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On June 23, 2000, The New York Jewish Week (“The Jewish Week™)
published a front-page article entitled “Stolen Innocence,” which contained reports of
misconduct committed by Rabbi Baruch Lanner (“Lanner”), an employee of the National
Council of Synagogue Youth (“NCSY”) division of the Orthodox Union (“the OU”).
The OU responded to that article by appointing this Special Commission (the
“Commission”) “to conduct a full and expeditious investigation of the Orthodox Union’s
role in this matter.” The OU further charged the Commission with making a confidential
report of its findings, conclusions and recommendations to the OU, and of following that
report with a publicly 1ssued summary of those findings, conclusions and
recommendations. On December 7, 2000, the Commission delivered its unanimous
confidential report (the “Report”) to select members of the Executive Board of the QU
according to the instructions provided by OU President Dr. Mandell Ganchrow. This
document constitutes the Commission’s public summary (the “Summary”).

The Summary has both similarities to and differences from the Report.
The Report contains all of the information included in the Summary, plus significant
additional information. The Report is 332 pages in length, consists of seven parts, and
attaches 104 documentary exhibits. Part V, headed “Discussion of Relevant Events,” is
the single largest part of the Report, comprising 222 pages. That part provides a detailed,
chronological, narrative description of events about which the Commission received
documentary or testimonial evidence during the course of its investigation. This factual

account spans from 1972 to the present and includes among other things extensive,

disturbing, graphic evidence — in the form of oral testimony and written statements —



with regard to Lanner’s conduct, the events surrounding a 1989 beis din proceeding, and
details about what the OU professional and lay leadership knew or should have known
about Lanner during these years. For a variety of reasons, including among others
halachic considerations, respect for people’s privacy and our desire to prevent this
document from being salacious or sensationalistic, this Summary does not include such a
narrative chronology, and consequently it does not include many of the details
meticulously set forth in the Report. For similar reasons, this Summary does not identify
specific individuals by name, although the Report does so expressly and in detail (using
pseudonyms for victims and other witnesses who testified only under conditions of
anonymity).

The evidence gathered by the Commission has led it to conclude that
Lanner engaged in a pattern of inappropriate and abusive behavior (emotional, physical
and sexual) toward a number of NCSY students.' This conduct caused enormous pain
and suffering that has had and continues to have a negative impact on the lives of
vulnerable NCSY participants. The primary mandate of NCSY, as a religious youth

organization, has always been to provide a healthy and nurturing environment in which

Certain terms that appear in the Summary, including the term “abuse,” may
sometimes be legal terms of art and have specific and precise meanings when used in
a strictly legal sense. As used in this Summary, however, the Commission does not
use these terms in that legal sense, and the Commission expressly disclaims having
formed any opinion about whether any of the conduct about which it has received
evidence would meet the legal definition of these terms. The Commission uses these
terms as they are commonly understood and used in ordinary conversation.



teenagers could safely develop their sense of Jewish identity and experience religious
life. Lanner’s conduct with respect to various program participants violated this mandate.

As set forth in detail throughout the Report delivered to the OU, Lanner’s
improper conduct, while committed directly by him alone, was made possible by the
inaction of various individuals in the lay and professional leadership of the OU and
NCSY and by a lack of effective management controls in those organizations. Certain
members of the OU and NCSY professional and lay leadership, although not directly
aware of some of the most serious elements of Lanner’s abuse, were aware of his overtly
inappropriate behaviors and frequently abusive personality traits. This knowledge alone
should have led them to take effective action against Lanner at any one of many points in
his career. The failure of certain members of the OU and NCSY leadership to take such
action allowed Lanner’s conduct to continue unchecked for many years.

The OU and NCSY play an important role in Jewish life, including in the
development of religious awareness and observance in Jewish children and adolescents.
The Commission is fully supportive of the efforts of the OU and NCSY and recognizes
their many important contributions to Orthodox Judaism. However, in order to ensure
the future success of their mission, the OU and NCSY must hold individuals who failed
to take action against Lanner responsible for their conduct. In addition, it is imperative
that the OU and NCSY continue and intensify the process of implementing remedial
measures to prevent such incidents from occurring in the future.

This Summary is divided into three parts: Part I explains the

Commission’s methodology in investigating the allegations; Part II provides a summary



of the Conclusions contained in the Report; and Part III provides the Commission’s
Recommendations in full (except for minor grammatical changes) as they appear in the

Report.

L The Special Commission.
A. Formation and Mandate.

On July 3, 2000, the OU announced the formation of the Commission and
pledged that the Commission members “will have carte blanche to pursue their inquiries
in any manner and in any direction they wish.” The Commission’s charge was to conduct
a “full, independent and expeditious investigation of all matters arising from the charges
against Rabbi Baruch Lanner and the role of the Orthodox Union in its administration of
NCSY.” The OU specified in a letter to each member of the Commission that the
Commission will be “independent and will not be required to coordinate its efforts with
any member of the Orthodox Union or NCSY staff.”” Although the Commission is a
commission of the OU, the Commission pursued its investigation independently from the
OU and NCSY leadership.

The Commission is comprised of the following members:*

. Richard M. Joel, Commission Chairman
President and International Director, Hillel: The Foundation for Jewish Campus

Life

It should be noted that the views expressed in the Report are solely those of the
members of the Commission and do not necessarily reflect the views of any of the
organizations with which they are affiliated, these affiliations being provided for
identification purposes only.



. Fred Ehrman
Vice Chairman, Brean Murray & Co.

. Allen Fagin
Partner and Co-chair of Labor and Employment Law Department,
Proskauer Rose LLP

. Matthew J. Maryles
Member, Wolf Maryles & Associates, LLC

. Jules Polonetsky
Chief Privacy Officer, DoubleClick, Inc.
Former Consumer Affairs Commissioner, New York City

. Dr. Susan Schulman
Brooklyn pediatrician having substantial experience with child sex abuse within
the Orthodox community

) Professor Suzanne Last Stone
Professor of Law, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law

. Rabbi Abraham J. Twerski, M.D.

Founder and Medical Director, Gateway Rehabilitation Center

Associate Professor of Psychiatry, University of Pittsburgh School of Medicine
. Jacob Yellin

Vice President-Counsel, The Walt Disney Company (Ethics/Compliance

Program)
Lydia Kess, who had been a member of the Commission, resigned on October 10, 2000
for reasons that have nothing to do with the substance of the Report.

Each of the Commission members is an observant Jew. Commission

members Ehrman, Fagin and Maryles are affiliated with the OU by serving as officers or
directors. Professor Stone’s husband, Richard Stone, serves as an OU officer. The other

members of the Commission are not affiliated with the OU. Each of the members of the

Commission served on a volunteer basis.



B. The Commission’s Work.

One of the first acts of the Commission was to retain the assistance of
legal counsel experienced in conducting investigations. On July 13, 2000, the
Commission announced that it had selected Debevoise & Plimpton, with a team to be led
by Debevoise partner Bruce E. Yannett, as its counsel. Neither Debevoise & Plimpton
nor Yannett had ever served as counsel to the OU previously. Although the OU is
obligated to pay counsel’s fees, during the investigation counsel reported directly and
exclusively to the Commission. Debevoise & Plimpton lawyers and those working at
their direction devoted over 6,000 hours to the investigation and preparation of the
Report.

Commission members participated in all phases of the investigation, and
held extensive weekly conference calls to direct the investigation, hear and participate in
the exchange of progress reports, address issues that had arisen and formulate the
Commission’s conclusions and recommendations.

The Commission identified over 800 potential witnesses, and interviewed
(sometimes more than once) more than 175 witnesses. These included, among others,
individuals who shared stories of abuse, individuals who described the good work Lanner
and NCSY have accomplished over the years, the three members of a beis din that had
convened in 1989 to adjudicate certain allegations concerning Lanner, and the lay and
professional leaders of the OU and NCSY from the past three decades. Each witness
interview lasted anywhere from fifteen minutes to several days. Given the limitations of

time and money, the Commission could not interview all of the potential witnesses.



The Commission identified potential witnesses from a variety of sources,
including the “Stolen Innocence” article and preliminary interviews with individuals who
were identified as being sources of leads. To assist in the identification of potential
witnesses, the Commission established a confidential e-mail address,
inquiryncsy@yahoo.com, which received over 200 e-mails. A response of some kind
was made to each e-mail. Additionally, each e-mail was reviewed by counsel and each
Commission member, and individuals who had specific information relating to Lanner
were contacted personally. Commission members and counsel also from time to time
received unsolicited communications from potential witnesses as word spread about the
Commission and its investigation. Virtually every witness interview generated new leads
and names of additional potential witnesses.

Many of the witnesses who came forward to the Commission were deeply
concerned with preserving their confidentiality so as not to be publicly identified to
professional colleagues, friends and even family members as victims of abuse. For this
reason, some witnesses were reluctant to speak with the Commission. Others altogether
refused to speak with the Commission.

The most significant witness who refused to speak to the Commission was
Lanner himself. The Commission, through its counsel, repeatedly requested to interview
Lanner. After an exchange of phone calls and letters, one of Lanner’s lawyers sent a
letter dated September 19, 2000, stating that “as Rabbi Lanner is the subject of criminal
investigations . . . it would be inappropriate, in our professional judgment, for Rabbi

Lanner to provide any statements or testimony at this time. Accordingly, Rabbi Lanner



will not be appearing before the NCSY Special Commission.” On September 26, 2000,
however, Lanner’s lawyer submitted a ten page written document entitled “Response on
Behalf of Rabbi Baruch Lanner to NCSY Special Commission” (the “Lanner
Submission”). The Lanner Submission states in part that, while Lanner denies having
committed any crime, he “acknowledges that in the past his conduct, on occasion, was
inappropriate. He did or said things in the past that, in hindsight, should not have
occurred.” The Lanner Submission also notes that the “social context” of the 1970’s and
1980’s differed from today, but states: “This is not said to vindicate Rabbi Lanner’s
behavior, which he acknowledges was unbefitting for anyone, particularly one in his
position.”

In addition to interviewing witnesses, the Commission also reviewed
documents it gathered from the OU National Office, the NCSY New Jersey Region office
located in Teaneck, New Jersey, and from various witnesses with whom it met. The
Commission estimates that it and its counsel reviewed more than 50,000 pages of
documents.

C. Halachic Guidance.

In preparing its Report to the OU, the Commission sought the Aalachic
advice of Rabbi Yitzchok Breitowitz. Rabbi Breitowitz is a widely respected scholar and
posek. He 1s the Rabbi of Woodside Synagogue in Silver Spring, Maryland and the Rosh
Kollel of the Torah Mitzion Kollel of Silver Spring. He is also a professor of law at the
University of Maryland. Rabbi Breitowitz initially provided the Commission with

general guidelines about applicable Aalachic concepts. Rabbi Breitowitz read a



