
SUMMONS
(clTActoM JUDIGiAL)

NOflCE TO DEFENDAiIIT:
(AVISO ALDEMANDADQ:

CALIFORNIA CATHOLIC CONFERENCE AKA THE CALTFORNIA
CATHOLI C CONFERENCE " ADDTTL PARTIES ATTACIIM s{Fj}

a,
YOU ARE BEING SUED BY PLAINTIFF:
(LO ESIA DEMANDANDO EL DEMANDANTE):

TI.IOMAS EMENS

E!,

ThE nama and address of lhe courl is:
(Et nombre y direccttn de ta coila es) SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COI.JNTY OF LOS ANGELES
I11 N, I{ILL STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 9OOI2

sumrxotls. u$o
pruebe de entrcga de esta citalidn usa el formularlo Proof ol Servlce of $ummon$,

esJ:

0-3 5'.1-2425

. Deputy
(Adlunto)

lsEAu
NOIICE TO TtlE PERSON SERVED: You are served
1. l-l as an lndlvldual debrdent,
2. l-l ee the person Bued under the ticllious nameol (specify):

g. EI cnbehalf of (specfrl,J:

unden T--l CCF 4t6.lo (corporatlon)

l-l CCP 410.20 (dsfunct oorporatlon)

l--1 CCP 416.40 (assatialion or partnsrshlpf

fl other (spacify):
4. T-l by p€rsonaldellrrery on (dat{:

Ro0trcon

t-l CCP 118.80 (minor)

l-l CCP 416.70 (coruorvaleeJ .

l-l CCP 416.90 (ouhothed petscn)

C.,-.. Fo?couFrugEoilLv- L' /FFiloLoFAnA usooru coFta

&fif;i;itfr,t#"ry"

0cr 
0 2 ,[.,,,;;,,,

';:t,y:#:;iJi,;,*

NOTICEI You hsv6 baan zued, The corrl may declde agalnsl you wlrhout your talng head lnless you retpmd withln 30 day8, Reod lhc lntotmlllon
below.

You h|1,8 30 CALENDAR E!qYS att6r thlB sumrnonB and :ogal pspers arc dcrv€d on yo.r lo lile a wdlten rosponse al lhls ooutt and havc a copy
servcd on lhe pluintlfL A lelter or phone crall wlll not p{olEct you, Your w1[en rrsonSe muSl bc ln propor logil brm lf you wrnl lho courl to hotr yoot
c!tt, -fhoro may bo a coud 10rm lhsl you cat usa bryorr rocponse. You crn llnd lhese courl forrx and moro lnfomatlon al the Callfornlo Courlr
Ontlne Sol[Holp C€otsr (wn4,y.cowt(l',foca.pulsefftaFl. your county hw llhary, qr lhr cowlhguer nrars$t you, It you crnnol pay uls fllhg {et, r8k
the coun cletk tor a frc wtlver form. lf you do nol lilE your responEs on tlmB. you may lose lho oase by d€fsult. and your woges, money, and plopedy
may bo laken wiUroul furll"er lrsrnlng frorn lha courl.

Thers re other legnl rcquirenrenl8. Ycu may $dtl lo csll an otlomay dghl avray, ll you do nol know an allorney, you may want lo.csll an stlorney
rolerral reMce. llyouconn6t aflord sn attomei yil mry bc clhiblc brrce bgal reMccc ltom a nonpro{it lsgal et\rloE8 progtam, You can locrte
lhese nonFrolit groupr at thB Calllornta Lcgal Servlcee'l/\leb slt6 (l4,y'r.lawftelpcdtifotnla.otgl, tho Csllfomla Courls Onllno So[-Hdp Contet
(www.aourllnfa,oa,gou/Eolf'lelp'1, or by conttdlng your locel oourl or o0fily bsr sssoolrllon. l.loTE: Th! coufl htt s ttrlutory ll6n for utlwd hsB snd
cosb on any scttlornont or rrutrallon au'ard of $10,000 or mq.t ln I clvil ctes. Tho oourt's li€n mu8l be pald beforc lhe courl'/vllldlsmlss ihe qase ,

tAW$OlLohandefiM/ndado, S,r,otijFondedin!,g&Wdlas, lacod0pirededscldtanetconl/t€i0oicucrlarluve$t1n,Lealelnlwndctina
cantinuacbn,

TlsnsSoolASDEGA[EilO4RiOdespudedoquero ctiltEouanestccilacldnypepolctlaEahtptnpftianhtunarctpwsbporercriloanrrla
coile y hecrr que se ontngw utta cqla el &mandanle, lJna c€,da o una llunada leleldnlca N lo pte|cgan. Su nspuesla por caanlo l/anr quo e,rlar
enhmatologalcatrscloctdgsea4uiepmcastncucasscnlacail?,E posrbroguahsy'an'otlnultt'oqu_r+llcqp{rdr{rssrprtrfi,lrspurslt,

bloliolacade EyvsdEsuowld,adoaenlacodrgoaJsquodomdsenaSlaopucdeprgatraauolddapE'sott|,6,cl'n,Nsal'f,craaedoclo lalflla
qua b de un bffiulalo d0 cxafletfln & p€gp de cuotss. S, no presenla su nspuEslr s ,ftmp o, Wtu Nrdd 6l caso pot IncunPfr'nlErilo y la cf,de le
podrd qultat au weE,o, dlnero y DlsflBr slr'r mas tdtcdafich.

Hay orrps rrqm'r itos Egatos, Es ,ect,mondeble quc ttama s un ab4do inmefiatamsnfe, $J no coosce a un ebogadi, pwde llefllor a un sonab'b de
rerirbrfi a aDogados. Slnopuodepagar a unabogadq esposrhra queoumplaconloa raquisllospsteoblenorcendc/o$logolbsgraruifos ds on
p@gnme (!s rirv,lcios ,efalaa sln lings do /Ucro . Puado st c"r,tff sstos grupor sln llns$ tte lufro an cl sl0p. wcb €le Cd,fpm/e l.gal serulhes,

lvrww.lswlElpcallfomia.orgl, enelc''nlmdaAyudadriacC?rtosdaCdlfomla,fwrvw.sucorte.ca.gov)oponlilNogpenoonl*laconEcodroc/
c€l€grio d€ storEdos hdr/rs AV]SO.' Parlay, le codo tisna &/!]cno a $clamerJas curlasy los ooilbs 6xt ilor pot ImPonat un Wlttilsn solro
cualquidt td|cupiracidn do glO.WO 6 m6E de vator ftct}/gid ficdiantc un fiwrdo o una canaesian & arbllraJe an un caro da dormlro civlL nbao que
pagar el gravamen de le ctr.ls antos de qw b coda Fwda da reciar !t caro,

ttrf#*Ebg? U S g 08

suMniloNsFo.fi Arophd ftr MfidElo'y Url
JJdc.trl coundt ol c!tbmlr
8um.l6 lF&v Jdy t,t0O{

Code oaGi\.|FrBddrrc !l412 a0, 'lotwHtlc,'rnllaE ca gav



C'SE I.IJMEESi
SHORT TITLE:

_ THOMAS E,MES V. CAI.IFORNIA CA'IIIOLIC CONPERENCE

]NSTRUCTIONS FOR USE

* ttrie torm may be used as an allachmenl to any summone lf speoe do68 nol pamll lhs listing of all partl$ on lhc lummons.

-) lf lhis alachment is uted, insert lhe following stebrnent in the plalntiff or dotendant box on the sumfnons: "Addillonal Partiee

Attachm€nt form ie attaohed."

Llst adrlltlonal parlles (Check only ona 0or. Use a sapante paga for each type of pariy.):

f} Plaintitf l7l Defendant [:l Cross'Complainanl l-] Grcss'Defgndant

CALIFORNIA CATI.IOLIC CONFERENCE AIK]ATFIE CALIFORNIA CATHOLIC CONFERENCE'

INC. A/K/A CALIFORNIA CATHOLIC CONFERENCE OF BISFIOPS, ARCI'DIOCESB OF LOS

ANOELES A/ISA THB ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCI.IBISHOP OF LOS AN6ELES, DIOCESE OF

SACRAMENTO ,A/IUA THE ROMAIq CATHOLIC BISHOP OF SACRAMENTO, DIOCESE OF SANTA

ROSA A/TUA TFIE ROMAN CATI.IOLIC BISHOP OF SANTA ROSA, ARCHDIOCESE OF SAN

FRANCISCO A/I#A TI-IE ROMAN CATHOLTC BiS}IOP OF SAN FRANCISCO, DIOCESBOF

OAKLAND A/ISA THE ROMAN CATT{OLiC BISHOP OF OAKLAND, DIOCESE OF SAN JOSE

NWATHE ROMAN CATHOTIC BISHOP OF SAN JOSE, DIOCESE OF MONTERTY A/IVA THE

ROMAN CATHOLIC BTSHOP OF MONTEREY, CALIFORN1A AJI?A THE DIOCESE OF MONTEREY

IN CALIFORNIA, DIOCESE OF- ORANGEAJIVA TTIE ROMAN CATHOLJC BISHOP OF ORANGE,

DIOCESE OF SAN BERNARDINO fu}gA THE ROMAN CATI.IOLIC BISI'IOP OF SAN

BERNARDINO, AND THE DIOCESE OF SAI{ DIEGO A/l[/A THE ROMA}'I CATHOLIC BTSHOP OF

SAN DIBGO, oioCBStr OF FRESNO AIWA TI{E ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP OF FRESNO, AND

TI.IE CATHOLIC BISHOP OF CI{ICAGO, A CORPORATION SOLE A/TVA THE ARCHDIOCESE OF

CHICAGOI 
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Miohael G. Finnogon, State Bar No. 24 1091
m i ke@an de r so na dv o cates. c om
MichCcl Rcck, Statc Bar No. 209895
mre cl@ nde r s onadv o e a t e s, co nt
JEFF A}II}ERSON & ASSOCIATES
l2l0o Wilshire Blvd., 8rh Floor
Los Angoles, Celifomia 90025
Tel: 31"0-357-2425

.'ilfr''p:if,fi#ftft;

OCr o I tltl
' ",ilI' fi ;iliT' ;il::ffi il#-.Fax: 651-297-6543

Attorneys for Plaintiff TI-IOMAS EMENS

THOMAS EMENS

CALIFORN IA CATHOLIC CONTIER,ENCE
A/K/A THE CALIFORNIA CATHOLIC
CONFERENCE, [NC, NKIA CALIFORNIA
CATHOLIC CONFERENCE OF BISHOPS,
ARCHDIOCESE OF LOS ANCELES A/KiA
THE ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCHBISI{OP
OF LOS ANGELES, DIOCESEOF
SACMMENTO A/IVA THB ROMAN
CATHOLIC BISHOP OF SACMMENTO,
DIOCESEOF SANTA ROSAAilgA TT{E
ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP OF SAN13.
ROSA, ARCHDIOCESE OF SAN FRANCISCO
A/K/A THE ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP OF
SAN FRANCISCO, DTOCESE OF OAKLAND
A/IUA THE ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP OF
OAKLAND, DIOCESE OF SAN JOSE A/IUA
THE ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP OF SAN
JOSE, DIOCESB OF MONTEREY A/IVA THE
ROI4AN CATHOLIC BISHOP OF
MONTEREY, CALI,FORNIA A/IVA THE
DIOCESE OF MONTBREY TN CALIFORNIA,
DIOCESE OF ORANGE A/IOA THB ROMAN
CATI{OLIC BISHOP OF ORANGE, DIOCBSE
OF SAN BERNARDINO A/t</A THE ROMAN
CATHOLIC BISHOP OF SAN BERNARDTNO,
A}.ID THE DIOCESE OF SAN DIEGO A/IOA
THE ROIVIAN CATHOLIC BISHOP OF SAN
DIEGO, DIOCESE OF FRESNO A/IVA THE
ROMAN CATI{OT,IC BTSHOP OF FRESNO. )

-l-

SUPERIOR COURT OF TTIE STATE OS' CALIFORNIA

FoR TrrE couxtv oF Los AhlcELEs

80'iaoyuo

Plaintiff,
COMPI,AtrNT FORI
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COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FORJTIRV TRIAL
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AND THE CATHOLIC BISHOP OF CHICAGO,
A CORPORATION SOLE A/K/A THE
ARCHDIOCESE OF CHICAGO, and DOES 1-
100.

Defendant(s).

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Based upon information and belief available to Plaintiff at the time of the filing of this

Complaint, Plaintiff rnakes the following allegations:

PARTIES

1. Plaintiff Thomas Emens (hereinafter "Plaintiff') is an adult male resident of the State

of California.

2. At all times herein mentioned Plaintiff is and at all times mentioned herein

mentioned was an individual residing in the County of Ventura, State of California.

3. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material

hereto, Defendant California Catholic Conference alWa the California Catholic Conference, Inc.

alWa California Catholic Conference of Bishops (hereinafter "California Catholic Conference") was

and continues to be an organization or entity which includes, but is not limited to, civil corporations,

decision making entities, officials and employees authorized to conduct business and conducting

business in the State of California with its principal place of business at 1ll9 K Street, 2nd Floor,

Sacramento, California. The California Catholic Conference was created in approximately 1971.

Later, Defendant California Catholic Conference created a corporation called the California

Catholic Conference to conduct some of its affairs. The California Catholic Conference represents

California bishops and archbishops and their dioceses. The California Catholic Conference

functions as a business by engaging in activities promoting, advancing and furthering the policies,

practices and interests of Catholic institutions in California. The executive leadership of the

California Catholic Conference includes Bishop Jaime Soto, the Bishop of the Diocese of

a- z-

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FORJURY TRIAL
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Sacramento, Bishop Robert McElroy, the Bishop of the Diocese of San Diego, and Bishop Kevin

Vann, the Bishop of the Diocese of Orange. The California Catholic Conference coordinates its

efforts in coniunction with each Diocese in California.

4. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material

hereto Defendant Archdiocese of Los Angeles alWa the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los

Angeles (hereinafter "LA Archdiocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which

includes, but is not limited to, civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employees,

authorized to conduct business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal

place of business at 3424 Wilshire Boulevard, Los Angeles, California. The LA Archdiocese was

created in approximately 1840. Later the Archdiocese created a corporation called the LA

Archdiocese to conduct some of its affairs. The LA Archdiocese operates its affairs as both a

corporate entity and as an organization named the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, with the Archbishop

as the top official. Both of these entities and all other corporations and entities controlled by the

Archbishop are included in this Complaint as being the LA Archdiocese. The Archbishop is the top

official of the Archdiocese and is given authority over all matters within the LA Archdiocese as a

result of his position. The Archdiocese functions as a business by engaging in numerous revenue

producing activities and soliciting money frorn its members in exchange for its services. The LA

Archdiocese has several programs which seek out the participation of children in the Archdiocese's

activities. The LA Archdiocese, through its officials, has control over those activities involving

children. The LA Archdiocese has the power to appoint, supervise, monitor and fire each person

working with children within the Archdiocese of Los Angeles.

5. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges thatat all times material hereto

Defendant Diocese of Sacramento alVa the Roman Catholic Bishop of Sacramento (hereinafter

"sacramento Diocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which includes, but is not

limited to, civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employees, authorized to

conduct business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal place of

business at 2110 Broadway, Sacramento, California. The Sacramento Diocese was created in

approximately 1886. Later the Diocese created a corporation called the Sacramento Diocese to

-J-
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conduct some of its affairs. The Sacramento Diocese operates its affairs as both a corporate entity

and as an organization named the Diocese of Sacramento, with the Bishop as the top official. Both

of these entities and all other corporations and entities controlled by the Bishop are included in this

Complaint as being the Sacramento Diocese. The Bishop is the top official of the Diocese and is

given authority over all matters within the Sacramento Diocese as a result of his position. The

Diocese functions as a business by engaging in numerous revenue producing activities and

soliciting money from its members in exchange for its services. The Sacramento Diocese has

several programs which seek out the participation of children in the Diocese's activities. The

Sacramento Diocese, through its officialso has control over those activities involving children. The

Sacramento Diocese has the power to appoint, supervise, monitor and fire each person working with

children within the Diocese of Sacramento.

6. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant Diocese of Santa Rosa a/k/a the Roman Catholic Bishop of Santa Rosa (hereinafter

"Santa Rosa Diocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which includes, but is not

limited to, civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employees, authorized to

conduct business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal place of

business at 985 Airway Court, Santa Rosa, California. The Santa Rosa Diocese was created in

approximately 1962. Later the Diocese created a corporation called the Santa Rosa Diocese to

conduct some of its affairs. The Santa Rosa Diocese operates its affairs as both a corporate entity

and as an organization named the Diocese of Santa Rosao with the Bishop as the top official. Both

of these entities and all other corporations and entities controlled by the Bishop are included in this

Cornplaint as being the Santa Rosa Diocese. The Bishop is the top official of the Diocese and is

given authority over all matters within the Santa Rosa Diocese as a result of his position. The

Diocese functions as a business by engaging in numerous revenue producing activities and

soliciting money from its members in exchange for its services. The Santa Rosa Diocese has several

programs which seek out the participation of children in the Diocese's activities. The Santa Rosa

Diocese, through its officials, has control over those activities involving children. The Santa Rosa

4
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Diocese has the power to appoint, supervise, monitor and fire each person working with children

within the Diocese of Santa Rosa.

7. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant Archdiocese of San Francisco alkla the Roman Catholic Archbishop of San Francisco

(hereinafter'oSan Francisco Archdiocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which

includes, but is not lirnited to, civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employees,

authorized to conduct business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal

place of business at One Peter Yorke Way, San Francisco, California. The San Francisco

Archdiocese was created in approximately 1853. Later the Archdiocese created a corporation called

the San Francisco Archdiocese to conduct some of its affairs. The San Francisco Archdiocese

operates its affairs as both a corporate entity and as an organization named the Archdiocese of San

Francisco, with the Archbishop as the top official. Both of these entities and all other corporations

and entities controlled by the Archbishop are included in this Complaint as being the San Francisco

Archdiocese. The Archbishop is the top official of the Archdiocese and is given authority over all

matters within the San Francisco Archdiocese as a result of his position. The Archdiocese functions

as a business by engaging in numerous revenue producing activities and soliciting money from its

members in exchange for its services. The San Francisco Archdiocese has several programs which

seek out the participation of children in the Archdiocese's activities. The San Francisco

Archdiocese, through its officials, has control over those activities involving children. The San

Francisco Archdiocese has the power to appoint, supervise, monitor and fire each person working

with children within the Archdiocese of San Francisco.

8. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant Diocese of Oakland alWa the Roman Catholic Bishop of Oakland (hereinafter 'oOakland

Diocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which includes, but is not limited to,

civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employees, authorized to conduct

business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal place of business at

2121 Harrison Street, Suite 100, Oakland, California. The Oakland Diocese was created in

approximately 1962. Later the Diocese created a corporation called the Oakland Diocese to conduct

-5-
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some of its affairs. The Oakland Diocese operates its affairs as both a cotporate entity and as an

organization named the Diocese of Oakland, with the Bishop as the top official. Both of these

entities and all other corporations and entities controlled by the Bishop are included in this

Complaint as being the Oakland Diocese. The Bishop is the top official of the Diocese and is given

authority over all matters within the Oakland Diocese as a result of his position. The Diocese

functions as a business by engaging in numerous revenue producing activities and soliciting money

frorn its members in exchange for its services. The Oakland Diocese has several programs which

seek out the participation of children in the Diocese's activities. The Oakland Diocese, through its

officials, has control over those activities involving children. The Oakland Diocese has the power to

appoint, supervise, monitor and fire each person working with children within the Diocese of

Oakland.

9. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant Diocese of San Jose alWa the Roman Catholic Bishop of San Jose (hereinafter 'oSan Jose

Diocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which includes, but is not limited to,

civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employees, authorized to conduct

business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal place of business at

1150 North First Street, Suite 100, San Jose, California. The San Jose Diocese was created in

approximately 1981 .Later the Diocese created a corporation called the San Jose Diocese to conduct

some of its affairs. The San Jose Diocese operates its affairs as both a corporate entity and as an

organization named the Diocese of San Jose, with the Bishop as the top official. Both of these

entities and all other corporations and entities controlled by the Bishop are included in this

Complaint as being the San Jose Diocese. The Bishop is the top official of the Diocese and is given

authority over all matters within the San Jose Diocese as a result of his position. The Diocese

functions as a business by engaging in numerous revenue producing activities and soliciting money

from its members in exchange for its services. The San Jose Diocese has several programs which

seek out the participation of children in the Diocese's activities. The San Jose Diocese, through its

officials, has control over those activities involving children. The San Jose Diocese has the power to

-6-
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appoint, supervise, monitor and fire each person working with children within the Diocese of San

Jose.

10. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant Diocese of Monterey alVathe Roman Catholic Bishop of Monterey, California a/Wathe

Diocese of Monterey in California (hereinafter "Monterey Diocese") was and continues to be an

organization or entity which includes, but is not limited to, civil corporations, decision making

entities, officials, and ernployees, authorized to conduct business and conducting business in the

State of California with its principal place of business at 425 Church Street, Monterey, California.

The Monterey Diocese was created in approximately 1967. Later the Diocese created a corporation

called the Monterey Diocese to conduct some of its affairs. The Monterey Diocese operates its

affairs as both a corporate entity and as an organization named the Diocese of Monterey, with the

Bishop as the top official. Both of these entities and all other corporations and entities controlled by

the Bishop are included in this Complaint as being the Monterey Diocese. The Bishop is the top

official of the Diocese and is given authority over all matters within the Monterey Diocese as a

result of his position. The Diocese functions as a business by engaging in numerous revenue

producing activities and soliciting money from its members in exchange for its services. The

Monterey Diocese has several programs which seek out the participation of children in the

Diocese's activities. The Monterey Diocese, through its officials, has control over those activities

involving children. The Monterey Diocese has the power to appoint, supervise, monitor and fire

each person working with children within the Diocese of Monterey.

1 l. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant Diocese of Orange alWa the Roman Catholic Bishop of Orange (hereinafter "Orange

Diocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which includes, but is not limited to,

civil corporations, decision rnaking entities, officials, and employees, authorized to conduct

business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal place of business at

13280 Chaprnan Avenue, Garden Grove, California. The Orange Diocese was created in

approximately 1976. Later the Diocese created a corporation called the Orange Diocese to conduct

some of its affairs. The Orange Diocese operates its affairs as both a corporate entity and as an

-7 -
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organization named the Diocese of Orange, with the Bishop as the top offrcial. Both of these entities

and all other corporations and entities controlled by the Bishop are included in this Complaint as

being the Orange Diocese. The Bishop is the top official of the Diocese and is given authority over

all matters within the Orange Diocese as a result of his position. The Diocese functions as a

business by engaging in numerous revenue producing activities and soliciting money from its

members in exchange for its services. The Orange Diocese has several programs which seek out the

participation of children in the Diocese's activities. The Orange Diocese, through its officials, has

control over those activities involving children. The Orange Diocese has the power to appoint,

superviseo monitor and fire each person working with children within the Diocese of Orange.

12. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant Diocese of San Bernardino a/Wa the Roman Catholic Bishop of San Bernardino

(hereinafter "San Bernardino Diocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which

includes, but is not lirnited to, civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employees,

authorized to conduct business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal

place of business at l20l East Highland Avenueo San Bernardino, California. The San Bernardino

Diocese was created in approxirnately l978.Later the Diocese created a corporation called the San

Bernardino Diocese to conduct some of its affairs. The San Bernardino Diocese operates its affairs

as both a corporate entity and as an organization named the Diocese of San Bernardino, with the

Bishop as the top official. Both of these entities and all other corporations and entities controlled by

the Bishop are included in this Complaint as being the San Bernardino Diocese. The Bishop is the

top official of the Diocese and is given authority over all matters within the San Bernardino Diocese

as a result of his position. The Diocese functions as a business by engaging in numerous revenue

producing activities and soliciting money from its members in exchange for its services. The San

Bernardino Diocese has several programs which seek out the participation of children in the

Diocese's activities. The San Bernardino Diocese, through its officialso has control over those

activities involving children. The San Bernardino Diocese has the power to appoint, supervise,

monitor and fire each person working with children within the Diocese of San Bernardino.
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13. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant Diocese of San Diego alWa the Roman Catholic Bishop of San Diego (hereinafter "San

Diego Diocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which includes, but is not limited

to, civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employeeso authorized to conduct

business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal place of business at

3888 Paducah Drive, San Diego, California. The San Diego Diocese was created in approximately

1936.Later the Diocese created a corporation called the San Diego Diocese to conduct some of its

affairs. The San Diego Diocese operates its affairs as both a corporate entity and as an organization

named the Diocese of San Diego, with the Bishop as the top official. Both of these entities and all

other corporations and entities controlled by the Bishop are included in this Complaint as being the

San Diego Diocese. The Bishop is the top official of the Diocese and is given authority over all

matters within the San Diego Diocese as a result of his position. The Diocese functions as a

business by engaging in numerous revenue producing activities and soliciting money from its

members in exchange for its services. The San Diego Diocese has several programs which seek out

the participation of children in the Diocese's activities. The San Diego Diocese, through its

officials, has control over those activities involving children. The San Diego Diocese has the power

to appoint, supervise, monitor and fire each person working with children within the Diocese of San

Diego.

14. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant Diocese of Fresno alWa the Roman Catholic Bishop of Fresno (hereinafter ooFresno

Diocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which includes, but is not limited to,

civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employees, authorized to conduct

business and conducting business in the State of California with its principal place of business at

1550 North Fresno Street, Fresno, California. The Fresno Diocese was created in approximately

1967. Later the Diocese created a corporation called the Fresno Diocese to conduct some of its

affairs. The Fresno Diocese operates its affairs as both a corporate entity and as an organization

named the Diocese of Fresno, with the Bishop as the top official. Both of these entities and all other

corporations and entities controlled by the Bishop are included in this Complaint as being the

9
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Fresno Diocese. The Bishop is the top official of the Diocese and is given authority over all matters

within the Fresno Diocese as a result of his position. The Diocese functions as a business by

engaging in numerous revenue producing activities and soliciting money from its members in

exchange for its services. The Fresno Diocese has several programs which seek out the participation

of children in the Diocese's activities. The Fresno Diocese, through its officials, has control over

those activities involving children. The Fresno Diocese has the power to appoint, supervise, monitor

and fire each person working with children within the Diocese of Fresno.

15. Defendants California Catholic Conference, Los Angeles Archdiocese, Sacramento

Diocese, Santa Rosa Diocese, San Francisco Archdiocese, Oakland Diocese, San Bernardino

Diocese, Monterey Diocese, San Jose Diocese and Fresno Diocese are hereinafter collectively

refered to as California Defendants.

16. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that at all times material hereto

Defendant the Catholic Bishop of Chicago, a corporation sole, alWa the Archdiocese of Chicago

(hereinafter ooChicago Archdiocese") was and continues to be an organization or entity which

includes, but is not limited to, civil corporations, decision making entities, officials, and employees,

authorized to conduct business and conducting business in the State of Illinois with its principal

place of business in Cook County, Illinois. The Chicago Archdiocese was created in approximately

1843. Later the Chicago Archdiocese created a corporation called the Roman Catholic Bishop of

Chicago to conduct some of its affairs. The Chicago Archdiocese operates its affairs as both a

corporate entity and as an organization named the Archdiocese of Chicago, with the Archbishop as

the top official. Both of these entities and all other corporations and entities controlled by the

Archbishop are included in this Complaint as being the Archdiocese of Chicago. The Archbishop is

the top official of the Archdiocese and is given authority over all matters within the Chicago

Archdiocese as a result of his position. The Archdiocese functions as a business by engaging in

numerous revenue producing activities and soliciting money from its members in exchange for its

services. The Chicago Archdiocese has several programs which seek out the participation of

children in the Archdiocese's activities. The Chicago Archdiocese, through its officials, has control
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over those activities involving children. The Chicago Archdiocese has the power to appoint,

supervise, monitor and fire each person working with children within the Chicago Archdiocese.

17 . Jurisdiction and venue lie appropriately before this Court because of the geographic

location of where the cause of action arose. Specifically Msgr. Mohan was granted faculties by the

Archdiocese of Los Angeles when he transferred from the Archdiocese of Chicago. The Diocese of

Orange was created thereafter and Msgr. Mohan remained in the Diocese of Orange where his

faculties were continued. Decisions made by the Archdiocese of Los Angeles and all Defendants are

part of a cohesive and coordinated plan such that this Court is appropriate and proper.

18. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the true names and

capacities of Defendants referred to herein as DOES I through 100, inclusive and each of them, are

currently unknown to Plaintiff. Plaintiff is further informed and believes and thereon alleges that

DOES I through 100 are in some way responsible forthe damages incurred. Plaintiff will amend

this Complaint to allege the true names and capacities of DOES I through 100 once ascertained by

Plaintiff.

19. California Defendants, Chicago Archdiocese, and DOES 1 through 100 are

collectively refered to hereinafter as Defendants.

20. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges thatat all maters each of the

Defendants were the co-conspirators, employees, agents, ostensible agents, managing agents,

servants, owners, joint venturers, managers, directors, officers, representatives, alter egos, partners,

general partnerso trustees, co-trustees, co-venturers, and/or employees of the other defendants, and

in doing the things herein alleges were acting within the course and scope of their co-conspiracy,

employment, agency, ownership, joint venture, management or their status as an officer, director, or

managing agent of Defendants. Each of the Defendants' actionso omissions, and conduct were

known to, authorized and ratified by Defendants. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon

alleges that all the acts, omissions, andlor conduct by the Defendants, which was outside the scope

of their authority, was known to, authorized and ratified by the Defendants.

FACTS
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21. From approximately 1978 to 1980, when Plaintiff (hereinafter "Emens") was

approximately 10 to 12 years old, Monsignor Thomas Joseph Mohan (hereinafter o'Msgr. Mohan")

engaged in unpermitted sexual contact with Plaintiff.

22. Msgr. Mohan was ordained a priest of Defendant Archdiocese of Chicago in

approximately 1935.

23. Msgr. Mohan was employed at various parishes in the Archdiocese of Chicago from

approximately 1938 to 1972.

24. In approximately 1972, Msgr. Mohan was transferred to St. Anthony Claret Parish in

Anaheim in Defendant Los Angeles Archdiocese.

25. St. Anthony Claret Parish later became part of Defendant Orange Diocese.

26. Msgr. Mohan remained in residence at St. Anthony Claret from approximately 1973

to 1989 during which time Msgr. Mohan sexually assaulted Plaintiff.

27. Plaintiff was raised to trust, revere and respect the Roman Catholic Church,

including Defendants and their agents, including Msgr. Mohan. Plaintiff and his family came in

contact with Msgr. Mohan as an agent and representative of Defendants.

28. The true nature of Msgr. Mohan as a sexually abusive priest has not been disclosed

publically by Defendants.

29. Defendants have failed and continue to fail to report known andlor suspected sexual

abuse of children by their agents to the police and law enforcement.

30. Defendants have maintained and continue to maintain sexually abusive priests in

employment despite knowledge or suspicions of child sex abuse.

31. Defendants hold their leaders and agents out as people of high morals, as possessing

immense power, teaching families and children to obey these leaders and agents, teaching families

and children to respect and revere these leaders and agents, soliciting youth and families to their

programs, marketing to youth and families, recruiting youth and families, and holding out the

people that work in their programs as safe.

32, As a result, Defendants' leaders and agents have occupied positions of great trust,

respect and allegiance among members of the general public, including Plaintiff.
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33. Since 1971, Defendant California Catholic Conference has assembled the Bishops of

the Dioceses in California in coordinating, creating, deciding and disseminating the policies,

practices and agendas to be implernented in each Diocese in California.

34. Defendant California Catholic Conference functions as a convener for the bishops of

each Diocese in California to discuss and respond collectively as a governing body over Catholic

institutions and issues in California.

35. Defendant California Catholic Conference, on behalf of each California Diocese, has

made representations about the safety of programs in Catholic institutions in California.

36. Defendant California Catholic Conference has repeatedly pledged to restore trust for

victirns of sexual abuse though accountability and justice. These pledges are inconsistent with

California Defendants' policies, practices and actions demonstrating secrecy and concealment of

information about priests who have sexually assaulted children in California.

37. Defendants have fraudulently represented and continue to fraudulently represent to

the public, including Plaintiff, that l) there is no danger of child sex abuse at its facilities and in its

programs; 2) they respond to allegations of sexual abuse promptly and effectively; 3) they cooperate

with civil authorities; 4) they discipline offenders and/or 5) they provide a means of accountability

to ensure the problem of clerical sex abuse is effectively dealt with.

38. Defendants have also fraudulently represented and continue to fraudulently represent

to the public that any sexual misconduct by its agents is a problem of the past and that its programs

and schools do not cumently pose any risk to children.

39. Each Defendant has repeatedly and fraudulently represented that it will take action to

prevent sexual abuse while simultaneously concealing information about its knowledge of sexual

abuse of minors from law enforcement and the general public.

40. Defendants have a duty to refrain from taking actions that it knows or should know

interrupt or interfere with the health, safety, and welfare of the generalpublic.

41. Despite this duty, Defendants have, for decades, and continue to adopt, policies and

practices of covering up criminal activity committed by its agents. These practices continues to the

present day.
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42. Defendants' practices have endangered numerous children in the past and these

practices will continue to put children at risk in the future.

43. Defendants owe a duty to warn all children and their parents that come into contact

with its agents or former agents of allegations of sexual misconduct by the agents and former agents

because these children and their parents hold many of these agents and former agents in esteemed

positions, believe in the infallibility of Defendants' agents, and the trustworthiness of Defendants,

all of which gives thern virtually unlimited access to children.

44. In 2004, Defendant Los Angeles Archdiocese publicly admitted that it knew of 244

priests who worked in the Archdiocese who were accused of sexually molesting minors. At that

time, the Archdiocese released a list of 211 named clerics accused in the Los Angeles Archdiocese.

Defendant Archdiocese of Los Angeles later removed the list on its website, replacing it with a list

and documents regardingl22 clerics who were named as abusers in aprior lawsuit. Defendant Los

Angeles Archdiocese continues to conceal important information about the priests on the lists and

the names and information about accused priests not on the lists. Additional information has also

not been disclosed about the credibly accused priests' pattern of grooming and sexual abuse' As a

result, children are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

45. In2004, Defendant Sacramento Diocese publicly admitted that it knew of 21 priests

who worked in the Diocese since 1950 who were accused of child sex abuse. Defendant Sacramento

Diocese has never publicly released those names. Defendant Sacramento Diocese continues to

conceal the identities, names and information aboutpriests accused of sexual abuse of minors. As a

result, children are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

46. In 2003, Defendant Santa Rosa Diocese publicly admitted that it knew of 16 priests

who worked in the Diocese since 1962 who had been involved in sexual misconduct with minors.

Defendant Santa Rosa Diocese has never publicly released those names. Defendant Santa Rosa

Diocese continues to conceal the identities, names and information about priests accused of sexual

abuse of minors. As a result, children are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

47. In 2004, Defendant San Francisco Archdiocese publicly admitted that it knew of 51

priests who worked in the Diocese since 1950 who were credibly accused of sexually molesting
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minors. Defendant San Francisco Archdiocese also publicly admitted that it knew of an additional 5

priests who had been accused of sexually molesting minors. Defendant San Francisco Archdiocese

continues to conceal the identities, names and information about priests accused of sexual abuse of

minors. As a result, children are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

48. In 2004, Defendant Oakland Diocese publicly admitted that it knew of 29 priests

who worked in the Diocese since 1950 who were accused of sexual misconduct with minors.

Defendant Oakland Diocese has never publicly released those names. Defendant Oakland Diocese

continues to conceal the identities, nafires and information about priests accused of sexual abuse of

minors. As a result, children are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

49. hn2004, Defendant San Jose Diocese publicly admitted that it knew of 6 priests who

worked in the Diocese since 1981 who were accused of sexual abuse of minors. Defendant San Jose

Diocese has never publicly released those names. Defendant San Jose Diocese continues to conceal

the identities, nafites and information about priests accused of sexual abuse of minors. As a result,

children are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

50. ln 2018, Defendant San Jose Diocese publicly stated that it would release names of

priests accused of abusing minors and self-investigate its response to reports of abuse.

51. Ln2004, Defendant Monterey Diocese publicly admitted that it knew of 17 clerics

who worked in the Diocese who were accused of sexual abuse of minors. Defendant Monterey

Diocese released a partial list of its clerics accused of sexual abuse of minors which is no longer

available on its website. Defendant Monterey Diocese continues to conceal important information

about the priests on its list and the names and information about accused priests not on its list.

Additional information has also not been disclosed about the uedibly accused priests' pattern of

grooming and sexual abuse. As a result, children are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

52. In2004, Defendant Orange Diocese publicly admitted that it knew of l6 priests with

were accused of sexual abuse of minors. Since then, the identities of 15 of the 16 priests were

revealed during litigation. Defendant Orange Diocese continues to conceal important information

about priests on its list and the names and information about accused priests not on its list.
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Additional infonnation has also not been disclosed about the credibly accused priests' pattern of

grooming and sexual abuse. As a result, children are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

53. ln 2004, Defendant San Bernardino Diocese publicly admitted that it knew of 13

priests since 1978 who were accused of sexual abuse of minors. Defendant San Bernardino Diocese

has never publicly released those names. Defendant San Bernardino Diocese continues to conceal

the identities and information aboutpriests accused of sexual abuse of minors. As a result, children

are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

54. In 2018, Defendant San Diego Diocese publicly admitted that it knew of 51 priests

who worked in the San Diego Diocese since 1950 who had been credibly accused of sexually

molesting minors. Defendant San Diego Diocese continues to conceal important information about

the priests on that list and the names and information about accused priests not on the list.

lnformation has not been disclosed about the credibly accused priests' pattern of grooming and

sexual abuse. As a result, children are at risk of being sexually molested.

55. In 2004, Defendant Fresno Diocese publicly admitted that it knew of 8 reports of

priest sexual abuse between 1950 and 2002.Defendant Fresno Diocese has never publicly released

those names. Defendant Fresno Diocese continues to conceal the identities and information about

priests accused of sexual abuse of minors. As a result, children are at risk of being sexually abused.

56. In2004, Defendant Chicago Archdiocese publicly admitted that there were 55 clerics

of the Archdiocese who had allegations of sexually molesting minors substantiated against them

since 1950. In2014, Defendant Chicago Archdiocese added l0 more clerics to its list. Defendant

Chicago Archdiocese has released some of the documents pertaining to 30 of the 65 listed clerics

that expose the histories, patterns and practices used to molest minors, and the Archdiocese's

knowledge of the clerics' dangerous tendencies. Defendant Chicago Archdiocese continues to

conceal important information about the priests on its list and the names and information about

accused priests not on its list. Additional information has also not been disclosed about the credibly

accused priests' pattern of grooming and sexual abuse. As a result, children are at risk of being

sexually assaulted.
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57 . On approximately November 30,2017, Plaintiff wrote to Cardinal Blaise Cupich, the

Archbishop of Defendant Chicago Archdiocese requesting that Defendant Chicago Archdiocese

identify and investigate Msgr. Mohan's sexual abuse of children. Plaintiff did not receive timely a

response to his letter.

58. On approximately August 27, 2018, Cardinal Cupich made public statements that

were dismissive of the sexual abuse of children by priests, demonstrating indifference to the current

peril of sexual abuse of children.

59. On approximately September 26,2078, Cardinal Cupich published an op-ed in the

Chicago Tribune newspaper about Defendant Chicago Archdiocese's response to sexual abuse in

the Catholic Church. Archbishop Cupich publicly apologized for his earlier comments minimizing

the prevalence of sexual abuse by priests. Archbishop Cupich represented that it would continue the

practices it has in the past. Defendant Chicago Archdiocese's practices continue to put children at

risk of being sexually assaulted.

60. Upon information and belief, prior to and since Defendants' disclosures, Defendants

failed to report multiple allegations of sexual abuse of children by its agents to the proper civil

authorities. As a result, children are at risk of being sexually assaulted.

61. Further, the public is under the mistaken belief that Defendants do not have

undisclosed knowledge of clerics who present a danger to children.

62. As a direct result of Defendants' conduct described herein, Plaintiff has suffered and

will continue to suffer, great pain of mind and body, severe and permanent emotional distress,

physical rnanifestations of emotional distress, embarrassment, loss of self-esteem, humiliation,

physical, personal and psychological injuries. Plaintiff was prevented and will continue to be

prevented frorn performing normal daily activities and obtaining the full enjoyment of life; and/or

has incuned and will continue to incur expenses for psychological treatment, therapy and

counseling and, on information and belief, has and/or will incur loss of income and/or loss of

earning capacity.

ilt

ilt
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T

(As Against All N Doe Defendants)

Plaintiff incorporates all consistent paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set forth under

this Count.

63. Each and every Defendant named in this action participated in the acts and omissions

complained of and then entered into a civil conspiracy to conceal the true nature of sexual abuse of

minors in the Dioceses across California.

64. Each and every Defendant took part in or helped conceal the improper and illegal

activities taking place within the Dioceses in California.

65. Each and every Defendant entered into a civil conspiracy and concefted action to

pursue the common purpose of I ) concealing the sexual assaults of, the identities and patterns of its

agents; 2) concealing sexual assaults and abuse committed by its agents from proper civil

authorities; 3) attacking credibility of victims of Defendants' agents; 4) protecting Defendants'

agents from criminal prosecution for sexual assaults and abuse against children; 5) allowing known

child molesters to live freely in the community without informing the public; 6) after receiving

reports or notice of misconduct by clerics transferring them to new locations without warning

parishioners or the public of the threat posed by such sexual abusers; 7) making affirmative

representations regarding Defendants' agents' fitness for employment in positions that include

working with children, while failing to disclose negative information regarding sexual misconduct

by clerics; and 8) concealing Defendants' actions and their agents' actions from survivors of past

abuse causing separate current harm.

66. As a result of the above-described conduct, Plaintiff has suffered the injuries and

damages described herein.

ilt

t/t

llt

ilt

ilt
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N

(As Against ants and All Doe Defendants)

Plaintiff incorporates all consistent paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set forth under

this Count.

67. Each Defendant's actions and omissions, as described above, have interrupted or

interfered with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public.

68. Each Defendant has created and exposed the public to these unsafe conditions

continuously and on an ongoing basis before and since the time that Plaintiff was sexually abused

and has continued to expose the public to that unabated threat until the present day.

69. Defendants continue to conspire and engage and/or have conspired and engaged in

efforts to: 1) conceal from the general public the sexual assaults committed by, the identities of,

and the pedophilic/ephebophilic tendencies of its accused priests; andlor 2) conceal from proper

civil authorities sexual assaults and abuse committed its agents against minor children; and/or 3)

attack the credibility of victims of Defendants' agents; and/or 4) protect Defendants' agents from

criminal prosecution for their sexual assaults and abuse against children; and/or 5) allow known

child molesters to live freely in the community without informing the public; and/or 6) after

receiving reports or notice of misconduct by clerics, transfer them to new parishes without any

warning to parishioners of the threat posed by such clerics, in violation of law; 7) make affirmative

representations regarding Defendants' pedophilic andlor ephebophilic agents' fitness for

employment, in positions that include working with children, while failing to disclose negative

information regarding sexual misconduct by such clerics; and/or 8) concealing Defendants' actions

and their agents' actions from survivors of past abuse causing separate current harm.

70. The negligence and/or deception and concealment by each Defendant was and is

injurious to the health of and/or indecent or offensive to the senses of and/or an obstruction to the

free use of property by entire communities, neighborhoods, andlor a considerable number of

persons including, but not limited to, children and residents in California and Illinois and other

members of the general public who live in communities where each Defendant's agents who
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molested children live, so as to substantially and unreasonably interfere with the comfortable

enjoyment of life. Each Defendant's failure to report rnultiple allegations of sexual assault and

abuse of children to proper authorities, as well as its failure to inform the public about sexual abuse,

or priests accused of sexual abuse of minors has prevented the public from knowing of a real

danger, and has thereby substantially and unreasonably interfered with the comfortable enjoyment

of life by a considerable number of persons by allowing child molesters to avoid prosecution and

remain living freely in unsuspecting communities and working with and around children and also

caused harm to abuse survivors. These child molesters, known to each Defendant but not to the

public, pose a threat of additional abuse to a considerable nurnber of members of the public.

71. The negligence and/or deception and concealment by each Defendant was and is

injurious to the health of and/or indecent or offenses to the senses of and/or an obstruction to the

free use of property by entire communities, neighborhoods, and/or the general public including but

not limited to residents who live in communities where each Defendant's accused molesters live in

that many in the general public cannot trust Defendants to warn parents of the presence of the

current andlor former accused molesters, nor to identify their current andlor former accused

molesters, nor to disclose said credibly accused molesters' and other accused molesters' assignment

histories, nor to disclose their patterns of conduct in grooming and sexually assaulting children, nor

to disclose Defendants own actions and roles in the cover up and sexual abuse of children, all of

which create an impairment of the safety of children in the neighborhoods in California and Illinois

where each Defendant conducted, and continues to conduct, its business.

72. The negligence andlor deception and concealment by Defendants was specially

injurious to Plaintiff s health and/or Plaintiff s personal enjoyment of life.

73. The negligence andlor deception and concealment by Defendants also was specially

injurious to Plaintiff s health and/or Plaintiff s personal enjoyment of life in that when Plaintiff

discovered the negligence and/or deception and concealment of Defendants, Plaintiff experienced

mental, emotional and/or physical distress that Plaintiff had been the victim of Defendants'

negligence and/or deception and concealment.

74. Plaintiff has suffered and/or continues to suffer special, particular, and peculiar
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psychological and emotional harm and/or peculiar pecuniary harmo different in kind from the

general public, after learning of Defendants' concealment of names and information about priests

accused of sexually molesting minors and as a result of the dangerous condition maintained and/or

permitted by Defendants, which continues as long as decisions are made and actions are taken to

keep the information about the abuse andlor the accused priests concealed. As a result of the

negligence and/or deception and concealment, Plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer lessened

enjoyment of life, and/or impaired health, and/or emotional distress, and/or physical symptoms of

emotional distress andlor pecuniary loss including medical expenses andlor wage loss.

75. Plaintiff s injuries are also particular to Plaintiff and different from certain members

of the public who have not been harmed by the nuisance. People who have not been harmed by the

nuisance include those who have not suffered any injury at all, those who are unaware of the

nuisance, those who do not believe that Defendants ever concealed anything about child sex abuse,

and those who think that any concealment only occurred decades ago.

76. The continuing public nuisance created by Defendants was, and continues to be, the

proximate cause of Plaintiff s special injuries and damages as alleged.

77. The harm suffered by Plaintiff is the exact type of harm that one would expect from

Defendants' acts and omissions.

78. In committing the aforementioned acts and omissions, Defendants acted negligently

and recklessly and/or intentionally, maliciously and with conscious disregard for Plaintifls rights.

79. As a result of the above-described conduct, Plaintiff has suffered the injuries and

damages described herein.

AND
amed-Defendants and All Doe

Plaintiff incorporates all consistent paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set forth under

this Count.

80. Defendants continue to conspire and engage andlor have conspired and engaged in

efforts to: 1) conceal from the general public the sexual assaults committed by, the identities of, and

the pedophilic/ephebophilic tendencies of accused priests; andlor 2) conceal from proper civil
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authorities sexual assaults and abuse committed by Defendants' agents against minor children;

and/or 3) attack the credibility of victirns of Defendants' agents; andlor 4) protect Defendants'

agents from criminal prosecution for their sexual assaults and abuse against children; and/or 5)

allow known child molesters to live freely in the community without inforrning the public; andlor 6)

after receiving reports or notice of misconduct by clerics, transfer them to new parishes without any

warning to parishioners of the threat posed by such clerics, in violation of law; 8) make affirmative

representations regarding Defendants' pedophilic and/or ephebophilic agents' fitness for

employment, in positions that include working with children, while failing to disclose negative

information regarding sexual misconduct by such clerics; and/or 9) concealing Defendants' actions

and their agents' actions from survivors of past abuse causing separate current harm.

81. The negligence and/or deception and concealment by Defendants was and is

injurious to the health and/or indecent or offensive to the senses of and/or an obstruction to the free

use of property of residents and other members of the general public who live in communities

where Defendants' accused molesters live. lt was and is indecent and offensive to the senses, so as

to interfere with the general public's comfortable enjoyment of life in that many in the general

public cannot trust Defendants to warn parents of the presence of the current andlor former accused

molesters, nor to identify their current andlor former accused molesters, nor to disclose said

credibly accused molesters' and other accused molesters' assignment histories, nor to disclose their

patterns of conduct in grooming and sexually assaulting children, all of which create an impairment

of the safety of children in the neighborhoods in California and Illinois where Defendants

conducted, and continues to conduct, its business.

82. The negligence and/or deception and concealment by Defendants was injurious to

PlaintifPs health and/or Plaintiff s personal enjoyment of life.

83. The negligence and/or deception and concealment by Defendants also was injurious

to Plaintiffs health andlor personal enjoyment of life in that when Plaintiff discovered the

negligence and/or deception and concealment of Defendants, Plaintiff experienced mental,

emotional, and/or physical distress that Plaintiff had been the victim of the Defendants' negligence

and/or deception and concealment.
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84. The continuing nuisance created by Defendants was, and continues to be, a

proximate cause of Plaintiff s injuries and damages as alleged.

85. In doing the aforementioned acts, Defendants acted negligently and recklessly and/or

intentionally, maliciously and with conscious disregard for Plaintiff s rights.

86. As a result of the above-described conduct, Plaintiff has suffered the injuries and

damages described herein.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests an injunction restraining and enjoining the Defendants

from continuing the acts of unlawful, unfair andlor fraudulent practices set forth above by

discontinuing its current practice and policy of dealing with allegations of child sexual abuse by its

agents, and that it work with civil authorities to create, implement and follow a policy for dealing

with such molesters that will better protect children and the general public from further harm.

To abate the continuing nuisance, Plaintiff further requests an order requiring that each

Diocese Defendant publicly release the names of all agents, including priests, accused of child

molestation, each agent's history of abuse, each such agent's pattern of grooming and sexual

behavior, and his or her last known address. This includes the release of each Defendants'

documents on the agents.

Plaintiff demands judgment in an amount to exceed the minimum required jurisdiction of

this Court against Defendants in an amount to be determined at trial, plus costs, disbursements,

reasonable attorneys' fees, interest, and such other relief that the Court deems just and equitable.

DATED: October 1,2018 JEFF ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES

MICHAEL G.
MICHAEL RECK
Attorneys for Plaintifl THOMAS
EMENS
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DEMAND FOR TRIAL

Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury in this matter.

DATED: October 1,2018

-24-

JEFF ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES

MICHAEL G.
MICHAEL RECK
Attorneys for Plaintiff, THOMAS
EMENS
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cM-010
INSTRUCTIONS ON HOW TO COMPLETE THE COVER SHEET

To Plaintiffs and Others Filing First Papers. lf you are filing a first paper (for example, a complaint) in a civil case, you must
complete and file, along with your first paper, the Civil Case Cover Sheet contained on page 1. This information will be used to compile
statistics about the types and numbers of cases filed. You must complete items 1 through 6 on the sheet. ln item 1, you must check
one box for the case type that best describes the case. lf the case fits both a general and a more specific type of case listed in item 1,

check the more specific one. lf the case has multiple causes of action, check the box that best indicates the primary cause of action.
To assist you in completing the sheet, examples of the cases that belong under each case type in item I are provided below. A cover
sheet must be flled only with your initial paper. Failure to file a cover sheet with the first paper filed in a civil case may subject a party,
its counsel, or both to sanctions under rules 2.30 and 3.220 of the California Rules of Court.

To Parties in Rule 3.740 Collections Cases. A "collections case" under rule 3.740 is defined as an action for recovery of money
owed in a sum stated to be certain that is not more than $25,000, exclusive of interest and attorney's fees, arising from a transaction in

which property, services, or money was acquired on credit. A collections case does not include an action seeking the following: (1) tort
damages, (2) punitive damages, (3) recovery of real property, (4) recovery of personal property, or (5) a prejudgment writ of
attachment. The identification of a case as a rule 3.740 collections case on this form means that it will be exempt from the general

time-for-service requirements and case management rules, unless a defendant files a responsive pleading. A rule 3.740 collections
case will be subject to the requirements for service and obtaining a judgment in rule 3.740.

To Parties in Complex Cases. ln complex cases only, parties must also use the Civil Case Cover Sheef to designate whether the
case is complex. lf a plaintiff believes the case is complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court, this must be indicated by
completing the appropriate boxes in items 1 and 2. lf a plaintiff designates a case as complex, the cover sheet must be served with the
complaint on all parties to the action. A defendant may file and serve no later than the time of its first appearance a joinder in the
plaintiffs designation, a counter-designation that the case is not complex, or, if the plaintiff has made no designation, a designation that
the case is complex' cAsE TypEs AND EXAMPLES
Auto Tort Contract Provisionally Gomplex Civil Litigation (Cal.

Auto (22)-Personal lnjury/Property Breach of ContracUwarranty (06) Rules of Court Rules 3.400-3'403)

Damage/Wrongful Death Breach of Rental/Lease AntitrusVTrade Regulation (03)

uninsured Motoristl46) (lf fhe contract (not unlauvful detainer construction Defect (10)

case involves an uninsured oywrongful evictign)_ Claims.lnvolving Mas-s-Tort (40)

motorist claim subject to ContracVWarranty Breach-Seller Securities Litigqlion (?al

arbitration, checkihis item Plainlitt (not fraud or negligence) Environmental/Toxic Tort (30)

instead of Auto) Negligent Breach of ContracV lnsurance Coverage Claims,

other pupD/wD (personal tn1ury/ warranty (aising from provisionally complex
property Damagiprongtut Deith) other Breach of contractMarranty case type listed above) (41)

Tort Collections (e.9., money owed, open Enfojcement of Judgment

Asbestos (04) book accounts) (09) Enforcement ofJudgment (20)

Asbestos property Damage collection case-seller Plaintiff Abstract of Judgment (out of

Asbestos Personal lnjury/ Other Promissory Note/Collections County)

Wrongful Death Case ra,iaianath, Confession of Judgment (non-

product Liability (nof asbesfos or lnsurance coverage (not provisionally domestic relations)

toxic/environmental) (24) complex) (18) sisler state Judgment

nreoiiir rvraipiactiCe (+d) ' Auto subrogation Administrative Agency Award

Medical Malpraciice- other Coverage (not unpaid taxes) 
_

physicians & surgeons other contract (37) Petition/certification of Entry of

other Professional Health care contractual Fraud Judgment on Unpaid raxes

Malpractice - - other contract Dispute other Enforcement of Judgment

other PI/PD^/VD (23) neal Prop6rty 
- - '- - r,i-. 

Case

Premises Liability (e.g., slip Eminent bomain/lnverse Miscellaneous Civil Complaint

and fall) 
\v'.v, vrrr 

condemnation (14) Rlco (27)

lntentional Bodily lnjury/PDMD Wrongful Eviction (33) other complaint (not specified

(e.g., assault, vandalism) Other Real Property (e.g., quiet title) (26) above) (42)

tnteniio;at tnfliction or writ or possesiion or iear erofeiry' ilirtllilrtSfiSfilj"Jno,l'lror-
Emotional Dishess Mortgage Foreclosure

Negligent lnfliction of euiet rifle harassment)
- 

Emotional Distress Other Real Property (not eminent Mechanics Lien

other pl/pD^/\/D domain, Iandtord/tenant, or other commercial complaint

Non-PUPD/WD (Other) Tort foreclosure) case (nonlorunon-complex)

Business Tort/unfair Business Unlawful Detainer other civil complaint
( n on -torUno n - com p lex )

Practice (07) Commercial (31) Miscellaneous civit petition
Civil Rights (e.g., discrimination, Residential (32) partnership and Corporate

false arrest) (not civil Drugs (38) (if the case involves illegal Governance (21)
harassment) (08) drugs, check this item; othenvise, Other petition @;t s'pecified

Defamation (e.9., slander, libel) rgport as Commercial or Residential) above) (4i)(13) Judicial Review Civit iaiasiment
Fraud (16) sset Forfeiture (05) _. Workplace Violence
lntellectual Property (1 9) Petition Re: Arbitration Award (1 1) Eheri Dependent Adult
Professional Negligence (25) Writ of Mandate (02) Abuse

Legal Malpractice Writ-Administrative Mandamus Election Contest
Other Professional Malpractice Writ-Mandamus on Limited Court

(not medicator resat) case Matter 
tr'[Ev vvurr 

F:lilffi [:l H:l[? rt:iin"r,.
Other Non-Pl/PD/WD Tort (35) Writ-Other Limited Court Case ClaimEmployment Review Other Civil petition
Wronglul Termination-(36) Other Judiciat Review (39)
Other Employment (15) Review of Health Offi6er Order

Notice of Appeal-Labor
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sHoRrrrrLE: 
THoMAS EMES v. cALtFORNIA CATHoltc coNFERENCE

CASE NUMBER

A
Civil Case Cover Sheet

Category No.

B
Type of Action

(Check only one)

G Applicable
Reasons - See SteP 3

Above

Business Tort (07) tr A6029 Other Commercial/Business Tort (not fraud/breach of contract) 1,2,3

Civil Rights (08) tr 46005 CivilRights/Discrimination 1,2,3

Defamation (13) tr A6010 Defamation(slanderilibel) 't,2,3

Fraud (16) tr 46013 Fraud(nocontract) 1.2.3

Professional Negligence (25)
tr ,46017 Legal Malpractice

n A6050 Other Professional Malpractice (not medical or legal)

1,2,3

2,3

Other (35) EI A6025 Other Non-Personal lnjury/Property Damage tort ,',r,o

Wrongful Termination (36) tr A6037 Wrongful Termination '1,2,3

Other Employment (15)
tr A6024 OtherEmploymentComplaintCase

n A6109 Labor Commissioner Appeals

1,2,3
't0

Breach of Contract/ Warranty
(06)

(not insurance)

n A6004 Breach of Rental/Lease Contract (not unlawful detainer or wrongful
eviction)

ContractA/Varranty Breach -Seller Plaintiff (no fraud/negligence)

Negligent Breach of ContractAruarranty (no fraud)

Other Breach of ContractMarranty (not fraud or negligence)

n A6008

tr 46019

tr 46028

2,5

2,5

'1 ,2, 5

1,2,5

Collections (09)
n 46002 Collections Case-Seller Plaintiff

tr A6012 Other Promissory Note/Collections Case

tr 46034 Collections Case-Purchased Debt (Charged Off Consumer Debt
Purchased on or after January 1 ,2014)

5,6, 11

5,11

5,6,11

lnsurance Coverage (1 B) n A6015 lnsurance Coverage (not complex) 1,2,5,8

Other Contract (37)

n 46009 Contractual Fraud

tr A6031 Tortious lnterference

E A6027 Other Contract Dispute(not breach/insurance/fraud/negligence)

1,2,3,5

1 ,2,3, 5

1,2,3, B, I

Eminent Domain/lnverse
Condemnation (14)

tr A7300 EminentDomainiCondemnation Number of parcels- 2,6

Wrongful Eviction (33) tr 46023 Wrongful Eviction Case 2.6

Other Real Property (26)

tr A60'18 Mortgage Foreclosure

tr 46032 Quiet Title

tr ,46060 Other Real Property (not eminent domain, landlord/tenant, foreclosure)

2,6

2,6

2,6

tr 46021 UnlaMul Detainer-Commercial (not drugs or wrongful eviction)
(31 )

6, 11

Unlawful Detainer-Residential
(32\ tr 46020 Unlawful Detainer-Residential (not drugs or wrongful eviction) 6,11

Unlawful Detainer- tr A6020FUnlawful Detainer-Post-Foreclosure 2,6, 11

Unlawful Detainer-Drugs (38) n A6022 Unlawful Detainer-Drugs 2,6, 11
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SHORT TITLE:
THOMAS EMES V. CALIFORNIA CATHOLIC CONFERENCE

CASE NUMBER

A
Civil Case Cover Sheet

Category No.

B
Type of Action

(Check only one)

C Applicable
Reasons - See Step 3

Above

Asset Forfeiture (05) tr 46108 Asset Forfeiture Case 2,3,6

Petition re Arbitration (1 1) tr 461 1 5 Petition to Compel/ConfirmA/acate Arbitration 2.5

Writ of Mandate (02)

tr A6151 Writ - Administrative Mandamus

tr A6152 Writ - Mandamus on Limited Court Case Matter

U A6153 Writ - Other Limited Court Case Review

2,8

2

2

Other Judicial Review (39) tr 46150 OtherWrit /Judicial Review 2,8

AntitrusVTrade Regulation (03) D 46003 AntitrusUTrade Regulation 1.2.8

Construction Defect (1 0) n 46007 Construction Defect 1.2.3

Claims lnvolving Mass Tort
(40)

tr A6006 Claims lnvolving Mass Tort 1,2,8

Securities Litigation (28) D 46035 Securities Litigation Case 1,2,8

Toxic Tort
Environmental (30)

n A6036 Toxic Tort/Environmental 1,2,3,8

lnsurance Coverage Claims
from Complex Case (41)

tr 46014 lnsurance Coverage/Subrogation (complex case only) 1,2,5,8

Enforcement
of Judgment (20)

D A6141 Sister State Judgment

D ,46160 Abstract of Judgment

tr A6107 Confession of Judgment (non-domestic relations)

tr A6140 Administrative Agency Award (not unpaid taxes)

tr 461 '14 Petition/Certificate for Entry of Judgment on Unpaid Tax

D 46112 OtherEnforcementofJudgmentCase

2,5,11

2,6

2,9

2,8

2,8

2,8,9

Rrco (27) n 46033 Racketeering (RICO) Case 1.2.8

Other Complaints
(Not Specifled Above) (42)

tr 46030 Declaratory Relief Only

tr 46040 lnjunctive Relief Only (not domestic/harassment)

tr 46011 Other Commercial Complaint Case (non{orUnon-complex)

tr 46000 Other Civil Complaint (non{ort/non-complex)

1,2,8

2,8

1,2,8

1,2,8

Partnership Corporation
Governance (21)

tr 46113 Partnership and Corporate Governance Case 2,8

Other Petitions (Not
Specified Above) (43)

tr A6121 Civil Harassment

U A6'123 Workplace Harassment

tr A6124 ElderiDependentAdultAbuseCase

tr 46190 Election Contest

tr 46110 Petition for Change of Name/Change of Gender

D A6170 Petition for Relief from Late Claim Law

tr 46100 Other Civil Petition

2,3,9

2,3,9

2,3,9

2

2,7

2,3, B

2,9
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SHORT TITLE:
THOMAS EMES V. CALIFORNIA CATHOLIC CONFERENCE

CASE NUMBER

Step4: Staternentof ReasonandAddress: ChecktheapproprlateboxesforthenumbersshownunderColumnCforthe
type of action that you have selected. Enter the address which is the basis for the filing locatlon, lncluding zip code'

(No address required for class actlon cases).

Step 5: Certification of Asslgnment: I certlfy that this case ls properly file6 1n 16s CENTRAL, . District of

the Superior Court of Callfornla, County of Los Angeles [Code Civ. Proc,, $392 et seq,, and Local Rule 2.3(aXlXr)].

Dated: 10121'18.

(SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY/FILING

PLEASE HAVE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS COMPLETED AND READY TO BE FILED IN ORDER TO PROPERLY
COMMENCE YOUR NEW COURT CASE:

1. Original Complaint or Petition.

2. lf filing a Complaint, a completed Summons form for lssuance by the Clerk.

3. Civil Case Cover Sheet, Judicial Councilform CM'010'

4. Civil Case Cover Sheet Addendum and Statement of Location form, IACIV 109, LASC Approved 03'04 (Rev'
ozt16).

5. Payment in full of the filing fee, unless there is court orderfor waiver, partialor scheduled paynents.

6. A signed order appointing the Guardian ad Litem, Judicial Councilform CIV-010, if the plaintiff or petitioner is a
min6r under 1 I iears of Ege will be required by Court in order to issue a summons.

7. Additional copies of documents to be conformed by the Clerk. Coples of the cover sheet and this addendum
must be servbd along with the summons and comflaint, or other initiating plaading in the case.

LACIV 1Og (Rev 2/16)

LASC Approv€d 0&04

CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM
AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION

Local Rule 2.3
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3424 Wilshire Boulevard

ADDRESS:

RE.ASON:

n 1.|]2. n3.n4,n5. n6. n7. 88. r.r 9. r 10.n 11

Los Angeles

CITY: STATE:

CA
ZIP CODE:

90010



SUPDRIOR CO ..I'OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF'LOS ANGELES

THIS qelRM rS TO BE SERV0D WtTtt THE SUMr\IONS ANp CptVrpLArNT

111 Nortlr Hill Street, Los Anqeles. CA 90012
COURTHOUSE ADOR€SS:

NOTICI OF CASB ASSIGNMITNT

UNLIIVIITED CIVIL CASE. IC

Your cnsc is nssigncd tbr nll purposes to thc judicial officer indicnlcd lrslory, gc?u3eo8
cAEE Ery{8En-

ASSICNED JUDCE DEPT ROOM

I

J DEFT ROOM

Ilon. Dcbru K, Wcirrtr:rub I fi4 llon. Rnndolptr I'larnmock 47 507

l'lon, Bnrbirra A, lvlcicrs t2 636 llon. Elienbr:th Allcn Whhc 48 506

l-ton. 'l'cn1 A. Crccn l.f 300 l'lon. Dcirdre llill 49 509

Ilun, Richnrd llruin l5 307 tlon, 'l?rusr d Beaud$l 5{, 508

Flun. Lir fulartrn t6 J06 llon, Dcrrnis I, Landin 5t 5u

I'lon. Riclrnrd F,. Ricr: 17 J09 Hon, Susnn Brlnnt-Dclson 5? 510

llon. Stcphanic l]rllick t9 Jil Hon, Roben Brondbclt J3 513

Ilon. Daliln Corrnl L1,ons 20 3t0 llon, Erncsl l!1. I{iroshigc .54 5t2

llon. Paricirr Niclo ?{ 3r4 Ilon. lvlalualm l'1. Ivlnckcy 5-\ 515

l.lun, Yvuttc M. Pnlazuchrs 28 3t8 llon. Flolly J, Fuj[e 56 514

I'lon. Barbnlu Schcp* 3D 400 l[on. Stsvcn I. Klcilicld 57 sl?

I lon, Sanrnntho Jc.ssnr:r 3t {07 [[on, John P, Doylc 58 3t6

llun. Diruicl S. Ivlurphy 32 406 I lon, Gregory Kqosiur 6t 112

Ilou, Michucl P. Linlir:hl 34 40s l-lon. Michacl L. Stem 62 600

l lorr. Grugory Alurcolr Jb 4t0 r@ a 6t?

Ilon. llavid $i. (irnninghnnr 7'1 4ll 11on. W.illinm F. Frrlrcy ( D ) 62t

l'lon. lvl aurccn Du ll'y.L*r'is 38 4t2 FIon. fulonica Bnchncr ?r 7?9

l'kru. tilizubctlt Fctltr 39 4t5 Ilon, Iluth Ann Krvan 1.) 73t

l'lou, Davirl Sotclo 40 414 l'lon. ititlhr:l Ongkcko 13

llon, llolly ti. l(cndig 4Z 416 t'lon. It'lichullc Will iorns Court 7.1

I'lotr. Iv{cl Rcd llcclnrt .15 5?9 llun, Robcn S. Drnpcr ?8

?33

735

730

C ir cn tc I hc P I ninti fficross-Cout.0lninilnl,,r\llorney of [tscord

ou nnT {lt ?0i0

SllgRItl R. CI\RTER, Exccutivc Oflicer/Clcrk of Courl

Bv g3op--' DcPutl clcrk
-------E;fdelt- - (j)oic)

LACIV 190 lRav 12117i
LASC Approvod 05/06

NOTICE OF CASE ASSIGNMENT - UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE


