
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Opening Statement
Peter Wilson
 v Roman Catholic Diocese of Burlington

GO SLOWLY . . . .

[eye contact]

Good morning. //

Part 1. The Rule and Consequences.
Rule 1: When a Diocese places a priest in a parish, //the Diocese first must determine that the priest will not sexually molest children.//

Rule 2: When a Diocese learns that a priest under him has sexually molested children, // he must immediately remove that priest from the parish, // report him for criminal prosecution //and take away all opportunities for that priest to use his position as a priest to molest children again.

If the Diocese does not follow these basic steps //it is helping the priest to commit further crimes against children. //

Part 2. The Story of What the Diocese Did
Now let me tell you the story of what happened in this case.

It is March 21, 1972, Bishop John A. Marshall, the Bishop of the Roman Catholic Diocese of Burlington, Vermont is sitting at his desk in his office at the headquarters of the Burlington Diocese. He opens an envelope. The envelope contains a letter dated March 18, 1972 from Fr. Edward Paquette, a priest living in Massachusetts.

In the letter Fr. Paquette asks The Burlington Diocese for a position as a priest in the Burlington Diocese.

Fr. Paquette tells the Burlington Diocese that “I did have problems, but received medical treatment and I am now cured.” He tells the Burlington Diocese in the letter that he has served in the Diocese of Ft. Wayne-South Bend, Indiana

On March 21, 1972 the Burlington Diocese writes back to Fr. Paquette. He thanks Fr. Paquette for his letter. He tells Fr. Paquette that he is “very anxious to have the assistance of as many quality priests as may be possible.”
The Bishops asks Fr. John McSweeney, the Chancellor of the Roman Catholic Diocese of Burlington, the #2 man, write to Bishop Pursley, the Bishop of the Diocese of Ft. Wayne-South Bend, Indiana

1. On March 30, 1972 Bishop Pursley sends the Burlington Diocese a reply

2. In the letter, Bishop Pursley tells the Burlington Diocese:

a. Fr. Paquette was ordained in the Diocese of Fall River, Massachusetts in 1957 

b. Fr. Paquette served briefly in two parishes in Indiana and for longer periods in three other parishes.

c. While he has done satisfactory work in his assignments, he has a personal problem, described by his psychiatrist as a “latent homosexual drive which becomes active only during cycles of depression.”

d. He quotes the psychiatrist as saying: “I have the opinion, however fallible, that this patient can, with persistence, intelligence and medical assistance, contain his cycles and their perils and function normally.”

e. Bishop Pursley goes on to say: “It would be natural to ask: Why do I then not keep him? There are two reasons. First, he would like to be closer to home. Second, the three homosexual episodes involving young boys occurred over a period of six years in three large parishes in three parts of the Diocese.

f. Diocese Bishop Pursley then goes on to explain: The territory is not large enough to provide another assignment and the risk scandal is thus aggravated.

g. Lastly, Bishop Pursley recommends that Fr. Paquette be given an institutional chaplaincy so that he can exercise his ministry with less likelihood of relapse.

2. On April 4, 1972 Fr. Timothy O’Connor, Fr. Paquette’s pastor in Massachusetts also writes a letter to the Burlington Diocese:

a.  “[Fr. Paquette] was ordained for the Diocese of Fall River 1957, but in January 1963, he was sent home by Bishop Connolly on account of an incident with boys. He was incardinated by Bishop Pursley of Fort Wayne. There was another incident a few months ago in 1971.”

b. In the letter Fr. O’Connor also states: “This Doctor Hillenbrand has recommended that he return to priestly work and explains his lapses as fits of depression. He also said that Father Paquette is not basically a homosexual. It is a latent condition which the Doctor claims to come on in deep depression and he considers it as quite a normal thing.”

c. Lastly, “He is basically an old fashioned, mass every day priest, and I hope that you can see fit to give him a chance.”

3. At this point, the Burlington Diocese knows 

a. that Fr. Paquette was ordained in the Diocese of Fall River, Massachusetts in 1957 [P7]

b. That Fr. Paquette sexually molested young boys in three separate areas of Indiana over a period of six to eight years [P7] 

c. that he had been receiving medical treatment for two years as of 1972 when the letter was written]
4. The Burlington Diocese, however, chooses:

a. not to ask for references from any sources except those provided by Fr. Paquette,

b. not to ask for Fr. Paquette’s entire file from Indiana.

5. The Burlington Diocese also chooses not to ask the Diocese of Fall River for any information about Fr. Paquette, which ordained him in 1957.

a. If in the Spring of 1972 the Burlington Diocese asks for references from the Diocese of Fall River, Massachusetts it will learn that the Fall River Diocese contains a letter dated January 18, 1963 that the Bishop of Fall River sends to Fr. Paquette in which the Bishop tells Fr. Paquette: “For reasons of most grave nature and the attending scandal, I am bound to notify you, by these presents, that you no longer possess faculties in the Diocese of Fall River. You will also vacate the rectory at Our Lady of Grace Church, and leave the Diocese. You must certainly appreciate the fact that you are liable to prosecution, under the Laws of the State of Massachusetts. Such a thing, should it happen, could only result in your loss of all possibility of priestly ministry.”

b. If the Burlington Diocese choose to make inquiry of the Fall River Diocese, it also will learn of the facts contained in a letter from the Bishop of Fall River to Bishop Pursley of the Diocese of Fort Wayne-South Bend, February 25, 1964: “Let me begin by saying that I can hardly return him to active duty in this diocese. If he has honestly told you his story you will recognize it as serious with inevitable elements of scandal. However, it could quite be that he has overcome his difficulty. I feel that you might help him, if you feel interested to try. But I would insist that his assurance that he has “overcome his difficulty” be supported by letters signed by responsible priests who have been witness to his actions these past months, and by his doctor, at one time Doctor Rosenheim of Boston.” 

c. If the Burlington Diocese chooses to make inquiry, it also will learn of a letter the Bishop of Fall River writes to the Bishop of Wheeling, West Virginia in early 1964: “I frankly do not regard him as a good risk, although he has ability and has shown zeal. Of course there is possibility of reform and correction. Priests with whom he has been dealing, - at Spenser Cistercian Monastery, his pastor in Westfield, and his one-time doctor Rosenheim, a psychiatrist on Beacon St., Boston, are better able to bear witness than I. Fr. Paquette could furnish you the names, but I would go directly to them for estimates of his improvement.”

d. The Burlington Diocese also will learn of the facts contained in a letter the Bishop of Fall Rivers sends to Bishop Hodges in West Virginia: If you choose to give the man a trial, it would be well to keep him out of responsibility for young people, boys especially. And if the man proves satisfactory, so much the better, and I hope you may incardinate him. Things being as they were I cannot use him here.”

e. However, The Burlington Diocese chooses not to make any inquiry of the Diocese of Fall River about its experience with Fr. Paquette and thus does not learn any of this available information.

f. If The Burlington Diocese chooses at this time to make inquiry of the Diocese of Fall River, the Burlington Diocese also can learn from them that on January 18, 1963 the Bishop of Fall River wrote to Fr. Paquette notifying him that “for reasons of a most grave nature in the attending scandal, I am bound to notify you by these presence that you no longer possess faculties in the Diocese of Fall River.” 

g. The Bishop of Fall River in his letter to Fr. Paquette tells him that Fr. Paquette is liable for prosecution under the laws of the State of Massachusetts. He also tells him that should it happen, it could only result in Fr. Paquette’s loss of all possibility for priestly ministry. 

h. If the Burlington Diocese chooses to inquire of the Fall River Diocese, it will learn that in a November 12, 1963 letter the Bishop of Fall River writes: “I am sure you appreciate the fact that our chancery and Diocese cannot in fairness invite another chancery to take, what we have reason to believe a poor risk.”

i. If the Burlington Diocese chooses to make inquiry it also will learn that on November 15, 1963 the Fall River Diocese writes that “there remains too great an element of risk for Fr. Paquette to return to active work at the present time. 

j. If th Burlington Diocese chooses in inquire, it also will learn that on February 12, 1964 the Bishop of Wheeling, West Virginia wrote to Fall River Diocese on asking for a recommendation on Fr. Paquette. 

k. If the Burlington Diocese chooses to inquire and ask for the full file, it will learn that the file of the Diocese of Fort Wayne, Indiana contains a letter from a priest in Westfield, Massachusetts with respect to Fr. Paquette. 

l. In this letter, Fr. Timothy O’Connor, discusses the fact that Fr. Paquette has been transferred twice to other parishes as “the result of trouble with boys.” This includes an incident a few days before he came to see Fr. O’Connor in January 1963 where Fr. Paquette had been picked up by the police while parked with a teenage boy, held at the station until his pastor could arrive and was not booked. The next morning he was suspended at that time by the Bishop of Fall River and sent home. 

m. Fr. O’Connor concludes by stating that Fr. Paquette “will be a worthy and energetic priest. I am convinced that he will never fall again into his former ways.” [DFW 1 0257]

n. If it chooses to inquire, the Burlington Diocese also will learn, however, that on March 28, 1964 the Bishop of Fall River wrote to the Bishop of Fort Wayne, South Bend, releasing Fr. Paquette to that Diocese, but also telling him that Fr. Paquette’s usefulness in the Diocese of Fall River “would be very limited, – for me not at all.” [DFW 1 0246]

o. The Burlington Diocese also can learn if it asks for the entire personnel file for Fr. Paquette from the Diocese of Fort Wayne, South Bend that on June 22, 1965 a member of that Diocese wrote to Bishop Pursley about Fr. Paquette having immorally approached her 13 year old son. In this letter she wrote of three different times Fr. Paquette had asked her son to do immoral acts. The mother also complained that three other boys had said Fr. Paquette “touches them between the legs when he has them alone in the sacristy.”

p. The Burlington Diocese also will learn that in October 1971 the Bishops of Camden, New Jersey, Albany, New York, Rochester, New York and Portland, Maine all wrote to the Bishop of Fort Wayne South Bend seeking information with respect to Fr. Paquette since he had applied for a position with them. 

q. In each instance, the Bishop of Fort Wayne-South Bend wrote back to those bishops and provided them with exactly the same information he later provided to the Burlington Diocese. None of them took him on as a priest. The Burlington Diocese, however, hires him.

6. Somewhere between March and June 1972, Fr. Paquette meets with the Burlington Diocese’s Priest Personnel Board [P9]. The head of the board, Fr. Fitzsimmons, prepares a memorandum with respect to meeting with Fr. Paquette. In this memo, he states that Fr. Paquette talks “quite openly, but not with any specifics, about his lapses into homosexuality. I would guess that there were two such instances in Fall River Diocese and two in Indiana.” 

7. Fr. Fitzsimmons makes some recommendations to the Bishop of Burlington concerning  including the following:

“I would also feel that the pastor to whom he is sent should be made aware of the problem and that it be a rectory where there is more than one assistant.”


Fr. Fitzsimmons then recommends that the Burlington Diocese take on Fr. Paquette as a priest of the Burlington Diocese:

If the above recommendations of Dr. Hillelbrand were rigidly followed and heartily accepted by Father Paquet, that I would recommend him for acceptance on a trial basis into the Diocese.

Lastly, Fr. Fitzsimmons notes in a p.s.

I did find it a bit disquieting that he has not visited a psychiatrist since he has returned home. He felt no need of it.

8. At this point, the Burlington Diocese knows 

a. that the priest it is choosing to bring into the Diocese of Burlington has sexually molested boys on at least two separate occasions in Massachusetts and has been relieved of his duties there as a priest because of this.

b. That he sexually molested boys at least three times in separate areas of Indiana.

c. That the Bishop of Fort Wayne-South Bend believes that he should be given an 
institutional chaplaincy

d. That the Burlington Diocese’s own priest personnel board believes that the pastor of the parish  to whom Bishop Marshall has sent Fr. Paquette should be made aware of the problem.

And, if the Burlington Diocese asks the Fall River Diocese, it will learn that the Bishop of the Fall River Diocese believe that Fr. Paquette he should be kept away from young boys and that he is not a good risk. 







On June 9, 1972 the Burlington Diocese chooses to bring Fr. Edward Paquette on as a priest of this Diocese. 

e. At this point, the Burlington Diocese has the recommendations from Bishop Pursely in Indiana: If you decide to take him on as a priest, place him in an institutional chaplaincy (senior citizens home, convent or something of this type).

The Burlington Diocese chooses chooses to grant its new priest “all of the faculties of the Burlington Diocese” and to assign him to Christ the King parish in Rutland, which has an elementary school as part of the parish. Bates # 29, Ex.12.

There is nothing in the Diocese files to suggest that the Diocese tells the pastor in Rutland of Fr. Paquette’s history.

On October 21, 1974 Father James Engle, Pastor of Christ the King writes to the head of the Burlington Diocese. “I am greatly disappointed and very saddened over the report I received from the hospital that Father Paquette sexually molested two young men while on communion calls at the hospital.” Bates # 40, Exhibit 13.

The Burlington Diocese chooses to remove its priest from the assignment at Christ the King in Rutland and to assign him as an assistant pastor at St. Augustine Parish in Montpelier, effective November 4, 1974. There is nothing to show that the Diocese tells the pastor in Montpelier of any of, much less all of, the its priest’s history.

The Burlington Dioceses’s priests molests boys in Montpelier but does not get caught.

June 15, 1976, the Diocese chooses to assign its priest to Christ the King parish, Burlington, where there is a grade school. There is no indication that the Diocese tells the pastor of any of its priest’s past history.

While at Christ the King, the Burlington Diocese’s priest sexually molests, among others [used actual names], all by groping them. He does the pony ride and the hand carry for the most part, hundreds of times, while he gets an erection and giggles as he does it. He does it most often in the sacristy, which is the area, near the altar, where the priest prepares for mass. 

On March 10, 1978 
Monsignor John Fradet, Pastor at Christ the King, Burlington meets with parents of children who report that the Diocese’s priest, Fr. Edward Paquette, sexually molested their children. Father Fradet alerts the Bishop.

On March 12, 1978
 Bishop Marshall meets with the Burlington Diocese’s priest and outlines a “plan of action,” the priest was to remain at Christ the King with the consent and support of the pastor. Bates # 73, Exhibit 19.

March 1978

Monsignor Fradet receives several calls from parents who “did not feel that much was being done [the Diocese’s priest] even though they had or would approach the Bishop, again.” Bates # 74, Exhibit 19.

April 4, 1978

The head of the Burlington Diocese writes to Rev. Dr. Thomas Kane, House of Affirmation, Whitinsville, Massachusetts “Despite the demands of two sets of irate parents that ‘something be done about this’ Father Paquette’s pastor and I am determined to take the risk of leaving him in his present assignment. Our thinking is that, knowing the awareness of others, concerning his problem, Father Paquette will have reason for ‘self-control.’” Bates # 730014, Exhibit 20 (emphasis added).

April 11, 1978
Annette Perras contacts Monsignor Fradet with allegations that her son George Perras had been sexually molested by the Diocese’s priest. Bates # 74, Exhibit 19.

April 11 or 12, 1978
Someone new in the area calls Christ the King Parish and states they were “aware of why [the Diocese’s priest] had been transferred from his previous assignment and felt parents of young boys should be told to watch out.” Bates # 74, Exhibit 19.

April 15, 1978
Dr. John Thomas, a local, pediatrician, contacts Monsignor Fradet and indicates that his son George was sexually molested by the Diocese’s priest. “Dr. Thomnas felt that the Bishop did not realize the trauma caused parents of young boys. As a pediatrician he felt there was no way to determine later effects of all this - public school teachers would be dropped on the spot. Dr. Thomas’s read out of parents aware of the problem was that we are dealing with an explosive situation.” Bates # 74, Exhibit 19.

April 16, 1978
Monsignor Fradet meets with Mr. and Mrs. Ronald Hanson. Ron’s sister, “Sister Mary Hanson had informed them of potential problems because of her assignment with Father Paquette in Montpelier. She felt they should know since her nephew could possibly be affected.” The Crosbys both felt “their pastor and Bishop had known all along of the Montpelier situation and Sister Mary Hanson could not understand why Father Paquette was put in charge of altar boys and had assignments with young people.” Bates  #75, Exhibit 19.

April 17, 1978
Bishop Marshall meets with Father Paquette and Monsignor Fradet. “No longer could keep lid on things at Christ the King. Father Paquette relieved of his assignment at Christ the King effective immediately.” Bates  # 75, Exhibit 19.

April 18, 1978
Bishop Marshall suspends Father Paquette’s facilities within the Diocese of Burlington. Bates # 69, Exhibit 21. The Diocese never makes any attempt to remove its priest from the priesthood. He is a priest to this day.

But is this the whole story? // Is this the only Diocese priest who molests children? // No.

Alfred Willis.

1972-1976 History

- Diocese of Burlington, in 1972 chooses to accept Alfred Willis as a seminarian. It assigns him to St. John’s Seminary, Baltimore, MD.

- While at the seminary the Rector of the seminary advises the Burlington Diocese that there is an issue of homosexuality with respect to Alfred Willis. 

The seminary later reports that this report has been found to be without substance. The Burlington Diocese chooses to do nothing with this report - chooses not to investigate it

- In December 1975, The Burlington Diocese chooses to appoint Alfred Willis as a Deacon, a step below a priest, at St. Anthony’s parish in Burlington
--In 1976 The Burlington Diocese chooses to continue Willis as an employee of the Burlington Diocese, ordains Willis and assigns him to St. Augustine’s parish in Montpelier

--Diocese chooses to take no steps to screen Willis to see if he might be another Paquette. If do screen him they will find that he has been sexually active (contrary to his vow of celibacy) and that his sexual interests and activities included boys


1976 - while a Deacon in at Christ the King in Burlington, Willis molests boys - does not get caught at that time.
June 1977 - Fr. Willis has been a priest for all of a year -

 Fr. Willis as an employee and priest of the Burlington Diocese attends the ceremony where one of his fellow Burlington Diocese seminarians is being made a deacon

That night in a room Fr. Alfred Willis sexually molests a 16 year old boy

Three months later -Fr. Willis visits the family at their home in Derby, Vermont and tried to molest the boy again.
This time they boy gets away from him.
Willis molests other boys
a) he molests one boy while on a camping trip

-While assigned in Montpelier, Willis molests boys there

b) six months later, while Willis assigned in Montpelier, parents of several boys who believe that Willis molested their boys while still a deacon in Burlington complain to The Burlington Diocese

c) The Burlington Diocese investigates, chooses not to discipline Willis, restrict his access to boys

Instead, The Burlington Diocese chooses to assign him to a new parish - Milton -

a) Diocese chooses not to warn the pastor


-or the parishoners

b) Willis molests at least three boys there

c) pastor tells Bishop that parents are complaining

d) Bishop then tells pastor about Willis’ past history, or at least some of it

e) pastor says parents are threatening to go to the State’s Attorney

f) Bishop lobbies the State’s Attorney not to prosecute Willis

–April 30, 1981 - Susan Hurlburt letter to The Burlington Diocese complaining about his handling of the Willis matter and refers to him as a child molester

-The Burlington Diocese writes back to rebut most of what she said and in the process refers to what Fr. Willis has done. He does not call it child molestation. He call is “indiscretions.”

 December 1981 - Diocese set in motion a canonical trial - charges and finds Fr. Willis guilty of committing sexual offenses with a minor

1985 - Diocese finally chooses to remove as priest, but not before four years of putting him through retreats, therapy and counseling programs.

On December 6, 1983, the Burlington Diocese writes to the Brooklyn Diocese, which has received an application from Fr. Willis to become one of its priests and tells the Brooklyn Diocese that it has become convinced that Fr. Willis is a pathological liar and consummate actor, that he is almost certainly a social psychopath, that he cannot return to the Burlington Diocese because the statute of limitations has not expired on the charges against him, he should not be allowed to serve as a priest, as long as he is associated with the Diocese of Burlington bcause the Burlington Diocese (and the Diocese to which he goes) would be subject to being sued for having knowingly and willfully given Fr. Willis an opportunity to victimize minors.

There is no mention of any concern for children Fr. Willis has molested or might in the future molest.

But is this the whole story? // Is this the only other Diocesean priest who molests children? // No.

The Air Force priest - Father George Murtaugh

In April 1963 Air Force office for chaplains writes a letter to Bishop Robert Joyce, the Diocese of Burlington about a priest that Burlington ordained in 1950 and who had been serving in the Air Force


The AF tells the Diocese that they have asked the priest to resign and suggests that Bishop Joyce give hm a normal parochial assignment and “not in a high school for boys because he has committed some bad acts with some servicemen.”


The Air Force in its letter  tells Bishop Joyce they forced the Fr. Murtaugh to resign from the AF for molesting at least one child


Bishop Joyce takes Fr. Murtagh back as a priest of the Diocese and assigns him to parishes all over the state


Fr. Murtaugh goes on to molest tens of 11-15 year old boys in his Vermont parish assignments as a priest. In June 1987 The Burlington Diocese gains actual knowledge learns of this priest abuses boys


In Sept. 1987 Bishop Marshall meets Fr. Murtaugh. Fr. Murtaugh tells Bishop Marshall that he had a “problem” with a sixth grade 13 ½ year old boy, upon whom he performed a sexual act and he sexually molested this boy the preceding winter


The Burlington Diocese decides that Fr. Murtaugh should have serious counseling and should leave from his present assignment with it being described as “sick leave.”


The Burlington Diocese makes it very clear that he is very concerned about civil liability. The Diocese wants to be clear in dealing with the victims about how the diocese is not responsible for the priests and the importance of making a clear distinction between the diocese and the priest.


In October 1987 The Burlington Diocese chooses to send Fr. Murtaugh to St. Luke Institute in Maryland, a Catholic facility for the treatment of priests. 


As early as January 1988 The Burlington Diocese is expressing a concern that for legal reasons Fr. Murtaugh should not have much contact with youth. The Burlington Diocese chooses to make no mention of any concern for the youth themselves.


Fr. Murtaugh’s initial diagnosis at the Institute of Living was pedophilia. At the time of discharge in February 1988 it is ephebophilia


In May 1990 The Burlington Diocese tells Fr. Murtaugh it would be best not to come back to Vermont right now because of negotiations to settle a claim arising out of the priest’s abuse of two brothers.


It is not until December 17, 1992 that The Burlington Diocese withdraws Fr. Murtaugh’s faculties - settles for very little and a confidentiality agreement.




In October 1993 a Burlington lawyer, Ellen Sprata, writes to The Burlington Diocese about the Fr. Murtaugh and his sexual abuse of her client in the seventh grade at St. Mary’s school.



o.
October 14, 1993 Bishop Angell writes to Fr. Murtagh, now living in Florida and tells him that he hates to add to the priest troubles by telling him about it “but I really feel that you should be warned that this case has been introduced.” PX 36, Bates 800414.


p.
The priest remains retired in Florida. Any Diocese wished to take him on as a priest could do so.

But is this the whole story? // Are these the only Diocesean priests who molests children? // No.

Another priest, the reject priest - Fr. Conrad Bessette
June 11, 1965 Ltr. to Bishop Joyce from St. John’s Seminary – the faculty has unanimously voted to recommend that Conrad Bessette withdraw from the seminary. Does poorly in studies and does not have personal traits one expects from a priest. " I know you need priests, but at the same time would not wish to promote students who do not measure up to the proper standards." (Bates #870110)

June 21, 1965 Chancellor Gelineau letter to Conrad Bessette - shall not be able to sponsor you further as a seminarian. Free to seek another diocese if you wish. (Bates # 870117)

March 30, 1966  Burlington Diocese interview with Conrad Bessette- notes. Dropped by us last spring. Applied to Ogdensburg and Montreal- not accepted. Could he be considered for Burlington. Gives references. One reference, Fr. Gokey indicates he distinctly effeminate in manner and gait. No suspicion of sex deviation. Probably would not recommend him for his own community. (Bates # 870052)

Oct. 22, 1971 Burlington Diocese interview w/Fr. Mayo- notes. Has not had close contact with Fr. Bessette since summer of 1969 but still has reservations as he had then. Had suspicion of bad moral conduct then, but only suspicion, no proof. Suspicion was strong enough for his to raise question now. No way to investigate it, but if there are other doubts about him, this should enforce the doubts and we should be careful. (Bates # 870085)

Nov. 2 ,1971 Chancellor Gelineau letter to Archdiocese of Montreal - rec’d the copies of the confidential documents re: Fr. Bessette Information you submitted will be of great assistance in making a decision re the priest. (Bates # 870086)

BISHOP JOYCE RETIRES ON DEC. 14, 1971-

POPE APPOINTS BISHOP MARSHALL AS BISHOP OF BURLINGTON - ORDAINED AS BISHOP ON JAN. 25, 1972
July 21, 1972 Ltr. to Conrad. Bessette, St. Francis Rectory, Winooski from Chancellor- The Burlington Diocese tells Mr. Bessette that he is transferring him to St. John Parish, Northfield. ( Bates # 870175)

The Burlington Diocese chooses to ordain Conrad Bessette as a priest on March 24, 1973 (Bates #870008)

March - Sept. 1973 the The Burlington Diocese chooses to assign Fr. Bessette to St. Monica’s, Barre - school

1973-1974 the The Burlington Diocese chooses to assign him to St. Mary’s Springfield - school

1974-1976 the The Burlington Diocese chooses to assign him to St. Mary’s, St. Albans - school

1976-1983 The Burlington Diocese chooses to assign to Christ the King, Rutland

April 20, 1977  Fr. Leo Boutin contacts The Burlington Diocese about Father Fr. Bessette-irregular, immoral behavior at St. Mary’s Parish, St. Albans- Bishop Marshall asks Fr. Boutin to do a memo to recollect any  incidents of “homosexual behavior” of the priest during his assignment at St. Mary’s. First incident brought to his attention was by parents of 14 year old altar boy . On four or five occasions Fr. Bessette had acted toward him in a very affectionate way and said things that disturbed him greatly. After serving Mass, Fr. Bessette would approach him sometimes take his hand and say things like “you’re cute, you know that?” or, especially when he was feeling high from his medication and alcohol, things like “your going to get it one of these days- just wait and see.” Once the entered the confessional and Fr. Fr. Bessette invited the boy to sit on his knee, that he wanted to be his friend.  

Fr. Boutin could not recall what else may have happened during this incident only that the boy’s father became furious and demanded that Fr. Bessette be removed from the parish.

Fr. Boutin discuss allegations with Msgr. Hogan. They decide to pray and confront Fr. Bessette who denies that he committed any of these acts. 

A few days a 25 yr. old man who had been receiving counseling from Fr. Bessette approaches Fr. Boutin. Fr. Bessette had embraced him, kissed him and massaged his upper body. Thought it was part of his therapy until the fondling increased in intensity. It is at this time that Fr. Boutin goes to The Burlington Diocese. (Bates # 870411-870414)

The Burlington Diocese chooses to do nothing.

March 16, 1981 Handwritten notes of Fr. McSweeney re: conversation with M.L.- strong hunch that Fr. Bessette could be taking advantage of 14 yr. old altar boy as he took advantage of me. No physical evidence, no hearsay, no other individual. He did have sexual intimacy with my sister- this happened after my appointment with the Bishop some 2/3 yrs. ago. In 1979 he talked to Fr. Martell, Manchester, NH who said  he should talk to the Bishop. No contact with Fr. Bessette since 1977. Age 14- done four times. Disappointed with what Bishop did. Father still a Father. Expect Bishop to do justice as far as the priest is concerned. In my opinion he should be excommunicated. (Bates # 870421-870426)

July 29, 1983 The Burlington Diocese writes to Rev. Peterson, Medical Director, Marsalin Institute, Holliston, MA - Re: evaluation of Fr. Bessette- “I was not too hopeful that you would be able to do anything to assist him. I am pleased that you have come to the conclusion that the therapy at St. Luke Institute could very well be helpful to him. For some time I have known that Fr. Bessette has emotional problems beyond alcoholism, with which he must deal. We have been told consistently that it would not be possible to address the other difficulties until he has overcome the alcoholism. I have taken this on faith, though I do seriously wonder as to the cause and effect relationship between his alcoholism and his other problems. (Bates # 870508)

1984-1987 The Burlington Diocese, knowing Fr. Bessette’s history chooses to assign Fr. Bessette to St.  Joseph’s, Burlington - where there is a school

1987-1989 The Burlington Diocese chooses to assign Fr. Bessette to St. Mary’s, Newport - where there is a school

1989-1989 The Burlington Diocese chooses to Assign Fr. Bessette to St. Sylvesters, Graniteville

1990-1991 The Burlington Diocese chooses to assign Fr. Bessette to St. Anne’s, Milton

June 19, 1990 Ltr. from The Burlington Diocese to Fr. Bessette–have consulted with the Alcohol Advisory Board for priests and have given serious reflection both to your recent conduct and your past history, I could not in conscience assign you to any responsible position in the diocese. You must seek employment elsewhere. In order to protect your from implicating yourself canonically, I am relieving you of any assignment in the Diocese of Burlington effective June 15, 1990. As of the same date, and until you accept an assignment in a diocese other than the Diocese of Burlington, or are officially incardinated in another diocese, the following are withdrawn from you: 1)faculties to administer all sacraments; 2) faculty to preach word of God; 3) permission to offer Eucharist publicly.... no way present yourself as an active priest of the Diocese of Burlington nor will the diocese incur any form of  liability in your regard; you are requested to execute the enclosed form to this effect.... possibility of canonical suspension ...inevitable consequence for disregard of the directives contained in this letter. (Bates # 870464)

June 27, 1990 Fr. Bessette signs “Hold Harmless Agreement”

July 13, 1992 Rev. Tierney, VCC letter to Fr. Jay Haskin re: Fr. Bessette - Fr. Bessette is not at this time a good risk for ministry. The chances of his binge drinking and/or sexually acting out are high. I am not interested in working with this client. (Bates # 870510- it is interesting to note that this letter is on VCC letterhead- it lists Msgr. McSweeney as administrator of VCC, and the lay president of VCC.)

August 23, 1994 Memo of Fr. Haskins re: Fr. Bessette- Fr. Lewis approaches him requesting that Fr. Bessette help serve Mass at the convent.  Fr. Haskin meets w/Bishop Angell on Aug.18th. Bishop asks if any altar boys were present at the convent. Haskin replied no but that he cannot say there will never be minors present at the convent. Bishop Angell indicates that it is all right for Fr. Bessette to say Mass at the convent as long as there are no altar servers. (Bates # 870481)
November 29, 1995 Memo of Bishop Angell - On Nov. 29, 1995 he has an appointment with M.L. M.L. tells him that as a child from age of 13 to 18 Fr. Bessette had sexually abused him. (Bates # 870482)

May 13, 2002 Bishop Angell writes to Fr. Bessette - telling Fr. Bessette that diocese has submitted info on allegations of sex abuse to AG’s office. Past allegations against you were turned over. “We want to help and support you in any way that we can through these difficult times.” (Bates # 870370)
July 3, 2002 Fr. Searles Note - Fr. Shea, informs him of a complaint against Fr. Bessette in the early 1970's in Springfield. Complainant wanted total anonymity but wanted them to know he and his brother were molested by Fr. Bessette At the time he was 15 and his brother was 17.
Fr. Bessette is a retired priest. No attempt to laicize.

But is this the whole story? // Are these the only Diocesean priests who molests children? // No.

Fr. George Paulin. 

It is February 1987

The Diocese of Burlington receives complaints  from an individual by the name of Paul Borin that Father George Paulin sexually molested him in December 1984 and January 1985. The Diocese chooses to take no action.

In 1992 Bishop Marshall leaves as the Bishop of Burlington and Bishop Kenneth Angell arrives.

In March 1993 the Diocese receives an anonymous letter stating that fr. Paulin “likes little boys.” The Diocese writes a letter to Fr. Paulin but virtually does nothing. 

In July 1994 a State Trooper from Massachusetts forwards to the Bishop a statement by Paul Borih which contains allegations of sexual molestation by Fr. George Paulin.

In April 2002 the Diocese receives a complaint from an individual, whose initials are J.S., that Fr. George Paulin attempted to sexually molest him many years ago.

In April 2002, two days after receiving the complaint from J.S., Fr. Leo Boutin, the pastor in Newport writes a letter to The Burlington Diocese and encloses a letter from a parishioner that it accuses Fr. George Paulin of sexually molesting and raping members of her family. Fr. Boutin, clearing anguished in having to send this letter but feeling his conscience requires it, states: 

“I have no reason to not believe the alleged accusations against Fr. George Paulin.”

In August 2002 an individual whose initials are CML sends a letter to The Burlington Diocese in which he claims Fr. George Paulin sexually molested him in 1971. 

On October 11, 2002 the brother of the individual who wrote in August, TLM sends a letter to The Burlington Diocese in which he asserts that Fr. George Paulin sexually molested him in 1971.

Fifteen years after the first allegations about Fr. George Paulin and his sexual molestation of boys and others are brought forward, he remains a priest of the Diocese of Burlington.

At this point, the Attorney General’s Office is conducting an investigation of the Diocese and the conduct of its priest.

The Burlington Diocese resolves this matter by accepting Fr. George Paulin’s letter of resignation on January 1, 2003. He now is a retired priest of the Burlington Diocese, drawing a pension.

But is this the whole story? // Are these the only Diocesean priests who molests children? // No.. 

Yes, there are more. Fr. Benjamin Wysolmerksi, Fr. Richard Thompson, Fr. Forrest Rouelle, Fr. Michael Madden. Rather than go into each of them here, we will do it as part of our evidence to show you the pattern and practice of this diocese as it relates to aiding and abetting child molesters.

After permitting its priest to abuse Peter Wilson and other children, the Diocese hid what it had done for 25 years.

It is not until 2003 after a court orders the Diocese to turn over the documents that the Diocese turns over its files and the truth comes out.

Part Three: Blame - Who we are suing and why

Let me tell you what the Diocese did wrong:

-When a Bishop chooses to employ a priest and send him into a parish, he knows that the people of that parish will put their trust in that priest. This is something the Bishop wants to have happen. The Church and the Bishop in any given instance want the priest to be seen by members of that parish as someone in whom they can place their trust. 


-The Bishop assigns priests to occupy a special position of scared trust toward children.

-In making the assignment of priests, the Bishop are supposed to use all reasonable precautions to avoid any serious injury to children as a result of the assignment of that priest.

-The Diocese, and particularly the Bishop, occupy a very special role with respect to protecting innocent children as it relates to the assignment of priests.


-It creates an atmosphere in which pedophiles are largely free to molest children

i.  
When the Diocese finds that priests are molesting children it makes these choices:

(1)  
Chose to hide that fact

(2)  
Chooses to move the priests to new assignments

(3)  
Chooses to do nothing to protect the children

(4)  
Often chooses to label child sexual abuse as “homosexual” behavior–the cover label

(5)  
Often chooses not to tell the supervisor at the priest’s new assignment of the priest’s history

(6)  
Chooses at most to send the priest off for counseling or to a “Retreat”

(7)  
When a person contacts the Diocese to complain, Diocese chooses never to be up front and say the priest has a history of abuse

(8)  
In dealing with victim chooses to distance the Diocese from the priest

(9)  
Chooses to try to find a way to get a release from liability from the victim for a small amount of money

(10)  
Chooses to give the priest another chance whenever possible

(11)  
Chooses to have a general policy of not seeking to reduce to the lay state the priest pedophiles

(12)  
Lie to parishioners about the reason that it is moving priests - sick leave

What the Diocese is doing is creating an atmosphere in which child molestation - pedophilia - is acceptable.

-If a janitor, a teacher or any of there RCDB employee molests children the way these priests do, the Diocese will fire them immediately and turn them in for criminal prosecution

-However, when the employee who molests children is a priest, the Diocese chooses to protect its priests from all claims, civil and criminal, helps them stay employed and hides their shameful conduct 
We are suing the Roman Catholic Diocese of Burlington, Vermont because:
1. The Diocese chooses to protect priests rather that children

2. The Diocese chooses to hire its priest knowing he is a child molester who has been caught sexually molesting boys on at least five separate occasions in five parishes in two states 

3. The Diocese chooses to hire him when other dioceses will not hire him

4. The Diocese chooses to hire its priest without fulling looking into his background, that is by asking for any information from the Fall River Diocese or by asking the Diocese of Ft. Wayne-South Bend for its complete file as to the priest.

5. The Bishop of Ft. Wayne-South Bend recommended that if the Burlington Diocese hired the priest that it put him in an institutional chaplaincy. The Diocese chooses not to put its priest in an institutional chaplaincy, that is where he will not be around children.

6. The Diocese chooses not to assign him to an institutional chaplaincy but to assign him to a parish where there is a grade school and young children.

7. The Diocese chooses not warn anyone of the danger that its priest it known to pose to children. 

8. The Diocese chooses not to closely supervise its priest in his new assignment, knowing that he is a child molester

9. After its priest is caught molesting “young men” in Rutland, the Diocese chooses to lie to the people of Christ the King Parish, Rutland and tell them that its priest is on sick leave.


10. The Diocese does with its priest what it would not do with a custodian or a teacher. Instead of firing him and turning him in for criminal prosecution, it chooses only to remove him from the parish.

11. The Diocese chooses to move its priest to another parish with an elementary school, again without warning anyone of the danger that the priest it known to be to children

12. The Diocese chooses not to closely supervise its known child molester at that assignment

13. The Diocese chooses not to check in with parents since if it did, it would find that he was molesting children in Montpelier

14. Two years later the Diocese chooses to move its priest to Burlington, to another parish with a school, without warning anyone that it is putting a child molester in their midst.

15. The Diocese chooses not to closely supervise its priest in his new assignment at Christ the King parish in Burlington, knowing that he is a child molester.

16. When it learns that its priest has once again molested boys, the Burlington diocese chooses to keep him in the parish as a priest, removing him only when it is forced to do so.

17. Event at that, the Diocese does once again does with its priest what it would not do with a custodian or a teacher. Instead of firing him and turning him in for criminal prosecution, it chooses only to remove him from the parish and send him home.

18. We are suing the Diocese because it has a pattern and practice going back to at least the 1960ies forward of protecting priests and sacrificing its children

19. The final reason we are suing is because it would have been so easy for the Diocese to do the right thing - so many times. Instead, it choose to protects its priest rather than protect its children. The Diocese believed it was more important to protect its priests than it was to protect its children.

20. The Diocese choose not to turn him remove him as a priest of the Diocese, much less turn him in for criminal prosecution, after he sexually molested two young men in Rutland

21. The Diocese choose to hide his background and choose to transfer him to Christ the King without telling anyone that he was a child molester

22. The Diocese choose to do nothing to help abused children such as Peter Wilson after it learned he had been abused

What is wrong with what the Diocese did?
By choosing each of these actions, the Diocese enabled a known child molester to be exactly where he wanted to be–in amongst boys so that he could sexually molest them, including Peter Wilson.

The Diocese had to know that it was almost certain that its priest would sexually molest boys again and again, but it choose to keep making more victims available to him to molest and not to supervise him.

What the Diocese should have done:

1. Choose to look fully into the priest’s background

2. Choose never to hire this priest

3. Choose to put him in an institutional chaplaincy

4. Choose to warn of his dangers

5. Choose to terminate him after Rutland

6. Choose to turn him in to the police

7. Choose not to transfer him elsewhere 

8. Choose not to hide his past

If the Diocese had done any of these things the Diocese’s priest would not have able to molest Peter Wilson and other boys

Final reason we are suing is that the Diocese has refused to meet its responsibility and we are forced to bring them to trial.

Part Four- Undermining
- the Yea Buts




Before we decided to come to trial, we had to determine several things.
First, we had to determine if the diocese’s priest molested Peter . If he did not there would be no reason to file a case and to come to trial.
To determine this we had to listen to Peter and investigate the facts. 

As part of the investigation of the facts we looked at the documents the Diocese produced. They show that the diocese’s priest was a man the diocese knew was a child molester and that their own documents show molested many boys, including boys at Christ the King parish in Burlington.

Now the Diocese does not really dispute that its priest molested Peter.

This means we were right in bringing this case before you to decide.

Second, we had to determine if Peter Wilson was injured as a result of what the Diocese permitting its priest to molest him.

To determine this, we talked with Peter and asked a well known local psychologist with good credentials to evaluate Peter . He found the abuse had effected Peter and his life in a number of ways.

This means we should present this evidence to you for you to determine the damages.

Third, the statute of limitations has expired. 
The statute of limitations governs the amount of time someone has in which to make a claim. In this case, it is six years from the dates that Peter knows:

1. He was molested, and

2. The effects of the molestation upon him, and

3. That the Diocese bears responsibility for the molestation.

Peter  has always known he was molested. This is not a recovered memory.

However, he did not understand the effects of the molestation upon him until within the six years before he filed suit. Peter will testify to this, as will Dr. Holtman.

Most importantly, it was not until he read of these claims being brought by other men whom the diocese’s priest had molested and the documents that had become available showing what the diocese knew about its priest that he learned that the diocese was responsible for what its priest had done to him. This was in 2003, well within six years from the time he filed this action.

Therefor, the case was brought within the statute of limitations.

Fourth, the Diocese had a right to reply upon its psychiatrists and that reliance is what caused them to hire the priest and to keep him on as a priest after he molested more boys
We had to determine whether this was true. Because if the Diocese could reasonably rely upon the psychiatrists, relying upon the psychiatrists would have been one reason for hiring Fr. Paquette and putting him into the parishes. 

So we looked into the issue of the psychiatrist’s opinions as it related to Fr. Paquette. 

If the Diocese decides to put them into evidence, all of the psychiatrists’ opinions will be available to you. You will see that psychiatrist opinions do not support hiring Fr. Paquette, putting them in a parish setting in Rutland, moving him to Montpelier, and then moving him to Christ the King.

You also will see that at the same time the psychiatrist was providing reports that Bishops in Massachusetts and Indiana were saying that it would be good to keep Paquette away from boys and that he should be in an institutional chaplaincy, neither of which happened in the Diocese of Burlington. 

By the Burlington Diocese accepted him as one of its priests, two other diocese had caught Fr. Paquette molesting boys on at least five separate occasions.  

That is why the psychiatrists’ opinions were not a reason for the Burlington Diocese to choose to hire Fr. Paquette and to move him after he molested boys in Vermont.

I





Part Five - The Harms and the Losses
 Why are we here today?

For you to determine the damages to include in your verdict for Peter .- To make up for the harms and the losses he has experienced.

We cannot make those harms and losses disappear. Your verdict must include the money to make up for the harms and losses Peter  suffered because of the diocese’s actions.

I would like to introduce you to the individual who brought us here today. This is Peter Wilson.

(Show 1st communion picture). Peter is 8 yrs.old. He weighs 64 pounds is 4' tall. He lives on South Prospect St., in Burlington with his Mom and Dad, Alice and John along with  his sisters, Mary and Joan. 

 Peter  lives within walking distance of Christ the King parish. Christ the King is located in a neighborhood in the south end of Burlington. The neighbor is largely comprised of young Catholic families whose children attend Christ the King Elementary School which is next to the Church. Peter is a third grader at Christ the King School.

 Peter’s mother was raised Catholic and even though his father is Lutheran, his father is very supportive of his children’s Roman Catholic upbringing. 

The Wilson family has financial struggles and it is a sacrifice for them to send their children to a private parochial school. They feel it is important that their children receive a quality education in a religious environment where they feel secure and where they can feel as if they are part of one big family.

Peter  is your typical All-American 8 year old boy. He loves sports and is on a Little League baseball team, the Red Sox. He is a Cub Scout. He has lots of friends who live in the neighborhood. He is a good student. 

Peter  has his first communion on May 8, 1976. He is proud that he is now old enough to serve as an altar boy- it makes him feel special and he gets to do something that not everyone can do. 
Peter  takes his commitment as an altar boy seriously and assists the parish priests, Msgr. Fradet and Father Rivard, with Mass at least twice a week.

On June 15, 1976 a new priest, Father Edward Paquette, the Diocese’s priest, joins Msgr. Fradet and Father Rivard at Christ the King .

The Diocese’s priest molests Peter while Peter is in the 4th and 5th grades at Christ the King Church in Burlington. Peter is an altar boy and the Diocese’s priest can get his hands on Peter  easily.

Between 40 and 100 times over a two year period the Diocese’s priest grasps Peter ’s genitals and give Peter a pony ride on his leg while getting an erection himself, or he wraps his hands around Peter 's genitals, picks him up and swings him- the carry ride.

One day, Peter is changing into his altar boy robe- Paquette tells him to remove his pants- Peter is wearing only his underwear and altar boy robe when Paquette gave him the carry ride which went on longer than usual. 

Peter  sees the Diocese’s priest abuse other boys, Tom Presley, Paul Morgan, Jay Bessette, Mike Jones Gay and Jim Peterson.

One day Peter and Paul Morgan are serving mass. Paul Morgan is really angry. Paul tells Peter that he has a knife with him. If the Diocese’s priest attempts it on him this day, he is going to stab him.

Peter is terrified. He does not want a stabbing incident. 

He is afraid that if Paul stabs the priest that they both will be thrown out of the parochial school and be forced to attend the public school. As a 4th and 5th grader, this is Peter ’s worst fear.

When the Diocese’s priest signals to Paul Morgan to come over to him so that he can molest him, Peter  steps in the way so that the priest molests Peter . He avoid the possibility of Paul Morgan stabbing the priest and the two of them being sent to a public school.

The priest molesting Peter is a horrible experience for him. Why is this happening to me? Is this right, how to I avoid this? I am here to serve mass, this does not seem right, what do I do?

Peter finds what the diocese’s priest did to him to be very confusing. It does not seem right on some gut level, the priest is supposed to give this 10-12 year old boy spiritual guidance, so why is he doing this too him?

The molesting is a big secret, shared by all of the boys. They are young enough that they are afraid to tell anyone about what the diocese’s priest is doing to them. They fear no one will believe them, they will get into trouble and could be thrown out of their little catholic school and forced to go to the public school they are so afraid of.

The priest’s molesting Peter causes him to experience through the rest of grade school in which Paquette is chasing him.

Peter begins using marijuana and alcohol in the 6th grade to dull the pain of what the diocese’s priest is doing to him. He and Paul steal the alcohol from their parents. It numbs the pain and the confusion.

For Peter, coming to this courtroom is a very difficult thing. 

When Peter  first learns of the pending case and individuals coming forward, he goes back and for a long time before deciding to come forward himself. Peter and his wife Carol agree that it is time to put this to rest and find some sort of justice/resolve – even though it meant stirring up deep wounds and emotions and at the risk of judgement or criticism of others. 

Peter  and Carol struggle together over the torn feelings between horrible things the Diocese’s priest did and their lifelong beliefs. It is a huge internal struggle.

For Peter what makes what happened to him so difficult is the fact that he is abused not just by a person he is taught to trust generally, but this was a PRIEST, a person ABOVE the level of "persons of trust". 

In other words, it is terribly difficult to come forward for any child, much less to tell on someone one point that he as a child thinks of as having been appointed by God Himself. 

Because of what the Diocese’s priest did to him, Peter goes through life constantly questioning his hope and what faith he has in a supreme being. Each year he and Carol go to another church looking to find the hope and faith that the diocese took away. He asks himself in confusion, why did God let the person who he appointed to take care of me abuse me? He now knows on an intellectual level that it was not God, it was the Diocese that permitted this abuse to happen.

Peter has managed to dig deep and find God by divorcing "religion" but retaining his faith in the Lord. 

To achieve this despite the molestation has cost Peter a price.

The intimate relationship he and Carol have is very conservative and infrequent. It has to be a very safe environment for Peter to be comfortable. Carol knows that in the intimate events of their lives she has to be very patient and loving. Peter does not like to be touched where the Diocese’s priest touched him. Together, Peter and Carol have slowly and carefully found a place within ourselves and their relationship, but it will always be something they have to be very gentle with. Peter has difficulty in expressing himself intimately as well. These are things that have not destroyed him, however, they are something that has lessened the pleasures her and Carol have together.

Peter and Carol have been married now for four years. At first he would not allow himself to be loved or vulnerable. He could be difficult and have barriers in getting close to him or finding lightness in his expressions. They have made great strides in finding our way through that and have a very happy /loving relationship. The child he and Carol have and the child Peter has from a previous relationship have helped him with this, although it often is hard on him emotionally when he realizes their vulnerability and his fears about the need to always protect them.

Peter and Carol have a give generation old baptismal gown that hangs in their closet and will never be used because Peter is so wounded by what the Diocese has done.

At our request, Dr. Dennis Holtman a psychologist who is retired from the university and is in private practice here saw Peter  to be able to conduct psychological testing and bring to you his opinions about Peter .

Dr. Holtman believes that due to the abuse by the diocese’s priest that Peter  suffers from

1)an Anxiety Disorder; 

2) high levels of anger which likely feeds his anxiety as well as periodic bouts of depression; 

3) loss of religion-alienation from the Church and trust issues due to the abuse; 

4) Excessive use of alcohol; 

5) that the abuse has affected his sexual functioning- discomfort with unwanted or self-directed genital touching, which has is directly related to the abuse and adversely effects his experience of sexual pleasure and complicates his intimate relationships.

Dr. Holtman believe that Peter is functioning reasonably well at the present time and that at this time the abuse by the Diocese’s priest is not have a substantial negative affect on his functioning.

What Can the Jury Do about It: Charging the Jury
Everything we show you in trial is for you to see why and how much money will equal the amount of harm the Diocese caused. By the end of trial you will see why the evidence will require us to come back and ask you for serious money compensation  

You will see that the amount we request equals the amount of harm the Diocese caused Peter.
The harm to Peter is the only thing you can take into account for figure out the proper amounts of money for your verdict to compensate Peter.  

Punitive Damages









The Diocese acted with complete disregard for the life of Peter Wilson and no one knows how many other children of this Diocese.

The diocese of Burlington was so powerful that they thought themselves above the law - they could do whatever they wanted to do

The diocese knew it had many employees who were sexual predators wearing the trademark of trust–the Roman Collar--and fostered that atmosphere and retained them as employees

When it has an employee who was a priest molested a child, for all practical purposes, it does nothing to stop that employees from molesting more children - because that employee was a priest.

Punitive damages are called for when the action, such as those here, are intentional and deliberate, causing the type of outrage that is frequently associated with crime.


The conduct of the Diocese here shows a reckless or wanton disregard of Peter Wilson’s rights and those of tens or even hundreds of Vermont children.


Punitive damages are meant to punish Defendant Diocese for conduct that is morally culpable and truly reprehensible and to stop others from acting similarly in the future.

The Diocese owns real estate in Burlington valued at $44.5 million. We will ask you to take than into account in assessing the correct level of punitive damages to include in your verdict for Peter Wilson. 

Justice and accountability for this conduct will require it.

Preponderance of the evidence [Use the hands!!]

While all we must show if a preponderance of the evidence, we will more than tip the scales.

We will prove with documents and testimony every fact that I have stated here. We will not ask you to take our word for it. We will ask you to make your decisions based upon the facts.

We will prove everything we have said and we will make it all clear to you.

Thank you [END]

� The names of survivors have been changed throughout this document.





