Editorial on abuse paper s denounced

(written in response to an editorial by the Connecticut Post Staff, which supported the CT Supreme Court decision
on the release of the documents)

Letter to Connecticut Post Staff
May 29, 2009

As chancellor of the Diocese of Bridgeport, | objsttongly to the Connecticut Post editorial, "Diee
should welcome disclosure,” published on May 2& @&titorial is inexcusably inaccurate and conttary
responsible journalism.

The editorial questions whether "any of the pedeghor their enablers [are] still active?" It atsmtes, in
passing, that "It's likely that many of the abuserd their enablers are gone from church service."
Contrary to the text of the editorial, the ConnagtiPost has known for years that the accusedithdils
are no longer priests — the diocese has been pety and transparent about this information. Moreove
the Post, as well as numerous other newspapees)sbxtly covered the lawsuits in question between
their filing in 1993 and their settlement in 200ewspapers have also extensively covered the
proceedings commenced by four newspapers in 200Bt&in access to the sealed documents in these
settled cases.

Therefore, to pose the question as to whether athed'pedophiles” "[are] still active" is irrespsible
and an attempt to inflame the public and to pronawite Church sentiment.

Moreover, the purported reason for the publicatibthe editorial is questionable. In particular,
the editorial maintains that disclosure of the sg@alocuments is needed to help the victims of
abuse in these cases to move forward. The Poglisware that the victims, through their
attorneys, had copies of the sealed documentsiwa isa fact the diocese has mentioned in its
press releases. The sealing of the portions ofdhe files in question restricted access only to
non-parties, such as the newspapers. Indeed, nidhg sealed documents in question were
filed in court by the plaintiffs/victims, who hadbt@ined copies from the diocese as part of the
discovery process in these long-since-settled cases

What good can it do to the healing process to nedipese cases, which date back to the 1960s and
1970s?

The Post is also well aware that The Hartford Couostained copies of some or all of the documints
question from unknown sources, despite the cosgtiting orders, and published a lengthy article
discussing the contents of those documents on Ma#cB002. In other words, this is old news.

The editorial completely ignores the significahriough, and historical response of the diocesétand
leader, Bishop William Lori, to the scourge of ggisexual abuse. In fact, no other institution in
Connecticut has trained more people — 90,000 ®-dat the warning signs of abuse and how to report
suspected abuse. No other institution has readtiei @ictims with more compassion and dignity. No
other institution has put in place more safeguarakeducational programs to ensure that such adyag
will not happen again. No other institution haslksgoso openly about this topic, particularly togrds.

There are important constitutional and privacy tsght stake in this case that should be of contoeai
citizens, not just Catholics. The sealed documahnissue should be protected by the religious elsia$



the First Amendment. We believe the Roman Catt@hiarch should receive the same rights and
protections that other litigants receive in lawsuit

The other issue here, ignored by the Post editasifthdicial fairness. Judge Jon Alander had st-fitass
conflict of interest in this case and should haagised himself, as two other judges had done under
similar circumstances. After he received this cdadge Alander chose to chair a Judicial Committee
hearing reviewing the issue of press access td cecwrds whose stated purpose was to provide more
accessibility to court records and proceeding$adh, he did so after the diocese identified thefloet of
interest, and at a point of time when Judge Alardeid have withdrawn from the committee. Creating
further conflict, one of the members of this contegtwho was collaborating with Judge Alander was a
reporter from The Hartford Courant, who was a partjhe case against the diocese.

The diocese believes that the decision in this wéls@npact all current and future litigants in
Connecticut. It is deeply disappointed by the Catinat Supreme Court's failure to uphold its right
fair adjudication of its claims by an impartial gel— a right that is fundamental to any legal pedagg.

Like any other litigant in a case, the diocesauisantly reviewing its options in response to the
Connecticut Supreme Court's decision.

In the interim, given that the editorial is inexably inaccurate, we request that it be retracted.
Nancy B. Matthews

Chancellor, Roman Catholic Diocese of Bridgeport

Editor's note: The letter is in response to Thuy'sd@onnecticut Post editorial supporting a ruliyghe
Connecticut Supreme Court issued last Friday. Thetauled that documents related to lawsuits exdtocesan
clergy abuse scandal should be available for publi,ew. The Post stands by that position.



