Father Stephen E. Jeselnick

Biographical Information

YEAR OF BIRTH: 1951
YEAR OF DEATH: N/A
ORDINATION: May 20, 1977

Employment/Assignment History

5/01/1976 Associate, Our Lady of the Americas, Conneaut, PA

6/03/1977 Granted full faculties of the Diocese of Erie

9/06/1977 Faculty, Venango Christian HIGH SCHOOL w/residence at
Assumption of
the Blessed Virgin Mary, Oil City, PA

2/09/1987 Requests new assignment/residence. Wanted campus ministry

6/23/1978 Associate, St. Brigid and Campus Minister, Allegheny College
w/Father William Karg

1/12/1980 Requests to be assigned to Notre Dame, IN (Holy Cross)

6/19/1980 Associate, St. Michael, Greenville, PA

7/31/1980 Appointed Defender of the Bond/Advocate for the Tribunal

3/31/1981 Bishop Watson agrees/recommends to release to
Notre Dame, IN

6/02/1981 Accepted into Graduate Candidate Program at Notre Dame

11/06/1982 Withdraws voluntarily from Holy Cross, IN (Novitiate)

12/03/1982 Permitted to minister in Denver, CO, for a six-month assignment
by Bishop Murphy

12/10/1982 Accepted by Archbishop Casey, Denver, CO

12/18/1982 Assigned to St. Mary’s, Littleton, CO

Spring 1983 Re-assigned to Shrine of St. Anne, Arvada, CO

3/18/1983 Requests to enter/serve as Military Chaplain

4/08/1983 Bishop Murphy approves appointment to Military

5/13/1983 Requests incardination into Diocese of Colorado Springs, CO

9/12/1985 Incardination denied; Requests Leave of Absence

10/10/1985 Colorado Springs withdraws their faculties

11/5/1985 Requests permission to enter Air Force to be Chaplain and
Additional Leave of Absence

4/1/1986 Requests to enter Archdiocese of Military

8/11/1986 Residence at Ecclesia Center, Erie, PA

10/03/1986 Parochial Vicar, St. Catherine, DuBois, PA; Chaplain, DuBois
Medical Center; and Father Brugger’s weekend assistant at Sigel
and Corsica, PA

4/21/1987 Archdiocese Military endorses for Active Duty

11/18/1996 Military Archdiocese to facilitate the change from active to
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reserve; the following month the Military endorses for inactive
reserve duty

7/14/1997 Veterans Administration Hospital, Baltimore, MD

5/01/2014 Faculties revoked

Father Stephen E. Jeselnick began service in the Diocese of Erie in May 1977, and it is
unclear when he officially retired.

A review of the Diocese’s files on Jeselnick reflected no abuse of children under the age
of 18 and therefore he was not reportable under the guidelines established by the Church in
2002. This “Charter for the Protection of Young Children and Young People” was established
by the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops. Jeselnick’s file only listed two known
victims and both were over the age of legal adulthood.

The same cannot be said, however, for three of Jeselnick’s victims who were not included
in the Diocese’s files. The Grand Jury heard in-person testimony from three members of a family
who each testified to their abuse at the hands of Jeselnick. Their accounts of Jeselnick’s abuse
included genital fondling, oral, and anal sex. This occurred in the late 1970’s when Jeselnick
was stationed at St. Brigid in Meadville. All three men and several of their sisters testified that
Jeselnick and a previously unidentified Deacon would come to their house and get intoxicated
with their parents. Once the adults were sufficiently drunk, Jeselnick would find the boys, who
were usually alone, and prey upon them. The three men testified that their mother worked for
the parish and would sometimes take the boys to work with her. Jeselnick would sexually violate
them both at home and on church grounds, and this abuse still haunts them to this day.

No record of this family’s abuse were located in the Diocesan files because the abuse
was never reported to the Diocese and these victims only came forward in 2017. When they did
come forward, the Diocese directed them to the Crawford County District Attorney’s Office. In
early 2017, both the Diocese and its law firm had been notified that any and all incoming child
sexual assault cases were to be referred to the attention of the Pennsylvania Office of Attorney
General. However, it was only after a family member reached out to a local newspaper reporter
that they were referred to the Office of Attorney General.

In 2014 the newly appointed Bishop of Erie, Lawrence Persico, received a letter from
Jeselnick requesting a letter of suitability for ministry. After reviewing his file and doing an
internet search, Persico denied Jeselnick’s faculties as a priest and informed him that he will
never again be granted permission to serve in public ministry.
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CHRISTOPHER M. CAPOZZI
ATTORNEY AT LAW,PC
June 20, 2018

IC}

. The Honorable Norman A. Krumenacker, III
Supervising Judge of the 40" Statewide Tnvestigating Grand Jury
Cambria County Court.of Common Pleas '
Cambria County Courthouse
200 South Center Strect
Ebensburg, PA 15931

Re:  40™ Statewide Investigating Grand Jud — Response of Stephen E. Jeselnick

Dear Judge Krumenacker:

Stephen E. Jeselnick did not ever sexually prey on or a victimize child_éngage in. child
abuse, or sexually assault an adult and _the assertions m Report No. 1 to the contrary are

categorzcal Iy untrue.

M., Jeselnick is responding to Report No. 1 for three reasons. Initially, Mr. Jeselnick —
unequivocally — denies that he did what he is accused of doing. He is innocent and the only
possible reasons for the assertions of fact and the conclusions made in Report No. 1 are
insufficient (i) investigative rigor and inquisitiveness, (ii) false testimony to Grand Jury or
statements to the Diocese of Erie or (iii) mistaken identification. It is essential the Grand Jurors
the Court; the: prosecutmg agency and the pubhc know this.

Mr. Jeselmck also calls for Pennsylvania to afford the full panoply of due process rights
to private individuals who are the subject of adverse grand jury or other governmental reports.
The Pennsylvania Constitution embraces in its very first Article the right to “enjoy[] and
defend[] life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing and protecting reputation, and of pursuing
happiness™ and to protect these rights through “due course of law”. Pa. Const. Art. 1§§1
(Inherent Rights of Mankind) and 11 (Courts to be Open; Suits Against the Commonwealth). In
cases like this one, where the Commonwealth infringes on core constitutional 'rights, the Jaw
should provide private citizens with the tools necessary to respond to these infringements.

Due process should allow something much, rmuch more than just the opportunity to
author a response to heinous allega'uons and have it appended to an 800-page plus report which
bears the imprimatur of a grand jury, this Court and the Office of Atiorney General. Due
process demands access to the materials and testimony submitted by the Commonwealth to the
Grand Jury, the materials collected by the prosecution in its investigation and the proseécution
should be required to prove at a contested hearing — even when liberty is not at stake —whether

- there is enough evidence to brand a private individual a sexual deviant and child abuser.

Finally, this response is as a matter of law, practicality, and principle, the only course of
action open to Mr. Jeselnick to defend his reputation and vindicate his rights to enjoy life and

pursue happiness.
www.cmcapozzilaw.com « P: 412.471.1648 « F: 412.592. 0340 chns@cmcapouilaw.com

Pittsburgh: 100 Ross Street, Suite 340, Pittsburgh, PA 15219
Butler: 20120 Route 19, Gigliotti Plaza; Suite 208 Cranberry TWF, PA 16066
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A fhe Allegations Concerning M. Jeselnick are Fundamentally Flawed

Mr Jeselnick served as an ordained Priest of the Roman Catholic Church from 1977 to
2014. He ministered to civilians in several parishes and in the United States Air Force
(“USAF”) where he served in various domestic and overseas posts.

M. Jeselnick is accused of victimizing adults and sexually preying on children. These
things did not happen. These things are not true; The primary problem with Report No. 1 is not
just false al]egahons and erroneous conclusions; the problem i is it reveals a complete lack of
investigative rigor or inquisitiveness and does not reflects that even a modicum of fairness was
afforded to Mr. Jeselnick.

Report No. 1 states

8] rev:lew of the Diocese’s files on Jeselnick reflected no abuse of
childrén under the age of 18. . . . Jeselnick’s file only listed two
known victiras: and both were over the age of legal adulthood.

40" Statewide Investigating .Gra'nd Jury— Report No. 1, p. 102. This did not occur.

The sum and substance of the mqmry into the issue was to review the files of the
Diocese of Erie. ‘There is no mention of testlmony on this issue; there is no mention of an effort
to look beyond the récords, of the Diocese of Erie and speak with the authors of the documerits
- included in the files produced by the Diocese;. and, there is no indication that an Office of
Atftorney General investigator conducted interviews and reported back to the Grand Jury
Report No. 1 also does not state when, where or what occurred; or, when and to whom it was
first reported. In other words, there is zero corroboration of these assértions. Absent this basic
information, it is not poss1ble for Mr. Jeselnick to respond other than to state he didn’t victimize
anyone or prey on anyone, adult or child.

Report No. 1 also states

Tl gt fondlng, orel andagalse}z
wassfaﬁone&gtStBﬁgldeaedmﬂe Al

- Testlmiok and peeviously oideitied,Dekeor WA comietofr '
with it pients, g the sl i SRy _"Z.Jeselmckwmﬂdﬁnéﬂl‘ib@ﬁﬂh‘)

.were*usua]ly alane and p:;y g j _ '___e X ee ﬁenteshﬁedthatthemother worked for

This also_ did notoccur,
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It is not disputed Mr. Jeselnick resided at and numstered to the Roman Catholic’
community of St. Brigid in Meadville, Pennsylvania in the ‘late 1970s. The remaining
allegations not only reveal an inadequate investigation, but are also subject fo direct rebuttal.

» Report No. 1 asserts Mr. Jeselnick would become intoxicated. This is not
true. ‘Mr. Jeselnick drank little, if any, alcohol in the 1970s. Addiction ran in
his famﬂy and as a result, he was acutely aware of the negative impact alcohol
could have on lives and very cantious about using it. Just as importantly, we
do not know what, if any, evidence was presented to corroborate this
allegation from other witnesses who knew Mr. Jeselnick? Ifno such evidence
was presented, why was it not presented? Was no effort made to ferret it out?
Or, would it have been inconvenient .and contrary to the narrative of
unrelenting depravity presented in Report No.1?

e Report No. 1 alleges some of these events occurred at a pansh employee’s
home. This is not true. Mr. Jeselnick regularly visited members of the
St. Brigid’s commumty in their homes and shared meals with panshmners on
many occasions. He never became intoxicated while visitirig anyone’s homie
whether .an employee or a panshmner He also does not have a memory of
ever having dinner at a parish émployee’s home who had both sons and
daughters Further, what if any corroborating evidence was developed and, if

“not, why not? Was there an effort to talk with nelghbors, aunts, uncles,
cousins and other parish eriiployees at the time about whether Mr. Jeselnick or
other priests frequented the home? Was there an effort fo talk with other’
priests who were assigned to the parish?

e Report No. 1 mentions a “previously unidentified Deacon.” it appears he has
now been identified. So, who is he? Did he testify? What did he say? If he
did not testify, was he interviewed and, if so, what did he say? If he was not
mtemewed, why not? If he is deceased, is there corroboration from the
Diocese or Parish that this person served as Deacon at St. Brigid’s during the
time M. Jeselnick resided there? Is there evidence he visited a parishioner or
parish employee’s home with Mr. Jeselnick? Were the Deacon’s wife and
children inferviewed about these allegatlons?

* Report No. 1 does not state the circuistances of Mr. Jeselnick’s identification
as the perpetrator These events aré supposed to have occurred 40-years ago
and ‘memory is not just notoriously. unreliable, it cha.nges it fades and it is
malleable.! So, when was he identified? Where was he identified? How was

t Lawrence S. Kubie, M.D Implications for Legal Proceduré of the Fallibility of Human Memory, 109
University of Pennsylvania Law Rewew, 59 (1959); Ken Eisold, Ph.D., Unreliable Memory: Why memory’s

unreliable, and what can we do about Psychology Today, March 12, 2012
hips-iivww.psvehologytoday.com/us/bloglhidden-niotives/201203/unreliable-memoi Ehzabeth Loftus, How
reliable is - your memory?, Ted “Talk, June 2013 |

(htips:/fwww.ted.comftalks/elizabeth  loftus_the _ﬁmon of memory)(Exhzbzt CJ; and, Erica Hayasakl, How many
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he identified? Was the, 1dent1.ﬁcat10n process sufficiently robust to withstand
scrutiny? .

» Report No. 1 does not reference testimony from or interviews of any other
priest stationed at, any person employed at or a single parishioner of
St. Brigid’s during the time Mr. Jeselnick resided there. Were any of these
people called to testify or interviewed? If so, what did they have to say? If
not, why did they not testify or why were they not interviewed?

-»  Report No. 1 does not address the 40-year delay in reporting. Why did three '
men and theirs sisters, all of whom seem to have vivid memories of absolute
horrific events, wait 40-years to say ‘something? And, why did they come
forward in20177 '

The circumstances of M. Jeselnick’s identification are especially important because he
did not do what he has been accused of domg So gither the testimony presented to the Grand
Jury was hot truthful or this is a case ‘of m1staken identification. Abserit answers to these
qitestions ard others, Mr. Jeselnick is left shadowboxmg and no one can win a shadow boxing

- imatch.
- Report No. 1 also states

[n]o record of this family’s abuse were located in the Diocesan
files. When they did come forward [in 2017], the Diocese
diretted them to the Crawford County District Attorney’s Office.

. [I]t was only after a family member reached out to a local
newspaper feporter that they were referred to the Office of
Attomey General.

It is ntbelievable that in 2017, 15 years after thé Catholic Church sex abuse scandal broke in the
Boston, Globe? and the pubhcaﬁon of the “C‘harter for the Protection of Young Children ana"
Young People” was adopted, the Diocese of Erie brushed off a claim of sexual assault by one of
its priests. It is equally unbehevable that in 2017 a family ¢ame forward fo a reporter for a
- newspaper with a horrific story:of serial sexual abuse by a Roman Catholic priest and no article
was pubhshed Yet, ari Internet search using ‘Bing®, Google® and Yahoo!® did not reveal a _
single newspapet “article about Mr. Jeselnick in 2017 or 2018. The lack of skepticism by the -
mvestlgators or an explanation for how and why they were able to overcome this skepticism is

) astomshmg

of your’  inemories . are Fake?; . The Aflantic, Noyembe,r 18, 2013
( . 3 ‘ i /.. any-of-your-memories-are-fake/281558).

2 Betrayal — The Crisis in the Catholic Church, Investxoatwe Staff of the Boston Globe, Lrttle Brown and’
Comipany, May 2002
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 Further, Repoi't No. 1 states “it is unclear when [Mr. Jeselnick] officially retired.” It is
anything but unclear when he retired. On July 12, 2010, Donald W. Trautman, Bishop of the
Diocese of Erie wrote

Deat Fr. Jeselnick, Stzye

Tunderstand that you retired as a full Air Force Colonel. I
congratulate you on that h1gh recognition by the United States Air
Force.

- You are a retired priest of the Diocese of Erie with the
faculties of that diocese. I pray you will enjoy your retirement
years Best Wishes,

. Fraternally yours in Christ,

- Most Rev. Donald W. Trautman, STD, SSL
Bishop of Erie

Exhzbzt B (Letter Jiom Bishop Trautman re Retzrement July 12, 2010°. T he fact that this detail =~
was not kriown to the Grand Jury or known but omitted from Report No. 1 is deeply troubling,
partlcularly in light of the fact the Grand Jury leained from a review of the files of the Diocese
of Erie that Mr. Jeselmck’s faculties as priest of the Diocese of Ene were revoked by Bishop
_Perswo in 2014. This omission alone underscores the utter paucity of meaningful investigation
and analysis as it relates to Mr. Jeselnick and suggests that none of the conclusions concemmg
Ins conduct should be credited.

2. Report. No. 1 Does Not Reflect Even a Modzcum of Fairness fo
Mr Jeselnick

. Mz Jeselnick, unlike the Bishops of the various Djoceses in Pennsylvania, was not
invited (or subpoenaed) to appear before the Grand Jury of given the opportunity make a written
submission and, therefore, neither the Grand Jury mor the Coutt could know he denies these
a]legatmns The fundamental Constitutional rights at issue here — the inherent rights of
mankind and due process — mandate that the inyestigators obtain independent corroboration of
the a]legatlons or at least attempt to do so and also include the results of this aspect of the

investigation in theit report.

The Grand Jury did have and could not have had the opportunity tp evaluate and
consider the issues Mr. Jeselnick has raised about the quality of the investigation or wéigh the

. "3 The term “faculties’ > refers to penmission given to a priest by his dwcesan bishop or religious supenor
.legally permxttmg him to perform the Sacraments.
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. countervailing evidence he may have presentecl For instance, any problems with the '
identification procedure, the substance of the identification and the lack of corroboration of the

evidence presented.

The Grand Jury did not know he denies these allegations or that in the late 1970s he did '
not ever drink to the point of intoxication. -

Finally, the Grand Jury may not know of his many years of service to the USAF, where
he aftainied the rank of Colonel and earned many commendations before being discharged
bonorably. Exhibit 4 (Leiter ﬁ-om USAF re Retirement and DD-214s). Tt also may not kiiow of
his many years of faithful service to the Church or the high-regard in which Bishop Trautman
held him. Exhibit B. Finally, it may not know of the respect and love his family and friends
have for him and him for them. These are all facts that are directly releyant to an assessment of
whether he v1ctumzed and preyed on others.

B,  The Procedural Due Process Problems With Grand Jury Reports Concemzng
Private Citizens

M. Jeselmek does not hold elected office, he is not a public official and this matter does
not concern the public fisc. For these reasons, his conduct is not the proper sub_]ect ofa grand
Jury report, or at least not the proper subject of a report where he is rot- accorded a much more
vigorous versmn of due process.

. "The scope .of grand jury reportmg has historically been ]muted
to persons in government seivice and general conditions in a
community. Compment has beeir made upon the unfalmess of
such reports, partlcularly as they affect any pubhc official.
However, we should bear in mind that the great protector of our
democracy, - Thomas .Tefferson, _declared that: "When - a man
assumes a public-trust, he should consider himself as pubhc
‘property.” Moral theologIans approve public criticism of pubhc
officials as. being in the public” good, although they condemn
: such criticism of mdmduals not having pubhc respons1b111t1es

Noah Weinstein and Wﬂham Shaw, Grand Jury Reports — 4 Safeguard of Democracy, 1962:2
Washington Umversnty Law Review 203 (January 1962)(citations omitted).

Although, the subject of Report No. 1 may.be of some pubhe interest, the pubhc s
.interest is no greater than an jndividual’s core Constitutional rights to enjoy and defend life and
liberty, of acquiring, possessing and protecting reputation, and of pursuing happiness. Where
‘the Governmernt elects to infringe on these nghts, an individual should be afforded more process
than the law presenﬂy permits. .

In other cases, the Office of Attorney recognized state due process rights where there
was no statutory directive to do so. In the Report to the Attorney General on the Investigation -
of Gerald A. Sandusky (“Moulton Report™), the Office of Attorney Geéneral embraced that state
due process requ:red aspects of-a government report critical of unindicted former government :

- 49



June 20, 2018
Page 7

officials that “m1ght reasonably be understood to adversely affect [thexr] reputatlo be
disclosed so that the subject might be able to adequately respond to them prior to' publication:

In addition, after the report has been submitted . . . certain persons
will be provided an opportunity to teview those portions of the
report that pertain.to them and to respond prior to publication. In
the leading case of Simon v. Commornwealth, ibe Pennsylvania
Crime Commission had published a report (about organized crime
in the “bingo industry™) that had a potential negative effect on the
plaintiff’s reputation. In Simon, the Commonwealth Court
recognized a state constitutional right to reputation and held that
the Commission’s failure to provide plaintiff with advance notice
of its criticisms an opportunity to tespond before pubhcatxon
violated plamttff’s state due process rights. The Simo case, while
not elaboratmg on preclsely what process is required, -appears to
mandate that persons referenced in a government report be
prov1ded ) those aspects of the report that might reasonably be

“imderstood to adversely affect their reputation, and (2)an
opportumty to réspond prior to pubhcatton In connection with
.our submission of the report fo Judge Krumenacker, we are
seeking his authonzatlon 1o provide notice and an opportunity to

v respond to persons who fall under the Simon decision,

Moulton Reportpp 11-12.

The Grand Jury Act 1tse1f provides for certain process in the context of a Grand Jury
Report. See 42 Pa.C.S. § 4552() (Authorization of Response by Non-]ndzcted Sulz]ect) This
process is‘not, however, sufficient to vindicate the rights of private citizen whose rights to enjoy
hfe, protect their reputation and pursue happiness is being impaired by the Government.

An elementary and fundamental requlrement of due process in
- any proceeding which is fo" be accorded finahty is notice
. 1easonably calculated, under ‘all the circumstances, to apprise
interested patties -of the pendency of the action and a_[ford them -
an opportumly to present théir objectmns The notice must be of
such nature as to reasonably convey the requu‘ed information, and
it must afford a reasonable time for those interested to make their
v appearance

Herder Sprmg Hunting Club V. Keller, 143 A. Bd 358, 376 (Pa. 2016) (quoting Mullane v.
Central Hanover-Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306 (1950))(emphasis added). The opportunity to
author a denial and rebuttal is not an opportiinity present an objéction, an objection by
definition —in a legal context — presents a prospect of prevallmg on the ob_]ectmn before the

court,

It is important not Just pay homage to the principal of due process but also recognize the
process due is not the same in every clrcumstance
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Due process is a flexible concept which “varies with the particilar
situation.” 'Ascertaining what process is due entails a balancing of
three  considerations: (1) the piivate interest affected by the
governmental action; (2) the risk of an erroneous deprivation -
together with the value of additional or substitute safeguards; and
(3) thie state interest involved, inclading the administrative burden
the additional or subsutute procedural requirements would impose
on the state. The central demands of due process are notice and

" an “opportunity to be heard at a “meaningful time and in a
meaningful manner.”

Bundy v. Wetzel, -— A.3d -+, 2018 WL 2075562, *4 (Pa. 2018)(empha51s added)(citations
omitted); see J.P. v. Departmenf of Human Services, 170 A.3d 575 (Pa.Crowlth. 2017) (placing
teacher’s name on ‘sexual abuse registry without a hearing violated due process); Penn.sylvama
Bar.Association v. Com., 607 A.2d 850 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1992) (placing attorneys on motor vehicle
fraud index without notice or a hearing violated procedural and substantive due process). It is
also esséntial to recognize that individuals who confront inclusionon the Department of Human
Services ChildLine and Abuse Registry or the SORNA Registry are afforded the complete
_ panoply of due process rights (notice, a hearing, discovery, cross-examination, subpoena the
-opportumty to present ev1dence) before suffenno this indignity.

Mr. Jeselnick, on other hand, has been branded by the Government with these same
labels — sexual ‘deviant, child abuser and ctiminal — without being accorded any of those rights.
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has irreparably damaged his reputation and impaired his -
enjoyment of life, as well as his pursmt of happiness, w1thout according him any meaningful
due process of law. Thisis not nght ThlS is: not justice.

Mr, Jeselnick requests the Court accept this response to Report No. 1 and enter an Order
directing that it be- appended to Report No. 1 and in the event the Office of Attorney General
elects to distribute copies of Report No, 1 or post it on the Internet that it also distribute a copy
of thls Tesponse and post it on the Intemct

Your attennqn to this matter is appreciated.

Chris opm&zi ,

. CMChim
Attachments
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Yw have O@rbﬁwr.sha for the ﬁm‘m '

Amﬁment:
: thned Pay Order (2)
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iceé AF Tr:uung szbqn, Soutlmest A

v'.l‘our R:bhon, National Defense ‘Service: Me " AF Ontnanding ) 3
n.uu.m.nv EDUCA'IIUN [Coummla nnmbuofweﬁs. :ndmanu::ndyurmmpkred) : s T T
Sqnaﬂron ; ] )6
Qonrse, 1 week; Oct 93, Interm Ohaplaln Oonrlc, '3 Weekl, Ang 92, O:tholic.
Ohaplaip Prufeas;nnal Oourse, 1 w:ek Oct 90, {SEE REMARKS)

151" MEMAER CONTRBUTED TO POSTVETMN ERA © . .* vﬁ'-» :s.s.msumammm Y= | N J16.DA
mmmmmmnm g ‘ EQUVALERT ' Xi -
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dmm mﬁ}ﬁhmandmm { 2 DATE ENTERED ADTHIS PERIOD 15,2001 A SERRIN DAL
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Ly R X3

G.TOTALPRIOR ACTIVE SERVICE .- - §L 0 DA 02 2o a S D s
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g RIBBONS AWARDED OR Al me)_ : MN‘; o w"" ! 'mr
M-;jloﬂbuss;mee Medal with 1 oak jeaf clustar, Alr Force .kscmADRo cFFtcERscHOOL(sEFORazm) JANi
cpmmendauqn Medalmﬂv! aak el dtisms AF Ouistanding Unit . OOMMAND -STAFF OOLLEGE-JGN]' (BEFQRE 2005), .!AN 1999.
with 4 o3k, felusters, Set\ﬂcemdllwﬂm Jh

|Awrd Wit 4 o3k Jo: Na
service stir, Armed Forces Expediioriuy 'Soqh-ivesl IaSewbe
Madal, bealWaronTm‘ﬁsmSewleeMedal Oversiay
Ribban /1Se& Remarkad - w

n: h}'n‘ .:t‘
i www
) ; ,.ﬁ‘?
% %ﬁvﬂ : ;}’,@’1\. e

Tl :;';;2 '?"‘ "f‘f i?’%- w s
G o a4 :

SR
sk ST Ak,
z e P Xeried
n:,lﬁ,,,'f.&g@“&
TR e 'ﬁf
¥ ,;‘ e
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Diocese of Erie-
_ R0, Box10397
Erie, Peunsylvania.. 16514-0397

Office gf the Bishop

. iy 12, 2010

" +.'Rev, Stephen E. Jeseinick . [ -

~

: | understand that you have retiréd as a foll Air Force Colonel. § -
- congratulate you on that high reeognltton by the Umted States Alr Force :

. Youarea retrred pnest of the Diocese of Ene wlth the faculttes of that
‘ dxaoese | pray that you will enjoy your retirement years. Bestwishes.” -

Fretematly yours in thst.

'f&u&w"

Most Rev. Dnnald W. Trautman. STD SSL
* Bighop ofEne A '

DWThp

~ enclosures
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