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IN THE CIRCUI'I‘ COURT OF COOK COUNTY ILLINOIS CoE

% COUNTYDEPARTMENT, LAWDIVISION . opiysp 1, mill:
S Jane']_);oe__24’_7,__-'.'_. ' L )'_' '_ o A
o Plaindiff, o T
L ;Drocese of Newton for the Melkrtesmthe )
= __Umted States of Amenca, Inc, and St. . Yy
- John the Baptrst Churcthorthlake, )
- .Illmms, : RN N )
o Defendants.'_ AR ).
COMZPLA_INT_
| 1 Jane Doe 247 1s and was at aillelevanttnnesaresrdent of Cook Countyrnthe

k .".State of Ilhnors o _ | -

Y | | ' : 2 The Drocese of Newton for the Me]krtes in the Umted States of Amerrca alkla

.- _ _Eparchy of Newton Melklte Greek Cathohc a/k/a The Eparchy of Newton a/k/a Eparchy of

.. : MeIkltes (herelnaﬂer “Bparchy”) was and contmues to be an orgamzanon entrty and provmce of
':j._'_the Meiklte Greek Cathohc Church whrch mcludes but is not hrmted to cml corporatmns
declslon makmg entrtzes, ofﬁclals, and employees, authorrzed to ccnduct busmess and |
_- ._ '-:conductmg busmess in the State of Iihnors, wrth 1ts headquarters at 3 V F W Parkway,. -
: ...':-'Roslmdale, Massachusetts and a prmc1pal place of busmess and agent for servrce at 200 East
- North Avenue Northlake Illmms 60164 The Eparchy was created m approxnnately 1976 The
:_'-Eparchy operates 1ts affa1rs as both a corporate ent1ty and as an orgamzatlon named the Eparchy
- of Newton wrth the Eparch or Brshop as the top cfﬁcral The Eparch or Brshop is the top ofﬁcral

L of the Eparchy and is grven authonty over aH matters w1thm the Eparchy asa result of hrs .
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'_ posrtlon The Eparchy functrons asa busmess by engagmg in numerous revenue produerng

o actrv1t1es and sohcrtlng money frorn 1ts mern’oers in exchange for servrces The Eparchy has _'

several programs whrch seek out the partlerpatron of chlldren in the Eparchy s actmtles The

| : -_Eparchy, through 1ts ofﬁclals, has control over those actwrtres and programs mvolvmg chlidren_.'_ .

B 'T he Eparchy has the power to appornt superv1se, momtor, and ﬁre each person Working w1th S

s -ehﬂdren wrthrn the Eparchy _ o _ _
R -..3. | St John the Baptlst Northlake a/k/a St. John the Baptrst Me]klte Chureh 1

g -._'..(herelnaﬁer “Parrsh”) was and contrnues to be an orgamzatron authonzed to conduet ‘ousmess

: :and conductmg busmess in the State of Ilhnors wrth its prrncrpal place of busmess at 200 East

| .North Avenue, Northlake Ilhnors Defendant Pansh was and contmues to be under the dlrect
._ authorrty and controI of the provrnce of Defendant Eparehy and the Brshop or Eparch of the

_ :Eparohy of Newton At all tlmes rnaterral Defendant Eparchy owned operated and controlled St _

o John the Baptlst

Facts _Co_rn_mon to Al Coungs |

4, At all times material. 'Fr Albert C. Wehby was a Melkite-Greek Catholic priest
' .under the supervision, employ, agency and control of the Eparehy and St. John the Baptist

._ (heremaﬁer collectively “Defendants”)

I 5. Fr om 1990 to the present Wehby has been employed by Defendant Eparchy at

varrous tlmes at the following locations w1th1n Defendant Epalehy

a. ' West Paterson, New Jersey: St. Ann Parxsh

b. Hamrnond, Indiana: St. Michael '_th_e Archangel Parish
c. Chicag_o, illinois: St. John the B.aptis_t‘ Parish

d. North Hollywood, California; St. Anne Parish
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o 6 . In approxxmately 1992 Defendant Eparchy ass1gned Wehby to St J ohn the _ |
e Baptlst in Northlake Ilhnms i | | | |
o - 7.' -' Plalntrff was ralsed ina devout plOllS farnrly and attended St John the Baptlst |

L .Melkrte Church Plarntiff came mto contact wrth Wehby as an agent and 1epresentat1ve of

N 2 Defendants, and at St J ohn the Bapt;st m Northlake in approxrmately 1992

: 8 Piamtrff partrclpated in youth actlvrtres and church act1v1t1es at St John the ABa

B ":Baptlst Plazntrff therefore developed great adnnratron trust revelence and respect for the

o Melkrtes, 1nc1ud1ng Defendants and therr agents, mcludmg Wehby

o 9. : Between approxrmately 1995 and 1998 when Pialntlff was approx1mately 14 to
L 17 years old Wehby engaged in sexual contact w1th Pialntlff on hundreds of occasrons

R 10, Incrdents of sexual abuse alleged in thls Complamt occuned on property owned _ =
i '.by, operated by, or under the control of Defendants | | | | |
L | In approxrmately 2001 followrng the sexual abuse of Plaintiff, Wehby was
i moved to St Anne Parish in North Hollywood Cahfomla | | | |

Speclai Relatronshlp between I]parchy of Newton, St. J. ohn the Baptlst
" and the then-mlnor Plamtxff o :

12 _ | Plalnttff’ S relatlons}np to Defendants and Wehby, asa vulnerable chrld
.panshzoner and partrcrpant in church act1vrt1es was one in whrch Plamtlff was sub] ect to the
ongomg mﬂuence of Defendants and Wehby, Plamtrff’ s abuser The culture of the Melkrte
.Church over Plalntlff created pressure on Plamtrff not to report Wehby s sexuai abuse of her

) 13 Pnor to the sexual abuse of Plamtlff Defendants leamed or should have learned _

that Wehby was not fit to work wrth chrldren

14. Defendants knew or should have known that Wehby was a danger to children

before Wehby sexually abused Plaintiff.
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_ 15 . By holdrng Wehby out as safe to work wrth children, and by undertaklng the B
. custody, supervrslon of and/or care of the minor P}amtlff Defendants entered 1nto a ﬂducrary

L relatronshlp wrth the mrnor Ptaintrff As a result of Plamtrff bemg a mmor, Defendants held a. .'

R pos1t1on of empowerment over Plamtxff

= 16 By acceptmg custody of the.manor Plalntrff | Defendants estabhshed an in Ioco . : o

= _.; parenns relatronsh1p w1th Plamtrff and in dcmg so, owed Plamtrff a duty to protect her from N

| ijury..... | | . B .. : _ .

.. 3 17 Further, Defendants, by holdrng themselves out as bemg able to prov1de a safe o
. .envrromnent for chrldren sohcrted and/or accepted this posztron of empowerment Th1s |
o _:'empowerment prevented the then rmnor Plamtiff from effectrvely protectmg herself and

L .'-.Defendants thus entered intoa ﬁdumary relauonshlp w1th Piamt1ff |

k 18 Defendants had a specral relat1onsh1p wrth Plarntlff

| | _. 19._ Defendants owed Plarntlff a duty of reasonable care because they had superlor _

) :-. knowledge about the rrsk that Wehby posed to Plaintiff, the r;sk of sexual abuse in general in

' '_thelr programs and/or the risks that their fac1l1t1es posed to mmor chrldten |

. | 20 Defendants owed Plalnttt"f a duty of reasonabie care because they sohclted youth

'and patents f01 parttctpatron in therr youth pro grams; encouraged youth and par ents to have the

- youth partrcrpate in the1r programs undertook custody of mlnor chﬂdren, mcludlng Plalntlff
promoted thelr facdrtres and programs as bemg safe for chddren held therr agents, 1nclud1ng

'. Wehby, out as safe to wozk wrth chddren, encouraged parents and chrldlen to spend time with

. thejr agents and/or encour aged then agents, including Wehby, fo spend time with, interact w1th '

and recruit children.
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n '_ 21. Defendants owed a duty to Plarnt1ff to protect Piarntlff from harm because L |
Defendants actions created a foreseeable rrsk of harrn to Plamtlff As a vulnerable chrid
L partlcrpatrng m the programs and act1v1t1es Defendants offered to mrnors, Plamtrff was a

B :foreseeable vrctlrn As a vulnerabie ch11d who Wehby had access to through Defendants e

L 'facrht;es and prograrns, Piam’nff was a foreseeable vrctlrn

. : f 22 Defendants breached therr duty to Plalntrff by falhng to warn Plarntiff and
o .: Plalntxff’ s fannly of the rrsk that Wehby posed and the nsks of Cbﬂd sexuaI abuse by clerres |
- They also falled to warn them about any of the knowledge that Defendants had about chlld sex |
-"-?-*buse'._ R o
o | _. :'2_3_. Defendants aIso breached then' duty to P1a1nt1ff by acttvely malntammg and |
' employlng Wehby ina pos1t10n of power and authorrty through wh1ch Wehby had access to
- ._ | ohrldren rncludrng Plamtlff and power and control over chrldren, mcIudmg Plaintrff

' 2_4. Defendants knew or should have known that some of its leaders and people o

_workmg n then‘ rnstrtutlons were not safe

25, Defendants knew or should have known that it did not have sufficient 1nformat10n S

about whether or _n_ot _their leadets and people working at Melkite institutions within the Eparchy
- were safe.
26, Defendants knew or should have known that there was a rrsk of Chlld sex abuse _

'_ for chrldren partlcrpatlng in its programs and act1v1t1es wrthln the Eparchy

27. Defendants knew or should have known that it did not have sufﬁ(:lent 1nformatron

| about whether or not there was 4 risk of child sex abuse for chrldren partrc1pat1ng in its pro grams

and activities.

{00078246,.DOCX} 5




o 28 Defendants were under an afﬁrmative duty to interfere and. tnt_er_vene wnen they .
g knew or reasonably shouid have known of sexually abus1ve conduct
. 29 : Defendants held thexr leaders and agents out as peopie of hrgh morals, as

= ﬁ:'_ possessmg 1mmense power, teachlng famlhes and chjldren to obey these 1eaders and agents, _: R

. _-teachmg famlhes and chﬂdren to respect and revere these leaders and agents, sohcitmg youth and__- s ': S

: :_'famlhes to the1r piograms, marketmg to youth and famrhes recrultmg youth and famrhes, and

o jholdmg out the people that worked in the programs as safe

: | 30 Durmg the tn'ne that Wehb}’ was a prlest at St John the Baptrst and asa result of |
3 _ﬁthe afﬁlratron Plamtrff had w1th the Paush the Eparchy and Wehby, a spec1a1 ﬁducrary

i 'relatlonship of trust developed between Plamtlff Defendants and Wehby |

i _' 5 31 _ Plamtlff and her parcnts reasonably rehed on the representations and omlssrons of - '

o '_Defendants | o

ERE 5 32 Defendants created the m1spercept1on in the, mmd of Plamtrff and ber parents and -

| : :others that chﬂdren, 1ncludmg Piamtrff were safe with priests in generai and Wehby in |
| '_'.partlcul_ar. | |

| . | .33.7 To the contrary, Plai_ntiff was a victim of a known and preventable h_a_zat‘_d that

' Defendants created and allowed to continue . | N

34, Further, asa result of the early mstruction and 1ndoctr1natron as descnbed herem

. .-and as. a result of Defendants’ concealment about the risk of sexual abuse by its prlests mciudlng

3 Wehby, Plamtrff and her parents had no reason to believe that Defendants were aware, of or

’_mvoived in facilitating the criminal sexual behavror and efforts to conceal such criminal conduct

; from them and others.

Defendants’ Knowledge of Sexual Abuse
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| ; '3_5_._ On 1nformat10n and behef at the tlme of the formatron of the Eparchy of Newton S |

1n 1976 the hlerarchy of the Melklte Church mcludmg the ofﬁ01als of the Eparchy of Newton,

":.had actual knowled ge that pnests sexua] ly abused chﬂdren

L : 36 . In the alternatlve by at least 1976 the Eparchy of Newton had constructlve

s '.knowledge that pnests sexually abused chJIdren, w1th such knowledge comlng from church

S do curnents that dealt wrth the subJect

- 37. In the alternauve, as ef 1976 Defendants should have kndwn that pnests.were | -
| sexually abusmg chlldren ) | . | RS
| .38, The top ofﬁclals ef the Eparchy of Newton never warned Plamnff of her parents '.
- :-_orothers srmxlarly srtuated of the problem of sexualiy abuswe prlests in actzve mlmstry inthe -
* Bparchy. | . |
| 39, The top ofﬁmals of the Eparchy of Newton had a pattern and practxee of h1dmg
| '.:{and not dlsclosmg facts that sexually abusrve pnests served in ae‘uve mlmstry
: 40, On mformatron and behef Defendants knew or should have known of Wehby s
sexual abuse of minors prror to the time he was asmgned to St. J ohn the Baptlst and began

.sexually abusmg Piamtlff but did not act on that knowledge
_ Sexual abuse uf Plamtsz .
41, Plamtlff ﬁrst met Wehby at St. J ohn the Bapnst in appr0x1mateiy 1992.
_ : .- 4. Wehby use_d hl_S_ position as a priest to xsplate an_d r_nanrpui_ate _c_h_ﬂdren, mcluding
Pl_ai_ntiff, - | .. | _. o .. RN R
43 Plainriff and her farnily were very involved at St. John 'th.e Baptist and had regular .

interaction with its clergy, including Wehby.
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_'44. o 'Wehby gai_ne_d a_cc__esS to Plaintiff solely by virtue of his_elnploylnent with
: .-D_efendants | | o o

45, Notwrtbstandmg Wehby s 1ntent1ons fo spend tnne wrth Plalntsz hlS mteraouons :

i _ .:w1th Plamtiff were openly observable to Defendants and 1ts agents and employees

' 46 Wlnle Plaintlff was alone wrth Wehby, pansh staff and parzshloners observed

: 'Wehby w1th Pla1nt1ff at the reot01y where Wehby re31ded

o '_'4_7. . Moreover the B1shop at the time Bishop J ohn Elya was aware that Pla1nt1ff was

L spendmg trme only w1th Wehby at the rectory and spent mghts there wrth hnn

- .48. ' On mfonnatron and behef for a penod of tnne whlle the abuse of Plaxntrff S

RN occurred at least one other adult resrded in the rectory w1th Wehby

g __ 49, On 1nformat1on and belref Wehby s 1nappropr1ate conduct Wlth ehlldren was

B "-known to parlsh employees and panshloners

| : . : .__:50. ) Desp1te Wehby s observed and observable 1nte1 aet1ons with Plalntlff and desplte
.' .- .- Defendants knowledge of the r1sk of sexual abuse and by its pnests Wehby was able to sexually

. :-abuse Plaxntlff. | S _ | |
| N 5. On hundreds of occasions bet\ateen 1995 and 1998, Wehby s_exua_lly abused _
Plamtlff on the prennses of St. John the Bapt1st BN |

Fraudulent Mrsrepresentatxon and Non-dlsclosure of Knowledge -
52, On mt‘ormation and belief, Defendants, through then blshops, eparehs agents and o

_ ofﬁo1als had actual knowledge of sexual abuse by its pnests at all relevant txmes between 1976

'and 1995

- 53. Armed with that actual knowledge, Defendants hid the information from its

parishioners, including Plaintiff and her parents.
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| 54, In each of the years between 1976 and the date of the ﬁhng of thrs Complalnt in
.. 2016, Defendants have rn1srepresented and undeneported the true nature of the probiem of s

v :'sexuai abuse of chﬂdren by 1ts elenes

: 55 Defendants have had and presently have a ﬁnancral 1ncent1ve to mrsrepresent and I

o _'Wlthhold the true nature and scope of thrs problem and rts contrrbutron to and respon31b111ty for g 5' 3 | _ B

the problem and 1esuIt1ng harm to ehlldren hke Plamt;ﬁ'

o o 56 Because of Defendants specral 1elatronshrp and assurned duty descrrbed above. "
:.f .' :_ Defendants had a duty to dlsclose all that they knew or reasonably should have known about __ -
_ :sexual abuse by 1ts prrests | | | | o | | . 5 '. L
i 57 : Defendants had a duty to Plamtlff and her par ents to wam them about the pr oblem _- .;'
' __.of sexual abuse by 1ts prlests, and had a smnlar duty not to downplay, underreport ot othe1 wrse -
:n’tISIBfOIm or w1thhold facts regardmg these issues to Plamtlff or her par ents BRI
e 3 58 On 1nforrnat10n and behef the faﬂure of Defendants fo take aetlon regardmg _ .

'Wehby s sexual abuse of Pla1nt1ff is consrstent wrth its praetlce of faﬂlng to respond {0 eredlble

_ '-'alleganons of sexual abuse

: - 59, On mformatmn and belief, Defendants engaged ina pattern and praetlce of
B -purposeﬁ;lly h1d1ng allegatlons of sexual abuse, by transfenmg prrests who sexuaily abuse
' --_'.chrldten to protect its reputatron and avord the seandal that wouId result rf parrshroners and the _

: pubhc were aware of the problem of sexual abuse by 1ts prrests

60, On rnformatron and behef Defendants transferred prrests accused of inapproptiate
'sexuaI behaviors _wr_th_ m’rnors_frorn one a_ssrgnment to a_not_he_r, _wlt_hout dlselos_lng any

information about the priest’s behavior to law enforcement or the public.
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. _1'61. Had Defendants and its agents not mxsrepresented and concealed 1ts knowledge of
_— the dangers posed to Plaintlff by 1ts pnests, 1nc1ud1ng Wehby and thus, Defendants role in

o causrng the abuse and later—resuitlng mjunes, Plamtiff would have dlscovered thls 1nforrnat1on _

e 'earher and wrthm the lnnxtatrons penod and therefore would have fﬂed her cause of actlon

- ) _'agalnst Defendants earher than she dld w1thout the a1d of any apphcable Dlscovery Rule

B 62 Because of threats and mtlmtdatron by Wehby, Plarnuff was afra1d to teit anyone S B

- about the abuse she suffered

| 63 Further, because of Defendants mlsrepresentatton and conceahnent P}amtlff (a) _
. -fvas unaware of her ciarm agalnst Defendants when she turned 18; (b) dld not know that
: 'Defendants had done somethmg wrong at any tzme before 2015 and (c) because of the ;
- - mlsrepresentatlon and concealment of Defendants, was otherw1se not aware that the acts of
'_ De_fend_ants _ca_used her injuries. | | o
: _. - Detrl.mental Rehance
- 64; Before during and after 1995 1998 Plaintiff and her parents detnrnentally
“relied on the false staternents and nondxsclosure of Defendants regardmg sexual abuse by its
- 'p_rlests. : | |
: _' 65. - If Plamtiff’s parents were told at any tnne prlor to or dunng 1995 and 1998 what
: B .Defendants knew or reasonably shouid have known at that time about sexual abuse by 1ts prlests

: or Wehby, as more partrcularly descrlbed above Plalntlff’s parents Would not have penmtted '

-' _'-Plaznttff to be alone or live with any. pnest mciudmg Wehby

66. Plamtrff did not leam of Defendants 1nvolvement in her sexuai abuse untﬂ 201 5 .
when she 1earned of information reg_ardx_ng Defendants noncomphance with policies and

procedures to prevent sexual abuse against children.
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_ | 67. At no trme before 2015 did Piamt]ff know or reasonably shouid have known that
_ _- she had been the vrctlrn of any wrongful conduct by Defendants or that such wrongﬁrl Conduct

O | re_stl_l_ted 1_n or causad lmunes._ | o : S s
S R Da.mages_.'f

68 ;' As a drrect 1esu1t of Defendants conduct descrrbed herem Plamtsz has suffered e

L "ﬁand w1ll contrnue to suffer great pam of mznd and body, severe and permanent emotronal i

| :.drstress, physrcal mamfestatrons of emotlonal dlstress, embarrassment Ioss of self—esteem '
| :'. humlhatron physrcal personal and psychologrcal 1n3ur1es Plarntlff was prevented and wrll ’ )
| : .'.contmue to be prevented from performmg normal dally aettvrtres and obtammg the full
| enJoyment of hfe and/or has 1ncurred and wﬂl contrnue to 1ncur expenses for psyehologrcal
L '_'_treatment therapy, and counsehng, and on mfonnatron and behef has and/or wﬂl incur Ioss of
: 1ncome and/or loss of earnmg oapacrty N | |
| | Equltable Estoppel
: .6_9_. As more partrcularly descnbed above on mformatron and behef Defendants
) concealed material facts about the true nature of sexuai abuse by its pr 1ests, rncludlng Wehby.
.' :'70_._ Defendants knew that by concealmg its knowledge of sexually abusrve pnests,
_ m.cludmg Wehby; that 1t was rmsrepresentmg facts to the pubhc regar dlng the ex1stence and
extent of sexual abuse by its pnests and the safety and protectron of cbrldren
71 “Atno trme before 2015 drd Plarntlff know that the representatrons made by
Defendants were untrue |
.' T2, Defendants Intended or reasonably expected.the representataons to be acted upon

by Plaintiff, an abused person her parents, or by other vrctrms of priest sexual abuse.
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o __'73. __ Plamtlff and her parents reasonably rehed upon the representatlons of Defendants o

'1n good farth and to therr detrrment and

' 74 Plalnt}ff has been prejudlced by her rehance on the representatlons of Defendants o

' __'-and fraudulent mrsrepresentauons of Defendants descrlbed above when she was sexually abused " - |

S _. and thereafter prevented from dxscoverjng the causes of the abuse she suffered mcludmg

- .- Defendants wrongful conduet and from brmgmg '[hlS lawsmt prror to 2015

L } 75. Defendants have denred knowledge of Wehby s 1napproprrate behavror wrth
ooe ohrldren and made no efforts to not;fy parents panshroners ot the pubhc when it learned that :

| _Wehby had engaged in sexual mlsconduct w1th chlldren

76 As 2 result Defendants shouid be equztably estopped from assertlng astatuteof R

- _3; hmxtatlons defense

- 7 7. Based on the foregomg allegatrons, any statute of hmztatrons defenses are also
TL _ precluded by the apphcauon of 735 ILCS 5/ 13-215 whrch toIled Pialntlff’s cause of action
. -.: _' agamst_Defendan_ts. _ o a |

-C_o_unt I
- Negligence

.1—77. _Plaintiff_ incorporates Parag‘rap_hs l'fhrough??._of this Co_rnplaint as.if fully_ set

-_foift_bher_ein o R o o

. ' 7 8 | Prror to the time that Plalntxff was sexualiy abused Defendants were aware or

'__should have been aware that they had a problem w1th prrests sexually abusrng chlldren and was

further aware of the methods and behavrors used by such prlests to sexually abuse ehlldren |
: 79 Based on this knowledge Defendants also knew that ehﬂdren were at great rlsk of =

harrn if 1nadequate measures were not taken and proper vrgﬁance was not used to observe
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'prrests . rnteractrons wrth chrldren and to hm1t the abrlrty. for prrests to easdv seclude, gam

I_ 3 1mproper mﬂuence over, and sexuaHy abuse chrldren | | o

_. | 80. Prror to Piarntlff sexual abuse Defendants aIso knew or should have known that
(s Wehby had sexually abused chrldren and/or had engaged in recogrnzable and observabie ' .' i
SII_behavrors whlch 1nd1cated that he posed a nsk of harm to chlldren | | IR

| When Plamtlff was at St. J ohn the Baptlst she was at all relevant trmes wrthrn the
ERRE exclusrve custody and contro} of Defendants | L
82 | Defendants were aIso 1n. exclusrve control of the church prermses where Piarntrff

| Was sexuaIly abused and in exciusrve control of rts prlest Wehby, who resrded and worked at St o

G ::'John the Baptrst

- _ ':83. Defendants, bv and through therr agents servants, enrployees and ofﬁcers owed a . _
| -. _duty to exercrse reasonable care under the Cir cumstances, to exercrse the utmost care for welfare :
| _and weil berng of minor parrshroners and to refrarn from careless and neghgent conduct agalnst
; ::such minors, mcludlng Plarnuff Thrs duty mcluded but is not lumted to, a duty to supervrse ' .';
| '..Wehby in his activities with minor s, rncludrng Plalnuff | | |
: _84_. Defendants breach of thelr duties include, but are not lrmrted to fallure to have '
| ::sufﬁment policies and procedures to prevent child sex abuse, farlure to properly 1rnplernent thelr.
| : .pohcres and pr ocedures to prevent chrld sex abuse failure to take reasonable measures to make : n
: .i_sure that the policies and procedures to prevent chlld sex abuse were workrng, farlure to
: I_ adequately inform families and chtldren of the rrsks of chrld sex abuse fadure to 1nvest1gate rlsks_ _ :
. : of elnld molestauon farlure to properly train the workers at 1nst1tutrons and programs wrthrn |
Defendants geographrcal eonfines, fallure to have any outsxde ageney test thelr safety |

.' procedures, failure to protect the chﬂdren in their programs from child sex abuse, failure to
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5 5 adhere to the apphcable standard of care for chlld safety, farlure to mvestlgate the amount and

_type of rnformatlon necessary to represent the 1nst1rut10ns programs leaders and people as safe

B fallure to tram therr employees properly to 1dent1fy srgns of ohrld molestatron by fellow

A employees fallure by relyrng upon rnental health professronals andfor fallure by relyrng on

i ';people who clarmed that they could treat ehrld molesters

e : 85 Defendants faﬂed to use ordmary care in determmrng Whether therr facrht1es were e

L afe and/or to determme whether they had suffrcrent 1nformat10n to represent their fac1ht1es as :

o .safe Defendants farlures molude, but are not l1mrted to: farlure to have sufflclent pohcres and

. . procedures to prevent abuse at then facrlltres, fallure to 1nvestrgate rrsks at therr facrlrtres failure -
' to prope1 ly traln the workers at their facﬂltles faﬁure to have any outsrde agency test therr safety _

'procedures fallure to mvesugate the amount and type of mformatron necessary to represent therr _

: _faelhtres as safe fa1lure to train thelr employees properly to 1dent1fy srgns of ehrld molestatron

by fellow employees farlure by relymg upon mental health professronals andfor failure by

o relymg upon people who claimed that they eould treat chrld molesters

| 86. As a dn‘ect and proximate 1 1esu1t of one or more cf the aforementrened negligent
g andfor wrllful and wanton acts and/or omrssrons, Plaintiff was subj ect to sexual abuse and

_explortatron by Wehby, and was caused fo suffer the 111_]ur1es deserrbed herem and such other

. darnages to whrch experts in thrs case may testlfy

87. The employrnent of Wehby at Defendants’ Parish created a dangerous condition

to whrch Plarntrff was exposed

- 88. Allowrng a minor child to be left alone in the rectory at St. John the Baptist and to

be exposed to a person that sexually abuses minors is something that does not ordinarily occur in

the absence of negligence.
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WHEREF ORE Plamtlff demands Judgment agamst Defendants jomtly and severally in | g -
_'an amount in excess of the Ju11sd1ct10nal lnmts of t}ns Court and any other sueh rehef as the |
- Cour* d_esmsmst .and equltable- I
; 5 Count II _ :
Neghgence Regardmg Actlons Outs1de the Scope of Employment '
RIS Restatement ef Torts (Second) §317 SR

l 77 Plamtlff 1n001porates Paragraphs l through 75 of thls Complamt as 1f fully set .
k forth hereln . |

| 89 It was the duty of Defendants, through the aets of Its employees and agents to :

| GXGICISB reasonable care for the proteetion and beneﬁt of rnmor ehlldren mcludmg Plalntlff :

' 90 In the alternatwe the act1ons of Wehby deserzbed above were outs1de the scope of : o

-: Wehby ] employment w1th Defendants, but were such acts f01 wh1eh Defendants have legal -
- responstblhty | o
' _:9l; Defendants as master.. were under a duty to exercise reasonable care so asto -
- -:. eontrol then servant, Wehby, while actlng outs1de the scope of his employment as to prevent hlm .
» '.from 1ntent1onally harming others, or from S0 conductmg hlmself as to ereate an umeasonable |
. _"'nsk of boddy harm to others whlle on prem1ses owned opel ated and eont1 olled by Defendants
.9_2. Defendants knew or should have known that they had the ab111ty to control the1r
s sel'nant, W_ehby, and knew or should have k_now_n of the neces_stty and opportun_lty fot_ exetetstng_ R
: su(:_h_contfol._ - : S PR
| 93 Wehby used the church premises _in_poss_ession of _Defendants_, and th_e._in_struments
of his employment as a priest, including.h_is_st_atus, authority and influence as a priest, to access

and sexually abuse Plaintiff.
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94, In addltlon Wehby was on the premlses of St J ohn the Baptlst solely because of _ P P

o _hrs appomtment to the Church by Defendants Defendants knew 1t had the ablhty fo control

: ._ :Wehby, and knew that Wehby was, or was hkely to be, anne wrth mmors asa 1esult of the

E ..-._i'_:_:.";access grven by Defendants

o | 95 ._' - Defendants knew or reasonabty.should have tmown that aliowmg sexually
g :'abuswe prtests to be in remote or prlvate locatlons outsrde the presence of other adults, and . .'
- '-alto.wmg sexually abuswe puests unfette1 ed access to chrldren created a rlsk of harm to those
-_.'.Ghl__l_dren_,. : . _ S S _
s 96 _ Sach harm occurred in the form of sexual abuse of Plalntlff by a priest of
'Defendants that was nelther supervrsed nor conttolled f01 such wrongful conduct
o :_' 97 Defendants breach of then dutres mclude but are not hmlted to: faﬂure to have
: sufﬁc:lent pohcles and procedures to prevent chlld sex abuse fallure to ploperly 1rnplement the
_pohcres and procedures to prevent chﬁd sex abuse, fallure to take reasonable measures o make

'-sure that the pohcles and procedures to prevent chﬂd sex abuse were, worklng, faﬂure to

adequately mform famlhes and chrldren of the risks of chlld sex abuse fadure fo investigate usks _—

of chrld molestatton falhne to properly train the workers at 1nst1tut10ns and programs within
:Defendants geogr aphrcai conﬁnes, fadure to have any outsrde agency test thezr safety

procedur cs, fallure to protect the chlldren in therr programs from chlld sex abuse, failure to
adhere to the apphcable standard of cate for chﬂd safety, faﬂure to 1nvest1gate the amount and
type of 1nformat10n necessary to 1epresent the 1nst1tut10ns programs, ieaders and people as safe,
farlure to train therr employees properly to 1dent1fy 31gns of ch11d molestatlon by fellow |
employees, fatlure by relying upon m_ental health professwnals, and/or failure by relylng on

people who claimed that they could treat child molesters.
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98 Defendants farled to use ordlnary care in detenmmng whether therr faelhtles were _' 5
'safe andfor to determme whether they had sufﬁerent 1nformat10n to represent therr faczhtres as

3 safe Defendants faﬂures melude but are not hnnted to farlure to have sufﬁcrent polrcres and

- -procednres to prevent abuse at therr facrhttes fallure to mvesttgate rrsks at then' faethtles fatlure ok

g 'to properly traln the workers at thelr faelhttes fallure to have any outsrde agency test then safety -

i fprocedures, farlure to 1nvest1gate the amount and type of 1nformat10n necessary to represent then_ '_

G 5 faclhtres as safe, faﬂure to train then ernployees p1 operly to 1dent1fy s1gns of chtld molesta’uon

' '-by feliow employees fa11u1e by relymg upon mental health professronals and/or fallure by _
. : rely:ng upon people who cIa1med that they could treat chrld molesters | |
.:_ : '99 As a direct and proxrrnate result of one or more of the foregorng wrongful acts
Y and omrssmns, Plamtsz suffered mjunes and damages more partmularly desenbed above, and
o other damages to which experts in thrs case may testxfy o R
WHEREF ORE, Plaintiff demands Judgment agamst Defendants Jomtly and severally in
o .an amount in excess of the Jurlsdrctlonal i1m1ts of this Court, and any othe1 sueh rehef as the
:. Cour_t _dee_ms just and equitable. |
| _ .Cou.nt_ .I._II
Fraudulent Misrepresentation or Non-Disclosure of Facts
Restatement of Torts (Second) §557A and;§310
1 77 - Plaintiff incorporates Paragraphs 1 through 75 of this Complamt as xf fuily set
Iforth herein. |

.1_0_0_. It was Defendants’ duty to refrain from making fraudul_e_nt misrepresentations to

Plaintiff and her parents before 1995; and between 1995 and 2016,
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S 1_01. Because of the specral relatlonshlp that Defendants had wrth Plamtlff as more
partleularly descrlbed above Defendants had a duty to Piamtlff and her parents to drsclose alI it
: . knew or reasonably should have known about sexuai abuse by 1ts prrests | | |

i 1 _02_. : Defendants breached the duty of care owed to Piamtrff a mrnor and her parents, o .

R and was gmlty of one or m01e of the foregomg acts or ormssrons andior Was gulltY Of fraudulent )

o - mrsrepresentatrons and nondrselosure that wdl come out duxmg the course of dzscovery in th1s L L

L ﬁ._case. .

) _'ZI 03 Plarntiff and her parents, during the tnne she was a mmor detmmentaﬂy 1e11ed
) upon the fraudulent mlsrepresentatwns and non—dlsclosure of Defendants as more partmu}arly

.desenbed mparagraphs 51 to 61 above
| 1 (_)4 As a dlreet and prox1mate result of the foregomg wrongful acts and ormssrons,
. _ -Piatntlff suffered 1n]u11es and damages more partlcularly descnbed above, and such other
'damages to wlnch experts 1n ﬂ’].IS case may testlfy | _ | ‘
. WHEREFORE Plamtrff demands Judgment agamst Defendants ~1o1nt1y and severally in
an amount in excess of the Junsdxet_tonal limits of this Cou_rt, and any other such reliel as the
" Court deems justand equitabl_e._ . PR |
L R .]URYDEMAND o
. Plamnff hereby demands a Jury tnal :

K’ ombyé’ for Pramaff Iane Doe 247

' KERNS FROST & PEARLMAN
Marc J. Pearlman - - .
30 West Monroe Street
Suite 1600 -

- Chicago, IL 60603
Atty No.: 43936

(312) 261-4550
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" JeffreyR Anderson SRR o
- JEFF ANDERSON AND ASSOCIATES P A_. L

.' : '366 Jackson Street
L 'Sulte 100

| : I_-j-_.St Paul anesota 55101
(651) 227-9990 '

= ATTORNEYS F FOR PLAINTIFF
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