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PLAINiTFF'S COMPLAINT AND JURX DEMAND

PlaintiffJane Doe, tbr her complaint against Defendant, The Archdiocese ofCincinn34i, and

states as foltows'

I. PI2ELIMINARY STATEIVENTI

I In 1965, when she was sixteen years old, Ms Doe was induced by her parish pnast, Father

Normart Hed, to enter into an itlicit sexual relationship When that relationsbip resulted m the buth

of a child, Ms Doe was placed m a home for unwed mothers and then convinced, through threats

and intiaudation from Father HeR and others atRliated with the Arohdiocese, to abandon her child

and to never divulge the child's true parentage These events were the direct result ofthe negligent,

reddess and intentional actions of the Archdiocese of Cincinnati

2 MS Doe seeks compensatoiy damages for her emotionat distress and loss of relationship

'The identity of PlainGffhas been withheld in order to easure her privacy Her identity
wdt b [re d -d

I

e ea ev un er seat pnrsuant to an appropriate court order
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et

with her daughter, punitive damages, her reasonable attomey fees, and the cost ofthis lingation

IL PARTIES

3 PIanbffMs Doe is a resident ofCincmnati and is a citizen of the Umted:States

4 Defendant The Arahdiocese ofCincrnnati ("The Arctuitocese") is an ecclesiastic province

of the Ronum Catholic Church, and is located at 100 East Eighth Street, Cincfnnati, Olno 45202

At all times relevaat hereto, the Archdiocese was responsible for overseeing and govemmg the

activities of the Roman CathoGc Chwcb in the greater Cinannati area

IIL JURISDICCION AND VENUE

5 TFds Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to R C 2931 03

6 Venue is appropriate in this Court because the acts complained of occutmd withun this

judicial district

IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

7 Plamtdt'Ms Doe was raised in a devout, Catholic famity Ms Doe's mother had been

raised in a convent by nuns, and the Church was of aeutrat unportance to Ms Doe's favuly iNs

Doe was educ" at Catholic schools and regularly attended mass with her family

8 In 1965, sixteat-year-old Ms Doe was a student at Regma High School in Norwood,

the local Cathohc hugh school In addition to the Catholic instruction she reoen+ed at school, she

often supplemented ttns educauon by talang part in youth group meetings at St John the

Evangdhst (St John's), her family's padsh church, located m the city of Deer Park, Harodton

County, Ohio

9 The then twenty-six-year-old Father HeR was.the pansh priest at St John's and was

employed by the Archdiocese As part ofhis pastoral responsibilmes, Father Hei7 headed thR.youth

group mcetings that Ms Doe attended

2
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10 Ms Doe and Father Hed grew to know each other on a priest-parishioner basis After

youth group meetings, Father Heil would sometimes drive Ms Doe home After the fourth or fifth

tune he did so, Father Hed professed ius love to Ms Doe and induced her to enter into a sexual

reiationship The couple's sexual umons always occurmd off church property Ms Doe wtially

believed that she ahd Father Heil were the only ones who Imew of their a@'air, but she later

dtscovered that other employees ofthe Archdiocesa Imewthat she and FatherHed had been sexually

involved with one anothnr

11 Though Ms Doe was a devout Catholic, she beheved she was in love with Father Hetl

I

and felt extromely conflicted by her predicament She tumed to Father He11 for spiritual guidance

Fatlax Heil responded by allowing Ms Doe to confess to him regarding her sm of pre-mantal sex

and then would absolve Ms Doe of her sins

12 A few months into their relationship, Father Heil impregnated Ms Doe.

13 Upon learning that Ms Doe was pregnant, Sister Irenes, the principal of Regma High

School, and an employee of the Archdiocese, would not allow Ms Doe to remam m school

14 Ms Doe's parents initially sent Ms Doe to her Grcandparents' house m Kentucky to

awaft the buth of her ehdd The Archdiocese, however, tiuough its office of Catholic Ch9rtties,

arranged for Ms Doe to spend the balance of her pregnancy at a private insntution, Maple KnoII
.... . . . . ' S

Hospita) and Home The Archdiocese promised to pay Ms Doe's Maple Knol! bill and doctor's

15 Maple Knoff housed approximately one hundred unwed, pregnant teenagers living four

or five to a room Whife Ms Doe was at Maple Knol1, she was requned to work in the laundry, the •

fees Ms Doe's family did not have much money, and Ms Doe felt financial preswue to acqutesce

to the Church's demands Caven her upbnnging, Ms Doe also felt she could not disobey the wishes

ofthe Church
• i
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latchen; and in the nursery taktng care ofthe newbom babies other girls had recenity deLvered She

could not leave and was ailowed visitors only on the weekends ,..

16 Before, during, and after her stay at Maple Knoll, Ms Doe was .subjecC to antensa

pressure to never reveal the identity of her baby's father, and - against Ms Doe's wishes - to

relinquish her parental rights once the baby was bom Though Ms Doe did not want to give her

baby up for adoption, agents of the Archdiocese tntunidated her into doing so in order to protect

Father Hetl and the Church Tius intense pressure and intimtdation came from a number of sources,

including Father Heil and Sister Mary Patrick, a former teacher of Ms Doe Upon Information and

belieC each of these agents of the Archdiocese, and others whose identity is currenUy unknown,

acted within the scope of their employment or within the scope of their apparrm authonty in

fintherance of the objectives of the Archdiocese, and/or with the direct participatton, authorization

or rati9cation ofthe Arohdiocese

17 Sister Mary Pauick was a CathoGc nun and an elementaty school teacher at St lohn's

Upon infomiation and belie>; St John's was owned and operated by the Archdtocxse Sistr.r Mary

Patrick had been Ms Doe's teacher She knew that Father Hel was the father of Ms Doe's baby,

and became Ms Doe's 'spintual advisor' during her pregnancy Through intentional acts of
. .. . .

coercron, duress and intnmdation, Sister Mary Patrick was instnunental in ensunng that Ms Doe

renOned silent and that she rdinquished her parental nghts By way of example, Sister Masy

Patdck impressed upon Ms Doe that the pregnancy was her fault, alone, and that she had no one

to blame but herselffor her predicament Ms Doe was told to suffer m silence, to offer her suffering

up to God, and that God would bless Ms Doe for the sam6ce ofgiving her chtld up for ad,-ption

A fbw manths before Ms Doe was due, Sister Mary Patnck wrote to her that "the biggest sa:aiflce

wiR be when you put the baby up for adoption, when you sign away your rights to your child You

4
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will reahze that it ts for his own good that this child must never, under any condition leam of its.

parentage, that God will provide some other Mother and Father to love and care for hum and yet al!

your motherly insttncts wiN long for your child It will be unbelievably hard, but even for yourself

it is the only answer" Sister Mary Patrick furtherwrote that Ms Doe shouid use the expenenee of

gnnng her chdd up for adoption to nuika her "a less selHsh, a more mature, a more wholesome

wonum ° Sister Mary Patdak even told Ms Doe that, if she refused to place her baby for adopuon,

the Church would not baptize her ehild Acaordingto the Cateclusm ofthe Cathohc Churcb, babies

who(lie without being baptized are never cleansed of "ongmal sm' and spend eternity m hmbo,

separated from God

18 In a letter dated June 26, 1965, Sister Mary Patrick wrote that adoption ivas abaF)lutely

necessary because she was "thinking of you and eternity and your chdd and the whole Mystical

Body" Ms Doe was told to meditate on these words because, Sister Mary Patrick wrote, "they are.

based on a real complete understanding of the Church and grace aad all " Ms Doe was

particularly susceptible to Sister Mary Patnck's representations, as she had been. taught from a

young age that she should always obey the Church, and that the Church was to be trusted and

befieved

19 As soon as Father Heil dtscovered that Ms Doe was preguant, he immedtatdyrcalled

upon her to abandon her interest in her cluld m deference to that of the Church During Ms Doe's
^, .

tmne m Maple Knoll, Father Hei2 indicated in letters and other communieation that adoption was the

only option fortheir child Father Hell told Ms Doe that she must give thcv ctuld up for adoption

because he could not remain a piiest if the Church had to pay eighteen years of child support

20 The statements to Ms Doe by Father Hal, SisterMaryPatnck andothers, acting for and

on behalf of the Archdiocese regarding the nunifications for and consequences to Ms Doe and her,, •
5
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child for not heeding the directives, adma►ritions, and threats to abandon her child and-to withhold

the identity of the cln7d's father were self-serving, deceitful, iUusory and objectively-unprovable and

wereniade with the sole purpose and intent to coerceMs Doe to forgo the best legalinterestsofher

and of her chdd for the supposed well-being of her spiritual self and for the pecumary interests of

the Church

21 ThefalseandfraudulentstatementsofSisterMaryPatnckandotherscamedparticailar

waglit with Ms Doe beoause they were reinforced by the teachiogs ofthe Church Ms Doe had

been taught Catholic pnnciples regardmg sin from a young age She feared that her baby would

never be cleansed of sin if she did not follow the dnectives of Stster MaryPatnclK Ms Doe also

feared the consequences of her own sins if she refiised to follow the Church's demands As a part

of Ms Doe's Cathohc faith, the threat of eternal damnation for commitfal of grave sins and

disobedience of Catholic doctrine was very real

22 Ms Doe gave birth to a baby girl on November 7, 1965 Agamst her wishes, she

succumbed to the above-desoribed mtense intimidation and prassure, and rebnquished herpaiental

nghts The baby was placed for adoption through St Joseph's Orphanage, an orgamzahon ri:uch

feu under the auspices of the Archchocese

23 AfterMs Doegavebirth,SisterlreneawouldnotallowMs Doetore-enrollatRegma

High School She was forced to change schools and to attend the local pubGc hwh school

24 By virtue of her age, her status as an adtva parislnoaer, pemtent, student at a Cathollc

high school, and as a member of St John's youth group, the Archdiocese owed Ms Doe a legal,

equitable and fiduaiary duty to protect her frone the improper actions of those employed by or

a651iated with tha Archdiocese

25 The above-described actions of agents of the Archdiocese demonstrate mahee,

6
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aggravated or egregious frvid, oppresszon or msult The Arahdiocese authorized, ratiHed or

participatedintheseactsthroughthethreatsandactsofintitmdattonofSisterMaryPatnck,Father

Heil and others which were caloulated to, and nesulted m, Ms Doe's relinqwshment of her

parental rights and the wnhholdmg of and forbearance 8om any legal aehon, and otherww by

using its power, prestige and moral authority to control Ms Doe's actions as relates to these

events

26 As a direct and proximate result of the above-descrd'bed actions by agents of the

Archdiocese, Ms Doe has suffered severe and debdnating mental anguish She has undergone

years of psychotherapy and has been hospitalized for mental anguish arismg from these events

27 As a chrect and proximate result of the above descnbed acttons by agents of the
. . . . . . . . N .

Archdioce5e forcing Ms Doe to relmquish her parental rights, Ms Doe has sufrered the loss of a.. : .
relationship wrth her daughter, including the loss of services, soccety, companionship, comfort, love

and solaac As of the date of the filing of this complaint, Ms Doe has yet to be reumted with her

daughter

28 Atl of the threats, promises, inducements, representations and acts of intimidation by

the Arohdiocese, described herein above, were made intentionally, mahciously and, purposefldly to

buy and to ensure Plainttffs continued silence with respect to the wrongs perpeuaW against her

29 When the Archdiocese made the above-descabed threats and false, fraudulent
_ . . -

ai6rntatuve represe,utanons to Ms Doe, the Arohd'iocese knew of and rebed upon Ms Doe's

devotion to the Cathohc Church as a device by wbtch to slueJd rtsalf &om legal liability ftr the

ongomg damsges sa@'ered by Ms Doe

30 As anticipated by the Archdiocese, Ms Doe did in fact rely on its false and fraudulent

affirmative representations Foryears, Ma Doe has sutt'ered intense emotional, mental, and spintual

7
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distress before she was able to appreciate and knowugly, wllfuliy and voluntarily act on the fact that

she had been victimized by Defendant, and that she therefore had a basis in law to pursue. cimms

againstt7te Amfidiocese

31

30, above

32

V. STATEMENT OF THE CLAIMS

t:'OUNT I

NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DYSTRESS

Piaintiffrepeats and reatlirms the assertions offaat contained in paragraphs I through

The actions of the Arahdiocese and tts agents herein descn'bed constitute the tort of

negligent infliction of emotional distress

COUNTII

INTENTIONAL INFLICTiON OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS

33 Piauwffrepeats and reaffinns the asserhons offaot contained in paragraphs I through

32, above

34 The actions of agents of the Amhdhocese and its agents herein described constitute the

tort of iutentionai infliction of emouonal dhstress

COUNT iII

TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE V1'1TD FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIPS

35 Piaintiff repeats and reaffirms the assertions of fact contained in patagraphs I through

34, above

36 The actions of the Archdioeese and rts agents herein descnbed constutute tortious

interference wnth fanahai reiationships

8
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courrr IV

LOSS OF FILIAL CONSORTIUM

37 Plaintiff repeats and reaffirms the assections of flict contained m paragraphs I through

36, above

38 The actions the Archdiocese and its agents herein described directly and prox"unately

caused a loss offihal consortium between Ms Doe and her daughter

COUNT V

BREACH OF FmIICIARY DUTY

39 Plaintiff repeats and reaffirms the assertions of faet contamed m paragraphs 1

through 38, above

40 The actions the Archdiocese and its agems herein described constitute a breach of

Aefendant's fidu<aaty duty toward Plamtff

COUNT VI

NEGLIGENT SUPERVfSION AND RETENTION

41 Plaintiff repeats and reaffirms the assertions of fact contained in paragraphs I through

40, above

42 The actions of the Atchdiooese and its agents herein desc+ibed constitute the tort of

negligent supervision and retemion

VL PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Plampff lane Doe repeats and reaffums the asseruons of faot contained m paragraphs I

through 42 above and demandsiudgnent against Defendant Archdiocese as follows

I For an order ofjudgment for compensatory damages for past, present and fUture mental

atguish, emotional distress, and medical expenses, as well as any other economic losses monrred

9
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as the?esult ofthe tortious conduct by agents ofthe Archdiocese in an amount in excess of$25,000,

2 For an order ofjudgment awarding punitive damages in an amount to be determined by

ajury;

3 For aa order ofjudgment awardmg reasonable attomey fees and costs incurred by Ms

Doe m prosecuting tlns matter

4 For an orderofjudgment awarding such other reliefin law and equity to whichMs Doe

may be entitled under the premises

V8c

MARC IJ M1iZ1BOV (Ohio Bar No 0019316)
t33B1ST1AN A JENKINS (Ohio Bar No 0070674)
ANITA P BERDING (Ohio Bar No 0066229)
Mezibov & Jenkins
1726 Young Street
Cincinnaty Ohio 45202
Telephone (513) 723-1600
Teleoopier (513) 723-1620

Counsel for Plaintiff, Jane Doe
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JURY DEMAND

Plaintiff demands a,1ury tnal as to all issue^tn^bly ^tlusJmatt

MARC D MEZTBOV (Ohio Bar No. 0019316)_
Mezibov & Jenlans
1726 Young Street
Cmcwnati, Ohio 45202
Telephone:(5l3)723-1600
Telecnpier.(513)723-1620

Counsel for Plaintiff, Jane Doe

II

SvPP.Ii'


	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10
	page 11
	page 12
	page 13

