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immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

25.

All files created, generated, or maintained by the Office of Ministry to Priests
referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent it requests Ross's
personnel records, on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and
scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

26.

All secret files created, kept or maintained that refer or relate to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections of the General
Objections, the Archdiocese has no knowledge of any "secret" files and did not maintain any
such files. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous,
overly broad and unlimited in time and scope, including for the reasons that Plaintiff has not
defined the term "secret files" for purposes of this request, and the request is not limited to
documents which may have some connection to Plaintiff's allegations in this lawsuit.

27.

All subsecreto files created, kept or maintained that refer or relate to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections of the General
Objections, the Archdiocese has no knowledge of any "subsecreto" files and did not maintain
any such files. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad and unlimited in time and scope, including for the reasons that Plaintiff
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has not defined the term "subsecreto files" for purposes of this request, and this request is not
limited to documents which may have some connection to Plaintiffs allegations in this lawsuit.

28.

All Canon 489 files created, kept, or maintained referring or relating to Father
Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General

Objections, the Archdiocese has no knowledge of any "Canon 489" files referring or relating to
Ross and did not maintain any such files. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds
that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad and unlimited in time and scope, including for the
reasons that Plaintiff has not defined the term "Canon 489" for purposes of this request, and this
request is not limited to documents which may have some connection to Plaintiffs claims in this
lawsuit.
29.

All "Archbishop's Eyes Only" files created, kept, or maintained that refer or
relate to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General

Objections, the Archdiocese has no knowledge of any "Archbishop's Eyes Only" files and did
not maintain any such files. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, overly broad and unlimited in time and scope, including for the reasons that
Plaintiff has not defined the term "Archbishop's Eyes Only" for purposes of this request, and this
request is not limited to documents which may have some connection to Plaintiffs claims in this
lawsuit.
30.

All confidential files created, kept or maintained that refer or relate to Father
Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General

Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
1325031
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to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order
by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring
the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to
this request to the extent it encompasses documents which are protected by the attorney-client
privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege and/or the protections afforded
under the First and Fourteenth Amendments. The Archdiocese further objects to this request to
the extent that it requests Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted
disclosure and use under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996
("I IIPAA") and other applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese
further objects to this request to the extent it requests Ross's personnel records, on the ground
that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds
that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome,
irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in
this lawsuit.

31.

Correspondence and memoranda generated by any Archbishop or Archbishop's
designee referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
Plaintiff's claims, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross which allows him adequate time
to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order
by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring
the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to
1325031
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this request to the extent it requests Ross's personnel records, on the ground that it invades
Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.
The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request encompasses documents which are
protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege
and/or the protections afforded under the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

32.

All documents referring or relating to complaints, claims, demands or allegations
of inappropriate behavior, inappropriate comments or inappropriate touching or
sexual abuse by Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
Plaintiff's claims, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross which allows him adequate time
to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order
by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring
the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to
this request to the extent it requests information from Ross's personnel file on the ground that it
invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese also objects to this request on the ground that "sexual
abuse" is not defined and the request is not limited to sexual abuse, inappropriate behavior, etc.
with minors. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Archdiocese further objects on
the basis that this request encompasses documents which are protected by the attorney-client

1325031

23

Exhibit 06

Electronically Filed - EASTERN DISTRICT CT OF APPEALS - January 02, 2014 - 06:07 PM

‘.0

under the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

33.

All investigative reports, statements or documents relating or referring to Father
Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
Plaintiffs claims, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross which allows him adequate time
to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order
by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring
the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to
this request to the extent it encompasses documents which are protected by the attorney-client
privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege and/or the protections afforded
under the First and Fourteenth Amendments. The Archdiocese further objects to this request to
the extent that it requests Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted
disclosure and use under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996
("I IIPAA") and other applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese
further objects to this request to the extent it requests Ross's personnel records, on the ground
that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese also objects to this request on the grounds that it
is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

34.

1325031

All internal memoranda and correspondence of the Archdiocese referring or
relating to Father Ross.
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Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
Plaintiff's claims, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross which allows him adequate time
to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order
by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring
the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to
this request to the extent that it requests Ross's personal health information that is protected
against unrestricted disclosure and use under the Ilealth Insurance Portability and Accountability
Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. The
Archdiocese further objects to this request to the extent it requests Ross's personnel records, on
the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese also objects to this request on the
grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly
burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the
claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request
encompasses documents which are protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product
doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege and/or the protections afforded under the First and
Fourteenth Amendments.

35.

Diaries and calendars referring or relating to Father Ross created or otherwise
maintained by any archbishop, bishop, chancellor, vicar general, vicar for clergy,
dean, director of ministry to priests, provincial minister, prior, socius, house
superior, defmitor, mentor, superior, guardian, or aftercare monitor.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad
and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests all diaries and calendars referring or relating to
Ross created or maintained by the Archdiocese or any number of other persons affiliated with the
1325031
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Archdiocese, regardless of date and regardless of whether the contents of any such diary or
calendar have any connection to this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that
this request is vague, ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

36.

The diaries, desk calendars, personal calendars, and other calendar of Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad
and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests all of Ross's diaries and calendars, regardless of
date and regardless of whether the contents of any such diary or calendar have any connection to
this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request is vague, ambiguous,
unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence.

37.

The diaries, desk calendars, personal calendars, and other calendars of the
Archbishop's priest secretaries for all dates between Jan 1, 1988 and Present.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad
and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests all diaries and calendars of the Archbishop's
priest secretaries for a period of time spanning a quarter of a century, regardless of whether the
contents of any such diary or calendar have any connection to this lawsuit. The Archdiocese
further objects on the basis that this request is vague, ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

38.

All documents, including deposition transcripts, pleadings and discovery
responses generated in defense of other claims arising in whole or in part from the
acts or conduct of Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent it seeks information
protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and the insured-insurer
1325031
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privilege. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request is vague, ambiguous,
unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the
claims made in this lawsuit.

39.

All documents created or maintained by the Promoter of Justice during canonical
proceeding relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects on the basis that this request encompasses
documents which are protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, the
insured/insurer privilege and/or the protections afforded under the First and Fourteenth
Amendments. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request is vague,
ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

40.

All transcripts or recordings of testimony given by Father Ross in any case,
administrative action, canon law proceeding, grand jury proceeding, criminal
action, or litigation.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the ground that it requests
documents that are protected from disclosure under the First and Fourteenth Amendments of the
United States Constitution. The Archdiocese further objects to this request to the extent that it
calls for information equally available to Plaintiff. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis
that this request is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has
made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

41.
1325031
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RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious,
irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in
this lawsuit. Stated another way, Plaintiff has not demonstrated that any such information
relating to any employee, affiliate, or agent of the Archdiocese other than Ross has any bearing
on any of the issues raised in this lawsuit. Further, Plaintiff has not defined the vague and
overbroad term "misconduct."

42.

All documents produced by the Archdiocese in any case, administrative action, or
canon law proceeding arising in whole or in part from the acts or conduct of
Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the basis that this request
encompasses documents which are protected from disclosure under the First and Fourteenth
Amendments. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as this
request is not limited to documents which may have some connection to Plaintiff's allegations in
this lawsuit.

43.

All claims, charges, and complaints and records thereof, made against or to the
Archdiocese, or brought to Archdiocese's attention in any form, for alleged
misconduct by Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as this
request is not limited to documents which may have some connection to Plaintiff's allegations in
1325031
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Archdiocese further objects to this request to the extent that it seeks documents which are
protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine and/or the insured/insurer
privilege.

44.

All documents referring or relating to Father Ross's interactions with or interest in
children or minors.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent that it requests Ross's
personal health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under the
Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable
federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese further objects to this request to
the extent that it requests information contained in Ross's personnel file, on the ground that it
invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the basis that it is
overly broad and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests every document referring or relating
to Father Ross's interactions with or interest in children or minors regardless of the date, and
regardless of whether any such document has any connection to Plaintiff's allegations in this
lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects on the grounds that this request is vague, ambiguous,
unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request
encompasses documents which are protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product
doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege and/or the protections afforded under the First and
Fourteenth Amendments.
45.

1325031
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information equally available to Plaintiff. The Archdiocese further objects to this request to the
extent that it requests Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted
disclosure and use under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996
("HIPAA") and other applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese
further objects to this request to the extent that it requests information contained in Ross's
personnel file, on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects to
this request on the basis that it is overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, and requests
information that is irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence, as this request is not limited to documents which may have some
connection to Plaintiffs allegations in this lawsuit.

46.

All documents referring or relating to monies paid or loans made by the
Archdiocese to Father Ross or paid on Father Ross's behalf for (1) medical,
psychological or psychiatric treatment and/or evaluation, (2) the settlement with
victims of sexual misconduct, or (3) legal expenses related to allegations of sexual
misconduct.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the ground that it requests
Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under
the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable
federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on
the ground that it requests information contained in Ross's personnel file, and therefore invades
Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the basis that it is overly
broad, unlimited in time and scope, vague, ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The
Archdiocese also objects to the definition of "sexual misconduct" in that it is not limited to
minors.
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RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent that it calls for

47.

All documents referring or relating to the forgiveness of loans made by the
Archdiocese to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the basis that it is irrelevant,
immaterial, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, vague, ambiguous, unduly burdensome,
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as this request is
not limited to documents which may have some connection to Plaintiff's allegations in this
lawsuit.
48.

All documents referring or relating to Plaintiff, members of Plaintiff's family, or
anyone purporting to act on Plaintiffs behalf.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad,
unlimited in time and scope, vague, ambiguous, irrelevant, immaterial, unduly burdensome, and
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

49.

All correspondence between the Archdiocese and Plaintiff or anyone purporting
to act on the Plaintiff's behalf.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any such correspondence. The Archdiocese objects
to this request on the basis that it is overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, vague,
ambiguous, irrelevant, immaterial, unduly burdensome, and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence.

50.

All documents referring or relating to the monitoring or supervision of Father
Ross by the Archdiocese as a result of suspicions, concerns, allegations, or
complaints of sexual misconduct.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
Plaintiff's claims, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross which allows him adequate time
1325931
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by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring
the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged documents, The Archdiocese objects to
this request to the extent it requests information from Ross's personnel file on the ground that it
invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese also objects to this request in that the definition of
"sexual misconduct" is not limited to minors. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on
the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as it is not limited
to documents which may have some connection to Plaintiff's allegations in this lawsuit. The
Archdiocese further objects to this request to the extent that it seeks documents which are
protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, and/or the insured/insurer
privilege.

51.

All documents referring or relating to document retention policies, practices, and
instructions of the Archdiocese in effect since 1969[1

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the ground that it is not
reasonably limited in time and scope, as it is not limited to the time period covering the
allegations in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the ground that it is
overly broad, vague, ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial, and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

52.

All documents referring or relating to document destruction policies, practices,
and instructions of the Archdiocese in effect since 1969.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the ground that it is not
reasonably limited in time and scope, as it is not limited to the time period covering the
allegations in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the ground that it is
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to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

53.

All documents referring or relating to the sexual abuse reporting policies,
procedures, instructions, and guidelines in effect in the Archdiocese since 1969.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese states that its policy, whether oral or written, is and was to be
compliant with Missouri law. The Archdiocese objects to this request because the term "sexual
abuse" is undefined and as such is vague, ambiguous, overly broad and not limited to minors.
The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the ground that it is not reasonably limited in
time and scope, as it is not limited to the time period covering the allegations in this lawsuit. The
Archdiocese also objects to this request on the ground that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous,
unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

54.

All documents referring or relating to policies, procedures, instructions, or
guidelines for investigation of a complaint or of allegations of sexual misconduct
or abuse by clergy, employees or volunteers in the Archdiocese in effect since
1969.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving this objection, the Archdiocese states that
its policy, whether oral or written, is and was to be compliant with Missouri law. The
Archdiocese objects to this request because the term "abuse" is undefined and as such is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad and not limited to minors. The Archdiocese further objects on the
ground that the definition of "sexual misconduct" is not limited to minors. The Archdiocese also
objects to this request on the ground that it overly broad, unduly burdensome and not reasonably
limited in time and scope, as it is not limited to the time period covering the allegations in this
lawsuit. The Archdiocese also objects to this request on the ground that it is overly broad, vague,
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the discovery of admissible evidence.

55.

All documents referring or relating to Father Ross generated or maintained by the
parishes where Father Ross lived, worked, or was otherwise assigned.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
Plaintiff's claims, if any, including personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to counsel
for Ross which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the
entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an
appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged
documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the ground that it requests information
contained in Ross's personnel file, and therefore invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese
further objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad and unlimited in time and scope,
as it requests every document referring or relating to Ross regardless of the subject matter or
date, and regardless of whether any such document has any connection to Plaintiffs allegations
in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects on the grounds that this request is vague,
ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence. The Archdiocese further objects to this request to the
extent that it seeks documents which are protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product
doctrine, and/or the insured/insurer privilege.

56.

All documents referring or relating to payments made to third parties on Father
Ross's behalf for expenses relating to mental health evaluation or treatment.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent that it requests Ross's
personal health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under the
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ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial, and not reasonably calculated to lead to

Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable

federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that
this request is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome,
irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.
57.

All Archdiocesan Directories published between 1969 and 2002.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious, irrelevant, immaterial and
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, in particular because
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

58.

All parish bulletins referring to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious,
irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, in particular because Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to
the claims made in this lawsuit.

59.

All parish directories referring to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious,
irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, in particular because Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to
the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects on the ground that any
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claims in this action.

60.

All documents of any parish in which Father Ross was assigned that identify
persons living in the parish rectory or residence during the period in which Father
Ross was assigned to the parish.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to
tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects
on the ground that any information requested for dates before or after Plaintiff's alleged abuse is
irrelevant to Plaintiffs claims in this action.

61.

All documents of any parish in which Father Ross was assigned that identify
persons performing work or services in the parish during the period in which
Father Ross was assigned to the parish, including clergy, employees, and
volunteers.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to
tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects
on the ground that any information requested for dates before or after Plaintiffs alleged abuse is
irrelevant to Plaintiff's claims in this action.

62.

All documents referring or relating to canonical investigations of Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross
1325031
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an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an
appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged
documents. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.
The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request encompasses documents which are
protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege
and/or the protections afforded under the First and Fourteenth Amendments. The Archdiocese
further objects to this request to the extent that it requests information contained in Ross's
personnel file on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy.

63.

All documents referring or relating to suspicions, allegations, or complaints that
Father Ross violated Canon law, including, but not limited to Canons 1395.2 and
1387.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross
which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of
an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an
appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged
documents. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.
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which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of

protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege
and/or the protections afforded under the First and Fourteenth Amendments. The Archdiocese
further objects to this request to the extent that it requests information contained in Ross's
personnel file on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy.

64.

All documents referring or relating to suspicions, allegations, or complaints that
Father Ross violated the Sixth Commandment of the Decalogue.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.
The Archdiocese further objects to this request to the extent that it requests information
contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese
further objects on the basis that this request encompasses documents which are protected by the
attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege and/or the
protections afforded under the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

65.

All documents relating or referring to the excardination of Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross
which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of
an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an
appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged
documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous,
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The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request encompasses documents which are

the discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this
request encompasses documents which arc protected by the attorney-client privilege, work
product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege and/or the protections afforded under the First and
Fourteenth Amendments. The Archdiocese further objects to this request to the extent that it
requests information contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades Ross's
privacy.

66.

All documents referring or relating to a change or request for change in the
canonical status or status in ministry of Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross
which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of
an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an
appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged
documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous,
overly broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no
attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese
further objects to this request to the extent that it requests information contained in Ross's
personnel file on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects on
the basis that this request encompasses documents which are protected by the attorney-client
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overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to

privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege and/or the protections afforded
under the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

67.

All Judicial Vicar reports referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.
The Archdiocese further objects to this request to the extent that it requests information
contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese
further objects on the basis that this request encompasses documents which are protected under
the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

68.

All documents generated or maintained by members of the Priests' Personnel
Board referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross
which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of
an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an
appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged
documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous,
overly broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no
attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese
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personnel file on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy.

69.

All personal files of any Archbishop referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the
ground that it invades the privacy of individuals not parties to this lawsuit.

70.

All personal files of any Vicar General(s) referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the
ground that it invades the privacy of individuals not parties to this lawsuit.

71.

All personal files of any Bishop referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
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further objects to this request to the extent that it requests information contained in Ross's

way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the
ground that it invades the privacy of individuals not parties to this lawsuit.

72.

All personal files of any Director of Ministry to Priests referring or relating to
Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the
ground that it invades the privacy of individuals not parties to this lawsuit.

73.

All personal files of any Vicar for Priests referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the
ground that it invades the privacy of individuals not parties to this lawsuit.

74.

All personal files of any Deacon(s) referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
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discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any

to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the
ground that it invades the privacy of individuals not parties to this lawsuit. The Archdiocese
further objects on the basis that this request encompasses documents which are protected by the
attorney-client privilege and work product doctrine.

75.

All personal files of any chancellor referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General

Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
.

to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the
ground that it invades the privacy of individuals not parties to this lawsuit.

76.

All Archdiocesan statutes and norms in effect between 1969 and 2002 that Father
Ross was expected to follow.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,

ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, not reasonably limited in time and scope,
irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in
this lawsuit. The Archdiocese farther objects to this request to the extent that it encompasses
documents which are protected under the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

1325031

43

Exhibit 06

Electronically Filed - EASTERN DISTRICT CT OF APPEALS - January 02, 2014 - 06:07 PM

‘.0

All school yearbooks for the years in which Father Ross was assigned to or
otherwise provided services to a school.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious, not reasonably limited in
time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the
claims made in this lawsuit.

78.

All documents referring or relating to the organizational structure of the parishes
where Father Ross lived, worked, or was otherwise assigned during the period in
which he was living, working, or otherwise assigned to the parish.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, not reasonably limited in time and scope,
irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in
this lawsuit.

79.

All reports received by the Archdiocese referring or relating to Father Ross's
mental health treatment or evaluation, including, but not limited to, intake reports
and aftercare supervisors' reports.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to
counsel for Ross which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and
upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the
entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive nonprivileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the ground that it requests
Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under
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77.

federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on
the ground that it requests information contained in Ross's personnel file, as it invades Ross's
privacy. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request is vague, ambiguous,
overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

80.

All reports to the Holy See referring or relating to priests accused, suspected, or
investigated for violations of Canon law between 1969 and 2002.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it encompasses
documents protected from disclosure under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, vexatious, harassing, irrelevant and
immaterial.

81.

All Quinquennial Reports sent to the Holy See between 1969 and 2002.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it encompasses
documents protected from disclosure under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, vexatious, harassing, irrelevant and
immaterial.

82.

All documents provided to the Holy See, including, but not limited to, the
Congregation of the Clergy, Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith,
Congregation for the Institutes of Consecrated Life, and the Apostolic Delegation
referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the ground that it encompasses
documents that are protected from disclosure under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the
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the Ilealth Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable

vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, vexatious, harassing, irrelevant and
immaterial.

83.

All documents referring or relating to insurance claims relating to mental health
treatment or evaluation of Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent it seeks information
protected by the insured-insurer privilege. The Archdiocese further objects to this request to the
extent that it requests Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted
disclosure and use under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996
("HIPAA") and other applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese
further objects to this request to the extent it requests Ross's personnel records, on the ground
that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds
that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome,
irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in
this lawsuit.

84.

All letters indemnifying or otherwise limiting the liability of the Archdiocese for
the misconduct of Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent it seeks information
protected by the attorney-client privilege or the work product doctrine. The Archdiocese further
objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time
and scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit.
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United States Constitution. The Archdiocese further objects on the grounds that this request is

All documents received from or sent to mental health treatment providers
referring or relating to Father Ross, including, but not limited to, the Evaluation
Report to the Archbishop, Monthly Treatment Reports, aftercare contracts, house
journals, catalogus, elenchus, ordo, and the Final Evaluation of Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
Plaintiffs claims, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross which allows him adequate time
to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order
by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring
the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to
this request on the ground that it requests Ross's personal health information that is protected
against unrestricted disclosure and use under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability
Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. The
Archdiocese further objects to this request to the extent it requests Ross's personnel records, on
the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly
burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the
claims made in this lawsuit.

86.

All correspondence with the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops relating to the
sexual abuse of children.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, vexatious, harassing, irrelevant and immaterial.
Plaintiff has not limited this request to documents that pertain to Ross and his alleged sexual
activity with minors, but instead asks for all correspondence with the U.S. Conference of
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85.

request in time or scope. Furthermore, this request is not reasonably calculated to lead to
admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was sexually abused by Ross while a
minor.
87.

All correspondence with attorneys for the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops,
including, but not limited to, Mark Chopko, Esq. referring or relating to the sexual
abuse of children.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent it seeks information

protected by the attorney-client privilege or the work product doctrine. The Archdiocese objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
vexatious, harassing, irrelevant and immaterial. Plaintiff has not limited this request to
documents that pertain to Ross and his alleged sexual activity with minors, but instead asks for
all correspondence with attorneys for the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops referring or
relating to the sexual abuse of children. Plaintiff also has failed to limit this request in time or
scope. Furthermore, this request is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence
pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

88.

All joint defense agreements between the Archdiocese/Archbishop and other
bishops/dioceses regarding allegations of child sexual abuse by members of the
Roman Catholic clergy.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine or the joint
defense privilege. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, vexatious, harassing, irrelevant and immaterial.
Plaintiff has not limited this request to documents that pertain to Ross and his alleged sexual
activity with minors, but instead asks for all joint defense agreements between the
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Catholic Bishops relating to the sexual abuse of children. Plaintiff also has failed to limit this

by any clergy members. Plaintiff also has failed to limit this request in time or scope.
Furthermore, this request is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining
to Plaintiff's claims that she was sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

89.

All minutes of the Personnel Board, Senate, Board of Consultors, Definitorium, or
other advising body referring or relating to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent it requests Ross's
personnel records, on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and
scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

90.

All personal files created or maintained by the Office of Communications relating
or referring to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

91.

All personal files created or maintained by the Director of the Safe Environment
Program relating or referring to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
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Archdiocese/Archbishop and other bishops/dioceses regarding allegations of child sexual abuse

to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

92.

All personal files created or maintained by any priest, agent, employee, or official
of the Archdiocese referring or relating to Father Ross that is kept separate and
apart from the main personnel file or "priest file" for Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.
The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request encompasses documents which are
protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege
and/or the protections afforded under the First and Fourteenth Amendments.
93.

All personal files created or maintained by the Director of Victim Assistance
Ministry referring or relating to allegations, suspicions, or complaints that Father
Ross engaged in misconduct.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any responsive documents. The Archdiocese objects
to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any
way to the claims made in this lawsuit. Further, Plaintiff has not defined the vague and
overbroad term "misconduct." The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request
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doctrine and/or the insured/insurer privilege.

94.

All agendas for the Priest Personnel Board, Board of Consultors, Senate,
Definitorium, or other advising body that refer or relate to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

95.

All reports from the Priest Personnel Board, Board of Consultors, Senate,
Definitorium, or other advising body that refer or relate to Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
Plaintiff has made no attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit.

96.

All documents generated by or provided to any lay or clergy review board that
refer or relate to Father Ross, or allegations, suspicions, or complaints that Father
Ross engaged in misconduct.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross
which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of
an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an
appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged
documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent that it requests information
contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades the privacy of Defendant Ross.
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encompasses documents which are protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product

broad, unduly burdensome, unlimited in time and scope, irrelevant, immaterial and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as Plaintiff has made no
attempt to tailor her request in any way to the claims made in this lawsuit. The Archdiocese

further objects on the basis that this request encompasses documents which are protected by the
attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege and/or the
protections afforded under the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

97.

All documents referring or relating to any arrest, criminal investigation or
prosecution of Father Ross.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to
counsel for Ross which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and
upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the

entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive nonprivileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent that it requests
information contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades the privacy of
Defendant Ross. The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the basis that it is overly
broad and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests all information regarding arrests, criminal
investigations or prosecutions, regardless of date and regardless of whether such arrest,
investigation or prosecution has any connection to this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects
on the basis that this request is vague, ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
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The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly

Any and all documents that the Archdiocese distributed to parishioners, law
enforcement, or members of the general public that Father Ross was suspected,
accused, or investigated for misconduct at any time between 1969 and the present.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Archdiocese further objects on
the ground that Plaintiff does not limit this request to the time period of the alleged events. The
Archdiocese also objects on the ground that Plaintiff has not defined the vague and overbroad
term "misconduct."

99.

Any and all documents that the Archdiocese distributed to members of the clergy
that Father Ross was suspected, accused, or investigated for misconduct at any
time between 1969 and the present.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Archdiocese further objects on
the ground that Plaintiff does not limit this request to the time period of the alleged events. The
Archdiocese also objects on the ground that Plaintiff has not defined the vague and overbroad
term "misconduct."

100.

All memoranda of understanding between the Archdiocese and law enforcement
authorities, including, but not limited to, police and prosecutors.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, vexatious, harassing, irrelevant and immaterial.
Plaintiff has not limited this request to documents that pertain to Ross and his alleged sexual
activity with minors, but instead asks for all memoranda of understanding between the
Archdiocese and law enforcement authorities. Plaintiff also has failed to limit this request in
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98.

time or scope. Furthermore, this request is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible
evidence pertaining to Plaintiffs claims that she was sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

101.

All documents sent to or received from the Florida Conference of Catholic
Bishops relating to child sexual abuse by Roman Catholic clergy.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, vexatious, harassing, irrelevant and immaterial.
Plaintiff has not limited this request to documents that pertain to Ross and his alleged sexual
activity with minors, but instead asks for all documents sent to or received from the Florida
Conference of Catholic Bishops relating to child sexual abuse by Roman Catholic clergy.
Plaintiff also has failed to limit this request in time or scope. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiffs claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

102.

All documents sent to or received from the Holy See, including, but not limited to
the office of the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith, regarding Father Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the ground that it encompasses
documents that are protected under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States
Constitution. The Archdiocese further objects on the grounds that this request is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, vexatious, harassing, irrelevant and immaterial.

103.

All documents referring or relating to the termination of Father Ross from the
priesthood.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to counsel for Ross
which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of
B25031
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appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged
documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent that it requests information
contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades the privacy of Defendant Ross.
The Archdiocese further objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly
broad, unlimited in time or scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant and immaterial. The
Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this request encompasses documents which are
protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, the insured/insurer privilege
and/or the protections afforded under the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

104.

All documents evidencing insurance coverage for the acts of sexual abuse and
negligence alleged in Plaintiff's Complaint.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any policies of insurance that would apply to this
matter. The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent that it invades the work product
privilege by calling upon the Archdiocese to draw legal conclusions. The Archdiocese also
objects to this request to the extent it requests the Archdiocese to disclose information protected
by the insured-insurer privilege. Furthermore, this request seeks information beyond the scope
of Rule 56.01(b)(2) of the Missouri Rules of Civil Procedure and seeks information that is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

105.

In the event Father Ross was transferred between Dioceses, all indemnity
agreements between the Archdiocese and any other Diocese regarding Father
Ross.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time or scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant and
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an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an

immaterial. Furthermore, this request is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence
pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

106.

The United States Conference of Catholic Bishops Charter for the Protection of
Children and Young People (a/Ida the "Dallas Charter") and all subsequent
revisions and supplements to which the Archdiocese adheres.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

107.

All copies of De Modo Procedendi in Causis Sollicitationis, promulgated by the
Holy See on or about June 9, 1922, maintained by the Archdiocese.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

108.

All copies of Humana Persona, Declaration on Sexual Ethics, promulgated by the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in approximately 1975 and maintained
by the Archdiocese.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.
1325031
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All copies of Letter on Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons, promulgated by
the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith in approximately October, 1986 and
maintained by the Archdiocese.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

110.

All copies of Restoring Trust, Vol 1, published and distributed by the U.S.
Conference of Catholic Bishops in approximately 1994 and maintained by the
Archdiocese.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

111.

All copies of Restoring Trust, Vol. 2, published and distributed by the U.S.
Conference of Catholic Bishops in approximately 1995 and maintained by the
Archdiocese.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.
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109.

All copies of Restoring Trust, Vol. III, published and distributed by the U.S.
Conference of Catholic Bishops in approximately 1996 and maintained by the
Archdiocese.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.
113.
•

All copies of Sacramentorum Sanctitatis Tutela, promulgated by Pope John Paul
TI on or about April 30, 2001 and maintained by the Archdiocese.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.

114.

All copies of De Delictis Gravioribus, promulgated by the Congregation of the
Doctrine of the Faith in approximately 2001 and maintained by the Archdiocese.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, •unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Furthermore, this request is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.
115.

1325031

All documents which reflect Plaintiffs involvement with the Defendant including,
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letters of recommendation by the Defendant and its representatives; documents
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58

Exhibit 06

Electronically Filed - EASTERN DISTRICT CT OF APPEALS - January 02, 2014 - 06:07 PM

112.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent that it calls for
information equally available to Plaintiff.

116.

All documents setting forth the qualifications for and the procedures necessary to
qualify for employment as a priest or other clergy with the Defendant from 1969
to present.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Archdiocese further objects on
the ground that Plaintiff does not limit this request to the time period of the alleged events.

117.

All documents referencing Defendant Joseph Ross's time in the St. Luke Institute.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
Plaintiffs claims, if any, including health and/or personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon
notice to counsel for Ross which allows him adequate time to object to any production of
documents and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the
alternative, upon the entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to
provide responsive non-privileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request on the
ground that it requests Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted
disclosure and use under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996
("HIPAA") and other applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese
further objects to this request to the extent that it requests information contained in Ross's
personnel file on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese further objects on
the grounds that this request is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope,
1325031
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education or other program attended by him [sic] or any other documents in any
file or files of the Plaintiff maintained by Defendant.

of admissible evidence.

118.

All documents referencing inquiries made to Defendant Archdiocese about Joseph
Ross, including but not limited to, inquiries by other priests regarding Ross's
fitness to serve as clergy, and/or inquiries made by victims or victims' families
regarding Joseph Ross' fitness to serve as clergy.

RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving the following objections or the General
Objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information relevant to
Plaintiffs claims, if any, including personnel records of Ross, if any, only upon notice to counsel
for Ross which allows him adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the
entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the entry of an
appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non-privileged
documents. The Archdiocese objects to this request to the extent that it requests information
contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades Ross's privacy. The Archdiocese
further objects on the grounds that this request is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in
time and scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this
request encompasses documents which are protected by the attorney-client privilege, work
product doctrine, and/or the insured/insurer privilege.

119.

All, documents showing the relationship with and/or ownership of, St. Cronan's
Church and Parish Center.

RESPONSE: The Archdiocese objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

120.
!325031

All documents that would aid in identifying where Father Ross currently resides.
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unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

Objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any such documents. The Archdiocese objects to
this request on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unlimited in time and
scope, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

Dated: July

, 2012

GREENSFELDER, HEMKER & GALE, P.C.

By
,_,Edward S. Bott, Jr., #31934

esWgreensfelder.com
Bernard Huger, #21319

bch@greensfelder.com
Lucie F. Huger, #49125

Ifh@greensfelder.com
Robert L. Duckels, #52432

rld@greensfelder.com
10 S. Broadway, Suite 2000
St. Louis, MO 63102
Telephone: (314) 241-9090
Facsimile: (314) 241-8624
Attorneys for the Archdiocese of St. Louis

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and accurate copy of the foregoing document
was served on the following counsel of record, via U.S. Regular Mail, with postage prepaid, this
, day of July, 2012:
Kenneth M. Chackes
M. Susan Carlson
Nicole Gorovsky
CHACKES, CARLSON & HALQUIST, LLP
230 South Bemiston Avenue, Suite 800
Clayton, Missouri 63105

Jeffrey R. Anderson
Patrick W. Noaker
JEFF ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, P.A.
366 Jackson Street, Suite 100
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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JANE DOE 92,

)
)
Plaintiff,
)
)
vs.
)
)
ARCHDIOCESE OF ST. LOUIS, a Non- )
Profit Corporation, ARCHBISHOP
)
ROBERT J. CARLSON of the Archdiocese )
of St. Louis, and FATHER JOSEPH ROSS, )
)
Defendants.
)

Cause No. 1122-CC10165
Division 1

DEFENDANT ARCHDIOCESE OF ST. LOUIS' ANSWERS AND OBJECTIONS
TO PLAINTIFF'S FIRST INTERROGATORIES
Defendant Archdiocese of St. Louis (the "Archdiocese"), by and through counsel, hereby
submits its Answers and Objections to Plaintiffs First Interrogatories.
GENERAL OBJECTIONS
The Archdiocese makes the following general objections with respect to each and all of
Plaintiff's Interrogatories which are incorporated by reference into each separate answer:
1.

These answers are made solely for purposes of this civil action. Each response is

subject to any and all objections as to competency, relevancy, materiality, propriety and
admissibility, and to any and all other objections and grounds that would require the exclusion of
any information contained in any answer, all of which objections and grounds are hereby
expressly reserved and may be interposed later at or before the time of trial.
2.

The Archdiocese has not completed its investigation of this action, has not

completed discovery, and has not completed trial preparation. The answers hereinafter are based
on the Archdiocese's knowledge, information and belief at this time, and are made without
prejudice to the objections set forth herein. The Archdiocese specifically reserves the right to
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF ST. LOUIS
TWENTY-SECOND JUDICIAL
STATE OF MISSOURI

facts or identify documents not contained or identified herein if it should appear at any time that
omissions or errors have been made or if they obtain additional or more accurate information.
The Archdiocese further reserves the right to rely upon such facts and other evidence as may be
derived through future discovery or through its continuing investigation in this matter or as may
be adduced at trial.
3.

The following answers are based upon information presently available to and

located by the Archdiocese and, except for explicit facts expressly set forth herein, no incidental
or implied admissions are intended hereby. The fact that the Archdiocese has answered or
objected to any interrogatory or part thereof shall not be taken as an admission that the
Archdiocese accepts or admits the existence of any "facts" set forth or assumed by such
interrogatory, or that the Archdiocese's answer or objection constitutes admissible evidence.
The fact that the Archdiocese has responded to part or all of any interrogatory is not intended to
be and shall not be construed to be a waiver by the Archdiocese of all or any part of any
objection to any interrogatory made herein.
4.

To the extent any or all of the interrogatories seek information learned in

anticipation or defense of litigation or for trial, or for information covered by the attorney work
product doctrine or protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, the Archdiocese
objects to each and every such request, and thus will not supply or render any information
protected from disclosure by any applicable privilege.
5.

To the extent any or all of the interrogatories seek Defendant Ross's personal

health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under the Health
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable federal,
state and local laws and regulations, the Archdiocese objects to each and every request, and will
1325027
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amend and/or supplement its answers to Plaintiff's Interrogatories at any time or to introduce

allows Ross adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of an
appropriate protective order by the Court.
6.

To the extent any or all of the interrogatories seek information contained in

Ross's personnel file, the Archdiocese objects to each and every request on the ground that
"Missouri recognizes a right of privacy in personnel records that should not be lightly
disregarded or dismissed." State ex. rel. Delmar Gardens North Operating, LLC v. Gaertner, 239
S.W.3d 608, 611-12 (Mo. 2007) (en Banc) (citing State ex rel. Crowden v. Dandurand, 970 S.W.
2d 340, 343 (Mo. bane 1998)) (emphasis added). The Archdiocese will not supply any
responsive information except upon prior written notice to counsel for Ross that allows Ross
adequate time to object to any production of documents and upon the entry of an appropriate
protective order by the Court.
7.

To the extent any of all of the requests seek information, documents or material

concerning Ross's laicization, the Archdiocese objects to and will not supply or render any such
information, on the basis that it is protected from disclosure under the First Amendment of the
United States Constitution.
These General Objections are hereby incorporated into each answer below.
SPECIFIC ANSWERS AND OBJECTIONS TO INTERROGATORIES
1.

Identify who is answering these Interrogatories and their affiliation with Defendant
Roman Catholic Archdiocese of St. Louis (hereinafter, "Archdiocese").
ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections, the Answers to

these interrogatories contain and reflect information provided by or gathered from numerous
individuals, records, documents, or other reliable sources of information within the Archdiocese,
and incorporate the legal advice and objections of defense counsel. The Answers are verified on

1325027

3

Exhibit 07

Electronically Filed - EASTERN DISTRICT CT OF APPEALS - January 02, 2014 - 06:07 PM

not supply any responsive information except upon prior written notice to counsel for Ross that

behalf of the Archdiocese by Rev. Msgr. Mark Rivituso, although he may not have personal
knowledge of the facts stated herein.
2.

Did Defendant have in effect a liability insurance policy or policies providing coverage
for any of the damages claimed by the Plaintiff in this action? If so, please provide the
following:
a,
b.
c.
d.
e.

The named insured in this policy;
The policy number;
The name, address and phone number of the company extending coverage;
The policy limits;
The effective dates of each policy of insurance;
If coverage under this policy is being denied or, if legal defense is being provided
under a reservation of rights, identify all policy clauses identified by the insurance
company as the basis for the denial of coverage or the reservation of rights; and
g. Attach a copy of each and every insurance policy identified in this interrogatory
together with all declaration pages and amendatory endorsements applicable
during the period of time of the alleged sexual abuse.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese is not aware of any policies of insurance that would apply to this
matter. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it invades the work
product privilege by calling upon the Archdiocese to draw legal conclusions. The Archdiocese
also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it requests the Archdiocese to disclose information
protected by the insured-insurer privilege. Furthermore, this interrogatory seeks information
beyond the scope of Rule 56.01(b)(2) of the Missouri Rules of Civil Procedure and seeks
information that is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
3.

State whether the insurance company identified in your Answer to Interrogatory No. 2 has
indicated that there are policy exclusions precluding or limiting coverage for the acts
which are the basis for this Complaint? If so, describe these policy exclusion(s).

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese incorporates by reference its response to Interrogatory Number 2
above. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected
by the work product and insured-insurer privileges. The Archdiocese further objects to this
1325027
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and therefore speak for themselves.
4.

Identify any person who you contend has knowledge or claims to have knowledge of any
facts relating to the alleged incidents which are the subject matter of this litigation.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, Plaintiff and Joseph Ross are the only persons known to the Archdiocese who may
have first hand knowledge of the alleged incidents. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory
because Plaintiff does not limit this interrogatory to persons who have personal, first-hand
knowledge, but rather this interrogatory encompasses those persons who may have knowledge
based merely on the filing of the lawsuit, legal counsel previously retained by Plaintiff,
Plaintiff's counsel's website, etc. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis that this
interrogatory is vague and ambiguous and not limited in time or scope in that it refers to "the
incidents which are the subject matter of this litigation."
5.

I lave you, your agents, investigators or attorneys contacted or spoken to any of the
persons named in the answers to the preceding interrogatory? If so, separately identify
each such person.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, no. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is ambiguous
and seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and
the insured-insurer privilege.
6.

As to all persons whose names are set forth in your responses to the preceding
interrogatories have you, your agents, investigators or attorneys or anyone acting on your
behalf, obtained statements of any kind, whether written, stenographic, recorded,
reported, or otherwise, from any persons identified in the above interrogatories.

ANSWER: The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is
ambiguous and that it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work
product doctrine and the insured-insurer privilege.
1325027
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interrogatory because the insurance policy or policies constitute the best evidence of their terms

If your response to interrogatory No. 6 is in the affirmative, please state separately for
each such person, the following:
a.
b.
c.

Identify that person;
Date on which the statement was taken; and
Identify the person who took the statement.

ANSWER: Please see the response to Interrogatory No. 6 above.
8.

Have you, your agents, investigators, or attorneys or anyone acting on your behalf,
obtained any kind of written, stenographic, recorded, reported, oral, or other type of
statements from the Plaintiff? If so, please state for each such statement:
a.
b.

The date on which the statement was taken; and
Identify the person who took the statement.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections, neither the
Archdiocese nor its agents have obtained a statement directly from the Plaintiff.
9.

Have you, your agents, investigators, or attorneys or anyone acting on your behalf,
destroyed, relocated, or are otherwise no longer in possession of, any documents which
reflect any discussions or communications relating to Defendant Joseph Ross alleged
sexual contact with Plaintiff or allegations of Ross's sexual contact with any other person
within the Defendant Archdiocese or destroyed, relocated, or are otherwise no longer in
possession of, any document, notes, or memoranda which contains information about
such sexual contact. If so, please state for each such document:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Identify the document;
Identify the contents of the document;
Identify the person who drafted the document;
Identify to whom the document was addressed; and
Describe any further communications and/or correspondence regarding the
document.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese has no knowledge of the destruction of any documents referred to in
this interrogatory. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague,
ambiguous, and overly broad, and spans a period of more than 30 years. The Archdiocese
further objects on the ground that Plaintiff has not limited her request to investigations
concerning allegations of Ross's involvement with minors, but asks about investigations
1325027
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7.

concerning Ross's "sexual contact with any other person within the Defendant Archdiocese."
The Archdiocese further objects to this interrogatory as it is argumentative with respect to the
term "destroyed."
10.

Do you know of any legal action or insurance claims brought by Plaintiff prior to the
institution of this lawsuit? If so, please furnish all information you possess in this regard,
including dates, nature of the claims and final disposition of any claims made.
ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following

objection, the Archdiocese is aware of Plaintiff making criminal complaints to law enforcement
authorities. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it calls for
information equally available to Plaintiff.
11.

Has the Defendant, or its agents, attorneys or employees at any time received any medical
report, oral or written, x-ray report, hospital records or writings of any kind from any
medical practitioners, psychiatrists, psychologists, or hospitals regarding the medical,
physical, mental or emotional condition of Plaintiff before, during or after the occurrences
which are alleged as the subject matter of this litigation? If so, please provide the name
and address of the person(s), clinic, hospitals or other institutions from which the
information was originally received by Defendant or its representatives.
ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following

objection, no. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks
information protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine.
12.

Does Defendant have knowledge of any written or oral report, or any statement,
memorandum, recording or other form of testimony, from the Plaintiff, signed or
unsigned, concerning this cause of action? If so, please describe that information in
detail. If said information is in a written or recorded form, please attach a copy of said
documented information to your answers to these interrogatories.
ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following

objection, the Archdiocese is aware of Plaintiffs deposition testimony given in the criminal case
brought against Ross. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it calls for
information equally available to Plaintiff.
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Describe each and every report or statement made by you to anyone regarding the facts of
the alleged incidents which are the subject matter of this litigation or any events leading
up to the occurrence of said incidents or any events occurring immediately thereafter. As
to each, please provide the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

The type of the report or statement, whether written, oral, recorded, reported or
otherwise;
The date of said statement and by whom it was made;
The name, address and employer of the custodian of any permanent form of said
statement;
If you are making a claim of privilege with regard to any of said statements or
Reports, please state the basis of said privilege; and
Attach copies of each document identified in this interrogatory.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, once Plaintiff advised the Archdiocese of her alleged claims, the matter was referred
to legal counsel. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the basis that it is vague,
ambiguous, overly broad, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence as it asks the Archdiocese to describe reports or statements
"made by you to anyone regarding the facts of the alleged incidents which are the subject matter
of this litigation or any events leading up to the occurrence of said incidents or any events
occurring immediately thereafter." Plaintiff has not limited her reference to "the incidents which
are the subject matter of this litigation or any events leading up to the occurrence of said
incidents or any events occurring immediately thereafter" in time or scope. The Archdiocese
further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information protected by the
attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and the insured-insurer privilege. In
addition, it calls upon the Archdiocese to disclose the mental impressions and trial strategy of its
attorneys.
14.

Does Defendant have knowledge of any facts or allegations made against Defendant
Joseph Ross for sexual contact or attempted sexual contact with any individual, including
the Plaintiff, before, during or after the incidents which are the subject matter of this
action? If so, please state separately for each claim:
a.

1325027
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13.

e.

f.
g.
h.
i.

j.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon prior written
notice to counsel for Ross which allows adequate time to object to any production of documents
and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the
entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive nonprivileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it requests
information contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades the privacy of
Defendant Ross. Specifically, the Missouri Supreme Court has held that "Missouri recognizes a
right of privacy in personnel records that should not be lightly disregarded or dismissed." State
ex. rel. Delmar Gardens North Operating, LLC v. Gaertner, 239 S.W.3d 608, 611-12 (Mo. 2007)
(en bane) (citing State ex rel. Crowden v. Dandurand, 970 S.W. 2d 340, 343 (Mo. bane 1998))
(emphasis added). The Archdiocese further objects to the extent that this interrogatory requests
Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under
1325027
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c.
d.

The name, present address and present age of each individual involved in the
sexual contact;
The dates the sexual contact was purported to have occurred;
The nature of the act or acts of sexual contact Defendant Ross was purported to
have committed;
If criminal charges or civil damage claims resulted from this sexual contact,
identify the parties to this action, the court in which the action was venued, the
court file number and the ultimate disposition of the action;
The date Defendant became aware of these allegations, identifying the particular
agent or agents of Defendant who became aware of these allegations;
Identify and describe any letter, document, memorandum, report or other tangible
evidence relating in any manner to Defendant's knowledge of prior sexual contact
committed by Defendant Ross;
Attach copies of all tangible evidence identified in your answer to interrogatory
14(g);
If Defendant Ross admitted the allegations of sexual contact, provide the date of
and substance of the admission and identify each and every one of Defendant's
agents who became aware of the admission;
Describe any disciplinary or preventative actions Defendant took in response to
knowledge of this sexual contact;

federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese also objects to this interrogatory
as it requests information about the Archdiocese's knowledge of any facts or allegations made
against Ross for sexual misconduct or attempted sexual misconduct with any individual "after
the incidents which are the subject matter of this action," as any events that may have occurred
after Plaintiff's alleged abuse or any knowledge that the Archdiocese may have received after
Plaintiff's alleged abuse regarding any other alleged abuse victims is irrelevant, immaterial and
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
15.

Does Defendant have knowledge of any psychiatric, psychological or other therapy or
counseling which Defendant Ross has undergone either before, during or after the alleged
incidents which are the subject matter of this action. If so, provide the following:
a.
b.
c.

d.
e.
f.

Identify the person(s) who counseled or provided therapy for Defendant Ross;
The dates of this therapy or counseling;
Did Defendant's agent, servant or employee direct or suggest that Defendant Ross
undergo this therapy or counseling. If so, please identify said agent, servant or
employee of Defendant, the subject matter of the communication(s) with Ross and
the date(s) of these communications;
Describe any and all documents in Defendant's possession relating in any way
to this therapy or counseling;
Attach to these interrogatory answers any reports, records, memorandum or other
tangible documents relating in any way to this therapy or counseling; and
The manner in which your agent or representative became aware of the counseling
or therapy.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon prior written
notice to counsel for Ross which allows adequate time to object to any production of documents
and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the
entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive nonprivileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it requests
information contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades the privacy of
1325027
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the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable

right of privacy in personnel records that should not be lightly disregarded or dismissed." State

ex. rel. Delmar Gardens North Operating, LLC v. Gaertner, 239 S.W.3d 608, 611-12 (Mo. 2007)
(en bane) (citing State ex rel. Crowden v. Dandurand, 970 S.W. 2d 340, 343 (Mo. bane 1998))
(emphasis added). The Archdiocese further objects to the extent that this interrogatory requests
Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under
the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable
federal, state and local laws and regulations.
16.

Describe the relationship between you and Defendant Ross including but not limited to
the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Describe the circumstances surrounding Ross's initial association with Defendant;
The method by which Ross was compensated for services he supplied to
Defendant, including the nature, source and frequency of this compensation;
List the specific duties and responsibilities of Ross during his employment
association with Defendant;
List the instrumentalities required by Ross to perform these duties and identify the
person or organization which supplied these instrumentalities to Defendant Ross;
List the name(s) of Ross's supervisor(s) during his association with the Defendant;
State the date Ross's association with the Defendant was terminated and the
reason for termination of this association;
List each assignment given to Ross and for each assignment identify the years
Ross served, his title and duties, and his supervisors;
Identify all documents relating to the relationship between you and Ross.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon prior written
notice to counsel for Ross which allows adequate time to object to any production of documents
and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the
entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive nonprivileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it requests
information contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades the privacy of
1325027
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Defendant Ross. Specifically, the Missouri Supreme Court has held that "Missouri recognizes a

Defendant Ross. Specifically, the Missouri Supreme Court has held that "Missouri recognizes a
right of privacy in personnel records that should not be lightly disregarded or dismissed." State
ex. rel. Delmar Gardens North Operating, LLC v. Gaertner, 239 S.W.3d 608, 611-12 (Mo. 2007)
(en bane) (citing State ex rel. Crowden v. Dandurand, 970 S.W. 2d 340, 343 (Mo. bane 1998))
(emphasis added). The Archdiocese further objects to this interrogatory on the basis that it is
vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in many respects, including for the
reason that it asks the Archdiocese "to identify all documents relating to the relationship between
you and Ross." The Archdiocese further objects to the extent that this interrogatory requests
Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under
the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable
federal, state and local laws and regulations.
17.

Describe the Defendant's policies and/or procedures regarding the duties and obligations
of deacons, priests, bishops, and others serving within the structure of the Defendant
Archdiocese pertaining to reports, allegations, and suspicions of sexual contact which
were in effect during the period of time covering the allegations of this lawsuit, and
identify all documents that reflect those policies and procedures.
ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following

objections, the Archdiocese followed all reporting requirements, if any, mandated by Missouri
law that were in effect during the relevant time period. The Archdiocese objects to this
interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. The Archdiocese further objects on the ground that the definition of the term "sexual
contact" is overly broad. Plaintiff has not limited her request to sexual abuse of minors, but asks
for "policies and/or procedures regarding the duties and obligations of deacons, priests, bishops,

1325027
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and others serving within the structure of the Archdiocese pertaining to reports, allegations, and
suspicions of sexual contact."
18.

Describe all changes, if any, made to the sexual contact policy as described in
Interrogatory No. 17, including the dates of said changes, the manner in which said
changes were distributed to those affected by said changes, and the agent of the
Defendant Archdiocese responsible for making said changes.
ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following

objections, the Archdiocese has and continues to follow all reporting requirements mandated by
Missouri law. See the Archdiocese's objections and answer to Interrogatory 17 above,
incorporated herein by reference.
19.

Describe each and every allegation of sexual contact with a minor made against any priest
and/or employee serving within Defendant Archdiocese that was made known to any
official of Defendant during the 20 years prior to and/or during the period of time
covering the sexual contact alleged in this case.

ANSWER: The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Plaintiff has not defined the term "allegation" for the purpose of these interrogatories.
Furthermore, Plaintiff has not limited her request to allegations of sexual activity with minors
allegedly involving Ross, but has instead asked about allegations made "against any priest and/or
employee serving within Defendant Archdiocese that was made known to any official of
Defendant during the 20 years prior to and/or during the period of time covering the sexual
contact alleged in this case."
20.

Describe each and every allegation of sexual contact with a minor made against any priest
and/or employee serving within Defendant Archdiocese that was made known to any
official of Defendant after the sexual contact alleged in this case.

ANSWER: The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious, irrelevant,

1325027
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Plaintiff has not defined the term "allegation" for the purpose of these interrogatories.
Furthermore, Plaintiff has not limited her request to allegations of sexual activity with minors
allegedly involving Ross, but has instead asked about allegations made "against any priest and/or
employee serving within Defendant Archdiocese that was made known to any official of
Defendant after the sexual contact alleged in this case." The Archdiocese further objects on the
ground that Plaintiff has not defined "any official of Defendant." The Archdiocese further
objects on the ground that any such allegations made known to the Archdiocese after the sexual
contact alleged in this case are irrelevant to the claims made by Plaintiff in this action.
21.

Identify all documents pertaining to sexual contact or alleged sexual contact with a minor
by any priest and/or employee serving within Defendant Archdiocese that employees,
agents or representatives of the Defendant Archdiocese have sent to the Apostolic
Delegate to the Holy See or to any entity of the Holy See from 1980 to the present. For
each document state:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

The date of the document;
The date the document was sent to the entity of the Holy See;
A description of the document;
The name of the person sending the document and his/her position;
The name of the person receiving the document and his/her position; and
Whether any further discussion or correspondence followed either to or from an
entity of the Holy See regarding the document.

ANSWER: The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, vexatious, harassing, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Plaintiff does not limit this interrogatory to documents that the Archdiocese has submitted to the
Apostolic Delegate, but asks for "all documents . that employees, agents or representatives of
the Defendant Archdiocese have sent to the Apostolic Delegate to the Holy See or to any entity
from 1980 to the present." Plaintiff has not limited this interrogatory to documents that pertain
to Ross and his alleged sexual activity with minors, but asks for any documents that may have
1325027
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immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Archdiocese. Plaintiff also asks for documents submitted to the Apostolic Delegate for a period
of time spanning over thirty years. Such requests violate the protections afforded under the First
and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution. This interrogatory is not
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence pertaining to Plaintiff's claims that she was
sexually abused by Ross while a minor.
22.

Describe in detail and identify all documents relating to any warnings issued during the
20 years prior to and/or during the period of time covering the sexual contact alleged in
this case by Defendant Archdiocese to authorities, parents, parishioners, or the general
public relating in any way to any sexual activity or sexual contact by priests, deacons,
employees or other persons working within the Archdiocese.

ANSWER: The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is
vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious, irrelevant,
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Plaintiff does not limit this interrogatory to the time period of the alleged events. Furthermore,
Plaintiff has not limited her request to warnings regarding clergy, or specifically Ross, but has
asked the Archdiocese to "[describe in detail and identify all documents relating to any
warnings issued . by Defendant Archdiocese to authorities, parents, parishioners, or the
general public relating in any way to any sexual activity or sexual contact by priests, deacons,
employees or other persons working within the Archdiocese."
23.

Describe in detail and identify all documents relating to any secret or sub secreto files
containing information relating to sexual contact or alleged sexual contact with a minor
by any priest and/or employee serving within Defendant Archdiocese possessed by you at
anytime, including those maintained by directive of Canon Law. If the secret or sub
secret() files are no longer in your possession, for each document no longer in your
possession state:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

1325027
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been submitted to the Apostolic Delegate or Holy See on any subject matter involving this

objections, the Archdiocese has no knowledge of any "secret or sub secreto" files. The
Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly
broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff has not defined the terms
"secret or sub secret() files" for purposes of these interrogatories.
24.

Describe in detail all policies and procedures and identify all documents that relate to the
creation, handling and/or destruction of secret or sub secreto files.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese has no knowledge of any "secret or sub secreto" files. The
Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly
broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, vexatious, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff has not defined the terms
"secret or sub secret() files" for purposes of these interrogatories.
25.

Identify all expert witnesses you intend to call at any hearing or trial of this matter. For
each expert witness, provide the following information, pursuant to Rule 56.01(b)(4) of
the Missouri Rules of Civil Procedure:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

The name of the expert;
The addresses of the expert;
The expert's place of employment and occupation;
The qualifications of the expert to give an opinion in this matter;
The nature of the subject matter on which the expert will testify; and
The hourly deposition fee of the expert.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections, the Archdiocese
has not determined who will be its testifying expert or experts. Once the Archdiocese makes this
determination, it will seasonably supplement this response in accordance with Missouri Supreme
Court rules.

1325027
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ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following

Identify all employees, teachers, priests, and other clergy who worked at St. Cronan's
Church during the period of time of Defendant Ross's association with that school.

ANSWER: The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it invades
the privacy of persons not parties to this litigation. The Archdiocese further objects on the
ground that any information requested for dates before or after Plaintiff's alleged abuse is
irrelevant to Plaintiff's claims in this action. The Archdiocese further objects to this
interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome,
irrelevant, immaterial, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.
27.

Identify all information known to the Archdiocese regarding criminal investigations,
arrests, criminal convictions, and/or expungements of criminal records pertaining to
Defendant Ross. For each, describe:
a.
b.
c.
d.

e.

f.

the circumstances of the investigation, arrest, conviction or expungement;
the dates of the investigation, arrest, conviction or expungement;
the conclusion of any investigation, arrest, conviction or expungement and
following consequences;
describe any documents that the Archdiocese possesses regarding the
investigations, arrests, convictions or expungements; Please attach the documents
to your response;
Describe any involvement that the Archdiocese or its agents had in any of these
investigations, arrests, criminal convictions and/or expungements including but
not limited to, providing information to authorities or prosecutors, assisting
Defendant Ross with representation or bond, and/or communications with
Defendant Ross or his counsel during the pendency of any of the investigations,
arrests or convictions;
Who had knowledge of the criminal investigations, arrests, criminal convictions,
and/or expungements of criminal records and when.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon prior written
notice to counsel for Ross which allows adequate time to object to any production of documents
and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the
entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive non1325027
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26.

information contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades the privacy of
Defendant Ross. Specifically, the Missouri Supreme Court has held that "Missouri recognizes a
right of privacy in personnel records that should not be lightly disregarded or dismissed."

State

ex. rel. Delmar Gardens North Operating, LLC v. Gaertner, 239 S.W.3d 608, 611-12 (Mo. 2007)
(en bane) (citing State ex rel. Crowden v. Dandurand, 970 S.W. 2d 340, 343 (Mo. bane 1998))
(emphasis added). The Archdiocese further objects to this interrogatory on the basis that it is
overly broad and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests all information regarding criminal
investigations, convictions, etc., regardless of date and regardless of whether such investigation,
conviction, etc. has any connection to this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis
that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
28.

Identify all state child welfare investigations pertaining to Defendant Ross. For each,
describe:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

the circumstances of the investigation;
the dates of the investigation;
the conclusion of any investigation and following consequences;
describe any documents that, the Archdiocese possesses regarding the
investigations;
Describe any involvement that the Archdiocese had in any of these investigations.
Please attach the documents to your response.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon prior written
notice to counsel for Ross which allows adequate time to object to any production of documents
and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the
entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive nonprivileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it requests
1325027
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privileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it requests

Defendant Ross. Specifically, the Missouri Supreme Court has held that "Missouri recognizes a
right of privacy in personnel records that should not be lightly disregarded or dismissed." State

ex. rel. Delmar Gardens North Operating, LLC v. Gaertner, 239 S.W.3d 608, 611-12 (Mo. 2007)
(en bane) (citing State ex rel. Crowden v. Dandurand, 970 S.W. 2d 340, 343 (Mo. bane 1998))
(emphasis added). The Archdiocese further objects to this interrogatory on the basis that it is
overly broad and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests identification of all child welfare
investigations pertaining to Ross, regardless of date and regardless of whether any such
investigation has any connection to this lawsuit. The Archdiocese further objects on the basis
that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
29.

Describe in detail all communications made to clergy, parishioners, parents, or employees
of St. Cronan's Church regarding Defendant Ross from before, during and/or after his
time serving at St. Cronan's Church. If any of the communications are in writing, please
provide.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiting the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon prior written
notice to counsel for Ross which allows adequate time to object to any production of documents
and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the
entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive nonprivileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory on the ground that any
information requested for dates before or after Plaintiff's alleged abuse is irrelevant to Plaintiff's
claims in this action. The Archdiocese further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it
is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial, and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
1325027

19

Exhibit 07

Electronically Filed - EASTERN DISTRICT CT OF APPEALS - January 02, 2014 - 06:07 PM

information contained in Ross's personnel file on the ground that it invades the privacy of

30.

Describe in detail any writings, journals, letters, or notes made by Defendant Ross that
are known to the Archdiocese. Please provide any that are in the possession of the
Archdiocese.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon prior written
notice to counsel for Ross which allows adequate time to object to any production of documents
and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the
entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive nonprivileged documents. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it requests
Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under
the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable
federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese further objects to this
interrogatory on the basis that it is overly broad and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests
every writing, journal, letter or note made by Ross regardless of the subject matter or date. The
Archdiocese further objects on the grounds that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, unduly
burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.
31.

Describe the physical layout of St, Cronan's Church and Parish Center.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese will make St. Cronan's Church and Parish Center available for
inspection to be scheduled at a mutually convenient time. The Archdiocese objects to this
interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous and overly broad. The Archdiocese
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Center is the building itself.
32,

Describe any communications or records passed between any employee, representative,
or agent of the Archdiocese and any representative, employee or agent of the St. Luke
Institute regarding Defendant Ross. Provide any that are in writing.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, the Archdiocese will provide relevant non-privileged information responsive to this
request, if any, including personnel and/or health records of Ross, if any, only upon prior written
notice to counsel for Ross which allows adequate time to object to any production of documents
and upon the entry of an appropriate protective order by the Court, or, in the alternative, upon the
entry of an appropriate order by the Court requiring the Archdiocese to provide responsive nonprivileged documents. The Archdiocese objects on the basis that this interrogatory requests
Ross's personal health information that is protected against unrestricted disclosure and use under
the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and other applicable
federal, state and local laws and regulations. The Archdiocese further objects to this
interrogatory on the basis that it is overly broad and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests
every communication or record regarding Ross regardless of the subject matter or date. The
Archdiocese further objects on the grounds that this interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, unduly
burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.
33.

Describe any communications between any employee, representative, attorney or agent of
the Archdiocese and any representative, employee or agent of the public media regarding
Defendant Ross.

ANSWER: The Archdiocese objects on the basis that this interrogatory is overly
broad and unlimited in time and scope, as it requests every communication regarding Ross
regardless of the subject matter or date. The Archdiocese further objects on the grounds that this
1325027
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further objects that the best evidence of the physical layout of St. Cronan's Church and Parish

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
34.

Describe in detail the relationship between the Archdiocese and St. Cronan's Church and
Parish Center including but not limited to property ownership, bylaws, incorporation,
and/or any document showing the authority that the Archdiocese has over St. Cronan's
Church and Parish Center.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objections, St. Cronan Catholic Church is incorporated as a Missouri nonprofit corporation. The
board of directors of the corporation is comprised of three persons. The Archbishop of St. Louis
is the member of the corporation. In such capacity he has the authority to appoint and remove
the directors and exercises other reserved powers granted to him through the bylaws of the
corporation.
The Archdiocese of St. Louis is incorporated as a Missouri nonprofit corporation. The
board of directors of the corporation is comprised of three persons, one of whom is the
Archbishop of St. Louis who is also the member of the corporation and, in such capacity,
appoints and may remove the other directors and exercises other reserved powers granted to him
through the bylaws of the corporation.
Neither St. Cronan Catholic Church nor the Archdiocese of St. Louis has any authority
over the other.
The property on which St. Cronan Catholic Church and its Parish Center are located is
legally owned by the St. Louis City Catholic Church Real Estate Trust and is beneficially owned
by St. Cronan Catholic Church, subject to the terms of the indenture establishing the Trust. The
property is leased by the Trust to St. Cronan Catholic Church on a triple net basis without the
payment of rent.
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interrogatory is vague, ambiguous, unduly burdensome, irrelevant, immaterial and not

Archdiocese further objects on the ground that any information requested for dates before or
after the dates of Plaintiff's claimed sexual abuse is irrelevant to Plaintiff's claim in this action.
35.

Describe in detail and identify all documents relating to the Plaintiff in this matter or her
family members including but not limited to, marriage records, baptism records,
communion records, religious or other education documents, photographs, etc.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the General Objections or the following
objection, the Archdiocese's investigation continues, and the Archdiocese will supplement this
response as it discerns any responsive information. The Archdiocese objects to this interrogatory
on the ground that it requests information equally available to Plaintiff.
36.

Describe each and every report or statement made by you to anyone regarding the facts of
the incidents which are the subject matter of this litigation or any events leading up to the
occurrence of said incidents or any events occurring immediately thereafter. As to each,
please provide the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

The type of the report or statement, whether written, oral, recorded, reported or
otherwise;
The date of said statement and by whom it was made;
The name, address and employer of the custodian of any permanent form of said
statement;
If you are making a claim of privilege with regard to any of said statements or
reports, please state the basis of said privilege; and
Attach copies of each document identified in this interrogatory.

ANSWER: This interrogatory is virtually identical to Interrogatory No. 13. Please see
the Archdiocese's answer and objections to Interrogatory No. 13.
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The Archdiocese objects to this Interrogatory as overly broad, vague and ambiguous. The

STATE OF MISSOURI

)
SS.

COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS )
I, Reverend Monsignor Mark Rivituso, being first duly sworn upon my oath, hereby state
and aver that I am the Vicar General of the Archdiocese of St. Louis and, as such, am authorized
to make these answers on behalf of the Archdiocese of St. Louis; and that I have read the
foregoing Answers and Objections to Plaintiff's First Set of Interrogatories and the statements
contained therein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief

Rev. Msgr. Mark Rivituso

day of

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

N

ublic

, 2012.

1YL-81/1-'

My Commission Expires:
JOYCE M. BOEGER
Notary Public-Notary Seal
STATE OF MISSOURI
Commissioned for St. Louis County
My Commission Expires: September 21, 2015
ID. #1 1478750
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VERIFICATION

Dated: July 5, 2012

GREENSFELDER, HEMKER & GALE, P.C.
By /gee
,-/Edward S. Bott, Jr., #3193Y 1L-Lesb@greensfelder.com
Bernard C. Huger, #21319
bch(a,greensfelder.com
Lucie F. Huger, #49125
lfWgreensfelder.com
Robert L. Duckels, #52432
rld@greensfelder.com
10 S. Broadway, Suite 2000
St. Louis, MO 63102
Telephone: (314) 241-9090
Facsimile: (314) 241-8624
Attorneys for Defendant Archdiocese of St. Louis

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and accurate copy of the foregoing document
was served on the following counsel of record, via U.S. Regular Mail, with postage prepaid, this
5th day of July, 2012:
Kenneth M. Chackes
M. Susan Carlson
Nicole Gorovsky
CHACKES, CARLSON & HALQUIST, LLP
230 South Bemiston Avenue, Suite 800
Clayton, Missouri 63105

Jeffrey R. Anderson
Patrick W. Noaker
JEFF ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, P.A.
366 Jackson Street, Suite 100
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Attorneys for Plaintiff

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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