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Detendant, James M. Acklin, by his attorneys, Jeflrey S, Taylor and Michael S. Hopkins off

Spesia & Ayers, for his answer to Plaintit™s First Amended Complaint states as tollows:

Presery
1 Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 1.
2. The allegations contained in paragraph number 2 state a legal conclusion to which

an answer is not required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin denies that
PlaintifY has properly preserved tor appeal the Counts specitied.
Facts Common to All Allegations
K The allegations contained in paragraph 1 state a legal conclusion to which a response
is not required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin admits the District it is
located in Champaign County, lllinois and that he resides in Champaign County, Illinois. All other

allegations are denied.
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2. The allegations contained in paragraph 2 state legal conclusions to which a response

is not required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to
form a belief to admit or deny where the alleged “transaction” occurred; therefore, said allegations

are denied and strict proof'is demanded.

Parties

3. The name of Plaintiff JANE DOE-1 is not stated within the First Amended
Complaint and as such, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 3; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is
demanded.

4, The allegations contained in Paragraph 4 contain legal conclusions to which no
response is required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin admits that the Board is
a public body that operates within Champaign County and that it enacts policies and procedures
which apply to St. Joseph-Ogden High School in St. Joseph, Champaign County, Illinois, and that it
operates in accordance with certain statutes. All other allegations are denied.

3. The allegations contained in Paragraph 5 contain legal conclusions to which no
response is required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin admits that the Board
creates/enacts policies that pertain to the running of St. Joseph-Ogden High School and that said
policies relate to certain school activities. Defendant Acklin further admits that a function of the
Board includes hiring and terminating District employees and that it operates in accordance with
certain statutes. All other allegations are denied.

6. The allegations contained in Paragraph 6 contain legal conclusions to which no
response is required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin admits that the Board
creates/enacts policies that pertain to the running of St. Joseph-Ogden High School and that said

policies relate to certain school activities. Defendant Acklin further admits that a function of the
2



Board includes hiring and terminating District employees and that it operates in accordance with
certain statutes, All other allegations are denied.

7. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient 1o form a belief to admit or deny the
allegations regarding Jon Jamison’s residence and what Plaintiff means by “all times relevant
herein,” Defendant Acklin admits Jon Jamison was employed by the District in various capacities
during various school years, All other allegations are denied.

8. Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 8.

9, Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 9.

10, Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 10,

Non-Party Identities

s The names of Julie Doe-1 and Jane Doe-1 are not stated and therefore, Defendant
Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this
Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

12.  The names of John Doe-1 and Jane Doe-1 are not stated and therefore, Defendant
Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this
Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

13, Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 13.

14.  Defendant Acklin admits that Victor Zimmerman was employed by the St. Joseph-
Ogden School District as Superintendent in the 2006-2007 school year. The remaining allegations
contained within this paragraph state legal conclusions to which a response is not required. To the
extent an answer is required, the allegations are denied.

15: Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 15.



|6, Ihe name of Jane Doe-2 is not stated and therefore, Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph;
therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

17, The name of Jane Doe-3 is not stated and therefore the Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph;
therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof'is demanded.

18, 'The name of Jane Doe-4 is not stated and therefore Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph;
therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

19, The name of John Doe-5 is not stated and therefore Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph;
therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

20. The name of Jane Doe-6 is not stated and therefore Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph,
therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

21.  The name of Jane Doe-7 is not stated and therefore Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph;
therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

22.  The name of Julie Doe-7 is not stated and therefore Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph,
therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

Definitions
23.  The allegations contained within this paragraph reference a written article that

speaks for itself. Further answering, there is a lack of supportive proof that said article is
4



authoritative and/or properly chinraeteri zes the term “sexual grooming”, therefore, Defendant Acklin
denten uny allegation and/or inference that said article is an appropriate authoritative source.
Detendant Acklin also dentes all other allegations and/or implications directed against him within
this paragraph,

24, I'he allegations contained within this paragraph reference written articles that speak
for themuelves, Further answering, there is a lnck of supportive proof that said articles are
authoritative and/or properly characterize the term “Sexual Harassment”, therefore, Defendant
Acklin denies any allegation and/or inference that said articles are an appropriate authoritative
source, Defendmnt Acklin also denies all other allegations and/or implications directed against him
within this paragraph,

25, The allegations contained within paragraph 25 reference a written statute that speaks
for itself, Further answering, to the extent that the allegations in this Paragraph adopt definitions for
terms outside of the cited statute, Defendant Acklin denies that said term or definition is an
appropriate authoritative source, Defendant Acklin also denies all other allegations and/or
implications directed against him within this paragraph.

26, 'The allegations contained within paragraph 26 state a legal conclusion to which an
answer is not required, To the extent an answer i8 required, Defendant Acklin denies any
allegations and/or implications directed against him within this paragraph.

27, The allegations contained within paragraph 27 reference a written statute that speaks
for itsell. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin denies any allegations and/or
implications directed against him within this paragraph.

28, The allegations contained within paragraph 28 reference a written document which
speaks for itself, To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin denies any allegations

and/or implications directed against him within this paragraph.
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Facts Relating to JANE DOE-1

29, The name of Plainuff JANE DOE-1 1s not stated within the First Amended

Complaint and as such, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or

deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph: therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof

is demanded.
The name of Plaintiftf JANE DOE-1 is not stated within the First Amended

30.
Complaint and as such. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or
deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph: therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof
is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the
“Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this
Paragraph and denies any allegation/implication that he had knowledge of the alleged conduct

during said school vears.

31.  The name of Plaintiff JANE DOE-1 is not stated within the First Amended
Complaint and as such, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or
deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph:; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof
is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the

“Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this

Paragraph.
3?2
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The name of Plaintiff JANE DOE-1 is not stated within the First Amended
Complaint and as such. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or

deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof

1s demanded.
The name of Plaintiff JANE DOE-1 is not stated within the First Amended
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Complaint and as such. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or
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QUL HIC dlitedUOns Lollldined 1n s Faragraph, therelore the allegations are denied dhd SUCL Proo1
is demanded.

34. The name of Plaintiff JANE DOE-1 is not stated within the First Amended
Complaint and as such. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or
deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof
is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the
“Definitions” section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this
Paragraph.

Facts Relating to Misconduct at St. Joseph-Ogden High School

35. The allegations contained in Paragraph 35 state legal conclusions to which a
response is not required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin admits the existence
of Board Policy 5:90 and the expectation that District personnel comply with the policy. Defendant
Acklin denies all other allegations and implications.

36. Defendant Acklin admits the allegations in paragraph 36.

37. Answering only for himself and not for other Defendants, Defendant Acklin admits
he was aware of ANCRA and Board Policy 5:90. Other allegations in this paragraph improperly
require Defendant Acklin to speculate as to the term “explicit knowledge” and what other
individuals know; therefore, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit
or deny the remaining allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied
and strict proof is demanded.

38. The allegations contained within paragraph 38 state a legal conclusion to which a
response is not required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin denies the

allegations contained within this paragraph.



39. Defendant Acklin admits Jon Jamison was arrested in 2012 and that certain charges
were brought against Jamison at that time. Defendant Acklin denies that he had information prior
Jamison’s arrest of any conduct by Jamison that rendered him incompetent, unfit, or dangerous for
employment with the District. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to
admit or deny the remaining allegations in this paragraph. Therefore, the allegations are denied and
strict proof is demanded.

The Jane Doe-2 Allegations

40). Upon information and belief, Defendant Acklin admits that certain rumors were
brought to the attention of Terri Rein concerning Jon Jamison, but denies that said rumors
constituted notice of sexual harassment, sexual grooming, and/or sexual abuse. Answering further,
the names of Jane Doe-3 and Jane Doe-4 are not stated within the First Amended Complaint and as
such, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations
contained in this Paragraph regarding those individuals; therefore the allegations regarding those
individuals are denied and strict proof is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms
Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions” section of her First Amended Complaint are
properly incorporated within this Paragraph.

41. The names of Jane Doe-3 and Jane Doe-4 are not stated within the First Amended
Complaint and as such, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or
deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof
is demanded.

42.  The allegations in this paragraph improperly allege a legal conclusion to which a
response is not required. To the extent an answer is required, upon information and belief,

Defendant Acklin denies any allegations that Uphoff violated ANCRA or Board Policy 5:90 while



he was employed by the District, Further answering, Defendamt Acklin denies all other allegations
in this paragraph.,

43, Upon information and belief, Defendant Acklin admits an investigation was
conducted into certain rumors concerning Jon Jamison by Defendant Uphoff. To the extent that the
remaining allegations in this paragraph do not state the names of Jane Doe-3, Jane Doe-4 and/or
Jane Doe-2, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the
allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is
demanded.

44, Upon information and belief, Defendant Acklin admits Defendant Uphoff made
certain notes in connection with an investigation conducted into certain rumors concerning Jon
Jamison. To the extent the remaining allegations do not state the name of Jane Doe 2, Defendant
Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the remaining allegations
contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

45.  Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the
allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is
demanded.

46.  The allegations contained within paragraph 46 are vague and ambiguous. However,
Defendant Acklin denies that Uphoff lacked the training, education and/or certification required of
an administrator in his position. Defendant Acklin further denies any implication or allegation that
any contemporaneous rumors about and/or investigation of Jon Jamison led to a reasonable cause to
believe any student may have been an abused child. All other allegations are denied as stated.

47.  The allegations contained within paragraph 47 are vague and ambiguous. However,
Defendant Acklin denies Uphoff lacked the training, education, and/or certification required of an

administrator in his position. Defendant Acklin further denies any implication or allegation that any
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collicliporaneous rumors about and/or investigation of Jon Jamison ied 10 a reasonadie cause 1o
believe any student may have been an abused child. All other allegations are denied as stated.

48. The allegations contained within paragraph 48 are vague. and ambiguous. However.
Defendant Acklin denies Uphoff was not authorized to perform the duties and to exercise the
discretion of an administrator in his position. Defendant Acklin further denies any implication or
allegation that any contemporaneous rumors about and/or investigation of Jon Jamison led to a
reasonable cause to believe any student may have been an abused child. All other allegations are
denied as stated.

49. The allegations in paragraph 49 reference a written document that speaks for 1tself.
To the extent an answer is required, upon information and belief. Defendant Acklin admits Uphoff
made certain notes in connection with an investigation conducted into certain rumors concerning
Jon Jamison, but denies that the allegations accurately characterize the context of said notes. Further
answering, insofar as the name of Jane Doe-2 is not stated. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge
sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph that are
related to said individual; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

50. The allegations in paragraph 50 improperly require Defendant Acklin to speculate as
to what another person may have knowledge of: therefore. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge
sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph: therefore the
allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms
Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are
properly incorporated within this Paragraph 50 and denies all other allegations.

51. The allegations contained in paragraph 31 state legal conclusions 1o which an answer
1s not required. To the extent an answer is required. Defendant Acklin denies that Uphoff violated

ANCRA and/or Board Policy 5:90.
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52 Defendam Acklin admits Uphoff's notes were kept in District files. Defendant

Acklin does not know what Plaintiff means by “made available 10”; therefore, he lacks knowledge
sufficient w form a belief w© admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in this Paragraph;
therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

53, Defendant Acklin denies that Uphoff's written notes established the alleged acts.
Further answerning, insofar as the zllegations in paragraph 53 improperly require Defendant Acklin
w0 speculate as 1 what another person may have knowledge of: Defendamt Acklin lacks knowledge
sufficient 10 form 2 belief 10 admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph: therefore the
allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms
Plzintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are
properdy incorporased within this Paragraph and denies all other allegations.

54 The allegaions contzined in paragraph 54 size legal conclusions to which an answer
is not required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin denies that Defendant
Brooks violaed ANCRA and/or Board Policy 5:90.

$5.  Upon information and belief, Defendant Acklin admits Uphoff”s notes were kept in
Disarics files. Defendars Acklin does not know what Plaintiff means by “made available 107,
therehone, Defendam Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient 10 form a belief 10 admit or deny the
remzining Zilegaions comained i this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict
proof is demanded.

56.  Defendamt Acklin denies the allegations in paragraph 56 and further denies that
Uphoff s noses established the alleged acts. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plainsiff
purpons 10 define in the “Definitions” section of her First Amended Complaint are properly
incorporaed within this Paragraph 56 and denics all other allegations.

11



57. The allegations contained in paragraph 57 state legal conclusions to which an answer
is not required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin denies that he violated
ANCRA and/or Board Policy 5:90.

58.  Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 58.

9. Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 59.

60.  Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 60.

61.  Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 61. Defendant
Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section of her First
Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph.

62. Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 62 including sub
paragraphs a.-f. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the
“Definitions” section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this

Paragraph.

63.  Defendant Acklin denies the allegations in paragraph 63. Defendant Acklin further
denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions” section of her First Amended
Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph 63.

64.  Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 64.

65. Defendant Acklin denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions”
section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph. Defendant
Acklin admits Jon Jamison was arrested in 2012 and that certain charges were brought against
Jamison at that time. Defendant Acklin denies that he had information prior Jamison’s arrest of any
conduct by Jamison that rendered him incompetent, unfit, or dangerous for employment with the

District. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the
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memaining allegations in this paragraph. Therefore, said allegations are denied and strict proof is
Jemandad

60.  Defendant Acklin admits the allegations in paragraph 66.

67.  Defendant Acklin admits that Jamison worked for the District in 2007. The
remaning allegations are unclear and vague as stated and therefore said allegations are denied.
638.  [Insofar ss the allegations in peragraph 68 adopt by implications allegations
previously denied. the allegations contained within this paragraph are vague and or improper.
Further snswering. Defendent Acklin denies the allegations contained in this paragraph as stated.

69.  Defendant Acklin has insufficient knowledge as to what Julie Doe-1 or John Doe-1
may have known concerning reports of Jane Doe-3 and Jane Doe4 and therefore Defendant Acklin
lacks knowledge sufficient to form 2 belief to admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph.
Therefore. said allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded... Defendant Acklin further
denies that worms Plaintiff purports o define in the “Definitions™ section of her First Amended
Complaing are properiy incorporated within this Paragraph.

70.  Defondant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 70.

The Jane Doe-1 Allegations

71.  Defendsnt Acklin lacks sufficient knowledge to form a belief to admit or deny the
alleganions in paragraph 71: therefore. the allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

72, Defendant Acklin lacks sufficient knowledge to form a belief to admit or deny the
alleganions in paragraph 72 therefore, the allegations are denied and strict proof'is demanded.
Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section
of her Firss Amended Complzint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph.

73.  Defendant Acklin admits that certain rumors concerning Jamison were brought to
the anention of Mr. Brooks. Insofar as the identities of Julie Doe-7 and Jane Doe-7 are not stated.

13



Fhehindant Avklin laaks kpeowledye sul Geient i form w belief 1 adimit or deny the remmining

i legntionn b this parageaph . herelore, said allegations are depied and stret proof is demanded
Pratunadant Acklin further depies that wrms Plinift purponts w define in the “Definitions” section
ol her Vivat Amended Complaint wre praperly incorporsted within this Paragraph.

", I he allegntions in paragraph 74 improperly require Defendant Acklin o speculate as
(o whiat another persan may have knowledge of, therefore, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge
suffieient w form a bellef o adimit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the
allegntions wre dented and striet proof s demanded, Defendant Acklin further denies that terms
Plalntiff purports o define in the " Definitions” section of her First Amended Complaint are
properly incorporated within this Paragraph and denies all other allegations,

75 The ullegations in paragraph 75 state legal conclusion to which no answer is
requlred, To the extent an answer is required, Defendamt Acklin denies any allegations that
Defendant Brooks violated ANCRA and/or Board Policy 5:90 and denies all other allegations
contained within this paragraph,

6. Defendant Acklin admits Defendant Brooks investigated certain rumors concerning
Jon Jamison, To the extent that the remaining allegations in this paragraph do not state the identity
of Jane Doe-1, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the
illegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is
demanded,

77, 'The allegations comained within paragraph 77 are vague and ambiguous, However,
Defendant Acklin denies that Brooks lacked the training, education and/or certification required of
an administrator in his position, Defendant Acklin further denies any implication or allegation that
any contemporaneous rumors about and/or investigation of Jon Jamison led to a reasonable cause to

believe any student may have been an abused child, All other allegations are denied as stated.
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78, The allegations comained within paragraph 7% are vagiin sl siokngiens, $lormerer
Defendant Acklin denies Brooks lacked the training, education, ad/or certification raspined oA w0
administrator in his position, Defendam Acklin further denies any imghication or dlegtion (i w0y
contemporancous rumaors about and/or investigation of Jon Jasmisn ed W 4 reasnviihe case
believe any student may have been an abused child. All other allegations are denied w, sed.

79.  The allegations comained within paragraph 79 ate vagie, ad ambiguorns, However,
Defendant Acklin denies Brooks was not authorized w perform the duties and 1 exercise the
discretion of an administrator in his position. Defendan Acklin further denies any implication of
allegation that any contemporaneous rumors about and/or investigation of Jon Jarnism led o a
reasonable cause 1o believe any student may have been an abused child, All other allegations are
denied as stated.

80.  Defendamt Acklin admits Defendant Brooks made notes related 1o his investigation
of certain rumors concerning Jon Jamison. To the extent the remaining allegations in this paragraph
do not identify Jane Doe 1, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficiem 1 form a belief w admit
or deny the remaining allegations contained in this Paragraph;, therefore the allegations are denied
and strict proof is demanded.

81.  Defendant Acklin admits police officer Alicia Maxey was involved with the
investigation of Jon Jamison. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient 1o form a belief 1o
admit or deny the remaining allegations in this paragraph;, therefore, the allegations are denied and
strict proof is demanded. All other allegations and implications are denied.

82.  The identities of Jane Doe 7 and Jane Doe 1 are not provided within the First
Amended Complaint and as such, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient 1o form a belief to
admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and
strict proof is demanded.
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83. Ihe allegations in Paragraph 83 reference a written document that speaks for itself
To the extent and answer is required, the names of Jane Doe 7 and the Plaintif! Jane Doe | are not
stated within the First Amended Complaint and as such, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge
sufficient to form a beliet to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the
allegations are denied and strict proof'is demanded.

84.  The allegations in paragraph 84 improperly require Defendant Acklin to speculate as
to what another person may have knowledge of} therefore, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge
sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the
allegations are denied and strict proof'is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms
Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are
properly incorporated within this Paragraph and denies all other allegations.

85. The allegations contained in paragraph 85 state legal conclusions to which an answer
is not required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin denies that Defendant
Brooks violated ANCRA and/or Board Policy 5:90.

86.  Defendant Acklin admits Brooks conducted certain interviews concerning rumors
involving Jon Jamison. Further answering, the name of Plaintiff JANE DOE -1 is not stated within
the First Amended Complaint and paragraph 86 improperly requires Defendant Acklin to speculate
as to the subjective experience and impressions of another person, who is additionally unidentified;
and as such, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the
allegations contained in this Paragraph; therefore the allegations are denied and strict proof is
demanded. Defendant Acklin also denies any allegation and/or implication that Brooks treated any
student in an improper manner during his investigation of Jamison. All other allegations and

implications are denied.
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8} Defonder Ackiin admiss he and Defendant Brooks questioned Jamison concerning
oerumm remors amd reiterated cortain information. However. the First Amended Complaint does not
adeeny Jame Doe 1: Sercfore. Defendsns Ackln lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to
s or deny B rememng allegations. Therefore, the allegations are denied and strict proof is
. Sod

82 Defondsnr Acklin lacks sufficient knowledge to form a belief to admit or deny what
Jomicon may heve wid someone clise; therefore. the alleganions are denied and strict proof is
Jeomamded

%)  Defondens Ackin admiss Brooks’s notes were kept in District files. Defendant
Ackie does not know wist PlainsiiT means by “made available 107 therefore, Defendant Acklin
ks knowiedee suficient w0 form 2 belief 10 admit or deny the remaining allegations contained in
s Persgesph- therefore the allegarions are dented and strict proof is demanded.

91.  Defcnder Ackin denes that Brooks's notes established the alleged acts and denies
S miorEsnon & 2 mecong he was present a eswmbiished the alleged acts or knowledge thereof.
I=sofr as the slleganons I paragraph 91 mproperiy require Defendant Acklin to speculate as to
wihar sother parson may bave knowledge oft Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form
2 belief © admit or deny the alleganions contzined in this paragraph. and the allegations are denied
anc st proof s demanded . Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define
= e Defamions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this
Paascaph and domies all other allegations. .
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Yl paragraph 92 states legal conclusions to which no answer is required. To the extent
and answer is required. Defendant Acklin denies any allegations that he violated ANCRA and/or
Board Policy 5:90 and denies all other allegations contained within this paragraph.

93. The allegations contained in paragraph 93 attempt to imply improper motive
between Brooks and Acklin and said allegations are denied.

94, Defendant Acklin denies the allegations in paragraph 94.

95. Defendant Acklin denies the allegations in paragraph 95.

96. Defendant Acklin denies the allegations in paragraph 96. Defendant Acklin further
denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section of her First Amended
Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph.

97, Defendant Acklin denies the allegations in paragraph 97 including subparagraphs a.
— f. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions”
section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph.

98. Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 98. Defendant
Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section of her First
Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph.

99, Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 99.

100.  Defendant Acklin admits Jon Jamison was arrested in 2012 and that certain charges
were brought against Jamison at that time. Defendant Acklin denies that he had information prior
Jamison’s arrest of any conduct by Jamison that rendered him incompetent, unfit, or dangerous for
employment with the District. Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to
admit or deny the remaining allegations in this paragraph. Therefore, the allegations are denied and

strict proof is demanded. Defendant Acklin denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the
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‘Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this

Paragraph.
101.  Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 101.

102.  Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 102.

103.  Defendant Acklin admits that Jamison worked for the District in 2008. The
remaining allegations are unclear and vague as stated and therefore said allegations are denied.
Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 104.

104.

105. Defendant Acklin admits that Jamison worked for the District in 2009. The
remaining allegations are unclear and vague as stated and therefore said allegations are denied.

106. Defendant Acklin admits the allegations contained in paragraph 106.
107. Defendant Acklin admits that Jamison worked for the District in 2010. The
remaining allegations are unclear and vague as stated and therefore said allegations are denied.
108.  Defendant Acklin denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions”
section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph. Further
answering, Defendant Acklin lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the
allegations in this paragraph; therefore, the allegations are denied, and strict proof is demanded.
109. Insofar as the allegations in paragraph 109 adopt by implications allegations
previously denied, the allegations contained within this paragraph are vague and/or improper.
Accordingly, Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in this paragraph as stated.

110.  Defendant Acklin lacks sufficient knowledge to form a belief to admit or deny what

Julie Doe-1 or John Doe-1 may have known concerning reports of Jane Doe-3 and Jane Doe-4 and

therefore, said allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies

that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions” section of her First Amended Complaint

are properly incorporated within this Paragraph.
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111.  Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 111.

112.  Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 112. Defendant
Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section of her First
Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph.

113.  Defendant Acklin admits that Jamison was charged with certain criminal acts.
However, Defendant Acklin lacks sufficient knowledge to form a belief to admit or deny the
remaining allegations contained in paragraph 113. Therefore, said allegations are denied and strict
proof is demanded.

114. Defendant Acklin lacks sufficient knowledge to form a belief to admit of deny the
allegation contained in this paragraph. Therefore, said allegations are denied and strict proof is
demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the
“Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this
Paragraph.

115. Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 115. Defendant
Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section of her First

Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph

COUNT,
Batter
(JANE DOE-1 v. Jamison)

1-121. The allegations contained in Count I are not directed against Defendant Acklin,
therefore said allegations are neither admitted nor denied. To the extent any of the allegations

contained within this Count could be construed against Defendant Acklin, said allegations are

denied.
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‘ COUNT 11
Winois Hate Crime, 720 ILCS §/12-7.1
WANE DOE-1 v, Jamison)

N ~ . . R . 5 . n .
1-128. The allegations contained in ¢ ount 1l are not directed against Defendant Acklin,

theretore, said allegations are neither admitted nor denied. To the extent any of the allegations

contamned within this Count could be construed against Defendant Acklin, said allegations are

demed.
COUNT 111
lllinois Hate Crime, 720 ILCS §/12-7.1
(JANE DOE-1 v. St. Joseph-Ogden District (Respondeat Superior
(Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)

Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress
(JANE DOE-1 v. UphofY, Brooks, and Acklin)

1-115. Defendant Acklin incorporates his answers to paragraphs 1 through 1135 of
Plaintiff™s First Amended Complaint as if fully stated herein.

129.
paragraphs a. - f. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintift purports to define in the

“Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated within this

2aragraph.
130.  Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 130.
131.  Detfendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 131.
132, Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 132.
133, Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 133.
[34.  Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 134.
135, Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 135,

Defendant Acklin denies the allegations contained in paragraph 129 including sub



WHEREFORE. Defendant. James M. Acklin. prays that judgment be entered in his favor

anc agamst Plantff, and that he be awarded costs along with any other relief this Court deems just

Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress

(JANE DOE-1 v. St. Joseph-Ogden District (Respondeat Superior))

1-138. The allegations contained in Count V are not directed against Defendant Acklin.
therefore said allegations are neither admitted nor denied. To the extent any of the allegations
comtained within this Count could be construed against Defendant Acklin. said allegations are

COUNT VI
Negligent Hiring (Ministerial Act Regarding Prior Complaints of Jamison's Conduct)

(JANE DOE-1 v. St. Joseph-Ogden District)
Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)

COUNT VII

Willful and Wanton Negligent Supervision
(JANE DOE-1 v. St. Joseph-Ogden District)

1-149. The allegations contained in Count VII are not directed against Defendant Acklin,
therefore saud allegations are neither admitted nor denied. To the extent any of the allegations
comtzined within this Count could be construed against Defendant Acklin, said allegations are
denied.

COUNT VIIL
Negligent Retention
(JANE DOE-1 v. St. Joseph-Ogden District)
(Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)

COUNTIX
JANE DOE-1v.St. J h-Ogden District
(Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)

»

—_—



N)(V'll

( l)ismined with Prejudice hy the Court)

‘OUNT
Willful W . (
NE - :
(Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)
C(
Willful and Wantc J 8

JANE DOE-1 v. St.
(Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)

COUNT XIV
Willful and Wanton Indifference to Known Sexual Harass

(JANE DOE-1 v. Uphoff. Brooks, and Acklin)

1-115. Defendant Acklin incorporates his answers to paragraphs 1 through 115 of Plaintiff’s
First Amended Complaint as if fully stated herein.

150.  The allegations contained in paragraph 150 state a legal conclusion to which no
answer is required. Insofar as an answer is required, Defendant Acklin admits only those duties
imposed by law and denies any allegation and/or implication that he breached any such duty. All
other allegations are denied.

151, The allegations in Paragraph 151 are directed against another Defendant; therefore
an answer is not required. To the extent an answer is required, Defendant Acklin denies he had
notice of any wrongful conduct on the part of Jon Jamison. Defendant Acklin further denies that

terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions” section of her First Amended Complaint are

properly incorporated within this Paragraph 151,
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152, Answering for himself and not for other Defendants, Defendant Acklin denies the
allegations in Paragraph 152. With respect to remaining Defendants, Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations; therefore, the allegations are
denied and strict proof is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to
define in the “Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated
within this Paragraph 152.

153. Defendant Acklin denies the allegations in Paragraph 153. Defendant Acklin further
denies that terms Plaintiff purports to define in the “Definitions™ section of her First Amended
Complaint are properly incorporated within this Paragraph 153.

154.  Answering for himself and not for other Defendants, Defendant Acklin denies the
allegations in Paragraph 154. With respect to remaining Defendants, Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations; therefore, the allegations are
denied and strict proof is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to
define in the “Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated
within this Paragraph 154.

1

h
o

Answering for himself and not for other Defendants, Defendant Acklin denies the
allegations in Paragraph 155. With respect to remaining Defendants, Defendant Acklin lacks
knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations; therefore, the allegations are
denied and strict proof is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to
define in the “Definitions™ section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated
within this Paragraph 155.

156.  Answering for himself and not for other Defendants, Defendant Acklin denies the
allegations in Paragraph 156. With respect to remaining Defendants, Defendant Acklin lacks

knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations; therefore, the allegations are
24



denied and strict proof is demanded. Defendant Acklin further denies that terms Plaintiff purports to

define in the “Definitions” section of her First Amended Complaint are properly incorporated

within this Paragraph 156.

157.  Answering for himself and not for other Defendants, Defendant Acklin denies the
allegations contained in paragraph 157. With respect to remaining Defendants, Defendant Acklin
lacks knowledge sufficient to admit or deny the allegations; therefore, the allegations are denied and
strict proof is demanded.

158.  Answering for himself and not for other Defendants, Defendant Acklin denies the
allegations contained in paragraph 158. With respect to remaining Defendants, Defendant Acklin
lacks knowledge sufficient to form a belief to admit or deny the allegations; therefore, the
allegations are denied and strict proof is demanded.

WHEREFORE, Defendant, James M. Acklin, prays that judgment be entered in his favor
and against Plaintiff, and that Defendants be awarded costs along with any other relief this Court

deems just and proper.

COUNT XV
Willful and Wanton Indifference to Known Sexual Harassment
(JANE DOE-1 v. St. Joseph-Ogden District (Respondeat Superior))

1-160. The allegations contained in Count XV are not directed against Defendant Acklin,
therefore said allegations are neither admitted nor denied. To the extent any of the allegations

contained within this Count could be construed against Defendant Acklin, said allegations are

denied.

COUNT XVI
Conspiracy to Violate Mandated Reporting Act
(JANE DOE-1 v. Uphoff and Acklin)
(Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)
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COUNT XVII

(JANE DOE-1 v. Brooks and Acklin)

(Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)

COUNT XVIII
Conspiracy to Violate Mandated Reporting Act

(JANE DOE-1v. St. Joseph-Ogden District (Respondeat Superior))

(Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)

COUNT XIX
State-Created Danger

(JANE DOE-1v. St. Joseph-Ogden District)

(Dismissed with Prejudice by the Court)

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

Pleading in the alternative and without prejudice to the denials contained in Defendants

Answer to Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint, Defendant states as follows for their affirmative

defenses:
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(745 ILCS 3-108)

L Defendant is a public employee entitled to the immunity provided under the

“Local Governmental Employees Tort Immunity Act”. 745 ILCS 10/1-101, et seq.

2 Pursuant to 745 ILCS 10/3-108 the Defendant is not liable for the failure to
supervise an activity or the use of public property that amounts to mere ordinary negligence.
The allegations alleged within Plaintiffs’ Complaint do not constitute acts of willful and wanton
conduct; therefore, said allegations are barred under Section 3-108 of the Illinois Tort Immunity

Act.

Wherefore, Defendant prays that judgment be entered in its favor and against the

Plaintiff.



SLCOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE,
(M43 LCS 10/2:201)

b Defendant is n public employee entitled to immunities provided under “The Local
Governmental Employees Tort Immunity Act”. 745 1LCS 10/1-101, et sec,

2, Pursuant 1o 745 1LCS 10/2-201, “a public employee serving in a position
involving the determination of policy or the exercive of discretion is not liable for an act or
omission in determining policy when acting in the exercise of discretion even though abused.”

3, Under 745 1LCS 1072109, a local public entity is not liable for an injury resulting
from an act or omission of its employees where the employee is not liable,

4. Defendant is entitled to the immunities provided under Section 2-201 and 2-109
of the Hlinois Tort Immunity Act.

Wherefore, Defendant prays that judgment be entered in their favor and against Plaintiff.

g T g nl 2R nd

1 At all times alleged in Plaintiff’s Complaint, Plaintiff was under a duty to use care
and caution for her own safety and well being.

2. If the Plaintiff was injured and sustained damages as alleged in her Complaint,
then said injuries and damages were sustained as a direct and proximate result of her breach of
that duty when she committed one or more of the following negligent acts and/or omissions:

(a) intentionally concealed the acts identified within Plaintiff’s Complaint from
administrators at the District;

(b)  provided false information to individuals at the District concerning interactions
with Defendant Jon Jamison; and

(¢)  willingly and knowingly engaged in deceptive activities to avoid alerting District
representatives concerning the alleged activities of Jon Jamison.
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h the foregoing uets and/or omissions of the Plaintiff were the direct and sole
Proximate cause of the injuries and damages alleged in Plaintiff*s Complaint,

4, Alternatively, the alorementioned negligence of the Plaintiff exceeded 50% of the
total negligence attributable 1o this case and as such, the Plaintiff should be barred from any
recovery.  Again, pleading in the alternative, the alorementioned acts or omissions, which
constituted negligence by the Plaintiff, should be operative to reduce any award against this
Defendant by the percentage of Plaintiff™s own negligence.

Wherefore, Defendant prays that this Court enter an order barring the Plaintiff from any
recovery or alternatively, in the event that a trier of fact awards damages to the Plaintiff and
against Defendant, any such award be reduced by that percentage of Plaintiff’s own negligence.

FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

(Statute of Limitations)

I Defendant is a public employee under the Local Governmental Employees Tort

Immunity Act™ 745 ILCS 10/1-101, et seq.

Under the Illinois Tort Immunity Act, any action against a public employee must

be commenced within one (1) year after Plaintiff reached the age of majority.

3, Upon information and belief, Plaintiff failed to institute the lawsuit within the

requisite time frame.



WHEREYORE, [efendin prays tht judginem be entered in its favor and against the

Plaimiff,

BPESIA & AYERS

A. Joseph-Ogden
s, Chad

s M. Acklin, and
ictor Zimmerman

Jeffrey $. Taylor - # 6227171
Michael 8. Hopking - # 6296760
SPESIA & AYERS

1415 Black Road

Joliet, 11, 60435

(815)726-4311
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