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CAUSE NO.  
 

DISCALCED CARMELITE NUNS, INC. DBA  §  IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF 
MONASTERY OF THE MOST HOLY   § 
TRINITY, REVEREND MOTHER SUPERIOR § 
TERESA AGNES GERLACH AND SISTER §  
FRANCIS THERESE     § 
       § 
Plaintiffs,      § 
       § 
vs.       §  
       § TARRANT COUNTY, TEXAS 
BISHOP MICHAEL OLSON AND THE   § 
CATHOLIC DIOCESE OF FORT WORTH §  
       § 
Defendants.      § _______JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

 
PLAINTIFFS’ APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER, REQUEST FOR 

TEMPORARY INJUNCTION, PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND DECLARATORY JUDGMENT  
 
TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

 
NOW COMES, DISCALCED CARMELITE NUNS, INC. DBA MONASTERY OF 

THE MOST HOLY TRINITY REVEREND MOTHER SUPERIOR TERESA AGNES 

GERLACH AND SISTER FRANCIS THERESE (hereinafter “Plaintiffs”) and for cause of 

action would show the Court as follows:  

I. 
STATEMENT PURSUANT TO TRCP 47 AND DISCOVERY LEVEL 

1. The damages sought are within the jurisdictional limits of the Court and the 

Plaintiffs seek monetary relief of $1,000,000 or more, including damages of any kind, 

penalties, costs, expenses, pre-judgment interest and attorney’s fees. 

2. The Plaintiffs intend to conduct the discovery in accordance with Texas Rule of 

Civil Procedure 190 and will conduct the discovery as a Level 3 case.  
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II. 
PARTIES 

3. Plaintiff Discalced Carmelite Nuns, Inc. dba Monastery of the Most Holy Trinity, 

is a Texas nonprofit corporation with its principal place of business at 5801 Mt. Carmel Drive, 

Arlington, Texas 76017.  

4. Plaintiff Reverend Mother Superior Teresa Agnes Gerlach is an individual 

residing in Tarrant County Texas.  

5. Plaintiff Sister Francis Therese is an individual residing in Tarrant County Texas.  

6. Defendant Michael Olson is an individual residing in Tarrant County and may be 

served with process at 800 West Loop 820 South, Fort Worth, Texas 76108.   

7. Defendant Catholic Diocese of Fort Worth is a Texas nonprofit corporation that 

may be served with process through its registered agent Bishop Michael Fors Olson at the Fort 

Worth Diocese’s Chancery Office located at 800 West Loop 820 South, Fort Worth, Texas 

76108.   

III. 
JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

 
8. Jurisdiction is proper in this Court in that Plaintiffs have suffered losses and 

damages that are within the jurisdictional limit of this Court.  

9. Venue of this suit is proper in Tarrant County by virtue that the events giving 

rise to these causes of action occurred in Tarrant County, Texas.   

IV. 
FACTS 

10. “Beware of false prophets, who come to you in sheep’s clothing but inwardly are 

ravenous wolves." Matthew 7:15. 

11. Defendant Michael Olson is the Bishop of the Catholic Diocese of Fort Worth and 

he and his agents are abusing their power, inflicting moral violence and psychological distress 
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on the Plaintiff’s and the Sisters by undertaking an illegal, unholy, unwarranted, explicit, and 

systematic assault upon the sanctity and autonomy of the Plaintiff’s and the Sisters.  

Texas Corporation and Tarrant County Residences 

12. Discalced Carmelite Nuns, Inc. dba Monastery of the Most Holy Trinity, Inc. is a 

Texas non-profit corporation.1  Reverend Mother Superior Teresa Agnes Gerlach (“Reverend 

Mother”) and Sister Francis Therese are officers and directors of the corporation.2 

The Nuns of the Monastery of the Most Holy Trinity 

13. The Plaintiffs are an Order of Carmelite Nuns that has existed since 1562 and 

have been in Tarrant County since 1958.3    They currently reside in a Monastery4 in Arlington 

Texas on a seventy-two acre, quiet, wooded, secluded location.5    

14. The Monastery is its own autonomous religious institution comprised of the 

Reverend Mother, 7 sisters and 2 novices (nuns in training).6  The Reverend Mother has been 

the Superintendent/Administrator/Prioress7 of the Monastery for over two years and has been 

a member of the Monastery for almost 25 years.8   They live full time at the Monastery and have 

open to the faithful a daily morning Mass attended by on average 50 souls and a Sunday Mass 

that averages over 60 faithful.9   

15. The Sisters are a cloistered Order of women dedicated to a life of contemplative 

prayer.10  They attend Mass every morning and then gather seven times each day to chant the 

See Affidavit of Mother Teresa Agnes of Jesus Crucified, OCD nee Lisa Marie Gerlach attached hereto as Exhibit 
1 and Exhibit A attached thereto.

3 Id. 
4 While it is called a Monastery there are no men on the premises only Carmelite nuns who reside and worship at 
the location. 
5 Id.
6 Id. 
7 Id. These terms are used interchangeably but for purposes of this Petition it means she is the person in charge of 
the Order and the Monastery.  
8 Id. 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 
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Liturgy of the Hours, the official prayer of the Church, consisting of psalms and readings from 

Scripture.11  The rest of their day is focused on contemplative prayer, the silent loving person to 

person relationship with Jesus Christ, a living prayer for the benefit of others.12  Their life is 

modeled on the life of Mary of Nazareth, a quiet hidden worshipful service of God.13  This 

dedicated life is spent within the “cloister”, known as a Papal Enclosure, and once the Sisters 

enter this area, they rarely leave the Monastery unless to seek medical care.14    

16. In addition to prayer, their daily life consists of manual labor, cooking, cleaning, 

working the grounds of the Monastery and performing other acts of labor.15  They pray together, 

take their meals together and work together.16   

The Monastery is Autonomous From and Not Under the Control of the Defendants 

17. The Monastery belongs to the Order of the Most Blessed Virgin Mary of Mount 

Carmel, a contemplative order of pontifical right established in the late 16th Century.17   

18. Pontifical right is the term given to ecclesiastical institutions created and/or 

approved by the Holy See (“The Pope”). The institutions of pontifical right depend immediately 

and exclusively on the Pope regarding matters of internal governance and discipline.18  This is 

critically important because the Monastery and the Plaintiffs are not under the control of 

Defendants and instead any internal governance must be reserved exclusively to the Pope.  

19. The Rule and Constitutions of the Discalced Nuns of the Order of the Most 

Blessed Virgin Mary of Mount Carmel further makes this fact exceedingly clear.  Chapter XIX 

titled Juridical Status of the Monasteries Erection and Suppression of the Same, section 133 

11 Id. 
12 Id. 
13 Id. 
14 Id. 
15 Id. 
16 Id.
17 Id. 
18 See Code of Canon Law 593 attached hereto as Exhibit B. 
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states: “As regards their juridical condition, our monasteries, preserving spiritual unity with the 

entire Order have no other major superior above the Prioress, except the Holy See.”19  Section 

135 states “The Church acknowledges for these monasteries a just autonomy of life and above all 

governance, so that they enjoy their own discipline and preserve their own doctrinal, spiritual 

and liturgical patrimony.”20 

20. The following is the substance of what the Defendants can do regarding the 

autonomy of the Plaintiffs. The rules governing female autonomous monasteries were changed 

in 2018 by the Congregation for Institutes of Consecrated Life and Societies of Apostolic Life 

(the department of the Vatican governing nuns) which on 1 April 2018 issued an instruction 

entitled “Cor Orans”.21  

21. Section VII. Relations between the Monastery and the Diocesan Bishop paragraph 

83 states: 

All female monasteries, without prejudice to internal autonomy and possible 

external exemption are subject to the diocesan Bishop, who exercises pastoral 

care in the following cases: 

a) the community of the female monastery is subject to the power of the Bishop 

to whom it must devote respect and reverence in what concerns the public 

exercise of divine worship, the care of souls, and the forms of apostolate 

corresponding to their character. 

b) the diocesan Bishop on the occasion of the pastoral visit or other paternal 

visits and even in case of necessity, can provide appropriate solutions 

19 See Constitution of the Order attached hereto as Exhibit C. 
20 Id. 
21 AAS 110 (2018) 814–864 attached hereto as Exhibit D.
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himself when he finds that there are abuses and after appeals made to the 

Major Superior have had no effect; 

c) the diocesan Bishop intervenes in the erection of the monastery by giving 

written consent before the approval of the Apostolic See is requested; 

d) the diocesan Bishop intervenes, as local Ordinary, in the appointment of the 

chaplain and, always as local Ordinary, in the approval of ordinary confessors 

Everything must take place “considering the specificity of the proper charism and 

the needs of fraternal life in community”; 

e) the diocesan Bishop intervenes in the suppression of the monastery by 

expressing his opinion; 

f) the exclaustrated nun refers to the diocesan Bishop, as the local Ordinary, 

and to her Superiors, remaining under their dependence and care; 

g) the diocesan Bishop has the faculty, for a just cause, of entering the 

cloister and allowing other people to enter, with the consent of the Major 

Superior.22 

22. None of these cases exist in the present matter.  Defendants can show no authority 

to prove they meet any of these criteria. Thus, all of their actions discussed in detail below are a 

violation of not only basic Texas law but Canon law as well. 

23. Section VII. Relations between the Monastery and the Diocesan Bishop paragraph 

84 further crystalizes this point by stating:  “For congregated monasteries and associated 

monasteries, the points of pastoral care delineated above constitute the only possible forms of 

intervention by the diocesan Bishop, since the rights/duties of the President of the Congregation 
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for the congregated monasteries and the rights/duties of the religious Ordinary of the 

Associating Institute towards the associated Monastery must be safeguarded.23 

24. Here again the criteria outlined in Section 83 are the only possible forms of 

intervention by the diocesan Bishop. Despite this clear autonomy the Defendants run roughshod 

over the law in their illegal acts. 

Defendants Violate the Sanctity of the Plaintiffs Under False Pretenses and Illegally 

25. Bishop Olson, out of the blue, with just 30 minutes’ notice, informed the Plaintiffs 

that he was coming to visit the Monastery on April 24, 2023.24  That afternoon Bishop Olson, 

Reverend Monsignor E. James Hart, the Chancellor, Sandra Schrader-Farry showed up.  Later 

Sandra allowed an unnamed male forensic technology person into the Monastery.   Bishop Olson, 

Reverend Monsignor E. James Hart, the Chancellor, Sandra Schrader-Farry then demanded to 

see the Reverend Mother and her primary care giver Sister Francis Therese (who has been a 

Sister at the Monastery for 46 years).25  Later Sandra allowed an unnamed male forensic 

technology person into the Monastery.   

26. Stunningly, Bishop Olson demanded that Sandra and the unnamed forensic 

technology male be given entry into the Papal Enclosure of the Monastery reserved only to the 

female members of the Discalced Carmelite Order, summarily demanding that the Reverend 

Mother turn over her computer, iPad, and cellular phone, to him personally.    

27. Moreover, he has prevented the Reverend Mother and Sister Francis Therese 

from taking any administrative action on behalf of the corporation.  Nothing under Texas law 

gives the Bishop authority to replace the corporate directors and officers of a Texas non-profit 

corporation which he has attempted to do.26 

23 Id. 
24 See Exhibit A. 
25 Id. 
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28. Incredibly, Defendants then proceeded to add insult to injury, violating the most 

basic civil and canonical rights of the Reverend Mother, assuming to impose on her where she 

can eat, where she can sit, whom she can talk to, whether or not she can use technology and 

whether she can leave the Monastery.  These restrictions are obscene and have no basis in Texas 

law to impose such restrictions on an individual.  They are in flagrant violation of the Reverend 

Mother’s status both in Texas law and Canon law as the Major Superior of the Monastery, above 

whom there is no authority but the Pope himself.  In a shocking display of callousness during 

this questioning the Bishop told Sister Joseph that the Reverend Mother should be removed from 

her private bedroom and be placed in a guest room, despite her poor health and need for constant 

medical care. 

29. On April 25, 2023 the Reverend Mother had a surgical procedure and was put 

under general anesthesia, intubated and given fentanyl and other pain medication.27  While 

returning to the Monastery she was told the Bishop wanted to question her as soon as she 

returned.28  Although she was in significant pain, under the influence of medications and feeling 

very weak, she felt compelled to acquiesce and was subjected to more questioning.29  The Bishop 

knew she had just come back from the hospital and had a surgical procedure.30 

30. On April 25, 2023, the Defendants sent over a letter admonishing Reverend 

Mother for violating Defendants restrictions of no phone calls without prior permission from the 

Administrator (it should be noted that at that time no Administrator had been effectuated 

through a singular decree as required)31 and stated that if another phone call was made they 

would seek to dismiss the Reverend Mother from the Order.   This is absurd on several levels. 

27 Id. 
28 Id. 
29 Id. 
30 Id. 
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First, the Defendants have no proof that the Reverend Mother placed the phone call and second 

that a devoted nun of almost 25 years would be threatened with dismissal for a phone call, in 

supposed violation of an illegal decree.  Further, the Bishop has no authority to dismiss a nun 

from an Order only the Pope can do so.   

31. Most recently, Pope Francis, through an act of papal legislation entitled 

“Competentias Quasdam Decernere” issued on 11 February 2022, directly took away from diocesan 

bishops any possible power of the bishop to dismiss any nun from her monastery (cf. Art. 7, 

modifying the text of canon 699, § 2 of the Code of Canon Law).32 

32. On April 25, 2023, the Defendants again demanded that Bishop Olson, Reverend 

Monsignor E. James Hart, Chancellor, Sandra Schrader-Farry be allowed to interrogate the 

other Sisters.33  First, this was again done without proper notice.  Then they proceeded to 

interrogate Sisters Joseph, Elizabeth, Marie, and Mary for several hours.34  The Defendants 

demanded to interrogate the remaining Sisters the following day.35 

33. Thankfully, later that day the Plaintiffs sought legal representation.  

34. The next day April 26, 2023, the Defendants again demanded that Bishop Olson, 

Reverend Monsignor E. James Hart, Chancellor and Sandra Schrader-Farry to interrogate the 

remaining Sisters.36  Based upon advice from counsel the Plaintiffs advised the Defendants that 

they would make the remaining Sisters available for questioning after they had informed the 

Sisters about the purpose, object, and scope of any intended questioning.  The Bishop threw a 

juvenile and unseemly temper tantrum, in an agitated and raised voice claimed that the 

33 See Exhibit A. 
34 Id.
35 Id. 
36 Id. 
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Monastery was shut down and no Mass would be offered for the Sisters or the parishioners, 

slammed the door and left the Monastery.37 

35. The Reverend Mother was taken to the emergency room with a high fever and 

extreme stress.38 

36. Later that day the Plaintiffs sent the Defendants a fax and informed them they 

would make the Sisters available for questions once they had followed the proper procedure.39  

The Plaintiffs then advised Defendants that they had retained counsel, otherwise referred to as 

procurator-advocate.  Bishop Olson refused to acknowledge Plaintiffs’ choice of counsel, rejected 

him and sua sponte appointed his own personal choice to act as counsel for Plaintiffs.40  Texas law 

allows a party to choose their own lawyer, not one chosen for them by a Defendant, as does Canon 

law. 

37. Later that same day the Bishop sent Plaintiffs notice that based on their “refusal” 

to allow the interviews of the remaining Sisters they had obstructed justice and could face 

penalties, interdiction on the Monastery and dismissal from the Order.41  Thus, because Plaintiffs 

had the temerity to seek legal counsel and request the Defendants follow the proper procedure 

for interrogation the Bishop threatened them with dismissal from their Order.  Again, authority 

he does not have.  

38. Later that day one of the Sisters went to purchase a new phone which was placed 

on the Plaintiffs’ account.42  The next day April 28, 2023 the Defendants sent a letter to the 

Plaintiff’s advising them that the Defendants were aware that a phone had been purchased, what 

37 Id. 
38 Id. 
39 See April 26, 2023, Fax attached hereto as Exhibit G. 
40 See Decree appointing ex officio an Advocate attached hereto as Exhibit H.

42 Id. 
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the new number was and that they were aware of texts being sent from that phone.43 This letter 

drips of arrogance, vindictive acts and blatant violations of the law.  First, Defendants had 

accessed the Plaintiff’s phone account and were performing surveillance (spying) on the Sisters. 

How else would Defendants know the number of the new phone and that texts were being sent 

out.  Second, some of those communications were with legal counsel, which violates every 

privilege there is, not to mention an egregious violation of one’s privacy.  There is no scenario, 

absent the Patriot Act where intelligent officers of the government acting under Executive Order 

authorization and only for the mots weighted and exigent causes, where a party should be able 

to access an individual’s personal cell phone account and track communications.  Defendants also 

seem to be aware of all communications of all phones on the Plaintiffs’ account thus violating 

every Sisters privacy.  Third, the allegations are completely without actual proof because how 

could the Defendants even know who is actually texting?   

39. Finally, in an act of pure evil the Bishop advises that he would prevent priests to 

come and celebrate Mass at the Monastery for their parish.  This is nothing but vindicative petty 

punishment. There is nothing Christ-like about it. Never in the history of the Monastery has 

there ever been an issue with having a priest come to celebrate Mass and take confession as they 

have always been readily available and willing to do so.44  Further any priest who is in good 

standing can celebrate Mass and does not need the Bishop’s permission. Nor are Plaintiffs aware 

of any legal right by which the Bishop has to prevent a priest from offering Mass and confession 

at the Monastery.  

40. However, not to leave any stone unturned and in another abuse of power, the 

Bishop next sent notice to Sister Francis Therese, the Reverend Mother’s primary medical 

caregiver, that she was prevented from speaking with the Reverend Mother, directly or through 

43 See April 28, 2023, letter from the Defendants to Sister Joseph Marie attached hereto as Exhibit I.
44 See Exhibit A. 
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an intermediary.45   Thus, the good Bishop apparently does not care at all about the Reverend 

Mothers health or medical needs who lives with a PICC line and feeding tube 24 hours a day and 

is hooked up to an IV drip 10 hours a day.46 Then for good measure the Bishop prevents her from 

speaking with the Novices in addition to using any type of communication device.47     

41. Since the Defendants have taken the Reverend Mother’s technology the 

Monastery no longer can pay bills or operate financially because all of that information was 

located on the Reverend Mother’s technology.48  Anytime they try to access their online accounts 

a verification text is sent to her iPhone to gain access and of course she does not have her phone.49  

42. This insane amount of abuse has created tremendous emotional trauma and 

psychological distress on the Plaintiffs and the Sisters and is directly affecting the Reverend 

Mother’s physical health.  These actions are beyond the pale of decency, have no basis in law, are 

unconscionable and unheard actions for a Bishop. 

43. Defendants must be stopped. 

V. 
CAUSES OF ACTION 

 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 

 
44. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate the preceding paragraphs by reference. 

45. Plaintiffs seeks a declaration from the Court that: 

(1) Defendants do not have the authority to interrogate the 
Plaintiffs and/or any of the Sisters;  

(2) Defendants do not have the authority to seize the property of 
the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters; 

(3) Defendants do not have the authority to access the private 
technology or any corporate, personal or online accounts of the 
Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters; 

45 Id. 
46 Id.
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(4) Reverend Mother Teresa Agnes Gerlach is the 
Prioress/Administrator and Superintendent of the Monastery; 
and, 

(5) Defendants have no ownership of any of the assets of the 
Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters.    

 
46. Plaintiffs are entitled to their attorneys’ fees and costs of Court under Texas Civil 

Practice and Remedies Code. 

TRESPASS ON REAL PROPERTY 

47. Plaintiffs own real property. 

48. Defendants entered the Plaintiffs’ land, and the entry was physical, intentional, 

voluntary, and unauthorized. 

49. Defendants trespass caused injury to Plaintiffs’ right of possession. 

INTRUSION ON SECLUSION – INVASION OF PRIVACY 

50. Defendants intentionally intruded on Plaintiffs’ solitude and seclusion. 

51. The intrusion would be highly offensive to a reasonable person. 

52. The Plaintiffs suffered injury because of the defendant’s intrusion. 

CONVERSION 

53. The Plaintiffs owned, possessed, and had the right to immediate possession of 

property. 

54. The property was personal property. 

55. The Defendants wrongfully exercised dominion and control over the property. 

56. The Plaintiffs suffered injury due to same. 

VI. 
APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 

 
57. Plaintiffs’’ application for temporary restraining order is authorized by Texas 

Civil Practice and Remedies Code §65.011(3) and (5). Plaintiffs are entitled to a writ of injunction 
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under the principles of equity and the statutes of this state relating to injunctions and irreparable 

injury is threatened, irrespective of any remedy of law.     

58. In this regard, Plaintiffs ask the Court to restrain Defendants and their agents 

and/or representatives from: (1) coming onto the Plaintiffs’ property located at 5801 Mt. Carmel 

Drive Arlington Texas 76017 for any reason with the exception of allowing a priest to offer daily 

Mass and confession; (2) preventing a priest in good standing from celebrating Mass and 

confession at the Monastery; (3) pursuing any further investigation into the Plaintiffs and/or the 

Sisters; (4) disposing of any of the assets of the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters; (5) return the 

property, including but not limited to the cell phone, laptop and iPad belonging to the Plaintiffs;  

(6) having any type of contact with Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters except through counsel; (7) 

preventing in any way or taking any action to prevent Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters from using 

phones and/or technology; (8) preventing Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters from choosing legal 

counsel of their choice; (9) from imposing any penalties on the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters; (10) 

inflicting any type of interdict on the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters; (11) dismissing the  Reverend 

Mother and/or the Sisters of from the Order of Discalced Carmelites; (12) preventing the 

Reverend Mother from sitting in the Prioress’s chair; (14) preventing the Reverend Mother from 

speaking to the Novices at the Monastery; (15) preventing the Reverend Mother and Sister 

Francis Therese Sharp from leaving the premises of the Monastery; (16) preventing the Reverend 

Mother from exercising her authority as Administrator, Superintendent and/or Prioress of the 

Monastery; (17) preventing the Reverend Mother and Sister Francis Therese Sharp from 

communicating with those outside the Monastery; (18) preventing the Plaintiffs and/or the 

Sisters from purchasing what they need for the Monastery; (19) preventing the Reverend Mother 

and Sister Francis Therese Sharp from communicating with one another directly or indirectly; 

(20) preventing Sister Francis Therese Sharp from speaking with the Novices at the Plaintiffs; 
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(21) preventing Sister Francis Therese Sharp from using a phone or other communication device; 

(22) preventing Sister Francis Therese Sharp from leaving the Monastery; (23) preventing Sister 

Francis Therese Sharp from providing medical care to the Reverend Mother; (24) accessing any 

of the Plaintiffs’ technology and/or communication devices for surveillance or spying purposes 

or any other purpose; and, (25) to return any and all copies of any information the Defendants 

have taken off of any of the technology they seized from the Plaintiffs.     

59. For the sake of brevity, the Plaintiffs refers the Court to the “Facts” section above. 

The Plaintiffs have no other remedy than to seek injunctive relief from this Court to stop 

Defendants from the above actions.  

60. If Plaintiff’s application is not granted, irreparable harm, which is currently 

ongoing, will continue.   

61. The harm that will result if the temporary restraining order is not issued is 

irreparable because: (1) inability to celebrate mass; (2) inability to have confession; (3) prevention 

of the lay parish to worship; (4) inability to use counsel of  their choice; (5) inability to perform 

basic daily tasks such as eating, talking and leaving the Monastery as they so desire; (6) dismissal 

from their Order; (8) closure of the Monastery; (9) the physical and emotional well-being of the 

Reverend Mother and the Sisters; (10) the ongoing invasion of privacy; (11) the inability of the 

Reverend Mother from receiving medical care from her primary caregiver Sister Francis 

Therese; and, (12) the inability to pay bills and operate the Monastery.  The resulting damages 

from Defendants actions are not easily measured nor are they presently ascertainable. If 

Defendants are not restrained, the result would be emotionally, physically, and spiritually 

catastrophic to Plaintiffs. As a result – Plaintiffs has no adequate remedy at law. 

62. Plaintiffs are willing to post a minimal bond. 
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VII. 
REQUEST FOR TEMPORARY INJUNCTION 

 
63. Plaintiffs ask the Court to hear the Request for Temporary Injunction and after 

the hearing, issue a temporary injunction against the Defendants. 

64. Plaintiffs have joined all indispensable parties under Texas Rule of Civil 

Procedure 39.  

VIII. 
REQUEST FOR PERMANENT INJUNCTION 

 
65. Plaintiffs ask the Court to set this request for a permanent injunction for a full 

trial on the merits, and, after trial, issue a permanent injunction against the Defendants for the 

same relief. 

IX. 
ATTORNEYS’ FEES 

66. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover reasonable and necessary attorneys’ fees under 

§37.009 of the Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code. 

X. 
CONDITIONS PRECEDENT 

 
67. All conditions precedent to Plaintiff’s’ claim for relief have been performed or have 

occurred. 

XI. 
PRAYER 

 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully requests: 

68. A temporary restraining order be issued restraining Defendants and their agents 

and/or representatives from: (1) coming onto the Plaintiffs’ property located at 5801 Mt. Carmel 

Drive Arlington Texas 76017 for any reason with the exception of allowing a priest to offer daily 

Mass and confession; (2) preventing a priest in good standing from celebrating Mass and 

confession at the Monastery; (3) pursuing any further investigation into the Plaintiffs and/or the 
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Sisters; (4) disposing of any of the assets of the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters; (5) return the 

property, including but not limited to the cell phone, laptop and iPad belonging to the Plaintiffs;  

(6) having any type of contact with Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters except through counsel; (7) 

preventing in any way or taking any action to prevent Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters from using 

phones and/or technology; (8) preventing Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters from choosing legal 

counsel of their choice; (9) from imposing any penalties on the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters; (10) 

inflicting any type of interdict on the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters; (11) dismissing the  Reverend 

Mother and/or the Sisters of from the Order of Discalced Carmelites; (12) preventing the 

Reverend Mother from sitting in the Prioress’s chair; (14) preventing the Reverend Mother from 

speaking to the Novices at the Monastery; (15) preventing the Reverend Mother and Sister 

Francis Therese Sharp from leaving the premises of the Monastery; (16) preventing the Reverend 

Mother from exercising her authority as Administrator, Superintendent and/or Prioress of the 

Monastery; (17) preventing the Reverend Mother and Sister Francis Therese Sharp from 

communicating with those outside the Monastery; (18) preventing the Plaintiffs and/or the 

Sisters from purchasing what they need for the Monastery; (19) preventing the Reverend Mother 

and Sister Francis Therese Sharp from communicating with one another directly or indirectly; 

(20) preventing Sister Francis Therese Sharp from speaking with the Novices at the Plaintiffs; 

(21) preventing Sister Francis Therese Sharp from using a phone or other communication device; 

(22) preventing Sister Francis Therese Sharp from leaving the Monastery; (23) preventing Sister 

Francis Therese Sharp from providing medical care to the Reverend Mother; (24) accessing any 

of the Plaintiffs’ technology and/or communication devices for surveillance or spying purposes 

or any other purpose; and, (25) to return any and all copies of any information the Defendants 

have taken off of any of the technology they seized from the Plaintiffs.                      

69. Declaratory Judgment that: 
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a. Defendants do not have the authority to conduct an interrogation of the 

Plaintiffs and/or any of the Sisters;  

b. Defendants do not have the authority to seize the property of the Plaintiffs 

and/or the Sisters; 

c. Defendants do not have the authority to access the private technology or any 

corporate, personal or online accounts of the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters; 

d. Reverend Mother Teresa Agnes Gerlach is the Prioress/Administrator and 

Superintendent of the Monastery; and, 

e. Defendants have no ownership of any of the assets of the Plaintiffs and/or the 

Sisters.       

70. Temporary injunction; 

71. Permanent injunction; 

72. Actual damages;  

73. Prejudgment and post-judgment interest; 

74. Court costs; 

75. Attorneys’ fees; and, 

76. All other relief to which Plaintiffs are entitled. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

  LAW OFFICE OF MATTHEW BOBO PLLC 

 By:     /s/ Matthew W. Bobo 
Matthew W. Bobo  
State Bar No. 24006860 

 Katy Hart 
State Bar No. 24049983 

 
     4916 Camp Bowie Blvd. 

Fort Worth, Texas 76107 
817-529-0774 (Telephone) 
817-698-9401 (Facsimile) 
mbobo@mwblawyer.com  
katy@mwblawyer.com  
 
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFSS 
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CAUSE NO. 067-342045-23 
 

DISCALCED CARMELITE NUNS, INC. DBA  §  IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF 
MONASTERY OF THE MOST HOLY   § 
TRINITY, REVEREND MOTHER SUPERIOR § 
TERESA AGNES GERLACH AND SISTER §  
FRANCIS THERESE     § 
       § 
Plaintiffs,      § 
       § 
vs.       §  
       § TARRANT COUNTY, TEXAS 
BISHOP MICHAEL OLSON AND THE   § 
CATHOLIC DIOCESE OF FORT WORTH §  
       § 
Defendants.      § 67th JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

 
PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST AMENDED APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER, 

REQUEST FOR TEMPORARY INJUNCTION, PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND DECLARATORY 
JUDGMENT  

 
TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

 
NOW COMES, DISCALCED CARMELITE NUNS, INC. DBA MONASTERY OF 

THE MOST HOLY TRINITY REVEREND MOTHER SUPERIOR TERESA AGNES 

GERLACH AND SISTER FRANCIS THERESE (hereinafter “Plaintiffs”) and for cause of 

action would show the Court as follows:  

I. 
STATEMENT PURSUANT TO TRCP 47 AND DISCOVERY LEVEL 

1. The damages sought are within the jurisdictional limits of the Court and the 

Plaintiffs seek monetary relief of $1,000,000 or more, including damages of any kind, 

penalties, costs, expenses, pre-judgment interest and attorney’s fees. 

2. The Plaintiffs intend to conduct the discovery in accordance with Texas Rule of 

Civil Procedure 190 and will conduct the discovery as a Level 3 case.  
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II. 
PARTIES 

3. Plaintiff Discalced Carmelite Nuns, Inc. dba Monastery of the Most Holy Trinity, 

is a Texas nonprofit corporation with its principal place of business at 5801 Mt. Carmel Drive, 

Arlington, Texas 76017.  

4. Plaintiff Reverend Mother Superior Teresa Agnes Gerlach is an individual 

residing in Tarrant County Texas.  

5. Plaintiff Sister Francis Therese is an individual residing in Tarrant County Texas.  

6. Defendant Michael Olson is an individual residing in Tarrant County and is 

represented by counsel.    

7. Defendant Catholic Diocese of Fort Worth is a Texas nonprofit corporation and 

is represented by counsel.    

III. 
JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

 
8. Jurisdiction is proper in this Court in that Plaintiffs have suffered losses and 

damages that are within the jurisdictional limit of this Court.  

9. Venue of this suit is proper in Tarrant County by virtue that the events giving 

rise to these causes of action occurred in Tarrant County, Texas.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PLAINTIFF’S’ FIRST AMENDED APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER, REQUEST FOR 
TEMPORARY INJUNCTION, PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND DECLARATORY JUDGMENT                 PAGE 3 

IV. 
FACTS  

Texas Corporation and Tarrant County Residences 

10. Discalced Carmelite Nuns, Inc. dba Monastery of the Most Holy Trinity, Inc. is a 

Texas non-profit corporation.1  Reverend Mother Superior Teresa Agnes Gerlach (“Reverend 

Mother”) and Sister Francis Therese are officers and directors of the corporation.2 

The Nuns of the Monastery of the Most Holy Trinity 

11. The Plaintiffs are an Order of Carmelite Nuns that has existed since 1562 and 

have been in Tarrant County since 1958.3    They currently reside in a Monastery4 in Arlington 

Texas on a seventy-two acre, quiet, wooded, secluded location.5    

12. The Monastery is its own autonomous religious institution comprised of the 

Reverend Mother, 7 sisters and 2 novices (nuns in training).6  The Reverend Mother has been 

the Superintendent/Administrator/Prioress7 of the Monastery for over two years and has been 

a member of the Monastery for almost 25 years.8   They live full time at the Monastery and have 

open to the faithful a daily morning Mass attended by on average 50 souls and a Sunday Mass 

that averages over 60 faithful.9   

13. The Sisters are a cloistered Order of women dedicated to a life of contemplative 

prayer.10  They attend Mass every morning and then gather seven times each day to chant the 

See Affidavit of Mother Teresa Agnes of Jesus Crucified, OCD nee Lisa Marie Gerlach attached hereto as Exhibit 
1 and Exhibit A attached thereto.

3 Id. 
4 While it is called a Monastery there are no men on the premises only Carmelite nuns who reside and worship at 
the location. 
5 Id.
6 Id. 
7 Id. These terms are used interchangeably but for purposes of this Petition it means she is the person in charge of 
the Order and the Monastery.  
8 Id. 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 
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Liturgy of the Hours, the official prayer of the Church, consisting of psalms and readings from 

Scripture.11  The rest of their day is focused on contemplative prayer, the silent loving person to 

person relationship with Jesus Christ, a living prayer for the benefit of others.12  Their life is 

modeled on the life of Mary of Nazareth, a quiet hidden worshipful service of God.13  This 

dedicated life is spent within the “cloister”, known as a Papal Enclosure, and once the Sisters 

enter this area, they rarely leave the Monastery unless to seek medical care.14    

14. In addition to prayer, their daily life consists of manual labor, cooking, cleaning, 

working the grounds of the Monastery and performing other acts of labor.15  They pray together, 

take their meals together and work together.16   

Defendants Invade the Privacy of the Plaintiff sand Take Their Personal Property 

15. Defendant Bishop Olson, out of the blue, with just 30 minutes’ notice, informed 

the Plaintiffs that he was coming to visit the Monastery on April 24, 2023.17   

16. Upon arrival he summarily demanded that the Reverend Mother turn over her 

computer, iPad, and cellular phone, to him personally.   These items are the property of the 

Monastery. 

17. Later that day one of the Sisters went to purchase a new phone which was placed 

on the Plaintiffs’ account.18    Defendants have now accessed the Plaintiff’s phone account and are 

performing surveillance (spying) on the Sisters. How else would Defendants know the number 

of the new phone and that texts were being sent out.  Some of these communications have been 

with legal counsel, which violates every privilege there is, not to mention an egregious violation 

11 Id. 
12 Id. 
13 Id. 
14 Id. 
15 Id. 
16 Id.
17 Id. 
18 Id. 
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of one’s privacy.  There is no scenario, absent the Patriot Act, where a party should be able to 

access an individual’s personal cell phone account and track communications.  Defendants also 

seem to be aware of all communications of all phones on the Plaintiffs’ account thus violating 

every Sisters privacy.   

18. Plaintiffs have demanded the return of their property and Defendants have 

refused.  

19. Since the Defendants have taken the Plaintiff’s technology the Monastery no 

longer can pay bills or operate financially because all of that information was located on the 

technology.19  Anytime they try to access their online accounts a verification text is sent to the 

iPhone to gain access and of course they do not have the phone.20  

V. 
CAUSES OF ACTION 

 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 

 
20. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate the preceding paragraphs by reference. 

21. Plaintiffs seeks a declaration from the Court that: 

(1) Defendants do not have the authority to seize the property of 
the Plaintiffs; 

(2) Defendants do not have the authority to access the private 
technology or any corporate, personal or online accounts of the 
Plaintiffs; and, 

(3) Defendants have no ownership of any of the assets of the 
Plaintiffs.    

 
22. Plaintiffs are entitled to their attorneys’ fees and costs of Court under Texas Civil 

Practice and Remedies Code. 

INTRUSION ON SECLUSION – INVASION OF PRIVACY 

23. Defendants intentionally intruded on Plaintiffs’ solitude and seclusion. 



PLAINTIFF’S’ FIRST AMENDED APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER, REQUEST FOR 
TEMPORARY INJUNCTION, PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND DECLARATORY JUDGMENT                 PAGE 6 

24. The intrusion would be highly offensive to a reasonable person. 

25. The Plaintiffs suffered injury because of the defendant’s intrusion. 

CONVERSION 

26. The Plaintiffs owned, possessed, and had the right to immediate possession of 

property. 

27. The property was personal property. 

28. The Defendants wrongfully exercised dominion and control over the property. 

29. The Plaintiffs suffered injury due to same. 

VI. 
APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 

 
30. Plaintiffs’’ application for temporary restraining order is authorized by Texas 

Civil Practice and Remedies Code §65.011(3) and (5). Plaintiffs are entitled to a writ of injunction 

under the principles of equity and the statutes of this state relating to injunctions and irreparable 

injury is threatened, irrespective of any remedy of law.     

31. In this regard, Plaintiffs ask the Court to restrain Defendants and their agents 

and/or representatives from: (1) holding possession of the property, including but not limited to 

the cell phone, laptop and iPad belonging to the Plaintiffs;  (2) having any type of contact with 

Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters except through counsel; (3) preventing in any way or taking any 

action to prevent Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters from using phones and/or technology; (4) 

preventing the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters from purchasing what they need for the Monastery; 

(5) preventing Sister Francis Therese Sharp from using a phone or other communication device; 

(6) accessing any of the Plaintiffs’ technology and/or communication devices for surveillance or 

spying purposes or any other purpose; and, (7) to return any and all copies of any information 

the Defendants have taken off of any of the technology they seized from the Plaintiffs.     
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32. For the sake of brevity, the Plaintiffs refers the Court to the “Facts” section above. 

The Plaintiffs have no other remedy than to seek injunctive relief from this Court to stop 

Defendants from the above actions.  

33. If Plaintiff’s application is not granted, irreparable harm, which is currently 

ongoing, will continue.   

34. The harm that will result if the temporary restraining order is not issued is 

irreparable because: (1) the physical and emotional well-being of the Reverend Mother and the 

Sisters; (2) the ongoing invasion of privacy; and, (3) the inability to pay bills and operate the 

Monastery.  The resulting damages from Defendants actions are not easily measured nor are 

they presently ascertainable. If Defendants are not restrained, the result would be emotionally, 

physically, and spiritually catastrophic to Plaintiffs. As a result – Plaintiffs has no adequate 

remedy at law. 

35. Plaintiffs are willing to post a minimal bond. 

 

VII. 
REQUEST FOR TEMPORARY INJUNCTION 

 
36. Plaintiffs ask the Court to hear the Request for Temporary Injunction and after 

the hearing, issue a temporary injunction against the Defendants. 

37. Plaintiffs have joined all indispensable parties under Texas Rule of Civil 

Procedure 39.  

VIII. 
REQUEST FOR PERMANENT INJUNCTION 

 
38. Plaintiffs ask the Court to set this request for a permanent injunction for a full 

trial on the merits, and, after trial, issue a permanent injunction against the Defendants for the 

same relief. 
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IX. 
ATTORNEYS’ FEES 

39. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover reasonable and necessary attorneys’ fees under 

§37.009 of the Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code. 

X. 
CONDITIONS PRECEDENT 

 
40. All conditions precedent to Plaintiff’s’ claim for relief have been performed or have 

occurred. 

XI. 
PRAYER 

 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully requests: 

41. A temporary restraining order be issued restraining Defendants and their agents 

and/or representatives from: (1) holding possession of the property, including but not limited to 

the cell phone, laptop and iPad belonging to the Plaintiffs;  (2) having any type of contact with 

Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters except through counsel; (3) preventing in any way or taking any 

action to prevent Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters from using phones and/or technology; (4) 

preventing the Plaintiffs and/or the Sisters from purchasing what they need for the Monastery; 

(5) preventing Sister Francis Therese Sharp from using a phone or other communication device; 

(6) accessing any of the Plaintiffs’ technology and/or communication devices for surveillance or 

spying purposes or any other purpose; and, (7) to return any and all copies of any information 

the Defendants have taken off of any of the technology they seized from the Plaintiffs.                      

42. Declaratory Judgment that: 

a. Defendants do not have the authority to seize the property of the Plaintiffs; 

b. Defendants do not have the authority to access the private technology or any 

corporate, personal or online accounts of the Plaintiffs; and, 

c. Defendants have no ownership of any of the assets of the Plaintiffs.     
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43. Temporary injunction; 

44. Permanent injunction; 

45. Actual damages;  

46. Prejudgment and post-judgment interest; 

47. Court costs; 

48. Attorneys’ fees; and, 

49. All other relief to which Plaintiffs are entitled. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

  LAW OFFICE OF MATTHEW BOBO PLLC 

 By:     /s/ Matthew W. Bobo 
Matthew W. Bobo  
State Bar No. 24006860 

 Katy Hart 
State Bar No. 24049983 

 
     4916 Camp Bowie Blvd. 

Fort Worth, Texas 76107 
817-529-0774 (Telephone) 
817-698-9401 (Facsimile) 
mbobo@mwblawyer.com  
katy@mwblawyer.com  
 
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFSS 

 
 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent via electronic 
service on this 10th day of May 2023 to all counsel of record.   
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