vielation by Monsignor Tooiniy on the basis of what ke had told her*=™"°"™ indicated '
. -thathem“ﬁnﬁ'bythatmdmmmmtedhzdmmkmwhmsﬂfwhmormttha -
msuerwasmethmgthatwmmwdmpm&ngto the Arvhdiocese or the police, .

. _REDACTED gawhcrlns full nameREDACTED snd phone number at the end of their first.

. . conversation or’atd later time and told her his brothetREDACTED _ was'a priest
| in e Los Avgeles Archdiocese. (She confirmed that REDACIED  jg currently a pricst
- i the Los Angeles Archdiiscese.) He also told her he worked with Buddtist Caﬂmlw )

BN "Dislog aod invited hcx to attend one of their mestings.

. -Sheprefiared: abuefwntten repartonwhmREDACTED .had told her during their
' ;talephanecomersatmandcomedMonmgnorszCox, Monsignor Loomis's .
1.1 replacemént s e Vicar for Clergy, sadREDACTED for the
o Archdmceacsttheume Shc:also mﬂodwwwmwgwnommim;&. John's
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taterview o REDACTED  _ Continued
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDEN'HAL

. Sermnm'y, and r&pﬁrt&i the.incident tg him. He told her he would discuss ﬁie mam w1t!1
Monmguor Loomis.’ .

' . * Monsignaz Cox subsequenﬂy told ber he hgd spoken with Momsignior Loomis and “he
‘denied the incident ever happened.” Monsignor Loomis also told Monsignor Cox that he
had never takm alter boys to a public swimming pool .

c | RE DACTED tntd her she viewed the incident as a “nonww:;ue "

" She laterr bronght the mm:r up with Monsignar Loomis personally and told him sbe: “felt
badly-2bout geiting the can " Shg folt “awkward” bringing the subject wp with . - -
. MonmgnwLaomabmheﬁldmt appear at all upsct or concerned about her: doitig so
. und told her he had “n6 memory of anything like that ever happening.” He said henever
. wmtswunmmgatapubhcpooi but on one occmnnbadmkcn amnealm'bow to swim
ai his parents’ home ponl . | . .

- Monmgmr Loomis was asszgned as pastor of a patish in San Marino op July 1, 2003,
Before e left “for hig few assignment, shes told him she had shredded the written report
she had prepared on the maHer involving the alter boys. She wsually keeps everythang in
.the wayofwnm tecords; bt was not concerned, about destroyinig her copy of her report

..., “omthat mdtter because she had given copies of it to Monsigoor, Cox andREDACTED: and
© . asqumed theywoxﬂd put thcn' copies in a file for funwre reference ifneeded. -~ - -

- Monsxgnor Lomms mever bmught wp the matter with her and never tnedm mﬂuence her '
e anywaymthmgudtohm'preparmgareportontheoaﬂsﬁem&vedfmmREDACTED
. "N or her decision o shred her copy ofmereport. It was som:thmgthgt&dnot
‘ appmtocoﬂcmhm. _
. Shews“venfnpsei"whenmnecmhermnq,momgﬂ REDACTED .
"REDACTED digoussing a civil Complaint that had been
s epyangan, i ULOMIVCEEE 0q InCmged an allogation of sexual abuse of  fwinor by -
Monsignor Laomis. Monsigrior Cox told her that same aficrnoon ‘sbout an allogation fn .
. “the Complaint iipvolving Monsignor Leotnis. She haz never seen the Complaint and did - -
' mtmmof&edmhmcmmgmcanegaumagmmms )

. Onoraboutbembctz;’r,zbos shehappmedmbcmREDACTED office when she -
ovahmﬂhﬁspmhngwnhmmowrﬂwwlcphnm.pmbawamamCm ’
. abont & statemént they weye preparing concerring the child sexual abuse allsgation fhat
R hadbcenﬁledagmmngmemuthatwuuldbemdatMpmshum S
: . Chiistmas Day masses:™ menhoneddtxmgherbelephmsd:mnmmmcyahould
iy ‘-=.mhdzmmm=nmdmom«mhaneganmhadbmmvedagmm -
qugnmlomamﬁapash

.. - Shetold™>"™ mmmmﬁmm@mmmmmmaMa
ywmhnahmh&msi@mmnmhngmmappmpumsmﬂmukabOmsome
".glter bozys e had takm ta 3 a'wnnmmg pauLREDACTEanmsad her surpnsc: el told her she .
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raterview REDACTED . Continued
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

| was not awaze of any such inmdent fnvolving Monsignot Loomla.REDACTED then asked her to
L. BCCOmIpEIy her to Monsighor Cox's office where sha told her to tell Monsignor Cox what
. - she had just told het-about the previously reported incident involving Monsignor Lootms
Monszgnor Eox at frst did not recall the incident, possibly because she had
o mispfonounced the pame of the caller REDACTED but then recalied what she was
.. taking ahout. " asked Monsignor Cox if the earlier incident was included in
.. Mdnsignor Loorms s%C Fllc, And he said, “No.” She then told him to take out the line
m the statement abant no prmous allsgationg qulvmg Monsignor Loomis,

D CTED
RE : mbwqumﬂymldhcr&mtfhc copy of het written report on the carlier
. allcganon involving Monsignor Loomis gould not be found in, the filcs that REDACTED
: ;SS:STEB Tef in her office when she """ replaced her sREDACTED  Shet=PACTEP
‘ mm dmild not know !fMonsigrmr Cox retained his copy of her written; report on that

Xl 000334



RCALA OUbZ12

wgr LU/ ZUUS 10108 FAL 8536181804 KB KINKOS ~ dooz
B | PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL
REDACTED
- On Jamuary 12, 2004 REDACTED Wilmington; CA
" 90744,REDACTED , telephonically furnished the following

" information «REDACTED  who identified Imnsclfas a Canondcal Auditer (“CA™ .

'retamed by the Clergy Miscondugt Oversight Board of the Archdiocese of Los Angelwto '
conduct ad investigation into an allagation byREDACTED  that Monsiguor Richard: 2
Loomis sexually molcstcd him while he wag a student at Pater Noster, ngh School fr
197 1-72‘

- REDAGTED anedREDACTED it respomse to (\EPACTED jeavin s big busindss card in
'REDACTED maithox on J'amzaxy 9, 2004, with a note to call him concerning-Msgr. . -
Rmhard I.OOImS) R

He leﬁ thé pncstbood in about 1986 or 1987 and subzequently warked 2s. REDAGTED -
+ REDACTED
He was 4n English thajor, but minored in mxmnology in cnllcgc md hpd several p I;u:e
officer fiiends who"suggested he seek enaployment in the sccurity guard ﬁeid aﬂer heleft .
$he priesthood. ' He spent much of his time taking care of his clderly pareate who Hved -
“with him and his wife af the large home they own @iREDACTED
xmtﬂ thay dxei He and his w1fe now live there alone.

. ‘Inadd:nontocanng—fcrh;spamntsmheuofw::dungﬁxnnmn,hisahﬂltytowm:kona
"' regular basis durine the nest 10 veara hae heeg Hmited hyREDACTED | :
-~ REDACTED His memory has also beett affected by -
100SS Dealt condihons as ke has 3lways been an avid reader, but nannnlongerramncr
oL mmmberwm:ﬂ:mghemdmoments earlier,

S HemdmcharduomiawmmambmoftheBm&:ersofStPatuckOrdcrmdtaughtét
AT Pater Noster High'School at the same time. Msgr. Loomis, who was known &3 Brother
T - Becldet at that time, was the Dean of Discipline at the school. HoREDACTED was known -
.. ayREDACTED , The twe of them subsequently attended St, John's Seminary in the -
- 'samechssufahantlﬁsmunmm Hemdmchxdhommﬁ:mdsmd“hmg -
armmdtogathm”vnthagmupofbmbﬁs.scmimmmand duting thit fme ST
h m Bishstmnmctmﬁ:mchatdhmwumlwl whcnhe(Loomzs)a&mdedms
Sﬁmeral.

'.mdmmw“umwvmupmm gmatualandpmfemoml"mhls -
. gm'sonalandvocaﬁmalhfq Hispersonalxtywas“atmc”asﬂwugbhchxdan“Engbsh
e.ckgmuﬁd. .

: .:_Hewasnnta;wm&xatMsgr Lamshadbecnnamcdasadnfmdantmalawwtﬁledby

' _'afommdmaPatuNpst&HighSchooIaccumnghxmofmuaﬂymol:aﬁngm
. ‘wmlehawasastudmtthmmiml-ﬂ
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PRIVILEGED & chFuiaNmL
Iterview of REDACTE D C'vndnwd

- The mime of the oomplaanant in that lawsaitREDACTED  jg “furpjliar” and “rmgs a
. be.ll," as a name from the past at Pater Noater High School, but that was all he fccalled
about the nime. He bad no meanry ot recollection of REDACTED  “as’a pérsen or
- student. | .

. Rwhmi Lobmis was Tiot fcrehnd ofpen'son to engage in that type of conduct snd hz —
never heard xmythmg demgatory about him in that regard. He had na recollection of
 “Brither Becket™ socializing or interacting on a personal basis with students at Pater
" Noster High School. Brother Becket “kept his distance” from students as 2 facu]ty

: mambermdﬂmbmofmscrplma .

" .REDACTED

HehadhtﬂeornbcontactmthREDACTED aﬁmfﬂmtmdhadnorecuﬂecuonof
mmmmmmnmwzwm«mmymmmmghschm! campus, He did not -,
lmow;fREDACTED aﬂdBmﬂmtBackctwexeﬁlmdlyorspemanyhmetogeﬁer
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL

REDACTED

On Jannazy 13,2004REDACTED ,age $SREDACTED , Valley Glen,
CA, télephone’ nmnbcnREDACTED . furmished the following information o :
REPACTED wh s idenitified, himself 2s REDACTED tetained by the'Clergy .
Misconduct Ovezsxght Board of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles to conduct an - -
investigation into an aflegation byREDACTED  that Monsignor Richard Loomis

sexually iolested him, while hc waga student at Pater Noster High Schoolin 197 1-72 ‘

 meoAoTED telephomcally contaotexREDACTED on January 12, 2004 and agrecd to meet thh L
hirm at his apartinent 4RetREDACTED ‘called hin eartier and told higtREDACTED .
wanted to interview hzm concerning a talephonic report she took from hing in December

. 2002 about s possible, sexual misconduct incident involving Monsignor Richard Lomms

. when hc (Loomis) was a asmmanan about 30 years ago.) ,

,He was thaﬁffi chﬂdmafmﬂy of ™ shildren that were rajsed ina fm—y devout- |
- "Catholic kome in the §an Fernando Valley, Fis older brother, REDACTED s
thnpastorchurI.adyofMahhqush. : L

- Heattended'St. EhzabcﬂlGradeSchml from the first thyough the third grade and St
" Bridgett of Sweden Grade School from the fourth through the eighth grade, He .
graduated from Chaminade High School and attended Picrce Commtanity College for two |
© years after that, He attended UCLA for one quarter before “dropping out™ for.a few years
.+ to.experience the “hippy life” and protest agaivst the Viet Nam War. He dmppedbw
Cadmhc rehgmn at that txme "and became a “devout pagan,” ~ N

o chehmﬂedtoUCLAattheageofﬂmﬁwfallofwﬂandmdumadmmlaudemma
" Beichelor of Axts degrée in history in 1973. He had a “revclation that Christianity was

rchgmn”dunngadxmywnabautCMmamtymmgpmfmaUCLAandrmﬂm-

msCathnhcmetsmthurcnewedmtemthhmhmtymerﬂut He carned his Master

L .ofArtsdegreeatUCMmrhehistoryofrehgwnmdﬂzehxstotyofscxmeasmelamto
| rehgmnmthesprmg -of 1977 :

. He completeﬂhxs PhD, stadies in the histary of eligion st UCLA in the £al of1983 "He™
. also taught religious studics aud the history of roligion at Califortsia StateUmvamty, Lés
s Angeles; and Cahforma State Univetsity,Nommdge, during that time pmod.

stasausxtmg fessormﬁ:eologyatLoynla-Mm-ymom Universitym 1989 wad the

. directurofthelntmfmth(':mter ambudxmanatOccuimICollegsﬁ'omlwlw R
- 1996. He was the assmwteombudmmatw@masumtmxvmty,ma.ﬁomwm .
+ ', tyough'1999. Hewag the associats ombudsman st UCLA from the supmer of 1999 t0. .-

;- April 2000, Anﬁmﬂ:aghebegmteachmgwldmhgmmdﬁwmmﬁcmmmty

-+ -md Islameat Valley Collepe, where is still employed 2s 3 professor, He also teaches part

C 0 'jhmeatEastLos‘Angcle&Coucga,SwthgatcCampm Hehasapphadforafnﬂhmz

o tcanhmg posmon at Loyela-Mm-ymom Umvmw
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTTAL
Interviow ojREDACTED ~'Continued

Hc was mamed i 1976 and hc and Iis wife subsequenﬂy bad twe children, son wl;o is
now 25 and a dangliter who is now 20. He and his wifs separated ini 1998 after she -
apraced the Jewish religion and other problems surfaced in their marriage, He . - .
subsequently obtained an annulment of their matriage. He has a girlfriend named '
who tcachm religxon at Immaculate Hcm‘t High School in Hollywood. .

"Hehas been cO—Chmr of the Las Angeles Archdiocese Buddhist Catholic' Dlalogue since
11989 wheoREDACTED asked to start that organization. He is also the |
Caﬂxolxc educator for the Cathohc Jewish Educatxanal Earichmernt Program (C.TEEP )y

I the spm.\g uf 1974 ke moved' into a big house on Sunset Boulevard in Pacific--

Palisadés with four.othet’ eraduate students and a remarkabie professor of history and
religion st UCLA nanyed REDACTED gy hig wifo.and two childrem. He lived there for .

-, tWo years-and “began 1o become Catholic again,” He attended church ‘services at Corpus :
Chiristi Paxish pear Pacific Palisades during that txmc He also becsme attiveinthe
Newman Cmter at UCLA , JJ

In the suzomer of 1974- he bagan attcnd.mg a ope night a week bible clészat Corpus

- Christj Pagish that was taught by a young seminarian named Richard Loomis who was -
assignéd to the Farish for a surmher jutemship. The class was sbont the mehnon of the
- power and mymry of‘ the Gcspel Richard Loomis knew his subject ‘and was.a very good
tcaohet, .

Loom:s was mantally sharp and ﬂw two of them connected on an intellectual level They
J" were aruundthcsamcageat!hmnma He was 23 or 24. Hcand.l.oommdxdnatbeoome
.+ [friends or socializé together; but enjoyed a good rapport in the classroon ad ontinned
to talk abent thesub;ectmattzr after the class session ended. The class lasted for abant
f:mr Weeks ) .

: Loomxswas“bndofsho:tandpudgyworegiassesﬁndbzdsomeacnetypeblmshesur
- reddmhsmtsonhsface ‘

Sometxme atoundﬂnaendofﬂla bible olass, wiuch'wouldhawbcm mﬁxesumm:rof

* 1974, Loomiy invited hinr-to, sccompany him to, ayouthswunpuhngatapmlm&pubhc
pukmawhemoutsideyaniﬁ'a?ahsadm Hcdxdnotkmwwbaﬂ'.oomgs’smlcwwm '
thaouhng,bmasamedltwnspmofhlsm&unﬁfmthcpmah ) R

. Hcdtdubtmcﬂhfhemmdlnmfotmnduﬁoth:pakatthepmhcratm
" .. ~Tesidence whete Loomis Was staying at the timis, He probably parked his ¢ar at ong of
T * those locations and Tode to'the park with Loomis in bis car. He remembered Loomis's.
"7, ear being 2 “fairly pew model® white compact with front and rear seats. He did not'recall-
1t ad twa.doors or four doors. TheMofﬁ:emwmmmlahﬂmanddzdnotbnng
thelrawnnmmgcmnks. '
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PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL |
Ineervigw of REDACTED Conﬂuud

He did not n.call hoW lang it toak for him and Loomis to get to the park or what diraqtion
they went i frdm theit point of departure, ‘Loomis did 1ot say- ‘or do anythmg untoward
' dunngthcxrﬂnwto thepark. ' : , '

. .Appmumtcly 20 Latino boys and gitls around the ages of12 to 13 were gettmg out ofa. -
. yellow school bug near the swiritming pool at the park when he and Loomds. arrived thm
. in'th¢ late memmg or early aﬂcmoon ‘He assumed that the youfhs were fmm an inxér.

city school R

. He and Loomxs werc stzmdmg outade the chain link fmce around the swimmming paol _
-watching the Hoys dnd 'girls as they frolicked in the pool when Loomis pointed toward a
' group of the boys and said something like, “Look at therm, They don’t know 'what they’ve
got between thelr legs Leomis may bave added, “They dori’t even know they have an -
.erection-of a hard-of,” inr doscn'bmg an gbvious reference to the outline of the bays®
penis’s being apparerit to Loomis and him dae to their tight, wet swim ks, He was
taken aback by Loomis’s cimment, but pussed it off by replying something to the' effect
“that, “I'm mmgsted m!ookmg at girls, not hoys,” even though the gul; at the pool were
niot maire enongh to havea.ttmcmc figures. He made that copament in an anemptto :
o chgngcthc mhjecrand [et, Inommmwhcwasnotmtermdmloohngstboys m nght. C
Co swimming tnoks. , L

) IHn thaught xt wis "sort of wexrd" that Loomis would comment about the boys' sexuality

-+ in that mariner. Looftis made a few more comments of swcual nature that he felt wexé
,mapptopnate, but bz did fot recall what those comihents wete. T:Ie Iet Loomis know he
wassmgleatthehmcandl’indhts of girlfiiends. ,

' Hoandl.mmxshadhmchwrﬁxthsboyamdg;rlsatsomambleamthepoolmdﬁwn
* ., everyont leftthe park. They were there for approximately’two hours, He did pot recall if
. _othsradultswmptesenf,butasmnnedthuewmsmthzboysaudgxrlsamved and Jeft:
"+"in' 1 schioa] bus, Loqmmdxdnotsay mnythiitg inappropriate around ﬁwboya :mdgxdsta
. luslmawledge Heacmdhkeamrmladultmthﬁrprcsm . .

- . .".Axscmé pomxdmmgmaidzyhetefmedtu RxchmdLomsas “Dick,” and Loomis
- cmtedhmbysaymghcwmedwbewnedmchaﬂ,mmck,bmehedxdnathke’
R -, -the connotation attached tp the name “Dijck.” -

'REDACTED
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Pmm-vn ) rnmpmgm .
+ Intersiewe " COACTED Continued

- REDACTED

He nevcxhwd fiom Lumms ‘witee th that and did not see him pgain wotil the Fail or Winter -
of 2002 when ki€ and lns.gwlfn attended a confinnation mass and cemmny at
St. Charles Church in Nerth Hallywood and he repognized Richard Loomis’s namg inthe -

. pmgram.RED"CTED eaches réligion ut Immaculate Heart High School mHoﬂwoud am‘i
sotie ofherstudmfswerebangmﬁrmedaifdmtmm -

;-Rxchard Luonuswasm ofseveralprmtathatwmmmgﬂm bmhop md:e -
Sl .mnﬁnnatonmmnonyfhatsmrday Hzmckedlomsdutmwngmﬂmmatm°
R “elter-and wd_uREDACTED “‘I‘hat shlm'REDACTED
. .o ‘ RREDACTED "REDACTED

v

. -’He“feltwmd”mertecomzingmmiaasﬂmmnmmmdmmﬁonally

: intg-another Iine to receive communion from a different pricst when be realizid that .

Lummm;'asgm:::gco:rnxfmmonwttius1‘1-01:&1ofthezhnfchsc:axaatiREDACTED m.'I‘hopast

mcxdeut“i’eganto;:molammms"aﬁas:emngsmmcmkofamousigmr

mﬁzb&hpmamﬁrmmmmmymdmgmmmm :
“parishioners. He subsequently learned that Monsignos Loomis was the Vicar oﬂ’nmts
.-wmmmmmummmREDACTEDmomemmmmmmmm K
memof&e%hsmblmsmihthcmabmofmmmﬁypmm -
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REDACTED
: On February 3, 2004, REDACTED | _ ___ Pastor, Saint Lawrenée Martyr Cathohc '

. Churchy 1900 S. Prospect Ave., Redondo Beach, CA 90177, telephone tumber (310)
540-329; furnished the fullowing information toREDACTED w4 jdentified himselfas a
REDACTED  -retained by the Clergy Misconduct Qversight Board of the. .
. Archtiocese of Los Angeles to conduct an investigation into an allsgation by ReoseTED - 1
. REDACTED that Monsignor Richard Loomis sexually molested him while he Was a studsnt

at Pater Noster ngh Schaal in 1971-72:

© Homet Msgr Richard Loomtis i the summer of 1974 when he (REDACTED was the
asgociate pastor at Corpus Christi Parish and grade school in Pagific Palisades and .
Richard Loornis was 2 semjpacian asmgnad to perform various duties at the parish du:mg
. bis summer break from St. Jolm Seiinary in Camarillo, He REPACTED  ySsthe
- associate pastor -4t Corpus Christi Parish from Jutte 1973 throngh Febryary 1977 He |
pretty much rén the parish as the pastorREDACTED was gope much ofthe
time, REDACTED :hed 14 years ago. R

L 'Rlcha:d Loorms grew up in Pamﬁc Palisades and stayed at his narents’ home fhere' dunng
* his sumwder break fram the seminary, His erandfather REDACTED REDACTED .
- REDACTED

Richard Loomts had' prckusly taught at nearby St. Monica High School whxm he was a
brother with the Order of St. Patrick prior to entéring the seminary to become a pregt,
.REDACTED ‘wha wasabrother in the same.religions order, also taught at St.
" Monica High School and ttenided St, John Seminary at the same time as Richard
LoomisREDACTED left the priesthood years Iater tmder a clovd of a]legahons of '
-sm'.ual nnsoonduct involving yowng boys. .

+ It strack Bim asabxtodd at the time that Richard Loomis atways had 2 ﬁonawiag ofﬁﬂh
- and sixth grade boys with hima-when he performed his assigned duties, fost of which
“involved cleaning chores at-the parish and school. Someibing about the presence of
ynungboys argund Loomis at all titmes bothered him, but he did not take issie with jt -
.until, the summer of 1974 when the parents of a fifth gradc boy namedREDACTED
compléined to him about aniother young man hanging around the school 2nd hzvmg 100’
nmch personad and telcphomc contact thh their som,

-

* The petson in quest_lonwss a good looking young man from Ireland who was 2 chaufﬁmr
fotREDACTED and would often drop off and pickup
: " REDACIED  sighth grade son, = who attended St. Monica Grade Schoal at the tima,
- # .. Théyouigmén, who may have been m aspiring actor while serving as REDACTED
it - cheuffer; begin showirip up on the School grounds even when ™ was not there and |
appateritly showed 4 lot of interest ifREDACTED REDACTED weg
very upset when they came to him to complain abhoutREDACTED ¢ hanm L
‘amund the school and d‘z‘omﬁng by’ or culling their home to talk with REDACTED (REDACTED
. REDACTED tom ﬂm REDACTED he ‘Would contact REDACTED about ﬂlm concems and put

X1 000341



IAMALM VUV & TV

q 017
12/10/2004 16:57 FAZ 8586181304 RB KINKOS 4

-~ -
¢

Interview ojREDACTE D — tominued
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a stop to thc young man spending time on the school grounds. He subsequently spoke
WAthREDACTED  and REDACTEDtald him later that he had tcmmwd the chauffcr and
sent him back to Ireland

" During ﬁ:e satme meetmg swith theREDACTED however, they told him that they and
. " other parents of" boys in the school were coneerned shout Rickard Loomis “hanging -
. around kids all the tme,” ThaREDACTED gieq to]d kim at that time that their son
. REDACTED jyd fold them tha,t Richard Loomis bad “fondted or groped” him in the
: ,swmmmg pool af ﬂmr home or podsibly at another location,

" Richard Loomis® ‘parents owned a bjg houss near the intersection ofSunsetBouleva:&
"and Chautauqua Boulevard in Pacific Palisades, He did not know if there was a '

swumnmg podl on their property. ' R

o 1014 5 RFPACTED h'wouid maks sure Richard Loomis was ot ground chilidren at
‘ . their parish and school in e future, .
REDACTED ) was the well-to-do (REDACTED in the Los Angeles . -

+ grea known asREDACTED  He has sitice died, but his wife is still living in Pacific
+ Palisades. .Their son REDACTED, wiha was ane of SIX children, is IIDW a vgry pcm“ahle and

.- REDACTED

-The mcxdcnt mvolvmg REDACTED appa:euﬂy occuned on only one. occasmn
Richard Loomis had' ¢orapietea nis surmer astignment at St. Monica Parish by thcu or .
. VETY goon thereafter. He did not confront Loomis or repori the incident at the fime, but
" made muee Loomis was not around children and never returned to the parish or school asa -
d samﬂwnanaﬁet that, : e

He did wtmaﬂ th‘hard Loomis teaching a bikle course at Corpus Christi Pansh dnrmg
the summer of 1974 or at any other time.

- He sibsequently had fairly regular contact with Msgr. Richard Loomis when he REDACTED
;' REDACTEDwyras assigned to.the Archdioeesan Catholic Center in Los Angeles for eight years ~
- itid Msgr. Loomis was Viear for Cleygy there. He did nothave muy personal isstes wuh
Msgr. Loomis during that time.. - )

' “He menuoued the incident mvo!v:ng Richard Looypis and REDACTED o someonc
about‘a Year aga dnd that person suggested he call Msgr. Craig Cox about it, which he did
fecently after notiving i an jntermal communication to all priests that Msgr. Richard

*‘Loomis was named a5’ dsfendant in a child sexual abuse lawsnit filed against fhe

-+ "Archdiocese. Msgr. Cox tald iz he would refer this mattex toREDACTED _the
*, . head of the Clergy Misconduct Oversight Board for the Archdiocese, and wmme would
be i toul:h thh }nm camexmng tlm maner )
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Ha s fnend}y w1th theREDACTED family and stl] hag periodic contact ﬂaREDACTED
REDACTED WhO. now hves ]ﬂ REDACTED He hﬂs ne'Ver bmught up thE gmpmg 1n(;1dent

involving ] Rmhard I.oo:ms. with REPACTEDgnq REDACTEDhas never mentionod it to him.

+ REDACTED 1grc:d atREDACTED request to call ‘REDACTED cxplam the
) nature of the investigation pf Msgr. Loomis rcsultmg from the lawsuit filad against quﬁ
' snd the ‘Archdiocese of Los Ahgeles for alloged sexital abuse of & minor, snd ask him if
he wantld be willing to.telephonically discuss with Canonical AuditoREDACTED  tre
de’uu!s Of the !B,Cldent mVOI"lng R],Chafd Loomis- reportcdly gropin.q himn» wnmmmg
- pool in appmximataiy 1974, REDACTED  reagily agreed to gall REDACTED cmd
breach this'subjcct with im or ths purpose of sefting the stage for < | > to | .
K telephomcaﬂy coxxtéct m:\d memew him concemmg that matter. '

N
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1 REDACTED

on February 6,2004,REDACTED telephomically famished the
following information o REDACTED why identified himself 2g aREDACTED .
. REPACTED rotained by the Clergy: Misconduct Qversight Boaxd of the Archdiocese of Los

. Angeles to conduct ari investigation into an allegation by R"=CACTED  that Monsignor
Richard Loomis saxually miolested him while he was a student at Pater Noster High

'School m 197172z

Heis ,.,_REDACTED . He dm-snot have apmblem with cooperating in
Rggi g_:rwé%ugmw of Mongigmor Richard Loconyus because of the seriousness of the
allegation. but wonld prefer not to be involved in. tie Ltigation that may follow

.~ agarésult of REDACTED jagenit, I necessary, however, he will cooperate in auy_

proeesamgs involving the allegations agsinst Monsiguor Loomis if his }I.zput on this
" Tatteris considred meortmt. ‘

"REDACTED 0 vided s telcphone niumber tis REDACTED B acked that his number and
address not become a godtter of record, He ssked that REDACTEDcaH him if additiopal
'mformatxon or coopera.twn Is needed from hm:. ) !

Hxs parents ahd thmrfmﬂy livedin a home near Cotpus Chnsu Parish and ‘grade school
" in Pacific Palisades and were very active in the parish and school. He became an altar

" boywhsnhcwasmthcsmondgrademdmatmﬁsequeuﬂypmmconmtmmcha:d
- Loomis by, the time he waz in the fomth grade. There were priests and nuns “all over the
~  place” af the parish and school, and he probably assoned that Richard Loomis wes a

pmst. Hamdnotracauh:sbemga&emmmmorrehgzansbmthar,bmumsageattbn
nme “theywmallﬂaesam:"tohzm. . .

His parems were very invoived in the parish and schoof and pnests were frequent guests

* in their home. There was thus no reason for iz or his parents io be apprehensive or

ovarprotecttvz bout his being around 2 priest connected with the pasish or school: ¥is

: father,mdbmﬂleerImnt educated. S

All rhahds stﬂxesnhoollxkedmchardmexs and he was very respogsive to them, He

BRI sensed,howm,ﬂthoonustreatadhxm “special” in that he gave him more atteation -

'rhanke Wedfor otheér boys his age, '

' RxcharﬂLaomxsmvxdenmmhmpamm’ home, th:hwaskssthanamﬂeawayﬁ'om
s parents’ honie in Pacific Palizades, to use their swimming pool on three ar four
mmdmngwhatwmpr&ablyﬂmmmoflw4whmh=wouldmbcmmths
fourth grade: Looqnis told hix on all those eccasions that other boys had also been
mmﬁmjomd:wmat:hnpaol but on each such occasion the two of them were there

. ., ralone. Hedzdmrbcaﬂseemghoonﬂs’spmbsurawometadmtsatﬁmmommhom
Hxsbestmo&acumwwmhemdLoomxsmthneanuzonwchsuchocmdn.

NUVUALM VUV aL |
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n Loomls pmkcd hzm up in h:s car gt hisREDACTED parents’ home on those thres or fone
. oscasions aud.dove him back hotae a couple of hours later, His parents wete apparcutly
;. oat coneemed that he vas goinng to Loormis’ parents’ home to use their swimming: p00]

. ‘The:y probably assumcd that othar kids apd adults would also be thers.

. The ﬁrsttme bé went to Looxms s parents’ home to swim in their pool, he was changing
... . . into his swim suitid 2 foom in the house when Loomis entered the room and began
- fondling his genitals, He did mot resist and Loomis did not ptoceed past the fondling
. Stage. Hethenwentswmnnngforanhournrwandmmcdmthe game rodmto -
*- . "change bark intahis streeticlothes, Loomis again entered the room and fondled hin as
he had dorre earlier. Loomis then drove him home.

' He knew what Jodmis was doing to him was “wrong” and that played ga his mind
. aftérwimds. Howwcr.hewmtaoynungtodcalmthmesimaumatthdﬂmoand
. accepted Loomis® invitations fo swini in his parents’ pool oa two or thrge mors occasions .
- .aftee that. He was “Just a kid that wanted to go swimming” and Loomis sccommodated -
) _hlmbymwunghsmtouaehispamms’pool Loomis fordled kim witdle he was changing
_ -,moaﬂdomuihsmmmonwcrysuchoccasmn.luwchcase,ﬂwasabmfﬁ‘oudhng-
epmodc that did not go beymxd that. )

"+ - The wrongness ofwhathnuswasdqmgwhnubmltup onlrus conscxmetoapmnt
R ‘thathawmmshedldnotmntmgosmmmmgatmsm pool anymore, and
o thafWas thaend of:t. Ht:avmdedLaom:s after that.

Nat,lan,gz&crh:mppedgo{ngtothel.oomishometonseﬁlexrswmmmgmhhntold
his mofhér what Loomis had donc to him when the two of them were aloge in his parétits’
¢ beme, He htud somie récollection that his mather told bis father abmnwhsthadhappmed
MﬂiLoams,andh:smts apparently reported the matter to the pastor or assistant
i pa.swr of Corpus Chiristi Parizh hecause Richard Loomis “swidanlydwappeamd" Fom the.
’pmhmdschmlmdthatwaaﬁwlastheevumofmm.

IR .Hemthefondlmgmmdmmbemmmmythzmﬁuandhasmhadmymom
IR mnermrmoﬂarpsyehologxcalpmblmnsamultofwhatm&ard[mdidtommon
« =, those three or fobr ocossions, Hap\xtnbehmdhimasaomrﬂnngtlmmmtOMmas

e ahd,andmovedanmthlnskfe. It would concem him, however, to know that Richard
.o .Inmsmzyhavebmarepeatoﬁendavdﬁwthaboysﬁhahmsaﬁmdwhmmﬂy
-rmahedahxghlevamtthaxhothhumb. i
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REDACTED
(Addendum to previous interview report)

_ On Februarv 9. 2004, REDACTED REDACTED telephonically re-contacted

REDACTED to ask hum some follow-up questions concemning hiraself and the
information he furnished on February 6, 2004 when he stated that Richard Loomis
fondled him on three or four oceasions in 1974 after inviting him to swim in the pool at
his (Loomis’) parents’ home in Pacific Palizsades.

Hels years of age, married and has a son; age  anda daughter, age " He attended
Loyola High School and Loyola-Marymount University. His father was a Loyola--
Marymount graduate and his unele was a Jesuit priest. He has many friends who are
priests and values their friendship. He has never let Richard Loomis’ misconduct in this
regard affect his high regard for the many good priests he has known and bcﬁ‘nendEd

sinice that happened_ . . |

He has been aREDACTED He has never been arrested for anything. He has
never experienced any emoticnal or psychologxcal problems as a result of being molested
by Richard Loomis.

He had no recollection of Richard Loomis ever changmg mto a swim suit or joining him
in the swimming pooI while he swam alone. He had no recollection of Loomis ever
disrobing or expoging himself when he fondled him as he was changmg inte his swim
suit and later back into I:us street clothes.

He did not know if any of the other students at Corpus Christi grade school in Pacific
Palisades were molested by Richard Loomis. ‘He had no recollection of anyone
mentioning anything like that to him. He was much more fiiendly and outgoing than the
other boys at the school and Loomia may have been attracted to him for that reason, He
is still close with many of his schoolmates from Corpus Christi grade school, but would
be reluctant to ask them about that because it would mean reveahng to his friends what
Richard Loomis did to him. . :
REDACTED expressed his satisfaction that soinething was finally being done about Richard
Loomis at this time because he has wondered in the past if Loomis had molested other
kids after he was sexually abused by him in, 1974.
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REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles July 22,2004
3424 Wilshire Boulevard - '
Los Angeles, California 90010

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
car REDACTED

In the event that they might be of interest or assistance to you, Iam enclosing
some comments on the information which has been gathered by your investigators and
others. I use the word “information” because none of the material constitutes either
canonical or civil “evidence”. It is the hearsay of what an investigator says a witness told
him. The one performing the canonical investigation, however, “has the same powers
and obligations as an auditor in a process“ (Canon 1717(3)) The canonical auditor
(investigator) is consequently bound to take evidence only as prescribed in canons 1526
-1586 (especially canons 1558-1570) dealing with “Proofs”.

Because it is now more than six months since the canonical investigation was
initiated and I am unaware of any canonical evidence having yet been taken. I earnestly
urge you, to begin this process as soon as possible in justice to Monsignor Loomis.

Monsignor Loomis is prepared to testify under oath to deny the allegations.
Canon 1728(2) does not prevent Monsignor Loomis from voluntarily taking an oath
Please let me know the earliest time you can take this testimony. ~

I will be away from September 29 to October 29, 2004 but will make myself
available to you anytime from now to September 28", Please advise me when the
testimony of any party or witness is to be taken so that I may attend (Canon 1559).

Thank you for your courtesy and attention.

Resoec:tﬁﬂl%r and sincerelv
REDACTED

cc: Monsignor Graig A. Cox, J.C.D.
REDACTED
His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
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MEMORANDUM TO FILE

RE: Richard Loomis/ Archdiocese of Los Angeles
July A, 2004
REDACTED work-product

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS ON INFORMATION OBTAINED
ARCHDIOCESAN INVESTIGATORS AND OTHERS

REDACTED
L ALLEGATION:

A) REDACTED  himself has refused to bring his allegation directly to the
Archdiocese and has refused to even speak to any canonical official.

B) Neither REDACTED  nor anyone else has presented any fact or witness to
corroborate the REPASTED ¢laim contained in his civil law suit.

C) Monsignor Loomis has denied the allegation and will deny it under oafh..

D) The interviews with REDACTED
REDACTED all give testimony to the unblemished reputation of Richard Loomis,
as a Brother and as a Priest. They never heard any improper conduct alleged about
Loomis. Their testimony goes only to prove the extreme unlikelihood that Loomis
could have sexually abused any student at Pater Noster High.

E) Monsignor Loomis and others can give evidence that the physical living
quarters of the Brothers and the physical setup of the classrooms and hallways of the
" School would make it virtually impossible for any brother to carry out the alleged
activity at the school without being observed.

F) IfREDACTED aileges that he told others of the alleged abuse, it would be
important to ascertain from them, when and exactly what he told them, the
circumstances of his telling them, and whether he told them specifically that the, or an,
abuser was Loomis. Judgment would then have to be made on the credibility of the
witnesses.and if they have any motive for so testifying. Their testimony would still be
hearsay and thus subject to the strictest scrutiny.

G) Why did REDA?TEDwait so long to bring suit? Why did he file a civil suit but
never bring his allegation to the Archdiocese? If he ever claims to have told a priest
about the alleged abuse, why did that priest never report it to the Archdiocese?

Did his financial situation, including his bankruptcy of January 28, 2003 play any part in
* his filing a civil law suit for damages?
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H) There is simply no evidence, not even the testimony of the accuser, which
could give one moral certitude that Loomis sexually abused "EPA°TEPin 1971-72.

7) REDACTED  AT1EGATION:

Monsignor Loomis denies this allegation and will give evidence to that effect
under oath.

A) REDACTED information raisesk'many question about its credibility.
REDACTEDshould be questioned canonically under oath and I will submit hlm asa
witness.

1. REDACTED REDACTED

claims the parents complained to him that REDACTED
chaufferf™°™ was “ showing a lot of interest in REPACTED hanging around the school and
dropping by or calling their home to talk with REDACTED’ (Note: no allegation that this
man ever sexually touchedREPACTED or thatREPACTED said he did)

In the same conversation, says™ -, theREDACTED  told him:

a) “other parents were concerned about Richard Loomis “hanging
around kids all the time”. (Since theRFPACTED  discussed these things with other parents
they would presumably also have told these parents about b)

b) REDACTED t4]d them that Loomis had “fondled and groped him in
the swimming pool” ( In his phone conversation withREDACTED  says it was in the
house while changing; seems it would have been easier in the pool!!!)

But, inexplicably:
a) FF*°T*P immediately acts on the lesser charge, a layman with too
much interest irf"EPACTEDbut no abuse of him. He calls the man’s employer and not only
gets him fired but sent out of the country.
b) With the more serious charge, a seminarian actually molesting a
young boy, he does nothing at all. He does not report it to the Pastor,REDACTED
or to anyone.REPACTED report says “HeREPACTED did not confront Loomis or report the

incident at the time®.

REDACTED REDACTED

says, however, that he told the that he would
“make sure Loomis was not around at their parish or school in the future”. He does not
state exactly what he did “to make sure”. There is no evidence that REPACTEDever took any
such action or that he could have on his own. Loomis was never kept away from
children, the parish or the school byREPACTED or anyone else. "EPA°"5P says that he “made
sure that Loomis never returned to the parish or school as a seminarian” after the 1973
summer of the alleged incident. Loomis did return to the parish when on vacation the
following summer (1974), taught a six weeks course at the parish that summer, and
continued to participate in Sunday, Easter and Christmas liturgies whenever he was
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home for vacation until his ordination in May of 1975.

Loomis lived at his family home in Corpus Christi parish during theé .
1973, 1974 summer vacations from the seminary. In the summer of 1973 he worked at
the church and school, cleaning etc. and served mass there on Sundays. There were no
children “hanging around” while he worked at Corpus Christ. In his work , cleaning the
church and school, Loomis worked with scaffolds, chemicals and a hydraulic lift..
Loomis denies any kids hung around while he worked and independent witnesses who
saw and/or directed and/or oversaw Loomis’ work never saw kids hanging around
Loomis, adding that it would have been dangerous for children to do so.

In the summer of 1974 Loomis worked downtown (not at Corpus Christi)
during the week and was at home only at night and on weekends. He attended and served
Mass at the Church. He had very little contact with families at Corpus Christ, except in
passing. '

In 1974, the summer after the alleged incident, Dick taught a six weeks night
course on the Gospel of Mark at Corpus Christi with the approval of the Pastor,

REDACTED and an announcement in the Church bulletin. While home on
vacations Loomis always participated at Sunday Mass, Christmas and Easter services.
Children were around. No restrictions were ever placed Loomis’ activities by anyone.

With respect toREDACTED 5scertion that theREDACTED 1014 him that “other

parents” of boys in the school were concerned about Richard Loomis” hanging around
kids all the time”:

- REPACTEPhas not presented or named any parent who expressed any

such concern”, Has REDACTED ?
- several parents, however, close to theREPACTED  and with children in

the same school, have said and would testify that they never heard or s

shared any such concern about Loomis.
2) REPACTER qays that during the time Loomis was Vicar for Clergy "=>A°Te2
did not have any “personal issues with Monsignor Loomis”. This is not quite true.
Monsignor Loomis had had to take disciplinary action against a priest who was close to
and a sort of protégé of -, REPACTEDyas not at all pleased with the manner in which
Loomis, Vicar for Clergy, handled the case and let his disagreement be known to
Loomis. The priest in question left his last meeting with Loomis in anger, turning to say
REDACTEDwi]] get you for this”. He did not say “I will get you for this™!

Coincidentally perhaps, but it was after that time, and after some thirty
years, thatRE?A°TED mentioned the alleged incident to “someone” (who? and why?) who
suggested he call Monsignor Cox. The entireREDACTED allegation was brought out, not
by REDACTED pyyt byREDACTED who thereafter acted as mediary for REDACTED

phone contact with ., unfortunate for investigative purposes.

REPACTED ays he had never “brought up the groping incident involving
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4.
Loomis with™ """t andREDACTED had never mentioned it to him” - not until JREDACTED
“readily agreed (atREPACTED request) to callREPACTED explain the nature of the
investigation, and “set the stage” for **""“"*"0 inteview?=PASTED about the matter.
It would be of value to know the content of the REDACTED  phone call.

3)  Why doe™=?*“™* irrclevantly and gratuitously volunteer information to
REDACTED 3 bout REDACTED who “left the priesthood years later under a cloud of
allegations of sexual misconduct involving young boys”. REPACTED does this as he tells
REDACTED “Loomis had previously taught at nearby St. Monica High School (wrong) when
he was a brother with the Order of St. Patrick prior to entering the seminary to become a

priest. REDACTED who was a brother in the same religious order, also taught at
St. Monica High School and attended St. John’s Seminary at the same time as Richard
Loomis, REDACTED left the priesthood ...” One asking why*="°"*" mentions

REDACTED  and his association with Loomis, would be hard pressed not to see an
insinuation of guilt by association. Why? -

4) REDACTED knowledge of the alleged abuse is, at best,
unsubstantiated hearsay from IREDACTED whose knowledge in turn is hearsay
from their sorREDACTED

It is important therefore to canonically questionREDACTED as a witness
and I will submit her as such. ‘

If she has been “interviewed* by I am unaware of it or of what she
may have said. Her statements in an interview are not “evidence® and she would need to
be canonically examined for her testimony to be considered.

REDACTED

B) REDACTED ust be canonically examined. There is much in his two
telephone conversations with and that with"*>*“Te° that needs inquiry and
clarification. ‘

REDACTED REDACTED
1) Juote:

uot as saying there were priests and nuns all over the
place at the parish and school, and gratuitously adds that REDPACTED« probably assumed
that Loomis was a priest. He continues,” HeREDACTED did not recall his (Loomis)
being a seminarian or a religious brother, but at that time “ they were all the same” to
him. But they are not all the same. Why woul(XEPACTED hayve thought Loomis was a
priest? Loomis never wore clerics (a roman collar) then and never wore a cassock and
surplice except when he served Sunday Mass, as all servers did. Loomis was never
called “Father” but always “Dick Loomis”. Why woulc(REDACTED remember that the
person who abused him was a priest?

2) Several witnesses can and will be submitted for examination, who have
said, among other things, the following:
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5.
REDACTED . I~ .
: - did not “pretty much” run the parish. The pastor REDACTED
REDACTED was “very much in control and very involved in running the parish®.
- the “Palisades™ were like a “Peyton Place”, a rumor mill where everyone
knew everybody’s business, a place where gossip prevails”.

- kids were not hanging around Loomis when he was working at Corpus

Christi, during the summer, cleaning the Church on a hydraulic lift.
- People living there at the time, whose children were in school with""DACTEP
and parents who were close personal friends of theREDACTED have never, till
now, heard of any allegation that Loomis or anyone else had molestedXEPACTED
Confidants ofREDACTED  say they are certain that REDACTED would have told
them of this had it been alleged by REPACTED

- “if anything of such a nature ever happenedREPACTED(himself) would be the
first one to tell everybody about it. If he didn’t tell, and his mother was aware of it, she
would have made a major issue out of it.” : “something of that nature could not possibly
have been kept secret to the present time”.

- One credible witness who knew = ""“T*Puell states thal= ' was a
“kid ‘out of control”, “if anything of a sexual nature found him to be a victim, he
REDACTED would have done something about it himself. If he didn’t do anything, his
“hot-headed” father™™" would certamly have done something physical to the reported
perpetrator”. :

- Asa child,REDACTEDl has been variously described as , “extroverted”,
“mischievous”, “ over-active”, “wicked” as well as “out of control”.

(The above statements are corroborated by more then one credible witness)

C) Other witnesses, Loomis family members, can testify to the fact that Dick
would never had had the opportunity to be home alone with a boy. or boys especially on
weekenggm;gvmg at the Loomis home at the time were Richard Loomis, his mother, his

brother, with his wife , a stay-at-home mom, and two children and the wife’s
brother who was attending college Someone was always there.

D) There is nothing yet produced which could give one moral certitude that
Richard Loomis sexually abused REDACTED
There is no evidence that “sexual abuse has occurred” (Norm 6).

Xl 000354



RCALA 006232

Xl 000355



RCALA QUbZss

REDACTED

November 13, 2004

REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angel%
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90010

Re: Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

REDACTED
Dear

For your and the Cardinal’s information, I am enclosing herein a copy of the
investigative report of REDACTED a private investigator who conducted his.
investigation forREDACTED  Monsignor Loomis’ civil attorney in the®=*° 5"
civil action.. The report dated March 15, 2004, consists of twelve magesplusan - -
additional page dated March 19, 2004 which deals with™" " ""="  subsequent

interview of REDACTED The report reflects ] interviews with
nine people.
Verv trulv vours.
REDACTED

Monsignor Richard Loomis.
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REDACTED
REDACTED
March 15, 2004
REDACTED
attn: REDACTED
Re: Richard A. qumis
Dear REDACTED '
Pursuant to your instructions, after having reviewed ‘and

evaluated the various reports related to this matter, and having
a strategic consultation with the client, I initiated wy
investigation into this case.

I waCsT Egrovided additional information and photographs by REDACTED
REDACTED - e client’s sgister-in-law, regarding additional names

and various scenarios dating back to.the time period in question
- 1973 to 1974.

On March 9, 2004, I responded to 546 E. Florenra RAvenue,
Inglewood, and contacted the REDACTED pastor
of Saint John Chrysostom Catholic Church. . An appointment had
been scheduled in the week prior for the purposes of conducting
an interview with REDACTED . on my arrival, I again
advised him that. I am conducting my investigation on behalf .of
Monsignor Richard Loomis, through his attorney, REDACTED

REDACTED  REDACTED stated - that he understood, and he

REDACTED . when both of them were seminarians, cleaning. bird.

readily agreed to being interviewed.

REDACTED related that he recalled Richard Loomis, when
Loomls was a seminarian. He stated that he recalled a time in
the summer of 1973, when he observed Richard Loomis and REDACTED

droppings off the front of Corpus Christi Church. He recalled
that he and his brother were bicycle riding when they observed
Loomis and REDACTED on scaffolding and on a hydraulic 1ift that
was in front of the church. To the best of his recollection, he

TNl WA T
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Re: Richard A. Loomis
March 15, 2004

and his brother stopped. very briefly. and said hello to -the”two
seminarians, then continued on their way. ‘

TED R ‘ )
REDAC stated that he recalled that there were no
cniigren loitering around the church at that time, and
furthermore, that 1t would probably have been hazardous to do so

because of the equipment beifg UTIIT1Zed by ~Loomis and REDACTED,
REDACTED again thought, to the best of his recollection,

that th:i;s was in the summer of 1973, not 1974.

REDACTED continued by relating that it was his family’s
tradition to school the children of theREDACTED ~family up to the
sixth grade in catholic school after which time, the children
would be enrolled in the public school system. When I asked him

why, REDACTED advised . that at that time, the Pacific
Palisades public schools enjoyed a very good scholastic
reputation. He stated that because of this he really had no
recall of REDACTED . or ofREDACTED  activities.
REDACTED
'REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
REDACTED
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Re: Richard A. Loomis
March 15, 2004

REDACTED

1 asked REDACTED what the relationship between his family
and the REUDAUIED was around the time period of 1973 -~
1974, and he stated that it was almost non-existent. I asked him
if he recalled REDACTED respondina to his home asking
to speak to his father about REDACTED . REDACTED

stated that he ‘recalled that REDACTED did come to the
REDACTED  home on one (l) occasion, seeking to speak with his
father, REDACTED . “urgently.” I asked him if he knew
the reason for REDACTED visit, and he reminded me that he

‘was only twelve or thirteen yvears of age, and he was not curious
about it. He said that he merely remembered the visit, but never
was concerned about it. : o .

I advisedREDACTED that at the time of the allegation,
(sometime in 1974 according to REDACTED ', REDACTED
REDACTED contactedREDACTED . __ .., who was the assistant to
REDACTED . REDACTED related the
molestations of their son, REDACTED " by two men. The
two perpetrators of the alleaed mnlestatrimrng were stated to be
REDACTED , and Richard Loomis,
wino was a seminarian at the time.. I told REDACTED that
REDACTED told REDACTED that Richard Loomis had
fondled or groped their son, REDACTED . The statement given by
REDACTED . now REDACTED to REDACTED the
Canoniecal Auditor, indicates that the REDACTED told REDACTED

-that they and other parents of boys in Corpus Christi School were
concerned about Richard Loomis “hanging around kids all the
time.” . REDACTED was ‘outwardly astounded to hear the
information that I was relating to him. He said that this is the
first time he was informed about the allegations,  and he said
that he, his family, or friends from Pacific Palisades would have
spread the information at some point in time since the occurrence
date (1974).

REDACTED provided me information about the characteristics
of family life in Pacific Palisades, which is no secret according
to him. He described the “Palisades” as a “Peyton Place” where
everybody "knows everybody else’s business all the time. He said
it is a continuing “rumor mill” where gossip prevails. REDACTED
REDACTED  is of the opinion that if the allegations were factual,
someone, somewhere, would have known about it, and it would have
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Re: Richard A. Loomis
March 15, 2004

surfaced within the last thirty (30) years. He shook his head in
disbelief.

I then asked REDACTED what action/s he would have taken
given the same scenario involving REDACTED REDACTED an4 REDACTED
REDACTED He stated without hesitation, that he would have
immediately notified his superior of the received information and
definitely not attempt to handle it himself. I asked him if he
wonld act as he stated back in 1973-74 as well as at the present
time, and he replied, “Exactly the same then as now.” I asked
him if he would have attempted to contact Richard Loomis and
advise him of the allegations, so as to afford him (Loomis) an
opportunity to defend himself of the accusations against him, or
have all the parties involved discuss the matter. He said that
he would definitely have contacted Richard Loomis, advise him of
the wvery serious allegations, and give him a chance to defend
himself. '

I advised REDACTED that REDACTED also told
REDACTED __ c(pat ne REDACTED wpyerry much” ran the parish as the
pastor, REDACTED  REDACTEDREDACTED yas gone much of the time.
REDACTED REDACTED said that he did not understand REDACTED grapce,
since REDACTED ppaCTED was very much in control in the running of
the parish. He reiterated that REDACTED REDACTED yag- very
involved in the matters of the parish.

RECACTED

In conclusion, REDACTED provided me contact information
for his father, REDACTED hie= brother REDACTED , and
his sister, REDA-.—— REDACTED He advised me that his
brother RFF°™ yould be better able to provide information
regarding REDACTED , as could his sister,REDACTED  pe
also welcomes future contact if necessary.

on the following day, March 10, 2004, I responded to REDACTED
REDACTED, pacific Palisades, and conducted interviews with REDACTED
REDACTED and his wife, REDACTED | I advised them that I am a Private
Investigator, and that I am conducting my investigation on behalf
of Monsignor Richard Loomis through his attormey, REDACTED
REDACTED  The both stated that they understood my representation,
and they readily agreed to being interviewed.

I advised ReDACTED . of the nature of the allegations
pending against Monsignor Loomis, telling them that the
incident/s were reported to have happened in the summer of 1973
or 1974. I related to them thatREDACTED alleged that
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Re: Richard A. Loomis
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Richard Loomis had sexually molested him. REDACTED
immediately, without hesitation, stated, *“No! 4 aon’'t believe
it!” “The allegations are not true.” Almost spontaneously, Mr.
REDACTED stated the he was totally unaware of any such allegations
until I told them. REDACTED _ were in total disbelief,
and again, both of them said that that did not believe in the
validity of the allegations. I asked them if, at any time, they
had heard any rumors regarding the subject matter that we were
discussing, and they both replied in the negative.

REDACTED a4vised me that she and REDACTED _ are best
friends, and have been so over ths vears. She said that:. if
anything happened to REDACTED or any of the REDACTED
children, she would have been the first person to know, saying
that REDACTED would have confided in her. ‘
REDACTED both advised me that anything that occurs in

Pacific Palisades 1is always scattered about by gossip, and
something of this magnitude would certainly have come to light
over the thirty (30) year span of time. They both said that they
never heard an utterance of the allegations from anyone. As we
spoke, they both remained visibly stunned and beside themselves.

REDACTED described his observations of REDACTED as a
child as being hyper-active, or at least overly-active, REDACTED
cited one specific such observation when he FFPACTED wag in charge
of approximately thirty (30) children, and the only one who was

difficult to comtrol was REDACTED ., He said that he had
to constantly ask REDACTED to gettle down and behave. RgDACTED
agreed that she has always observed REDACTED to be over-

active. REDACTED  then said that if anything of this nature ever
happened, REDACTED would be the firfst one to tell everybody about
T —TF he didn"r tell, and his mother was awaré OFf —tt; she
REDACTED —would have made a major iSsueout—of it THEY
botn agreed that something of this nature could not possibly have
been kept secret to the present time. Both REDACTED

described REDACTED as being very extroverted when he was
a child, and therefore, both were of the opinicn that he would be
.the least likely target of a sexual molestation. They both said
that he appeared to want to be the center of attention.

I then askedREDACTED which priest they observed to be
in charge of Corpus Christi parish in 1973-74, and they bo.th~
stated emphatically that REDACTED was absolutely in
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Re: ‘Richard A. Loomis
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charge, and he made all the decisions regardina the parish. I
asked them if they ever considered REDACTED to be obviously
in charge of the parish because REDACTED was absent from
the parish so much of the time, and they both said, “No.” REDACTED:

REDACTED  gtated that he recalled that REDACTED wanted the
parishioners to sit in the front pews, and he ordered REDACTED g
rope off the rear pews, thus forcing the parishioners to be more

. forwardly seated. REDACTED | said that that was the type of
control that REDACTED ~ had, but not in areas of decision
making; decisions were made by REDACTED . They Dboth
agreed that REDACTED Was aC..»e «u coe ministry, but they
never considered him in charge. Also, they both described him as
a “whiner.” REDACTED . described both REDACTED gnd Loomis as
being “imperious.”

REDACTED gtated that he recalled a time when Richard Loomis and
REDACTED (both seminarians at the time) were on a break
from the seminary, and they were washing the front portion of
Corpus Christi Church in order to remove a considerable amount of
J]pird droppings which had accumulated there. He said that Loomis
and REDACTED yere placing scaffoldings arocund, and they may have
“had & HByaraulic 1lift there as well. REDACTED gaid that he did not_
recall any children loitering at the church, and doing so would
‘have created a hazard. He did not recall the exact year,
however, he believes it was around 1973 or 1974. He also said
that he directed Loomis and REDACTED as to the type of chemicals
to utilize to affect their chore, He said that REDACTED

must have asked him to coordinate and supervise Loomis and
REDACTED for the task. He knows thatREDACTED did not.

REDACTED _ advised me that I should contact additional
individuals who were actively involved in the parish during the
years in question = certain residents of Pacific Palisades at the
time, those having children in the parish school at the time, or
those connected in some way to the church and school.

They provided me with the names, addresses, and telephone numbers
of several persons wha knew,or in some way, had knowledge of

REDACTED and the REDACTED  family. These include two
(2) nuns, a former teacher/coach, the school Office Manager,

Pacific Palisades mneighbors of the REDACTED and the parish
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Office Manager. Again REDACTED stared that they do not
believe the allegations of REDACTED lodged against
Monsignor Loomis, and as far as motivational reasons for the
allegations, they both stated that it is not a monetary issue.

They do not understand why REDACTED did not report these
‘dllegations to Bowme Fiperior at the time TthHAat it was reported to
him by REDACTED @nd REDACTED T—Xgain, REDACTED “sFarad that
if this aia Happen, she i§ positive that REDACTED would

have shared the facts with her, or she would have found out from
someone else. She further stated that the REDACTED family had
its own problems, and that REDACTED had said for years
that she was going to divorce her husband. The REDACTED z1g0
advised me trhat M» pEQACTED _ REDACTED REDACTED
REDACTED . This concluded my interview with REDACTED
REDACTED

On March 11, 2004, I telephonically contacted REDACTED
REDACTED . the Principal of Corpus Christi School from september,
1973 until 1977. I advised REDACTED that I am a Private
Investigator, and that I am conducting my investigation on behalf
of Monsignor Richard Loomis, through his attorney, REDACTED
REDACTED She said that she understood my involvement, and she
agreed to being interviewed.

I asked REDACTED if she had ever, at any time, heard
mention of a sexual molestation by a therl seminarian, Richard
Loomis. She responded in the negative. I then asked her if she
had heard that a student mnamed REDACTED had been
sexually molested by anyone. She replied in the negative. I
asked REDACTED pEpACTED  if she had ever heard of any alleged sexual
misconduct by Richard Loomis, and she again replied din the
negative. She said that not one parent, not one student, none of
the priests assigned to the parish at that time, nor any of the
church/school staff, ever:  mentioned any " such thing to her.
REDACTED REDACTED stated that from the time that this is indicated
to have occurred to . the present time, no one has ever said
anything about this to her. The telephone number for REDACTED .
REDACTED is REDACTED REDACTED © stated that she is
glad to assist with her statement as far as a church-related
process is concerned, however, she does not desire to be involved
in a public forum on the matter.

on March 11, 2004, I telephonically contacted REDACTED
REDACTED, whose name was provided to me by REDACTED o I
identified wyself as a Private Investigator, conducting my
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investigations on behalf of Monsignor Richard Loomis, through his

attorney, REDACTED . REDACTED stated that she
understood that I am representing Monsignor Loomis, and she
agreed to being interviewed, RgPACTED "said that she was a

teacher at Corpus Christi School, arriving there in September,
1974, and she remained there until the summer of 13973,

REDACTED stated that she recalled having a student named
REDACTED , REDACTED  older sister in one of her classes, and
she further stated that she way have also taught REDACTED

REDACTED however, she does not have absolute recollection of

REDACTED said that she never heard of any misconduct by
" Richard Loomis from anyone, and she stated that REDACTED
REDACTED | were very active 'in the school functions. I asked
REDACTED who was in charge of the parish at the time, and
she stated that IREDACTED was the decision maker and the
person obviously in charge. 3She also said that toward the end of
her stay at Corpus Christi School, a transition began wherein
REDACTED was to be the new pastor. I asked her what
kewAL I EU role was at the time, and she stated that he
was young and very active in the parish, however, she never
considered him as the person in charge of church matters. REDACTED
REDACTED guestioned why the REDACTED did not provide the

allegation information to REDACTED T and also why REDACTED

'REDACTED'@Ld not tell REDACTED once he was Eold. 1This concluded my
~Tintérview with REDACTED . :

On the same date, March 11, 2004, I contacted REDACTED

via telephone. lREDACTED was indicated to be the [OFfice
Manager for Corpus CE’FJ'.E'E{;@ during the subject time IYame.
a

"I advised REDACTED I am a Private Investigator,
conducting wmy investigation on behalf of Monsignor Richard
Loomis, through his attorney, REDACTED .. REDACTED
stated that she understood, and she agreed to being interviewed.

REDACTED stated that she has been affiliated with Corpus
Christi School as a parent since 1971, and to the present as the
school’s Office Manager. She said that REDACTED was not
. in any classes with her children. She described REDACTED
RREDACTED  ag a “happy-go-lucky” c¢hild, but bordering on overly
active. She described his personality as extroverted.
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l

I asked REDACTED if she was aware of the allegations pending
against |[Monsignor Richard Loomis, involving REDACTED

and she | replied by saying that she only became aware of the
allegations recently, reading abéut the account 1in the Los
Angeles [imes newspaper. I asked her if sne Had ever heard of
The allegations from any . person/s involved with Coxpus Christi
School or Church, and she said that no one from the school staff,
parents, | parishioners or priests assigned to the parish ever
mentioned anything of the sort to her. I asked her if sghe had
ever heard any rumors relating to this subject, and she replied
in the negative.

When ask&ed, REDACTED stated that she always considered
REDACTED - in charge of the parish when he was the pastor
assigned | there in the years including 1973-74, she said that
REDACTED authority was “pretty absolute”, and she said
that he was very involved with the matters of the parish, not
being absent much of the time. REDACTED stated that from her
perspective, she never considered REDACTED as being in
charge of the parish or having decision-making authority. The
interview with REDACTED was concluded at this time.

On March|1l, 2004, I contacted REDACTED telephonically.
REDACTED was indicated to have been the Corpus Christi Office

T ring the years 1973-74. On contact, I advised Ms.
REDACTED that I am a Private Investigator, working on behalf of
Monsignor| Richard Loomis, through his attorney, REDACTED
REDACTED. |She sounded surprised at being contacted by a private
investigator. REDACTED was absolutely shocked to hear of the
allegations directed at Monsignor Loomis by the alleged victim,
REDACTED . Her first statement was, “You’re kidding!”
She then said, “No way!” *“I don’t believe it!”

'I asked REDACTED why she responded the way she did when hearing
about the|allegations, and she stated that Richard Loomis wasn’t
the type,|and that she recalled him to be an earnest young man,
conscientious and holy. She described 'him as being “remarkably
stuffy.” | REDACTED described REDACTED as being a
© “gcalawag I asked her to define what she meant by the term
"scalawag”, and she said REDACTED was ®“mischevious” and that he
was “wicked as a ¢hild.” She said the he was “darling” as a
child, but that he was over-active. REDACTED gaid that =he is
good friends with the REDACTED = family, REDACTED in
particular. she also advised me that REDACTED is

"
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currently in the REDACTED area, the location where she is
currently residing. '

I asked REDACTED if she has ever, at any time, heard anything
of any misconduct relating to Monsignor Loomis, and she replied
that she never has heard such from anyone. 8She described Pacific
Palisades as a “gossip mill”, and again, she reiterated that she
had never heard of the allegations. REDACTED ~ advised me that
REDACTED is a very good friend of hers, and she, like
REDACIED iz of the opinion that REDACTED would have shared the
information with her if it had occurred.

REDACTED  gstated that at some point in time, she was told that

REDACTED had been accused of misconduct, but she said that

“she does not believe the Dick Loomis event ever happened, or she
would have heard about it. REDACTED | said that she was
"absolutely astounded” at hearing about misconduct by Monsignor
Loomis, and she does not believe in the validity of the
allegations. She also said that it would be believable if Loomis
punched REDACTED pecauge REDACTED would have deserved it, but she
stated that any type of sexual misconduct would be totally out of

character for Mongigmor Loomis. The interview was concluded at
this time. '

~ A
On March 12, 2004, I contacted REDACTED . I advised

" REDACTED that I am a Private Investigator, and that I am

conducting my investigation on behalf of Monsignor Richard
Loomis, through his attorney, REDACTED She stated
that she understood; but gquestioned why she was being contacted
by an investigator. '

I apprised REDACTED of the allegations against Monsignor
Leomis, and I told her that the complaining party isREDACTED
REDACTED I further advised her that the incident allegedly

toock place in 1973 or 1974, while Richard Loomis was a

seminarian. She quietly stated, “I am shocked - my teeth just
dropped!*”

I asked REDAC-‘:ED 1 about her recall of Richard Loomis, and she
described him as an “oddbhall.” I asked her of her observations
of REDACTED , and she replied, “absolutely straight.” I
then asked her who was in charge of the parish at the time, and
she quickly retorted, ‘REDACTED » I asked her if she ever

congidered that REDACTED wag in charge of the parish, and
she stated that he and REDACTED pretty much shared in the
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running of the church. I asked her why, and she gaid it was
because REDACTED was absent from the parish a lot of the time, and
it is her understanding that the associate pastor automatically
assumes responsibility in the absence of the pastor.

I then asked REDACTED if she had ever heard of the
allegations from anyone, and she stated that she.did not, but
that ghe would have because her son, REDACTED, and REDACTED

are best friends and played together forever. She then said, “I
am sick to my stomach.” REDACTED stated that she is very
close friends with theREDACTED  family, and that she is also a

very close friend of REDACIED

REDACTED then stated, “I don't know what happened, but things
get blown out of proportion in a little kid’s mind.” She then

said that her sons and REDACTED . were altar boys around .
the time period in question, and that perhaps a hug, or a pat on
‘the back could have been wmisconstrued for something more. She

said that her sons never told her of any improprieties by Richard
Loomis involving anyone.

I asked REDACTED _ what she thought of the inactivity in
handling the matter at the time of the allegations, and she that
she was brought up to not say anything regarding something of
that nature, just to keep it quiet. I then asked her if she had

any idea why REDACTED did nothing more that inform
REDACTED of the allegations, and she advised me that Mr.
REDACTED was Italian, and that he was a *“hot head.” I

responded by telling her that that would be all the more reason
to follow through with the matter and handle it to conclusion. I
then asked her what advice she would have given to theREDACTED
had she been aware of the allegations at the time, and she
stated, “I'd go dlrectly to the police.”

REDACTED sald that she does not know if the incident happened
or not, and she does not want to opinionate one way or the other.
Once again, I asked her if she was certain that she had never
heard of any misconduct by Richard Loomis by anyone, and she
replied in the negative. The interview withREDACTED

was terminated at this time.

On March 12, 2004. after having ascertained the current residence

of REDACTED , I responded to REDACTED Las
Angeles, and attempted to contact and interview REDACTED
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There was no answer at the residence, and it was obvious

‘one was at the location. I have mnot vyet returned tio REDACTED

REDACTED residence, however, I will attempt to contact
the very near future.

This concludes my investigation to this point in time.

that no

her in

I will

continue in my efforts to conduct interviews with outstanding

you have any questions and/or comments, please contact my |office

prospective witnesses, and I will apprise you of my progriIf. If

at your earliest possible convenience. Also, if you h
additional instructions, please so advise.

Very truly yours,
REDACTED

e any
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Date: 3/19/2004 8:23:24 PM Eastern Standard Time
From: ({REDACTED
To: REDACTED

Msgr. Loomis:

I conducted a telephonic interview with REDACTED about one hour ago. If you are not aware,
REDACTEDwagREDACTED football coach during the time period in question, and he is currently a practicing
attorney. He, like all the others so far, does notbelieve the allegations by REDACTED . He said
thatREPACTED wag an "out of control” kid, and if anything of a sexual nature found him to be a victim, he

REDACTED, would have done something about it himself. If he didn't do anything, his "hot headed" father

REAT would certainly have done something physical to the reported perpetrator. REPACTED finds the
allegations very far-fetched, and he said that he never, at any time, ever heard of this case involving
REI?ACTED and youfrom anyone. He adamantly stated that this is a "witch hunt", and he i3 not into witch
unts.
And, keep in mind that he is very good friends with theREPACTED 50 even today.
.Furthermore, he stated thatREDACTED  was totally in control of the church - he was a "hands-on"
pastor. He said that"**“™ might have thought he was running things, but only in his own mind. FYL

REDACTED
REDACTED

d REDACTED

REDACTED 3/10/2004

X1 000369



RCALA 006247

Xl 600370



RCALA 006248

Claimant Questionnaire

REDACTED

Xl 000371



RCALA 006249

X1 000378



RCALA 006250

X1 000401



REDACTED

November 30, 2004

REDACTED

iocese of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Boulevard
s Angeles, California 90010

Re; Monsxgnor Richard A. Loomis

REDACTED

In your interview with REDACTED o 461d you that he  became an altar boy in
the second grade and subsequently came to know Loomis™. (IntemewmthMonmgnor
Loomxs,Sept.24 2004)

It has already been pointed out tha~-— ' (born in 1964) would have been 7-8 years
old in the second grade and he would have been in the second grade in 1971. He could
not have met Loomis at that time because Loomis was still a Brother at that time and

. remained a Brother until June of 1972. During the summer of 1972 Loomis did not work
at the parish but tutored daily far from the parish until he went to the seminary in '
September of 1972. Loomis never trained or scheduled altar boys at any time at Corpus
Chyisti. Furthermore Loomis was not a priest, was not ordained till 1976, so obviously

REDACTED  oonld never have served mass for him.

REDACTED g150 told you that “The kids at school liked Loomis who gaveREDACTED mere
attention than other kids”. The “kids at school” could not have even known Loomis who
was in the Brotherhood umtil June of 1972 and thereafter was away at school in the
seminary when the “kinds” themselves were in school. Loomis never worked with the
kids at the school. It could not have been Loomis who paid more attention tREPACTED
than to other kids “at school. -

REDACTED ;ays“pri ests in the parish £ dy oin theREDACTED home
Loomis was not a priest, nor did he ever go to the REDACTED home at any time,

AllofthlsptomptedmetoaskMonmguor[mmxswhotheassnstmt priest was at
Corpus Christi in 1971- 73, beforeREDACTED | Monsignor Loomis informed me that
itwasREDACTED It can be inferred thatREDACTED  would have trained and

TNl WA T
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REDACTED

November 30, 2004, page two
I
yWnREDACTED and trained him as an altar boy, that he would have been known by the
ids at school”, and that he would have been. one of the priests who were “frequently
gliests in theREDACTED home”. Although I know no details and make no accusations, I
,ammformedthat REDACTED had a history of questionable behavior with young men.
laxi‘oommrcnnng onthe' ' and ~-¢r allegations youstatedthatmexelevmoe of these
egahonstothREDACTED | issues is that “if true™ they could give “some
” to the REDACTED  gjlegations. None of these “other allegations”,
wever, has been “proven” to be true and, from the all the information given you about
it seems certain to me that all contain serious credibility questions and that none of
can ever be proved in a formal trial. They would not be allowed to be introduced as
idence in theREDACTED civil trial and would not prove either the REDACTED or the
REDACTED gaffegations in a canonical trial. even if wrongfully introduced as “evidence”.

Flmasenﬁaltydiﬂ“exentaﬂegaﬁons, involving different situations and persons of
different ages, at different times and each with substantial contradictory, refutable
evidence and questionable identification of the alleged abuser, do not prove the truth of
any one of them. Allegations are just that, allegations are not facts until each is proven,

" Because none of the other “material” (“types of behavior”) has been proven to be true

they cannot give “some credence to the two allegations of sexual a abuse of a minor”
brought agamst Monsignor Loomis byREDACTED gndREDACTED,

Finally, you stated (page 8 of the Intewiew) that'™*™“™ interviewed REDACTED i at
the end of March and that she confirmed thaR=PACTEPtold her about the fondling - that
she was pretty vague in terms of detail” and you were not sure “she remembers how or
whether a report had been made to anyone at the parish”.

Youwill noteinthe™ in investigative report which I sent to you, tha!REDACTED
went to REDACTED s home on March 12 in an attempt to interview her. She was
not home amd<=PACTED wntesﬁaathewﬂl”attempttocontwt(het)mﬂwverynm

future™ He did so by telephoning her and leaving messages, saying who he was and what

he wanted to sneak with her about and asking her to return his calls. REDACTED  did

notreturn ______ s phone messages. He filed his last report (REDACTED
mtemew)onMatch 19, 2004,

To this mfmmanonl add the following which you can substantiate. WhenREDACTED
was unable to speak withREDACTED  REDACTED | was asked and agreed to phone
REDACTED  toaskif she would speak oREDACTED _ had been the
Corpus Christi Officer Manager at the relevant time and was and is “a very good friend
oREDACTED  .LikeREDACTED _ isofthe opinion tha”=0"°™=> would

have shared the information with her if it had occurred”?*>"°T=> Repart, p. ten), REPACTED

NUVUALM VUVLVS
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November 30, 2004, page three
!

| REDACTED | 1eply to"=P"CT™0 yvas that “she didn’t want to have anything to do with he

thifituaﬁon”. ‘ v

Although I am at a disadventage because I have not been given the opportunity to see the
REDACTED  interview itself, I wish to make the following observations about its
as you have given it in the September 24 Interview with Monsignor Loomis

 statements (which are not sworn under oath) raise
icion about their accuracy and veracity. They do not seem credible..

A ten-year-old boy telling his mother and father that he has been sexually fondled by
SO at the parish where the parents were active in the parish, knew the priests there
| well, frequently having them to their home as quests, is not an everyday occurrence. It is
» onelwhich parents would take seriously and do something about, not only to stop the
. alleged abuser but also to assist the boy in dealing with the experience. She does not
: remember whether she reported the incident to anvone. It is hard to believe that she
could “forget” such a reporting whichREDACTED states she and her husband
made to him. Such an episode is not one that would be taken lightly and forgotten. If a
ten-year-old boy fefl off a bike and fractured his skull, a mother would always remember
| that and every detail of the incident, the hospitalization and the recovery. In a matter so
i serious as the sexual abuse of her young son, however, this mother’s memory is “vague”
about everything “except to confirm that"“>"“"*° told her about the fondling”, It is not
* credible that she does not remember any of the details or what she did about it. It is
| indeed suspicious and not credible. She has no independent knowledge of this
! extraordinary alleged incident or its aftermath. REDACTED  simply repeats what her
sonsayshcmld%g)gty plus years ago, things he probably told ber in his conversation
asking her tosee

Why would REDACTED telt a close friendREDACTED that she did not want to get

involved in the matter, refuse to be interviewed by and a week or so later, after a
phone call ﬁomREDACTED' talk to ?

In the Interview of Monsignor Loomis on September 24, 2004 I asked whethe ™"
REDACTED said that the abuser was a priest or a seminarian (Interview of Sept. 28, page
8) and you simply replied that “What she says is that it was Loomis.” The question,
however, is not answered and is vital to the exact identification of the alleged abuser. If
she can identify Loomis as the personR=P°TEP allegedly told her was his abuser she
certainly would have known whether or not he was a priest. ARter all she was “very
active in the parish”, What exactly did*=>*°T=" say to her? Did he use the name Loomis?
Did she know who Loomis was at the time? Did =>*°"""tell her it was a priest who
abused him? If not, did he say the name Loomis? If so, didshekngcxgE%o whom he was
referring? How did she know Loomis? Did she tell “°™ that" - told her then
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REDACTED November 30, 2004, page four.

that it was Loomis ? did she remember this name or did her son put it into her head when
he called her to say*™™ "™ would be calling? I am concemed about the information given
witnesses before their independent memory is explored and tested. Loomis never knew

REDACTED  never worked with her, never went to her home, never worked at the
school.

REDACTED  pas no details of such a serious abuse of ber little boy. She does not say
(and perhaps was never asked) when""""°""" told her?, was her hushand there?, what
were the circumstances ofREDACTED telling them?, where di dREDACTED say it happened?,
more than once?, how often?, exactly what happened?, if*™""'" didn’t knowor __
remember the abuser’s name, did he describe him and say how he met him?, did .
REDACTED  ind her husband know the abuser named or described by=""“"""2, if they
knew him, how and when did they come to know him?, what was REDACTED demeanor
when he told them?, what was REDACTED and her husbands reaction to what he
told them?, what did they tellREPACTED after he told them?, what discussion did™ ™. And
REDACTED  have afterwards about the matter?, what did they decide to do about it, if
anything?, what did they do about it?, did they-tell anybody about the incident?, who?,
when?, what response did each person they told give them?, did she or her hushand ever
- complain to anyone about any man, besides this alleged abuser, for paying too much

attention tREPA°TEP), for callingREDACTEDgt home?, for hanging around the school so as
to raise concern aboutR=*"“TE0 and other children?, if so did they discuss this man with
cther parents?, who 7, when ?, who was this man?, did they report his conduct to
anyone?, to whom?, when?, what was the result of their complaint?.

REDACTED 1 nother should be able to remember all these details of such an event. But

REDACTED  really says only that™™"“""" {0}d her he was “fondled” by Loomis. She

states nothing more than what"F°"°"E° may have told her in his phone call,

REDACTED gndREDACTED o e otat I ing their individual allegations
against Loomis are contradictory and their credibility highly questionable, REDACTED
actually perjured himself when he stated one version of the alleged abuse under oath in
his Mediation Questionnaire and then contradicted that version is his interview with

REDACTED

I write all this because, given the questionable credibility of the accusers themselves and
the lack of any truly supporting evidence for either of their allegations, Ibelieve that
there is no evidence in either case by which any ecclesiastical court could ever find with
moral certitude, that is, certitude which excludes every reasonable doubt (“che esclude
ogni dubbio ragionevole” - Pius XII) that Richard Loomis sexually abused either
REDACTED of REDACTED Qg the contrary, although Monsignor Loomis is not obliged to
disprove anything, his under-oath denial of both allegations is supported by much
information which you have been given. :
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In the interest of justice I respectfully ask that the entire matter be reevaluated by the
Cardinal and his review board. Even were this case govemed by Canons 1717 and 1718
of the Code of Canon Law and the Essenrial Norms, which it is not, (see enclosed letter
to you also dated November 30, 2004) the criteria of neither would be met for taking any
action against Monsignor Loomis.

Essential Norm 6 requires the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to be notified
of a case “When (after investigation) there is sufficient evidence that sexual abuse of a
minor has occurred” - not “might have occurred”. I respectfully submit that there is not
such evidence in this case,

Presupposing that the investigation of Canon 1717 has been completed and that the fact
of the abuse, not its possibility or even its probability, and its imputability to the accused
has been established, Canon 1718 obliges the Ordinary to decide whether a process for
inflicting or declaring a penalty should be started.That decision can only be made when a
delict has already been proven to have been committed. No delict in this case has been
proved. In fact, this case does not even involve a “delict” governed by Canon Law,
Sacramentorum Santitatis Tutela or the Essential Norms.

From all the material I have reviewed and am aware of in this case, I believe that justice
requires that Monsignor Loomis be removed from “administrative leave” and restored to
active ministry.

Respectfully and sincerely yours,
REDACTED

Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

cc: His Eminence Roger Cardinal Mahony
REDACTED )
Monsignor Graig A. Cox, J.C.D.
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

NUALMA VUVULJY

X1l 000406



- RCALA 006256

X1l 000407



Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, California 91108

MANDATE

Pursuant to Canons 1481 and 1723 of the Code of Canon Law I. MONSIGNOR
RICHARD A LOOMIS hereby appoinREDACTED to act as my

canonical advisor, ADVOCATE and PROCURATOR in all matters pertaining to my

- current clerical position in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles and to any investigation,
process or other action of any kind involving the allegations of sexual abuse brought
against me. . :

Date: June 10,2004

.4.-«"ﬂ.‘¢hi3 ¥ ,/ \/
ts\";‘/ﬁl ’ / ! :
L SFprra(

Monsignor Richard A. Loomis

I hereby accept the appointment as advisor, ADVOCATE and PROCURATOR for
Monsignor Richard A. Loomis as set forth in this MANDATE.

Date: June 12, 2004
REDACTED

RUALA UUBLO/
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REDACTED

 December 20, 2004

Rev. Monsignor Graig A.Cox, J.C.D.
Vicar for Clergy

Archdiocese of Los Angeles

3424 Wilshire Blvd.

Los Angeles, Ca, 90010-2202

Re: Proﬁ";r on Msgr, Richard A, Loomis.
Dear Monsignor Cox:

I have reviewed the proffer which the Archdiocese has nrenared on Monsignor Loomis. I
understand that Monsignor Loomis’ civil attorney, REDACTED i taking action to
prevent the release of these proffers.

I disagree that it would be wise to make these proffers available “for review by our
Catholic people.” Your statement that “some victims have indicated that the release of
this kind of information can be helpful to their healing process™ gives the clear
impression that these are proven victims, as opposed to alleged victims and that the
allegations against the accused priests have already been found to be true, a factual
untruth. Such impressions are manifestly unjust and violate the accused priests right and
the Ordinary’s obligation to protect his good name.

Furthermore, the wording of the proffer on Monsignor Loomis is objectionable for much
the same reasons. If it is to be released to anyone, I suggest and request the following
rewording of these notations:

Note on 12/17/03: “Memo from Vicar for Clergy to File of interview of Loomis
re: lawsuit filed by adult male™" .. The lawsuit alleges sexual abuse while Loomis was
teaching at Pater Noster High School as a Brother. Loomis denies the allegation.”

It is unfair to insert “abuse from approximately 1968-70”. Although the
complaint and the attorney-prepared mediation questionnaire may say so,REDACTED
specifically stated in his interview with “™"“"™" that the abuse occurred just one time and
that is also apparently confirmed in whatREPACTED g1 REPACTED

Note on 2/3/04: “An Archdiocesan investigator interviews a priest who tells
him that in 1974 when he was an associate pastor, parents of a boy told him that their
son had told them that he has been sexually touched by Loomis. This priest did not
report the alleged incident o anyone at the time and to no-one until 2004.”
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Msgr. Craig A. Cox, December 20, 2004, page two.

It is not necessary to insert the contention “The Archdiocese will not contend
etc.” in this factual recitation and the sentence should be ommitted. Contentions and
Admissions are for civil suit discovery and settlement discussions and are not properly
part of a priest’s confidential file.

Note on 2/6/04: “Investigator iixterviewed the boy (now 39) who confirms the
allegation and that he told his parents of it in 1974”. Loomis denies this allegation.

Note on 2/13/04: “Investigator mterwewed a priest who stated that in

EDACTED

approximately 1994 the wife of told him that  told her that Loomis had done
something of a sexual nature t"" when he was in high school. Subsequently
told this priest that Loomis had fondled him once in high school. The priest did not

report these conversations with™— wifeand . until 2004,

Note on 2/13/04: “At the suggestion of Monsignot Cox , Msgr, Loomis wrote
to the Archbishop requesting a leave of absence from active ministry *.
1 believe this is an accurate account of what occurred at the Feb,12,2002
meeting with you = and ="

Please let me know your response to thlsmatter Thank you for your attention.

Sincerelv vours.

REDACTED

Canonical Counsel to Mégxx ALoomis

Cec: REDACTED e ey e

His Emmence Roger Cardinal Mahony
REDACTED L

Rev. Monsignor Richard Loomis
REDACTED
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Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108

January 18, 2005

Rev. Msgr. Craig A. Cox, JCD
REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles

3424 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90010

Dear Monsignor Cox and REDACTED

It is my understanding that, by court order, clergy were to be given the opportunity to
review their file and the proffer prepared by the Archdiocese before the proffer was
presented to the court for review.

Other priests with whom I have spoken who had proffers prepared by the Archdiocese
followed this process. I know this to be true because I have spoken with them.

Though my attorney has asked several times over the past months that we be allowed to
review the file, he has been denied permission.

I am asking now to review my file with the aid of counsel, both civil and canonical, in
accord with the order of the court and as other priests have done.

I would like to know why the court-ordered process was not followed in my case. I
would also like to know why I am not allowed to review my file with aid of civil and
canonical counsel as other priests have done. These are specific questions to which I
require a response.

Sincerely yours in Christ,

GLATL

Rev. Msgr. Richard A, Loomis

cc:  Cardinal Roger Mahony
REDACTED

RCALA 006260
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Msgr. Richard Loomis
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108

January 18, 2005
REDACTED

_555 W. :Féhi)le Stre&b
Los Angeles, CA 90036

Your Eminence,

I am writing to you to express my complete and total opposition to the publication of the proffers
in the cases facing the Archdiocese. This position has been represented to the Archdiocese of
Los Angeles on my behalf both by my civil attorney and by the canonist who is assisting me.

Proffers are intended to be confidential documents aimed at facilitating movement toward a
settlement. They were neither intended to be public documents nor to be styled a “summary” of
a case, as in Monsignor Cox’s letter. The information given is limited and incomplete. Proffers
can, therefore, be misleading outside the settlement process.

Further, once published the content of the proffers could be reprinted by anyone choosing to do
so, citing the Archdiocese of Los. Angeles as an authoritative source. This could wreak untold
damage on many people, including people who are entirely innocent of any wrongdoing in these
cases. Once in the public arena, there would never be any way for the Church to repair the
damage that she would have brought into people’s lives.

When I attended the victim assistance ministry conferences at Mundelein, the point was
repeatedly made that victims who have a need to track an alleged perpetrator or have
unnecessary information made public were still allowing that person to have power over their
lives. Rather than promoting healing, such ongoing interest held the person in the role of a
victim.

Lest this position be interpreted as self-serving, I would remind you that I have always opposed
any stratagem that cast the Church in the role of accuser in these cases. I firmly believe that such
arole is a violation of gospel justice, providing no healing to victims, no vindication to the
innocent, and neither repentance nor reformation to the guilty.

Yours in Christ,

Msgr. Richard A. Toomfs’
cc: REDACTED

Maor. Craio Cox

FREDACTED

XIl1000413



RCALA 00626

+

%'}3&

!

Rl

REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles o
Archdiocese of Los Angeles s Wiishire California
Boulevard 90010-2241
26 January 2005

Msgr Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Rd.
San Marino, CA 91108
Dear Monsignor Loomis,
After receiving your letter dated the 18" of this month, I checked wittREDACTED , ohe

of the lawyers most involved in the process of preparing the proffers. He told me this moming
that he is forwarding toREDACTED for your review all the materials he has relevant to the proffer
in your case.

As you know, the civil and canonical processes are two distinct undertakings. The preparation of
the proffers related to the civil mediation efforts, not to any canonical process.

As for the canonical process, as you know we have submitted the matter for review by officials
of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. We are awaiting their reply and only at that
tihe will we have clarity as to the next steps that are appropriate. REDACTED has kept us well
apprised of the issues that relate to your canonical defense against the allegations received.

Let me again express my regret at the length of time it is taking to resolve the matter. Please be
assured that every effort is being taken to assure an equitable and timely solution.

Sincerelv vours in Christ,
REDACTED

Copy: Msgr. Craig Cox

REDACTED
Cardinal Roger Mahony
. REDACTED
Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of fhe Angelz San fernando  San Gabsiel  5an Pedro Santa Barbara
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Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108

February 2, 2005
REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles
3424 Wilshire Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90010

DearREDACTED
REDACTED

Archdiocesan procedure required that I submit this documentation in order to receive the benefit. It
was submitted solely for the purpose of obtaining the benefit offered by the archdiocese to clergy.
It was submitted with the understanding that it would be held in confidence.

My understanding is that the ptivacy of such information is protected by Federal and State law.

Though at this stage it may be completely .inadequate, I request and require that the archdiocese
re_claim this private information from all who received it.

This situation could have been avoided and this breach of my privacy prevented if the archdiocese
had followed the court ordered procedure for preparing proffers and allowed me to review the file
and proffer prior to its dissemination to third parties, as other priests were allowed to do. Iremind
you that several requests to review the file on the part of my attorney were greeted with a negative

reply.
%
Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis

cc:  Cardinal Roger Mahony
Msgr. Craig Cox
REDACTED
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Msgr. Richard Loomis
1190 ®alomar Road
San Manino, CA 91108

February 3, 2005

REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles A
3424 Wilshire Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90010 -

DearREDACTED

Thank you for your letter of January 26, 2005. I fear the opportunity to review a portion of my file
may be too little, too late. The deviation from court ordered process in my case may have done
irreparable damage to my situation since materials withheld from my review for months may have
already been shared with third parties and I have at no time been given a reasonable opportunity to
defend myself. Even so, I appreciate that I was finally able to see a portion of my file.

Since you were designated to respond to me, I can only presume that I should present once again to
you the unanswered questions from my previous letter:

1. Iwould like to know why the court-ordered proceSs was not followed in my case.
2. I'would also like to know why I was not allowed to review my file with aid of civil and
canonical counsel as other priests had done.

These are specific questions to which I require a response. I believe I am due answers to these
questions,

I also need to know with whom my file or other confidential information about me has been shared.
That includes material, if any, from the canonical process that is not in the file I have had the
opportunity to review. Your letter leads me to believe that there is a good opportunity that
information I have not reviewed has been shared with others. As your letter said, I have reviewed
“all the materials he REDACTED  hag relevant to the proffer in your case.”

While the Archdiocese of Los Angeles has taken the position that I have no right to review
materials regarding the allegations against me, I understand that considerable information has been
shared with the court and possibly with others. If third parties have been given this information in

any form, I must insist to have access to it also, as well as knowing with whom it has been shared.
It is inconceivable that the Archdiocese could take the stand that information shared with third
parties is to be withheld from me.

Yours in Christ,

%/ﬂiﬁw

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis

ce:  Cardinal Roger Mahony
REDACTED

Msgr Cralg Cox
REDACTED
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REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiccese of Los Angeles Wiishire Calffornia
: Boulevard 20010-2241
9 February 2005

Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Rd.
San Marino, CA 91108

Dear Monsignor Loomis,

Thank you for your letter addressed to me and dated February 3, 2005, in which you repeat
questions you had posed earlier and insist on access to any other materials in your file that may
have been shared with third parties,

AsThave had no involvement whatsoever in the civil litigation activities and the court-ordered
process you refer to, I am unable to answer your two questions. AsSREDACTED  is the .
person who knows what the court guidelines were, I am sending him a copy of your letter and
referring the matter to him for an answer. '

To my knowledge,REDACTED  gentREPACTED 41 the materials he has on your case; there is
nothing else that he has. No other materials related to the canonical preliminary investigation
have been shared with any third party so far as I know. I cannot speak to any other information
in your personnel file, which has not pertained to the preliminary investigation.

Until we receive direction from higher authority on how to proceed canonically, I believe there is
nothing more that I can report.

Sincerely \fours in Christ,
. REDACTED

Copy: Msgr. Craig Cox

REDACTED
Cardinal Roger Mahony
REDACTED
Pastoral Regions: Our Lady of the Angels  San Fernando  San CGabdel  SanPedro  Santa Barbara
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FILE copy

REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
s Wilshire California
Archidiccesz of Los Angeles  Boutevard 500102241
9 February 2005

REDACTED

REDACTED
Dear

In addition to copies of Monsignor Loomis’ letter to me (dated February 3) and of my
reply to him (dated today), I am enclosing a copy of his letter addressed toREPACTED
REDACTED(dated February 2).

These are the two letters Monsignor Cox mentioned when we spoke on the phone this
afternoon. After you have had the chance to review them, please call Msgr. Cox to
discuss an appropriate response to Msgr. Loomis. It our present thought that REDACTED
should reply on behalf ofREDACTED

Thank you so much.

Sincerely yours,

- REDACTED

Copy: Mser. Craig Cox
FREDACTED

Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of the Angels  SanFernando  San Gabrie!  SanPedro  Santa Barbara
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Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108

February 2, 2005
REDACTED
Archdiocese of Los Angeleé

3424 Wilshire Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90010

DearREDACTED
REDACTED

REDACTED

Though at this stage it may be completely.inadequate, I request and require that the archdiocese
reclaim this private information from all who received it. ‘

This situation could have been avoided and this breach of my privacy prevented if the archdiocese
had followed the court ordered procedure for preparing proffers and allowed me to review the file
and proffer prior to its dissemination to third parties, as other priests were allowed to do. Iremind
you that several requests to review the file on the part of my attorney were greeted with a negative

reply. :
Yours in Christ,

AT

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
cc: Cardinal Roger Mahony

Msgr. Craig Cox

REDACTED RECFTY
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Msgr. Richard Loomis
1190 Palomar Road
San Marino, CA 91108

February 3, 2005
REDACTED :

Archdiocese of Los Angeles '
3424 Wilshire Blvd. '
Los Angeles, CA 90010

REDACTED
Dea

Thank you for your letter of January 26, 2005. I fear the opportunity to review a portion of my file
may be too little, too late. The deviation from court ordered process in my case may have done
irreparable damage to my situation since materials withheld from my review for months may have
already been shared with third parties and I have at no time been given a reasonable opportunity to
defend myself. Even so, I appreciate that I was finally able to see a portion of my file..

Since you were designated to respond to me, I can only presume that I should present once again to
you the unanswered questions from my previous letter:

1. Iwould like to know why the court-ordered process was not followed in my case.
2. Iwould also like to know why I was not allowed to review my file with aid of civil and
canonical counsel as other priests had done.

These are specific questions to which I require a response. I believe I am due answers to these
questions,

I also need to know with whom my file or other confidential information about me has been shared.
That includes material, if any, from the canonical process that is not in the file I have had the
opportunity to review. Your letter leads me to believe that there is a good opportunity that
information I have not reviewed has been shared with others. As your letter said, I have reviewed
“a11 the materials heREDACTED  has relevant to the proffer in your case.”

While the Archdiocese of Los Angeles has taken the position that I have no right to review
materials regarding the allegations against me, I understand that considerable information has been
shared with the court and possibly with others. If third parties have been given this information in
any form, I must insist to have access to it also, as well as knowing with whom it has been shared.
It is inconceivable that the Archdiocese could take the stand that information shared with third
parties is to be withheld from me.

Yours in Christ,

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis

cc:  Cardinal Roger Mahony RECFIVED
REDACTED FEB Y o005
Msgr. Craig Cox
REDACTED 120
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. REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles \é\gfg ‘r; d gglgf;;az 4
February 17, 2005
Reverend Monsignor Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Road COPY FOR YOUR
San Marino, CA 91108 : INFORMATION

Dear Monsi_gnor Loomis:

I am writing to respond to your letter of February 2, 2005 concerning the contents of your “P File” and
your concern that the materials were made available to third parties involved in the current litigation
against the Archdiocese and naming you personally before they were provided to you or your counsel,

As you know, for many years, including during those periods when you served as Vicar for Clergy,
information concerning payments and receipts for medical, dental and vision treatment of clergy has
been maintained bREPACTED - . in the “P Files.” It may be that it is now time for us to

reconsider where those materials are filed. However since they were in the “P File” when the litigation
was commenced, it was not appropriate to reorganize the files at that time.

As T understand from our litigation counsel, because of the on-going canonical proceedings, the “P File”
was not made available to you or your counsel until last month. It would be appropriate for him to file
objections to the distribution or use of the information directly through court proceedings. Ibelieve that
REDACTED 155 done this on behalf of other clients. We will respect any court rulings although I am told
that, to date, the court has overruled the objections when they related to materials such as those that are
of concern to you

I trust this responds to your questions even if it is not fully satisfactory. I am thinking of you and we all
are keeping you in our prayers as we work through this difficult period for the Church and many of our

brother priests.
Sincerelv in Christ,

REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles
cc: Cardinal Roger Mahony
Monsignor Craig Cox

REDACTED

Pastoral Regiobns: Our Lady of the Angels  San Fernande  San Gabriel  San Pedro  Santa Barbara
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Msgr. Richard Loomis
1190 ®Palomar Road
San-Marino, CA 91108

March 21, 2005

Cardinal Roger M. Mahony
Archbishop of Los Angeles
555 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Your Eminence,

On January 31, 2005, after repeated requests spanning several months, I was finally given the
opportunity to review the “P-file” and confidential material turned over to the court in September of
2004. I fear the opportunity to review a portion of my file may well be too little, too late. The
deviation from the court ordered process in my case may have done irreparable damage to my
situation since materials withheld from my review for months have already been shared with third
parties. This included medical information supplied to the Archdiocese for the sole purpose of
obtaining a health benefit. Even so, I appreciate that I was finally able to see a portion of my file,
though I must say that I have never been given any real opportunity to defend myself.

I find, however, that I must present to you questions which have gone unanswered from previous
letters to various archdiocesan officials:

1. I'would like to know why the court-ordered process was not followed in my case.
2. I'would also like to know why I was not allowed to review my file with aid of civil and
canonical counsel as other priests have done.

These are specific questions to which I believe I am due answers. Indeed, with all due respect, I
require answers to these questions.

I request once again to review all statements and material regarding allegations made against me.
That includes material, if any, from the canonical process that is not in the file I have had the

opportunity to review. Due process indicates that I should have access to this information, as well
as knowing with whom my file or other confidential information about me has been shared.

Yours in Christ,

o

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loonns

REDACTED

Cc:
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I’Iease REVIEW, then SEE ME

Please REVIEW, then RETURN to me

Please REVIEW, then SEND me your COMMENTS
Please REVIEW, then FILE
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Please HANDLE this matter ENTIRELY
Please ANSWER; send copy of letter to me
Please WRITE A REPLY for my signature

For your INFORMATION

Please XEROX - FAX and send copy/copies to:
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REDACTED 3424 Los Angeles
Archdiocese of Los Angeles \B’\gl:g \r; d ggléf;:: ;az 41
1 April 2005

Rev. Msgr. Richard A. Loomis
1190 Palomar Rd.
San Marino, CA 91108

Dear Monsignor Loomis,

In response to your letter of 21 March to Cardinal Mahony, I have obtained a copy of the
court order in question and reviewed it.

In accord with Judge Lichtman’s order (copy enclosed), the archdiocesan legal team
prepared the relevant proffers. I fail to recognize any aspect of the order that wasnot
followed. I have been assured that none of the accused priests was invited to review his
file in this regard or to participate in the preparation of the proffers, and none did so.
Therefore, with respect to the civil litigation in progress, your case has not been handled
any differently:

Regarding any portion of the canonical preliminary investigation that you have not seen,
it is my understanding that access to the materials gathered in that investigation is granted
at a later stage in the canonical process, depending on the nature of the process and the
direction provided by the Congregatlon for the Doctrine of the Faith. Until we receive
that direction, we are not in a position to permit anyone, including your self, to access or
review the material.

I continue to keep you in my prayers.

Sincerelv in Christ.

REDACTED

Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Copies:  Cardinal Roger Mahony
‘REDACTED

Enclosure

Pastoral Regions:  Our Lady of the Angels  San Fernando  San Gabriel  San Pedro  Santa Barbara
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WHEREAS on June 17, 2003 the Chief Justice of California and CHair of the Judicial
Council ordered that the Honorable Marvin M. Lager, Jr., Judge of the Superior Court, be assigned
to Judicial Council Coordination Procseding No. 4286 to sit as coordination trial judge to hear and
determine the coordinated aetions reférred to in said Jume 17, 2003 order a3 The Clergy Cases I

WHEREAS on July 18, 2003 the Honorable Marvin M, Lager, Jr., transferred The Clergy
Cases I for settlement purposes anly to the Honorable Peter D. Lichtmen, Supervising Judge of the
Complex Litigation Court for the County of Los Angeles, pursuant o stipulation of the parties set
forth in said July 18, 2003 order, ordering that Judge Lichtman may conduct any and all setflerent
conferences as warranted; conduct the scttlement conference as he finds appropriate, discuss the
case privately with the parties on any side without their counsel présent, review the probable
evidence, comnmuuicate with Judge Lager about the mediation process and progress, and issue such
further orders that in his opinicu; would facilitata the mediation process.

WHEREAS the defendant Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles (“Archdiocese™ has |
| in its possession certain files pertaining to priests identified in the complaints as perpetrators of

alleged sexual abuse; ‘

WI-IER;EAS-ﬂ:e files are subject to various claims of privilege asserted by t!xe Amhdiocme,
including without limitation the First Amendment, the Clergy Privilege, the Paychotherapist
privilege, the Attomey-Client privilege, cte. ' |

WHEREAS the Archdiocese wishes to reserve the claims of privilege so a5 to preclude
disclosura of the desuments to plaintiffy at thig time; -

WHEREAS the Archdiccese is willing to prepare proffers concerning the individual priests
that will state relevant facts from each priest’s file, including the pricst’s assignments within the
Diocese and will identify the point in time at wﬁ.ich the Archdiocese had notice that the priest had
sexual interests towand minors;

WHEREAS the Archdiocese is willing to preduce the documents supporting said proffers for
in camera review by Judge Lichtman or his designee so that he can confirm the accuracy of the facts
set forth in the proffers, provided that the Archdioceée is assured that such production will not be

—i-

ORDER TO PRODUCE FILES FOR IN CAMERA REVIEW
WITHOUT WAIVER OF ANY PRIVILEGE
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construed or claimed to constitute waiver 'ofany privilege the Archdiocese has raised ormight raise
in the future conceming the documents in any civil or criminal case or preceeding;

\ WHEREAS coordifiating and liaison counsel for plaintiffs has agreed on bebalf of plaimtiffs
that such production of proffers and documents will not be construed or deemed to be a wajver of
any privilege, and that plaintiffs will not assert in any proceeding that said production canstitu&d a
waiver of any privilege; and

WE{EREAS Judge Lichtroan and the parties are of the opinicn that the proffers, ogce
confirmed to I'Je accurate through in camera reﬁew by Judge Lichtman or hig designée, are
necessary to facilitate mediadon process and consummat; a settlement of The Clergy Cases I

IT HEREBY IS ORDERED as follows:

"1, The Archdiccese shall prepare proffers as described abave for each acoused priest;

2 For each 'pmf