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INTRODUCTION

hen | was an inexperienced, discontented fourteen-year old, | made a choice that for the

next forty-four years of my life would narrow my opportunities to make choices—I joined
one of the most aggressive, controversial religious groups, Jehovah’s Witnesses, which became
the center of my life. | put aside my heart’s desire, the study of archeology, because of the
religion’s ban on higher education for their members. Hence, evangelistic activities took priority
over education. | heeded their rules as to choice of friends, only Jehovah’s Witnesses, and choice
of a marriage mate, only one of Jehovah’s Witnesses.

I was one of Jehovah’s Witnesses from 1954 until 1998. When | married Joe Anderson in
1959, he was, of course, a Witness. In 1961, our son, Lance, was born. He was carefully trained
to be one of Jehovah’s Witnesses. As a family, we were very familiar with opposition to our
religion because of our persistence in making our beliefs known to people whether they wanted
to hear us or not. Although we were disliked by some people because of our preaching, my
husband and I helped convert about 80 people.

In 1982, during a time of expansion of Jehovah’s Witnesses’ world headquarters in
Brooklyn, NY, as longtime faithful Jehovah’s Witnesses we were invited to live and work there
as volunteer staff members. The place is called “Bethel” and we became “Bethelites.” At that
time, the workers at the Bethel complex numbered a few thousand. The purpose for being there
was to support the publishing of hundreds of millions of pieces of Witness literature such as the
Watchtower and Awake! journals. For one year my job assignment was in the Shipping
Department. Then | was transferred to the Engineering Department for six years where | did
secretarial and research work. After that, for nearly four years, my assignment was the Writing
Department where | was the major researcher for the Witnesses’ last published history book,
Jehovah’s Witnesses Proclaimers of God’s Kingdom, (1993).

While working in the Writing Department at the Witnesses” world headquarters, | learned in
the early 1990s there were members of Jehovah’s Witnesses, including some elders, who
engaged in child sexual abuse; that Jehovah’s Witnesses officials knew of many of these
incidents of child sexual abuse but had in place organizational policies that effectively prevented
the reporting of most of these incidents to appropriate authorities and also to Witness
congregational members. These policies were directly contrary to the public position taken by
Jehovah’s Witnesses that child sexual abuse is neither tolerated nor concealed.

Leaving the Witnesses” World Headquarters in January of 1993, we returned to Tennessee
where | continued researching for Awake! senior writers; also, exploring the abuse issue and
writing some Awake! articles until December 1996.

When | first became aware of child sexual abuse in the Watchtower organization, | had no
idea the Bible teaching requiring two-witnesses to prove sin was also applied to molestation. It
was only after 1997 when | discovered how the requirement of two witnesses to molestation
protected pedophiles that | understood how this policy was such a danger to children. If abuse
victims can not back up their charge of molestation through another witness, and the accused
denies the allegation, the accusation goes nowhere. Then the confidentiality rule goes into



Secrets of Pedophilia in an American Religion—Jehovah’s Witnesses in Crisis

effect. Victims are told not to speak of the accusation or else be disfellowshipped themselves.
This was the way molesters were kept hidden and children were open game.

Finally Disillusioned

I belonged to an organization whose members appear to be no different from society at large.
Yet, underneath the surface they really are very different in their approach to life because
Jehovah’s Witnesses are a self-proclaimed theocracy meaning they believe God is guiding their
organization. And it is the leaders of the Witness theocracy who make the rules for the flock
about all aspects of life including rules to protect the members from threatening influences.
Regardless of good intentions, Witness leaders have become like Pharisees in that they provide
instructions for just about every human condition. Their directives are supposedly written with
the intention of protecting the congregation, yet in too many cases, the polices end up protecting
the bad guys and their secrets.

In 1998, I officially left the organization, although I had been fading for about a year. | tried
to put my anxiety about the child abuse situation aside and went to the local community college
where | received a scholarship. This gift gave me the strength to go on without my Jehovah’s
Witnesses’ friends from all over the world who | knew for a certainty would shun me when they
realized 1 was no longer one of them. Going to college was how | discovered there was life
outside of the Watchtower. At the time my husband and | were married thirty-nine years. We
never kept secrets from one another. Therefore, my husband accepted my exit from our religion
because he was aware that in good conscience, | was having a very difficult time associating
myself with the Witness organization knowing what I did about the Watchtower Society’s child
sexual abuse policies which | considered evil. As a woman, | had to remain silent about this evil
or be disfellowshipped. My anger and frustration knowing | was helpless to protect children from
molestation was a burden | could no longer bear. In any case, | did not say anything negative to
anyone about the Witness organization so | was not perceived as a threat by them.

“Silentlambs” and NBC Dateline

Towards the end of 2000, I met a Witness elder, Bill Bowen, who decided to resign his
position and go public about the child sexual abuse issue. This took place on January 1, 2001.
When Bill resigned as an elder over the child abuse issue, the media coverage in Bill’s home
state of Kentucky was tremendous. In addition, Bill and | came up with an idea for an Internet
website which Bill created that we named silentlambs.org. Here Jehovah’s Witnesses, who were
victims of child sexual molestation by Witness perpetrators, could post their stories. Within
weeks there were 1,000 stories. After five years, there are nearly 7,000.

Initially, I did not publicly reveal myself. Within weeks, Bill and | were on a plane bound
for New York City and NBC’s Dateline show. After the producers did extensive research, which
established our claims were true, our interviews were scheduled.

Disfellowshipped for Appearing on Dateline

After calling NBC time and again to find out when the program would air, Watchtower
leaders were told the program would be shown on May 28, 2002. Immediately, Watchtower
officials notified local elders to schedule judicial hearings for all of us who appeared as
whistleblowers on Dateline. In early May, | proved to the elders | was not guilty of the false
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charges brought against me. Within days the local elders scheduled another judicial hearing with
new, concocted charges. | declined to attend the meeting because it seemed futile—if 1
disproved those charges, it was obvious they would just come up with different charges. In any
event, | was subsequently disfellowshipped on May 19, 2002 for causing divisions within the
brotherhood.

Disfellowshipped members are construed as being unrepentant sinners and not to be
believed, so it was a cunning move for the Watchtower. It was obvious to me | was
disfellowshipped shortly before Dateline was broadcast so Witness viewers would not believe
what | said about there being a pedophile problem within their group.

Joe subsequently was disfellowshipped in July 2002, also for causing divisions. By defending
me and expressing his personal views about the child sexual abuse situation, Joe was no longer a
company man. Like Bill Bowen and me, Joe became critical of the process elders were instructed
to go through when child abuse was reported to them. He believed back then and still does that
Witness elders should not investigate accusations of child sexual abuse. It is a crime that should
be reported by elders to the police no matter which state they live in, even if not mandated by
law in that state for clergy to do so.

A New Commitment

When | look back over my life from the time | was baptized as one of Jehovah’s Witnesses at
the age of 14, it simply amazes me where that first step led to. My only desire then was to help
people understand the mysteries of life as taught by Jehovah’s Witnesses. Now 1I’m no longer
under the illusion that the mysteries of life can be explained, or that Jehovah’s Witnesses are a
benevolent religion.

Although | have been labeled by Witnesses as “a Judas” for publicizing the child sexual
abuse problems within the Witness organization, |1 am still committed to exposing the secrets
hidden within this religious organization.

During the past five years since the filing by attorneys of the first child sexual abuse lawsuit
in 2003, | have been active in aiding all to understand polices and practices of Jehovah’s
Witnesses in the matter of child sexual abuse. Of course, | was disappointed that not one filed
child sexual abuse lawsuit since 2003 made it to open court but were settled by the leaders of
Jehovah’s Witnesses in out-of-court settlements in February 2007. However, that was not the end
of this story because the thousands of pages of court records | recently obtained reveal the
Secrets of Pedophilia in an American Religion, Jehovah’s Witnesses, who are now in crisis.

T - - -
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PREFACE

pproximately 5,000 pages of court documents have been amassed from twelve court record
depositories in four states. These court documents are the result of twelve lawsuits that
Defendants’ Jehovah’s Witnesses, et al. were involved with since 1999.

Primarily of interest at this point are the nine lawsuits settled in early 2007 between
Jehovah’s Witness victims of molestation and Defendants’ Jehovah’s Witnesses, et al. However,
also located were case records from two other lawsuits that were settled out-of-court by
Watchtower, one in 2000 and the other in 2006. In our search for court records, another lawsuit
was found. This one was dismissed without prejudice in 2004. The case documents are included
for informational purposes.

Over all, the facts are common to all of the nine lawsuits involving sixteen victims which
were settled in 2007. These cases were filed from 2003 through 2006 by the law firm, Love &
Norris, located in Fort Worth, Texas. The primary defendants were the Watchtower Bible and
Tract Society of New York, Inc.; one Oregon congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses; one Texas
congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses; six Northern California congregations of Jehovah’s
Witnesses, and one Southern California congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses. There were eight
abusers, all Jehovah’s Witnesses who were co-defendants. The Jehovah’s Witness Defendants,
unlike the Catholic Church, secretly settled these nine lawsuits. The majority of the nine were
settled at the end of January and then dismissed in mid-February.

In October 2006, | was given the impression that cases involving sixteen victims would soon
be settled. In early February, I, as well as Bill Bowen (www.silentlambs.org), learned that these
cases had been settled out-of-court. We were provided with no additional information other than
learning that Plaintiffs and Defendants were not in favor of any publicity. Inasmuch as Bill did
not want to wait any longer to announce the settlement, he held a press conference on May 10,
2007 and the Associated Press carried the story on May 11, 2007. Jehovah’s Witnesses
confirmed the settlement. However, Bill had few facts to report, although he did provide proof
each case was settled by posting on his website, www.silentlambs.org, a copy of a dismissal
notice for each of the nine cases. This proved all cases were dismissed with prejudice which
meant that both sides agreed no more legal action could be taken again on these cases. Such an
agreement usually indicates a financial settlement paid by Defendants, in this case, Jehovah’s
Witnesses.

In the ensuing months since the settlement, I am now able to provide many important details
about the nine lawsuits, along with many extraordinarily interesting documents—secret material
that Defendants’ Watchtower and Jehovah’s Witnesses expected would remain buried in court
records for perpetuity.

I have also discovered that instead of nine cases settled, there probably were more. In the
documents obtained there was a Notice of a Case Management Conference scheduled for March
15, 2007. The name of the case is Dennis S. vs. Watchtower Bible And Tract Society of New
York, Inc., et al. It was filed in Sonoma County Superior Court, No. 234168. On the document it
states this case was part of the Charissa W. and Nicole D. coordinated cases. During the month
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of July 2007, the Sonoma County Superior Court Records Department confirmed that Dennis S.
was settled out-of-court in March 2007, dismissed with prejudice by the judge. When | first
heard about the out-of-court settlements, | wrote down that there were fourteen cases involved.
Later, | came to believe that I mistakenly wrote down that figure when documents from the Napa
County Courthouse listed only seven California cases settled and dismissed in February 2007,
and, also, at the same time, one case was settled in Texas and another in Oregon which added up
to nine. Upon questioning by an Associated Press reporter, nine cases were acknowledged by one
of the Watchtower Society’s attorneys, Mario Marino. If there were more, Mr. Marino found it
prudent not to reveal the information. However, now we know there were ten, and additional
research into this matter is required to see if there were indeed fourteen cases settled but that will
have to wait for another time.

- - -

10
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1

What Exactly Were These Lawsuits About?

t is the Governing Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses who establish policies and dictate practices

for Jehovah’s Witnesses. That Body operates through various corporate entities, primarily
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc., and Watch Tower Bible and Tract
Society of Pennsylvania, Inc. The Plaintiffs charged in their Complaints that Jehovah’s
Witnesses assumed a duty to protect children in their organization but failed to exercise
reasonable care and common sense policies in fulfilling that duty. For example, Defendants
failed to enact a policy forbidding unsupervised one-on-one contact between elders or ministerial
servants and children. They permitted children to go out in door-to-door ministry alone with
male members and encouraged parents in the congregations to allow their children attend un-
chaperoned Bible study with adult males (elders/ms) and allowed these men to “counsel”
children without any supervision.

The Watchtower undertook the responsibility to instruct Jehovah’s Witness elders what to do
when they received allegations of child sexual abuse. They promulgated policies directing elders
to call Watchtower’s “Legal Department” for direction about whether to report allegations of
sexual abuse to law enforcement. However, these policies were designed to obstruct cooperation
with secular investigators. For example, elders were sometimes instructed to make anonymous
calls from telephone booths so that law enforcement authorities would be unable to contact them
for more information.

The Defendants’ Watchtower required Jehovah’s Witness elders to investigate allegations of
child sexual abuse. Elders were required to apply the “two witness rule” which under Jehovah’s
Witnesses internal policy and doctrine relegates allegations of child molestation to a notation
written in a confidential file if the perpetrator does not confess to the crime but pleads innocence.
Elders were required to gather evidence, question witnesses, and render judgments about what
internal punishment, if any, would be imposed upon a child abuser. They were forbidden from
revealing the results of their investigations to law enforcement authorities. In fact, there was no
policy in place to report child abuse. Victims and their families were told not to inform secular
authorities or other members. Secrecy was emphasized above all other concerns. The victims and
their families were discouraged from receiving appropriate medical and psychological care.

When elders called the Legal Department with allegations of child abuse, they were asked
questions that were indicative of the intended investigative process. Shockingly, one
inappropriate question asked was if any of the elders believed the child victim of molestation
was “somewhat at fault” for their own sexual victimization.

When allegations were concealed from secular authorities, the perpetrators often received no
punishment except for that internally administered by Witness elders. Sometimes the offenders
were disfellowshipped or expelled from the organization, but other times their punishment was
secret reprimand or they had restrictions or lost privileges. Sadly, congregation members would
not know a dangerous child abuser was in their midst. Watchtower would usually reinstate a

11
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disfellowshipped molester or remove his restrictions after a shockingly short period of time. In
addition, evidence indicates that reappointment of a molester to elder or ministerial servant after
a few years was not all that unusual. Who would reappoint a child molester to a position of
power? We know the name of one such person because his name appears in a court document.
That man works in Watchtower’s Service Department and it was claimed he reappointed a
molester over and over again to a supervisory position since 1964.

The Watchtower instructed the elders to make written reports to their “Service Department”
about allegations and judicial committee actions. They maintained a computerized database
containing such information and negligently concealed the information from other elders and
followers. Jehovah’s Witness leaders undertook the responsibility to compile this information to
protect congregation members. However, despite having information that would allow parents,
elders, and law enforcement authorities to identify predators and actually take steps to protect
children, the Watchtower concealed this information.

Watchtower’s Service Department was Watchtower’s Legal Department’s client
(attorney/client privilege) so plaintiffs and the courts could not easily obtain documents to
substantiate the scope and depth of sexual child abuse within the Watchtower organization.

Communiqués between Jehovah’s Witness supervisory people and the Watchtower are
rarely, if ever, seen. Not only does attorney/client privilege enter into the picture, but to publish a
letter without permission is not allowable by copyright laws. However, now a secret letter from
one long-time United States district representative of the Watchtower organization can be read
where he discusses a little-known rule which allowed molesters to stay in their positions of
authority and continue molesting. (This letter, along with other confidential material, was found
among public domain records in an Oregon courthouse.) The letter writer asked for a change to
this little-known policy where no longer would leniency be extended to sexual child abusers.
This was back in 1994 when he was monitoring an especially egregious situation in a Witness
congregation where the predator, who sexually abused many children, was not going to be
removed from his position as elder, nor was there to be a judicial hearing or any discipline
because of this rule. Yet, that policy was still in effect in 2000.

Watchtower has the ability to know when a “known pedophile” moves from one
congregation to another, yet they chose not to monitor the movements of predators so that
appropriate warning could be issued. In 1991, one known predator was appointed Ministerial
Servant by the Governing Body and the other Watchtower Defendants. He abused four children,
who were plaintiffs in one case, from approximately 1991 to 1999. The facts are that he was
confronted a number of times over the years by those he molested, but since Jehovah’s Witness
judicial committees require two witnesses to an event of molestation before taking any kind of
disciplinary action, he was never disciplined. By moving from one congregation to another over
the years, he was able to keep his crimes mostly hidden for 25 to 30 years. Parents told the press
they had no clue that an alleged sexual predator was amongst them even though church elders
had prior knowledge of complaints against this molester from another congregation.

Jehovah’s Witnesses organization has been settling out of court child sexual abuse lawsuits
for many years, but always quietly, secretly, one at a time. A friend, who also was a volunteer

12
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worker at the Witnesses” headquarters in Brooklyn, New York, told me four years ago about a
private conversation he had with attorney friends who were Jehovah’s Witnesses. These
attorneys were often called upon by the Watchtower organization to meet with victims of child
abuse or their parents, and were authorized to discuss monetary offers of up to $250,000 to
quickly get lawsuits settled and dismissed. It was not unusual, the attorneys said, for the
plaintiffs to accept compensation of only a few thousand dollars out of concern that accepting
more would remove money from the Witnesses’ ministry work. Surely, if those victims knew the
Witness organization paid a secret $50,000 payment in 1996 to a California congregation for
“elder misconduct” due to his molesting Witness children, they would be incensed.

However, as previously mentioned, along with the court records of the nine cases settled in
February 2007, three other dismissed child abuse cases from the past were located and are
included on this CD for examination.

Instead of offering victims in these nine lawsuits acceptable settlements as soon as possible,
the Watchtower Defendants stubbornly fought through the courts to have these cases dismissed.
This turned out to be a legal nightmare for them because California and Oregon High Courts
ruled against the Watchtower in their quest to keep requested documents from the plaintiffs by
claiming clergy-penitent privilege. The courts refused to recognize their claim for clergy-penitent
privilege because communications with the Judicial Committee did not fall within the scope of
the penitential communication privilege. The California ruling stated that the Judicial
Committee’s purpose was to investigate sins for which disfellowship was a potential penalty. In
addition, the Judicial Committee was under no duty to keep the communications private. In fact,
Judicial Committees were required to communicate information it obtained to the Watchtower
Society Headquarters. In California, for nearly a year, Defendants refused to abide by a lower
court’s decision requiring them to produce communiqués between Defendants and the predator,
and between Defendants and the elders or the victims. Watchtower Defendants’ finally filed a
writ petition to appeal the lower court’s ruling. Within one month after submitting their appeal,
the Court of Appeal of the State of California denied the petition and sent the case back to the
lower court where the court subsequently forced Defendants to produce the documents.

In the future, Jehovah’s Witnesses, et al., will have it much more difficult to hide behind their
so-called First Amendment right not to disclose information to secular courts because they are a
“religion.” The defeat of Defendants’ clergy-penitent privilege claim was only one of a number
of excellent rulings in favor of the plaintiffs who have been forever harmed by this religion’s
lack of appropriate actions in the matter of child abuse.

e
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2

The Facts

hese lawsuits had nothing to do with the Watchtower’s religion. The Watchtower

Defendants kept clouding the issue in every brief they filed by claiming that any and all
points the Plaintiffs introduced were somehow trampling on their First Amendment rights. Not
so, said Plaintiffs’ attorneys.

This case is about young children who were devastatingly violated by the
Watchtower Defendants' appointed agents who used appointed positions of trust and
authority within that organization to criminally, sexually abuse children entrusted to
the perpetrators' care by the Watchtower Defendants. These cases are also about the
Watchtower Defendants' intentional conduct in not only covering up the abuse, but
also actively preventing the reporting of this and other instances of abuse within the
organization. At the same time, the Watchtower Defendants continued to appoint
these particular perpetrator-agents, to positions of trust and authority after the
Watchtower Defendants knew of their propensities to use their appointed positions in
the organization to sexually abuse innocent children. Finally, it is a case about this
nation's and the state of California's compelling state interest in protecting its children
from the crime of sexual abuse through the application of secular laws designed to
hold accountable those responsible for such abuse.

Nothing in the First Amendment prohibits this Court from addressing the
Watchtower Defendants' knowing appointment and protection of pedophiles who
criminally assaulted Plaintiffs after the Watchtower Defendants were on notice that the
perpetrators would do just that if they continually appointed to positions of authority
over children. Also, the First Amendment does not bar this Court from addressing the
Watchtower Defendants' liability for their intentional conduct in coercing the silence of
victims and preventing the reporting of abuse, not for religious reasons, but to protect
the Watchtower Defendants from liability for their own conduct in knowingly
continuing to appoint pedophiles to positions of leadership with authority over children
without even taking the minimal step of warning members of the congregations to
which they were appointed or reporting the abuse to the proper secular authorities.®

Now that the out-of-court settlements are over and there will be no open court trials where
Plaintiffs’ attorneys would air Watchtower’s dirty laundry, there is proof aplenty for all to read
which substantiates the statements above. That proof will be taken from previously confidential
material in the form of court documents which are now in public domain.

The Defendants waged a long-drawn-out court battle to keep Jehovah’s Witnesses’
congregational communications and documents from being seen by Plaintiffs/victims and their
lawyers, and most importantly, from public scrutiny. They used whatever tactics to keep the
crimes hidden, and settled out of court with victims to keep from testifying in open court about
what Witness officials knew and what they failed to do to protect kids from predators.

! Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Watchtower Defendants’ Motion to Strike in All Coordinated Cases, pgs. 2-3,
filed, March 11, 2005.

14
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Read from court documents the allegations of Plaintiffs’ Charissa W. and Nicole D. who
maintained that Defendants did little or nothing to protect them from a Witness sexual predator.
Of course, these allegations against the “Roe” Defendents ? were yet to be proven.

Abuse of Nicole D.

Beginning by at least 1972, the ROE DEFENDANTS' agent, Edward Villegas, used
his position as an Elder to gain access to children under the care of the ROE
DEFENDANTS organization and to sexually abuse them.

During this time period, the ROE DEFENDANTS' agent, Edward Villegas, was also
using his position of authority as an Elder to sexually abuse other children under the
ROE DEFENDANTS' care.

In approximately 1978, Edward Villegas used his position as an Elder and leader in
the ROE DEFENDANTS' organization to gain access to and sexually abuse Plaintiff,
NICOLE D., a child under the care of the ROE DEFENDANTS' organization. Plaintiff,
NICOLE D. was approximately seven (7) years old when the abuse occurred. Using his
delegated authority as a leader in the ROE DEFENDANTS' organization, Edward
Villegas forced Plaintiff, NICOLE D. to have oral sex with him.

When Plaintiff, NICOLE D. told her parents about the abuse, her father
immediately reported it to the Elders of Defendant, ROE 9 pursuant to instructions by
the ROE DEFENDANTS. In response, the ROE DEFENDANTS privately reproved their
agent for his conduct, but took no other steps to hold him accountable or to otherwise
notify members and the families of the children whom they had placed under the
authority of their agent, Edward Villegas. Therefore, Edward Villegas was able to
continue to use his position of authority.

For over two decades, the ROE DEFENDANTS knew or should have known that
their appointed agent, Edward Villegas was using his position of authority in the
organization to gain access to and sexually molest and physically abuse adolescents
under the care of the organization. Nevertheless, the ROE DEFENDANTS continued to
appoint Edward Villegas to leadership positions in their local congregations, entrusting
him with the welfare of numerous adolescents in the ROE DEFENDANTS' local
congregations. The ROE DEFENDANTS' agent then used his position of authority in the
organization to sexually molest Plaintiff and others. The ROE DEFENDANTS failed to
notify anyone that their agent, Edward Villegas was molesting or had sexually
molested adolescents under the ROE DEFENDANTS' care. They further failed to take
any steps to protect these young victims from his abuse. Instead, they knowingly
concealed this information from Plaintiff and others. The ROE DEFENDANTS also aided,
abetted and ratified the abuse.

When the ROE DEFENDANTS received reports of their agent's acts of sexual abuse
against children entrusted to their care, the ROE DEFENDANTS assumed the
responsibility for dealing with the problem. They told families of victims that they
should leave the matter to the ROE DEFENDANTS to handle. However, the ROE
DEFENDANTS did not report the abuse to law enforcement authorities nor did they
warn any other members of the organization that they had appointed a dangerous
pedophile to positions of leadership with authority over children. They did not act to
help Plaintiff or their families deal with the
trauma of abuse and actively prevented them from obtaining help from trained
professionals and other available sources. The ROE DEFENDANTS failed to take
appropriate steps to hold their agent, Edward Villegas, accountable for his conduct or
to assist him in addressing his propensities.®

Abuse of Clarrisa W.

2 “Roe” was the hame given to all the Defendants, some of whom were unidentifiable at that point.

* Memorandum of Points and Authorities in support of Nicole D.’s Ex Parte Application for In Camera Review of
Certificates of Merit, Certificate of Corroborative Fact, and for Issuance of Findings and Orders Thereon, pgs. 4-5,
filed 7/24/03.
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In approximately 1970, Plaintiff CLARISSA W. and her mother, Betty Hopkins,
came under the instruction and care of the ROE DEFENDANTS' organization through
their agent, Edward Villegas, and his wife, Marsha Villegas. The ROE DEFENDANTS
used the daycare center run out of the Villegas home to attract new converts. Plaintiff
CHARISSA W. was approximately 1 year old at the time. Betty Hopkins became one of
those new converts and entrusted her daughter, Plaintiff CHARISSA W. to the ROE
DEFENDANTS' care.

Beginning by at least 1972, the ROE DEFENDANTS' agent, Edward Villegas, used
his position as an Elder to gain access to children under the care of the ROE
DEFENDANTS’ organization and to sexually abuse them.

In about 1972, the ROE DEFENDANTS' agent, Edward Villegas began sexually
molesting Plaintiff, CHARISSA W. by, among other things, fondling her genitals,
digitally penetrating her vagina and forcing her to have oral sex. She was
approximately three (3) or four (4) years old at the time. For the next twelve (12) to
thirteen (13) years, the ROE DEFENDANTS' agent, Edward Villegas continued to use
his leadership position as an Elder to gain access to and sexually abuse Plaintiff,
CHARISSA W., who was under the ROE DEFENDANTS' care. Plaintiff's position as a
minor in the ROE DEFENDANTS' organization, as well Edward Villegas' position as a
spiritual leader and authority figure in the ROE DEFENDANTS' organization allowed him
to maintain control and influence over Plaintiff and others. The ROE DEFENDANTS
enabled Edward Villegas to abuse Plaintiff and others by placing him in positions of
authority, and then actively concealing his sexual abuse. The ROE DEFENDANTS, each
of them, used their positions in the organization to aid and abet Edward Villegas and
other leaders in the sexual abuse and exploitation of minors in the organization and in
furtherance of the conspiracy to conceal the sexual molestation occurring within the
ROE DEFENDANTS' organization.

For over two decades, the ROE DEFENDANTS knew or should have known that
their appointed agent, Edward Villegas was using his position of authority in the
organization to gain access to and sexually molest and physically abuse adolescents
under the care of the organization. Nevertheless, the ROE DEFENDANTS continued to
appoint Edward Villegas to leadership positions in their local congregations, entrusting
him with the welfare of numerous adolescents in the ROE DEFENDANTS' local
congregations. The ROE DEFENDANTS' agent then used his position of authority in the
organization to sexually molest Plaintiff and others. The ROE DEFENDANTS failed to
notify anyone that their agent, Edward Villegas was molesting or had sexually
molested adolescents under the ROE DEFENDANTS' care. They further failed to take
any steps to protect these young victims from his abuse. Instead, they knowingly
concealed this information from Plaintiff and others. The ROE DEFENDANTS also aided,
abetted and ratified the abuse.

When the ROE DEFENDANTS received reports of their agent's acts of sexual abuse
against children entrusted to their care, the ROE DEFENDANTS assumed the
responsibility for dealing with the problem. They told families of victims that they
should leave the matter to the ROE DEFENDANTS to handle. However, the ROE
DEFENDANTS did not report the abuse to law enforcement authorities nor did they
warn any other members of the organization that they had appointed a dangerous
pedophile to positions of leadership with authority over children. They did not act to
help Plaintiff or their families deal with the trauma of abuse and actively prevented
them from obtaining help from trained professionals and other available sources. The
ROE DEFENDANTS failed to take appropriate steps to hold their agent, Edward
Villegas, accountable for his conduct or to assist him in addressing his propensities.*

In this matter, Plaintiff's charging allegations are corroborated by the fact that
while Defendants' agent, Edward Villegas, was sexually abusing Plaintiff, as described
above, he was abusing other children in Defendants' organization, which was brought
to Defendants' attention. Defendants did nothing to reprimand Edward Villegas,

* Memorandum of Points and Authorities in support of Charissa W.’s Ex Parte Application for In Camera Review of
Certificates of Merit, Certificate of Corroborative Fact, and for Issuance of Findings and Orders Thereon, pgs. 4-5,
filed 7/24/03.
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thereby allowing him to continue sexually abusing Plaintiff and others, nor did
Defendants warn congregation members of Villegas' conduct to protect those over
whom Edward Villegas has authority. Further, Edward Villegas was criminally convicted
for his numerous acts of sexual abuse in Napa County, Case Number CR17623.°

Shortly after Charissa W. and Nicole D., the first California lawsuit of eighteen to be filed by
Plaintiffs’ attorneys on July 24, 2003, Defendants’ attorneys filed papers which asserted “...that
plaintiffs claims are barred because they seek to impermissibly entangle the court in
ecclesiastical affairs and in the interpretation of religious doctrine, practices and beliefs.” The
judge wrote in his ruling, “Put plainly, this is simply not so.” Further he wrote, “Defendants
cannot use the First Amendment to shield them from these allegations, and none of the cases
cited by defendants say otherwise. As made clear from plaintiffs’ thorough review of the relevant
case law, this court may hear plaintiffs’ claims without threading on the Constitution’s free
exercise clause. Accordingly, defendants’ demurrer to plaintiffs’ tort claims on the ground that
they are barred by the First Amendment is OVERRULED."

Once this hurdle was overcome, the battle raged on for another three years. During that time
period more lawsuits were filed in California against the Watchtower Defendants. However, only
seven California lawsuits survived to reach out-of-court settlements in February of 2007.
Documents reveal that earnest settlement talks were already underway by the time the seventh
lawsuit was filed in October 2006 in San Diego, it being an especially damning case against the
Defendants. Authorities said publicly, the predator, a congregational Ministerial Servant who
was finally “outed” to the authorities and general public is now on the FBI’s Most Wanted
List. By the time the San Diego case was filed, although Defendants’ attorneys had been
engaged in settlement talks since that summer, intense negotiations were underway as the trial
date set by the court for the first case to begin in Napa, California, on April 3, 2007, was fast
approaching.

—m———

® Ibid, p. 8
® Order on Demurrer and Motion to Quash Service of Summons, Endorsed, December 17, 2003, dated December 2,
2003, and signed by W. Scott Snowden, Judge of the Superior Court of California, County of Napa.
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3
BACKGROUND OF PERTINENT EVENTS

riginally, Sacramento law firm Nolan Saul Brelsford and co-counsels, Love & Norris of

Fort Worth, Texas, Kenneth Fibich and Harley Hampton of Houston, Texas on behalf of
Plaintiffs filed seventeen cases in various northern California counties in 2003. The Defendants
were the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc., the Watchtower Bible and
Tract Society of Pennsylvania, Inc., and various local Jehovah’s Witnesses Congregations in
northern California. Then Plaintiffs’ counsel voluntarily dismissed five of those cases because
they lacked merit with Plaintiffs’ counsel seeking coordination in May of 2004 of the twelve
remaining cases. Soon, an additional six cases were voluntarily dismissed by Plaintiffs’ counsel
leaving six remaining cases before the Napa County Court.’

On August 31, 2004, the judge of the Yolo County Superior Court, the Honorable Thomas E.
Warriner, heard the Plaintiffs’ Petition for Coordination. One of the arguments for coordination
was to make abuse of the discovery process negligible in behalf of the Defendants. On
September 3, 2004, Judge Warriner granted Plaintiffs’ motion and designated Napa County as
the site for the coordination proceedings. From then on, these six cases were filed under the
name of oldest of the six lawsuits filed, Charissa W. and Nicole D., vs. Watchtower Bible and
Tract Society of New York, Inc., et al., Case No. 26-22191. The six were also designated as
Judicial Council Coordination Proceeding (JCCP) No. 4374. Two of these cases were designated
as Tract . The four other cases were designated as Non-Tract 1.

The six cases involved ten different Plaintiffs accusing five different alleged abusers/co-
Defendants with six different Northern California congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses
involved.

On May 8, 2006, informal settlement discussions with the Defendants were unsuccessful in
regards to one of the Tehama County, CA cases, No. 52594, Tim W., and also the Yolo County,
CA case, No. CV 03-1439, Daniel West, Shane Pence and Amber Pence. Within that same
month, Plaintiffs suggested that the case which was most appropriate for assignment of the first
trial date should be West/Pence of Yolo County. It was requested that case be set for trial in late
2006 or early 2007. The three Plaintiffs had their depositions completed by defense counsel and
a key witness deposition had also been completed. Arrangements were made to have a few
remaining depositions completed in the summer of 2006. The perpetrator, Timothy Silva, could
not be located and was thought to be dead. At that time it was also requested that the trial
assignment for Tim W. of Tehama County be set for April 2007 and another Tehama County
Case, No. 52598, Julianne Wimberley Gutierrez and Joshua Wimberley, be considered for a trial
date in June 2007. Also in May of that year, the Plaintiffs’ agreed to have the trials set
separately.?

" Church Defendants’ Response In Opposition To Plaintiffs’ Petition To Coordinate An “Add On” Case, filed
11/21/06
8 Motion To Set A Trial Date, filed May 24, 2006, Napa Superior Court, Case No. 26-22191
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Watchtower Loses Penitent Privilege Fight

The road to get to the point of setting trial dates was not an easy one to travel on. As
Defendants usually do, many motions were filed by them to prove they were not guilty of
Plaintiffs” allegations. Early on, Defendants sought recognition of their right to clergy-penitent
privilege to keep from producing certain requested documents. However, Defendants were
ordered on September 29, 2005 to deliver the documents to the Plaintiffs because the court ruled
that communications with Witness Judicial Committees did not fall within the scope of clergy-
penitent privilege.

Case No.: 26-22191
JCCP No. 4374
RULING ON SUBMITTED MOTION TO COMPEL PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

Plaintiffs'’ Motion To Compel Production Of Documents came on for hearing on
August 31, 2005. The court, having read and considered the papers and heard oral
argument, took the matter under submission and now rules as follows:

Plaintiffs’ motion to compel production of documents is GRANTED in part and
continued in part to allow for the production of an attorney-client privilege log.

Although defendants raised a number of objections when responding to plaintiffs’
request for production of documents, they address only two of those objections in
opposing plaintiffs’ motion to compel: the penitential communication privilege and the
attorney-client privilege, which the court will discuss in more detail below. As to the
other objections not discussed by defendants, the court finds the objections are not
well taken. The requested discovery requests are not overbroad, are relevant, and are
not barred by Serbian East Orthodox Diocese v Milivojevich (1976) 426 U.S. 696.

1. Penitential Privilege
Evidence Code section 1032 provides:

As wused in this article, "penitential communication” means a
communication made in confidence, in the presence of no third person so far
as the penitent is aware, to a member of the clergy who, in the course of the
discipline or practice of the clergy member's church, denomination, or
organization, is authorized or accustomed to hear those communications
and, under the discipline or tenets of his or her church, denomination, or
organization, has a duty to keep those communications secret.

Defendants object to the production of a nhumber of documents requested by plaintiffs
on the ground that they are protected by the penitential communication privilege
contained in Evidence Code section 1032. This court finds that the privilege does not
apply to communications between the alleged abusers and the Judicial Committee. The
evidence presented by both sides establishes that communications with the Judicial
Committee do not fall within the scope of the privilege. First, it is clear that the Judicial
Committee's purpose is to investigate sins for which disfellowship is a potential
penalty. This is established not only by the deposition excerpts provided by plaintiffs,
but by the Watchtower publication provided by defendants in connection with the
objections to plaintiffs’ evidence. ("Judicial action is necessary only if a gross sin has
been committed that could lead to disfellowshipping” p. 18.) Second, the privilege
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does not apply because the Judicial Committee was under no duty to keep the
communications private. In fact, the evidence establishes that the Judicial Committee
was required to communicate information it obtained regarding potential cases of child
molestation to the Watchtower Society Headquarters.

Because the penitential communication privilege does not apply, within 20 days
defendants shall produce all documents for which it previously asserted this privilege.

2. Attorney-client privilege: Defendants have not produced a privilege log for
those few documents they apparently claim are protected by the attorney client
privilege. Neither the plaintiffs nor the court can adequately address the objection
without a privilege log. Defendants shall serve a privilege log on plaintiffs within 10
days. Plaintiffs may thereafter file and a supplemental brief addressing the log within
10 days. The court will then issue a written ruling on the matter. Dated: 09/29/2005,
Raymond A. Guadagni, Judge®

Against their will, Defendants produced two Privilege Logs as ordered, one for Defendant
North Congregation and one for Defendant Watchtower.™

Defendant North Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses, Red Bluff, CA., Inc.
(""North Congregation™), provides the following privilege log:

Request no. 3: Minister - Communicant or Clergy - Penitent Privilege and
Evidence Code §§1030. et seq.

1. January 21, 1981, letter from elders in Upper Lake Congregation to North
Congregation elders

2. November 23, 1988, S-53b form from Service Department elders to all
congregation elders in Red Bluff, CA

3. December 1, 1994, S-77 Form prepared by North Congregation Judicial
Committee elders to Service Department elders

4. December 1, 1994, S-79b Form prepared by North Congregation Judicial
Committee elders to Service Department elders

5. Letter dated December 1, 199[4], from North Congregation Judicial
Committee elders to Service Department elders

6. December 3, 1994, letter from North Congregation elders to Service
Department elders (This letter found in Oregon’s Grafmeyer case files)

7. October 2, 1998, letter from North Congregation elders to East
Congregation, Cottonwood, California elders (Found In Grafmeyer case)

8. October 16,1988, letter from circuit overseer to Service Department elders

9. December 31, 2002, letter from James Henderson to North Congregation
elders

Request no. 3. Attorney — Client Privilege

1. July 11, 1995, letter from Watchtower NY Legal Department to North
Congregation elders

2. Undated, handwritten notes containing legal direction provided by Watchtower NY
Legal Department to North Congregation elders

3. November 20, 1995, letter from Watchtower NY Legal Department to North
Congregation elders

4. June 6, 1996, letter from Watchtower NY Legal Department to North
Congregation elders *

° Ruling On Submitted Motion To Compel Production Of Documents, filed 9/29/05.
19 Both were filed as Exhibit A and B, October 19, 2005, attached to Declaration of Mario F. Moreno.

20



Secrets of Pedophilia in an American Religion—Jehovah’s Witnesses in Crisis

Defendant Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc.
("Watchtower NY™) provides the following privilege log:

Request no. 27(d): Minister - communicant or clergy - penitent privilege and
Evidence Code 66 1030. et seq.

1. October 16, 1988, letter from circuit overseer to Service Department elders

2. November 23, 1988, S-53b form from Service Department elders to all
Congregation elders in Red Bluff, CA

3. December 3, 1994, letter from North Congregation elders to Service
Department elders

Request no. 27(1): Minister - communicant or clergy - penitent privilege end
Evidence Code 66 1030. et seq,

1. December 1, 1994, S-77 Form from North Congregation Judicial Committee
elders to Service Department elders

2. December 1, 1994, S-79b Form from North Congregation Judicial
Committee elders to Service Department elders

3. Letter dated December 1, 199[4], from North Congregation Judicial
Committee elders to Service Department elders

4. Letter dated December 26, 1994, from district overseer to Service
Department elders (Letter found in Oregon’s Grafmeyer case records)

Attorney - client privilege:

1. July 11, 1995, letter from Watchtower NY Legal Department to North
Congregation elders

2. November 3, 1995, letter from Watchtower NY Legal Department to East
Congregation, Ukiah, California, elders

3. Undated, handwritten notes containing legal direction provided by
Watchtower NY Legal Department to North Congregation elders

4. November 20,1995, letter from Watchtower NY Legal Department to North
Congregation elders

5. June 6, 1996, letter from Watchtower NY Legal Department to North
Congregation elders®?

For one year the Defendants objected to the Court’s order. Finally, the Defendants appealed
the order to the California Court of Appeal, First Appellate District.

Rudy and Bill: To follow up on my email sent this morning, | write to advise that
Watch Tower Pennsylvania has decided not to seek a wit on the adverse personal
jurisdiction ruling, but will reserve the issue for appeal through an affirmative defense
in its answer. Watchtower New York and the North Congregation have decided
to pursue a writ to seek appellate review in the two Track | cases on the
court's ruling on the clergy - penitent or minister - communicant privilege
issue. Therefore, | will appear at ex parte in Napa on Wednesday, 10/19/2005 at 1:30
pm with respect to a motion to stay execution of the court's order on the documents
ordered produced that are subject to that privilege. The department in the Napa court
has not been assigned but will be either Dept. B or Dept. C. When | check in one half
hour ahead of time with the clerk's office, whichever department will be handling the
matter. Thanks. - Bob Schnack™®

1 Defendant North Congregation’s Privilege Log, dated 9/24/05, Exhibit A.
12 Defendant Watchtower Bible & Tract Society of NY, Inc. Privilege Log, dated 9/24/05, Exhibit B.
3 Fax message from Robert J. Schnack to Rudy Nolen/William Brelsford, dated 10/15/02.
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The following is the reason for the Defendants’ Petition for Writ of Mandate to the Court of
Appeal of the State of California dated, June 28, 2006. It is taken from the Petition for Writ of
Mandate. Also, what follows “the issue” is “CHRONOLOGY OF PERTIMENT EVENTS,”
copied from the Petition for Writ of Mandate. This should help the reader follow the sequence of
events from the Defendants’ point of view:

The issue presented in this writ petition is whether the trial court erred in granting
the motion to compel. In granting the motion, the trial court abused its discretion
because disclosure of the requested documents is prohibited by (1) the penitent-clergy
privilege, (2) the First Amendment of the United States Constitution, and (3) the free
exercise clause in both the federal and the California constitution.**

CHRONOLOGY OF PERTINENT EVENTS

These Track | Cases arise from the alleged sexual abuse by co-defendant James
Henderson in Tim W: that occurred more than 10 years ago and co-defendant Alvin
Heard in Wimberley that occurred more than 24 years ago.

On July 24, 2003, Plaintiffs filed separate civil complaints against the Church
Defendants asserting claims arising from allegations that the Church Defendants failed
to report and/or disclose their knowledge of child abuse allegedly committed by James
Henderson and Alvin Heard.

On January 13,2005, Plaintiffs propounded document requests to the Church
Defendants seeking, inter alia, documents and information related to confidential
spiritual communications that penitents Henderson and Heard had separately with
clergy within a Jehovah's Witness congregation.

On April 5, 2005, the Church Defendants objected to certain of Plaintiffs' document
requests on the grounds that the responsive documents are protected from disclosure
by the penitent clergy privilege and the attorney-client privilege.

On July 29, 2005, Plaintiffs filed a motion to compel responses to their requests for
production of documents, arguing that the documents sought are not protected by
either the penitent-clergy or attorney-client privileges.

On August 19, 2005, the Church Defendants filed their opposition to the motion to
compel, asserting the requested documents were protected from disclosure based on
privilege and constitutional grounds.

The documents at issue in the underlying motion to compel relate to spiritual
communications between penitent James Henderson and ordained elders of the
Jehovah's Witnesses, and spiritual communications between penitent Alvin Heard and
ordained elders of the Jehovah's Witnesses.

On September 29, 2005, the trial court granted, in part, Plaintiffs’ motion to
compel and ordered the Church Defendants to produce all documents for which they
previously asserted the penitent-clergy privilege. The trial court also ordered the
Church Defendants to produce a privilege log with respect to all documents for which
they asserted the attorney-client privilege, reserving Plaintiffs' right to challenge the
log.

On October 24, 2005, the trial court granted the Church Defendant's motion to
stay execution of order to produce documents until such time that a writ can be filed
and ruled upon by the Court of Appeal.

On November 22, 2005, the trial court entered its stipulated order extending the
time for the filing of the instant writ to April 28, 2006.

4 Court of Appeal of the State of California, First Appellate District, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New
York and North Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses, Red Bluff, California, Petitioner, vs. Superior Court of the
State of California, County of Napa, Respondent Tim W. et al. Petition For Writ Of Mandate; Verification of Robert
J. Schnack and Memorandum of Points and Authorities, pgs. 2-4, dated 6/28/06.
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On May 1, 2006, the trial court entered a further stipulated order extending the
time for the filing of the instant writ up to and including June 30, 2006.

BASIS FOR RELIEF

The issue presented in this writ petition is whether the trial court erred in granting
the motion to compel. In granting the motion, the trial court abused its discretion
because disclosure of the requested documents is prohibited by (1) the penitent-clergy
privilege, (2) the First Amendment of the United States Constitution, and (3) the free
exercise clause in both the federal and the California constitution.

ABSENCE OF OTHER REMEDIES

Interlocutory review is the only adequate remedy for the trial court's order
compelling the Church Defendants to produce potentially privileged documents since
"once privileged matter has been disclosed there is no way to undo the harm which
consists in the very disclosure.” (Korea Data Systems Co. v. Superior Court (1997) 51
Cal.App.4th 1513, 1516.)

PRAYER

Petitioners/Church Defendants pray that this Court:
1. Issue an alternative writ directing respondent superior court set aside and vacate its
order of September 29, 2005, granting Plaintiffs' motion to compel, or show cause why
it should not be ordered to do so, and upon return of the alternative writ, issue a
peremptory writ of mandate and/or probation or such other extraordinary relief as is
warranted, directing respondent superior court to set aside and vacate its order of
September 29, 2005, granting Plaintiffs' motion to compel, and to enter a new and
different order denying the motion;
2. Award Petitioners/Church Defendants their costs pursuant to Rule 56.4 of the
California Rules of Court; and 3. Grant such other relief as may be just and proper. *°

Defendants’ Petition for a Writ of Mandate was DENIED on July 6, 2006 and on October 16,
2006 the lower court once again took up the subject:

Case No.: 26-22191
JCCP No. 4374
RULING ON SUBMITTED DISCOVERY MOTIONS

Plaintiffs’ Motions To Compel Discovery came on for hearing on October 13, 2006.
The court, having read and considered the papers in support of and in opposition to
the motion and having heard oral argument, took the motions under submission and
now rules as follows:

Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel Depositions and/Zor for Protective Order re: the
Woodland Elders (Motion #1)

The Watchtower defendants have informed the plaintiffs that, at the depositions of
four Church Elders, they will invoke the clergy-penitent privilege and object to "any
inquiries concerning judicial investigations and judicial committees.” Plaintiffs seek an
order compelling the deponents to attend their depositions and to respond to such
inquiries.

This court has previously ruled in the Track | cases that the penitential
communication privilege does not apply to communications between the alleged
abusers and the Judicial Committee. (See Court's ruling of September 29, 2005.)
Although that ruling is not res judicata in non-track | cases, defendants provide no
convincing reason why the court should rule differently in this case. For the reasons
expressed in the earlier ruling, the court concludes that the witnesses may not assert

1% 1bid
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the penitential communication privilege. To the extent the motion also encompasses
the production of documents, defendants shall produce responsive documents,
regardless of when they are dated. As plaintiffs note, it is possible that documents
dated after the alleged abuse will contain relevant information. For these reasons,
plaintiffs’ motion #1 is GRANTED.

Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel PMK Deposition and Documents - General

(Motion #2)

Plaintiffs have noticed the deposition of the Church defendants' Person(s) Most
Knowledgeable (PMK) on a number of specified topics. Defendants have objected to
six areas of inquiry, again invoking the clergy-penitent privilege. For the reasons
discussed above and in the court's earlier ruling, the court finds that the clergy-
penitent privilege does not apply to these areas of inquiry. Defendants also object to
the scope of the document requests, claiming that documents that post-date the
alleged abuse are not relevant or likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
As above, the court finds that the documents are discoverable. For these reasons,
plaintiffs’ motion #2 is GRANTED.

Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel PMK Deposition and Documents - Legal

[Motion #3)

Plaintiffs previously issued a PMK deposition notice concerning "any and all policies
that the Jehovah's Witnesses organization had for handling accusations and proof of
child sexual abuse from 1970 to the present.” During that PMK deposition of Mr.
Breaux, he identified functions that were handled by the Legal Department rather than
by the Service Department, where he worked. As to these, he lacked the information
necessary to provide responses.

Plaintiffs subsequently noticed a PMK deposition to inquire into (1) the
organization, staffing and operation of the Legal Department; (2) the Legal
Department's role in responding to and investigating child sexual abuse allegations
within the organization; (3) the development and use of "Child Abuse Telememos"
which were forms developed to obtain and record information concerning reports of
abuse (blank forms were produced in discovery); (4) records kept by or under the
direction of the Legal Department concerning allegations of abuse; and (5) answers
given to "survey questions" contained on one of the Telememos.

Defendants have objected that these areas of inquiry are protected by the
attorney-client and/or work product privileges. As to the first two categories, plaintiffs
contend that they concern only policies and implementation, and do not invade any
privileges. As to categories 3 and 5, they assert only that the requested information is
related to the blank documents they already received in discovery, and that the
information goes to the heart of their case. Finally, as to category 4, they claim again,
that no privileges would be invaded, because they seek general information about the
types of records kept by the legal department.

The court agrees that items 1, 2 and 4, which seek general structural, policy and
organizational information concerning the Legal Department, implicate neither the
attorney/client nor the work product privileges. Items 3 and 5, on the other hand,
seek protected information. As set forth in the declaration of the Church's associate
general counsel, the Telememo forms are completed by attorneys or legal assistants
based upon information provided them by congregation elders, and are used to assist
in giving legal advice to the elders, as clients of the Legal Department. Similarly, any
compilation of information, as from the "survey questions" constitutes attorney work
product and is not discoverable.

For these reasons, the court will GRANT the motion as to items 1, 2 and 4 and
will DENY the motion as to items 3 and 5.
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Dated: 10/16/06, Raymond A. Guadagni, Judge

Subsequent information is inserted to help the reader understand from the Plaintiffs’ point of
view, a summation of the events taking place towards the end of 2006 after the court ordered that
discovery was to continue. At this time, Plaintiffs’ attorneys were filing a request that the
seventh lawsuit, a San Diego case, be included in the Napa coordinated cases.

The Tract | cases were set for trial. The first was set to commence on April 3,
2007. Discovery was progressing in those cases although there was considerable
discovery which needed to be conducted.

The Non-Tract | cases were in the initial stages of discovery. The depositions of
the Plaintiffs in one case were taken. The depositions of the Plaintiffs in the three other
cases were not scheduled. The deposition of one witness had been taken in those
cases. Initial sets of discovery were exchanged between the parties. The depositions of
the Elders (the individuals who oversee the local Jehovah’s Witnesses Organization)
were not taken in any of the Non-Tract | cases. Due to the discovery which had been
conducted in the Non-Tract | cases, the discovery in the instant action was expected
to proceed quickly.

Based on information, research and belief, the actions involved the following
questions of fact and law: Various perpetrators, all of whom were Jehovah’s Witnesses
who held leadership positions and who exercised authority over members of the
congregation, each engaged in nefarious acts under different circumstances. Crucial to
every case, the molestations by these individuals became known to other church
leaders at the local Kingdom Halls and eventually the information was disseminated
further into the church’s organizational structure. Common to each case was a
decision by church officials to keep these crimes from law enforcement officials.
Common to each case was a decision to manage internally the criminal behavior of
their fellow member by counseling the person within the church’s structure. Common
to each case was a concomitant decision not to tell other members of the congregation
that one of their leaders was a sexual predator who had committed heinous and
criminal acts on children of their fellow church members. Common to each case, the
perpetrator/church leader continued to molest members’ children after the
perpetrator’s criminal acts were known. Each lawsuit asserts identical legal theories
consisting of common law negligence; negligent appointment, retention, and
supervision; gross negligence — willful misconduct; breach of fiduciary duty. Some of
the cases assert fraud — intentional misrepresentation; fraud — concealment;
conspiracy; and intentional infliction of emotional distress. These questions
predominate and are significant in each action. The pleadings have been tested on
numerous occasions and the coordination judge has ruled on the various theories of
liability and causes of action.

The actions are complex: Each plaintiff is claiming emotional and psychological
injuries caused by the trauma of the molestations. The injuries and damages, although
complex and personal as to each individual, are no more involved than other tort
actions claiming personal injuries. The complexity of these cases is related more to the
number of injured individuals, their inter-family relationships in the context of their
Jehovah’s Witnesses belief and the control and influence the organization exercised
over its members. This cult milieu demanded obedience to the church leadership, and
a corresponding fear of ostracization if the leaders’ directives were not followed. These
facts allowed the events of these lawsuits to persist for years resulting in further
injuries to a number of innocent children. Because the allegations involve a religious
entity, unique issues of a constitutional nature are extant which are unlike those
usually found in most tort claims.
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The trial of these common issues before one judge at one site will (1) advance the
efficient use of judicial resources (2) prevent duplicative and inconsistent rulings,
orders and judgments, and (3) increase the likelihood of settlement: Consuming the
time of a number of judges and their staffs with telephone calls, lengthy and complex
briefs, time consuming law and motion hearings could all be avoided by a single judge
presiding over the case. His or her familiarity with the case would certainly expedite
these procedures and the amount or time devoted to each matter. Naturally; multiple
jury trials would clearly consume an enormous amount of time and expense,
particularly when the same legal theories will be pled in each case. It is likely, given
the unique constitutional issues and the anticipated objections to discovery, the
potential of several judges reaching different opinions is inevitable. Most importantly,
since these cases will be the subject of motions for summary judgment and/or
adjudication, a single briefing and hearing would best serve the interests of justice.
The possibility that judges would issue different rulings on in limine motions and
evidentiary objections during a trial is unmistakable. Whether collateral estoppel
applies from one case to another is likely to be another contested matter. Appeals
from these rulings, given. the enormity of the claims, creates further consumption of
judicial resources that can be avoided if a single trial were ordered.

Napa County is the best county for coordination of these actions. This County is
located close proximity of the law offices & Plaintiffs’ and Defendants counsel.
Although the Plaintiffs and the Elders of the local congregation in the instant action are
in Southern California, many of the same depositions of the New York and
Pennsylvania Defendants would not be located in Southern California. Therefore,
coordination of the new action with the included actions will serve to protect the
convenience of the parties and counsel. Defendants’ attorneys have been informed of
this motion and request and have informed Plaintiffs’ counsel that they will be
opposing coordination this new action.®

When in late 2006 the judge permitted the San Diego case to be part of the Napa County
California coordinated cases, there were seven cases, fourteen plaintiffs, six perpetrators and
seven congregations involved.

e

16 Declaration of Rudy Nolen In Support Of Motion For A Request That The Coordination Trial Judge Determine
Whether To Submit A Case As An Add On Case To Previously Coordinated Actions, pgs. 1-4, filed 10/30/06.
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4

Court Records: Five Other Lawsuits

rafmyer vs. Watchtower et al.
Jared Grafmyer’s lawsuit was filed June 6, 2006 in Oregon and settled out-of-court with
Watchtower Defendants in February 2007.

Within the Grafmyer records are to be found many extraordinary exhibits such as James
Walter Whitney’s discovery deposition which was part of the California, Jocelyn A. vs.
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York Inc., et al., lawsuit. Plaintiffs’ attorneys entered
Jocelyn A. into the Grafmeyer case as an exhibit to provide personal testimony that judicial
hearings by Witness elders are definitely not spiritual in nature. The parts of the Whitney
deposition which were provided are absolutely fascinating to read. It was difficult to keep track
of the number of Witness molesters and victims which Mr. Whitney encountered when he lived
in Northern California.

Without doubt, the exhibits attached to Plaintiff’s attorney’s motions are the most important
documents in all of the approximately 5,000 pages that are seen on this CD. These previously
confidential communiqués are between agents (elders and District Overseer) of Defendants’
Watchtower in Red Bluff, California and Defendant Watchtower of New York .

Amy B. vs. Watchtower et al.
Amy B’s lawsuit was filed June 3, 2003 in Texas and settled out-of-court with Watchtower
Defendants in February 2007.

Molester, Larry Kelley, had been a former elder. Plaintiff’s attorney points out Kelley had
been disciplined by the Dumas, Texas congregation in 1985. However, the Watchtower
Defendants concealed the crime from law enforcement authorities “pursuant to a policy that all
such matters would be handled within the Watchtower organization.”

Found among the court records for Amy B is Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment.
Attached was “summary judgment evidence” such as three affidavits including molester, Larry
Kelley’s affidavit. There are excerpts from the Deposition of Amy B, where she explains how
two elders took her and her parents “into the back room at the Kingdom Hall and told us that it
would better not to gossip about those things and that we let it die and that it’s done with and that
it’s over and we need to just go on about our business.” Also included are Amy B’s medical
records which detail the effects from her child sexual abuse between the ages of 8 and 13 years.

According to Larry Kelley’s deposition, he was a TV personality in the Amarillo area. His

TV show was for little kids. At one point, Kelley was a ministerial servant in the Southwest
Congregation and an elder in the Dumas Congregation.
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On March 29, 2004, Judge Pirtle of Potter County, Texas, granted the Defendants’ Motion
for Summary Judgment for only Defendants Watchtower Bible And Tract Society of New York,
Inc. and Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of Pennsylvania. However, Judge Pirtle overruled
Defendants’ objection to turn over documents because of “clergy-penitent” privilege. He
ordered, for the most part, in favor of the Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel Defendants Dumas
Congregation and Amarillo-Southwest Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses, to produce
documents Plaintiffs requested.

On November 24, 2004, Plaintiff’s attorney provides supplemental information asking the
court to review evidence to establish that all elders and other appointed officials are agents of the
Governing Body and that Defendants Watchtower New York and Watch Tower Pennsylvania’s
Motions for Summary Judgment should be denied. Part of the evidence provided included acting
head of Watchtower’s Treasury Department, Alex Reinmueller’s, testimony, and a 1986
Affidavit of Don Adams, President of the Watch Tower of Pennsylvania, Inc.

Although Defendants’ Watchtower of New York and Watchtower of Pennsylvania were
officially no longer a part of Amy B’s lawsuit, the Governing Body decided to settle out-of-court
with the Plaintiff. In that Watch Tower of Pennsylvania “operated a Risk Management business
that included investigating and discretionarily paying claims to protect the congregations,” and
on the strength of plaintiff’s evidence against two Texas congregations, Watch Tower apparently
concluded it was best to also settle Amy B’s case in February 2007.

Richard Churchfield and Lezly Churchfield, husband and wife; And
Lezly Churchfield as Guardian Ad Litem for their minor child, Tina L.
Churchfield vs. Daniel Steven Fitzwater and; Lynne Fitzwater;
Yerington Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses, an unknown entity;
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc., a New York
corporation; and DOES 1 through X, inclusive.

This lawsuit was filed December 5, 1997 in Nevada and secretly settled out-of-court with
Defendants January 26, 2000.

Numerous depositions, not provided, were taken. Plaintiffs allege that Defendants concealed
and covered up Defendant Fitzwater’s misconduct toward minor children and this was a direct
and proximate cause of the injuries of the Plaintiffs.

Morley vs. North Albany Oregon Congregation of Jehovah’s Witness,
Inc., North Bothell Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses,
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc., et al.

This lawsuit was filed February 20, 2003 in Oregon and secretly settled out-of-court with
Defendants in May 2006 and dismissed, July 19, 2006.

Plaintiff alleges that for three decades Defendants Watchtower knew that ministerial servant,
Don Serjeant, now deceased, was sexually molesting young children. This case was due to go to
trial first in August 2006 but was rescheduled for October 2006. On November 4, 2004, Judge
John A. McCormick rendered his complex Opinion agreeing with many of both Plaintiff’s and
Defendants claims.
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Included in the Morley case records as an exhibit are parts of a deposition of Edward L.
Burke from the Churchfield v. Fitzwater Nevada lawsuit. Also, the Deposition of Leanna Morley
Stone. She relates that she did whatever her abuser asked of her because he was a ministerial
servant. The deposition makes for pretty grim reading, especially when she said the reason she
ran away from home at fourteen was so she would be put in foster care where she thought she
would be safe, where Mr. Serjeant would not have access to her.

Kaleena S. and Dee Dee Harvey as Next Friend of Amanda M., a
minor vs. Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc.,
Jehovah’s Witnesses — East Congregation, Jehovah’s Witnesses —
Whitehouse Congregation Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of
Pennsylvania, Inc., Christian Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnhesses,
and James Harvey

This Lawsuit was filed April 25, 2003 in Texas and a joint motion was filed to Dismiss
without prejudice July 21, 2004, which means that Plaintiff can re-file in the future. The Kaleena
S. court records are included for informational purposes only.

The deposition of Curtis Hall is quite informative as he tells what he knew about the
molestation of the Plaintiffs by their stepfather, James Harvey, who pled guilty in 2002 to the
sexual abuse of Kaleena S and was sentenced to life imprisonment. The evidence at his criminal
trial revealed a number of victims over a twenty-year period

—m— e
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5

Where Did Jehovah’s Witnhesses Go Wrong?

was one of Jehovah’s Witnesses for most of my life, yet had no idea there were certain

organizational policies in my religion that made possible the sheltering of molesters. It is
understandable that a woman in a primarily patriarchal organization would not be aware of
internal procedures. Nonetheless, it is extraordinary that most men who are in the chain of
command within this group are also not aware of one Witness organizational policy quietly
adopted in 1972 which was the avenue used by immoral Witness elders and ministerial servants,
who knew how to work the system, to stay in positions of power to further their debauched aims.

The Three-Year Rule

One would assume that the likelihood of a Witness, who is an authority figure in the
congregation, to remain in power after he molested a child would be remote. However, this
situation became possible because of a course of action taken by Witness leaders who set certain
guidelines in place that could allow for such a shocking state of affairs.

In the spring of 1972 the Watchtower Society published the book, Organization FOR
KINGDOM-PREACHING AND DISCIPLE-MAKING. On page 170, 9 2, it states:

If the person was serving as an elder or a ministerial servant when he committed
a serious wrong even though it was some years ago, he bears a degree of
reprehensibility, for he continued to serve in that position though knowing that he had,
for the time at least, disqualified himself, not being then “free from accusation.” (1
Tim. 3:2, 10; Titus 1:6, 7) He should have informed the judicial committee that he did
not adhere to the requirements and should have stepped down from his position. In
view of his failure to do this at that time, he would now be removed from that
position.

Approximately six months later, Jehovah’s Witnesses read in the October 1972 Kingdom
Ministry (KM)*" Question Box on p. 8:

What is meant by “some years ago” on page 170, paragraph two, in the
“Organization” book?

This indicates more than a year or two. It may be noted that it did not say “many
years ago.” So it is not an exact number of years, but more like two or three years. It
was not intended to have a brother go back into the distant past to bring up wrongs of
which he repented years ago and that have evidently been forgiven by Jehovah and
are not being practiced now. In many cases the wrongs occurred prior to the time
when the “Watchtower” drew attention to what the Scriptures say on such misconduct.

Y The Kingdom Ministry, produced by the Watchtower Society, is an instructional monthly published
publication designed to be studied by Jehovah’s Witnesses weekly during one hour sessions at their Kingdom Halls
throughout the world. It features articles that educate Jehovah’s Witnesses in the latest methods used when
participating in their public ministry. It also informs members of many of the latest organizational procedures and
policies to do with their ministry.
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If a brother has been serving faithfully for some years and has seen evidence of
Jehovah'’s blessings upon him, why should he now step down from office? If he has a
right viewpoint now on conduct and will give good counsel he should be able to
continue to serve. If the local body of elders see that he has the respect of the
congregation and has shown the proper qualifications over the last two or three years,
he may remain in his position of service.

Must wrongdoing be brought to public attention after many years? The book (page
168) under “Public Reproof” quotes 1 Timothy 5:20 and mentions reproof of those who
confess to committing more than one offense. But it really has to do with recent
events. The “Interlinear” refers to those “sinning,” something going on at the time. So
if repentance occurred some years ago, three years ago or more, and sinning ceased,
and he is respected by the congregation, it is not necessary now to publicly reprove
one who committed more than one offense “some years ago.”

The clarification of what the Organization book meant when it said “some years ago” is
clearly spelled out in the KM. It means, “the last two or three years.” As one knowledgeable
insider told me, “The comments in the KM simply exemplify the customary concern of the
organization for being very specific and leaving as little as possible to the judgment of
individuals, whether elders or others.”

However, there is a more important issue that comes in for questioning other than
determining how long “some years ago” meant. And that is regarding the change in position
found in these two Watchtower publications published within a few months apart. The
Organization book points out the necessity of removing a man from his position of authority in a
Witness congregation if he committed a serious wrong a few years before and hid it; however,
the KM allows a man in that circumstance to remain in his position if he meets certain criteria.

It is doubtful we’ll ever find out the reason for this published adjustment of policy in 1972,
but that dramatic change had serious consequences. If allowed to stand, the original instructions
would have prevented much heartache in the future for many children. As will be seen, no matter
what the reason for the divergence, the new approach would prove disastrous.

Principal guides and directors of the Witness organization deny that the point of the KM was
to excuse serious sin done many years ago, but was intended to address minor indiscretions of
elders like smoking, or an occasional bout of drunkenness or extreme loss of temper. That
doesn’t wash because in the Organization book, the discussion centered upon a man committing
“a serious wrong,” not a minor indiscretion.

In November of 1991, two-day Kingdom Ministry Schools (KMS) for all Jehovah’s Witness
elders and ministerial servants were held at designated areas across the United States. At one of
the sessions, Circuit Overseers (COs), assigned to particular areas where schools were held,
reiterated the 1972 KM policy. Basically, these men stated that those who held positions of
authority in congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses who admitted or were found to have
committed a serious sin, did not have to be removed from their leadership position if the event
took place two or three years prior and if the circumstances were such that the sinning elder was
held in high esteem and gave evidence of God’s blessing during those years. In addition, a
decision whether he should step down could be made without forming a judicial committee.
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Some elders claim they were instructed to write in the margin of their elder’s handbook®®,
“except in the case of porneia,” which is having illicit sex relations outside of marriage
(fornication), but generally speaking, few men remember such instruction. Upon looking in one
elder’s personal handbook at the page where elders were supposedly directed to write “except in
the case of porneia, the penciled-in note in the margin read, “Oct. 72 KM” and there is no
mention of the above mentioned statement.

One elder went so far as to say that at the KMS he attended in Oregon, the CO said even the
serious sin of adultery would not be cause for an elder’s removal if he had progressed spiritually
during the three previous years. Apparently, there was confusion over the issue. If the porneia
detail added at the 1991 KMS was indeed part of the instructions given, the issue should have
been settled—if a man commits a serious sin like fornication, he was to be removed—but most
elders didn’t understand it that way.

Now let’s push ahead to 1995. When COs met with congregation elders during the time they
were assigned to visit each congregation in their circuit, they read from a Watchtower prepared
outline updating the information presented at the 1991 KMS about the 1972 KM three-year
policy teaching. | have it on good authority elders were told that if porneia was the serious sin
involved, elders should look at the whole picture before deciding to form a judicial committee
hearing. That is, if an elder confessed porneia from many years ago, but since that time had
progressed spiritually, then forming a judicial committee was not a foregone necessity, but rather
the “whole picture” should guide whether a judicial committee was necessary. So if a man
committed porneia some years ago his removal was not automatic but depended upon the
circumstances surrounding the sinning.

Bill Bowen, the Kentucky elder who resigned as an elder in 2001 and went public accusing
the Watchtower Society of covering up child sexual abuse (www.silentlambs.org), described a
situation in the congregation where he attended, of how the use of this three-year policy was
instrumental in guiding the elders to allow an elder/molester remain in his position. Going
through the congregation files, Bowen subsequently discovered that the presiding elder was not
removed from his position when he was accused of abuse and admitted he had molested a young
girl many years before. In 2000, when Bowen confronted the elders who knew of the sexual
abuse, and asked why the molester wasn’t removed, they pointed to the 1972 KM and explained
that for many years after the event, although he hid his sin, the man lived a seemingly spotless
life and it appeared that God’s blessing was upon him.

Finally, in 2005, during sessions of yet another round of Kingdom Ministry Schools for
elders and ministerial servants, the subject was touched upon once again. This time KMS
students were told that men who had committed a minor sin such as watching porn only once a
few years before and did not repeat the sin could remain in their position. If serious sins in the
area of porneia were hidden, no consideration was given and a judicial committee was necessary.

Why did the Witnesses finally adjust their policy to one that made it impossible for a man to
remain in an authority position if the sin was porneia? Most likely it was because in mid-2003,

18 pay Attention To Yourselves And To All The Flock, 1991, Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York,
Inc.
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attorneys began to file lawsuits in California where the application of the three-year rule was too
often used as guidance in cases where an elder or ministerial servant was guilty of child sexual
abuse, yet remained in his position or was reappointed if he had moved to another congregation.
In Red BIuff, California, one presiding elder/molester would have remained an elder in 1994
because of the application of the three-year policy had not another victim come forward to
accuse him.

District Representative Donald Amy’s Letter

Copies of previously confidential documents contained herewith provide insight as to the
confusion about the policy. Note the following letter written to the Watchtower Society in 1994
by Watchtower district representative (DO), Donald Amy. DOs are the highest ranking field man
in the organization. Amy relates details of the Red Bluff molestation case and of his concern
about the application of the guidelines found in the 1972 KM. In the letter, it is important to note
when the Red Bluff judicial committee spoke to a Service Department representative at
headquarters (most likely Merton Campbell who was in charge of providing advice to elders in
California), the committee was informed that “a clarification was made on pg. 97, par. 7. ...we
should have added to our book the statement: ‘except in cases of porneia’” Amy then goes on to
discuss the policy of not convening a judicial committee when an elder commits a sin as outlined
in the 1972 KM and whether this should still continue to be applied when the sin is child
molestation. This letter proves that the application of this 1972 KM guideline was applied by
elders to those who molested children.

Furthermore, consider another letter which has become available. It was written to the
Watchtower Society’s Service Department from the Red Bluff North Congregation elders about
elder/molester, James Henderson. This letter adds additional details about the use of the three-
year rule by the predator, Henderson, as his means to escape a judicial committee hearing and
from being removed from his position as an elder.

Without these documents, it would have been impossible to prove the three-year rule was one
of the primary ways molesters among Jehovah’s Witnesses leaders, who committed frightful sins
against children, remained in power after they confessed or were discovered, only to go on to
molest more helpless victims who kept silent because they were in fear of these men who they
were told represented God’s appointed servants, the Witnesses’Governing Body.

For those who are interested, the date stamped on the right hand corner of the following letter
lacks the year. It should read “SSC August 12, 2003.
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Waoodburn, 0OR. 87071

Dacembar 26, 1994

Watchtower Bible and Tract Soclaty
of Naw York, Inec,

25 Columbia Heights

Brooklyn, NY 11201

Dear Brothers:

Brother Paul Plerre and I served the North Congregitipn . of-.
Red Bluff, CA the week of Nov. 29-Dac. 2, 1994, Duri%g '%hat: week ..
it was brought to our attention that the  elders” had *formed 7'
judicial committee and publicly reproved Brother Ly T
#¥ho served in that congregatfon &z the presiding . q‘dzﬁtn.adﬂﬁg"?ﬂﬁ .
had confessed to szexually. sbusing & ,ym:mf ‘person that “wag-not a
brother but was asseciated with the Pa ermo, CA Congregatf{sn..’'
His neme is Nathan .Dotta, HNathan had come forward- and virtually
f;rcad Jameg Henderson to come forward and confesa to-hia past
gina. : -

firat that he had stopped committing these sing 3 yeare age. @It
seemed in view of the Kingdom Ministry of Oct, 1972, "Question.
. Box,'" that' this case may not even be a judicial one and: that
James Hendergon may even be allowed to stay in his position. 'The.
Judicial committee with Brother Bodie Lyon. a8 the  chalswen .
tontacted the Soclety's legal department and spoké to 'a bihother: .
in the Service Department also, During that dlscuggion ‘points.
vere mentioned that theres had to be redpen-t&me back three years.
ago. = It was mentioned that some évidence of repentatce would
have been his confessing hia sins to his wife. Also, is there
evidence of Jehovah's blasgsing on. him since. Tt was also
mentioned that at the 1991 KM School a clarification was made -on
page 97, par. 7.  The judicial committee said that we should have
edded to our book the statemant: "except in cases of pornaia."

The local body of elders was informed by J&mea_-jH;ar‘-nci,"e;:fmﬁ-_ at

We are hap that further avidence came forward and we now
know that James mnderson wag comnitting cases of sexital abuss' of
winors up until this past August, But, this has brought up e
quastion that the bhody of elders and us travelin&-brothars would
like to have answered and that is: 'Are we to take the statement
in the Qctober Kingdem Ministry, "Quastion Box," as a difinitive
answar on this subject?” What about cases asuch as this of sexual
abugse of minors and where it might very well becoge 2 public
seandal? Deoes that change whather this becomes s judicial matter
or not? Also, Jameas Henderson was removed as -a servant or an
elder in the early '70's in the Marysville, CA area. Now he has
admitted to doing 4t again. Could we simply say that if 1t was
3 years ‘ago that he last committed the act, that he cotld stay on

. as an elder and not be handled by 2 Jjudiciel committea? That
Rimgdom Hinigtry doest't mention anything about something thet

———— =
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nay become scandalous and how would the congreégatian be" ’bl t
inswer questions that may coma up in the tarrgitngry? Alsa,aI ging
that most of the brothera ‘that attended that KN School 4n 1991

i1d not gat the peint that they were to fnsert the statemant on .

page 27, par. 7: except in cases of pornela.” Could an ypdate
on this information be made so thatp wve can batter handle a
3ituation au';I have just deseribed? In paragraph: 2 of that
Quastion Box" article in the last sentence it states: "Tn many
tasag the wrongs occurred prior to the time when the, Watchtower
lrew attention to what the Seriptures. say on guch misconduet,™

fo certainly can't say that about many matters teday, - So, it-

toes appear that an update would be in order, wouldn't {t?-

We met with the judicial committae that fpt.lblj.«c-.l-].' reprovad
James Henderson on Wednesday evening after field service and
iiscugsad the case., More information had some forward by that
time and it seemed wise to speak with the body of eldera ahd form
2 gudicial committee again and ge~open the case, We met with the
body of alders on Thursday evening  apd the judiclal .committea
that originally handled the case was appointed to ‘re-open.the
taga, This committee invited Brother Paul Pierre and myself in
ts advisors as we met with James Henderson ‘later that avening.
it thiz maeting James Henderson admitted to sexually masturbating
vith another young person in the eon regation, Tim Ward. After
extensive questioning, he admitted ‘te playing with his son's
texual organg years before. He admitted that he had lied to the
judicial committee when they asked him if he had committed any
ether sexual acts of miscondust. After this Brother Pierre and I
left the Kingdem Hall and we learmed later that the' judicial
tommitter had disfellowshipped James Henderaon.

The district attorney called the chairman of the judicial
tomnitteas, Brother Lyon, in for questioning and Brother Lyon gaid
that he couldn't say anything that was lesrned at a judicial

Com Al }\\Pﬁ

neeting aw 1t was priviledged information., He agreed but asked .

for his coopsration in handling this case. The .brothers have
cooperated very well with the police and the two young persons
that are associated with the congregations, Nathan Dotta and Tim
Ward, have come forward and told the police what James Henderson
dld to them as minors. James Hendetson was arrested last week
and in two or three newspapers and on television his picture
sppesred and the story ¢f his arrest was mantioned. Thus far
nothing concerning his belng one of Jahovah's Witnesges has been
mentioned. The brothets on the judicial committes feel that thia
vag probably because 6f thelr cooperation with the police and
James Henderson's being diafellowahip?ed before the case rsally
became public. We hope that this will continue to be the éase
end that Jehovah's name can be kapt out of this very dirty
sltuation., It has been learnmed that at least 4 other young boys
of the world came forward in the past and complained about Jamea
Henderson. We don't know to what extent he was belng accused but
{t's apperent that he hasn't stopped hias filthy habite of the
'70's. He doee not deserve to ba in this organization.

We hope this informetion will inform. the Sesiety of just
wvhat was done in this case. May Jehoveh continue to blesz you
brothers thera at Bethel and to give you ingight to desl with

tters in the fleld.
Doﬂﬂl » Am "'d Etl *3&

P.S.,¢ Panl Pilerre, CA #69 & .
Brother Bodie Lyon, chairman of judicisl committee
_North Congregation, Red Bluff, CA
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6

Settlement Indicates Responsibility

n July 2003, Tim W., one of the victims of pedophile James Henderson, sued the Watchtower

Society for damages. In February 2007, Tim W. was one of sixteen victims who agreed to
settle his lawsuit with the Watchtower Society, the exact amount being secret. Nonetheless, the
total out-of-court settlement for all sixteen victims is conservatively estimated at around thirteen
million dollars. In this way, although the Watchtower did not admit liability in these lawsuits,
they accepted responsibility for the role they played in allowing molesters to remain in
supervisory positions, or reappoint these men to positions of authority within the congregations
of Jehovah’s Witnesses, which absolutely led to many more children of Jehovah’s Witnesses
being molested.

Of all of the lawsuits filed, Tim W. of Tehama County, California, is the one where a large
amount of information is available to the public of the way in which the Defendants, Watchtower
Bible and Tract Society, et al., failed to protect the children in their religion from harm. Tim W’s
Second Amended Complaint avers that

Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. had actual knowledge that
James Henderson was a sexual predator since at least 1964. Yet, for the better part of
three decades, they appointed and re-appointed him to the positions of elder and
ministerial servant.

In fact, as the Second Amended Complaint points out, in 1988, James Henderson was
appointed to be Red Bluff City Overseer “at about the same time, an elder or ministerial servant
from the Red Bluff South Congregation received and ignored a report that Henderson had
molested a young boy at Henderson’s place of employment” where he was Regional Manager for
the Sacramento Bee newspaper.

The introduction of a copy of the Second Amended Complaint of Tim W., Case No. SCV
52594, Tehama County, California, here is vital. Keep in mind that Tim W’s case was set for trial
on April 3, 2007, and trial in the Wimberley Gutierrez et al. was set for May 15, 2007. Each trial
was scheduled to last ten days. April 3rd was about two months away when attorneys for Tim W.
were asking for permission to file their Second Amended Complaint. And what a damaging
document it was for Defendants.

Of course, a plaintiff’s complaint represents only one side of the story. It would take a jury to
decide if the particulars as presented were found to be true based upon obtainable evidence. It is
my opinion that the Defendants knew the outcome for them would be disastrous after the jurors
heard and saw the evidence introduced by Plaintiffs’ attorneys such as those asserted in Tim W’s
Second Amended Complaint (reproduced below). Accordingly, fearing the strength of Tim W’s
accusations, along with all the other victims’ accusations in this coordinated action, within days
of Tim W’s proposed complaint being filed and the next hearing scheduled for January 31, 2007,
Attorney Robert J. Schnack, representing Defendants’ Watchtower, et al. (of course, with
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Jehovah’s Witnesses” Governing Body approval), signed a Notice Of Settlement for the seven
coordinated actions which was filed on January 31, 2007. Plaintiffs’ attorney, Gregory S. Love,
signed a request for dismissal on January 31, 2007, filed on February 13, 2007. The expected
settlement date was on or about February 1, 2007 and the entire action was dismissed on
February 13, 2007 with prejudice, meaning both sides agreed that legal action pertaining to these
issues would never be taken to civil court again.

[PROPOSED] SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT

Rudy Nolen, SBN 59808
Stephen W. Owens, SBN 84859
NOLEN & ASSOCIATES

1501 28'h Street

Sacramento, CA 95816
Telephone: (916) 733-0600
Facsimile: (916) 733-0601

Attorneys for Plaintiff

TIM W.

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF TEHAMA

CASE NO: SCV 52594 Judicial Council Coordination
Coordinated with Case No.: 26-22191 Proceeding No. 4374

TIM W.,

Plaintiff,

VS.

WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT

SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC., NORTH

CONGREGATION OF JEHOVAH'S

WITNESSES, RED BLUFF, CA, INC.

JAMES HENDERSON AND DOES 1 through 20, inclusive,
Defendants.

Jury Trial Demanded

1. Common Law Negligence

2. Negligent Appointment. Retention, and Supervision
3. Breach of Fiduciary Duty

[PROPOSED] SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES:
COMES NOW TIM W., Plaintiff in the above entitled cause, and files this, his
Second Amended Complaint, and alleges as follows:

l.

PARTIES

1. Plaintiff TIM W., born October 26, 1977 is, and at all times mentioned herein, was a resident of
Tehama County, California.

2. Defendant WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC., a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of the State of New York, has been served with process and
has filed an answer.

3.Defendant NORTH CONGREGATION OF JEHOVAH'S WITNESSES, RED BLUFF, CA, INC., a

corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of California, has been served with
process and has filed an answer.
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4. The Defendant entities, collectively referred to herein as the "WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS,"
operate as a single business enterprise.

Il.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

5. Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount exceeding the minimum jurisdictional requirements of
this Court.

6. Venue is proper in Tehama County, California because most of the acts or omissions that give
rise to Plaintiff's claims occurred in Tehama County, California.

1.

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION

7. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS comprise a hierarchical organization made up of different
corporations and other entities. The "Governing Body" establishes policies and dictates practices
for Jehovah's Witnesses and operates through various corporate entities, primarily the Watchtower
Bible and Tract Society of New York.

8. Local congregations are led by elders and ministerial servants whom are appointed by the
Governing Body acting through the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. and are
required to obey and follow the rules handed down by those entities.

9. At all times material hereto, the North Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses, Red Bluff, CA, Inc.
as well as the elders of that congregation, were acting as agents and managing agents of the
Governing Body and the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc., and their wrongful
conduct occurred during the course and scope of that agency relationship.

10. Through their rules and policies, the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS assumed a duty to protect
children in their organization, including Plaintiff; unfortunately, they negligently failed to exercise
reasonable care in fulfilling that duty.

11. Despite the fact that the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS knew or should have known of the
potential for children in the organization to be sexually exploited by appointed leaders, they
negligently failed to enact common sense policies to prevent sexual abuse within the organization.
For example, they negligently failed to promulgate a policy forbidding unsupervised one-on-one
contact between elders or ministerial servants and children.

12. Rather than taking reasonable steps to prevent children from being vulnerable to assault and
abuse, the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS actually encouraged parents in the congregation to view
elders and ministerial servants as persons with whom they could entrust their children's safety.
They permitted children to go out in service, alone, with male congregation members; they
encouraged children to attend un-chaperoned Bible study and book study with adult males and
they allowed elders to "counsel" children away from the Kingdom Hall and without any
supervision.

13. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS undertook the responsibility to instruct their elders as to
what to do when they received allegations of child sexual abuse. They promulgated policies and
rules directing the elders to call the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS' "Legal Department" for direction
about whether to report allegations of sexual abuse to police and law enforcement. However, such
policies were designed to prevent cooperation with, if not frustrate, secular investigations. For
example, elders were sometimes instructed to make anonymous calls from telephone booths so
that law enforcement authorities would be unable to contact them for more information.

14. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS promulgated policies and rules requiring local congregations,
through their elders, to investigate allegations of child sexual abuse, and prescribing the manner
in which such investigation would be conducted. For example, the elders were required to apply
the "two witness rule,” which required allegations of child sexual abuse to be disregarded unless
the perpetrator confessed or there were two eye witnesses to the crime.
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15. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS enacted procedural and evidentiary rules governing the
formation and operation of “Judicial committees," comprised of elders, which gathered and
considered evidence, questioned witnesses and rendered judgments about what punishment, if
any, would be imposed on a child abuser. The elders were forbidden from revealing the results of
their investigations to law enforcement authorities.

16. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS assumed the duty to punish organization members who
were guilty of child sexual abuse. Since the allegations were usually concealed from secular
authorities, the perpetrators often received no punishment except for that meted out by the
WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS. Sometimes the offenders were "disfellowshipped,” or expelled from
the organization. But other times their punishment was secret; they were "reproved" or placed on
"restrictions"” so that other congregation members would not know that a dangerous child abuser
was in their midst. In either case, the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS would usually reinstate a
disfellowshipped member or remove his restrictions after a shockingly short period of time. In the
interim, the child molester often continued to attend meetings at the Kingdom Hall and members
of the congregation were not warned.

17. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS' policies, which ostensibly were promulgated to protect
children in the organization, emphasized secrecy above all other concerns. Victims of child sexual
abuse, and their families, were routinely told not to inform secular authorities. Victims were often
discouraged, if not prevented, from obtaining appropriate medical and psychological care or from
confiding in their siblings or close friends. Instead, they were instructed to rely on elders for
counsel.

18. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS instructed the local congregations and elders to make
written reports to the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS' "Service Department” about allegations of
child sexual abuse leveled against elders, ministerial servants and pioneers, as well as written
reports of judicial committee actions concerning child sexual abuse allegations made against any
Jehovah's Witness. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS have for years maintained files and, more
recently, a computerized database containing such information. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS
undertook the responsibility to compile this information to protect congregation members and they
therefore assumed a duty to utilize this information with reasonable care. However, despite having
confidential information that would allow parents, law enforcement authorities and even elders to
identify sexual predators and actually take steps to protect children, the WATCHTOWER
DEFENDANTS negligently concealed this information from the persons who needed it most
urgently and they negligently failed to implement any policies to actually prevent child sexual
abuse.

19. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS have, at all material times, had the ability to know when a
"known pedophile,” a term they sometimes use, moves from one congregation to another.
However, they have negligently failed to utilize the information they have compiled to monitor the
movement of sexual predators through their organization so that appropriate warnings could be
issued.

20. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS promulgated rules and policies that require the former
congregation to write a "letter of introduction"™ when a member moved to another congregation.
However, the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS negligently failed to take any steps to ensure that such
a letter was actually sent or that the letter contained accurate information and adequate warnings.
If a sexual predator moved from a congregation where he was known to be a pedophile, but then
moved a second time, the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS' rules did not even require the first
congregation's letter to be passed along to the third congregation.

21. These are but a few examples of the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS assuming a duty to protect
children in the organization but failing to exercise reasonable care in fulfilling that duty.

22. The Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc., had actual knowledge that James

Henderson was a sexual predator since at least 1964. Yet, for the better part of three decades,
they appointed and re-appointed him to the positions of elder and ministerial servant. They also
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permitted him to move from congregation to congregation, committing acts of sexual perversion
and abuse, acts which were reported, again and again, to various Jehovah's Witnesses entities.

23. On July 13, 1964, the Clearlake Highlands Congregation wrote the Service Department of the
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc., describing an incident in which Henderson
had sodomized another congregation member who had passed out from intoxication. The letter
quoted Henderson, who had occupied appointed positions in the congregation since 1962, as
telling the victim that he had "done it only once before.”

24. The letter, which actually sought counsel about whether to disfellowship Henderson's victim for
having an extramarital, heterosexual affair, was received by Merton Victor Campbell, the
service department "desk man" in charge of California. As a desk man, Campbell was responsible
for providing advice to congregations, including, occasionally, direction as to whether a member
should be disfellowshipped. He also had been delegated the authority to appoint elders and
ministerial servants. He was a managing agent of the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New
York, Inc.

25. Campbell recognized that Henderson was a danger to others in the congregation.
Nevertheless, eight years later, Campbell, acting as an agent and managing agent of Watchtower
Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. and the Governing Body, appointed Henderson to the
positions of congregation servant, then elder and field overseer in the Ukiah, California
Congregation.

26. Since at least the mid-1960s, congregations have sent letters of introduction, as described
above, when a member moves to a new congregation, and those letter were supposed to describe
any accusations of serious offenses, such as child sexual abuse. Thus, according to the policies of
the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS, the Ukiah Congregation would have been advised about
Henderson's past.

27. From Ukiah, Henderson moved to Yuba City where he was again appointed elder. He was
removed from that position in about 1974 after he confessed to a judicial committee that he had
"done some perverted things with two young men." Even his wife was not told the reason he was
reproved. The Jehovah's Withesses' practice was, and remains, that members can be disciplined
secretly and even their spouses are not told the reason. However, according to the policies of the
WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS, the service department would have received a report.

28. Henderson moved on to another congregation and, if the Watchtower Defendants' policies
were followed, a letter of introduction followed him. At some point during the 1970s, Henderson
was again reproved and removed from his position of elder or ministerial servant by a
congregation in the Marysville, California area for sexual abuse. Another report would have been
made to headquarters.

29. On January 21, 1981, The Upper Lake Congregation wrote a letter of introduction for
Henderson to the Red BIluff Congregation stating, among other things, that Upper Lake had
considered appointing him to be a ministerial servant. It mentioned nothing about his criminal
past.

30. On November 23,1988, Henderson, by then an elder in Red Bluff North, was appointed to be
Red Bluff City Overseer. At about the same time, an elder or ministerial servant from the Red Bluff
South Congregation received and ignored a report that Henderson had molested a young boy at
Henderson' place of employment.

31. On October 20, 1992, a young man called an elder at the Red Bluff congregation and told him
that he had been molested by Henderson. He also told the elder that Henderson had signed a
confession admitting to abusing him and others. He offered to meet with the elder and give him a
copy of the confession. The elder rejected the offer and told him not to contact him again.

32. After another Henderson victim went to the police in 1994, Henderson confessed to elder
Bodie Lyon that he had committed child sexual abuse. Once again, the WATCHTOWER
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DEFENDANTS attempted to deal with Henderson with a slap on the wrist reproval - until
information about other victims, including Plaintiff, was brought to their attention and, more
importantly, the attention of the Red Bluff police. Finally, Henderson was disfellowshipped.

33. Thus, at least five times, between 1963 and 1993, when Henderson's abuse of Tim Ward
began, the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS received reports that Henderson had committed a sexual
crime.

34. Beginning in 1993, thirty years after the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS first had actual,
incontrovertible knowledge that James Henderson was a dangerous sexual predator, they
negligently allowed him unsupervised access to Plaintiff, Tim W. Predictably, he exploited the
confidence and respectability that his status as elder and city overseer conferred and began to
prey upon Tim W. The abuse continued until 1994.

35. By repeatedly appointing Henderson to serve as an elder and permitting him to remain in that
position, the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS put him in a position of trust and confidence vis-a-vis
his congregation. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS knew that congregation members would view
him as being worthy of their trust and that they would feel comfortable entrusting him with their
children's safety. Likewise, the children in the congregation were taught that they could trust
elders and ministerial servants such as Henderson.

36. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS intentionally concealed a material fact from Plaintiff Tim W.
and his mother. They withheld the knowledge that Henderson had been, for at least three
decades, a sexual predator whose conduct they tolerated and covered up and thus aided and
abetted. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS concealed this information because they valued secrecy
above the rights and safety of children in the congregation. They thus concealed this material fact
with the intention of depriving Tim W. and others of their legal right to be safe.

V.

FIRST CAUSEOF ACTION

COMMON-LAW NEGLIGENCE

37. Plaintiff incorporates and re-alleges paragraphs 1 through 36 of this Amended Complaint as if
fully set forth herein.

38. Plaintiff alleges that at all times herein mentioned, WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS assumed a
duty to protect Plaintiff from sexual predators within the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS'
organization.

39. However, they negligently failed to implement any policies to prevent unsupervised, un-
chaperoned contact between elders or ministerial servants and children within their congregations;
to the contrary, they actually encouraged such contact.

40. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS knew or should have known that Plaintiff was at risk of
foreseeable harm by their agent, James Henderson, but failed to act to protect him from such
harm. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS breached their duty to Plaintiff, thereby causing him great
harm.

41. Despite the fact that the Watchtower Defendants knew or should have known of Henderson's
history of pedophilia, they negligently failed to warn Plaintiff or his family of Henderson's history of
sexually abusing children and actually conceded those facts.

42. Despite the fact that the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS knew, or should have known, of
Henderson's history of pedophilia, they negligently permitted him to be alone with children in the
congregations including Plaintiff.

43. As a result of Defendants' negligence, Plaintiff has suffered, and will continue to suffer

psychological trauma, emotional distress, physical manifestations of emotional distress,
embarrassment, loss of self-esteem, disgrace, humiliation, and loss of enjoyment of life.
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V.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENT APPOINTMENT, RETENTION AND SUPERVISION

44. Plaintiff incorporates and re-alleges paragraphs 1 through 43 of this Amended Complaint as if
fully set forth herein.

45. Despite the fact that the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS knew, or should have known, of
Henderson's history of pedophilia, they negligently appointed him to the office of Elder and City
Overseer when they knew or should have known that he would be allowed unsupervised access to
minor children in the course and scope of his duties.

46. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS negligently failed to monitor and/or supervise Henderson
despite their actual or constructive knowledge that he posed a potential and foreseeable danger to
children.

47. As a result of Defendants' negligence, Plaintiff has suffered, and will continue to suffer
psychological trauma, emotional distress, physical manifestations of emotional distress,
embarrassment, loss of self-esteem, disgrace, humiliation, and loss of enjoyment of life.

VI.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY

48. Plaintiff incorporates and re-alleges paragraphs 1 through 47 of this Amended Complaint as if
fully set forth herein.

49. Plaintiff alleges, at all times mentioned herein, that by assuming the responsibility to protect
and care for Plaintiff, who was young and vulnerable, the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS created a
fiduciary relationship with Plaintiff. The WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS occupied positions of trust
and confidence with Plaintiff and such relationship imposed on them a duty to act to protect
Plaintiff's best interests.

50. Plaintiff further alleges that because of this special relationship, Plaintiff placed his trust and
confidence in the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS to protect him from harm and to warn Plaintiff of
the potential harm. The conduct described above constituted a breach of the fiduciary duty owed
to Plaintiff by WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS.

51. As a result of Defendants' misconduct as described hereinabove, Plaintiff has suffered, and will
continue to suffer psychological trauma, emotional distress, physical manifestations of emotional
distress, embarrassment, loss of self-esteem, disgrace, humiliation, and loss of enjoyment of life.

VII.

PRAYER

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against the WATCHTOWER DEFENDANTS individually,
jointly and severally as follows:

For general damages according to proof;

For past and future medical expenses according to proof;

For past and future loss of earnings according to proof;

For prejudgment interest;

For costs of suit incurred herein; and

For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper

NOLEN & ASSOCIATES
Rudy Nolen, Esq., Attorneys for Plaintiffs.

What follows are more copies of correspondence to the Watchtower Society’s Service
Department regarding pedophile, James Henderson. Plaintiffs received the material in California
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as part of discovery. These documents were entered into Oregon’s Grafmeyer vs. Watchtower, et
al. case by the Napa attorneys as exhibits, although the material originated in Red BIuff,
California. Grafmeyer was also settled by Jehovah’s Witnesses leaders in February 2007. The
documents are not part of the public domain records found in the Napa County Courthouse
although they are now public records in Oregon,

Notice the question about half way down on the first document which is an S77 Form elders
fill in and send to the Society after a Witness has been disfellowshipped: “What evidence
established the wrongdoing, such as confession, two or more witnesses?” This is an example of
the use of the infamous “two-witness” (to wrong doing) policy of the Watchtower Society. In the
Henderson judicial hearing there were at least two witnesses to accuse Henderson. Hence, he was
disfellowshipped. The question hangs in the air though, “What if there was not another witness
to come forth to corroborate the accusation of the boy who went to the police, would a child
predator such as Henderson not be disfellowshipped?”

Two Molesters in Same Congregation

If this information doesn’t convince the reader of the responsibility of the Defendants in this
matter of failing to protect children by appointing known molesters to positions of authority, read
on. Here is selected information from court documents in the Wimberley Gutierrez et al. case
which was set for trial beginning on May 15, 2007. The predator, Alvin Heard, molested three
children in a Red BIluff Congregation. Note disfellowshipping correspondence and his
deposition. Predators Alvin Heard and James Henderson were in the same congregation at
one point! Alvin Heard is confined at the Two Rivers Correctional Institute in Umatilla, Oregon.

Alvin Heard sexually abused several children over a 30+ year period of time.
Between 1976 and 1981, Heard molested Plaintiffs Wimberley and Gutierrez. Heard
was subject to a judicial committee and was reproved. Heard then went on to sexually
molest other children in the Jehovah's Witnesses organization, and was again subject
to a judicial committee and reproved. Heard moved to yet other Jehovah's Witnhesses
congregations in South Dakota and Oregon where he molested additional children, and
was presumably subject to a judicial committee and disfellowshipped before being
criminally convicted in Klamath Falls, Oregon. (See excerpts of Alvin Heard's
deposition attached hereto as Exhibit 5). Excerpts from Heard's testimony clearly
describe Heard's molestation of many children while affiliated with several different
congregations. Heard's testimony also indicates that he had several interactions with
Elders subsequent to 1981: judicial committee for sexual molestation in Oroville, CA
for molesting children in Paradise; interaction with Elders in Oregon and South Dakota
who knew about his sexual molestations from the past and dealt with new allegations
and the impacts of the changes in Watchtower Society policies in 1997 which led to
communications among Elders regarding Heard's past abuse. *°

——m————

9 Motion To Compel PMK Deposition and Document Request Re General Discovery Matters, p. 5, filed 9/15/06.
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LIS e K.Y HVI“ Wit e

Judicial Commitiee
Red Bluff Nerth Cemgregaticn
Bacie Lyan Chairman

Jim Hendepraon

On 10404794 informed brother Lyon that he was auilty of shild
abuse in & sexwsl manner with Nathan Dots.

The body of elders mat on 10/04/94 and set up a jwdicial
commities consisting of Bodie Lyon, Bill Mulline, Ron Pitie
ard LeRoy Reid, Jr.

Thez Judicial committes weat with Jim Hendersen on 10/06./94 a4
which time hoe confessed to having pornes with Nathan Dota an
= baptived son of ‘an inactive brother in Palermo a
Californla. Jim Hendeyrson advised us that the situation had
ceatad 2 yoars before this datae and that he had come forward .
bacause Nathars father tiad found out about this mat.tar .

The commitiee sought advice from the saciety by telaphona
. bzcause of the chilg abuse aatter. Thare was soms confusion
geverated from the kingdom ministry article dated Oct.72
aboiwt sins clder tham 3 y@arg. Tha society waa called again
and we proceedad as a judicial committes aftap approdimately

& weeks discuesion by the trody .

HEndersons wenb ar vacation for a week and we use the bime to
tnvestigsate the matter, Ye found out that approximately &
FEreans knew of the mottaer and that there warae some
irregularities in Jim's gtory. We met with him again on
11/10/94 and disrussed the matter with him further he stuck
te Mis story. We met witph Jim and Donna Hendepson on Y1/ 12r54

and discussed the matter with them further,

A meeting wasg requeeted by Nathan Dota so brother Reid and
brother Lyon arbitrated as Dotas anag Henderson confrentsd ong
anciber Hendersen said he was firm on kie gstory Dota sald the
incidents had happensd hundreds of times ansl that the most
recent was ove and one half years ago, Hahdersor agreed the
incident was az bota had stated, this meaeting was an
11/13/94 . {The Dotas Father Mothwr amd Son wera thered

Lyen nmt with caveral
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CONFIDENTIAL

Hathan Dota, the wmouncemsent wes made to the aungregsticn at
e service mesting.

fﬂ& waek later Brother George from Red Ruff South
Agregaticon came to frothey Lyon end told him thal 5 yesres
o 80 age Tammy Anderson fiacd come o him and told him that a
friend of hers told her that her little brother had begn
molested by Jim at work ¢ Jim i= the Regional Manager for The
Smoramento Bes Newspaper) but at the btime brother George told
here there was ro way it could be trus so i was forgotisn,

On the next mowning brother Lyon was talled bafare ths
aitbiorities and guestioned about the mafter becasuse Nathan
Dotas father had turned it in to them. During the earlier
mertioned questioning brother Lyon ascertained that the
authorities had at least 4 gther persons who had filed
complaints against Henderson but would not presg charges.

The commites was re - established. Brother Reid
and brother Lyon were able find out that these were rot
isolated incidents after both being guestionsd by the

avthaopritises.

. Brother Lyon asked brother Fiey and brother amy ¢ Smy
District Overseer,,, Fier Circuit Overseer 2 Lo sit in on
lhe matter and on 1Z/01/910 at the meeting we determined that

brother Henderson! .
Mslestad Nathan Dota as previously stated many times,

1.

2. Henderson had raped Nathan Dota one Time.

2. Hewderaon had molested Tim Ward a yourg unbaptized
publishar in the north congregation.

4 Henderson was paying Rlackmail money.

5. Hendergon has molested his son Grant .

&, When qusstionad about the paper boy he couldn't ramember
whe he was but denied it , we are sure he was lying. He
also cauwght st this time in other lies he teld the

commitzs . Brother Amny and Pier were extused snd the judicial

canmites mnade a declision to disfellowahip Jiwn Henderaon.

The matter is in the public spotlight and due to an agresment
that brother Lyon and brother Reed had made with the
authorities all parties have hgen referrad to the palice and
the naing of Jehavah bag not as of yel been intertwined in
thia matier,
Tim Henderson waz ghown to have schemed, lied, was devious
and mttempted to minimize the severity of is sin, He was
ghown to have a life patievn of homosaxuality and child
. molestation . HE is a DANGER to other yowng boys in the
rongragation sng the community. He came forward only when
le evidencad more worldly sadnegg rather than

forced to,
wa felt that he was unrepentant,

godly , therefore,

Fag vl iy}

Tha following scriptures hold the basis for our degisign;
Romans V124,28,27,82...... 1Corinthians &6:9,10. ..
XHIBT A

Revelation 220310
Cane. 5.0 [0
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Your Erothers,

Bodie Lyon In. m@_’_«}}&n‘%ﬁ}h_
Leray Reiad Jr. ) JIE . Pl F
Ron Fitts ﬁ _____
Bill Mullins 5@%‘7{”##

Dol

HiET_ A
“age. Le i é)
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IEHOVAH'S WITNESSES TTWUEL L B g,

North Congregation

16 Root Avenue
" Red Bluff, ca
96080

S8Y OEC 13 1994

Watchtower o
25 Columbla Helghts
Brooklyn, NY 11201

Daar Brothers,

bacembar 3, 1994

This letter 1s to inform you that James argo will‘nn
longer be serviny as Presiding Overseer in the North Congregation.
It wae necesgary to remove him because he coniassed to committing

adultary.

The Body of Elders has selacted Ropald L, Pitts to serve ta-
mporarily as Presiding Overser. Since Brother Pitts has been szer-
ving as Secretary, the Body declded to put Grant L. Henderson in

as Becretary. Brothar Grant I, Hendersgon has been the Servica
Overspar, so the Body has chogen Billy J. Mulline to serve in that

position.

Both the District Overgear, Brother Amy, and the Circouit Qver-
gaer, Brother Plerre are aware of these changes. Please ses the
enclosed 8-29 form for the address changes. B

Your Brothers,
ﬂ % Z Q ?ZEEE P § i"fiﬁﬂ%% ékwm&v_ , — )
Rona L, Pitte “Grant I.. Henderson - B&Tf§ Jg Mulline

Dooz

OXHIB /’qw
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RECD FEB 1 0 2003

NORTH CONGREGATION OF JEHOVAH'S WITNESSES
Kingdom Hall, 758 Resds Ave., Red Bluff, CA 95080
Corrospondence: 13736 Lisa Way, Red BIuff, GA 86080
Phone: 530-527-4823

East Cottonwood Congragafion of Jehovah's Witnesses

aHoma Lane
Cottonwnod, CA 86022 o k
et 2, 1998 ‘
Daar Brothars,

Thia letter s baing writter to you concarming Jamea Herwlerson. He is currently disteliowshipped but Is
sttending meetings In your congregation. Even though we fael you already kmaw what ha was
disfellowshipped for, we ara writing this tatter in line with the direction from the letter from the Soclaty
dated 3/14/97, as wall ag the diraction wa recleved &t aur Kingdom Ministry Sehoo! In 12/97, concerning
tha informing of the body of eldars of a persan who Iz *known to have been a child molestar moving in to
ot congragation even If ha is disfellowshippad. ) :

lamas Henderssn was distellowshipped from the North Rad Biuff congregation In Decembar 1884 for the
above offense. He served a ail sentence for his convicted crime and since his releasa In Dacember
1997 has been attendiryg the mastings in your congregation. Wa write this letar to you 50 as to inform
you this situstion, :

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.- May Jehovah blass your efforts as you work hard for
kingdom interests,

Your brothers,

Ndﬂh Red Blulf Congregation - Service Gommittes

D 0017

a2
caap JO O
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Raed Rluff Cong, of Jahlvah'e
itnepsen
Bt. # 3 Box 40 Meister Ot/

£ m‘%&‘m&- fed Bluff, Calif. 95060

f=31=81

Gotehtower Bible & Tract Soc.
2% Columbla Helghts
Brooklyn, ¥.Y. 11201

Dear Brothers,
Ve, ap & judicisl comudttee of the Red Bluff Congregation of
Jehotvah's Mktnesses, have disfellowehipped from the congragation

Mvin Esayd.
This sction wae teken on August 22, 1381.

The ro=eon for our tekiog this motion was for the flagrant
viclation of Jehovah's law in respocts %o fornlcation. Even though
there msomed to be a moasyre of repentance wo phas &2 comnlbtes
all sgreed thore wog no other chokee to malde but to remove fdm
E 3 fdrm poseibly contaminating the congregation. The evidence that
laad ue to that comclupion is ep followsl
1, Hs hne been committing oral copulation with three of i-hu
young ones in the congrepation. There cges range from flve,
nine and eleven yearsm, All such acts were committed hy
hlm towsrd thees young ones. -
2. An the Sept, 1, 1981 tetehbowsr etated on page 26 par, 23,
exarolee parbtleuler eare if the wrongdosr has secrstly
garried on groes emln over s long perdod®. He odmitted to
theme zcte to the older girl at loast thres times, the sine
vosr old girl he has been molssting her overy since she wes
8in years old, the last time was oo Auge &, 1981, The boy
he molested four or five %times it recomt montha,
Deenuss of the nusber of versons involved an® thelr families snd
the establiskhed pattern o0f sluning we wade the above decleion.

Yilth you in merving Juhovak,

. %;{E: % @lenn Himdle villiam HMiilar |,

\ess oues mVelusp g Helly ‘EP‘&"‘"‘ "f"‘{ “ﬂ; /mvr }?0&@
Jolwe ﬁlﬂ D 0603

Jurvos sy
EXHIBIT__A
Pane | w19
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RED BLU : ; : !
BLUFF, ChA WF.?_ Disfellowshiping or Diszssotiation Recerd

P T e -

DuTE OF DOFELOWHMIMEG O DEASSOCLTION — '\ a.ooa

m LTI - e ____ .

drm s

DaT? sibfTan® oo e

_ﬂﬁucrzlm]

o Alvin Heard Daz, o opsecompasres on omasocrmay <. o/ 22/81

m porneia, hnmuaexualit; (oral sex with two young girls and one _

!'ﬂ'l.l-'t_IE_ hay 1a cageint ﬂn}

! I:;.n e 3/22/82 SSR JUK 14 BEE

‘e Dare oF DECELCWRMDH 08 CHASIOCTATION ——

P : . =

' Dure emreirares

I:l.nu;w DIEFELLOWIHIRD 8 DEARBOCTIATION . e —

5 4

-

DATE REIMETATED

®::
!

D i

- DUATE FERETATED e o

&h . . | B Frinied fa 0L
' o KHBT_A___

Pane.=_of (O
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ALVIN BLANCHARD HEAR,

February 17, 2006

-

52

1 SUFERIDR COURT OF THE S5TATE OF CALIFCENIA | 1 Watchtoswer Legal ROBERT €. JAMES, ES.
i COUNTY OF TEHAMS | Dept.: Asseciate General Counsel
4 ILTAKNE WIMAERLEY 3 Case Np.: 57598 2 n:rzrchtwtr Bible and Tract
GUTIERREZ, ex al., b] society of New York, Inc.
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-} 1 ]
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& SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC., et 3 & G211 W. Clgarsater Avenue
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0 — ]
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11 MO COORDIRETED CASES 3 Officer Amron Piper
3 | 1o
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3 gursuant to the Ca'liforeda Reles of Clvil Pracadure Bafors Bible and ¥ract Society of Wew York, Ine., et al.
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@
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BuTTivans Houser Bailey, PC testinony about the judicial committien,
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. ALVIN ELANCHARDHEAR’ February 17, 2006
1 for drunk driving? i they were aware that T had been a child
2 A, Yeas. 2 mplegter.
3 Q. And you belleve thatr occurred some- | 3 5o they weuld have to watch me and
4 time it "5 4 make sure there was no == I didn'c use the res
5 &, Yes, sir. § room without being watched or any of that,
& Q. AlT right. And there's a record of | & S8 -
7 that, you believe, in the police records dnm 7 a. And hiw did rthey know that vou wers)
FoB o Rapid City? 8 a melaster?
9 A Yes, there ic. Ll A Becawse J told, shen T was do-Sawsih
10 q. (rid you hald a valid driver’s 10 Daketa, I told those brothers there that [ had
11 Tlicense for the state of Oregon at the time of |11 beer a child molester at one time, And they
12 your arrest? 12 told me, you knew, they'd pass it gn to the
13 c AL Yes, I did. 13 cangregation.
14 Q. And did you held & valid driver’s 14 B | guess evidently after 1995, I
15 lirenss while you lived in South Dakota? 15 phink it was 1497, Watchiower Come our At thay
16 AL I did for awhile, Because when I 16 nime saping that child molesters couldn't be
17 was -- had attended an alcohol treawment 17 used in positions of responsibility or anything
1F program. 1%  like thar, so —-
19 And I could have gotten it back, but 19 Q. Do you remesber tha elders that you
20 I ecouldn't -- we couldn't afferd insurance. 5220 tald n South Dakora that you were a child
21 you have te have insurance to have your |:JZI molestar?
22 driver's license back there. 5S¢ when T got wo |22 A, One was Roger Helly, And the other
23 dregon, T had ¢ renswed, so -—- 23 ome I believe was Steve Taylor., I don't
24 Q. gut you had a deiver's license in 24 remembar the ovher ore, the other one that was
25  South Dakota for some pericd of time? 25 there, what his name was.
L _._2_5___ e B 27
1 A dh yes. I had to have that to dF‘H-'J 1 0. Did you voluntarily provide this
?  pack and Ferth on the freeway, deliver the 1 informavion o these two individuals?
3 papers and so forth. 3 Le ¥es,
4 Q. when you were privately reproved, 4 Q. Oid you understand that you were
5 did you appear personally in front of a judic-| 5  wnder some ochligatvian to do that at the time
6 ial committee? %  what you made This statement Te them?
7 A, Yas. 7 A Yes. I was a baptized persen, so I
B Q. {omposed of three elders? E  needed 1o do that.
9 A, [ baliave there wag thrae. Yes. L] Q. Ard when they learned that you had 3
0 Q. and what was the result of the priv{ I history of child molestation, what special pre
11 ate reprovenant? 1l cautions did they vake with you ir terms of the
12 A, I was just reproved for alcohol, 12 other members of the congregation?
13 and I didn't == wouldn't be hoTding anything 1413 AL They told me that I wasr't allowed
14  the congregatien. But I wasn't even attending |14 ta hold any pesition in the congregation. And
15 then, so0 -- 15 basically I wasp't attending meetings, so thers
16 Q. S0 it really had no effect oA you 16 wasn"t a problem there.
17 personally as far as the church was concerned? |17 a. Well, wyou attemded meetings from "9
13 A, Na. 18 tTo ‘895
13 o Is that correct? 15 A ihat's in Rapid City, South Dakova.
1] A, That's correct. 0 ad. Right
21 a. During your affiliatign with ths 21 A, #rdd the question had never come up
22 Altamont congregation in Klama i i 22 unril ehat =ime wntil the infornation come out
23 appear in Front of any judicial committees? 23 I beliewe it was 1957 it came out.
2a A It was not a judicial committee. 1|24 I wasn't artending meetings at all
15  just come in, in front of some elders. And 25 during thas time, from "S7 o "98.
26 28
— - ——
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. ALVIN BLANCHARD HEARD

February 17, 2006

—
i 3. Well, I'm trying To put 50®2 Time 1 or net. I know that when they send your

| 2 frame here. when you had this conversation ¥ publisher’s card to another congrégation, That

3 with the two elders, Eslly and Taylor, was thisg 3 information’s usually on that.

. 4 afrer you stopped attending services? 4 And mayba enough Time had passed inj!
s A, Ves, 1t was. 5 between that it wasn't there., T don"t know.

& Q. 56 when vou First arrived in Rapid & Q. Did any of these ¢lders that made u
LT Ciny, and you atvtended services from 82 to 7 this committee meecing tel) you they had
| B '45, you didn’t reveal this information to the| 8  received information from another congregation

9 congregation, is that right? % abowt your history of child salestation?

10 M, Right. It WESR"T mecessary to do 10 AL He .
i1 that. They send a letter of record, your 11 Q. when you ot to Alrament, did yau
12 publisher's card, to the congrepaticn that 12 disclose 1o ther that you had a history of
13 you're going te attend., And it's on thay, Sa |13 chj_'l_ﬂ_mlm_u?.

14 they would have baen amare of it anyway. 14 B Mo, They €alled me in and said tha
15 a. And yow think that Watchtower had a |15  they were going to have to let my niece and
16 nem policy im '97 that required you to reveal |16 nephew know, because they mad a child. %o the
17 this information to the elders? 17 #id ¢o that. )

1% A, Well, absolutely.  You would have 1% Q. S0 Cindy and Chester wera members o
19 ta. 19 the lehovah Witnesses, correct?

20 Q. what kappened <in 1397 that changed? | 20 A They are.

21 AL Im "97, I had that DUI. And they 21 Q. Ihey attended church?

22 brought me in an that. And then they asked me | 22 A, Yes.
| 23 if I had problems in that area and I toltd them |23 a. And you were called to a comedctee |
24 yes, 50 == 14 meeting of elders? 1
5 Q. Oy, 1°m asking abaut what church |25 A, Ho. Just two alders talked to mé.

29 3l
1 policy changed in 19597 that prompied you to 1 Q. Do yvou remember those two elders?
| z tell these two ﬂfﬁ?‘ihT&UWal wiu | 2 A, Ore was Mark Ourr. And vou'd have
3 were a child molester? ’ T 3 to get the ogther one's rame from nim, because 1
V& 'R They just outright asked xhe & don't recall.
' & puestienm, Roger Kelly did so -- that's as msuch | 5§ Q. How do you spell Mark's last nase?
| B as I cam recollect. 3 A, I believe ir's D-u-r-r or D-u-r.
7 a. S0 you didn't go to them, they cama| 7 Q. A1l right. How, it's important for
i o0 you, that's right? B me to understand whether you voluntesred this
o A, ¥es5, Ag_d they asked if I wouwld comd 9 information or you only gave tThe information

10 1o _a comsititee meeting 2nd T said yes, se -- 10 when they asked.

11 Q. grnd wou attended a compittes meeting 11 M, I gave the information when they
112 that mas made up of these two indivicuals? 12 asked.

13 A. And there was another orother there |13 Q. Okay. And afrer yvou tald them or

14  1oo. 14 cacknowledged that you were & child molester,

15 Q. Do ywou remember Ris name? 15 did they then want to Enr?i;'l: Cindy and Cheste

16 A Mg, I don't, 16 Miller and ler them know?

17 Q. And in this committes meeling you 17 B Let_me straighten somathing sus, I
18 revealed or acknowledged your history of child |18 was brought to the floor on that by Roger Kelly
118 molegration? 19 §n South Dakota. —
120 A, well, Roger Kelly directed that 20 Whnen T got here, he had sent the
‘u questicn right to me. And I tald him I had 21 pnformation he had., It would hawve been o my

22 been. 22 publisher's card. 5o that's how they krew

23 Q. [id you wnderstand that he already |23  here. -

23 knew? - | So then they called me and asked

15 A Ho. In fact, T don't kaow if he did 25 abour it.  And they said they were going o

0]

EH

Pages 29 to 32

ALVIN HEARD - by Mr. Nolen
(541) 276-2491 BRIDGES & ASS0OCIATES (80() 358-2345

54

—



Secrets of Pedophilia in an American Religion—Jehovah’s Witnesses in Crisis

rul

ALVIN BLANCHARD HE;\]&

February 17, 2006

AL Wa. Because the information was 1 far that you were in Susanville in 1991, appro
2 already there. And when they sent it to 2 wimztaly?
3 another congregation, if there was any 3 I It would e -- actually I nowved to
4 restrictions on it, then I'd be notified of 4 Rapid City, South Dakera, just in "92, so -
5 thart. 5 Q. 50 you were in Susanyi]le jmmed-
o f. Se only if there was some negative B iately befere goirg Te Rapid City, South
7 hisvory on the card such as a private or publiq 7 Dakota, correct?
& reproving or a disfellomshipping would the new| & . Yes.
9  congregation méet with youT 5 Q- And so that would have been 1391
1 LR Mo, They would autopatically koow [ 10 chat you were in Susanville, correct?
11 on that, what was on the card, so - 11 A. Yes.
12 I. While you attended services in Rapid 17 0. A11 right. By the way, while you
13  fity, South Dakota, did the other -- and T 13 were in Rapid Ciry, South Dakota, you were
1&  don't want vou to guess about this, but were 14 grrested, correct?
15 yow ever At a meeting of the church where it 15 A Yei.
16 was made known 10 the mesmbers of that congre- |16 0. For pedophilia?
17 gation that yes had a history of child solest- f17 A Hi
1% atien? T 18 0. I have here a felony warrant of
1% L ko, 13 arrest, File Mo, 04-1762, dated May 4, 2004,
o] Q. You_know that these two elders knew |20 that is an indictment for the crimes of
|21 about it, correct? 21 griminal pedophiliz apainst Alvin Heard.
22 &, Yes, Because I told thenm. 22 A That waz -- I had left South Dakota
23 Q. Right. E‘. wou don'y know what they 23 and was in Klamath Falls., Ang | was even
24 444 with that snformation in terms of passing |24  dncarcerated them when that was brought to me.
25  ip_ep to the other wembers of the Lu-‘lireqil'r_gn. 25 5o 1 was in the Klarath Tounty Jall when that
1
1 correct? 1 was brought forward To me.
z A, Correct. z Q. 3o you ware in fact arrested dn
3 o And then you said that you told 3 Sputh Dakpra? T
4  this == gr Mark Durr 2nd Altamont al%6 knew, £ A Tpst for drunk driving.
E  because apparently he had received inforsation| S Q. What is this Felony warrant of
&  from South Dakota that youw were a child & prrest that I have here for crimim] pedophilfd
7 molaster, correct? 7 chen?
B A Yes. ] AL That's because of what happened -in
9 Q. Mo wou krew whether Mark Dure and 9 I308 with some boys that I molestvel. And I had
10 the other individual whose name you doa't 10 wmoved to Klamath Falls.
11 recall, both of whom were elders, ever pass 11 Slg__th-ey_s'e_nt out & fugitive warrant
12 that informatien on to the other members of thg 12 And I wag arrested and given 2 pla bargain.
113 congregation n Altamont? 13 If I would take this 75 months, thit would be
14 AL It watn't really necessary for thes | 14 ropped.  And 9t was. ’
15 1o do that. They would keep an eye on the 15 q. T just want To make sur this 92
16 individual that's —- 16 clear. It's your testimony then that you were
17 Q. ‘That's not my question, I want to |17 never arrested in South Dakota far allegatiens
18 kmowy 1F wou were ever told or sitting in the 18 of child moiestarion?
1%  gongregation at a meeting where you heard an 19 Al Mo,
20 anmouncement made that, to the other members of) 20 o That's cerrect?
21 the comgregation, that you had a history of 21 A Hat when I was in South Dakota.
22 child nolestacion, 22 4. A1l riahe : '
23 A, Mo, 23 Susanville. while you were in SuSinwille
24 Q. WVET'E go to Susapwille sow. I take [ 24 Tivieg with yq:ufmu kalg
| I8 it ¥rom the chronelogy we've gone throwgh so 25 any positiens of guthority in the "Hsip_.\;j]]g
&2 44
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1 congregation? 1 A, Dennis Thampson.
H LE Ho r Q. Dennis Compton?
3 Q. MHd you actend the services regu- 3 AL Thonpson,
4 larly? 4 . Thompsoen. And Dennis Thompson knew
5 H. JYos. 5 of your acts of child molescation?
& Q. Mg to this point in tine, had you [ A That's correct. Because he handled
7 ever been arrested for child molestatien? 7 the committee meeting that was ap it.
8 AL g | B 0. And this iavelved the Herman
g . But you had been molesting children) % children?
10 up e this point, gorrect? |10 A Wo. This involved children in
11 A. s, 11 Paradise == I meanr in Oroville, Califernia.
1 0. 4171 right. And did you contact any| 12 0. Droville?
13 of the alders im the Susamville congregation 13 e Bacause I lived in Droville ar the
14 and tell them that yow were a pedophile? 14 time. And when that meeting went on, that I
15 A L 15 went before a comaittee, T was in Faradise at
16 . Wiy not? 16  the vine. I had moved From Oroville to
17 A It just wasn't necessary at the 17 Paradise.
18 Time. 18 Q. We're going to get there, but I wand
1% . Why wasn't 11T necessary? 13 to deal here with SusanviVe. So Dennds
M A Well, the infermatien that we had 0 Thompson comes o Susanville during this ope
21 prior to the 1997 I think it was, informatien (21  year pericd that you're there and gives a
v was =- it was taken care of within the 2%  presentation To that congregation?
23 congregation that you ware m, 50 -- 23 A, Yes.,
24 q. are you tel?ing me then that that 24 d. And he knoms you're there?
25  congregation, that is the elders in the 5 A. Yes.
S . T &
1 Susanville conpgregation already knew? 1 Q. Do wou know shether he told any of
2 A Artually they wouldn't., I don't sed 2 the elders in Susanville about his esperience |
E] how they would have known, |3 with you in Paradise?
4 . well, you had -- L] A, L don't knaw. I krow he talked to
5 A Other than one elder that had been 5 the presiding over at the time who was Glen
& on a cemeivres that I was n frant of din &  Strahan,
H Paradise, California. 7 Q. Could T have his name again please?
8 That's when I was still married. ] A Glen Strahan. I dan't kmow if ha's
4  And he may have passed thav infarmavien on, I 4  affiliated with the comgregation still or not
S0 domtt know. 10 there.
11 Q. A1l right. 5o one of the eiders T (11 Q. Glan strahan, for the one year
12  mean we're going backwards here and I'm doing {12 pericd that you were there, was the presiding
13 this for a very specific reason, becawss we're §13  oversaer For the Susanville comgregation?
14 dealing with time frames that go all the way 14 A LTS
115  back, we're going to ge back into the "7p's 15 Q. While you mere 1n Susarvitle, did
16  here. 16  anybody make army reference to this publisher's
17 There was an eider in Susamville at |17 card that we talked about earlier?
18 the time you were there that had previously 18 LE Mo, Hot that I koow of,
18 been an elder 1n Paradise? 19 q. Under your undersranding of the
] A He was in Paradise. And he went te |20 perpose of this card, this card would have coms
21 the Susamville congregation te give a Bible 11 from the preceding congregation, correct?
22 talk. And I balieve he talked to the rasiding |22 AL Right.
23 overseer there. I'm not for sure. 23 G, And befere Susanville, where did yo
24 Q. well, that's akay, Who was this 4  arttend?
23 elder that had come from Paradise? 5 A Paradise, California. I'm starting
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1 1o remesber some things now en that card. The| 1 dise.
2 thing that T remember, it goes to the field H g. 1984.
1 overseer, 3 A veah. But I wes n 1% yeah,
;o4 When you get into A new congre- 4 At would have been 'EE. 1040 I was in Fara-
' 5 pation, they'1Y send far 4t. And thep it's 8 dise, so --
& sent there. 6 . A1l right. So in 198E, you're
] T Very seldom would it be senr algeg T Tivipng n Paradise and you're attending ser-
& with you. It's sent there separately. That's| &  viced at the Kingdom Mall there, is that right}
% to know your activity even if you're standing 9 A ¥Es.
10  in the congregation at the time. %50 that's 110 0. Mow, are you working?
11 basically what I can remember. 111 A. Yes, I am.
12 Q. kow, when you mave from let's say |12 g. And where are you working while you
13 Paradise to Susanville and you begin attending |13  Tived in Paradise?
14 services in Susanville, do you call Paradige 14 M. I worked for Lovisiana Facific in
115 and Ter them know that you'wve now affiliaved 15 COrewille. Califernia.
16 with the Susarwille congregation, is that the |16 Q. Wow, did you Vive in Paradise
17 way you do 1t? 17 eontipuods Iy until wou moved to Susamvilled
!13 Al Mo. They were aware that I was 12 A o,  Becauwse before Paradise, we ha
119 going to be Teaving. And T wasn't for sure 1%  Tived, Hazel and I had Tived in Chico, €alif-
20 where I was going To 0o at the Time. 0 arnia,
21 Q. wWeell, that's what I'm tr‘:f‘l.‘l; to fimg 21 0. WHow, from Paradiss you sgved to
22 out. Mew would the people im Paradise know 211 Susanville, correct?
23 where you're going? 23 A Correct.
24 A. Because the field overseer writes orn 24 q. And I just want to know if for the
| 25 calls and has Them sénd my plrb'Hshrr's card ©o |25 ertire period of time that you lived in
' — . 51
1 their cengregation. 1 Paradise, akay
1 2 Q. But you have to tell them where you| 2 Iy Yes, T did.
| 3 are, correct? 3 i} Let me rephrase the guestion. From
| 4 A weah, 4 JO88 when you moved o Paradise until yﬂum
l's5 Q. You'd have to tell Susanville that 5 to Susanvilledin 1991, did yau Tive contin-
& you'we previcusly come from Paradise and then & wously for that three year period Tn Tafadyse?
7 they would ger the inforsation from Faradise or 7 AL Jes.
2  vyou would have to tell Paradise to send it to i . ATl right, Hew, while you were -in
9 Susanville, correct? | %  Paradise, yow confessed to the elders of that
i A wWelt, he, the fiald oversaer -- [ 10 corggregation thar you had been nolesting child-
11 talked to the field overseer. When you become |11 ren, 15 that right?
12 a mepber of that cengragation, they have to 12 AL That 1 had molested childrea in the
13  have a publisher's card first. 13  proville congregition, _
14 and they will call orf write the 14 Q. Eipe. i\__l'.'ll"n'«ﬂ'ir. Bu1 yau
15 field averseer of the other congregation. "’herfﬁ corfessed to the molestations, corect?
15 it sends it forth. 116 AL Yes.
17 Q. S0 how long were you a members of the 17 Q. And did you de that in frons of a
18 Paradise congregation? 18 judicial commitres of elders?
19 B, 1 can't recall exactly on that. 18 A, When 1 contessed?
| 20 (5hort pause in the proceedings). 20 . Yes.
1 Q. I'm geding to represent To youw that | 21 A. He. Two elders were there. And
12 according te your wife Hazel, that you lived ir{22  then when [ confessed 1v, thay wrota up —= tool
23 Paradise from roughly 1988 until you moved to {23 311 the informatien down. Then I werii GEIOTE 3
4 Susanville. Does that sound abowt right? 14  commitpee.
15 B M2 Because in 1980 I was in Para- | 25 L. Okay, 5o first you tell] g elders
L 50}
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1 outside of a cemmitces? 1 admission on your part did not have to be
2 A. ¥is. 2 comewnicated to the parents of these children,
3 a. Then they convene the committee, and 3 15 that righs?
4  you related your sdmissions to them again? i & Mo, Met ac all. T teld -- [ wesar
4 A Yes. 5 and told the parents myself. And told them
& . Who were the teo eldars that yow & that I would wait there at cheir house §f cheay
T rtald before the cosmittes was convensd? 7 wanted to call the sheriff or whatever,
| & A, Actually I can picture their faces g Q. Thar dossa’t answer my guestion
% in py mind, but I can't resember their nges. §  thowgh, Mr, Heard. #And T want to try it again
10 I can remenber who was on the conanties, 19 When you were privately reproved, 1
11 a. Who's on the committee? 11 the parents mere 13t there for this judicial
12 A, The ore that I can remember would bg 12 conmitree meeting and it was just you and the
13 Dennis Tnompssn.  And he was the same one, by |13 three elders, i3 1t your undérstanding that th
14 rthe way, that was din Susanville to give that 14 alders would rot have had to go to these
15 talk. 15 parents and tel? them?
16 Q. Anyona else that you can remepber, 16 &, They went to the parents. 1 mean,
17  even a first name that was on the cosmittee? 17 they talked to the parents. The thing on
LE A, I can't remenber their names. I 18 private reprove 15 that when the Judicial
19 don't recollect. 19 comeittee was comvened and T was there, since
i} 0. Ang the two elders That you teld 20 none of the perents showed vp, they were
2t oefore you made the confession, were either ongd 21 dinvited 1o show wp, to come there.
72  or both of these individuals on the judicial 12 fnd they were tald that they soill
13 comaittee? 23 coudd take action within six years afrerwards.
24 B tne of them, I believe ane of them |24 . 5o it"3 your understanding then tha
25 was. He was the older brother That was there, |25  the parents already had been informed and knew
53 55
1 50 -- 1 as well as the fact that you had rald them?
z Q. and as 3 result of this admission off 2 A, Yes. Absolutely.
3 molesting children in Oraville, what action wad 3 Q. A1V right. e this molestation |
4  taken? 4 dnvolved four girls, is that right? -
3 A, I was privately reproved because =< 5 A, Dne_boy and three girh.
& I was privately reproved, so -- If you want ] 4. Ome boy and three gir|;7
7  further details, you'll have tu ask. 7 AL Yes. T
2 0. I'm going te, yes. L} 1. fnd do wou remember their Ames?
4 A, Olay . 9 A I don't recall.
10 a. First of &1, I want vou to tell me (10 ] Do you remember the nanes, the Jast
11 what & private reproving is in the Jehovah 11 mackes?
12  witness religion. 12 A Belmgnt was the name of the bay, the
113 &, Privately reproved means that it's |13 Tast name of the boy. Mathan was his §rst
14  done within, right there. It dogsn’t have to |14 name, Nathan Belmont,
15 be ansounced 1F you're privately reproved. 15 Q. What was the pame of the boy? '
116 If it's public reproved, yes. In 16 A, Hathan Belmont.
[17  other words, i thare's people that are arcund §17 . Hathan Belmont.
18 thar are aware of the whole situatrion and thosd 18 And were the three girls a1l 10 one
1% parents of those children that were involved 15 family¥
20 were invited there. 20 #, No, they weren't
|21 If they would have care, then 9t Z1 a. What were thafr last names?
22 would have been a public reprove. Since nome 22 A I don't recall.
23 of them showed up, then it was & private 13 Q. I'm going o give you some mmes ang
M reprove, - 4 see 1P it refreshes your recollection. WEs
25 0. And your undaritanding & that this |25 there & gir) by the name of Maria?
54 1
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1 A, L= 1 I had. That's as near as I can recall.
- Q. Was one of thr_gir'li_ did one of the 2 Q. Well, I don't want you 1o guess. I
I _girls have the last name of Herman? ¥ mean if --
4 A. _That was in the Red 81uff cogrore- 4 A0 Well, she didn't want to deal with
5 gation, 5 that.
B 0. I'm only talkino about Qroville } & 4. She dealt with it before, correct?
7 _right now. ) Al Right,
L Ao Ckay. & q. angd this was another instance of
L Q. How_abowt -- Ter me Jook here, % child abuse that had come to her attention?
10 (Shart passe n the progecdings).) 10 A, fes,
11 Q. Did ¥OU_ever walast a young girl hy j1L a. And she Tefr you?
1z the nane of Maria Sackoll, 5-a-c-k-o-1-17 12 A Yos
13 LR Mot that T recall, Ho. 13 Q. And where did she --
14 . Hd you ever molest Roxanne, 14 A, Excuse me. She didn't leave me,
15 Heather, and Navalie -- Roxanne, Heather, and {15 because I didn't confess to that until after
16 Haralie Wermant? — 16 she lefy. S5She went ta Sacramento then.
7 LH 1 just touched them inappropriazely | 17 q. Where did she move when she separ-
18 _at gre time. 18 ated from you?
19 0. Al three? 1% A, She moved to Chico, Califormia,
| 20 Al Al three, 20 q. Angd go you know where she Tiveo?
21 Q. Teay. Mona McIntosh? 21 A I can just remember -- recall an
{12 L= She accused me. T, no, 1 never 22 apartment there. [ moved back. We went back
13 did molest Mona. That was my ex-wife's sister]23 together there sp --
|24 0. Shamn McIntosh? 24 Q. So she got an apartment €in Chico an
15 AL Tes. 25 moved From your residence in Paradise?
- 57 o 59
[ 1 Q. Nigkie Careoll¥ L Al ¥es,
F] A Xes, - Q. And how leag did she live in Chico
3 I. Byt as you sit here today you cannet] 3 before you reundted?
l 4 _cepember the names, and I've get them in here 4 Al Actually she -- I believe 3t one
% ' not goi to take the time right now, 5 time she moved back to Red Bluff. And I went
¢ 6 ihe pgeas of the children in Oroville other E 6 and got & -- well, that's when we Tdved —-
I 7 _han Mathap Beltent? 7 I'm trying to get this all put
] A, The one kid's mother's name was Pat) 8  topether, where I can help you with that. In
9 . Hut I can't remember what her last nese is. T4 @ Paradise she had Tefr ne twice.
10 _might have been Sacksi]. Is that the one 10 The first time she wedt to Sacra- |
11 you -- 11 mento. And then we got back together after
1z d. Yeah. 12 that,
13 A, doid ghen 1 pever did know the name {13 But when she was 1n Sicragento, I
14  of ner child. Just, she was two years old wheq 14 confessed to this other child molestation, of
15 1 touched her inapprepriately. 15 ¢ the gnes that hapoened in Orowilie
15 Q. As & result of == Well, let me putr |16 Q. Da_you remesber what gear yry admit
|17 the guestion differently. While you ware 1T weg to _the molestations in Oroville?
|18 1iwirg in Paradise, did you and your wife Hazel 13 Al It would have had to have been right
19 LERATATE Y 1% aftgr we moved to Paradize, Califormia.
20 A, Yes, we did, 0 Q. Arpund 19EE, correct?
21 4. Do you know why -- well, First of 21 A Right. Because we movwed from
22 all, did she leave you? i1 Faradise I mean, from Orowille, Lot me get
23 A, Yes, she did. 23 v strajght now.
4 Q. ant do you know why she left you? |24 we moved from Oraville to Paradd se.
L5 B I guess because of the probiems thay 25  And then she -- that's where she left ne was if
58 2]
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. ALVIN BLANCHARD HEARD . February 17, 2006
1 Paradise the first time. Then we got back 1  recollect, I just don't Rnoe.
2 together. And then she left another time righy 2 Q. Okay. And if you're privately
| 3 around 1990, 3 reproved and it's put em the card, the card
| 4 Q. why did you adait to The malesvation 4  dossa’t heve to say what you were reproved for
5 of the four children in Oroviltie? 5 carrect?
| & A, Because of conscience, Bible & A I'm not aware, 5o I don't know,
P conscieonce, conscience. T was havimg a streug- | 7 0. Well, that would be a publishing of
& gle to ory to -- with this sort of behavior. 8  the reproval. and the whole concept of the
] 0. So you just decided that you were %  private reproval 15 to keep it within this
|1l:| going to tell the elders? 1> mesting invalving the elders and the person
11 M. Yes, I did. 11 that's invalved, "sm't that right?
12 Q. And it i%n't because anvbody was 12 MR. SCHNACK: I'm going te
13 accusing yow ef anything, is thav right? 13 object to the form of the guestien. I think
14 LR Ho. WMo, they weren't, 14 you're mischaracterizing his testimony.
15 Q. That includes the parents of these |15 You Can answer.
15 chiTdren? 16 THE WITHESS: Rephrase the
17 A. Tes. 17 questios.
1% Q. And you said that you went o the 18 MRE. NOLEN: Sura,
19 parests and told them as well? 1% 0. {BY M., NOLEN:} The private
0 A, I did, The ones that I coulda't 20 reproving, as you've explained it, means that
21 face. [ called. 21 the informaricen that's discussed in this
12 Q. How, whan you were privately repro- |22  session with the elders remains private?
23 wed in Paradise, that dide't grevent vow from |23 A, Yes, it does.
14 i i orrect? 24 Q. And it's not announced to the
5 Ao _No, no. 15 congregation, correct?
61 &3
1 Q. _#nd privage reeroval didn't nean 1 A. Correct.
2 _thar_any of the other sembers of o= 2 Q. and it's mot given to the other
3  patign knes what had happened, correct? 3  elders, correct?
4 A, JRight, Yes. 4 A The other elders would have known
5 Q. That's correct? 5 what -- that there mas a private reprowe that
[ A, P & took place.
7 0. _Anc to vour knowledge, none of the ¥ Q. But beyend that, no one else knows
5 other menbers of the congregation kmew of this| B the reasons, correct?
4 privage reproving. correct? B Ao Bo.
10 A, Ho, they didn't. ilﬂ Q. And therafore would the publishing
11 1. And you remained in that congra- 11 card that we've been talking about conmin the
12 gation, attending services there until you 12 specific information about the privare reprov-
13 relocated to Susanville ip 1391, Correct? 13 ing?
14 A, ¥es. Yes. But our addresses im 14 B It depends on how many -- this is o
15 Paradise had changed, so -- 15  own thinking on it. It depends on how long ag
16 qQ. and do you know as you sit here 16  that it veok effect. If 9t was within the list
17 today whether the publisher's card that showed |17 few years or o forth.  And 1 don't recl’.
18 up dn Susanville made note of the admission of |18 &, Okay.
18 child sclestation in Paradise? 13 MR, WOLEN: Why don't we take
0 A I have no didea. 1 don't thimk it 20 short break.
21 did. 21 THE VIDEQGRAPHER: I'm ofF the
22 0. Do you kpow whether that publisher's 22 record,
23 card poted your private repraving in Paradise? | 23 {Shart recass]
24 A, It probably did., But I don't know, [24 THE WIDEOQGRAPHER: wWe'r back
25 I can't recollect, so =- not that I can't 25 on the record,
- 62] 4
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1 0. (BY MR. MOLEM:} MWr. Heard, accor- 1 o YES.
!  ding to information provided by your former 2 ix. What did you da for Lowisfana
3 wife, you Tived in Oroville keginndag in abowt | 3 Pacific?
4 15837 4 Al I pulled chain and did grading
5 A, Yes, 5 1. Is that what you did while you 1iveg
& q. And did you Tive in Orowville contind &  4n Paradise?
7 wously from 1985 until vow moved to Paradise if 7 AL Tes.
& 19887 ] 1. Did you hold any pesivions of lead-
9 He Tes, sir. 9 ership at the Kingdom Hall in Oroville?
p1n 0. And wera you affiliated with the 10 Al Hao.
11 congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses while you |11 . Wien did you begin molestieg the
12  were living in Oroviiler 12 children i Orovilla?
13 A, Ter. 13 A, It wis several monchks after -- wall
14 . and do you remember the name of thay 14  as mear as I can recollect, it mas probably a
15 congrepation? 15  porth or sg after I quit attending mestings.
16 Al Mo, I don't 16 And I can't recall exactly when Thay wat.
17 Qs Po you remenber the street Tocationd 17 Q. And how did you ceme in contact with
1 A, I can't resember that either. 18 thesg childron?
19 i Did wou attend services oa a regularn 19 A My daughter was a régular ploneer.
20 basis? 20 And they would come to the howse, $9 --
21 L For awhile, yes. . 11 Q. S50 the molgstations all occurred dn
22 . How Tong #id you attend regularily ay 22 your personal residence?
23  the congregatien in Oroville? 23 A, fes.
4 A. Probably eight morths to 8 year, 4 Q. And this is while the children were
25 nearly as I can repember. 25 there to see your daughter?
T &5 &7
1 0. and 1 hawven't asked this guestion. § 1 A, Wall, rhey would Teave thes therg
1 probably should. Wnen you would arvvend 2  becaese my dawghter would be out go out 1n
3 services, would you always go together; that 3 the field service with her mother or shatever,
4 s, you and your wifel a Q. Sooyol were m effect baby-sitting
5 A, Most of the time, yes. 5  thase childrent
£ Q. She was a member of the Jehovah B AL Just the ane, Kathan. The other
i witness faith? 7 one. she was just there at ore Time I think
[ A, Teg, she was, B with Beth.
b} Q. And with just rare exceptions, the 5 Q. wWell., thare were four chilgran,
10 two of you would attend the meetings and the i correct?
11 services together, correct? 11 A, Thrae.
12 A, Most of the vime we both did. My 1z Q. 411 right. WNathan and two girls?
13 davghrer also attendad. 13 A, Right. ]
14 q. That's Beth? 14 0. And you don't remesber their ngres?
15 . Beth. 15 AL The ome I believe, since you brought
15 0. %0 better yet, explain it to ws why |16 up Pat Sackell, it would have been her 1ittl e
17 you didn't arrend services excepr for eight 17 daughter who was two years old.  And | “nagprod
18 months to a year while you Tived in Oroville. 12 priately touchad her.
115 B, lust spmetimes you just get imvolwed 15 0. She wat only two years oldf
|20 too much ia work and ather activities that 0 A, Yes.
21 knocks it out, so -- 21 Q. Wers you ever confronted by the
22 Q. wWhere were you working? 22 parents of these children while you Tived in
23 A I was working for foviziana Pacific. 23 Orawv: 1 1&7
L4 Q. The sase place you worked while you | 24 h, Mo,
25 Tiwed in PFaradise, correct? 25 0. They didn’t know abour Y, correct?
&6 68
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e

Defendants Did Not Report Child Abuse

Ithough evidence supports the claim that Watchtower Defendants routinely failed to report

accusations of sexual abuse to law enforcement, in California as of January 1, 1997, clergy
members were added to the list of “mandatory reporters” pursuant to California Penal Code §
11165.7(a)(32).

As found in the documents on pg. 9 of Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Watchtower Defendants’
Motion to Strike in All Coordinated Cases, and on pgs. 8-9 in Plaintiffs’ Opposition to
Watchtower Defendants’ Demurrers in All Coordinated Cases, Defendants excused their conduct
of not reporting childhood sexual abuse in California by their own appointed agents on the claim
that they were not required by law to do so before 1997. This defense is in regards to five of the
six cases. (The seventh lawsuit in the coordinated action was filed October 2006 and not
involved in the Napa coordinated action in March 2005 when the following brief was filed by
plaintiffs.) Plaintiffs’ attorneys put to rest Defendants’ arguments thusly:

The only case where it is alleged that Watchtower Defendants were required to
report consistent with Penal Code § 11164, et. seq., is Daniel West, et. al., on behalf
of Shane Pence. The remaining cases allege Watchtower Defendants' failure to report
incidents of childhood sexual abuse to law enforcement as a basis of their negligent
conduct. This organization could have actively proceeded to protect the children
entrusted to their care, but chose not to act in the best interests of the children.
Instead, they chose to protect pedophiles. Plaintiffs contend the Organization's failures
to protect victims of sexual abuse by, including but not limited to, failing to notify law
enforcement is negligent conduct.

Plaintiffs contend that a reasonably prudent organization, like the Watchtower
Defendants, should have notified Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs' families, and law enforcement
that pedophiles were sexually abusing children within their Organization.?°

This cause of action has been asserted on behalf of Shane Pence, only, in the
Daniel West, et a/., matter. As alleged in that complaint, Shane was abused by the
perpetrator after January 1, 1997. As of January 1, 1997, Clergy members were added
to the list of "mandatory reporters"” pursuant to Penal Code 8 11165.7(a)(32). Shane
alleged that from approximately 1992 through 1997, he was sexually abused by
Timothy Silva. (See West Amended Complaint at 1 26 and 57.) Shane also alleged
that the Watchtower Defendants had actual and/or constructive knowledge as early as
1987 that Silva, who they appointed to a position of authority, was using his position
of authority to sexual abuse children entrusted to their care. (See West Amended
Complaint at 99 22 and 57.) The California Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act,
enumerated in California Penal Code 811164, et. seq., became effective January I,
1997, which mandated that members of the clergy report suspicions of abuse to law
enforcement. Shane alleged that the Watchtower Defendants failed to report to law
enforcement the abusive and illegal acts of their agent, Silva, both prior to and after
Shane was abused. (See West Amended Complaint at 9 58.)

Shane was abused after Penal Code 8 11164, et. seq., was enacted and
Defendants failed to report this abuse to law enforcement, despite their mandatory

2 plaintiffs” Opposition to Watchtower Defendants’ Motion to Strike in All Coordinated Cases, p. 9, filed 3/15/05.
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obligation to do so. They failed to uphold their legal duty, which allowed Silva to
continue abusing Shane.?!

Yes, Defendants claimed they did not report child abuse before 1997 because they were not
required by law to do so. However, after the law was passed they still did not report child abuse
if they could get away with it. For all practical purposes, the rationale behind Defendants and the
rest of this religious group to not report child abuse has always been *“to not bring reproach upon
God’s name and his organization,” and not expressly to protect pedophiles, although it appears
there were exceptions. But what does the expression, “...not bring reproach,” mean in real
terms?

To gain adherents, the Witnesses maintain their group is a brotherhood where “true”
Christian love exists; where members are superior in morals and values than adherents are in
other religions. Members insist Witness beliefs make for better husbands, better wives and better
children. Without a doubt, negative publicity would spoil that carefully crafted image and
hamper conversion to the religion. Insular religions such as Jehovah’s Witnesses are
communities closed to “worldly gaze,” who do not want others to know they are not as they
portray themselves to outsiders. They are like dysfunctional families who keep family secrets out
of a misguided sense of loyalty, not wanting neighbors to know what really goes on behind
closed doors.

Another reason why Jehovah’s Witnesses were not encouraged to report child sexual abuse,
which is difficult for non-Witnesses to comprehend, is because Witnesses viewed sexual child
abuse as a “sin” not a crime; Men who molested were sinners—not criminals—and there were
rules in place how to deal with sinners, although attitudes have changed on this subject due to
recent negative publicity. Speaking of Witness rules, read what one prominent Watchtower
official, Richard Abrahamson, now deceased, who taught at one of the 1994 Kingdom Ministry
Schools, told elders on November 26" “The principle of two witnesses must stand when dealing
with any accusation of wrongdoing. On the other hand if there is a clear case of child abuse that
has substance it would be handled as any other charge of judicial wrongdoing in the
congregation.” Clearly, this leaves out reporting child abuse to the authorities.

Even after exposure of hidden child abuse within the Witness organization, elders, who are
“clergy” for the group, are still not instructed to report child sexual abuse in states where it is not
mandated for clergy do so, and even now do not encourage members to report child abuse to the
authorities. However, since at least the 1970s, Witness elders were mandated to report child
abuse accusations to Watchtower leaders who promulgated very specific policies, the most
important of them was that elders had to call Watchtower’s “Legal Department” for direction
when there were allegations of child sexual abuse. Elders were required to gather evidence,
question witnesses and render judgments about what punishment, if any, would be imposed on a
child abuser. They were forbidden from revealing the results of their investigations to law
enforcement authorities, but would report the results of their investigation to the Watchtower
Legal Department.

21 plaintiffs” Opposition to Watchtower Defendants’ Demurrers in All Coordinated Cases, pgs. 8-9, filed 3/15/05
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However, these policies were designed to prevent cooperation with secular investigators.
For instance, when an elder called the Legal Department he would be asked what state he lived
in. If that state required clergy to report child abuse to law enforcement, a recommendation was
made that the elder make an anonymous call from a telephone booth with another elder looking
on. They were instructed to “Keep a written record of who made the call, to whom it was made,
the date and time of the call, and other pertinent factors. This record should then be signed by the
two elders and placed in congregation files as proof that a report of child abuse was made in
compliance with the law.” No doubt this was done so that law enforcement authorities would be
unable to contact them for more information. And since state reporting laws do not specify the
way or how clergy should report, it appears the requirements in the Telememo form are done this
way for only one reason—to protect Watchtower leaders—not to protect children from a
dangerous sexual predator.

In 2001, when NBC Dateline was preparing its news program about child sexual abuse
within the Witness organization, one of Jehovah’s Witnesses was arrested for child sexual abuse
in Fayetteville, Tennessee. One of the Witness children he had molested was the daughter of a
friend of ours. The event had happened about nine years previously. | phoned our friend who told
me she reported the molestation to the elders when it first happened. ”Leave it in our hands,” she
was told, which she did. Nine years later, when the Fayetteville, Tennessee, Witness molester
was arrested, she inquired if the elders had reported her daughter’s molestation to the police, she
was told that one of the elders was assigned to call the authorities from a phone booth and the
other elders assumed he had done just that. My friend thought it curious that she was never
contacted by the police, but over the years, assumed that the elders were handling things
correctly until another girl who was molested by the same man mustered up enough courage to
go to the police.

I remember thinking how odd it was that a call was made to the police from a phone booth.
Kingdom Halls had telephones. Elders had telephones at home, so why call from a phone booth?
But | thought no more about it until recently when | found within court documents from
California a form entitled, “Child Abuse Telememo,” published by the Watchtower Society. This
form is completed by a member of the Legal Department when an elder calls Watchtower to
report child abuse. Amazingly, that phone booth directive is found in the Telememo as a
suggestion to elders if they lived in a clergy-mandated reporting state.

Among many survey questions found written on the Telememo form is one very
inappropriate question: “How many elders felt that the victim was somewhat at fault or willingly
participated in the acts?” This one and the other survey questions clearly show the depth of
investigative action elders were expected to be involved with.

Through the discovery process, Plaintiffs’ attorneys were able to procure from Defendants
Watchtower four of the blank forms that were used until 1994. What Plaintiffs’ attorneys really
wanted were completed Child Abuse Telememo forms involving one of the victims of child
abuse they were representing. Defendants refused to provide such as explained by Watchtower
Attorney, Mario F. Moreno:

3. There are four blank forms (dated 1989; 1992, 1993, and 1993, respectively)
contained in Exhibit 3 to plaintiffs’ discovery motion no. 3 concerning the Watchtower
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Legal Department. Watchtower NY earlier produced each of those forms in discovery,
and each was stamped "CONFIDENTIAL" prior to being produced. The Watchtower
Legal Department and its attorneys used one of these forms when taking calls from
congregation elders who sought legal advice from the Legal Department on child
abuse matters from about July 1989 until about 1995. Each of these forms, when
used, was completed by attorneys and legal assistants working under the attorneys'
legal supervision within the Legal Department after attorneys and their legal assistants
obtained information through confidential and privileged communications with
congregation elders as clients of the Legal Department. The completed forms are used
by attorneys in the Legal Department to assist in providing legal advice to the elders
as clients of the Legal Department and document the legal advice given to the
congregation elders. Thus, any such completed forms retained in the Legal
Department contain confidential and privileged information obtained through
confidential and privileged communications between a Legal Department attorney and
a client of the Legal Department. As such, disclosure in this litigation or otherwise of
any such completed forms or of the information contained in any such completed
forms would necessarily result in the disclosure of confidential and privileged
communications between a Legal Department attorney and a client of the Legal
Department. In addition, disclosure of any summary that might have been prepared
by the Legal Department of any of the confidential and privileged information
contained in the completed forms would likewise result in the disclosure of confidential
and privileged communications between a Legal Department attorney and a client of
the Legal Department or potentially of attorney work product information.?2

On October 16, 2006, Judge Raymond Guadagni ruled in favor of the Defendants saying,
“...any compilation of information, as from the ‘survey questions’ constitutes attorney work
product and is not discoverable.” This meant that completed forms were protected under the
attorney-client privilege.

22 Declaration of Mario F. Moreno In Support of Church Defendants’ Opposition To Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel
PMK Deposition and Document request regarding the Legal Department, p. 2, filed September 29, 2006.
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SRS000000080
Legal CHILD ABUSE TELEMEMO Service
1. Date and time of telephone call:
2. Person bandling call: — B
3. Name and phone ber of caller: .
. b‘/
4. Congregation name, city, and state of caller: —__ ,%!f‘:
5. Name, age, and congregation status of offender: /4(1
6. Name, age, and congrepation status of victim: 4;/ A
7. Briefly describe the nature and extent of abuse:
8. When did the abuse occur?
9. Is victim in same home with offender?
10. What efforts are being made to protect victim?
11. Has a report been made to authorities? YES-(J NO-OI
12. Give details of how reported:
13. Who else has knowledge of abuse?
14. Have any elders been contacted by authorities for testimony or cong. records? YES-O NO-O
15. Direction given:
NONREPORTING O REPORTING [3
‘l'b- elders bave po duty to report child abwse uoder The elders have & 30 repart child whuse under the child
child abuse re, sbuse reporting Jaw. The, wpeak (o the ofender direcdy abd Tid ool if be
Ilw. thbﬂm is willing &0 tura himself m. H be iz vawilling, there may be somecnt else wha
repart or pursoe the matter ulpotunl bas knowledge of the abose wha will maks a repart. If no one who. has knowl-
decision. W:emlmudlh edge of the bvﬂﬂn:hnm.rmmmmd:mu'm-huqm
irected the nwconuﬂﬂu mots phoms repert from a nestral locativn, such as a phens booth. %:
ll{:l il they wre subpoonacd. We had keep a wriiea secord of who mads the call, to whom it was made, the to and
gl obij mlhgddunhlndhgummuuzu mﬁmﬂ,wﬂsrpmmm.mwmdmhmﬁh
'

‘Ihuldm.ﬁmldwd’uaﬁ Awoke! izmucs op child was mads in co

-nyo:hnrunnt-uw«amgdnm‘ hmnﬂ-nmﬂshdqmmmmnupmnhnl.mpnd_

abuse sn-n 1-22-85, }2~22 86, 10-1-23) in deatiality mad divected the elders 1o contact the Legal Department if they are
[ mmal mg) r«"'m'"‘ et bandling this mansr as they

nz;. llwnld huu:bur the sifustion carefully for the Awake! jasues on child abuse {6-22

ﬂnﬂu .
pnvmfumnn'hma The mﬂdmyo&eru@ef:mmu?'nzgﬂ?' . The elders should refor o the

protection of other potential victims, appropriats spinitua! assistance 1o the family,

16.

Other directi —

17.

Follow up required: _____

See Reverse Side O

1569
WTNY 00566
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SRS000000092

DESK: Legal Service

CHILD ABUSE TELEMEMO }.
Date of telephone call: .
Person handling call: {,ﬂ

e
Name of caller: f‘?f’}
v .
Congregation name, city, and state of caller: /'?;/
Name, age, and congregation status of ol’fénder:
Name, age, arid congregation status of victim:
Briefly describe the nature and extent of abuse:
Direction given:
Follow up reguired:
1992
WTNY 00568
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SRS000000093
Lozl CHILD ABUSE TELEMEMO Service
1. Date and time of telephone call: _ —

2. Person handling call: —
3. Name and phone number of caller:

4. Conpregation name, city, and state of caller: -

5. Name, age, and congregation status of offender: L8 .

6. Name, age, and congregation status of victim: 4’: .

7. Briefly describe the nature and extent of abuse: //:f

8. When did the abuse occur? O Confessed O Denied O Unkaown
9. Is victim in same home with offender?
10. What efforts are being made to protect victim?

11. Has a report been made to autherities? YES-O NO-0)
Give details of haw reported

B

13. Who else has knowledge of abuse?
14. Have any elders been contacted by authorities for testimony or coag. records? YES.[] NO-0O1

15. Direction given:

NONREPORTING O REPORTING O

Elders b - child Elders bave a duty 1o repert child abuse underthe child
et have ra duy 1o repar chlld shts mder Bie  ese repordiag Low. ould speak o the GHERE Twealy S Rl 5ot T he is
Wheticr oihers who have KNGWIEdge make a feportof pue.  WAHng 18 urn himselfin. 1f he is uewilling, there may be somesna else who has knowh
sue the matier fegally is @ personal docimon. We explaned  =dpe of the abuse who will make » repogt. If 1o one who has kaowledge of the abuse iz
e Sotety’s :ﬁ; of confidentiality and asked the elders § to make & report, two elders should makic a phone -
o view o ke ol oy | B0 Teheounepura et jose, et 7 phonsbec. They shuld g v roard S o mude e

v i ritiey i Hgwie, l L) me af | s ather sclors.
e e Con e thoold then be vigeed by e two elders wnd placed in congregation fiies a1 prool

calve the congreg:
wct the Legal Department if they are subpoensed, No leg-
al objection to the riders handling thi Hata of child abuse was made. Liance with the Jaw, We explained the Soci-
shjertion to the elders handling this 13 sny othcr <ae of «ty's palicy of confideniibry and aiked e cléars o revicw the m;"‘;m&._ 1989,

serous I'rr-llgdmné. The elders should refer 1o the lefter ! -
of March 23, 1991, and use the anticles cied on child  EMcourage parties not 1 iwolve the if suthor nisct the
abusz in gving appropriate spiritual assivance fo the  LE if they are subpoemcd. No lagal objectin Lo the ddders handling his
furily. " (See also dwike! 10.2-83) Trast v wite 35 4my o cuse of senous wrorgdaing. The cders hosld reie 1 e e of Much
i i 23, 1992, and use the artitles cited on abuse in giving :ﬁ)plmnlll fpiritual assistance
i extreme thoughtfulness and

extreme hul nd kindoess. 2 it seces
P Sl i ML e ey oo Rt e e Tl
nl ed? P rdaess. 1z it o L) sexu ietim, i a 3 t
i tva sicpa shauld be - the accused? Positive s :;\;dd b: taken h; ;‘r:v‘:ﬂ ;l\herul;u:!_. _'i'h"::ﬁiiﬂmﬂlﬂu

went further shuze. The elders d monitor the sinuation L i n
carefully for the protection of ether polential vicums. menjior the siniadan carehully for the protwstion of other potential vicdms.
16. Other directi

17. Follow up required:

See Reverse Side O
1933

WTINY G569
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SRS000000094

18. Additional ts:

SURVEY QUESTIONS

1. ‘Whataction hasbeen taken by the elders?

1. How long have the elders known of the accusation before calling Legal? -

3. Have the elders reviewed the letter of:  Yes No
July 1, 1989
March 23, 1952
February 3, 1993

4, Have previous accusations been made against the accused?

§. Hasthechild received a medical examination?

6. What person brought this charge to the elders?

7. Wiere did any conversations with the child occur?

8. Didtheelders talk directly with the child?

9. How many elders feltthat the victim was somewhat at fault or willingly participated in the acts?

WTNY 00570
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Legal:

1.
i

1

10.
n.
12.
11
14.
15,
16.
AT

18,

CM PROFILE

Attorney-Client Privileged
Service:
Person handling call:
Phone number:

Date entered:
Caller's name:

Congregation: City: State:
Accused: Congregation status:
Congregation: Date of Baptism:

Date of Birth: Age:

Dld he ever serve as an elder, ial servant, or pi ?

When did he serve? In what capacity?
Relationship(s) of accused to victim{s)?

Victim(s): Congregalion status:
Congregation: Age:
Who reported: When first told elders:

Relationship of reporter to victim? to accused?

Have elders spoken with the accused? O Na O Yes
Under what circumstances?

Admitted to elders? Denied?

Briefly, the nature and extent of abuse:
Categorize the abuse:

‘When did abuse occur?

Now living in same home?

Other minors living in same home?
‘What efforts to protect vietim(s)?
Reported to authorities?

Glve details of how reported:

Who has knowledge of abuse?

Elders conlacted by authorities?
Direction given:

C Cenfessed ) Denied

CNo O Yes

T Na () Yes

T2 Ne 2 Yes
See Statutes book
Other direction:

Comments...

Follow-up description:
Follow-up date:

1993

70
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SRS000000085

2,

ONe O Yes

& Unknown
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No Child Abuse Reporting Policy

Plaintiffs’ attorneys requested of Defendants to provide the “Person most knowledgeable
(PMK) regarding any and all policies that the Jehovah’s Witness organization had for handling
accusations and proof of child sexual abuse from 1970 to the present.” Watchtower Defendants
complied by supplying Gary N. Breaux, a Watchtower Service Department representative. He
was deposed on November 15, 2005 by Plaintiffs attorneys. Pertaining to reporting child abuse,
this is the way the deposition reads:

Q. But you've also told us that the elders are not trained in the type of
investigative techniques that law enforcement employs. True?

A. That's right.

Q. So my question is — is not directed at anybody other than the — than the
expectation of what the elders should do. My question is simply this: Why don’t the
elders, as soon as they receive an allegation of child sexual abuse pick up the phone
and call the police and ask the police to come in and investigate?

A. You’re speaking of prior to '94?

Q. Yes, sir.

A. Well, it would depend—many states didn’t require it. And the position of the
body of elders is to — care for that individual within the confines of the congregation.
But at times it did require individuals to call the authorities.

Q. Okay.

A. And certainly the family and those — those that are knowledgeable of it to
inform the authorities for extra protection.

Q. But prior to 1994, it was not the policies — | don’t know what the policy is after
'94 and I'm not suggesting what it is after '94. But at least up through 1994, it was
not the policy of the Jehovah’s Witnesses to have the elders pick up the phone and call
the police and have them come over and investigate allegations of child sexual abuse
across the board, was it?

A. Well, no, it was not a policy, but it doesn't mean that the congregation
didn’t do something to protect. Certainly they didn’t encourage people not to call the
authorities.?®

—m——

2% Exhibit 2, Excerpts Of Deposition Of Gary N. Breaux, pgs. 97-8, 11/15/05, Motion #3, Memorandum Of Points
And Authorities In Support Of Motion To Compel PMK Deposition And Document Request Regarding The Legal
Department, filed 9/15/06.
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8
Watchtower Legal Department Represents
Service Department

little known fact about Watchtower’s Legal Department is their attorney-client relationship

with the *...various corporations of Jehovah’s Witnesses in the United States, the
Governing Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses, the United States Branch Committee, other
departments at the United States branch offices in New York, congregations of Jehovah’s
Witnesses in the United States, including congregations in California, and the elders of those
congregations.” This situation then makes it next to impossible to see communications between
the Legal Department and any of the above. This is how Mario Moreno described the situation to
the judge:

The Watchtower Legal Department is and functions as in-house legal counsel for
Watchtower NY, similarly to in-house legal departments for private companies and
corporations. The Watchtower Legal Department has a number of attorneys who serve
as associate general counsel or associate legal counsel in the Legal Department. The
Watchtower Legal Department's clients include various corporations of Jehovah's
Witnesses in the United States, the Governing Body of Jehovah's Witnesses, the
United States Branch Committee; other departments at the United States branch
offices in New York, congregations of Jehovah's Witnesses in the United States,
including congregations in California, and the elders of those congregations. The
Watchtower Legal Department thus has an attorney-client relationship with the United
States Service Department and congregations and their elders. The Watchtower Legal
Department considers its lawyers' communications from, to, and with the United
States Service Department and congregations and their elders to be confidential and
privileged under the attorney-client privilege and any other applicable privileges. As a
congregation elder and as associate general counsel for the Watchtower Legal
Department, it is my understanding and belief that United States Service Department
and congregation elders who have communicated with the Watchtower Legal
Department attorneys for legal advice consider those communications to be privileged
and confidential: and the attorneys in the Legal Department in fact frequently remind
the elders that their communications with the Legal Department are privileged and
confidential under the attorney-client privilege.?*

It is for the above reasons why Plaintiffs’ attorneys were unable to have the court order
Defendant Watchtower of New York provide them with completed Child Abuse Telememo
forms.

I’m reminded of something | heard around late 1991 when | was part of the Watchtower’s
Writing Department staff. One very exasperated senior Watchtower writer, in this matter of the
child abuse revelations which were back then coming to a head, told me that copies of all
correspondence regarding child and domestic abuse that came into the Service Department were
to go to the Legal Department. He said the Service Department had messed up things “so royally’
in the past that the Governing Body decreed that the Legal Department had to be informed of
every abuse case. Back then I certainly thought that was a good idea, but now since | know that
elders and the Service Department are all clients of Watchtower’s Legal Department, it is

2 Declaration of Mario F. Moreno In Support of Church Defendants’ Opposition To Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel
PMK Deposition and Document request regarding the Legal Department, p. 2, filed September 29, 2006.
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apparent that this arrangement protects the Society by making it very difficult for members who
sue the Watchtower Society to be able to compel them to supply documentation of what actually
transpired between elders, the Service Department. | find this arrangement very telling because
in the matter of sexual child abuse there must have been something to hide just as Defendants’
Watchtower, et al. secret out-of-court settlements with sixteen victims indicate. How
extraordinary it is to me that Watchtower leaders protect everybody in their hierarchy except any
“harmed” members whose past donations made it possible for the leadership to survive in their
ivory tower.

e
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9

Chief Watchtower Spokesman J. R. Brown’s
Deposition

On September 15, 2005, Defendants’ attorney, Robert J. Schnack, received Plaintiffs’ Notice
of Deposition for the deposition of J.R. Brown who was the Director of the Office of Public
Information for Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. Subsequently,
Defendants sought a protective order from the court ordering that J.R. Brown not be required to
sit for deposition.

Along with two other briefs, on September 30, 2005, Defendants’ attorney filed a document
named, DECLARATION OF J.R. BROWN... where J. R. declared as follows:

I am the Director of the Office of Public Information for Watchtower Bible and
Tract Society of New York, Inc. I am legally competent in all respects and make the
following statements from personal knowledge, or on information and belief where so
stated.

On information and belief, in or about April or May 2002, the Office of Public
Information was made aware of a facsimile inquiry from Betsan Powys of the British
Broadcasting Corporation ("BBC") regarding a television segment the BBC planned to
air that would address Jehovah's Witnesses and how they handle child abuse matters.
The letter did not inquire about the coordinated California lawsuits. A responsive letter,
which did not contain information regarding the coordinated California lawsuits, was
prepared to Betsan Powys of BBC Panorama sometime prior to May 9, 2002. As the
Director of the Office of Public Information, | was asked to sign the letter, which | did.
However, I have no unique or superior personal knowledge regarding the
subject matter of how Jehovah's Witnhesses generally handle child abuse
matters addressed in the letter that | signed, nor did | perform any personal
research in regard to Betsan Powys and the BBC's inquiry. My only function was to
sign the letter, as the Director of the Office of Public Information.

I am now aware that there are coordinated lawsuits pending in California and that
plaintiffs have issued notice requesting my deposition. | have no personal knowledge
regarding the coordinated California lawsuits or of the facts alleged in the complaint. |
was not involved in the handling, supervision, or management of the coordinated
California lawsuits, of which | have no personal knowledge.

If called to testify in deposition, | would not be able to testify regarding any unique
or superior personal knowledge related to the contents of the May 9, 2002 letter
describing how Jehovah’s Witnesses generally handle child abuse matters. Neither
would | be able to testify regarding the coordinated California lawsuits, of which I have
no personal knowledge.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of New York and
California that the foregoing is true and correct, except where it states upon
information and belief, where I am informed and believe the information is true and
correct.?®

2 Declaration of J.R. Brown In Support Of Motion For Protective Order Regarding The Deposition Notice For J.R.
Brown, filed 9/30/05.
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To get the sense of what J. R. Brown is referring to, a copy of his letter to Betsan Powys of
BBC’s program, Panorama, is reproduced on the following pages.?

For the record, J. R. Brown’s job assignment at Jehovah’s Witnesses world headquarters
when | was in the Writing Department from 1989 through 1992 is open to discussion in light of
his statement, “I have no unique or superior personal knowledge regarding the subject matter of how
Jehovah's Witnesses generally handle child abuse matters addressed in the letter that | signed.”.

After publishing the October 8, 1991 Awake! journal which contained excellent articles
related to child sexual abuse, the Watchtower Society received thousands of letters in response.
Many of these letters were provided to Harry Peloyan, the Editor of the Awake!, by personnel
working in a department named Writing Correspondence which at that time came under the
direction of the Writing Department with Governing Body member, Lloyd Barry, as “overseer.”
Writing Correspondence was located at the other end of the Writing Department’s floor from
where my office was located. It was in Writing Correspondence where many of the child abuse
letters were read, dealt with accordingly, and then scanned into computers for archiving
purposes. The man who managed that area back then was J. Richard Brown, who has been the
Watchtower Society’s official spokesman for quite some time now. He was Director of the
Office of Public Information in September of 2005 when he submitted his Declaration. J. R., as
everyone calls him, directed, to the best of my knowledge, the activities of about eight men and
three or four women in Writing Correspondence.

As far as | know, men in Writing Correspondence were there to review and answer
communiqués addressed to the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society that were restricted to
material found somewhere in Watchtower literature meant for public distribution. Furthermore,
some of J. R.’s men staffed the phones. They were there to answer questions that were related to
material found in Watchtower literature, whether it was theological or otherwise.

The Writing Correspondence team, including J. R. Brown, was aware of the huge response to the
child abuse articles in the Awake!. Two of the staff, men who had been at headquarters for
fifteen years or more, were told to discontinue their in-depth phone discussions related to
repressed memories, Multiple Personality Disorder (MPD), now called Dissociative Identity
Disorder (DID), and ritual/Satanic abuse. They were removed from their jobs because of not
adhering to strict regulations regarding their involvement with these issues. Both men were
extremely sympathetic to the plight of child sexual abuse victims. To my knowledge they used
personal time to study all sides of the problem which put them in a good position to help

% Declaration of Robert J. Schnack In Support Of Church Defendants’ Motion For Protective Order Regarding The
Deposition “Subpoena of J. R. Brown, Received, September 30, 2005, Exhibit 1.
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UL
Yurcd Towe?
ATCH TOWE
Bible aqd Teact Secizry of Peansyleania
Qifice of Pyubfiz Iefarmrtian

M Calumbis Hefph, Smeklrn, MY TII0RJIES, U504,
fhens: [TTE) JE8-E5MG  Fax (710) SEDB4LY

Difginal via fux

Miay 9, 2003

Barsan Powys
BBQ Parcrema

Dz s Powws:

Thfs I In responés ta your fax of April 30, 2002, In which you adviss us thze BBC-TV i
PRERLTINE & programs en tha way Jekovalh™s Witmeess handls ehild abuse matferg, You have kadly
offared us the sppariunity 1 be interviewed on-camera; however, we mast respestiully decline,

Vo are not eppesed to giving Interviews in genarel; however, it is likely et ememg thoss
whass views will bs enpressed on wonr broedesst will be some persens who ere Jalhiovah's Witoesses,
In our view, it would be yreither proper nor Seripturn] fie as o place opmelives in whet rdght tm sge
to be an adversacial positien wAith our Chedetian brathers gnd sistars in e pubfic settine, (E Corinthiuns
&:1.8; Epheyians 4:2) We qust thet you will understingd oor posftion in this regard

Although unshle ta particivele ia 2n interviaw, wa 2% certainlyf willing to cormanest on the
questiong that you rtided it your fax, We nate thet thess conter almost exclisively on the natuza of the
meords that we koep on @lzged ohild sbasers. You t= us that ¢ is vital gt we answer your guestions
on b reeard-kespint procedures beeause of the “eery serions natre of the slfegationy meds to the
programme, " although you do pet specify what the aflam¥ions are. Figmt of oil, however, plesse sliow
uf 1o comment on the wiy thet ebild abuee scewuntivns ore hondled by Fehoveh™s Withesser, We
readize that your did oot sk us ne touch o this epest; neverthelacs it fo aocantol thar we somRTIERT B0
jt 1o provide an oporogtiate, frnk mswer,

It the Thitad Stades, whett eoy ont of Tzhovah's Withesses v seeeg of an 2zt of child thuse, -
the: local elders are sxpested to investizate. The procedure 15 g3 followe, Two elders mest peparately
with the semmad and the sceusar to see what sach coy oo i satter, W the secised denies the charge,
tha twp elders may arrange far hiz to have the opporamity t0 confioni the accuser in their presence. IF
durinig that mecting the soavced sUT1 depies the sharges o thare ar no others who con Substentiate
theriy, the sldars connor ke acton within the congregation af tht Gme. Why nat? As 2 Bible-bosed
organization, we must adhers to what, the. Scriptores say, namely, “No singie wimess should rise op
HEAiNET & PAdR I&Epasiing ANy ermdr OF any sio . . . gt Tha mouth af tws wilnnsses or pt the mduth of three
wilnesses e matter sheuid stond good™ (Dewtempomy 13515 Jesus reoffinmed this poneiple as
reenridedd at Mosthaw 18:15-17.

When the bronch uffice reczives wn ellegiion of chifd obuse, 4 check of the reeonds might

reecal that similor, unctrobomted allegations weve [odyed against the same ersom in the past, porhaps

Twhen e waz iviag in apnther gt oF the coanlry. When 2 se2apd credibls alfzgation by a diffezent

person it bodped againet the same dndividual, the eidere ar athosized by tho Scripres 1o hundle the
sass,



Secrets of Pedophilia in an American Religion—Jehovah’s Witnesses in Crisis

Betssn Fhwys . .,

‘May 9. 3002
Page2 .

Howsvar, even if the eiters cannat taie congragasionnd actian, they ars expected to itpont the
dlfegation te the branch office of Fahovah's Withesses in thair couritry, i foeal prvacy ass permic
Aggin, privaey laws permiting, a meoqd {5 made ob the bramch office that the individual has besn
aceused of child abuse. Each branch office of Jehavah's Withesses keeps j1s nwn resorde, | thae e
allowed by local jurisdietion. r the Hnied States we da mor heve recands of child shesers whe Tve ip
other lands. IF privecy lews do nat allew such seenrds d0 be kept, the eldzrs do whatever i pesmittad
within the law [0 ge= 1o it thal children are protected, The 2im 38 o balance the rght 12 priveey of the
individun! with the overmiding petd to protect the safety of children,—] Timothy 5:185.

In addition 10 making = repont o the branch office of Jehoveh's Witnersas, the elders may be
reqived by Jaw 1o repont even uncomeborated ar unsobstantisted allagations 1 the satorities. IF 5o,
we expect We olders 1o coenply, Addiionally, the victim may wish to repart tho malter 1o the
cutharities, and it 1% Rix or her abssltite ieht (5 do so. I the Dnlied Buces, reponting requivements vory
from seate to stmi=, It eafl be quife o challenge to keep abreast of the reparting reqoirreents, bt gt
Lagal Deporiment makes every effort tadn 0.

If, whea confronted, the necused confosses thol b Is goflty of child zbass, the aldery toks
Epproprintd ection. If Be ja Got repeotmt, he will not be psmitted to mmein B momber of the
congregutlan. Evan if ha iz repantont—z cot to the heart, and is thus mzenluiely detsrrimed to aveid
such ennduet in the fulure-what was stzted in the January 1, 1997, issue of Tl Watchrower applies.
The mlcle said: "For the pro=ction of our ehildmen, & man koown to have been r ohfld molsster doeg
nat qualify far a reapoisibla pesition f the congragation. Moreover, he cannot ba a pioteer [ul-tma
mizriogary of Jehoveh's Witnessea] of serve [ gny other spectal, fill-dme servien” (1 Timothy 3:2, 7-
10 We ok 5uch pciion beczuse we are coneored with meimwining Hible stmdards and protecting
gur chijdeen, Everyone In owr organization iz sxpestad to moeet the some requirements, mmely, ta be
clezr phyaienlly, mentally, morlly, end spirftesliye—l Cosnthisms 701 Ephesiang 4:17-15;
! Thessalonlans 2:4,

In o few instances, individunls guilty of s oct of child abise have becn eppointed 1o positions
within the congregetfon I their conduct haa baen otherwise sxemplary for decades. All of the
cliroumataness would need o be considered carefully. Suppess, far axarmmpla, that 1 fong tme apo 4 15-
yearrold boy had sexunl mlstions with @ consenting 15-yearold gie]. Depending opor the US|
Jurizdictions whore he Hved when thiz hoppened, ctders ore required to report this 45 an incident of
child sbuse. Lot vs say that ewenly years have passed. The child abnams eeponiing law may have
chinged; he may even have maried the gdA? Bath have been living exemplary lives and they are
rexpected, In cuch o rere case, the man could possibly be appointed to 2 responsibils position withia Lhe

. tongeegatian,

Crur procedures hove been refeed over tme. Our policy aver the past sevaral pears has besn
that ar least wenty yeors must heve paesed bafore on individual who commited mm o of child abuse
eoald evan be considered for appeintment to o retpontible positicn |n she cangregailon, if aver, The
Bible tesches thot individuals can tepant of thair tins oad “nim o God by doing warks that befit
repentance,” ard wa accepl what the Bible cays. {Actz 36:20) S6l), the safety of aur children iz af the
Uomost importance, 5o we ssalize that the lasel clders must he very carefid when cefammendding

——ndividyals whe may have ben guilty of an sctof child abuse in the disn; pos.

You bove teen told that Rers in the Unied Si9tes we hove compiled 2 Yer of 23,720 names of
child abusarx, That i5 Falss. First &f eli, the fots] number nf nomes in qui reconds j5 considerably lowsr
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thap that. In addition, it i oot mennlagiie! to fogus gn tha number of pames wi kave in oor reoneds,
This 75 beeruse aur fipapes inelude the named of many persons who hove only been sorvsed of child
abuce wherens tha chirges have not been tubstantisesd We keep shess records to docoment oor
campliares with what tha law requires tn many U5, misdicions, Alo incduded o owr ligt are
alfagarions made on the besis of so<afled “repressed memosdes,” the watigity of which many
puthorities challeng=. Then thers ume the aamas of parsons who have heen eooused of abusime chifdren
before begormng Jehovah's Wimesses as well as individaals who have never been baptized Witnessoy
lsut whosa names we are obifged ta Jasp bacanss of thelr axsoriztion with the Witsssgas, (An exampla
of this would be & non-Wimess father or sizp-father who s accused by Iis Witness children or step-
chiidren of abusing them.) To be safe, we aleo list the names of peregm who moy or may aot be
songidered az child abusers, depending upan the jurladlction whers they Hva (for sxampls, that 18-
yenr-cld Bay who hed sexunl slations with the eonsenting i5-yearold girl). The nama of 1 individun)
who was guilty of voyeurism or ihvplved with ctild pormography, as funther sxcmples, wold slio be
incindad on the et And, 2 be sure, the st 2lsa includes namas of parzons who am retually guilty of
child stwee. We da not apologize for kecplrg such records here in the Unled Soies. Apart fom being
legnily needed, they have been very helplul to s in our sfforts o grotect the ok from frgm. (Tsaizh
32:7) Chefstinn parents cam ighily feel securs in the knovwledge that such efforts pre made to soreen o
potsible child sbuszrs from sppointment to responsibie positions within the congregation,

M. Powys, pleags do mot nonelinds that we belisve that our system U perfect Mo human
organizanion Is perfect, But we da believe thet we keve a strong, Bibie-bared polizy on ehild ainmes,
Anyone In 2 vesponslble posiion who i guiity of obild sbuge would b= emoved Som bis
reanomaitaflit ey withour hesitaztan. ¥/e canainty wacld not knowingly trmafer Ris to secve sfrcwhes.

Child abuse is akhorrent ba oy, Even one obused child is one tog many., At least sinee 1981, qur
jeurnnls, The Watshrawer and Awake), hove feonmd orticlex b adusate bath Titnesees and the pubTe
regording the {mportance and need by protact children from ehlid shuge, Amaeg others, thern was the
artic]e PLet Ll Abhar Whas Is Wicked!™ published in the January 1, 1997, issue of 7he Wockiower,
“Help Far the Vietims of Incasi™ in the Oclober §, 1983, Warchmrgr; "Your Child Is In Diangeei™,
“How Can We Protact Our Chifldren?”, md “Prevention in the Heme,™ aff in the Ootober £, 15903,
Awghel, os well 2z "Child Melesting—Every Mether's Nightmare™ in the Janonry 32, 1985, Awchef
Qhver the years, a5 we have noted ey where our poficles eould b2 strengthened, we have followed -
theaugh, We rre continuing 1o refins them,

W trust thae you wiil find the bnformaton in this Jetter ta be helpful. As you wili note, we have
respanded {o the brood isswees you roiss roher Lhon providing specific enswers o your detaited Tigl of
quettierss. We fiscz thot you sant 2 ebmbjar st of questlons o our officas {n Tandm. We vndemstand
they are answeting your questiong in seoardtmee with their procediras gnd edhersies to Brifioh b,
With every good wish, T am, '

Wery iruly yours,

i "‘N‘L i' ?
"--._';,._:_;r?-_?’:;}" Tt
- £ 5 R Brown
Dirgetar
{Ffice ¢f Publie Informarion
TRE:m
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victims with advice, something totally frowned upon by most of the Governing Body.

I should add here that | was not privy to the details of what actually transpired to cause the
final order transferring Michael St. Jean and Ricki Hutson to menial jobs at headquarters.
Certainly, J. R. Brown was privy to all the details. However, | do know it had to do with not
obeying Lloyd Barry, who had ordered them to cease and desist from their therapy-like help to
those suffering the effects of child sexual abuse. | was told Lloyd Barry was pressured by other
members of the Governing Body to act accordingly.

Most of the letters | read from abuse victims were provided to me by Harry Peloyan. In the
beginning I didn’t know where he obtained the correspondence, but later on when Harry fully
trusted me, and after he had enlightened people in Writing Correspondence that | was working
with him, he sent me over to that area to pick up some especially sensitive or particularly horrific
letters. One time, Harry directed me to go to J. R. Brown’s office. When J.R. saw me coming, he
got up from his desk chair and came out of his office to personally hand me some letters. Two
women in his staff were sitting at their desks just a few feet from where we were standing. They
stopped work and chimed into our brief exchange about the amazing amount of letters generated
by the Awake! abuse articles and about the extraordinary information found within the letters.

One time | remember receiving a folder containing a twenty-three page, single-spaced
typewritten letter from one of J. R’s crew. The author of that dreadful letter described her sister’s
abuse and her own abuse starting when they were toddlers. She became a baptized Witness after
marriage although both of her alcoholic Satanic Cult member parents were disfellowshipped
Witnesses. Surviving a childhood of some of the most vile treatment I’ve ever read about,
marriage brought stability and happiness until circumstances caused terrifying emotional
upheaval resulting in horrifying memories and multiplicity or “splitting” of personalities. After a
diagnosis of MPD, she said the elders expressed support and compassion and were of great
comfort to her. She added special thanks for the help she received from the Witness she spoke to
on the phone at headquarters in Writing Correspondence. He offered her scriptural counsel,
whereupon, she said, she learned to trust in God completely for help. Another time when she
called, this same person walked her through what she believed was demon harassment by one of
her alters. It was an extraordinary letter meant to show appreciation for the help she had
received, yet little did she know that the help given was frowned upon by this man’s superiors.

Surely, J. R. Brown was not ignorant of the developments as they unfolded “...regarding the
subject matter of how Jehovah’s Witnesses generally handle child abuse matters,” especially
since he is and has been the Watchtower Society’s spokesperson for many years and the handling
of child sexual abuse has been an issue within headquarters since 1991 when he was director of
Writing Correspondence.

e
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Watch Tower’s Secret Payment

Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society of Pennsylvania has operated an insurance program
named Kingdom Hall Assistance Arrangement (KHAA) throughout the United States
since 1989.%" Plaintiffs’ attorneys sought information about KHAA doing business in California.
Through discovery, Defendant Watch Tower of Pennsylvania was ordered to provide Plaintiffs’
attorneys KHAA ledger sheets for claims and payments. Recorded therein can be found a claim
of interest. In the column titled, Brief Description, Elder misconduct is listed. In the column
titled, Incident, the date lodged is 01/01/1989. In the Insured column, the name of the insured is
Red Bluff Congregation, CA. The amount was for $50,000.

Note Plaintiffs’ remarks below:

b. KHAA and Risk Management

Watch Tower Pennsylvania has been engaged in the insurance and risk
management business in California for over 25 years. Watch Tower Pennsylvania
relating to the Jehovah's Witnesses organization's business through its insurance
programs (including K W) during the relevant time periods, Watch Tower Pennsylvania
collected millions of dollars from California for the purchase of insurance policies.
Additionally, Watch Tower Pennsylvania operated a Risk Management business that
included investigating and discretionarily paying claims in California. Those claims
include a significant payment by Watch Tower Pennsylvania for 'Elder
Misconduct' by one of the Track | defendant Elders.

Through the narrowly drawn discovery requests listed below, Plaintiffs have
attempted to discover the details of this significant California contact. Plaintiffs seek
information regarding Watch Tower Pennsylvania's risk management business, the
processing of claims made to Watch Tower Pennsylvania from California and the
process for investigating and paying claims in California. 28

The Track | Cases involved co-defendant James Henderson in Tim W, and co-defendant
Alvin Heard in Wimberle Gutierrez, et al. v. Watchtower, et al. As can be seen from the Check
Ledger sheet found below, the issuing date of the $50,000 payment was February 14, 1996.

2" Deposition of Alexander Reinmueller, pg. 121, August 25, 2004, Exhibit B, attached to Declaration of Robert
Schnack In Support Of Watch Tower Of Pennsylvania’s Response In Oppaosition To Motion To Compel Discovery,
filed 3/14/05.

% plaintiffs' Reply Brief in support of Motion to Compel, pg. 7, dated 3/30/05.
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Using these ledger sheets, Plaintiffs’ attorney questioned acting director of the Treasury
Department, Alex Reinmueller,?® about a $50,000 payment made to the Red Bluff Congregation
for “Elder misconduct”:

Page 362

A. REINMUELLER

2 Q. 2657

3 A. Your gquestion again?

4 Q. Do you see that on that page,

5 there is a whole list of types of claims?
6 A. Yes.

7 Q. In fact, this document is full

8 of different types of claims that the

9 Kingdom Hall Assistance Arrangement has
10 paid in California, correct?

11 A. That's correct.

12 Q. Do you see in the middle of the
13 page an item "elder misconduct'?
14 A. Yes.

15 Q. Do you have any idea what kind

16 of elder misconduct that was?

17 A. No, | don't.

18 Q. Do you see that this says the

19 Red BIluff Congregation California?
20 A. Yes, | see that.

21 Q. Do you have any understanding as
22 to whether or not the Red Bluff

23 Congregation contributed funds to the
24 Kingdom Hall Assistance Arrangement?
25 A. | cannot say specifically...

Page 363

11 ...from Watch Tower Pennsylvania's insurance
12 desk back to the congregation?

13 A. The congregation likely would

14 have contacted the risk management desk
15 with particulars of the situation, and the
16 risk management desk would have

17 communicated back to determine what

18 assistance would be needed.

19 Q. How many people are available to

20 answer that phone at the insurance desk?

2 In August of 2004, Alex Reinmueller was, according to his words, “...the acting overseer of the treasurer’s office
which operates through Watchtower of New York but provides financial services to Watch Tower of Pennsylvania
and has done so for the years in question.” In answer to the question, “For how long have you been the acting
overseer of the treasurer’s office?” Mr Reinmuller replied, “For six months.” Further, in answer to the question,
“Prior to that six months, in what way were you affiliated with Watch Tower Pennsylvania?” Mr. Reinmuller
replied, “I was the accounting overseer for the accounting office in Watchtower of New York for about nine years,
and provided all of the accounting services to Watch Tower of Pennsylvania.” Information found in Deposition of
Alexander Reinmueller, pgs. 15, 17-18, August 25, 2004, Exhibit B, attached to Declaration of Robert Schnack In
Support Of Watch Tower Of Pennsylvania’s Response In Opposition To Motion To Compel Discovery, filed
3/14/05.
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21 A. There are, um, five that would
22 answer the phones.

23 Q. Has always been a handful,

24 like five, or less?

25 A. Probably less. Five is probably...

Page 364

1 A. REINMUELLER

2 the most we've had.

3 Q. Is there a high turnover at the

4 desk, or has it been pretty much the same

5 people?

6 A. There has been a considerable

7 turnover through the years.

8 Q. Would there be records to

9 determine who could have processed this
10 particular elder misconduct claim at the
11 legal -- at the insurance desk?

12 A. I'm not certain.

13 Q. If I wanted to know more about

14 that particular elder misconduct, what
15 records exist?

16 A. Likely would be the computer

17 database records what we're looking at

18 here, which would be the payment. There'd
19 likely be a file of the correspondence

20 with the congregation. From 1989, I'm not
21 certain whether that file still exists, if

22 the file is complete. | couldn't say that

23 specific file still exists, but likely in

24 a typical case, there would be a file with
25 the correspondence...

Page 365

1 A. REINMUELLER

2 Q. And where would that file be

3 kept?

4 A. In our office.

5 Q. That is a file that you would

6 have access to if you were asked to access

7 it?

8 A. Yes.

9 Q. Are you familiar with any claim

10 ever being paid out of the Kingdom Hall

11 Assistance Arrangement in California for

12 child sexual abuse?

13 A. | am not personally aware.

14 Q. Do you know whether or not child

15 sexual abuse is a claim that the Kingdom
16 Hall Assistance Arrangement is available
17 to cover?

18 A. Yes. | believe if there was a

19 claim, that Kingdom Hall Assistance
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20 Arrangement would be available to cover.
21 Q. And that would be true in

22 California, correct?

23 A. Yes.

24 Q. Do you have any idea whether

25 this particular elder misconduct was child

Page 366

1 A. REINMUELLER

2 sexual abuse?

3 A. | do not.

4 Q. Before this amount of $50,000

5 was paid, what information or processing
6 went into deciding that that would be the
7 appropriate amount?

8 MR. SCHNACK: He's already

9 testified he's not aware of it. Are

10 you asking him in general terms what

11 might happen?

12 Q. I'm just asking what that

13 process might look like.

14 A. This particular case?

15 Q. In a case such as this?

16 MR. SCHNACK: He's asking in

17 general terms.

18 A. In general terms, there would be

19 communication with the congregation.

20 There would be communication with legal
21 counsel. Depending on the circumstances,
22 there may also be communication with a
23 higher-up. Immediate oversight, before
24 making a final decision.

25 Q. When injury in California, and

Page 367

1 A. REINMUELLER

2 there is a number of them listed on this

3 document, involves someone who was not a
4 Jehovah's Witness, would there customarily
5 be a settlement agreement or release

6 document created?

7 A. Customarily, if there is a

8 settlement agreement, there would be a

9 release document executed.

10 Q. And who would prepare that

11 document?

12 A. The legal counsel appointed to

13 work on that particular file.

14 Q. Would there potentially be a

15 legal counsel in the legal department or a
16 legal counsel appointed in California?

17 A. That's correct.

18 Q. And would a copy of that
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19 settlement agreement, if one were created,
10 be kept in the file in your office?

21 A. Yes. | believe that would be

22 the case.

23 Q. And it would be fair for me to

14 assume that if your file contained a

15 settlement agreement, it would also

Page 368

1 A. REINMUELLER

2 contain the rest of the correspondence

3 that was involved in that claim being

4 processed?

5 A. Yes, as I've already indicated.

6 Q. So with respect to this

7 particular elder misconduct claim that was
8 paid, if, in fact, Red Bluff Congregation

9 was not a participant in the Kingdom Hall
10 Assistance Arrangement, then the monies
11 being paid to resolve this particular

12 claim would have been contributions from
13 other congregations, correct?

14 A. That's correct.

15 Q. Administered by Watch Tower

16 Pennsylvania, correct?

17 A. Yes.*°

Overview-KHAA Ins. Program From Reinmueller Deposition

Congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses throughout the United States voluntarily contribute to
the KHAA program. The suggested contribution is $4.50 annually per member. The total number
of members in each congregation is multiplied by $4.50 and divided by 12. This is the amount
paid in monthly payments. The KHAA fund is used to purchase commercial excess insurance to
protect the congregations and Watch Tower Pennsylvania

When the KHAA program came into existence in 1989, Watch Tower Pennsylvania
continued to purchase commercial insurance, but there was a high self-insured retention amount.
If the amount of the claim was above the self-insured retention, then the insurance company was
liable. Interestingly, “claims against elders and ministerial servants performing assigned work on
behalf of the congregation” were included as covered by KHAA. This would explain why
Reinmueller said KHAA would cover child sexual abuse claims.

One claim found on a Watch Tower Pennsylvania ledger sheet was for $142,256 paid out of
the KHAA fund which indicates that the self-insurance retention was obviously high. Inasmuch
as Reinmueller said Watch Tower people investigate claims for large amounts, this would enable
them to make secret settlements for claims based on criminal “elder misconduct” without anyone
calling in the authorities.

%0 Reinmueller Deposition, pgs. 334-36, 341, 345-6, 353-55, 362-368, 374.

86



Secrets of Pedophilia in an American Religion—Jehovah’s Witnesses in Crisis

Red Bluff Congregation, California, was the place the claim for $50,000 for “elder
misconduct” originated from in 1989. Although the record did not say the claim was for child
sexual abuse, Plaintiffs’ attorney indicated as much when he said “elder misconduct” was
committed by one of the Track I Defendant elders. Without additional information, it is
impossible to discover why he was not turned over to the authorities.

The payment of the claim was made sometime early in 1996, a little over a year after District
Overseer, Don Amy, wrote a letter to the Watchtower Society in December 1994 about
elder/molester, James Henderson. Which man, James Henderson or Alvin Heard was guilty of
“elder misconduct”? Henderson moved to Red Bluff in 1981 where he lived until his arrest in
1994. He molested a number of boys during those years, but was not removed as an elder until
1994. It would seem if KHAA received a claim of $50,000 in 1989, Henderson would have been
removed as an elder if the Defendants thought he was responsible for a claim of this size.

Alvin Heard molested Guitierrez From 1977 through 1981, and her brother, Wimberly, from
1980-1982. This was in the Red Bluff area where he also molested three Herman children and
was accused by parents of other children. In his deposition, Alvin Heard stated that beginning in
1985, he lived in Oroville, then Chico, California. He moved to Paradise, California in 1988 and
lived there until 1991 when he moved to Susanville, California. Heard moved to Rapid City, S.
Dakota in 1992 where elders knew he was a molester. In 1998, he molested two boys in S.
Dakota. By 2004, Heard was in jail in Klamath Falls, Oregon.®

Heard’s predatory behavior was known for over two decades by the Defendants. In the
Wimberley Gutierrez, et al. v. Watchtower, et al. case that was settled by Watchtower in
February 2007, the original complaint states that molester Heard used his position of authority to
repeatedly sexually abuse these Plaintiffs. The charge of “elder misconduct” could have been
referring to sexual abuse committed by Alvin Heard when he was an elder and lived in the Red
Bluff area from the late 70s until he moved to Oroville around 1985. Perhaps one of Heard’s Red
Bluff victims came forward to the Red Bluff elders when he/she was older to accuse him of
sexual abuse, although he no longer lived in the area and had not been an elder or ministerial
servant for many years. Thus, KHAA was sent a claim for $50,000 by the Red Bluff
congregation to quietly compensate the alleged victim. Perhaps one day, someone will come
forward to clear up the mystery.

Watch Tower’s Out-Of-Court Secret Settlements

Inasmuch as Reinmueller’s deposition sheds light on what kind of claims KHAA insurance
covers, it is assumed that the recent child sexual abuse settlements paid in early 2007 were
covered by Watch Tower Pennsylvania self-insured program and if the amount was above the
retention amount, a commercial insurance company would pay the rest of the estimated total of
thirteen million dollars in settlements.*?

%1 Alvin Blanchard Heard Deposition, pgs. 25-32, 41-48, 2/17/06, taken at Two Rivers Correctional Institution,
Umatilla, Oregon. Deposition attached as Exhibit 5 to Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of Motion
to Compel PMK Deposition and Document Request Regarding General Discovery Matters, dated 9/15/06.

% Note from Barbara Anderson
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It is worth noting Defendants’ legal battle early on was to have Watch Tower Pennsylvania
removed as a Defendant from the earliest filed lawsuits, but their strategies failed when
California courts ruled Watch Tower did have personal jurisdiction in that state because of doing
business there. And what business was that? Why, operating in California an insurance and risk
management business, Kingdom Hall Assistance Arrangement (KHAA), for over twenty-five
years.

Suppose California courts had dismissed Watch Tower Pennsylvania as a Defendant, but not
the other Jehovah’s Witness Defendants, it is assumed that Watch Tower Pennsylvania would
still have had to pay lawsuit settlement amounts since they provide the insurance coverage on all
congregations in the United States. Either way, each Jehovah’s Witness, approximately one
million people across the nation, provided a voluntary donation of $4.50 annually to the Watch
Tower Pennsylvania KHAA insurance program that ended up paying compensation for the
incompetence of their religious leaders who, without a doubt, were responsible for organizational
policies and regulations which protected child predators. If my calculations are correct, it took
nearly four years of KHAA donations from one million Witnesses to pay settlement amounts.
For each person that does not amount to very much, but that money could have been spent to
further their ministry work, not to compensate victims of crime.

—m— e

Through an oversight by court personnel, | received thirteen pages of court-sealed settlement information. By
request of the Superior Court in Napa County to not publish the sealed pages, | included them in the CD but blocked
out the text leaving exposed only the name of the documents.

This request is documented in a letter dated June 27, 2007 from Stephen A. Bouch, Court Executive Officer of
the Superior Court of California, County of Napa. A copy of Mr. Bouch’s letter is found in the CD and follows the
thirteen sealed but blocked out pages. This letter should not be confused as being part of the Charissa et al.
coordinated lawsuits case file. Mr. Bouch’s letter was issued post-lawsuit settlement/dismissal as a result of the
court releasing documents Mr.Bouch stated should have been sealed.

These thirteen pages contain details of settlement offered by the Watchtower Bible &
Tract Society of New York, Inc. and accepted by one plaintiff involved in one of the
lawsuits coordinated under the Charissa et al. case. The Watchtower settled with this plaintiff for slightly over three
quarters of a million dollars. Settlement documents were signed and dated February 2, 2007 and February 3, 2007.
They were filed with the court on February 5, 2007. There were sixteen plaintiffs involved in the nine cases settled
during February 2007. Due to information I can not disclose, | believe that the Watchtower paid each victim
approximately the same amount and that is why | have stated that the total out-of-court settlement figure was nearly
thirteen million dollars.

Disclaimer: There was approximately a ten (10) day span between the Napa Court sending these documents and

later requesting their deletion. During this period several copies were distributed to several individuals and
organizations. This author has no control over how these documents might be used.
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The Straw That Broke The Camel’s Back

In the beginning of my commentary, | did not discuss what the proverbial “straw that broke
the camel’s back” was for me which caused my complete disillusionment with a religion that
totally engulfed my life. But it had to do with responsibility.

For nearly five years, from autumn of 1991 until the end of 1996, I lost lots of sleep over the
thought that leaders of Jehovah’s Witnesses bore responsibility for many kids being molested.
How so? Because they allowed men, who were known to them to have a record of accusations of
molestation, and, in some cases, actual confessed molesters, to remain in authority positions
within Witness congregations. And all of this unknown to Jehovah’s Witnesses. Finally, in 1997,
the mouthpiece magazine of the Witness organization, the Watchtower, contained an article, Let
Us Abhor What Is Wicked, in which the following statement is found:

For the protection of our children, a man known to have been a child molester
does not qualify for a responsible position in the congregation. Moreover, he cannot be
a pioneer [missionary type work] or serve in any other special, full-time service.*®

For me it was a relief to finally see the Governing Body of Jehovah’s Witnesses finally
taking this step to make life safer for Witness children. At that time | read a newspaper interview
with a judge who discussed her own child sexual abuse by her parents, prominent people in the
Miami, Florida area. She spoke of experiencing memories of her abuse as an adult when
something triggered her to remember what she had pushed out of her mind for many years. | cut
out the article and sent it to the Awake! editor, Harry Peloyan. Along with the article, | attached a
note where | wrote of my appreciation for his efforts to get the Witness organization to this point
where molesters could no longer qualify for a responsible position in the congregation.

Within a few weeks, | received a letter from Harry that changed the direction of my life. He
acknowledged that the January 1 Watchtower on the view of child molesters by the Witnesses
was like a breath of fresh air, but the change came “after more than 5 years of blood, sweat, and
tears.”

Harry could not understand how some people at headquarters could “...have been so ignorant
(or worse),” and why some fought against publishing anything on the subject. He commended
Watchtower’s Legal Department’s “help to set the record straight.” If Watchtower “had
continued on their blind course,” he said there would have been “more megabuck lawsuits”
[italics mine], and if any elder protected molesters, “the Society would not protect them.”

However, Harry’s concluding thought was so extraordinary that it literally caused me to have
to sit down to calm myself when he wondered who would answer for Witness children’s lives
ruined by “baptized Witness molesters” because of the past five years of inaction by those who

¥ Watchtower, January 1, 1997, p. 29.
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had the power to change things. Harry added that his conscience was clear because of his efforts
to bring about change.

It was then that | realized, without a shadow of a doubt, that the men | personally knew and
respected, those who were in positions of authority over the lives of six million people, were
responsible for more kids being raped, sodomized and brutalized because of their inaction during
the previous five years. Because of the work | had done in the Writing Department to inform the
Governing Body of the sexual child abuse problems within the Witness organization, there was
no excuse for this inaction. To my way of thinking, their ethics and morals were so compromised
that | could no longer in good conscience remain in association with the group. It didn’t take
long for me to realize the next point—God was not with these people—so | called it quits.

I know | did the right thing when later | read the confidential letter the Witnesses’ Service
Department sent to all bodies of elders dated, March 14, 2007, dealing with the question “Who Is
A ‘Known Child Molester”? There it stated, “An individual ‘known’ to be a former [italics mine]
child molester has reference to the perception of that one in the community and in the Christian
congregation.” If the congregation knew a man had been a molester, the letter went on to say, he
would not be respected or might even stumble some. The communiqué did not say, but it’s
obvious—if no one knew a man had molested and he had a fine reputation in the community, he
could qualify for privileges in the congregation. And that’s exactly what happened. Also, men,
who led seemingly “godly” lives, remained in their “privileged” position if the community and
the congregation did not know they had molested or were accused of molestation in the past.

The letter further pointed out, “Others may have been guilty of child molestation before they
were baptized. The bodies of elders should not query individuals.” Not only did the Witness
organization not do background checks on men who became authority figures, they would not
“query” them to see if they had been guilty of molestation before baptism.

The position the Watchtower Society took in regards to a “known” child molester fit well
with their other policy—the three-year rule: No need to remove a man as elder or ministerial
servant if he led a “godly life” for at least three years after he had sinned in a sexual way and hid
that sin.

Jehovah’s Witnesses’ Policy on Dealing With Child Abuse

In July of 2002 the Watchtower Society issued a video news release through its department
known as Jehovah’s Witnesses Office of Public Information. This release was in response to
adverse media coverage. It contains interviews with four individuals making statements about
the Watchtower Society’s policy on child abuse. Three of these individuals hold powerful
positions within the organization. J. R. Brown is identified as Organizational Spokesman for
Jehovah’s Witnesses. Philip Brumley is identified as General Counsel for Jehovah’s Witnesses.
But, curiously, David Sinclair is only identified as Congregation Elder. Contrary to Brown and
Brumley’s introduction as Watchtower officials, this news release omits any mention that David
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Sinclair holds the most powerful position among the three. David Sinclair is a Director of the
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York, Inc. He is a Zone Overseer the Watchtower
Society sends throughout the world to inspect and supervise its overseas operations. He also
holds a position the religion calls “Given One” which position is second only to sitting
Governing Body members.®*

Considering all the preceding information, the Watchtower Society’s general counsel, Philip
Brumley makes an interesting statement in this press release. He states,

“There are instances when a situation that should have been reported is not. Or where
care should have been extended and it was not. But to say that the policy is not
followed perfectly is a far cry from saying that there exists a policy to affirmatively
minimize, or hide, this problem. The policy that Jehovah's Witnesses have on how to
handle cases of child molestation is without equal in the religious community.”

Brumley’s statement suggests to the public, and to Jehovah’s Witnesses, that the Watchtower
Society has no policy to affirmatively minimize, or hide, the problem of pedophilia among
Jehovah’s Witnesses. In this case several questions arise.

Why does the very press release on Watchtower policy suggesting it does not hide
information regarding child molestation present the most powerful Watchtower official in the
news release aside from his official position? Why make it appear David Sinclair is Joe
Congregation Elder when in fact he holds a position one step away from the Governing Body?
Why keep Sinclair’s position secret?

During legal proceedings why did the Watchtower Society work so hard to block access to
blank Telememo forms it uses to handle reports of pedophiles? Why keep these forms secret?

When local laws required its elders to report allegations of child abuse, why has the
Watchtower Society never disclosed to rank and file Jehovah’s Witnesses that it directed these
elders to make the reports anonymously from public telephone booths? Why keep this
information secret?

When the Watchtower Society petitioned the courts to settle lawsuits stemming from sexual
molestation of children, why was the court petitioned to seal the record? Why keep this a secret?

Since the Watchtower Society has a capable Office of Public Information, and since its
attorney Philip Brumley states the Society’s policy on handling cases of child molestation “is
without equal in the religious community,” then why has the Office of Public Information
offered no news release expressing settlement of lawsuits along with apologies to victims for
their victimization by authorities appointed by the Watchtower Society? Why keep this a secret?

Why has the Watchtower Society never adopted a doctrinal position to always encourage
victims of child molestation to report the crime? For that matter, why has the Watchtower
Society never adopted a doctrinal position whereby its congregation elders are always to report

 Watchtower, April 15, 1992, pgs. 12-17, 31.
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allegations of child molestation to local authorities so neighbors would have at least some
opportunity for protection from child predators? Why keep this information secret?

These questions and the documentation made available present compelling information
leading to a conclusion the Watchtower Society does indeed have a culture that seeks to hide
and/or minimize the victimization of children among Jehovah’s Witnesses.

Why do members of the world headquarters of Jehovah’s Witnesses (called Bethel) continue
to tolerate this conduct by officials of the Watchtower Society?

It is time for Jehovah’s Witnesses to demand the resignations of the men who have been
responsible for rules that endangered children and who have been instrumental in putting
Jehovah’s Witnesses in crisis.

e
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