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SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

COUNTY OF NAPA 

CHARISSA W., etal., 

Plaintiffs. 

Defendants. 

V. 

WATCHTOWER BIBLE AND TRACT 
SOCIETY OF NEW YORK. et al. 

Plaintiffs' Motions To Cnmpd Discovery came on for hearing on October 13,2006. The 

cow,  having read and considered rhe papm in suppon of and in opposition to rhe motion and 

having h a d  ml argument, took the morions under submission and now rules as follows: 

Ca#No.: 26-22191 
JCCP No. 4374 

RULING ON SUBMITTED 
DISCOVERY MOTIONS 

plaintiffs' Motion t o m e l  Dmositioar and/or for Protective Order re: the WeedlQ~I 
werr IMotim Y1) 

The Watchtower drfendanm have informed IIU plaintiffs That, at the depositions of four 

Church Elh, will invoke the clergy-pmitenr privilege aad object to "any inquiries 

conmning judicial investigations and judicial cornmimes." Plaintiffs seek an wdm compelling 

the deponents lo attend their dcposirions and to respond to such inquiries. 



This coun hss previously ruled in the Track I cases that h e  penitential communication 

privilege does nor apply to wmmunicutions between the alleged abusers and the Judicial 

Cornminee. (See Court's ruliny of September 29.2005.) Ahbough that ruling is not res judicats 

in mn-lrack 1 cases, defendants provide no convincing reason why ths court should Rlle 

diffaenlly in this case. For the reawns expressed in the earlier ruling, the court concludes hat 

the wiwsses may not asse.art die penitential communication privilege. To the extent the motion 

also encompasses the production of documents, defenda~~s shall produce responsive documents, 

regardless of whca they arc dated. As plaintiffs note, it is possible that documents dated after the 

alleged abuse will contain rclcvant information. For these nasons, plaintiffs' motion #1 is 

GRANTED. 

' Matian to Comatl PMK Dewsition and Daeuments - G t n e d  
w 

Plaintiffs have noticcd the deposition of the Church defendants' Penon(s) Most 

Knowledgeable (PMK) on a numbn of specified topics. Defendants have objated to six are@ 

of inquiry, again invoking h e  clergy-penitent privilege. For rhe reasons discussed lbove Md in 

the court's earlin ruling, the court finds that the clergy-penitent privile~e does not apply to there 

areas of inquiry. Defendants also object to the scopc ofthe document requests, claiming that 

documents that post-date the alleged abuse arc not mlcvant or likely to lead to the duwvery of 

admissible evidence. As above, the court finds that the documents are discoverable. For these 

rccuons, plaintiffs' motion #2 is GRANTED. 

urn D t o  and u 1s- 1 

Plaintiffs previously issued a PMK deposition notice concerning "any and all policics drat 

h e  khovah's Witnesses organization h d  for handling accusations and proof of child sexual 

abuse from 1970 to the prucn1.Y During that PMK deposition of Mr. Breaux, he identified 

functions h a t  wen handled by the Legal Depanment rather than by rhe Service Dcpamnent, 

wbac he worked. Ar to these, be lacked the information necessary to provide respah~s.  

Plaintiffs subsequently noticed a PMK deposition to inquire into (1) the orPan;z.tion, 

UPfeng amd operation of rhe Legal Department: (2) the Lccal Depanmcnr's role in responding to 



and inverriping child sexual lbulc allegolions wltbin h e  orpnidon;  (3) the d c v e ~ n t  d 

0f'FMld Abup Tslememos" wbicb were farms dcvtloped to o W n  md record infomution 

cmermiag of abuse (blank fPrnrr ware probed in dismay) ;  (4) records by or 

(&r &maion of thc Legal Depmmd conccdng dkglnio~u of abuse; and (5) urrmrs 
given to "sunny quesfionr" contained on one of rhc Tclamemas. 

Defendanu have objected chn t t w  rru of inquiry me pmt~ed  by the snomyclirnl 

ador  w k  product privikges. As to thc flm wo ucsgoriar, plainlift. c.mW thr( rhry 

concorn only policies md impldmmuion, ud do nor invadc my privileges. AS to atc8ori~ 3 

md5, r b r y a s ~ d y t h a t t b c ~ e d ~ b m l ~ m ~ b ~ d o c u m c n t o r b e y  

M y  r&eivcd in discovery, and tb.1 the idbnnmb goa DOCS 10 mC ofoftheir cr~e. Finally, M 

to category 4, they claim &I, tbpx no privilep would k hwkd, becwn rhy wcL paKnl 

infamrPbnbbouttlmtyposofrssordokeptbyths~~. 

Thcwunrgccsthaimns 1.2ud4,whiebsotkgcDal~riurl,policymd 
. . orgmamd infomution concsmia(l tbc Lcgd Dquhmt, k p l i i t c  neither UIC utonacy- 

c l i i n t m r t h c w d r r ~ ~ p i v P ~  ~ 3 . a d 5 , o n r b c o l h a b m 4 ~ k ~ w t ~ d  

infomuion. As set cl in b dcduation of tbc Chuwh's associw @aal comsol, 

Telanano forms M complsUd by ammeys or.hgd rssimnb bucd upon idcfmation provided 

than by m-n dda* and an prcd to mht in giving legal advia to ihseldas, a, clients 

of rhc Legal Dqmlmmt. Similarly, any wmpilltion of inf* as fmm (6C "sumy 

qwions" camtmnes mmcy wmL pmdua nnd is not discowable. 

Forlhcze~,dreunutwi l l  GRANTtbcbcmotionUiitems 1,2md4and will 

DENY the motion u m iumg 3 ud 5. 


