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NOTICE 

You have been sued in court. If you wish to defend 

against the claims set forth in the following pages, 

you must take action within twenty (20) days after 

this complaint and notice are served, by entering a 

written appearance personally or by attorney and 

filing in writing with the court your defenses or 

objections to the claims set forth against you. You are 

warned that if you fail to do so the case may proceed 

without you and a judgment may be entered against 

you by the court without further notice for any money 

claimed in the complaint of for any other claim or 

relief requested by the plaintiff. You may lose money 

or property or other rights important to you. 

You should take this paper to your lawyer at once. If 

you do not have a lawyer or cannot afford one, go to 

or telephone the office set forth below to find out 

where you can get legal help. 

Philadelphia Bar Association Lawyer Referral and 

Information Service One Reading Center 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107  

(215) 238-6333 TTY (215) 451-6197

AVISO 

Le han demandado a usted en la corte. Si usted quiere 

defenderse de estas demandas expuestas en las paginas 

siguientes, usted tiene veinte (20) dias de plazo al partir 

de la fecha de la demanda y la notificacion. Hace falta 

ascentar una comparencia escrita o en persona o con un 

abogado y entregar a la corte en forma escrita sus 

defensas o sus objeciones a las demandas en contra de su 

persona. Sea avisado que si usted no se defiende, la corte 

tomara medidas y puede continuar la demanda en contra 

suya sin previo aviso o notificacion. Ademas, la corte 

puede decider a favor del demandante y requiere que 

usted cumpla con todas las provisiones de esta demanda. 

Usted puede perder dinero o sus propiedades u otros 

derechos importantes para usted. 

Lleve esta demanda a un abogado immediatamente. Si no 

tiene abogado o si no tiene el dinero suficiente de pagar 

tal servicio. Vaya en persona o llame por telefono a la 

oficina cuya direccion se encuentra escrita abajo para 

averiguar donde se puede conseguir asistencia legal. 

Asociacion De Licenciados De Filadelfia ServicioDe 

Referencia E Informacion, 

Filadelfia, Pennsylvania 19107  

(215) 238-6333 TTY (215) 451-6197
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JOHN DOE      : COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

c/o Herman Law    : FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

5200 Town Center Circle Suite 540  : OF PENNSYLVANIA 

Boca Raton, FL 33486   : 

      : JUNE TERM, 2018 

 v.     : No.  

 

ROMAN CATHOLIC DIOCESE OF  : MAJOR JURY TRIAL 

ALLENTOWN, PENNSYLVANIA  : DEMANDED 

4029 W. Tilghman St., P.O. Box F  : 

Allentown, PA 18105    : 

      : 

 and     : 

      : 

THE MOST REVEREND ALFRED A.  : 

SCHLERT AS BISHOP OF THE DIOCESE :  

OF ALLENTOWN     : 

4029 W. Tilghman St., P.O. Box F  : 

Allentown, PA 18105    : 

      : 

 and     : 

      : 

REVEREND MONSIGNOR FRANCIS  : 

NAVE      : 

4029 W. Tilghman St., P.O. Box F  : 

Allentown, PA 18105    : 

 

CIVIL ACTION COMPLAINT 

 

 Plaintiff, John Doe, by and through his undersigned counsel, brings this Complaint and 

sets forth as follows:  

Introduction 

 

1.  In 2011, when Plaintiff John Doe  (“John” or “John Doe”) was 16 years old he 

was contacted through a gay social media website by Reverend Monsignor Francis Nave.  At all 

relevant times, Monsignor Nave was the Pastor of Sacred Heart parish in Bath, Pennsylvania.  

John lived with his mother and stepfather in Virginia.  They began regular communications 

through phone calls and text messaging.  In their first communication,  John Doe informed 

Monsignor Nave of his age.   John Doe soon learned that Monsignor Nave was a Catholic Priest 

Case ID: 180603295



3 

 

and active pastor.  Through their communications, Monsignor Nave gained John Doe’s trust and 

confidence, and John began to confide in Monsignor Nave his intimate, personal thoughts and 

issues, including his sexuality. Monsignor Nave offered to provide John counseling through 

video conference, advocating his skill and experience as a counselor in his duties as a Catholic 

Priest.  During their videoconference counseling sessions, Monsignor Nave seized advantage of 

John’s vulnerabilities and trust in him, directing John to, among other things, get naked on the 

webcam and masturbate.  Monsignor Nave was himself naked and masturbating on the webcam 

during these sessions.  The Diocese of Allentown knew or should have known of Monsignor 

Nave’s sexual propensities and his use of pastoral counseling for his own sexual gratification, 

causing severe and permanent damages to a minor.       

 

Parties 

 

2. Plaintiff, John Doe A, is a citizen and resident of the Commonwealth of Virginia.  

Plaintiff requests permission to be identified in this lawsuit by the pseudonym John Doe A, in 

that (i) this case requires disclosure of facts of the utmost intimacy regarding the sexual 

exploitation of John Doe while he was a minor; and (ii) Plaintiff wishes to avoid further shame, 

embarrassment and other psychological as well as physical injuries that would likely result if his 

identity were disclosed in the public record.  Defendants are aware of the identity of Plaintiff 

John Doe or will be made aware upon the service of this Complaint.  

3. Defendant, Roman Catholic Diocese of Allentown, P.A., upon information and 

belief, is an unincorporated religious organization or other jural entity, with its business address 

at 4029 W. Tilghman St., P.O. Box F, that regularly, systematically, and continuously conducted 

business in Philadelphia.  
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4. Defendant, the Most Reverend Alfred A. Schlert, D.D., J.C.L., is the Bishop of 

the Diocese of Allentown, and operates and controls the activities of the Diocese of Allentown.  

(The Roman Catholic Diocese of Allentown, P.A., and the Most Reverend Alfred A. Schlert, as 

Bishop of the Diocese of Allentown shall hereafter be referred to as the “Diocese of Allentown” 

or the “Diocese”).  The Diocese is a citizen of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, with its 

business address at 4029 W. Tilghman St., P.O. Box F, Allentown, PA.  

5. Reverend Monsignor Francis Nave (“Monsignor Nave”) is a Priest of the Diocese 

of Allentown and at all relevant times acted as the Diocese’s employee or agent.   He is a citizen 

of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.   Monsignor Nave was at all relevant times assigned by 

the Diocese to be the pastor of Sacred Heart parish in Bath, PA, and to offer the duties, functions 

of services of a Catholic Priest, including pastoral counseling.        

 

 

Factual Allegations 

 

6.  Plaintiff John Doe had a difficult childhood, in which he experienced physical 

and emotional abuse at home, and confronted issues arising from his sexuality.    He had low self 

esteem.  At the age of 16, he was reaching out for help and to find himself, which led him to 

create an account on an online gay social media website.  On this website, he was messaged  by 

Monsignor Nave.  In their first communication, John Doe disclosed to Monsignor Nave his age.  

They exchanged cell numbers and began communicating by phone calls and texts.  John Doe 

soon discovered that Monsignor Nave was a Catholic Priest and Monsignor in Pennsylvania.       

7. Monsignor Nave offered to engage in counseling sessions with John.  He 

represented to John Doe that, as a Monsignor and Catholic Priest, it was his job to help people 

and listen to their problems.   He persuaded John that he was skilled and experienced at pastoral 
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counseling and therapy, and that his counseling would substantially assist John in dealing with 

his issues and lead him to a healthy frame of mind.    

8. Monsignor Nave mentored John Doe, assuring John that he just wanted to be his 

friend and to help him.   This led to highly intimate and personal conversations regarding John’s 

issues.   Monsignor Nave gained John Doe’s trust and confidence, and as a result, John Doe 

opened up to him in their communications.   At the same time, Monsignor Nave groomed John 

Doe sexually, by for example, asking John Doe in their conversations if his penis was hard and 

advising John Doe that he was masturbating during their conversation.    

9. Monsignor Nave proposed to John Doe that their counseling sessions be 

conducted through video conferencing, and Monsignor Nave arranged for the video conferences 

through Skype and/or Facetime.  Upon information and belief, Monsignor Nave at times 

conducted these video conference counseling sessions from his room in the rectory, while John 

Doe was in his home in Virginia.    

10. In the course of these video conference counseling sessions, Monsignor Nave 

instructed John Doe to remove his clothes and to masturbate while on camera, to be observed by 

Monsignor Nave, who also removed his clothes and masturbated on the webcam.  Monsignor 

Nave represented that this activity was part of his counseling, and that these sessions would 

assist John Doe in coping and dealing with his issues.  Monsignor Nave used his influence to 

convince John Doe that his methods, including the sexual content thereof, was normal and 

beneficial to him.   

11. While John Doe was naked during the course of counseling sessions, Monsignor 

Nave also instructed John to turn around and bend down so that he could see his anus on the 

webcam.  He also directed John Doe to stick the handle of his brush up his anus to view on the 
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webcam.  Monsignor Nave was naked and masturbated while John complied with these 

instructions.   

 12. The foregoing naked webcam counseling sessions occurred on multiple occasions 

when John Doe was 16 and/or 17 years old.   

13. As a result of the acts and conduct of Monsignor Nave during the course of 

counselling sessions, John Doe has suffered severe psychological, emotional and direct 

physical injuries, and emotional distress arising out of the physical injuries, pain and suffering, 

mental anguish, inconvenience, loss of capacity for the enjoyment of life, inability to lead a 

normal life, shame, humiliation and regression, and costs associated with 

medical/psychological care and treatment.  Alternatively, John Doe sustained an aggravation of 

an existing disease or mental or physical defect or activation of a latent condition and the same 

losses associated with such.  The injuries and damages are permanent and continuing in nature 

and John Doe will suffer such injuries in the future. 

14. Monsignor Nave’s conduct in having John Doe engage in sexual acts and 

behaviors by webcam while naked were done with implied intellectual, moral, emotional or 

psychological force.  Until recently, John Doe did not know nor did he discover that he had 

been injured as a result of the sexual behaviors during Monsignor Nave’s counselling sessions, 

despite his exercise of reasonable diligence.     

 

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

COUNT I 

(Breach of Fiduciary Duty against Monsignor Nave and Diocese) 

 

 

15.  All preceding paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference.  
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16. At all relevant times, John Doe and Monsignor Nave were in a fiduciary 

relationship.   

17.       At all relevant times, John Doe and the Diocese were in a fiduciary relationship.   

18. At all relevant times, Monsignor Nave and John Doe did not deal on equal terms. 

Rather, Monsignor Nave had an overmastering influence on John Doe, as a consequence of the 

weakness, dependence and/or justifiable trust of John Doe. 

19.  All relevant times, John Doe had confidence that Monsignor Nave would act in 

good faith for the interests of John Doe.  

20. Monsignor Nave accepted John Doe’s trust and accepted his role as counselor to 

John Doe, solely to further the interests of John Doe.         

21. At all relevant times, a Diocesan Priest acts in the course and scope of his 

employment or agency in offering and providing pastoral counseling services.  Such services are 

in the course and scope of the priest’s agency whether or not the services are provided to a 

person within the parish.  Monsignor Nave was acting in the course and scope of agency at all 

relevant times in providing counseling services by video conference to John Doe.   

22. The Diocese had a duty to be vigilant to minors, including John Doe, who were 

receiving counseling from a Diocesan Priest, to assure that the Priest was doing so in an 

environment free from the threat of sexual abuse or exploitation.   

23. At all relevant times, the Diocese knew or should have known that Monsignor 

Nave was providing one-on-one pastoral counseling services by video conference to a minor.   

24. At all relevant times, the Diocese had inadequate policies and procedures to 

supervise, monitor and control one-on-one pastoral counseling sessions between a Priest and a 

minor. 
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25. At all relevant times, the Diocese knew or should have known that Monsignor 

Nave had a sexual propensity for minor boys or otherwise posed a danger of sexual exploitation 

or abuse to minor boys. 

26. Monsignor Nave breached his fiduciary duty to John Doe, in using pastoral 

counseling to commit acts of sexual exploitation and abuse.  

27. The Diocese breached its fiduciary duty to John Doe, as a result of the sexual 

exploitation and abuse by Monsignor Nave during counseling sessions. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff John Doe respectfully requests a judgment against the Diocese 

of Allentown and Monsignor Nave for compensatory damages, punitive damages, special 

damages, costs, and such other and further relief as is just and proper.   

 

COUNT II 

(Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress Against Diocese) 

 

 

28. All preceding paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference.  

29. The Diocese owed a duty to John Doe as a minor receiving pastoral counseling 

services from its agent, Monsignor Nave.   

30. The Diocese breached its duty to John Doe by (i) failing to protect John Doe from 

sexual abuse and exploitation by Monsignor Nave, and (ii) failing to control Monsignor Nave’s 

provision of pastoral counseling to a minor.   

31. As a direct and proximate result of this breach of duty, John Doe has suffered 

emotional distress damages, including a direct physical injury.   
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against the Diocese of Allentown for 

compensatory damages, punitive damages, special damages, costs, and such other and further 

relief as is just and proper.      

 

COUNT III 

(General Negligence Against Diocese) 

 

32. All preceding paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference.    

33. The Diocese owed a duty to exercise reasonable care in the supervision and 

retention of Monsignor Nave.   

34. At all relevant times, it was reasonably foreseeable to the Diocese that Monsignor 

Nave would sexually exploit or abuse a minor boy.  

35. The Diocese breached its duty by retaining and failing to adequately supervise 

and monitor Monsignor Nave when it knew or should have known that he posed a danger of 

harm to minor boys.   

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against the Diocese of Allentown for 

compensatory damages, punitive damages, special damages, costs, and such other and further 

relief as is just and proper.   

 

 

COUNT IV 

(Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress Against Monsignor Nave) 

 

 36. All preceding paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference. 
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37. Monsignor Nave’s acts and conduct with John Doe, particularly the sexual

webcam acts, were extreme and outrageous, going beyond all bounds of decency.  These acts 

upon a minor shock the conscious and are utterly intolerable in a civilized community.   

38. The acts and conduct of Monsignor Nave intentionally or recklessly caused severe

emotional distress to John Doe.  

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Monsignor Nave for 

compensatory damages, punitive damages, special damages, costs, and such other and further 

relief as is just and proper.   

JURY TRIAL DEMAND 

Plaintiff hereby requests a trial by jury on all issues contained in this Complaint. 

Dated: BY:_/s/ Keith Thomas West                  
David P. Thiruselvam, Esquire 

Keith Thomas West, Esquire 

Identification Nos.: 61815/ 317426 

121 South Broad Street, 18th Floor 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

215-546-1433 - Telephone

215-644-8754 - Fax
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