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We have one additional item to take up this evening and as 
marked earlier, that is under Favorable Reports from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, Calendar page 18, Calendar 412, 
Senate Bill 494. If the Clerk would call that item. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

On page 18, Calendar 412, substitute for Senate Bill Number 
494, AN ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND ATTORNEYS FOR 
MINOR CHILDREN IN FAMILY RELATIONS MATTERS, Favorable 
Report of the Committee on Judiciary. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Coleman. Good evening, sir . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 

Good evening, Madam President. 

I move ac9eptance of the Joint Committee's Favorable Report 
and passage of the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Motion is on acceptance and passage. Will you remark, 
please? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 

Yes, I will. Thank you very much. So Madam President, I 
think it would be appropriate for me to begin the 
discussion of this bill by acknowledging the very meaning 
participation of some of our colleagues concerning this 
bill. 

And in that, I think a good deal of credit goes to 
Representative Gonzalez, who's a member of the Chamber 
downstairs. She and some of her allies have succeeded in 
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focusing some meaningful and significant attention on the 
family court and the role of the guardian ad litem and the 
attorney for the minor child in the context of the family 
court. 

Additionally, Senator Fasano, Senator Kissel, and 
Representative Rebimbas have been extremely helpful in 
advancing this proposal. Also, my co-chair, Representative 
Fox, has played a very helpful role. 

Also the Judicial Branch I believe deserves some 
recognition and acknowledgment. Sometimes, it's very 
difficult to examine oneself and find some criticism. But 
the Judicial Branch has succeeded and has acknowledged that 
any system can be improved and I think it was helpful for 
them to come to the table and assist on to craft some of 
the provisions of this proposal, and it will -- and I think 
they acknowledge it will make some improvement. 

To be certain, the advocates of the bill and the advocates 
of reform of the system don't feel that the bill goes far 
enough and there may be many that might agree with that 
proposition, but it is, I think, a very meaningful and 
significant step forward. And as I indicated, some of our 
colleagues deserve a lot of credit for that significant 
step forward. 

As well, Senator Kissel and I and other Senators who are 
members of the Judiciary Committee as well as some of the 
members in the House also deserve a lot of credit for the 
patience that they showed during some very protracted and 
lengthy and perhaps at times awkward public hearings. 

But it's fair to say that those members sat and listened 
patiently and intently to some of the people who were 
bringing complaints and deserve to be listened to and paid 
attention to. 

So Madam President, I believe that the Clerk should be in 
possession of an amendment, LCO 4382, which is the 
amendment which is the product of a lot of time and effort, 
negotiation and give and take and compromise. I'd ask that 
the Clerk please call that amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 
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LCO Number 4382, Senate "A", offered by Senators Coleman, 
Kissel, et. al. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Coleman. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 

I move adoption of the amendment, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Motion is on adoption. 

Will you remark, sir? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 

So Madam President, in very general terms, the amendment 
before us is a strike-all amendment. It replaces the bill 
and in very general terms, much of the criticisms and the 
issues had -- that have been raised had to do with how 
guardian ad litems and attorneys for minor children are 
appointed in the court system, what their role is, how 
they're to -- how are they to be paid -- and how much they 
are to be paid, who oversees the performance of their work, 
and some other issues. 

And what this amendment seeks to do is to add some 
structure and to address all of those questions and all of 
those issues that have been raised during this session and 
during, I should add, the work of the -- a taskforce that 
was cre~ted in last session, which really turned out to be 
the springboard for some of the reforms that are contained 
in this amendment. 

And so what does the amendment do? Madam President, it 
does a few things. And first, regarding the appointment of 
a guardian ad litem or attorney for a minor child, if the 
parties cannot agree, first of all, concerning the 
selection of a guardian ad litem or an attorney for a minor 
child -- and I think it's important to emphasize that the 
parties do have the opportunity to make an agreement 
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concerning who shall serve as guardian ad litem or attorney 
for the minor child. 

But in the event that they cannot agree, then the court 
would be required to provide a written list of 15 names 
from which the parties may choose someone who is 
appropriate to serve as a guardian ad litem or attorney for 
the minor child. 

And if after that list of names is distributed the parties 
still cannot agree within two weeks after the list is 
provided, then the court would be required to appoint 
someone of the court's choosing to serve in the capacity as 
guardian ad litem or attorney for the minor child. 

And then, Madam President, not less than 21 days 
thereafter, the court shall order in effect a -- a proposal 
for the scope of the work to be performed by guardian ad 
litem or attorney for the minor child. 

The court shall enter an order and that order shall consist 
of provisions to address the nature of the work, the end 
date for the work to be performed, the deadline for.the 
guardian ad litem or attorney for the minor child to report 
back to the court. 

The court shall also order the fee schedule of the guardian 
ad litem or attorney for the minor child to be included in 
the order and that fee schedule should include the amount 
of the retainer that would be asked, the hourly rate for 
the services to be performed, the apportionment between the 
parties concerning how the fee will be paid, provisions 
related to how the -- the feels will be calculated on a 
sliding scale basis, a proposed schedule of periodic 
reporting to the court not less than every three months so 
that there will be some monitoring of the performance of 
the guardian ad litem or the attorney for the minor child. 

Additionally, at the conclusion of the case, the guardian 
ad litem or attorney for the minor child shall file a 
simple summary affidavit summarizing the case and that 
affidavit should include simply the name of the case, the 
docket number of the case, the hourly fee charged, the 
hours billed, and the total amount charged. 

Additionally, in the absence of an agreement in the 
appointment of a guardian ad litem or attorney for the 
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minor child, the court shall appoint a guardian ad litem or 
attorney for the minor child only after reasonable efforts 
to resolve disputes have been made. 

For the first time, if this bill is passed, the parties 
will have standing to file a motion to remove a guardian ad 
litem or attorney for the minor child. This has been a 
point of great contention and insistence by the advocates 
of reform, who were frustrated because some of them 
actually believe that some guardian ad litems were biases, 
retaliatory, and they even felt at times that the system 
was corrupt. 

The court prohibits -- or actually, the court would be 
prohibited from ordering a guardian ad litem for attorney 
for the minor child fees to be paid from college savings 
accounts or other exempt assets or from credit cards if it 
is determined that the parties have an inability to pay. 
If the parties have an inability to pay, the court would be 
prohibited from ordering payments from credit card 
accounts. 

Additionally, the Judicial Branch would be responsible for 
developing a method of determining an appropriate sliding 
scale for the payment of the guardian ad litem fees and the 
attorney for the minor child fees. The Judicial Branch • would be responsible for developing a publication 
familiarizing parties with the -- the duties and 
responsibilities of guardian ad litems as well as attorneys 
for minor children. 

And in that publication, it is contemplated that there will 
be some reference to where the list of all those who might 
be eligible to serve as guardian ad litems may be found. 

And finally, the Judicial Branch would be responsible for 
developing a code of conduct for attorneys for the minor 
children and guardian ad litems to follow. 

Madam President, as I indicated, this, in the minds of some 
people, will be viewed as a minor step or a small step, but 
considering all of the parties that came together and -
and sat around the table to hammer out these issues, I 
believe it is a significant step forward and I have 
confidence and optimism that it will serve to improve and 
alleviate some of the complaints that have been raised and 
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brought to the Judiciary Committee and all of you during 
this particular session. 

So Madam President, I'm going to urge adoption of the 
amendment. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Madam President. It's Friday evening 
and I know people want to get home to their families and 
loved ones, so I will be mercifully brief. 

I want to associate myself with the remarks of Senator 
Coleman and lend my voice to thank those that work so hard 
on this legislation, including my friends and colleagues, 
Senator Coleman, Representative Fox, the co-chairs; 
Representative Rebimbas; my House fellow ranking member; 
the vice-chair, Senator Doyle; Representative Ritter; 
attorneys that spent enormous amounts of time on this, 
Attorney Michael Cronin, Attorney Bill O'Shea; Senator Len 
Fasano, who spent days and days and days, taking the bill 
that came out of the Judiciary Committee and then bringing 
people around the table to really hone it and make it the 
very best bill that we could cobble together; Judge 
Carroll; Judge Solomon; members of the Judicial Branch. 

We don't take this task lightly at all because they are a 
separate and equal branch of government and they had to puy 
into the concept that the system was broke and needed to be 
fixed. And the advocates, on both sides, those guardians 
ad litem that felt very strongly that the system worked, 
and in very many areas of our state, it does work, and 
there are attorneys who just do these jobs for the best 
interest of the kids. 

But as Senator Coleman indicated, we had a public hearing 
that went from 10:00 in the morning until midnight and when 
you think that the members of the public spoke on average 
for about five minutes apiece, you can imagine how many 
people came and testified that there were real problems, 
that in some areas of the state, it was almost incestuous, 
and that there was self-dealing and bills were generated in 
the tens of thousands of dollars and people lost their 
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homes, their retirement accounts, college funds, and how, 
at the end of the day, can the system that does that to 
people be working towards the best interests of children? 

It cannot. Because fundamentally, what we're talking about 
is the children and it should not be a system that has 
evolved in some areas into a cottage industry, to generate 
huge amounts of funds without any check or balance, without 
any oversight whatsoever. 

we heard testimony from dozens of people that in these 
contentious matters where they were fighting over custody 
and other issues related to their children, the question 
was did they look at the Judge in those cases as God and 
they said no? You know who was God in that case? The 
guardian ad litem. 

In fact, just this week, I was contacted by an individual, 
wishes to remain anonymous. His son was involved in a 
divorce and lo and behold, unbeknownst ·to his on, his wife 
had been previously married and divorced; amazing as that 
sounds . 

But when it was brought to their attention, it was also 
brought to their attention that the guardian ad litem in 
that case, that person's law partner had represented that 
woman in the previous divorce. That is a clear conflict of 
interest, yet somehow, that attorney was acting as the 
guardian ad litem and people were too afraid to call that 
individual on that huge conflict of interest. 

One case, two case, three cases. At some point, if there 
is testimony from 10:00 in the morning to midnight, you 
know something's wrong. Now, we have a saying in this 
circle, don't let the perfect be the enemy of the good. 
And I know there's going to be people that leave here this 
evening saying, well, it really doesn't do that much. It 
does a lot, in my humble opinion. 

Because we're going from a fairly unfettered, unregulated, 
almost wild west situation where we are trusting 
individuals to act honestly and appropriately to a new 
world where there will be constructs and oversight and 
checks and balances. 

And has been stated earlier today, unfortunately, given 
that contentious debate over Judge O'Lear, and one can 

. I 
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debate whether one was voting in the House for or against 
her on her own merits or as a way to articulate displeasure 
with the entire guardian ad litem situation, but I am 
confident that between that and what we're doing here this 
evening, that the Judicial Branch gets it and that every 
Judge out there gets it. 

And whether the new Judges we vote on, either today or next 
week, recent renominations, I believe that each and every 
Judge out there understands that when it comes to matters 
regarding guardians ad litem or even attorneys for the 
minor child, that the light of day is now coming down and 
that these matters have caught the attention of the 
Legislative Branch in a huge way. 

And as I stated in the Judiciary Committee, I state on the 
floor here, I view this as a first step. We're not just 
going to send these reforms out there and then leave the 
issue. We will revisit this a year or two years from now 
and see which one of these measures is working wonderfully 
well, which is working moderately well, and which may need 
to be shored up substantially . 

There is nothing more precious to a parent than the welfare 
of their children. And in a state that prides itself for 
being progressive in so many areas, we are quickly coming 
to a point, I believe, where we may need to take a step 
back and readdress how we address all of these family 
matters in our judicial system. 

Representative David Baram, friend and colleague whom I 
have huge respect for, who does family law, observed when 
we were voting on the bill as a member of our Judiciary 
Committee, you know, when I'm in the courthouse and there's 
nowhere to sit with my client and the hallways are elbow to 
elbow and you don't know when you're going to h~ve time to 
get into the court or not because everybody's milling 
around and there's not sufficient places to even gather 
one's thoughts, where the system is set up to be 
adversarial from the start, I look over to the criminal 
court system, where there's all sorts of diversionary 
programs, where there's all sorts of resources, and I 
wonder what is the priority of the State of Connecticut? 

Representative Baram, you are correct. I think it's high 
time, .in the years to come, that we examine the entire 
family law, family section, of the Judicial Branch, find 
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out what resources they nee9, find out what experts they 
need, and make the financial commitment, just like we did 
on the previous bill regarding early childhood education. 
And recognize that if we pay no attention to these families 
that are crumbling, that has a huge societal impact, not 
only on the moms and dads, but on the kids. On the kids. 

And we owe it to those kids to set up a system that will 
allow families to resolve their differences in as peaceful 
and non-confrontational manner as humanly possible. And at 
the end of the day, if we can round that corner and other 
states are doing this now, if we can round that corner, 
then years to come, we will be very thankful that we did 
that and we, as a state, will prosper because of that 
investment. 

So at the risk that I have not thanked some people for 
chiming in on this and I also I want to thank Senator 
McKinney for offering his insights regarding these matters 
as well, but I do believe this is substantial. 

And last, but not least, and I said it in the Judiciary 
Committee and I'll say it again now, Representative Minnie 
Gonzalez sometimes took a little bit of heat regarding 
this, but took the time to meet with advocates for change, 
took the time to go to courthouses and sit there and 
observe firsthand what was·going on, and has never let go 
of this issue. And she deserves huge amounts of credit for 
helping lead this challenge and producing real reform 
regarding the guardian ad litem system. 

For these reasons, Madam President, I am quite pleased and 
honored to support this amendment, which becomes the bill, 
and urge the entire circle to support it. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? Will you remark? 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President . 
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I stand for a very brief question to the proponent of the 
bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Senator Coleman, one of the concerns that I've had in 
listening to numerous hours of testimony on this topic and 
listening to constituents with concerns about the guardian 
ad litems is who is their boss? So as a result of this 
legislation before us tonight, as succinctly as you can, 
who is responsible for the supervision of guardian ad 
litems going forward? Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Coleman . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 

Thank you, Madam President, and through you to Senator 
McLachlan, under the provisions of the oill, for the first 
time, the guardian ad litems would be required to submit 
written reports, regularly, no more than three months -
from three months to three months -- I'm sorry, not less 
than three months for periodic reports. 

Also, additionally, the structure regarding the scope of 
the work to be performed by the guardian ad litem will also 
have to be put in writing and presented to the court. And 
I think that serves a couple of purposes. 

Number one, it gives the court the opportunity to more 
closely oversee the work of the guardian a~ litem, but it 
also affords the parties an opportunity to be informed up 
front, before the role and the responsibility of the 
guardian ad litem commences. And I think between those two 
provisions, the oversight of the guardian ad litem has been 
substantially increased. Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 
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So it's fair to say, then, that the supervisor resides in 
the Judicial Branch of government now after this bill is 
passed? Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Coleman. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 

I think that is a correct statement and more specifically, 
it resides with the Judge that's presiding over the case. 
Through you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Thank you, Senator Coleman, for all of your work on this 
and I think Senator Kissel has done a good job trying to be 
sure that everyone who worked hard on this is recognized. 

But I must say that Senator Fasano in the Republican Caucus 
and -- and Attorney Cronin I know have put a lot of time 
into it. I'm just grateful that everyone who. voiced their 
opinion on this difficult topic did so and all of the 
cons·ti tuents who chimed in loud and clear. 

It does appear that there are certain aspects of this 
proposal some will think didn't go far enough. I think 
that this is a terrific response to where we were yesterday 
and I look forward to a successful implementation of this 
new process for guardians ad litem in Connecticut. Thank 
you, Madam President . 
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Madam President, I support the -- the amendment and I would 
be remiss unless I did a few of the thank you's and maybe 
some of it's repetitive. Senator Coleman for his 
leadership; Representative Fox for his leadership; Senator 
Kissel for his; Representative Rebimbas; Representative 
Minnie Gonzalez, who's in the back of the room, for her 
consistency and -- and challenging the system and 
questioning the system; Judge Carroll Judge Solomon, Deb 
Fuller, all from the court; Bill O'Shea at LCO; Mike Cronin 
who did a great job in running amendments around and making 
sure people were aware of-what's going on; (inaudible) stay 
plugged in. 

But there are other people who were not associated with the 
legislative process who also have to be thanked. Some 
people who suffered through the GAL process and led them to 
begin this advocacy almost two and a half years ago, Jerry 
Mastrangelo, who's up in the gallery, and Jennifer 
Verraneault, who's,up in the gallery. Peter Szymonik, did 
I say it right? Szymonik. Very close. Thank him for his 
advocacy and his e-mails. 

Because people can make a difference and sometimes people 
think that their voices go unheard. Well, we heard it. We 
heard it. And if you don't tell us, we don't know. And 
what happened in this case was back about 18 months ago, 
Jerry and Jennifer organized to get together in North 
Haven, where 150 to 200 people showed up. And not stories 
that they lost the issue or they lost the case, but stories 
that showed the inherent unfairness in the system, a system 
out of control. 

Who is blamed for this system out of control? We are. We 
were. I would suggest the family bar is also to blame. I 
would suggest Judges are to blame. And the system got so 
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out of hand it took the people from the outside to come and 
tell their stories. As stressful and as emotional as they 
were, they came and they told their stories. 

And I think this body and the Judicial Branch came and said 
let's sit down and see what we could do. Clearly, this 
bill is the beginning, but what has it done? Let me tell 
you. No longer do you have to worry about two lawyers who 
get together and say you know what? Let's just get a GAL. 
We'll convince our clients to get a GAL and we'll get that 
GAL in there and then they can make some money and we'll 
let them deal with the issues. 

Now, a Judge canvasses and says you understand -- you're 
hiring a GAL. Do you understand the terms of the 
agreement? Do you understand that you're hiring because 
the both of you can't agree as to all these topics? And 
because you can't agree, it's coming out of your pocket. 

That never happened before. You never had a right to get 
rid of a GAL before. Now, you do. You never knew what the 
system was doing to you. Now, you've got some rights in 
the system, and that's how it should be . 

We heard stories where people were driven to bankruptcy, 
literally, to bankruptcy, where every asset could be taken 
to pay a GAL fee. I don't know another lawyer's fee that 
ever gets tre~ted with that much power. The power of the 
Superior Court to say I am taking your pension plan. I am 
taking every dollar you have in the bank. Never happens. 
We did it for GALs and it got a system that went out of 
control. 

What does this bill do? This bill protects those assets 
that this body believed were worth protecting when there 
were judgments against you. So you can't touch that 
college fund, you can't touch that pension plan, you can't 
take 100 percent of that house, you can't take their 
pension plan, you can't take their Social Security check, 
and you got to leave them $1,000 in the bank so they could 
put food on the table 'for the kids that you're trying to 
protect and pay medicine by the deductible for the kids 
you're trying to help. You can't drive them to where they 
got to go on the streets . 

.. 
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Think about the policy that ran amuck until we got 
involved. And I should say, too, we got involved until 
they told us what was wrong with the system. 

Madam President, I think that this bill does carry with it 
the items I suggest, but more importantly, I hope that the 
message to the Family Bar Association-and to Judiciary is 
this is a big step. There are a lot of other things we'd 
like to see that's not in this bill, cap on a -- on GAL 
fees, travel time not being charged on a GAL fee, but what 
we're going to do at this point is say we've gotten a good 
start, but we're watching. We don't like to interfere that 
much and we don't like to interfere with our equal branch. 
But we will where there's a need and we will when we see 
abuse. 

I want to thank the Judges -- the Judges office for sitting 
down with us and listening to us. I want to thank them for 
working with us .to get this bill. But the spotlight is on. 
We are going to be watching. We are going to be listening. 
And those advocates who are listening to this now, who are 
here today, who are watching on CTN, our ears are open and 
they will be on this issue for a long time to come . 

Let's keep watching it. This is a good step and I look 
forward to passing this bill. Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Will you remark? Will you remark? Senator 
Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 
~ 

Speaking in support of the -- the amendment, and I 
certainly want to commend Senator Coleman and Senator 
Fasano, Senator Kissel, for their hard work on this and the 
negotiation that went on to bring this amendment before us. 

And I think Senator Fasano and his comments really focused 
on -- on a key issue that -- that is, I think, the concern 
among many parties, that in -- that in many cases, a 
guardian ad litem, in some cases, seem to b~ almost 
reflexively and automatically appointment in certain cases 
by -- by the court. 
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And partly, that was driven by the fact that as we see in 
more cases, one or -- or in many cases now in divorces, 
both parties are self-represented, pro se. And I think in 
some of those cases, the Judges came to be concerned that 
there needed to be an attorney involved somehow in the case 
and would be more likely to appoint a guardian ad litem in 
those cases. In -- in some ways, almost reflexively or 
automatically. 

What this -- the key language in this amendment provides is 
that there will be more -- more thought and consideration 
to go into that process before the parties are burdened 
with that -- with that cost. 

And the key provisions, lines 83 and thereafter, in the 
absence of an agreement of the parties to the appointment 
of counsel or a guardian ad litem for a minor when the 
parties matter·and a canvassing by the court concerning the 
terms of such agreement; the court shall only appoint such 
counsel or guardian ad litem under the section when, in the 
court's discretion, reasonable options and efforts to 
resolve a dispute of the parties concerning the custody 
care, education, visitation, or support of a minor child 
have been made. 

Meaning that ~here will have had to have been an 
examination and a significant good faith effort to try to 
resolve those issues prior to the appointment of a guardian 
ad litem. But it will not be the kind of automatic default 
position. It will only be done at a point where the 
parties' disagreements are so irresolvable and the parties 
are so intransigent that the Judge sees no other option to 
the appointment of a guardian ad litem in these 
circumstances. 

And I think that that in itself is a significant way of 
putting some controls on the system and the perception that 
in some cases, people are burdened -- being burdened with 
costs that are -- are more than was necessary to -- to 
resolve the issue at hand. 

So I think that this -- this amendment really does address 
the -- the core of the problem as it has been perceived and 
articulated and certainly urge adoption of the amendment. 
Thank you, Madam President . 
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I thought for a second I was going to get one chance before 
I left to go after Senator Williams. Maybe that day will 
come. 

Madam President, I -- I have to thank those people, or at 
least some of them, who have worked so hard on this, even 
though they've been thanked many times. Because as I came 
into this -- my last session in the State Senate, this was 
the only bill I wanted to see pass and I am so happy that 
we are here today . 

I think we have a lot more to do. I said earlier I think 
this is positive steps in the right direction, but still -
still falls short of where we will be to reform what is a 
system that needs a lot of change. 

So I want to thank Senator Coleman as Chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, Senator Kissel as the ranking member. 
I want to thank my friend, Senator Fasano, who is now a 
tradition in the last several weeks of sessions who locks 
himself in his office with a group of people to make sure 
something impo.rtant gets done and he has spent countless 
hours making sure this gets done. 

I want to thank Representative Fox and Rebimbas, the Chair 
and ranking members down-- actually, I don't know if she's 
a ranking member, but I·know she's been working-- is a 
ranking member down in the House. And also Representative 
Gonzalez. 

I was wondering whether or not this bill would be taken up 
in the House, but then I remembered, I'd feel sorry for all 
of the House members if they don't, but she has been not 
just an advocate. She's been a friend to people who have 
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been mistreated by the system, quite frankly. She's been a 
constant source of support for many. 

I want to thank at least two people. One gentleman by the 
name of Tim Critler, another woman by the name of Marisa 
Ringel, who came to testify on several occasions before the 
Judiciary Committee, who are people I've known since I was 
born from Fairfield. People just like me and you and 
everybody else who have been caught up in the system. 

I don't really want to talk about what the bill does, Madam 
President. I don't want to be long. I -- I just -- I 
don't think I'm any different as any other parent. I am 
divorced. 

My kids are three kids of divorced (inaudible). I don't 
really want to talk about my personal life, but I -- I 
could not imagine going a day or a week without seeing my 
kids. My oldest is going to college in September; I'm a 
mess just thinking about the fact that I'm not going to see 
him all the time. 

And yet, we have a system that has allowed mothers or 
fathers to go years, years, without seeing their kids. And 
we're not talking about keeping kids away from abusive or 
neglecting or potentially dangerous parents. We're talking 
about keeping kids away from parents who love them, who 
need them, but because of various reasons of not getting 
along with former spouses, are denied the right to see 
their kids. 

And the kids lose in every case because there isn't a kid 
out there who should need and have a relationship with 
their mother and the father, whether they're" married or 
not. 

I don't think the blame falls on one group or the other. I 
think the judicial system, I think the GAL system, I think 
the Legislature, and yes, I think parents all share in this 
system that has fallen apart. But -- but I hope that 
future legislators and future legislatures will -- will 
remember, if they have kids of their own, will ask 
themselyes what would I do if I couldn't see my kids for a 
couple of months? What would I do if was denied the right 
to see my children for years? 
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I am amazed at the composure and the (inaudible) of the 
parents who come up to testify before the committee who 
haven't seen their children in years. I -- I don't know 
what I would do. And that -- that, beyond all of the 
pieces of this bill and the protections and all of that, 
the very fact that we have a system that has allowed this 
to happen is something that we all need to be determined to 
f

. \ 
l.X. 

I don't know if this will fix the problem completely. In 
fact, I don't think it will, but I think this is going to 
be a very good start to get us to the fix. I know the 
Judicial Branch cares about this at the highest of levels 
and they want to make sure they can resolve it. And I 
believe that their efforts will go a long way. 

So I just wanted to really thank all of those people who 
came to the Capitol, came to the Legislature, time and time 

'again, to advocate. I want to thank the members of the .. 
Judiciary Committee, who sat through days and nights of 
testimony to make sure that all of those people who knew 
that the judicial system had let them down were here to 
know that the Legislature was not going to let them down . 
And by listening to them and hearing them out, I think they 
sent a very strong message that we won't let you down. 

And this bill sends the message that we're not going to let 
you down. We're going to try to help you solve the 
problems that the judicial system has yet to solve. 

So I just -- to me, for me, this is a proud moment because 
I just can't imagine anything worse than separating a 
parent from their child and we're going to·try to make sure 
that that doesn't happen again. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Williams. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 
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I rise to support the amendment and I will not go over some 
of the subject points that have already been addressed. I 
rise really just to thank the members of the public who 
shined a bright light on a very significant problem. And 
because of their efforts, that is being addressed today and 
I want to thank them for their courage and persistent in 
coming forward. 

I want to thank very much Eric Coleman, our Senate 
Judiciary Chairman; Senator Kissel, the ranking member; and 
all those who contributed to this effort, including 
Representative Minnie Gonzalez, who was here earlier. And 
finally, I want to recognize Senator Fasano, who took it 
upon himself to work very hard on this issue and to work 
with parties to resolve issues and to facilitate the 
passage of this and quite frankly, Madam President, to 
facilitate the consideration of the Judges in a timely 
manner as well. 

So Senator Fasano, thank you very much for your very good 
work on this bill and the issues involving the bar in 
general. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? Will you remark? 

Let me try your minds on Sena~e Amendment "A". 

All those in favor, please say aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed? 

Senate is adopted. 

Will you remark further on the bill? Will you remark 
further on the bill? 
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I know that it's already been done and said by others, 
Senator Kissel and Senator Fasano among those others, but 
it would be remissive of me not to commend Bill O'Shea, who 
is not only on this issue bu~ on many other issues, is a 
very hard working and dedicated and helpful LCO attorney. 

Additionally, Mike Cronin contributed mightily to this 
effort and the representatives of the Judicial Branch, 
including Judge Carroll and Judge Solomon, Judge Bozzuto, 
and Deb Fuller, and finally, once again, Minnie Gonzalez 
has been a champion. 

And I also want to congratulate all of the people who came 
together in coalition to be advocates for this initial step 
at reform and I want them to all know that they have made a 
difference. Thank you, Madam President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark? Will you remark? 

If not, Mr. Clerk, will you call for a roll call vote and 
the machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 

THE CHAIR: 

All members have voted. All members have voted. The 
machine will be closed. 

Mr. Clerk, will you call the tally, please. 

THE CLERK: 
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Total number voting 35 
Those voting Yea 35 
Those voting Nay 0 
Absent and not voting 1 

THE CHAIR: 

The bill has passed. 

Are there any -- Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you. Thank you, Madam President. 
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Madam President, I would move for a suspension for 
immediate transmittal to the House of Representatives of 
the item just voted upon, Calendar page 18, Calendar 412, 
Senate Bill 494. 

THE CHAIR: 

Seeing no objection, so ordered, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Madam President. 

I would yield the floor now, Madam President, to members 
for announcements or points of personal privilege or 
Journal notations. 

THE CHAIR: 

Are there any -- are there any points of personal 
privilege? 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Madam President, for purposes of a Journal 
notation . 

THE CHAIR: 
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THE CLERK: I 

House Bill 5081. 

Total number voting 130 

Necessary for passage 66 

Those voting Yea 130 

Those voting Nay 0 

Those absent and not voting 20 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The bill passes. 

Representative Aresimowicz. 

REP. ARESIMOWICZ (30th): 

Good evening, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I move 

for suspension of our rules for immediate 

consideration of Senate Bill 494. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Motion is to suspend the rules for the immediate 

consideration of Senate Bill 494. Is there objection? 

Is there objection? ]he rules are suspended for the 

consideration of Senate Bill 494. 

Will the Clerk please call Senate Bill 494. 

THE CLERK: 

Favorable Report of the Joint Standing Committee 

on Judiciary, Substitute Senate Bill 494 AN ACT 

CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND ATTORNEYS FOR MINOR 
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CHILDREN IN FAMILY RELATIONS MATTERS . 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Gerry Fox. 

REP. FOX (146th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move for acceptance of 

the Joint Committee's Favorable Report and passage of 

the bill in concurrence with the Senate. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The question is on acceptance of the Joint 

Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the bill 

in concurrence with the Senate. Will you remark, sir? 

REP. FOX (146th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As the members of the 

Chamber are aware, this bill began as part of a task 

force that we passed last year, which was formed to 

study the issue of guardians ad litem and their role 

in our family courts. 

During the course of the off Session the task 

force met a number of times. They held a public 

hearing. They had input from a variety of different 

sources and individuals with areas of expertise and 

they oftentimes had very passionate arguments, but 

also passionate discussions regarding how we can 

better improve how our family courts work and how 
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guardians ad litem are used in those courts and in 

that process. 

The task force itself submitted a report. There 

was a number of recommendations. There were Majority 

recommendations as well as a Minority report tha·t was 

also included, -and when the, and I should also say 

that all of the members of the task force, two of our 

colleagues, Representative Gonzalez, Representative 

Vargas, served on the task force, but also there was 

attorneys and others who have a direct interest in 

terms of how this system works and how our family 

courts operate, and I think they all deserve a 

significant amount of our appreciation for the time 

and effort that they put in, and it is hopeful that 

they will be satisfied with the end result. 

The Judiciary Committee then, at the start of 

Session, we raised a concept and then we filed a bill 

that had a lengthy public, was followed by a lengthy 

public hearing. 

We then substituted the language, which is the 

Senate Bill 494, which is here before us today, and 

what that bill does is, it does a number of things. 

But the main objective, I believe, is to make sure 

that both parties, .litigants and the court are aware 

. 1 
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of what their roles and responsibilities are as soon 

as possible during the course of the process, what the 

payment, first of all the charge is going to be, but 

also how the guardian ad litem is going to play a role 

in terms of addressing the conflicts that appear 

before the litigants in court and how that will impact 

any children that may be involved in that litigation. 

Also, the underlying bill does offer a party 

standing to contest a guardian ad litem. That's not 

something that currently exists. 

Also, there is an agreement that the Judicial 

Branch will develop a publication to inform parties of 

the statutes that are, and also the roles of guardians 

ad litem as well as counsel for minor children. 

There's also an ability for court to implement a 

sliding scale when it comes to the fees that are 

charged and the Judicial Branch will put in place a 

way for that to be done. 

And there's also a professional code of conduct 

that the Judicial Branch will develop and implement 

that will be applicable to court appointed counsel and 

guardians ad litem. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, since the Judiciary Committee 

passed the bill back prior to our JF deadline, there 
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still had been ongoing discussions and with that, the 

Clerk has an amendment, LCO Number 4382. I would ask 

that that could be called and I could be given leave 

to swnmarize. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Will the Clerk please call LCO 4382, which has 

been previously designated Senate Amendment "A". 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Amendment "A", LCO 4382, Amendment offered 

by Senator Coleman, Representative Fox, et al. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The gentleman seeks leave of this Chamber to 

swnmarize. Is there objection? Is there objection? 

Seeing none, you may proceed with swnmarization, sir. 

REP. FOX (146th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. What the Amendment hopes 

to do is to further clarify what the roles and 

responsibilities would be of a guardian ad litem and I 

move adoption. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The question before the Chamber is adoption of 

Senate Amendment "A". Will you remark on Senate 

Amendment "A"? Representative Rebimbas. Did you wish 

to speak on Senate Amendment "A"? 

·1 
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REP. REBIMBAS (70th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of 

Senate Amendment "A". Essentially it is a strike all, 

so it will be the underlying bill. 

I just wanted to take this opportunity again, to 

echo some of the sentiments that Chairman Fox had 

certainly indicated thanking the task force for all of 

the good work that they did and the long hours also, 

of testimony that they heard, and also all of the 

members of the Judiciary Committee that stayed for the 

lengthy public hearing as well. 

But also, to all of the public that took time 

from their lives to come up here and share their 

stories, both certainly in a positive way of their 

experiences with GALs and AMCs and also some of 

negative stories that they shared as well. 

So I certainly wanted to thank them. I also want 

to extend a great big thank you to the leadership in 

both the Senate and the House that contributed to the 

opportunity to have this heard and certainly up until 

the last moment of all of the workings with the 

Amendment that's before us. 

That hopefully will be the underlying bill . 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, madam. Would you care to remark 

further on Senate Amendment "A"? On Senate "A"? 

Representative Vargas. 

REP. VARGAS (6th): 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd just like to say 

that after having served on the task force, heard 

numerous witnesses, read many, many statements and 

having worked on this issue, I want to congratulate 

the Judiciary Committee for its public hearings, 

especially Representative Minnie Gonzalez, who has 

been working on this issue with the parents for so 

long that although I'm sure that many, many of our 

family court staff people, the judges, the GALs, I'm 

sure that many of them are people that are working 

conscientiously, but unfortunately, there's always a 

few bad apples in every system, and I'm hoping that 

this bill, this GAL bill that we are considering for 

approval on the floor will go a long way in correcting 

the abuses in the system. 

So I encourage all my colleagues to vote in the 

affirmative for this bill. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Again, we're on Senate Amendment 
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"A". Would you care to remark? Representative O'Dea . 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just a quick question to 

the proponent of the bill if I may, through you, Mr. 

Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Please proceed, sir. 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

First of all, I want to commend everybody for 

their efforts on getting this to this point. Through 

the testimony and herculean efforts of the leadership 

I think we've got a good start here . 

To the proponent, on Section 6 and 7, the Section 

7 says that not later than October 1, the Judicial 

Branch shall develop and implement a professional code 

of conduct. 

In Section 6 it says effective July 1 that the 

Judicial Branch shall develop a publication. 

Is there a deadline by which we are asking 

Judicial Branch to develop that publication or is it 

just as soon as reasonably possible? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Fox. 

-· 
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REP. FOX (146th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend from 

New Canaan for the question, and I also was remiss in 

not thanking the Judicial Branch as well for their 

role in trying to bring this together. 

They felt that they could do so fairly easily, I 

don't want to say too easily, but they felt that it 

would not take very long to put this together, so I 

would anticipate it would be shortly after the 

effective date. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative O'Dea . 

REP. O'DEA (125th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and thank you to the 

proponent. I think this is a very good bill and 

encourage my colleagues to support it. Thank you. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Thank you, sir. Again, on Senate Amendment "A", 

would you care to remark? Would you care to remark? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those in 

favor of Senate Amendment "A" please signify by saying 

aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 
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Those opposed, nay? The ayes have it. ~ 

Amendment is adopted. 

Would you care to remark further on the bill as 

amended? Representative Minnie Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ (3rd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I want to thank Senator 

Fasano for, sorry, I want to thank Senator Fasano for 

helping us on this bill. I know that other than 

working the last couple of days with him, I never 

before worked with him one on one, but I learned a lot 

from him, a great person to work with, and I will say 

thank you very much. 

Senator Coleman, I want to thank him for his 

support. Senator Kissel, very impressed with his 

remark and his support. Senator McKinney, I want to 

say thank you for his support. And it's too bad that 

this is his last year at the Senate and I didn't have 

the opportunity to work·more with him before, so a 

great person to work with. 

My Chair, Representative Fox, I recognize that 

sometimes we don't agree well. You know, this is a 

democratic system and I think that not all the time we 

agree, but always very respectful and thank you very 

. 
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much for your support . 

I want to thank Representative Vargas. 

Representative Rebimbas, I want to say that this is an 

issue that is very important to me. I invest four 

years of my time trying to bring some changes to the 

court system and I recognize that sometimes I get very 

emotional. But thank you very much for all your 

support and all your help. 

I also want to thank my Speaker for meeting with 

us and giving us the opportunity to discuss the issue 

with you. Thank you very much for your support. 

I want to thank also parents, grandparents, 

members of the Court Reform and also the judges that 

were involved helping us to put this bill together. 

Thank you very much. 

The bill seeks to address the broken divorce 

court system that often leaves parents jobless, 

penniless, and without the ability to see their 

children. 

The reason for this bill is many complaints of 

parents telling us about the suffering and this broken 

system. Families often have to face bankruptcy, 

liquidating homes, pension plans, (inaudible) credit 

cares and any other assets they have. 
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Many times the parents are not even able to see 

what they are being billed for. They have to pay the 

bills on faith without questioning or get in trouble 

with the court, and sometimes those parents end up in 

jail. 

Sometimes when they finish the cases, they end up 

losing the cases and are left without nothing, without 

their kids and homeless. These people many times end 

up on government assistance after going through family 

court system. 

During all the testimony in our two public 

hearings parents spoke about how the system tear 

parents from their kids while their bank accounts are 

emptied by court officials, and they all have similar 

stories to tell. 

With that many complaints, all agree with each 

other, and we know that it's a problem. I believe 

that if we take 100 parents and we put their pictures 

on a wall, and will you take one story, I think that 

we can match that story with every single parent. 

Court officials have (inaudible) sometimes 

(inaudible) and there are problems. They need to be 

addressed. Working together, we can put a more human 

face on the system so it's not so impersonal for many 
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people involved in divorce . 

Our constituents, and it's sad to say, they don't 

believe in the court system. People are terrified of 

our system. 

This is a major problem in the State of 

Connecticut and we are here today to make the effort 

to resolve it. I believe this is a bill in the right 

direction toward a system that is more fair to 

everyone involved. 

Testimony at the public hearing shows that this 

bill doesn't resolve the problem, but it's a good 

start and we will be watching the court. I've been in 

different court and attorneys when they see me, they 

notify the court and they said, a Rep is sitting in 

court to intimidate the court. It's a crazy 

unnecessary remark because if the attorneys or the 

guardians ad litem and judges are doing the right 

thing, they don't have to worry because a Rep, whoever 

it is, is sitting in court. 

Thousands of parents are fighting our system to 

see their case, paying thousands of dollars for a 

supervised visit, no complaints about abuse or 

neglect . 

Good and dedicated parents suffering, families 
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destroyed and what is worse, the kids are in the 

middle without a mother or a father, traumatized, and 

sometimes with mental issues. They don't understand 

what is going on. Sad, very sad to say, this is our 

system and our judges are allowing this. 

Judges are all?wing the guardians ad litem to 

(inaudible) to run the court. Shame. Shame on them. 

No compassion for our families. No compassion for our 

kids. 

And some even in some cases, guardians ad litem 

and AMCs have an agreement with the parent in regard 

to the fees and judges order the parents to pay more . 

That's one thing that I don't understand and I've been 

asking why is the guardians ad litem and attorneys, 

they come up with an agreement, why the judges don't 

respect that agreement? The judges order the parents 

to pay more. 

And the real problem, and sad to say, because we 

know that we have the good and the bad ones, but the 

real problem, I believe there are some judges, the 

guardians ad litem and the AMC, they goes as far as 

the judge allow them. 

What is interesting is that guardians at litem 

never was voted in the General Assembly. This is not 

.I 
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a state statute about that. All these years they are 

enforcing parents to pay thousands of dollars and I 

believe based on the information I got today from that 

library, that is being forced to pay and being forced 

to have a guardian ad litem illegally. 

And I hope that these parents, I hope that these 

parents go after them. This decision about the 

guardian ad litem was adopted by the judges in the 

practice book. 

One of the biggest problems is that there's no 

cap on this bill. Family (inaudible) and parents end 

up paying two, three, four, hundreds of thousands of 

dollars. That's a huge problem. It's all about 

money. These parents are paying their guardians ad 

litem and the AMCs, they are paying, as the parents 

we're paying to the guardians ad litem and the AMC, 

the kids college, and those parents are losing kids' 

college fund. 

This, I know this change is the beginning for a 

better system. I'm not giving up. I'm planning to 

come back next year if God permits and for those 

parents and for those kids that are suffering, I urge 

my colleagues to support this bill . 

I also want to say that today is a very symbolic 
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day because on April 25, 2008, they named this day the 

National Parental Alienation and today is very, I 

would say, symbolic that today we passed in the Senate 

the guardian ad litem bill and I hope today that we 

pass the bill here in the House. 

Thank you very much. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Staff and guests to the Well of the House. 

Members take your seats. The machine will be opened. 

THE CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by Roll. 

The House of Representatives is voting by Roll . 

Will Members please return to the Chamber 

immediately. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Have all the members voted? Have all the members 

voted? Will the members please check the board to 

make sure your vote is properly cast. 

If all the members have voted, the machine will 

be locked and the Clerk will take a tally. Will the 

Clerk please announce the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Bill 494 as amended by Senate "A" in 

concurrence. 
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Total number voting 129 

Necessary for passage 65 

Those voting Yea 129 

Those voting Nay 0 

' 
·Those absent and not voting 21 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

The bill as amended passes in concurrence with 

the Senate. 

Is there any further business on the Clerk's 

desk? 

THE CLERK: 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, Favorable Reports and Senate 

Bills. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

Representative Cook. I believe 

Representative Aresimowicz. 

REP. ARESIMOWICZ (30th): 

Yes, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I move we waive 

the reading of the List of Senate and Favorable 

Reports and the bills be tabled for the Calendar, sir. 

SPEAKER SHARKEY: 

No objection. So ordered. 

Will the Clerk please call Calendar 138 . 

THE CLERK: 



JOINT  
STANDING 

COMMITTEE 
HEARINGS 

 
 
 
 

JUDICIARY 
PART 8 

3361 – 3940 
 

2014 
  



• 

• 

1 
vkd/cd 

CHAIRMEN: 

VICE CHAIRMEN: 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
SENATORS: 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

March 31, 2014 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

Senator Coleman 
Representative G. Fox 

Senator Doyle 
Representative M. Ritter 

I 

Kissel, Gerratana, 
Holder-Winfield, McLachlan, 
Meyer, Musto, Welch 

Rebimbas, Adinolfi, Albis, 
Baram, Berger, Carpino, 
Dillon, Flexer, Godfrey, 
G~~zalez, Grogins, Hovey, 
Klarides, Labriola, Morris, 
O'Dea, O'Neill, Riley, 
Serra, Tong, Verrengia, 
Wa~ko, Welch, E. Wright 

SENATOR COLEMAN: We apologize for the delay in 
getting started. I'll be calling from the public 
officials list for the first hour of the hearing. 
And the first perso~ I wanted to hear from, or 
the committee wants to.hear from, is Honorable 
Patrick Carroll, Honorable Elliott Solomon. Good 
morning, Judge. 

JUDGE PATRICK CARROLL: Senator Kissel, Representative 
Ritter, Representative'Gonzalez. I'm sorry I 
just walked i~ the door after a three mile -
three-hour commute, like everybody else. So I 
apologize. 

As I know you are all aware, our family courts 
handle some of the most difficult cases to be 
found in Connecticut's Court System. And family 
court matters are the 'most personal nature 
subjected to the scrutiny of attorneys, court 
personnel, judges, and others. It's a difficult 
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process for the litigants to go through, and 
" ·sometimes both. parties. end up being unhappy with 

the resolution of their.cases. 

It•s important to note, though, that each year 
many thousands·of cases proceed through the 
system without difficulty and without complaint. 
There are times when parents can agree upon what 
is in the best interests of their children, and 
their cases routinely and quickly move thrqugh 
the system. 

There are other cases where, with the minimal 
assistance and intervention of an already 
burdened family relations officer, the parents 
can get past their personal differences and agree 
upon what is in the best interest of their 
children and collaboratively dispose of their 
cases. 

And then there are those case where is the 
differences between the parents are so 
significant, where the positions and feelings of 
the parties with respect .to their children are so 
firmly held and so .deeply believed, where the 
conflict is so high between the parties that they 
will simply never be able to agree upon what; is 
in the best interests of their children. 

In those cases, the court needs to do something 
to avoid the need to drag young children into a 
courtroom, require them to testify, and subject 
them to cross examination by their own parents. 
None of us wants to put any child through that. 
So in those cases, a guardian is appointed. The 
vast majority of individuals that take on this 
demanding and difficult role do so professionally 
and competently under difficult circumstances. 

I understand that sometimes parties who are 
engaged in these difficult and emotional disputes 
do.not readily welcome the presence of an 
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outsider, a GAL, into their lives, but the court 
relies on the GAL to provide critical information 
that judges need in order to make decisions about 
the cases before them. In considering the work 
of our family court system, I would acknowledge 
that we should never ignore an opp'ortuni ty to 
make changes and improvements. 

But I would note thatk we are fortunate in this 
state to have extreme·ly capable judges who 
diligently and courageously perform the work of 
the family courts always with the goal of doing 
what is in the be'st interests of the children. 
We're also fortunate to have excellent lawyers 
and mental health professionals who have devoted 
their life's work to helpi~g·families get through 
these difficult times in their lives. 

Over the past several months, concerns about GALs 
in the family court system have been brought to 
your attention. The Task Force on the Care and 
Custody of Minor Children filed a report which 

,contained a large number of recommendations and a 
minority report. And many of the recommendations 
of the task force are included in this bill. 

Much of what is in the bill addresses the 
concerns raised in the task force report and can 
be effectively introduced in the family court 
system, but we do have some concerns with some 
provisions of the bill. 

Section 4 would extend standing to and allow the 
parties to file a motion that seeks removal of 
the GAL .. While we recognize the purpose of this 
change, it has the potential to allow a party to 
use this type of motion to d~lay the process and 
prolong the proceedings by filing.repetitive 
motions for removal. ' 

We would suggest that there be a requirement that 
the moving parties show cause that any motion to 
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remove is based on some identified impropriety or 
deficiency on_1 the part of the • GAL, and. that any 
such motion to'remove not be based solely upon a 
recommendation that has been made or a position 
taken by the GAL in the matter·. 

Section 5b indicates. that payment for the fees 
due to an AMC or A GAL cannot be taken from a 
minor child's college savings account or 
qualified tuition plan. This provision makes 
sense for the benefit of the child, but th~re 
should also be a provisi'on tha_t any such college 
sav.ings account or qualified tuition program 
should have been created and funded prior to the 
filing of the action in _order to benefit_ from the 
protection that this section of the bill 
provides. 

In any event, the judicial branch stands ready to 
work with the Legislature to implement meaningful 
and reasonable changes to help improve the system 
and the lives of Connecticut's children and 
parents. I thank you for your consideration,, ~nd 
I'm prepared to answer any questions. 

But before I do so, I'd like to ask that Judge 
Solomon be given ap· opportunity to testify on a 
couple of other bills that are on your agenda 
today, Senator, if_ t-hat.' s all right. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: We would like to hear from Judge 
Solomon. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Good morning Senator Coleman, 
Senator Kissel, and members of the committee. 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you 
today about_House Bill 5593 AN ACT CONCERNING 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AND SEXUAL ASSAULT. The 
judicial branch has concerns·with some.of the 
provisions of this bill. 

Regarding Sections 1 through 10, I'd like to note 
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I 
federal government to the tune of two-thirds, and 
I think that the recommendations as adopted would 
greatly enhance the collection of child support 
for the children and mothers of the state. And 
I'd be happy to answer any questions. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you both. A quick question. 
Just so it's clear to the members of the 
commi t.tee, would either or both of you comment 
concerning when it might be appropriate to 
appoint both -the guardian ad litem and an 
attorney for· a minor ,child in a proceeding? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: We don't reach that point 
the court wouldn't reach that point until it's 
made a certain determination that a guardian ad 
litem is necessary. As some of you know who 
handle this type of work, that doesn't arise 
until the filing of the case. [Inaudible] when a 
party indicates that there's a need for that, one 
of the issues in the case is going to be a 
custody determination. 

The fact of the matter is, and it's been set for 
many years, if the case is going to require a 
guardian ad litem you generally find that out, in 
my experience, fairly early on, even before the 
case management date, because the parties have 
come ih on numerous occasions, often weekly, in 
the dispute over their children. We use -- make 
extensive use of our family relation -officers to 
sit with these folks, and try to resolve the 
differences they have with respect to their 
children. 

Where the differences focus on particular types 
of issues, our family relations officers will do 
things such as initiating focused evaluations 
where they're really delving into a specific 
issue which separates the parties in the hope 
that after they've looked at that more carefully 
they again can bring about an agreement . 
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The reality is we don•t get to the appointment of 
·a guardian ad li tern until we • ve used all the 
resources that we have to try to address this on 
a consensual basis. 

But when all of those efforts have fa~led, when 
it•s clear to the court that the parties aren•t 
communicating with each other effectively-, and 
w~en itis clear to the court that the children 
could suffer, obviously if we don•t have insight 
into their thoughts and into what is .going on in 
the relationships that they have with their 
p'arents tha,t they_ have at that point, we look. at 
the appointment of a guardian ad litem. It is 
not something, in my experience and the 
experience of my colleagues we do so quickly. 

In fact, in many cases it•s difficult, 
particularly_in cases involving minimal income to 
find guardians ad litem. You know, some of the 
agencies that provide this sometimes have turned 
us off, and said, we can•t take any more cases, 
we•re overloaded. So I guess the long answer to 
your question is we1appoint a GAL only when it 
becomes clear that it•s necessary. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Distinguish for me between the role 
of the GAL and the attorney for the minor child. 
In some cases .r•ve observed that both GAL and AMC 
are appointed. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Typically the first appointment 
would be a, in my experience, would be a guardian 
ad litem that speaks strictly to the best 
interests of the child. And in speaking to the 
best interests of the child that may not 
necessarily be what the. child particularly wants. 
When it becomes clear that the child wants 
something different than what the GAL is inclined 
to recommend, and the child is of ari age to be 
able to .make informed recommendations or 
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suggestions to the court, then the attorney for 
the minor child would be appointed, because the 
attorney for the minor child does not advocate 
necessarily for the best interests of the child. 

The attorney for the minor child advocates for 
what the child wants to do. So when a guardian 
ad litem finds himself in a conflicting position 
between what he or she thinks is in the best 
interest of the child and. what the child wants, 
then they would come to the court seeking the 
appointment of the attorney for the minor child. 

Again, I have generally found this to be more the 
exception than the rule, generally stating cases 
pursued from beginning to end only with the use 
of a guardian ad litem is, again, my experience. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: When there are multiple children 
involved in a case, ~s ~t ever appropriate to 
appoi-nt more than one guardian ad litem? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I'm thinking back on the years 
that I've done this. I don't know that I've ever 
done it. Because, again, the guardian ad litem 
is speaking strictly to the best interests of the 
child. So ·if there are multiple children and the 
guardian feels that one child should be this way, 
the other child, we should do something 
differently, there's no reason to have separate 
guardians ad litem. 

I think the potential exists where the children 
differ in terms of what the GAL wants that you 
could potentially have multiple attorneys for the 
minor child, because then they're responsible 
only to their ward or to the client, the child. 
But again having -- I know we've discussed this 
in the past and having done this for the better 
part of 20 years, I'm not sure I've ever seen 
multiple attorneys for the minor child appointed . 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. And finally somewhat of a 
technical quest~on. I'm looking at line 
beginning at 45 of the bill, it says t-he court 
may appoint coun~il for any minor child or 
children of either or both parties at any time 
after the return date of a complaint under 
Section 46b-45. , 

And I'm saying this is technical, because I'm 
t~inking clearly there's.a return date in the 
initiation of a dissolution of marriage. And 
perhaps with visitation. I know there's a form 
that many people prepare, complete, and file with 
respect to custody applications. An application 
for custody of a minor child. 

And I'm trying to recall technically, is there a 
return date involved in the completion and the 
use of that form? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I don't believe that there is. 
I have no recollection of there being a return 
date. I ~ould be corrected on that issue. I 
will say, and I don't know that this is 
necessarily responsive, Senator Coleman, to your 
question. I think the court requires 
jurisdiction immediately upon -filing of _the case. 
And the court, I think, has plenary jurisdiction 
to actually respond to involving custody matters. 

·_So irrespective of the issue of the return date, 
if there are significant issues requiring the 
court's intervention before that 'time, in my 
experience, my personal experience, the court 
would intervene for the protection of the 
children. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: I ask the question only because_ the 
. language of the bill specifically references 
return date, and I'm wondering whether or not we 
need to modify that language in order to cover 
every possible action that might involve minor 
children. 
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JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: What I would like to do, if the 
okay with the committee, is to focus -- again 
focus as much on that issue now that you've been 
raised it. I'd just like to take a look at it, 
and then respond if possible. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. And it doesn't have to be 
done today. But just be aware that maybe not the 
entire committee, but at least Senator Coleman is 
interested in whether or not that language is as 
comprehensive as it needs to be. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: That would be enough for me to 
be interested in it, Senator. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you both. Are there others 
with questions? Representative Ritter and then 
Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. M. RITTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you 
Your Honors for being here today. One of the 
things that I just want to -- Raised Bill 494. 
Much of what the proposed bill aims at, in large 
part, is cost of guardian ad litems. 

And so I don't -- I've never -- family court is a 
difficult court, and I think Judge Solomon, you 
spoke to having parties where there's just, you 
couldn't get an agreement, right, and so you have 
to take steps when both sides are dug in. Again, 
these are very emotional and contentious issues, 
and a lot of credit to trying to work to those 
issues, and we have judges that do it every day, 
and lawyers who do that every day. 

A cost was a main driver of this bill. I see 
things that talk about six month periodic review, 
what's the hourly fee going to be. All these 
things being reviewed now by judges. I also see 
a sliding scale in the statute . 
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In your experience can you talk a little bit 
about, and most of the testimony that we've seen 
a lot sort of focuses on cost a lot. Can you 
talk to us about how you make decisions on cost. 

Under the current system do we really have enough 
checks and balances. What does this bill do -
I'm just kind of curious where we are, and what 
this bill might do from your experience in terms 
of controlling costs, mindful it's necessary, but 
also mindful that, like a government, right, we 
have to sometimes make decisions as to you how 
much we can spend on certain things. And I just 
-- with no experience, I'd be curio~s to hear 
someone who's dealt with it a lot from your 
experience. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

JUDGE PATRICK CARROLL: I think, Representative 
Ritter, that the court is always guided by what 
is reasonable. And my experience in with dealing 
with the family judges is that they're very 
careful in awarding fees, whether they're 
attorney's fees for the opposing party or whether 
they're attorney's fees for an attorney for the 
minor children or the guardian ad litem. 

So in the limited experience that I have in the 
family courts, and I'm going to let Judge Solomon 
respond as well, because as you see, he has 
extensively more experience than I do. I think 
the court is always bound and guided by what is 
reasonable under the circumstances [inaudible]. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: And I think will that would be 
true, as well, from my perspective. The -- I 
think the provisions in this bill are good 
because I think it does a couple of things. I 
think it gives the -- the party some options as 
to the selection of the guardian ad litem. 

I think it allows them and the court to touch 
base as the case proceeds. I think a lot of 
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times fees become more substantial without the 
parties knowing it, because it's not been 
addressed. It's focusing on issues that are 
unrelated to the money issues, involving the GAL, 
involving the kids, involving the parties. 

003639 

And then at some point a reckoning day comes, and 
everyboqy looks, and says, we spent an awful lot 
of time on this, and nobody ever really realized 
it. Typically your GAL should be rendering 
monthly bills_. In my experience that has been 
the case. But as a judge, and this is true, I 
sat in one judge's district such as Tolland -
I've also been the Presiding Judge in Hartford. 
You do have a.sense of what's been involved in 
the case for the guardian ad litem because you 
get a sense of how often you've seen them in 
court. 

Sadly the cases that are most highly conflicted, 
we know them by name. We know them by the size 
of the file. So when a GAL comes in with a 
signif·icant outstanding balance on their fee, if 
the case has been in on frequent occasions over 
the course of a period of months, it's not 
surprising to us that the statement is -- can be 
sUbstantial. But I would -- I would say that at 
the outset, it's never the goal of any judge to 
appoint a guardian ad litem without consideration 
of the resources or parties. 

In other words, if the parties do not have 
significant resources I'm not looking for a GAL 
who bills at the top of the scale. It'' s not fair 
to anybody. It's probably not fair -- it's 
certainly not fair the parties because they're in 
over their head financially, but it's also 
probably not fair to the GAL because, at the end 
of the day, he or she probably isn '·t going to 
collect with that bill. So I'd rather make a 
reasonable determination at the outset as to what 
the resources of the parties are and what they 
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can pear. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Good morning, and good morning, ·Judge 
Carroll and Solomon. Nice seeing you here. I'm 
going to ask a couple of questions and it doesn't 
matter, you know, who will respond to the 

_questions. I have a lot of questions. And I 
wi·-11 start saying that other than the question, 
I'm going to start with one of your comments that 
when you check an application and you.realize-or 
the judge realize that the party doesn't have 
significantly, you know, a lot of finances, what 
is the procedure? 

If I go and apply and you check my application, 
and you. see that maybe my husband got a lot of 
money, but you check mine, and you see that I 
don't have no finances. That I don't have no 
money. Now tell me what is the right thing to 
do? We know that there's a lot of things going 
on in court. But I want to know what is the 
right thing to do in my case. 

JUDGE·ELLIOT SOLOMON: I would start-- if we're 
assuming that there are limited finances, I would 

·start with the -- and I hate to say this, but 
with the Children's Law Center which is an agency 
that I've worked with for many years that 
provides extraordinary service as.guardians ad 
litem. 

I would then go to the.list that is maintained or 
at least to the names of the people who take 
cases at state rates, because th~se are obviously 
less expensive than app~inting somebody 
privately. Those are the resources I've gone to. 

I can think actually think of a few cases where 
members of the bar, under the most difficult 
circumstances, have actually stepped up to the 
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plate, and said that they would take the case on 
with pro bono basis without any fee what so ever. 
And that's been the case as well. 
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But in the situation that you've described where 
you appear before the court, you have no funds, 
but the father of the child does have funds, if 
there's going to be an appointed GAL who is going 
to be paid, I would make a determination 
regarding payment based upon the financial 
affidavits at the time. 

And again, whoever has funds is going to -- and 
the other not having funds, is going to wind up 
paying more, at least initially, to get the 

' process started. What I always do is retain the 
right, at any time during the proceedings, to 
revisit the issue of who pays the fees. 

So if I were to find out, for instance, that the 
split was three-quarters and a quarter based upon 
your financial circumstances, but then I found 
out either A, that one of the parties didn't 
represent the facts correctly concerning their 
income, or B, that one of the parties was 
significantly more responsible for the GAL's fees 
in terms of time consumed, I would revisit the 
issue about these were to be paid. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. And having [inaudible] of 
parents I know you've been very fair and that's 
what I can say. You know, that's what I heard a 
lot of times, you've been very fair. And I'm not 
-- don't take this personal, because this is not 
against you, but 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: We've gotten to know each other 
very well. I don't take things personally. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay, okay. But do the court or the 
judges really, really trust the Children's Law 
Center? If you guys really believe that they are 



003642 
20 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M.-

doing and they are working for the best interests 
of ~he_kids? Because it seems like there are two 
-- is one definition here the best interests of 
the child. And it seems like -- is out there 
it's crazy, because everybody has a different 
opinion about this. 

··You know, best interests of the child, you ask 
some judges and they will give you a definit:ion. 
You ask the-guardians ad litem, you ask AMC, but 
in reality here, with all these problems that we 
have ~ight now, it seems like nobody is working 
in the best interests of the child. So I would 
like to know what really -- we have 16 factors 
that we have to go by. And we have to follow 
them because those aren't in the best interest of 
the child. 

But it seems like they're not following those 16 
factors. So what is here -- what is the best 
interest of the child is not the best interest of 
the child to shar.e both parents, but in your -
in your opinion, what, in reality here and what 
the course is you think to be sure that _everybody 
is working in the best interest of the child? 

JUDGE·ELLIOT SOLOMON: I guess my only answer to that 
'is'that if you take on that responsibility.you 

intend to fulfill it seriously. At the first -
I think the first group that you mentioned was 
the Children's Law Center in,response to my 
comment. And you asked, do I really trust them. 
The answer is yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: These are people who take cases 
for a minimal fee. They were no axe to grind in 
these cases. They're highly trained. They're 
always responsive. And. as you know, I think, I 
believe they get much of their funding from the 
Legislature itself. 
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So I assume the Legislature has confidence in 
them. Quite frankly I wish they had more money, 
because they could retain more people. 
Fortunately, and I was spe-aking to the director 
today, they've expanded their resources, from 
what it was back in 2005, significantly so that 
they're able or will be able soon to cover the 
entire state. I find that they are 
extraordinary. 

When you say what is the, you know, what is in 
the best interests of the child, that's been a 
standard that exists not only in this state, but 
in virtually every state that I know of for time 
immemorial. And it's just -- when you listen to 
the evidence and you find out what the roles of 
the parties are in the lives of their children, 
you're able to make those determinations. 

The guardians ad litem, by the way, are critical 
to that process. Because as Judge Carroll said, 
we don't want to be bringing the children in. I 
mean, I thi~k it•s an awful situation, and I 
think I've seen it twice. One of them was a 
14-year-old and I hated the fact that this 
14-year-old was brought in to testify. In a 
case, as I recall, without a guardian ad litem. 
I just don't think it's helpful. 

.003643 

The guardian ad litem provides -- are our eyes 
and ears of the children as to what they're 
sensing and perceiving and feeling about what's 
goi~g on, not only with their mothers and their 
fathers, but what is going on in their lives 
today, and we need that. So I guess ---I guess 
the answer to the question is that's how you 
determine what the best interests of the children 
are. 

As regards to specifics that you mentioned, isn't 
it best for the children to have 50/50 or access 
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with both parents, sadly I can tell you that in 
the. cases that I've dealt with generally, I would. 
say the overwhelming majority, ·that's not an 
issue. But there's probably a handful of cases 
that I've dealt with over the years where we have 
had to require visitation on a supervised basis, 
and there are cases, and I'm hot even sure I· · 
could count to five of them, where we couldn't 
allow visitation at all. 

But in each of those cases, just so it's clear, 
we always make sure that we give the party who is 
seeking more access a map to get to where they 
want to go. So that if they accomplish certain 
objectives, certain counseling, whatever -it is, 
that they ultimately get there, and I tell 
parties when I sit in cases that I have to -- I'm 
going to limit your access. I tell them my goal, 
and it is, is to expand your access as soon as I 
can. 

REP. GONZALEZ: When you said the guardians ad litem 
are supposed to be the eyes and the ears to the 
court, I agree with that, but that's not 
happening. I got here, it was in 2009 this issue 
was discussed in here. I got involved in 2010. 
I don't remember, honestly I don't remember what 
happened to me in 2oo9." But 2009, the issue was 
here. 

And I got here some information about that, you 
know, Senators Henley, Doyle, McDonald questioned 
-- and othe~s questioned about the system, and it 
was bad. And the system at that time was. not 

-working. So -- and here in these questions, one 
of the senator asked one of the judges, what can 
you do about .it or what are you looking into it. 
Well, the answer was, I don't know. I don ',t have 
an answer for that. 2009. 

So that· means·that the -- if this is a huge 
problem. And now from now. You know, people at 
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the end decide no more, and that's why they start 
bringing this up. But the issue of the guardians 
ad litem has been affecting parents and kids for 
many, many, many years. And the court system, 
the judicial system is doing nothing about it. 

Now, I got a couple more questions. Here on 
Section C says no later than 21 days following 
the day on which the court enters an initial 
order appointing counsel of guardian ad litem for 
minor child. Now then go to the specific. Do 
you believe that if .a couple go to court, do you 
believe that the court should wait 21 days to 
appoint a guardian ad litem? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: No. 

REP. GONZALEZ: No. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I think that that 21 day period 
is an outside period. If I have parties in front 
of me and I can tell that we have a serious 
situation here and I have to give them the five 
names, they're not going home for three weeks to 
it'd who they want. If it's that serious they're 
going out into the hall, and they're going to 
pick that person today. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I like that. You see, I think that we 
can get along enough. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: We can get along. 

REP. GONZALEZ: You're right, I agree with that. Now, 
do you believe that right now the court has power 
to force a parent to pay a guardian ad litem? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I think the court has the power 
to enforce its orders. If there's been an order 
that sees the guardian ad litem for a party to be 
paid X by one party, and Y by the other party, 
and they don't pay it, then they're subject to 
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the same:type of-procedures as anybody who is in 
··violation of a court order. 

If they have the ability to pay and they don't 
pay it and the order is clear, then that would 
constitute a con~empt. If they don't have the 
ability to pay it, then that would indicate that 
there can't be a finding of contempt because they 
lack the ability to pay. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay, on page 4, Section A, I think 
that this section right here proves that the 
system is not working. And with this section 
here, I think that th~ judge now_will have the 
right to order parents to pay. This is my 
understanding. I could be wrong. But --

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I'm looking for where 
page 4 OR 5, and I go-to Section 

REP. GONZALEZ: A 

I got 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Section 6. Perhaps I have an 
older version. 

REP. GONZALEZ: What's the section? Section 4, 5 --
5, I think it is. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Oh, Section 5. And the question 
is what, Representative Gonzalez? 

REP. GONZALEZ: If this section right here, is this 
section -- because, as far as I know I've ·been 

~reading, and maybe I missed something, because, 
listen,. you know, ~aybe my head is not right now '-
~n the right place. But I've been reading and I 
don't see any anyplace it actually says this the 
court has the right to order parents to pay a 
guardian ad litem. 

And I will say, it makes sense, because it is 
that way, it makes sense, because why I'm going 
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to pay, me as a parent, why I'm going to pay a 
guardian ad litem that I don't agree with. That 
in the first place r·didn't agree, we didn't 
discuss it. So if the judge decides I have to 
pay $100,000 for a guardian ad litem that I 
didn't agree, I don't think that this is fair and 
this is right. I really believe that a guardian 
ad litem, we don't need that guardians ad litem, 
period. I really believe. 

[Applause] 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Please, let's have order. 
\ 

REP. GONZALEZ: I was --

SENATOR COLEMAN: Excuse me, Representative Gonzalez. 
In order for to us proceed smoothly, please be 
aware that the committee discourages and doesn't 
allow public-expressions of support or 
disapproval for any questions or comments that 
are being made. I think the day will go as 
smootqly as possible if we don't have any further 
outbursts . 

And so for.those of you who are not aware of how 
the committee operates, let me make clear that 
we're not going to discourage or encourage or 
intimidate any person that's involved in this 
hearing, whether it be a member of the committee 
or someon~ who is addressing the committee. And 
I hope that we don't have to interrupt the 
proceedings any further to readdress this issue. 
Thank you. ·Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I've been reading and I understood for 
some of the information that I got is that years 
ago guardians ad litem, I think that the intent 
of the guardians ad litem was to be only in 
probate court and juvenile court. 

Now, 2006 I think that the Commission of Children 
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put in practice a couple of --·they put in a 
couple of recommendations, and they put in the 
Practice Book for the attorneys. But giving_ them 
now.the proper-- to name guardians ad litems in 
family court. Now I will say if we have the_-- I 
thinK that we should change .that. ~onestly, I 
think that from the get-go we have to change 
that. 

And if we're going to have guardians ad litem in 
p~obate court, in juvenile court, if anybody here 
or the judicial system wants guardians ad litem, 
p let's give-them guardians ad litem, and the 
probate court and juvenile court with 
restrictions, because it's not going to be the 
same abuse they are doing now. ~ith 

restrictions. But me honestly believe that we 
don't need no·guardians ad litem in family court. 

We have -- we have family relations. We have 
DCF. If the kids are abused or neglected. Right 
now, the guardians ad litem, they don't allow DCF 
to g~t involved. Because DCF will go in and 
maybe, you know, and then there's a lot of us 
that they're not too happy with DCF. But we know 
that most of the cases they are neutral. They go 
and they check, and they make the decision. 

But here guardians ad litem are controlling the 
court. They are controlling the judges, for 
god's sake. They go out there -- well,· they are 
supposed to go investigate the case, investigate 
the families, go and ask doctors, teachers, all 
that, and 98, 99 percent of the cases that 
doesn't happen. They don't do their job, but 
they come up with a bill. 100,000, 150,000, 
200,000, 75,000, which-is crazy. And then they 
come with a recommendation because now they know 
how much money is involved and they come with the 
recommendations, and the judge jump on it. 

And already go with the guardian ad litem. - Is no 
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system that is checking them. Is no 
accountability. [Inaudible], that•s a joke, 
because they hide behind that word, and they do 
whatever you want. During the task force I heard 
one of our members saying, oh, no, don•t worry, a 
guardian ad litem. Don•t worry, nothing is going 
to happen, we got immunity. That is a joke. 
Come on. 

You know, I really -- I believe, and I heard this 
a long time ago. I was helping a group of 
alcoholics and the teacher says the first step to 
fix ·your life and change your life is to accept 
that you are an alcoholic. Right? Now I really 
believe that how we•re going to fix the system 
with your help is accepting that it•s a huge, 
huge problem. It•s not a little problem. It•s 
not only a few parents that are going through 
this. It•s a huge problem, what we have. 

Thousands of people out there complaining about 
the system. It is not about parents that are not 
happy because a case didn•t went their way. They 
are not disgruntled parents. I feel insulted 
when they call those parents like that. Parents 
that are going through pain because the system is 
not working. And I believe that the way we can 
fix this problem is agree that it is a problem. 

It is a huge problem. Not a small problem, a 
huge problem, and we•re all going to work 
together to fix the problem. That•s how -- you 
know, because listening to the judicial section, 
well, yeah, you know, I think this is parents 
that are not happy. Yeah, it is a small problem. 
Again, it•s not. It•s not. We have to 
understand it is a problem. And if we agree on 
that it•s going to be more easier for us, more 
easy for us to resolve the problem. 

I will have more questions. I•m going to allow 
the rest of the members, and I•m coming back . 
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But the things, Senator Meyer, ·that you're 
talking about we routinely do. I always figure 
out ways -- put it this way -- for Uncle Sam to 
pay more of the share because you call it 
unallocated alimony and child support, r,ather 
than having a divided alimony ·and divided child 
support order. In fact, and I do pretrials 
around the state. People have come to me from 
Stanford when I was working in Tolland. Tqat is 
a technique which I use all the time. I just 
don't think it should be mandated because it's, I 
think, potentially dangerous. 

SENATOR MEYER: You know I'm also surprised with your 
statement that the court would not necessarily 
know the financial situation of the parties. 
Isn't there financial disclosure that. would -
that would require the parties to make abunaantly 
clear their financial situations? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Yes. It requires that the 
parties set forth on their financial affidavit 
what their income and what their assets and what 
their expenses are. Somebody could say· that they 
have an asset worth $100,000 or $200,000. But 
if, over a period of many years, they have 
accumulated substantial amounts of depreciation, 
the tax liability that goes with that could be 
horrendous, and they don't have to put that on 
the financial affidavit. 

They don't have to say, I've been depreciating 
this at the rate of 15 or $20,000 a year. So 
those are the concerns. I have all the -- the 
financial affidavit is a snapshot. It tells me 
what's there today. It doesn't tell me what the 
parties have done with the assets in the past, 
and that's a serious concern. 

SENATOR MEYER: Well thank you for that, and one just 
final question about guardians ad litem. This 
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bill before us on guardians allows the parties to 
-- to choose from among five prospective 
guardians. 

Isn't -- isn't the secret to integrity in the 
guardians ad litem system the court's appointment 
of qualified people on this list of guardians ad 
litem, of people that the court has great 
familiarity with, trusts the integrity, financial 
integrity, legal competence, conscientiousness 
with respect to protection of the children, isn't 
that the secret to having a good GAL system? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Certainly. 

SENATOR MEYER: Right. And we can write all the 
legislation in the world, and if you're not 
giving us qualified, competent, honest guardians, 
then the system is not going to work. Isn't that 
right? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I would agree with that. The 
section that you're referring to, Senator Meyer, 
first of all, was not of our creation. That came 
to us for comment. But it does put the onus in 
the first inst·ance on the judge to come up with 
five names. I would hope and expect that our 
judges would come up with five names that are not 
only competent, but also within the party's 
resources. Okay? 

One of the complaints that I've heard voiced 
about the GALs is they ,say the judge just foisted 
this lawyer on us, the GAL, we had no say in the 
matter. My guess -- and again, we didn't author 
this -- but my guess is this is responsive to 
those who say, give us choices. So this gives 
five names emanating from a judge who presumably 
is taking into consideration everything that he 
or she needs to know to make informed choices. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Senator Holder-Winfield . 
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SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Good morning. So I'm not 
intimately familiar with the system, so I have a 
couple of questions that are just for my 
clarification. I listened to your exchange with 
Representative Gonzalez of Bill 494, the guardian 
ad litem bill. And talk about best 1nterests of 
the child. 

Anp I believe you ended one of your sentences 
with something like this is the standard and has 
been in this state and others for time 
immemorial, and you were talking about the need 
for the system. What I don•t know, and you were 
talking about best interests and how it•s 
defined. What I did no~·actually get from you 
was how it•s really defined, and what I mean is 
this. 

This was talking about the 16 standards. I think 
I understand that the ~6 standards are not 
necessarily things that have to be followed. I 
think the law reads something like may be 
followed. What is this, may consider but shall 
not be limited to, which means that they don•t 
have to be followed. 

So I'm not sure what the best interests of the 
child is and how it•s defined, even though I 
think you indicated that you had told us what it 
was. Can you go back to that and explain it to 
me again? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: What I would describe. as the 
best interests of the child are those facts, 
those determinations which would enable the child 
to thrive as a young child and through -- as he 
gets older; that provides the most stability for 
the child; that -- to the extent possible 
maintains significant contact with both parties. 

I don•t get driven.by whether somebody is 
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spending 52 percent and the other party is 
spending 48 percent. What I try to do is look at 
the child's life and figure out what schedule is 
going to work best for the child taking into 
consideration the interest of the parents and 
being with their child. 

But there's no -- it's not formulaic. It's not 
like child support guidelines. It's what I hear 
from the GAL. It's what I read in a custody 
study. It's what I hear from the parents when 
they come in and testify. 

Those are the things that enable me to make that 
determination as to what's going to be best for 

,I 
the child under all of the circumstances. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: And I appreciate that it's 
not formulaic, which I think is part of where 
some of the issues arise, I get that. But what 
I'm trying to -- okay, so let me ask a different 
question. So if a process is going and a GAL is 
performing their duties and a party feels like 
the GAL is really doing s9mething wrong, what is 
the process to deal with that? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I typically would have a status 
conference with the parties to determine what the 
issues ·are with the GAL. There is -- the law as 
it stands today is that for the most part, a 
party who was unhappy with the GAL does not have 
standing to seek his or her removal because the 
GAL isn't there for the·parties. The GAL is 
there for the children or for the child. 

So there's an issue as to whether they would have 
the right to take issue or seek the removal of a 
GAL. That's permitted, as you know, under this 
-- under this statute. It would give standing to 
a party to seek removal of the GAL. But it 
couldn't happen just because the party was 
unhappy with what the GAL was recommending . 
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And that's where a lot of this becomes 
prpblematic is ultimately, at the-end of the day, 
a GAL is going to make recommendations one way or 
the other. And sometimes they can do that in a 
way which leaves the parties very unhappy. I 
can•t tell you -- I wouldn't even call it 
hundreds. It's thousands of cases over all my 
years in practice where GALs were instrumental in 
biinging about an agreement between two parties 

' ' 
who couldn't agree on anything. 

But when they can't bring about that agreement, 
then somebody is going to be unhappy, and that 
unhappiness is often reflected in a motion to 
remove the GAL because-they.'re biased, they 
weren't there, they didn't do this or they didn't 
do that. When I listen to those folks in my 
status conferences, what I want to know is did 
the GAL do or not do the job they were required 
to do? 

Did they conduct the interviews, did they meet 
with the people ·they needed to meet with. Did 
they review the. relevant documents, and then have 
they engaged in any kind of misconduct. And at 

, the end of. the day if everybody: agrees the GAL 
did what they were supposed to do, no, there was 
no'misconduct, then they're disagreeing, in my 
view, with the recommendation, and that is not a 
basis to remove the GAL. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: So what is a.little- hard for 
me to wrap my head·around, so I get your issue 
with the way that the bill deals with this issue 
that we're talking about right. here. But I have 
to assume, as with ·any group of professionals, 
the~e are people who function terribly, right? 
There:· are. people, maybe even the vast majority of 
people ·function_wonderfully. 

They do what they're supposed to do when people 
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disagree, that's not what I'm talking about. But 
I can't believe that there aren't people who 
don't do a job that is not the job they should be 
doing. It just happens in every prdfession. 

And maybe the way we've constructed this, those 
parents who are dealing with their issues that 
have effect on the kid by shouldn't necessarily 
have, maybe those parents who care about their 
child, regardless of what is going on, recognize 
that an individual who is appointed as GAL isn't 
doing things that they should be doing, and it's 
not just about a grievance with the way that the 
case is running. 

What I'm still trying to wrap my head around is 
that parent, in effect, has no way of dealing 
with the fact that this person is not actually 
operating in the best interests of their child 
the way we've const~ucted it unless -- and I'm 
going to assume two things, right? I'm going to 
assume, and I'm not suggesting this is the norm. 

But I'm going to assume that the GAL isn't doing 
what they should be doing or is not operating in 
the best interests of the child, and I'm going to 
assume eit~er the judge doesn't see that or the 
judge, for some reason, doesn't hear it the way 
that the parents are expressing it or whatever 
the case may be. What is the recourse to that, 
and should there be recourse if there isn't any? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Well, as I said, statute does 
address that, and we have not opposed the 
proposed legislation except to the extent that 
the basis for the disagreement with the GAL goes 
to the GAL's recommendations. But as I said 
before, Senator, I am -- and I believe, I like to 
think all of my colleagues are mindful of what 
the parties are feeling, and that's why I will 
have status conferences . 
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And if I'm finding out that the GAL didn't talk 
to the teachers1 hasn't gone to. the house, hasn't 
met with the mother, whatever, and it's been some 
reasonable period of time; then I'm going to 
address it either by teliing them, get these 
things done now or if I think it's sufficiently 

'egregious, I'm going to remove you, I'm going to 
put in another GAL. 

SENATO~'HOLDER-W~NFIELD: But there's no standard that 
says you have to do it. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: There's no standard that says I 
have to do it. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Okay. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there other members with 
questions? Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you for the second time. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Oh, Representative Gonzalez will you 
yield to Representative Baram, and then we'll 
come back to you? 

REP. GONZALEZ: No problem. Representative Baram. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you Mr. Chairman, thank you 
Representative Gonzalez. Welcome Judge"Solomon. 
I just have a co~ple of questions for 
clarification purposes. Section 1 of the bill 
indicates that the court will give a written 
notification of five persons eligible to serve as 
council of guardian ad litem. Isn't it correct 
that these individuals, particularly guardian ad 
litem, will have had to go to the guardian ad 
litem course. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: As presently constituted, yes. 

REP. BARAM: And in assigning five people to this 
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list, is there any kind of rotational basis that 
the courts would look at or is it based on the 
circumstances of the case and the difficulty of 
the issues? 

003659 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I'm not sure that that has been 
addressed. If you're asking me what my view of 
it is, it would be the latter. I need to know 
who are the children who are involved, what are 
their ages, what are their issues. How hardened 
are the positions of the parties. 

Because I think it was Senator Holder-Winfield 
said people have different levels of skill. Some 
are better than others, and I think that's true. 
So I'm going to look at all these factors, I 
think, and this is an area where, rather than 
worrying about rotations, you worry about the 
children. So I would like to provide the five 
who I think would do the best job for the 
children within the resources available to the 
parties. 

REP. BARAM: I do presume, however, that the court 
would make an effort, everything else being 
equal, to try and give all the guardians ad litem 
on the list an opportunity to serve, almost 
analogous, let's say, to a foreclosure list or 
committee or special public defenders where there 
are rotational lists but also some input as the 
difficulty or uniqueness of the issues. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Yes. We're always looking for 
good guardians ad litem, and one of the ways to 
become better is through experience. 

REP. BARAM: Is it also true that not all guardians ad 
litem on the list who have gone through the 
course are attorneys? Aren't there people from 
some other professions, and can you just 
enlighten us a little bit about the kinds of 
individuals that are going through this course? 
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JUDGE ELLIOT·SOLOMON: Through -the course? 

REP. BARAM: To be able to be designated as a GAL. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON:· I have not had a lot of 
involvement with the course. I do know that 
there are many people who are not attorneys, who 
are not mental health professionals who have 
ac~ually gone through the course, and I can't 
speak to what their qualifications are. 

But I can tell you that in my ~xperience, the 
appointments that I have made have typically been 
either attorneys or mental health professionals 
or some form of people with the·social work 
background. Those are people who I've looked to 
in the past. 

REP. BARAM: In the bill, Section 1, Paragraph C, I 
think it is, it indicates that the court would 
identify the fee schedule for the guardian ad 
litem and would set the hourly charge, the 
retainer, the'apportionment of the fees and the 
retainer. And when I skip over to Section 5, 
there seem to· be other paragraphs that say the 
judicial branch will develop the methodology for 
calculating the sliding scale basis of the fees. 

That's, I think, Paragraph D and Paragraph A 
talks about a child that may be on state aid that 
the compensation will be established by the 
Public Defender Services. I'm just trying to put 
these together to try and figure out how this 
will work. Will there be a schedule of hourly 
rates and retainers? Or will the court determine 
that based upon the expertise of the person being 
appointed? And how does the public defender's 
office come into play here on this fee schedule? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I would answer this way. We 
still have not developed this. This is still in 
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the proposal stage at this point. But I sort of 
see three things developing. I see folks who 
have minimal resources who are going to be 
eligible for appointment of a GAL through the 
Public Defender Services Commission. I see on 
the sliding scale basis people who are willing to 
take cases as the GAL and willing to subject 
themselves to the sliding scale which is created 
by the judicial branch. 

And I think the third level is those attorneys 
who say, I would like to be appointed, but if 
you're going to appoint me and subject me to the 
sliding scale, I'm not going to do that kind of 
work. That's their choice. It's sort of like 
there's a new provision for a modest means 
representation that we're looking at at this 
point in time and which has taken hold in other 
parts of the country. 

And I think the sliding scale approach that 
exists in Section 5 I think is sort of like a 
modest means approach for lawyers who are willing 
to take cases .. It's something that may be less, 
often significantly less than their hourly rate, 
but that would be their choice. They don't want 
to do it that way, we can't force them to do it. 

And I would also like to think that in this 
process, people who show flexibility with respect 
to the issue. of fees would be recognized as 
future appointments come down the road. 

REP. BARAM: I'm glad to hear that because I know 
there are many other areas of law where that 
happens. To give you a good example, often times 
probate courts will call upon attorneys to be 
maybe a guardian ad litem. 

It may be a conservator, executor, where the 
estate is insolvent perhaps, very little, and the 
attorney knows they're not going to accrue many 
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fees out of this case. But the hope is that if 
the court gets a bett~~ case down the line. when 
an appointment' is requir~d, the.court will k~ep 
them in mind. ·So I guess your approach would be 
very similar to that. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: It would. 

REP. BARAM: Under current law if the parties are 
indigent or don't have, you know, much income 
coming in, and a guardian ad litem is nece~sary, 
in the court's opinion, in that particular.case,' 
how is the guardian ad litem paid now? If there 
are no resources ?Y the parties to pay anything? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I can't speak to the issue of 
the public defenders. Because that was instituted 
more recently than I served on the family side. 
But I believe that is a source of GALs which 
comes at minimal or no expense. 

I know that the Children's Law Center works on it 
on an income-based approach so that I assume that 
there's cases they take where.receive nothing, 
and there are other cases where they receive 
something less than would be paid to a private 
council. _So I think that's how 

REP. BARAM: But even under the current 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: And there is pro bono. I 
mentioned this before, but I would really be 
remiss, having been iJvolved in this field for as 
long as I have, it nev~r fails to amaze me how 
willing lawyers are in this field to give their 
time for nothing. Even if it's just to speak 
with somebody outside in the hallway. I've had 
lawyers step up and say, Your Honor, if you give 
me a few minutes, [inaudible] report, and next 
thing I know they file an appearance .. That 
happened any number of times. 
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REP. BARAM: However under the current law nobody goes 
without legal representation, in terms of a 
guardian ad litem, you know, if they can't afford 
it, the Court will find a way to provide it. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Absolutely. 

REP. BARAM: Now in the bill it also mentions, and I'm 
not sure all my colleagues have identified this, 
but I know a few have asked~me on the side what 
it means. The bill refers to guardian ad litems 
and counsel for the children. And I came in 
late, so I'm not sure if that was asked. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Senator Coleman asked me, as I 
recall, when would you appoint one or the other, 
why would you have both and so on and so forth. 
I think that accurately captures what you're 
suggesting. 

REP. BARAM: I won't repeat the question. But as I 
understand this bill, both positions would be 
governed by these provision as to appointments 
and fees as well. It's the same methodology . 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: You know I believe -- I believe 
that it is, but I have to confess that I haven't 
looked at it from that dichotomy. And that 
probably is just -- apparently -- counsel -- oh, 
yeah, it covers both. But I was going to say in 
my experience, again, I haven't had a lot of 
cases where I've had both. 

REP. BARAM: And then lastly I note that the bill 
provides that the court will engage in periodic 
review of the guardian ad litem to determine, you 
know, their involvement with courts, fees being 
charged. So it seems to me that this is a 
reform, if you will, that will allow the court, 
on a more frequent basis, to get a sense of what 
is happening in the case, and if necessary, to 
intervene in some way if the case is just getting 
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out of hand and has no control. Is that your 
understanding? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: It is. It's designed to 
address some of the issues regarding the status 
of the case and whether the GAL is doing the jQb 
he or she was supposed to be doing, as was asked 
before_ by Senator-- the Senator• before.· I have 
static conferences already. This just would 
cr~ate a statute which would require the court to 
do that. 

It would also be an opportunity to address the 
issue of fees for the GAL rendering statements 
every month and nobody complains about them, that 
seems to me to be an appropriate time for people' 
to take issue with the fees. And if the case if, 
as you say, the case is getting out of hand, the 
six month maximum on status conferences, it 
wouldn't get close to six months. If it gets out 
of hand we'd probably meet them every three or 
four weeks at a minimum. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you very much. Good seeing you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. Now thank you for the 
second time. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Nice to see you again. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Same here. Okay. You made a remark 
before that the guardians ad litem, they bring, 
you know, they do all their work, and they bring 
the recommendations to the judge and·the judge 
goes with that. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I didn't -- I didn't. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well around there, they bring 
recommendations. 
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JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: That's been -- with all due 
respect 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay, I'm sorry. I take that back. 
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JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: If I could just say. They make 
recommendations. Family relations will make 
recommendations. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: At the end of the day I make 
the call. I have made calls which rejected the 
family relations recommendation or rejected a GAL 
recommendation based upon what I, as the fact 
finder, find to be appropriate. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I agree with that, I'm sorry. But 
again I will say that's you. Not other judges, 
it's only you. And then we have to look at, you 
know, knowing your history of the people, but 
knowing the history of other judges that people 
can send them. 

But anyway, saying that, the problem that we have 
here is that guardians ad litem, they bring the 
recommendations. And it's like 100 percent of 
the time the guardians ad litem and the AMC, they 
are in the same boat. 

So they bring the same recommendations, they're 
already working together. You know, I -- I -
sometimes I think that this is ridiculous. They 
are working together, guardians ad litem and the 
AMC working together. They come up with the same 
recommendations, and the judge, they don't ask 
any questions. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I don't think that typically 
happens. Because the AMC is in the case in the 
first place because the child wants something 

.l 
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different than what the guardian ad litem is 
·recommending. So typically if yo~'ve got an 
attorney for the minor child, they're going. to be 
taking different positions. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Judge, agai'n, with all due respect, 
that's your opinion, and you will do that. But 
that's not what's going on in court right now·. 
Now having said that, having said that, and I 
haye, I'll show you. I got records and records 
and records from different cases that is the same 
thing. Almost the same -- almost the same 
recommendations. 

But anyway, going back -- going back to Section 5 
of the bill again is like -- it's like this with 
this bill, and I agree that this bill, you know, 
it will give you, the court the right to order 
them, you know, the parents to pay. So again I'm 
saying, the system is not. worki~g and that's why 
this section is here which, me, I'm not happy 
with it. 

But we'll see how we can work with this. But 
this is the section is not -- I don't believe 
that it's a good section. Because right now -
right now the court is -- is acting as a 
collection agency, and I've been checking all the 
information about when we reappoint a judge or 
the Governor appoint a judge, and it doesn't say 
anything that your role is to act as a collection 
agency to start forcing people to pay. And you 
got to pay that. 

And if the guardian ad litem say the bill -- oh, 
Your Honor, I'm not happy because the parents owe 
$75,000, and they haven't paid. And the judge 
says, well, as far as I know. There's a very -
I agree with that and I don't think that that's a 

I 

very fair .amount. You got to go and pay. You 
got two weeks, you got a month,. and if you don't 
pay, boom, you're going to jail. So that's what 
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I say about this section, and we'll work on this 
section. 

Now about having the court -- it was very clear 
that some people they work or the life -- and the 
pension plan, they have the life insurance, and 
they have to liquidate that to pay the court? 
Ridiculous. I don't think that is fair. 

Listen, if I work all my life, and I've been 
working, and I have a pension plan, and you know, 
I'm thinking that's going to be my retirement. I 
don't want to depend on the state. So are we 
going on relief with that. But here is the court 
forcing the people to liquidate that, life 
insurance, everything. 

And then now at the end I'm homeless, I lost my 
house, I lost my kid, I lost my pension plan. So 
I will go straight and lessen the expenses of the 
taxpayers, because guardians ad litem and the 
AMC, they got my money, and the court allowed 
that to happen. That's -- that's -- I think that 
that's really bad . 

Now, one more thing is -- well, a couple more 
things. When you said that the guardians ad 
litem are the ears and the eyes of the court, for 
god's sake, why? If they do their -- their job, 
they go, they interview, they're not doing. We 
know they're not doing that. 

But they're supposed to come up with a 
recommendation, why are guardian ad litem have to 
say if there's a hearing a week, two days, two 
weeks in court, and then listen -- listen the 
hearing, to the whole hearing. Two weeks, 
sometimes three weeks, and then when the bill 
comes to the parents, it's a hum9ngous bill 
because the guardian ad litem is there listening 
to all the mumbo jumbo in court when in reality 
they're supposed to be the ears of the judge in 
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the court. 

What happened? The hearing is on, and th~ judge, 
they don't have the ears and the eyes? It 
doesn't make any sense. If it is the eyes and 

.the ears, bring the recom~endation to the judge. 
Just give me the report. Get out of here. Get 
out of the hearing, you don't have to spend weeks 
and weeks in court·, because they already did 
t~eir job. 

As far as I know, you appoint a guardian-ad 
litem, he're,· here .is your assignment. Go and 
investigate. Do,the investigation. Bring 
everything, okay? Give it to the judge, the 
judge will have the report, and then the judge, 
we hear the rest. And based -- and based on the 
rest and that recommendation or the guardian ad 
litem, then the' judge make a decision. 

That's that's -- and we ask questions, a 
couple of judges. Your Honor, we ask a couple 
judges if they are necessary, and I believe it 
was Senator Coleman that asked that question. 
And one of the judges, no, there's no need for 
the guardian ad litem to stay -- to stay in court 
for hearings. 

So if we -- if the problem is cutting all these 
expenses, that's one of the expenses that we can 
get rid of it because, as far as we know, the 
judges they got ears and they got the eyes in the 
hearing, so they don't need .an extra set of eyes 
and ears in that hearing. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Representative Gonzalez, what I 
would just say in response to that is I don't 
I don't think we're talking about different 
things. In ~y practice, and I think -- I 
actually know in the practice of judges that I've 
worked with, if you've got a lengthy hearing, 
·four, five, six days, one of the things we find 
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out is are you on a given day going to be taking 
testimony on the value of an asset or taking 
testimony on something unrelated to the children, 
and if the lawyers say, yeah, we're not going to 
be talking about the children, then we will tell 
the guardian ad litem we don't need you to come 
in on that day. 

But if there's going to be testimony about the 
children, about the relationship of the parties 
with the children about the children's education 
or needs, and the GAL needs to be there, because 
the GAL needs to respond to what may be said. 
The GAL is going to have more independent 
information than a judge who is sitting on a 
bench. I don't go out -- I can't talk to the 
school. 

Can't talk to the doctor. Can't talk to the 
neighbors or the friends. I can't review their 
records. Somebody has .,all that information and 
they're in the best position to tell me if what 
I've heard in court as a judge is accurate other 
not. That's why they stay when testimony about 
the children exists. If it's not about the 
children, you're right. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Oh, I agree. No. But still -YOU have 
a report. So why sometimes the court order an 
evaluation through family relations, and then 
they go through the whole system. They go 
through the evaluation. It cost, I think, 
between 10 and $15,000 in evaluation to the 
family court which is very expensive. But then 
evaluation is there. The whole report is there. 
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These people, they go out there and they 
investigate. They check the schools, they check 
families. They do the whole investigation. They 
have the report. The report is there. But guess 
what? The guardian ad litem take a look at it, 
and say, oh, wait a minute, that -- this is not 
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right, no. And then that evaluation, they don't 
use the evaluation. The guardian ad litem is 
very clear, no, Your Honor, we can't use that 

; ,evaluation. But why? Well, it's been done like 
.five months ago, six months ago. 

But wait a minute. If the co~rt order an , 
evaluation, why have to wait until the guardian 
ad litem say no, because .it's five months, six 
mopths it's no good. So we·the state --we the 
state we're paying 10, $15,000 for an evaluation 
to the judicial branch that we're wasting that 
money. So we're wasting the money. Now, the 
evaluation, and as far as I know, if the family 
relations do an evaluation? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Oh, yeah. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay, and·! know that. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: And the branch doesn't pay for 
private evaluations. 

REP. GONZALEZ: The family court, if I go to family 
court -- if I go to family court --

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: There's going to be a custody 
study. If it's going to be done privately, then 
the parties pay for it. If it's not done 
privately it will be done by Family Relations. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And as far as I know, some people they 
don't have to pay for the evaluation. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: There's no payment for a Family 
Relations study. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Right, but the cost about that is 
between 10 and $15,000 if I go outside. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Oh, if you go outside? 
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REP. GONZALEZ: So that means -- that means, that if 
out there is an evaluation that the family court 

. did that we trust family court that we recommend 
family court. But then the guardian ad litem 
decide no, we're not going to use that, Your 
Honor, and the judge, if he asks any questions, 
he says okay, we're not going to use it. 

Another one, and then six months later, another 
one. So what is going on? You know, is no 
accountability. They're not being responsible, 
because if I have an evaluation, I want them to 
go by the evaluation_with the family court. And 
is not happening, as far as I know, for so many 
cases. 
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But anyway, tell me, is there a list -- just a 
list of pro bono -- pro bono work for GAL? I 
would like to see that list if there is a pro 
bono list. Because we can stay here all day 
saying pro bono, pro bono, pro bono, and how are 
we going to define that? How do we got the list? 
Do we got the list of pro bono work for the 
guardians ad litem? 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: There's no list that I am aware 
of. I know lawyers will do pro bono work when 
they're in my courtroom 1because they raise their 
hand. On occasion I've'actually said, is there 
anybody who can talk to this individual, and then 
they wind up coming in and filing an appearance. 
But I think the Bar Association may keep a list 
of people who want pro bono opportunities. We 
certainly encourage it. 

- REP. GONZALEZ: Right. Me personal, I was asking 
about that. No, I don't think is such list. But 
anyway, why me as an attorney want to go and do a 
pro bono where right there we have -- we have a 
family that I can -- I can squeeze that family to 
the last quarter. Why I want to do a pro bono . 
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You know, if the system is responsible, and the, 
,--system is really out there doing what they are 
supposed to do. I will say, I will say, there 
will be a lot of other more -- more lawyers, they 
will say, well you know, let's do pro bono 
because, at the same time, we!re going to be part 
of that list of the guardians ad litem. 

But the guardians ad litem list, the one they in 
court are using is a few. It's like cliqu~. So 
these lawyers, why I want to do a pro bono case, 
or why I want to go at OCPD and say I'm going to 
do case through OCPD when that retainer is $~00 
and the hour is $50 and the OCPD and the chief. 
o_fficers -- the chief public defenders, they're 
controlling that. 

They're not allowing the AMC, so the lawyers to 
go and abuse the system._ So they go retainer 
$500, and then $50 the lawyer has to come back, 
and say, I have to do a visit to the family, 
that's $50. They spend two hours, that's two 
hours, it's $100. But they are checking 
constantly, they are checking every three months 
to be sure that the judge -- I'm sorry, that the 
AMCs and the guardians ad litem, they are not 
padding the bill. 

So ask me, if I'm an attorney out there, I want 
to make a living. So why I'm going to do pro 
bono if I have here a pot of money that I can go 
little by little, and I can squeeze all those 
families for all that money. It's no interest. 
And this is why -- this is why, Your Honor, that 
these lawyers were saying, we have to get rid of 
the pro se. We have to do something with the pro 
se. Have the pro se? 

Oh, we got to do something. There's no work out 
there. So that's why it's hardly -- listen, if I 
got a case and I don't have no money, I'm going 
to represent myself. So these no lawyers makirig 
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money out of me because I don't have no money, 
and that's a reality. 
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Now, I don't have no money. I am trying to get, 
maybe to deal with my case. Sometimes it's a pro 
se, they don't provide all the information that I 
need in court. And I went to court. Listen, 
I've been asking questions in court. 

So is nothing out there -- is nothing out there, 
Your Honor. I went to court. It's not maybe, 
you know, flyer that says if you're indigent, 
let's say, if you're indigent, come and apply for 
these services. There's nothing out there. If 
the judge is going to decide I'm indigent I'm 
going to pay or not. 

And we won't have indigent people pay right now 
when they are not supposed to because is a 
process. It's a court. It's not a person 
watching the court to see that they were going on 
is the right thing. And what I'm saying this, 
because I've been in court asking questions. And 
the court process, all of them, I've been asking 
questions. Is nothing out there. 

So help me to understand how I -- how can we 
trust the system when the system is not working, 
not providing the necessary service and the help 
that these people need. 

JUDGE PATRICK CARROLL: If I can briefly respond, 
Representative Gonzalez, the Chief Justice has 
never said that we have to get rid of the pro se. 

REP. GONZALEZ: He said we have a lot of pro se. 

JUDGE PATRICK CARROLL: That's a far cry from saying 
we have to get rid of them, Representative 
Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well 
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JUDGE PATRICK CARROLL: And the -- and the Chief 
Justice's re~ord on helping self-represented 
parties unquestioned. We have instituted court 
service centers throughout our court syste~s. We 
have attorney advice stays. We have,. by room, 
personal outreach. Chief Justice has reached out 
to the largest corporations in the state and have 
gotten commitments for pro bono work from all of 
them. 

I 

And with respect to t~e anecdotal accounts that 
you provided about lack of pro bono services; all 
that Judge Solomon and I can testify to here 
today is what our personal experiences are. 

And I can give you my experience when I was 
practicing law, I frequently served as attorney 
for minor children on a pro bono basis in the 
Fairfield Court. I did it· very frequently. When 
I was on the bench in the limited amount of. 
experience that I had in family court, I would 
routinely ask attorneys in the courtroom to 
assist the court on a pro bono basis, and without 
fail, every attorney I ever asked agreed to do 
so. 

And my guess is you're going to hear from 
attorneys who might be here today to testify and 
they will also tell you the extensive nature of 
their pro bono service to the court in the family 
courts and elsewhere. So you're : 
mischaracterizing, Representative Gonzalez, what 
happens, and what our individual experience has 
been in the courts, and I'm sure Judge Solomon' 
can share his experience as well. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, I think that I will meet with 
you, and I'm going to show you some videos, and 
we_will take it from there. 

JUDGE PATRICK CARROLL: That's fine. 
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REP. GONZALEZ: Yeah, just give me that opportunity, 
and I will sit down with you. We have a group of 
500 pro se's out there that is fighting against 
injustice. But anyway, let's start with -- I'm 
going to finish this. And I will say here are 
the 16 factors they are supposed to work in the 
best interests of the kids. And at the bottom 
says the court is not required to assign any 
weight to any of the factors that it considers. 
So this is one thing that I think that we're 
looking to change this. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I think, as I recall, what 
you're referring to speaks to the court is not 
required to sign any specific weight to a factor. 
It's required to consider all the factors, but 
it's not required to assign a specific weight to 
any one factor. That's my recollection. 

One other thing I just wanted to mention, and I 
know that Judge Carroll spoke to the Chief 
Justice's initiatives on pro bono, he called them 
self-represented parties. It's not just the 
branch that does this. It was, I want to say, 
two months ago, three months ago, that I was at a 
gathering of the young lawyers section of the 
bar, of the Connecticut Bar. 

And the reason I was there is because the young 
lawyer section has received commitments that were 
honored and fulfilled to perform $2 million worth 
of free legal services over the court of the 
previous year .. So when you ask me why would a 
lawyer do this when they can just reach into the 
pockets of another party, I can tell you, you may 
find lawyers like you suggest. I can find dozens 
more that do it the right way. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, even if it is one, one is 
enough. If it is one that is abusing the 
parents, and they're paying with kids, and 
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they're destroying family, even one is enough. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I don't disagree. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: I don't disagree. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you, Your Honor. 

l 
SENATOR COLEMAN: Are you all set, Representativ.e 

Gonzalez? 

REP. GONZALEZ: I'm sorry. Here, on page -- I was 
reading and I have here a research that I 
requested upstairs. And it says about when the 
Commission of Children, t~ey put together some 
recommendations, and listen what is one -- one is 
PA06-149 -- no, I'm sorry -- yeah, 49. 187. It 
says -- or 187. 

And at the end says, after the recommendation, 
and it says, it is -- it is required that 
commission to provide training to guardian ad 
litem, the-court-appointed representative to 
advocate for the best interests .of a.party. It 
doesn't say the best interest of the child. And 
that's what we're fighting for, Judge. And thank 
you ve'ry much. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Are there other members with questions or 
comments? Seeing none, thank you, gentlemen, 
both. 

JUDGE ELLIOT SOLOMON: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Is Representative Laura Hoydick 
present or her aide? We will begin calling from 
the public list now. I think it's Martha · 
Swoverland? Just -- Mr. Swoverland and oth~rs/· 

• 

• 

• 



• 

•• 

• 

55 
vkd/cd 

March 31, 2014 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

003677 

who want to address the committee today, we do 
have a fairly extensive list. So we don't like 
to do this, but we're going to strictly adhere to 
the three minute rule that the committee 
observes. 

So when you hear a chime, that means three 
minutes has elapsed and I would advise you at 
that point to just summarize, if you have 
testimony remaining, just summarize what that 
testimony will be. 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: I sure will, sir. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Good morning, everybody, my name 
is Daniel Swoverland. Many of you heard my story 
before, and I won't go into all those details 
today. Let's talk about Bill 494. I'm 
supportive of family law court reform and reform 
of the GAL system. I firmly oppose this bill in 
its current form as it does not address the real 
issues, I'm seeking reform on it. Real and 
meaningful reform. 

This bill is a start, but it does not go far 
enotigh in preventing the abuse of our children or 
the desecration of parental interests in equal 
and shared parenting. It contains no new 
oversight or additional recourse to amend, 
rectify, or correct corrupt and unprofessional 
conduct by GALs. Additionally it does not 
clearly define the role of a GAL within the court 
system, nor does it define or address the 
standard of professionalism in or outside of the 
court. 

Finally it fails to adjust salary caps or fees 
associated with court appointed guardians. I 
guess you could ask what is the GAL service 
worth? The answer to that question would depend 
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on who you ask. I assure you, you won'-t find a 
;-parent here today who will tell you your GAL 
-deserves more money. 

So is the GAL worth $15,000 a case? $50,000 a 
case? $185,000 a case? Are all the GALs worth 
the same amount of money? Now I know there are a 
few good GALs, but there are a lot more 
untrained, and even more_corrupt GALs in the 
system. Some acting as outlaws. They run this 
money making marathon unchecked, undisturbed, and 

I 

unaccountable. There's no value in a GAL who is 
corrupted by the money making system. A GAL 
doesn't advocate for a child's best interests. 

The value of my GAL, well let's just say I'll 
maintain my professional demeanor. I found Amy 
Horowitz, my GAL, incompetent to represent my 
child. After -a_ year of unnecessary delays, Amy 
was cross-examined on the stand and testified in 
2008 that it was in my child's best interest to 
be reunited with me .. 

Again, 2008. It's 2014,_ and I haven't seen or 
spoken to my child since 2007, Amy has taken no 
action on behalf of my daughter, her client, and 
instead of bridging the issue between parents for 
the betterment of my daughter,-Amy embraced and 
enco~raged hostility and nurtured further 
parental alienation. Amy resorted to trickery, 
deceit, court delays, unethical practices, and 
violated standing court orders, and she cpntinues 
to do so today. 

I took action. I filed a grievance with the 
Statewide Grievance Council. I have a c'opy of 
that here today. The grievance was quickly 
dismissed. Why? Simply, because there's no 
oversight for these people and they're all 
interconnected. They insulate each other, and 
they believe they are_untouchable. 

• 
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I 
I 

It•s basically the best-fed foxes guarding the 
well-fed foxes who are feeding on the chicks in 
the henhouse. You have two active GALs as 
chairperson got a task force panel considering 
legislative reform in the GAL system. This 
should demonstrate the well-fed fox theory. 

I•m holding a court order which states I•m 
entitled to medical and school records for my 
daughter, and I need them for tax purposes. Amy 
refuses to give them to me. Here is a copy of 
the court order. Cut short and wrap up here, 
sir. 

003679 

This bill is a start. But it•s not what we need. 
We need reform which includes full disclosure of 
fees charged by GALs, real and independent 
oversight for allegations of misconduct. We need 
outside an attorney-led oversight committee. 

I•d like to see specific language regarding the 
role of the GAL and a defined set of 
responsibilities and framework that they must 
work within. Limits on a case cost of flat rate 
fees, presumption of shared parenting, and equal 
access being the norm in most cases. These 
changes are desperately needed, and I hope they 
receive your full attention. 

My name is Daniel Swoverland, I 1 m a voter, a 
taxpayer, and a father. My daughter is the 
victim of alienation. A victim of GAL 
misconduct, and a victim of our corrupt family 
court system. 

The last birthday I spent with her was March 31, 
2007. She was 8 years old. Today is her 15th 
birthday. Thank you for your time. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Swoverland. Let me 
be clear, did you say you were testifying for 
Martha Swoverland? Or this is your experience? 
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DANIEL SWOVERLAND: I'm testifying my experience for 
my wife. We both have numbers, I took her number 
first. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay, so -- the daughter.that you're 
referencing, was that a daughter from another 
relationship? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: 
I ' , 

marr~age,· s~r, 

That was from my previous 
yes. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay, thank you. 

Are there questions for Mr. Swoverland? Senator 
Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: I assume you had an attorney during 
this period, right? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Yes, I did, sir. 

SENATOR MEYER: And was your.attorney unable, at your 
request, to take any initiative to -- to have a 
review of the guardian and possibly a 
replacement? 

DAN,IEL SWOVERLAND: Well, that's kind of interesting, 
sir, and I'll try to answer that question as 
directly as I can, but it's kind of complex. My 
guardian ad litem likes to play-kind of cat and 
mouse and put up roadblocks in certain people's. 
way so that she can kind of manipulate things to 
her advantage. And one of the things I'd like to 
say, and this is kind of directed toward Judge 
Solomon and what he was saying. 

SENATOR MEYER: I don't think you're answering my 
question. I'm asking, didn't your attorney play 
a role in this and have an initiative1to -- to 
bring about a better result? 

• 
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DANI'EL SWOVERLAND: My attorney asked Amy Horowitz to 
step down in her representation of my child. Amy 
Horowitz refused to do so even though I filed a 
grievance against her. I have no other recourse 
to get her removed from the case at this point in 
time. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay. Your attorney didn't tell thaw 
you could make a motion to remove the guardian? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: At this point in time I'm going to 
proceed with that on my own and represent myself 
prose to do that, but I've lost all my funding 
to pay these attorneys to file motions and such. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Others with questions? 
Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Good afternoon and thank you for 
coming. I think that I remember you. You came 
when we were playing the movie. 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Yes, I was here. I had my 
popcorn. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Right, you had your popcorn. Okay. 
And also I think I remember the sad story about 
your daughter, and they asked her who was the 
favorite person in her life. I remember that. I 
think I got a drawing in my office. So thank you 
for coming. So you said that between you and 
your wife -- ex-wife, you guys agreed to resolve 
this out of court. 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: My ex-wife and I both went through 
our divorce. There was a stipulation in place 
regarding custody where I had primary custody. A 
legal action came into play, as I've spoken to 
you about before, where my custody was suspended. 
We went back to court. We went through family 
evaluations . 
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The family court ruled in my favor that I should 
see my daughter. -The custody ~valuations came 
back that it was my child's best interest to·see 
my daughter. My attorney put Amy Horowitz on the 

·stand. Amy te~tified that it was in the best 
interest to see my daughter. 

The criminal court put in a restrictive criminal 
protection order so I couldn't see my daughter, 
which blocked the family court's ruling. And Amy 
Horowitz refused to discuss the situation with· . 
the criminal court.because it was not-- it was 
not her respons1bility. So she was supposed to 
be advocating for what was in the best interest-s 
of my daughter. 

REP. GONZALEZ: That was Amy Horowitz, the guardian ad 
litem. 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Yes, rna_• am. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So that means again what I said 
before, the evaluation from the family matters, 
they don't care. If they don•t agree with it 
because they're not -- here they're not defending 
the best interests of the kid. They're defending 
their best interests of their po.cket, and that • s 

' was what I was saying-before. So how long you 
been back and forth? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: I have been back and forth through 
this process since May of 2007. 

REP. GONZ~LEZ: Since 2007. And your divorce is over? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: My divorce is over, I've been 
remarried for almost two years. I'm raising 
someone else•s.child as my own. But yet I can•t 
see my daughter, speak to her, send her a 
birthday card or anything else. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And how much it costs? 

• 
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DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Rough estimate probably about 
$65,000 was spent. 

REP. GONZALEZ: 65,000. 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Yes, ma'am. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And you don' t know how much your ex? 
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DANIEL SWOVERLAND: My ex-wife probably has not spent 
a nickel. She's had basically the system and Amy 
Horowitz fighting her battle and putting up road 
blocks free of charge since day one. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So then you're planning to finish here 
pretty soon, huh? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Pretty much. 

REP. GONZALEZ: That's the tactic. Well, let's see 
what we can do about this. I remember your 
story. And I know that based on the -- on your 
daughter, she's anxious to see you and spend time 
with you, more time. But -- and I hope that 
everything work okay for you. 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Thank you, ma'am, I appreciate 
that. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Have a good day. Thank you for 
coming. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Baram. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome. 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Thank you, sir. 

REP. BARAM: I just want to ask you a couple of 
questions to clarify what I heard or perhaps 
didn't hear correctly. Did you indicate in your 

) 
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testimony that the guardian ad litem and the 
c1J,stody report that may have been done 
recommended. that you have visitation and see your 
child? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND:_ Yes, sir, I did. The report came 
back and recommended immediate reunification with 
my.child. The guardian ad, litem kind of road 
blocked and delayed the process for about six 
months before she was finally forced in the court 
and put on the stand by my custody attorney 
where, at that point in time, she testified it 
was in my child's best interests to see me. Yet 
I haven't seen my child. 

REP. BARAM: And then did I hear you correctly 
indicate that the criminal court which had 
jurisdiction over something entered a protective 
order precluding you from seeing your child? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Yes, sir, that is correct. 

REP. BARAM: Did you return to criminal court to 
address that issue? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: I did. Once the sentencing 
guidelines were complete with the criminal court 
I went back requesting a modification, which was 
denied. 

REP. BARAM: So isn't it correct, then, that the 
obstacle for seeing your child really _rests with 
the criminal court not the family court? 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: The obstacle in seeing my child 
now does lie with the criminal court. However, 
the family court process was delayed for almost a 
year and a half before I could get in there and 
get a ruling and get the information which was 
valuable to the best.interests of my child .. So 
long that the criminal court actually took 
actions that it probably wouldn't have taken had 
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they had information and the ruling from the 
family court at an earlier time. 

REP. BARAM: So -- so your frustration, if you will, 
is the length of time that the family court may 
have taken in your case, but the actual obstacle 
toward reunification visitation is really with 
the criminal side. 
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DANIEL SWOVERLAND: That is correct. Again, but I am 
frustrated with the delays in the family court 
system, the costs of the family court system, and 
what I would consider unprofessional and 
malicious acts by the guardian ad litem in my 
case prior to her being put on the stand. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you. 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: You•re welcome. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there other members with 
questions? If not, we thank you very much, 
Mr. Swoverland . 

DANIEL SWOVERLAND: Thank you, sir. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Laura Hoydick or her aide? 

DAVE WILLIAMS: Good afternoon. My name is Dave 
Williams, Legislative Assistant to Representative 
Hoydick. I first would like to thank Senator 
Coleman for graciously allowing for me to testify 
in her behalf this afternoon. 

Senator Coleman, Senator Kissel, Representatives 
Fox, Rebimbas, and members of the committee, 
thank you for holding this public hearing 
allowing me to provide testimony in support of 
Senate Bill 458, AN ACT IMPLEMENTING THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE TASK FORCE TO STUDY 
METHODS FOR IMPROVING THE COLLECTION OF PAST DUE 
CHILD SUPPORT. 
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implementing of a replacement operating system. 
~hank you for the hearing today, and 

, .Representative Hoydick wishes full support of the 
bill. Thank you, again, Senator Coleman, for 
allowing me to_ testify. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: You•re welcome. Can you just give 
me your name again so we have it in the records? 

DAVE WILLIAMS: Sure. My name is Dave Williams, 
I 

Legislative Assistant to Representative Hoydick. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Are there questions for Mr. Williams? Seeing 
none, thank you so much, and thank you to 
Representative Hoydick. 

DAVE WILLIAMS: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Michael Nowacki is next. 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: It is Nowacki for the record, 
Senator Coleman. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: My apologies. 
now. Michael Nowacki. 

I should know that by 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: Thank you, Senator. Senate Bill 494 
should be categorically rejected by the Judiciary 
Committee membership. It's adoption would 
create, quote, an act to perpetuate stranger
danger in the family courts of this state. On 
January 9, 2014, scores of parents testified to a 
task force about egregious court-ordered fee 
income for GALs, AMCs, court appointed 
psychologists, psychiatrists, conflict managers, 
a~cl_·supe:r:vised visitation in the state of 
Connecticut ordereq by courts. 

Today we as parents stand up with righteous 
indignation in defense of our rights _to love our 
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children without the interference of government . 
S.B. 494 does nothing to protect the 
constitutional rights of parents and children to 
fundamental liberty interests of fit parents to 
the care, custody, and companionship of our 
children and rights to a familial associations 
upheld by the 2005 U.S. Supreme Court court 
decision in Troxel versus Granville. 

S.B. 494 does not pass the smell test. Because 
it was written by lawyers, elected by a 
legislator, and perpetuates the employments of 
insider traders who operate a corrupt family 
court system in this state which fails to serve 
the best interests of our children. 
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S.B. 494 merely endorses the continuation of 
income~based discrimination criteria applied by 
judges in the family court based upon financial 
affidavits that is given to them. For awarding 
racketeering style fees for AMCs and GALs in this 
state and their families. For nonregulated 
services. And the trafficking of parental rights 
for private profit . 

Where, in this legislation, Senator Kissel, are 
there disbarment sanctions for GALs and AMCs who 
violate our children's rights to informed 
consent? Quitting to Michael Bowler, despite 
hundreds of grievances filed against GALs and 
AMCs since 2007, including my 52 page complaint 
which is attached to my written testimony 
published on Friday on the website of this 
committee, there has never been a sanction on a 
GAL or AMC attorney ever conducted by a public 
hearing by the statewide council. 

In fact, S.B. 494 would codify a court authority 
to appoint GALs which hereto for is only legally 
sanctioned, as mentioned by Representative 
Gonzalez in probate hearings and juvenile court 
hearings. What did this committee do? This 
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committee has been meeting privately with judges 
of this state in clandestine meetings without 
conducting public hearings on the Pract.ice :j3ook 
rule such as 2562 which basically gave the 
authority to the court without conducting those 
public hearings. 

The senior membership of this committee has been 
meeting privately since 2007 and never let the 
pliPlic.know that. 

I had joint custody of my two children for five 
years before an AMC, Veronica Reich, without the 
knowledge or consent of my 13 and 15-year-old 
children filed an emergency ex parte order to 
change the custody without a hearing. 

In my postjudgment case alone, court ordered fees 
totaled $250,000, without factoring in the 
$125,000,of tax consequences of liquidating my 
IRA, I was forced into incarceration for seven 
days under the threat that if I did not pay that 
outstanding amount .of money that I was 'going to 
be fined $10,000 a week, and that order was 
entered by Judge Robert Malone. Simply stated --

SENATOR COLEMAN: Mr. Nowacki 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: I'm done. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: (Inaudible.) 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: (Inaudible.) 

SEN~TOR COLEMAN: The bell went off. 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: Absent custody cases 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Summarize your --

MICHAEL NOWACKI: I am. 

• 
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remaining points [inaudible] . 
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MICHAEL NOWACKI: I am. I have one more paragraph, 
sir. Simply stated, absent custody cases 
involving abuse or neglect verified by DCF, there 
is no need for GALs and AMCs in the state of 
Connecticut to be appointed in family court. We 
are the Patrick Henry•s patriotic oratory today, 
our voices of unification rising in a crescendo 
to this· Legislature. Restore our liperty_r~ghts 
to parent without the interference of government 
or give us death. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Are there questions? 

Now, ladies and gentlemen in the audience, I have 
already made the rules of this committee clear. 
And we •·re in for a fairly extended day, which 
members of the committee would appreciate the 
opportunity to hear from members of the public. 
Please respect the rules of the committee and 
that is to refrain from public expressions of 
either support or opposition to the comments that 
are being made. 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: Senator Coleman, I would just like 
to point out that in fairness to the members of 
the public who came here today, that, for the 
record, that Patrick Carroll was allowed to speak 
for five minutes. Ten minutes for Judge Solomon. 

We were here for two and a half hours before the 
first member of the public was called, and I•d 
just like that noted, that neither Judge Solomon 
or Judge Carroll is currently present here today 
showing a level of disrespect for we, the people 
by leaving. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Both the members of the committee as 
well as Judge Carroll and Judge Solomon have 
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access to the recording of this proceeding,. and. 
I'm sure that they will take advantage of the 
opportunity to review '·what has been said, 'and 
what takes plac_e here. A:r:e there questions or 
_·comm~nts· by members_ of the committee? 
Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank-you. And thank you, thank you 
for coming. Is there anything in the bill --

,Bill 494, that 'is. currently designed which,will 
have protecting you from the $250 -- $250,000 
that the court ordered that you were arrested 
anything in this bill that would protect you? 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: The answer is based upon the 
judicial authority that•s·been appropriated to 
the court to enter orders for payment of any 
kind, of any size based upon.the ability to pay 
regardless of what the consequences are of that 
determination. There is nothing in this bill 
that-provides relief for anyone from the kinds of 
fees:that were assessed: to me. 

Just because I worked a lifetime, a lifetime, to 
put aside those assets, that I believe that we 
have a legitimate Fourth Amendment claim to say 
that this is an unlawful seizure of our assets. 
To basically make us pay for unregulated services 
in this state is criminal conduct. That we have 
no protection against that :racketeering. None. 
It is wrong. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. You indicate in your oral 
testimony that the ability to appoint a guardian 
ad litem in family court is not defined by law. 
Would you explain how this judicial authority was 
acquired then, and how does that relate it to 
Bill 494? 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: From the best assessment that can be 
put together based upon public records that I 
acquired underneath the Freedom of Information 
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Act, the -- and this is published on what's known 
as the Pathfinder on the judiciary's website 
itself. There's a section in there that talks 
about guardian ad litems. 

Nowhere in the legislative review that is done by 
the legal law librarian for the Judiciary of the 
State of Connecticut is there any statutory 
language that exists currently that would allow a 
judge to appoint a guardian ad litem except in 
juvenile cases and probate cases. 

What we determined, and I spent a lot of time 
fighting through the Freedom of Information Act 
to get access to the public documents. That 
starting in 2007, on June 29, 2007, an e-mail was 
sent by Justice Peter Zarella on the Supreme 
Court to judges of the family court that meet 
annual for annual judges' meeting. 

On page 32 of the minutes of the meeting, it's 
public. On June 29, 2007, it is referenced as 
Justice Zarella sent around an e-mail to the 
judges who passed a resolution by unanimous 
consent on that day, and that would have 
included, by the way, Judge Solomon and Judge 
Carroll who were in attendance that day, who are 
no longer here. And what did they do? 

They gave the authority for the members of the 
Rules Committee and members of the- Supreme Court 
to start meeting in clandestine meetings to 
approve Practice Book rules in this state without 
this committee being sent, as is required-by 
Connecticut general statute 51--14b, to hold 
hearings on the subject of Practice Book rules in 
this state before they could be adopted. 

This committee itself, and understanding, with 
due respect, not everyone sitbing on this 
committee today was a member in 2007 of when a 
seditious conspiracy started to occur, which I 
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spoke about on February the 17th of 2012. And 
what was the response from the co-chairs of this 
committee? When I came back the following 
Tuesday I became the first person ever arrested 
in the history of this Legislature for speaking 
beyond the three minute time limit. Why? 

.Because the co-chairs of this committee wanted to 
silence me. 

I could not enter into this -- this building 
without permission to enter into.this building, 
and became the only citizen in this state ever 
required to do so. Why? Because the co-chairs 
of this committee knew that I was r~ght. I 
quoted from the law. 

The law says that at the beginning of every 
legislative session that the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court shall supply to the Speaker of the 
House and the President of the Senate the 
propo~ed Practice Book rules that the judges want 
to have considered, and this committee is 
supposed to hold public hearings for the purposes 
of the review. What did they do? 

A bunch of lawyers who are ranking members, 
including you, sir, Senator Kissel, because I 
have the letters from Justice Zarella, .and Chief 
Justice Chase Rogers. I have the letters that I 
acquired under the Freedom of Information Act 
that invited you into clandestine meetings to be 
conducted in the attorneys' conference room 
adjacent to the Supreme Court chambers to review 
the Practice .Book rules to basically deny the 
public the ability to have hearings on the 
subject of the Practice Book rules, which is 
exactly to your question. 

In 2007 that.' s how Connecticut Practice Book rule 
25-62, whi~h gave the authority to the court upon 
motion or sua sponte,· meaning .upon the court's 
own motion, to O:PPOint a GAL ·in this st.ate. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

73 
vkd/cd 

March 31, 2014 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

That's where the authority came from . 
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It is an unlawful act, and all this legislation 
would do was to basically establish a right that 
was accomplished through a Practice Book rule for 
which there exists no statutory authority in the 
family courts to appoint a GAL, yet it's been 
going on for years. You should all be ashamed of 
yourselves as the co-chairs who have basically 
been going to these meetings. But you have no 
shame. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Sir, I got a couple other questions. 
I don't know, maybe some of the members here. Do 
you -- do you want pro se? 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: I was self-represented at that point 
in time, yeah, I did and the discrimination is 
incredible. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. Do you believe that you got a 
fair treatment? 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: Absolutely not. Let me explain to 
you what was occurring. I had filed a motion for 
modification on children's related expenses based 
on a substantial change of circumstances in the 
party's income petween the two parents. I needed 
an adjustment because my ex-spouse was making as 
much money as I was, and I was paying 65 percent 
of the agreed upon expenses. I was receiving a 
fair hearing by Trial Judge Referee Stanley Novak 
in family. 

We were five hearings in, and suddenly because 
the lawyer wasn't happy with the way the 
proceeding was going because I was being treated 
fairly, what did he do? 

He went behind closed doors, went to the chief 
presiding judge, Mary Louise Schofield in 
Stanford, and asked that that be declared a 
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mistrial. There is no statutory authority that 
allows a presiding judge to come in in this state 
and declare a mistrial for another judge. Only 
the judge that is presiding can declare a 
mistrial. But that's not what occurred. 

So what happens? The results were discovery 
motions for dividend income on my ex-wife's tax 
return not declared on her financial affidavit, 
a~d what did the judge do after I filed a 
judicial grievance indicating she was hiding the 
evidence of federal tax fraud? She stripped me 
of my rights to my children ten days after that 
judicial complaint was filed. 

You want to talk about retaliation? You want to 
talk about a misuse and abuse of conduct by a 
judge? You need to look no further than my case 
and for Judge Elliott Solomon to sit here today 
suggesting that there aren't problems in the 
family court system in this state when somebody 
can go behind closed doors to accomplish a 
mistrial? You got problems. Big problems. And 
what it has to do with are the two most dangerous 
words in the English language, and they are 
judicial discretion. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Mr. Nowacki,. do you -- did you attempt 
to remove your AMC' s ,,guardian ad litem; did you 
attempt to do_ that? 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: Absolutely. What happened was when 
the AMC was appointed in the case, and thi~ was 
on June 3, 2009. By the way, this is a 
postjudgment case. I'm already divorced. I 
already have custody of my kids. What does .the 
AMC·do? She files an emergency ex parte order 
for the court to remove my custody rights without 
a hearing. She had no right to do so. So what 
did I do? 

I filed what is called an instant appeal with the 
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Supreme Court of the state. Underneath 
Connecticut General Statute 52-265a saying that 
this AMC operated outside of her authority as a 
court appointee. She has no right to file a 
motion. And particularly in light of the fact 
that my children were never consulted about what 
she filed. 

What did I do? After 16 months I filed what is 
known as a writ of mandamus with the Supreme 
Court of this state, and suddenly my -- my trial 
was moved to Middletown and suddenly then, 18 
months after my custody rights were restored, my 
custody rights were restored. 

003697 

What's wrong.with this? Ex parte proceedings, or 
whatever, are supposed to be in the case of abuse 
or neglect by a parent. Not for fit parents. 
Not by an AMC that operated, and why did she do 
it? To establish the basis for a legal practice 
at Bai, Pollock, Blueweiss, and Mulcahey where 
she had just moved in July. That's what it had 
to do with. What can I get away with? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Did -- we heard Judge Solomon before 
that he said that if they didn't want to call, 
you know, kids to testify, they didn't want them 
to go through that. What your opinion -- were 
your kids willing to testify? What's your 
opinion about that? 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: At my custody trial my daughter was 
so apoplectic about the misrepresentation. At 
that point in time. She's now 15 years old. She 
wanted to testify. I filed a subpoena with the 
family court judge to have my daughter testify 
and he refused to sign it. Why? Because he knew 
that there was no informed consent to pursue what 
was being done. 

It would have exposed the AMC to legal 
malpractice. But no, in this state, despite 
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Title 42 Section 1983 which says that no state 
shall provide an immunity to a class of citizens. 
GALs and AMCs are a class of cit_izens who have 
been protected by the Supreme Court from the 
abuse of the rules of professional conduct in 
this state an9 it is going to stop. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. And my last question is, could 
you please indicate what kind of changes and in 
fqrm and fashion will you be -- will be needed to 
the rule of the professional conduct to prevent 
children from misrepresentation by the 
court-appointed counsel. 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: I believe that the only thing that 
is going to stop this practice is to put into the 
rules of professional conduct that any attorney 
that operates outside of the informed consent of 
their minor children is subject to disbarment if 
they do so. You want to bring an end to this 
process, you must have an enforcement criteria 
that will stop the process. Otherwise, we have 
no recourse whatsoever. None. Because the judge 
can turn down' -- believe me, I filed motions to 
remove the AMC, both in Stamford and Middletown. 

They wouldn't even hear me at that point because 
they removed my right of self-representation, 
believe it or not. How can you do that? The 
Sixth Amendment of the Constitution doesn't allow 
it. Then eight months later, a new judge gets 
assigned to the case, and then he vacates the 
order and allows me to represent myselt. Eight 
months I'm in legal limbo. 

Unbelievable what went on. But Elliot Solomon 
and Patrick Carroll sit here today and deliver 
testimony suggesting that, oh, no, there's not 
any real problems in the family court system in 
this state. You know what? There's a good 
reason why it was-snowing today. That was a snow 
job here this morning. 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Are you all set, Representative 
Gonzalez? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yes, thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. Representative 
Holder-Winfield -- Senator Holder-Winfield. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: It's okay. 

003699 

SENATOR COLEMAN: I'm going to get it right before the 
end of the session, I'm sure. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Good afternoon Mr. Nowacki. 
First, let me -- and I'm asking you this, because 
I really want to make sure I understand you. And 
I know you've been here before, and sometimes I 
have a difficult time following you, because you 
start talking about things in excess of the 
direct questions, so I'm just going to ask you, 
if you can, please try to answer the question 
that I'm asking you . 

So the first thing I want to know is, is there 
anything short of the elimination of the GAL 
system that would have been acceptable to you 
here. Because I think you indicated that this 
bill itself is a problem, and I think from the 
perspective of some, it might make the system 
better. 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: Well, first of all, I think that if 
the GAL, and this is, you know, would require 
statutory changes, was to be empowered by the 
court to structure parenting plans. That would 
be a positive role that they could play in the 
process, and quite truthfully the first GAL, 
before I got divorced, did exactly that. She 
took a position that said that neither one of you 
is going to get full custody of the children . 
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This is going to be a shared custody arrangement. 
And over the course of about seven meetings we 
structured a parenting plan that became an order 
of the court and was put into place for five 
years. So that's number one, when you ask me 
about what could change, and that's not part of 
this bill. Okay. 

To basically allow a GAL to serve in the role, if 
t~e parents are willing to agree to .it, to. 
structure parenting plans, that that becomes part 
of what has to· be done in order for a divorce to 
become final, is a parenting plan has to be put 
into the court's orders. 

The second thing is that I believe there is no 
guidelines for an AMC's appointment that is 
uniform across the state. That has to stop. All 
right? If there was a written requirement that 
the GAL report on the 16 factors that would be a 
positive improvement to the current process. 

Now, the way the law is written, the judge can 
ignore the 16 factors. They can put 100 percent 
of the weight on one factor and none on any 
other. I think part of this legislation should 
be that you order the court as part of its 
memorandum decision in any custody case that it 
must address the 16 factors. 

That would be a positive improvement to the 
legislation. Because right now it can be 
ignored. There is no statutory provision that 
says that a•judge must assess the 16 factors to 
determine what's in the best interests of a 
child. It's an arbitrary and capricious standing 
that exists in this state right now. 

What I'm saying is ye,ah, I think there's some 
things that could be done here that would 
substantially improve the aspect of also unifying 
this process by law. You have the authority to 
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' create that law. Right now you've given the 
judicial authority to basically ignore the 16 
factors. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Okay, and you don't have to 
answer this question, it's just that you 
mentioned your situation with your daughter. So 
what is your current status? 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: When the memorandum decision was 
issued on October the 25th, 2007, by Judge Harry 
E. Palmer to conduct -- I walked out of the 
custody proceedings, because he denied me the 
rights to call my children as witn·esses. Okay? 

If you do not have the ability to call witnesses 
to your favor, you have violated the Sixth 
Amendment of the Constitution on this country. 

003701 

My kids wanted to testify. Because they had been 
misrepresented by their counsel. It's wrong. 
It's wrong. And it's got to stop. And the only 
way to stop it is to put into -- into 
legislation, and by the way, on April the 14th, 
everybody this room who is a parent has the 
ability to introduce Practice Book rules at the 
Supreme Court at 10:00 a.m. in a public hearing. 

I got ini.tiated because that's what the law 
requires. Any layman or any lawyer has the 
ability to introduce Practice Book rule changes 
April 14th at the Supreme Court chambers. I 
suggest we all be here. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Mr. Nowacki, I appreciate 
that. I do wish you would just stick to what I'm 
asking you, though. I understand you're trying 
to get some stuff out. 

So you have a lot of complaints about what has 
happened. Did you ever --

MICHAEL NOWACKI: I have no custody rights to see my 
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daughter. I'm under orders for supervised 
visitation which is nothing than what I call 
pay-per-view parenting. I do not have any rights 
to see my daughter except underneath a supervised 
visitatiop situation. I cannot text my daughter, 
e-mail my daughter. My ex-wife has the ability 
to tape any phone calls that I would make to' the 
residence. So what kind of rights do I have? 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Mr. Nowacki --
' 

MICHAEL,NOWACKI: None. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: I am going to --

MICHAEL NOWACKI: I have no rights. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: -- try one more time. 
~lease answer the ---let me get the question out. 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: I have no rights. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Thank you, Mr. Nowacki. 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: That's the answer. I have no 
rights. But I do have restrictions .. 

SENATOR C,OLEMAN: Are there other members with 
questions? 

REP. GONZALEZ: I ha~e one more.question. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: What kind of document do you publish 
in the Judiciary Committee mailbox today for your 
testimony? Do you --

MICHAEL NOWACKI: I have submitted the following 
documents: my oral testimony today; a copy of the 
task force letter that I .submitted on November 
the 6th to the task force that was published on 
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January the 9th; my 52 page grievance to the 
Statewide Bar Counsel on Attorney Veronica Reich 
that was dismissed; and all of the legal bills. 

Because there's been many questions been asked 
here about whether or not are these bills that 
are being claimed by citizen of this state 
legitimate. So what did I do? I scanned all of 
those bills, and they became part of my public 
record. However, I do want to point out to this 
committee that when I filed all those documents 
that are referenced to my public testimony, what 
happened on Friday? Somebody tried to block the 
posting of those documents. I don't know who. 
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I had to get on the phone with the Chair of the 
Legislative Management Committee where I left a 
message to Jim Tracy to say we have a fundamental 
right under the First Amendment of this 
Constitution to air our grievances to our 
government and to seek redress. Any edit of any 
public statement in this state is a violation of 
our First Amendment rights. Guess who won on 
that discussion? Everything was posted about ten 
minutes later. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, Mr. Nowacki, thank you very 
much. I don't know if I did pronounce your name 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: Thank you, very much for coming. And 
you still -- you have supervised visits, you 
said. 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: Yeah, ·but my daughter and I refuse 
to participate in it. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So you're not participating in the 
supervised visit . 



003.704 
82 March 31, 2014 

.vkd/cd JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: No, we refuse to. There's nothing 
to be fearful in te~s of my relationspip with my 
kids. By the way,, my ex-wife did permit mys_elf, 
my daughter, and my son to travel out to 
California to see my mother·before she died .. We 
spent a week together.- I didn't go to the court 
'or get a court order to get permission. The kids 
said, we're going, Mom. Okay? We're going, Mom. 
They don't care what the judge says. You know 
what?_ Our kids have no voices in this process 

! 

and never have. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And how old are your kids now? 

MICHAEL NOWACKI: My son, Tim, is 19, and my daughter 
is 17. And on her 18th birthday, the court no 
longer has any jurisdiction whatsoever, and I 
will spend the rest of ~y life repairing the 
damage done to the integrity of my family. 

REP ... GONZALEZ: Well th_ank- you, very much again for 
coming. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Dan Carter! 

REP. CARTER: Good afternoon. Representative Carter, 
Second District .. Go9d afternoon Senator Coleman, 
Representative Fox, Senator D9yle, Representative 
Ritter, and I see ranking members Senator Kissel 
and Representative Rebimbas. It's a pleasure to 
be here today. I wish it were· under better 
circumstances. 

I want to put one disclaimer out there in the 
beginning, because I know I only get three 
minutes.· I had what I would call the best 
divorce in the state of .Connecticut. A. number of 
years ago I was involved in a pro se divorce_-. My 
former wife and I got along fantastic.· Today we 
have been divorced around 12, ye~rs. ·we have two 
fantastic kids. I think it cost me around 500 
bucks for the divorce, including two certified 
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copies of the divorce decree . 

' I 

So I'm very -- I'm not one of those people here 
who had a bad judgment from the divorce. So I 
just want to make sure that everybody knows that. 
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I'm here today because after taking office in 
2010, I have seen this problem. I have seen a 
problem where I think people have lost faith in 
our family-court system as I have lost faith in 
what I have seen in family court system. 
Specifically, you know, the parent -- the 
parental alienation that is going on with respect 
to kids not getting a voice, the role of guardian 
ad litems in the system. 

I think, you know, we all have constituents come 
to us. I'll tell you, the first person who came 
to me back, maybe, 2010, 2011, I thought she was 
off her rocker. She was sending me so much 
information, I couldn't absorb it. And I finally 
spoke to her. I sat down, I got to know her. 

I got to know more people in my community going 
through the same thing, and I found out that this 
group of people really may appear nuts to us. 
You know why? Because they've lost their kids. 
Because they're victims of what they feel like is 
an unfair system where they've had a guardian ad 
litem come in and represent their kid, but not 
represent the best interests of the kids or the 
family. 

You know, as I've seen this move along, you know, 
I see this as a systematic problem. You know, 
the guardian ad litems in our community and the 
attorneys in our community are good people. I 
have no ill will whatsoever, and I believe they 
do what they can to stand up for their -- their 
clients in the community, and I don't begrudge 
anybody . 
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But- I do believe that what we've done is we've 
created a system that is inherently, you know, 
breeds more controversy. It breeds conflict. By 
putting the guardian ad litem in that -- in that 
spot, I th~nk we've given a greater opportunity 
for families to fight over, you know, the 
disposition of their own children. 

And I think that's really where I've seen this 
t~ing develop, and I think that's wrong. You 
know, it doesn't make any sense to me that we 
don't have DCF-involved, and DCF is the one, a 
licensed clinical social worker making these 
kinds of decisions to see if a person, or if a 
child is in any kind of danger, not another 
attorney. 

And I don't mean because attorneys are bad, I 
don't mean it that way. I mean we want trained 
individuals out there, licensed clinical social 
workers making this determination, and I don't 
think we need to pay an attorney to do it. See, 
the other part of it this that, and I urge the 
committee to think about is, when you're looking 
at these bills, this one is not just another 
negotiation about trying to say, well, you know, 
we want to keep the guardian ad litems in 
business because they need to be able to earn a 
living, and family attorneys need to be able to 
earn a living. 

This is different. We need to make a systematic 
change in the way we to this not looking at this 
as another business environment. Because you 
know what, folks? People have lost confidence in 
the system because of it cost too much, and 
because of what's coming out on the back end is 
they're losing access to their children. It 
makes no sense. 

And it may be just one or two or three of your 
constituents, some of you are saying that, but 
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' that really is far too many. And when you talk 
to these folks, you know what? I don't want to 
see you rolling your eyes. You know, these 
people have a legitimate problem on their hands, 
and I think we're there to help them, and it's 
indicative of a system that's gone awry. And 
it's the system, it's not the people. 
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So I hope, you know, and it was 494, you know, I 
don't think this is the start at all. I think it 
needs to be scrapped and started over. It really 
does. I think we should look at the role of 
guardian ad litems, and I think the previous 
testimony may have had some really good ideas, 
because I was sitting here, and I would have 
said, hey, scrap the whole thing, and leave it to 
probate and leave it to juvenile court, and maybe 
we should have licensed clinical social workers, 
you know, more of those funded through DCF. That 
would make sense to me. 

And let's not keep talking about a sliding scale, 
because at the end of the day attorneys are great 
people. Attorneys do a lot of pro bono work, but 
that's not the measure of what we're doing if 
it's right or wrong. Attorneys can do pro bono, 
and we look at them, and say that's great, but 
it's the middle class who are getting raked over 
the coals with these fees and these divorces. 
And even the good divorces stink. You know, 
they're emotional, you have two houses to 
support. It's very difficult. And then we lock 
on all these fees because of a system that breeds 
conflict. That's what is before this committee 
today. 

And I hope you look at 494 and you do what you 
can to either make it better or toss it out the 
window. Because at the end of the day we need a 
system that's fair and equitable for everybody. 
Thank you . 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you, Representative. Senator 
Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Th~nk you very much. I really 
welcome you coming and speaking so passionately. 
When you had referenced -- I don't know who here 
is rolling their eyes. I've met in the last 
couple of weeks with folks that are advocating 
changing the guardian ad litem system. Folks 
that aren't even in my district because they felt 
so passionately about this. 

I appreciate the fact that perhaps for some, 494 
is not good because they want to throw the whole 
thing out. One of the things I wrestle with, 
though, is that there's objective evidence that 
in excess of 90 percent of the cases where the 
guardian ad litem system seems to work and be 
helpful. 

What we're trying to get our arms around are 
those extraordinarily contentious divorce matters 
where custody is a real central issue, and where 
apparently there have been abuses, and I wouldn't 
say that there haven't been. 

So, on the one hand, I hear you. We're trying to 
get our arms around this. But·I can state 
unequivocally that every single person in 
leadership of this committee is taking very 
seriously. We do not look down.upon the 
advocates for change. And none of us are rolling 
our eyes. 

This is very serious stuff. When you talk about 
families and children, I don't know a parent that 
doesn't put their child first. And so your 
testifying here is very much appreciated and I 
enjoy serving with you on the general·committee 
as well. 

REP. CARTER: May I comment, Mr. Chairman? 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Feel free to. 

REP. CARTER: Thank you. And I apologize to the 
committee. I don't mean any reference to the 
committee members in general rolling their eyes. 
I've seen a lot of it going on. These are 
emotional issues for a lot of people. And I 
certainly did not mean that directed to the 
committee in general. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: We appreciate that. Representative 
Gonzalez? 
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REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. Thank you, Representative 
Carter. I'm so happy that you're here. I think 
that -- I think that I find another Rep with the 
same passion. So to argue like this. So thank 
you, very much. And in a way, I agree with you. 
I agree with a lot of issues. I'm not -- I think 
that we have to check this bill, 494, and do a 
lot of changes. I don't agree with a lot of, you 
know, in this bill . 

And I think that not a lot of -- maybe I don't 
want to offend anybody, but I think that when 
parents complain and they keep complaining, and 
this is so -- you know, the issue and the problem 
is so bad, some elected officials, they try not 
to, you know, maybe it's hard for them to believe 
that this is going on. Like in the beginning 
when I heard, you know, first heard about it. 
You know, it's awful. 

The problem is so bad, and the corruption is so 
bad, that elected officials tend not to maybe 
believe because they don't think that the problem 
is so bad. So it's not that -- it's not that we 
allow that. It's that, you know, we just find 
out. A lot of people are sick and tired of this. 
And finally they decide to open their mouth, and 
say this is a problem. 
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But I believe -- I agree with you. I don't think 
that -- that we need guardians ad litem in the 
family court. They want family guardians ad 
litem, let them have family in that maybe probate 

_and juvenile court. That was the intent of the 
'guardian ad litem, and then family 2006', you 
know, it changed. And -- but I do believe that 
you're right, and I agree with you 100 hundred 
percent, and I really, from the bottom of my 
heart, and in the names of those parents, they 
are losing their kids. And the name of those, I 
will say thank you. 

I 

I believe that it's a lot of ways to lose a kid. 
And I just went through that. And for me it's no 
chance that my son is coming back. There's a lot 
of parents out there that have a lot of hope. 
And I think that we should help them to get those 
kids back. Again, mine is not coming back, but I 
will help as much as I can, every single day of 
my life to be sure that those parents don't get 
their kids back, because what is going on is not 
fair. You're playing with family. 

You're playing with kids. And we shouldn't allow 
that. So again, in the name of those parents, I 
will tell you thank you very much for being here 
with us today. Thank you. 

REP. CARTER: Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, may I make a closing comment? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Before you do, let me make one final 
effort. I want everyone here to have an 
opportunity to address this committee. I've 
twice now made my attempt to make you aware of 
what the rules of the procedure of what this 
committee is. To those of you who are -- I 
understand this is a day when some very emotional 
issues are being discussed. 
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To those of you who are respecting and 
disciplining yourselves to abide by the rules, I 
appreciate that. To those of you who are, in my 
view, disrespecting and ignoring the rules of the 
committee, I'm going to ask you one more time. 
Because I want you all to have the opportunity to 
participate in what's going on. So I ask you one 
more time, please respect the rules of the 
committee. 

Representative Carter. 

REP. CARTER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You know, this 
truly is about the kids, at the end of the day. 
This is all about kids. And the people who have 
come to me as constituents have totally lost the 
ability to see their kids. And I can't think of 
anything short of criminal activity that should 
result in that, and that's not the reason, in 
most of these cases, that I've seen in my area. 
So I think this is why this is so important for 
to us dig· into this . 

And it's not always about corruption. See, we're 
all human beings here. We all have, you know, we 
have our jobs to do. If we're an attorney, we 
believe in what we do. If we're an guardian ad 
litem, we believe in we're acting in the best 
interests of people. But at the end of the day, 
we have to look at this objectively from a 
systematic standpoint, and we have to have the 
courage to do something about it. 

I don't have all the answers, but I'll tell you 
what. You know, the divorce system is in dire 
need of repair, and the results are the parental 
alienation of these kids. And at the end of the 
day, we have to do something about it. I 
appreciate being here today. 

I appreciate the committee being willing to look 
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at these. Because I know lot of things come in 
up a shor_t session. I know this is 
controversial. So I just·want to say from bottom 
of my heart I'm glad each one of you has been 
willing to do this. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you, Representative Carter. 

Are there further questions for Representative 
Ca·rter? 

If not, we appreciate your testimony. 

REP. CARTER: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Kimberly Scott is next. 

KIMBERLY SCOTT: Good morning, should I begin? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Good morning. You can proceed 
whenever you •. re ready. 

S'fl 494- KIMBERLY SCOTT: Thank you very much. Protocol having 
been established, my name is Kimberly Scott. And 
just a small point of clarification. I am not 
angry. I'm not adversarial, I'm an advocate. To 
protect our children·emotionally, financially, 
and for me to ensure that their protected health 
information remains protected. 

I'm here to share how a system that I believe 
would work with two parents -- with two parents 
to put our children first has landed what's left 
of our family in chronic conflict. Chronic 
conflict, similar to chronic disease, takes a 
huge emotional toll with escalating costs 
attached. But I am here to be a part of the 
solution, to support building a better system so 
families can see their ·way out of.the struggles. 

What is best for my -- for any child is ·for to us 
become allies to repair this system. This 
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process has single-handedly separated two great 
kids from both parents with monumental 
consequences. Sadly, a large percentage of the 
conflicts is manufactured by what is -- by what I 
now know is a faulty system. 

My story, divorced seven years ago with pendente 
lite orders in place, which should not have 
happened. We transitioned civilly and 
co-parented successfully until the pendente lite 
orders which, among other things, stated that we 
would both have our kids in bed by 7:30, no 
longer served our 10 and 14-year-olds. 

By the time we were able to arrive at a parenting 
agreement our children were 13 and 17, and 17 
months, months later our older child would be 
emancipated, and graduated from high school. In 
their best interests? Not so much. I misled my 
children and encouraged them to trust a stranger 
explaining that a guardian, by definition, means 
defender or proctor who would help our family. 

Now I just want to extricate myself and these 
kids from the system, and I can•t even get out. 
Because I•ve now learned that in the world of 
child-centered litigation in the family court 
system, guardian means another cook in the 
kitchen. With all due respect for the need to 
provide the courts with timely, accurate 
assessments in an effective manner, we need a 
system of accountability where the exchange of 
information is traceable to ensure accuracy. 

When children are involved, our GALs must possess 
the skills to serve as a conduit to provide 
insight, support, care, and true concern for the 
spirit of these precious children. 

But that does not describe the process we have in 
place today. Best interests cannot truly be 
served when the numbers of cooks in the kitchen 
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continue to multiply creating a revenue str~am 
for each of the·cooks. Then it becomes 
impossible to get out, even when you want to. 
What would serve the interests-of children is 
transparency and rapport with the minors, 
especially when these minors are competent to do 
so. 

If the GAL is unable to establish trust and 
rapport with the minor, then another GAL must be 
selected. We must have a way to measure this 
success, because without it, children suffer. 

Here is an e-mail excerpt from a kid's 
perspective about an internship opportunity 
turned into a crisis in the court system by the 
cooks in the kitchen. While on the surface this 
seems helpful, we must ask who-needs -- who's 
needs are being served, and who is really paying 
the price. 

Hi, Samantha, it's your GAL. I was asked to 
contact you to let you know that your parents 
have entered an agreement with the court that 
you're definitely going to London for an 
internship. We want to make sure you're aware of 
this so you don't have to wonder about it. 

This is Samantha. Dear GAL, I am very concerned 
by your e-mail. In the past you've been very 
clear about what you could and do not do with 
regards to representing my interest. Your words 
were, you're not my attorney. I did not call you 
with regards to needing any help resolving 
London, I only told my parents. 

I- want to know why you're able. to bring this up 
to court when I asked you to -- when I didn't ask 

·you to, but were not able to bring up the 
majority of things I've asked of you. This is 
why it seems you're more a voice for one parent 
than for me, which is troubling for me. So for 
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I 
the record, I didn't need or want you to bring 
this before the court, especially if it comes 
before so many other issues that you could have 
advocated for me for. 

In conclusion, does the GAL system break trust? 

003715 

I maintain that it's not intended to build trust, 
and as such, we need to opportunity to provide 
this for our children. We need a guardian system 
to operate in the knowledge that there is no 
greater travesty than to lose the trust of a 
child. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. I'm testing my 
recollection. Did you work with the Planning and 
Development Committee some years back? 

KIMBERLY SCOTT: I did. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. My recollection is better 
than I thought it was. Good to see you again. 

KIMBERLY SCOTT: Thank you very much . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there questions for Ms. Scott? 
Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Good afternoon. And can you repeat 
again what was your profession? 

KIMBERLY SCOTT: My what? 

REP. GONZALEZ: What do you do? 

KIMBERLY SCOTT: Oh, I'm actually a stay at home mom. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay, thank you. And in your opinion, 
what do you think that the recommendations, even 
though they said, you know, they don't need 
guardians ad litem, what other recommendations do 
you have? 
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KIMBERLY SCOTT: For me, we were a family who had 
providers in place for our children. Some of our 
children have some challenges. 

We have had this system to override the decisions 
that we made for many years successfully for our 
children, and the net result right now is that 
there is no measure of -- there's no measure that 
says that what is being done by these -- by the 
recommendations outside of what we as parents 
make are benefiting our children. And as a 
matter of fact, it diminishes my -- and I think 
any parent's opportunity to advocate for their 
child. 

So not only do you have a child who is stuck in a 
system, but you end up with a child whose 
parents, mother or father, can't really· do their 
due diligence to advocate for your child. 

If e.valuations are supposed to be independent, 
then they truly need to be independent. I can't 
seem to, you know, understand what exactly ·is the 
information that is being passed from one person 
to another. So just transparency, and the 
opportunity for us truly to say, let's work 
together if we're really trying ·to make something 
better for these children. But an entity of 
professionals over here working separately and 
apart from the parents really does not -- it is 
not proven to serve my children at all. 

REP. GONZALEZ : Thank you·. 

KIMBERLY SCOTT: And I'm sorry for your loss. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. 

SENATOR·COLEMAN: Others with questions? Kim, it's 
good to see you again. Thank you for your 
testimony. 

• 
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think that all kids have the same right to be 
protected from nonprofit, from the director of 
nonprofit. It's the same in parents, I think 
they all have the same right. 

003725 

COMMISSIONER JOETTE KATZ: You'll get no argument from 
me on that score. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you very much. Have a great 
day. 

COMMISSIONER JOETTE KATZ: Thank you, ma'am. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there further questions for the 
commissioner? If not. Thank you, very much. 
Good to see you again. 

COMMISSIONER JOETTE KATZ: Thank you. It's always a 
pleasure. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Joan Zanard. There is a button on 
the desk in front of you that will activate the 

JOAN KLOTH-ZANARD: Now it's on. I'm Joan Kloth
Zanard, I'm from Southbury, Connecticut. This is 
probably the third or fourth time I'm testifying. 
While I understand that this Bill 494, which is 
one of several I want to talk about, there are a 
lot of -- there is a lot of somewhat good things 
in here. I see a lot of areas we can tweak. 

I could sit here and rattle off all the areas we 
could tweak, but what I'd first like to talk to 
you about is the fact that no matter what we kind 
of do with this bill, if we don't get proper 
education and training to our guardians ad litem, 
to the attorney, to the AMCs, to the court, the 
judges, it's not going to make much difference. 

A 30-hour training course is really not enough. 
It's like 101. It's not enough. A BS in 
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psychology is not enough. We really need people 
~ that have taken classes and studied marriage and 

family therapy, child psychology so they can 
understand the dynamics that are going on. 

Often we are dealing with somebody, whether it's 
a mental disease or they're mentally off at that 
ppint in time because of PTSD, it really is, it 
really needs to be resolved not in the court, in 
t~erapy with a counselor. I have in the past 
brought to the attention of the courts, and 
attention of the judiciary, and various other 
areas, a program that I created called Three 
Strikes, You're Out! 

It's a 12-week program that enables the court to 
tailor it to a family as needed, but it only 
gives a parent three chances to violate the 
court's orders, and with only 12 weeks, we stop 
this long, dragged out procedure that is 
financially, emotionally, and physically 
draining, not just 'on the parents, but on the 
kids. It's draining on the courts. 

I have presented this proposal before. It's 
something that could be piloted so that along the 
way we can start tweaking it and make adjustments 
here and there to fit where the courts feel needs 
to be -- there are little changes that need to be 
made. In addition ·to these, I have two other 
products that I've created. 

One is called the Color-coded Calendar which 
allows us to see a pattern of behavior with 
colors, and another item called Red Flag 
Behaviors, which allows us to see a p~tterned 
behavior with numbers. -Both of these will help 
in a lot of ways where we don't necessarily, maybe 
need a guardian ad litem or we can reduce the 
amount of time that· is being spent because we've 
got a better picture. 
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Which brings me to the fact that I really have an 
objection to some of what Judge Solomon and Judge 
Carroll said. First of all, I am a guardian ad 
litem. I went through the 30 hour training 
program. But I have 20 plus years working with 
victims. That's two decades. I have extensive 
training in marriage and family therapy and 
professional counseling and child psychology. 

I'm the author of not one, but two books, both in 
their se~ond edition, yet I cannot get the Public 
Defender's Office to give me state rate so that 
they will hire me. I can•t even get the judges 
to hire me because I'm not an attorney, and I'm 
not part of the good old boys• network. Yet here 
I am. 

I am willing to do exactly what you guys are 
asking for as a guardian ad litem who is willing 
to take a reduced rate at a minimal fee and to 
work for the family. I have the training you 
need. I have, and obviously I've been doing this 
long enough that I've been able to create 
programs that I think would be beneficial. But 
I'm not -- no one is taking me up on this. 

I also want to quickly make a comment on your 
alimony reform and on the child support. Two 
quick comments. Child support, rather. Child 
support, while I agree, child support needs to 
get paid, we have a serious problem in this 
state. And in this country. Many parents are 
financially devastated. They have lost their 
jobs. 

How can we possibly expect them to pay child 
support when they have no job. Where are they 
getting the money from? And the only answer is 
that the court throws them in jail? This isn't 
working. We need to be able to go back and let 
the parents reduce their child support so that 
they can still keep a roof over their heads and 
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also over their kids' heads. 

As to alimony, lifetime alimony .should not exist. 
I understand alimony to an extent. During that 
time, the alimony,receiving parent should be able 
tq go back to school, they- should be· getting 
their life back on track. They should be 
organizing themselves so that by the time their 
kids are out of school and going to college, they 
cqn be self-sufficient. The whole point of 
getting divorced is to separate these two 
parents. 

If they continue to be involved with each other 
because of alimony, there is an emotional 
overload. They can never be separated. That is 
the whole point of divorce. I agree with alimony 
to an extent. Not lifetime alimony. 

SENATOR· COLEMAN: Are there questions -for Ms. Zanard? 
We appreciate your testimony. Thank you. 
Representative Edwin Vargas. 

REP. VARGAS: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, the 
co-chairs of the Judiciary Committee. Senator 
Coleman, Representative Fox, ranking members, and 
especially I'd like to say hello to -- to members 
of our delegation, who. serve on the Judiciary 
Committee. My good .friend, Matt Ritter, and 
Minnie Gonzalez. 

I'm here today to speak on Senate Bill 49.4, AN 
ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM ·.AND ATTORNEYS 
FOR MINOR CHILDREN AND FAMILY RELATIONS MATTERS. 

I served on a task force titled Task- Force-for 
Legal Disputes Regarding the Custody of Minor 
Children. I was appointed by the co-chairs of 
the Children's Committee to serve there as an 
educator 3S·years teaching. My wife an educator 
35 years, I'm very interested in the wealthier 
children as a member.of the Children's Committee. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

107 
vkd/cd 

March 31, 2014 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M . 

003729 

And I went there with no preconceived notions. I 
knew it was about legal disputes over the custody 
of minor children, and I went there with an open 
mind. I listened to what people who support the 
system had to say, the guardians ad litem, and 
others, mental health professionals, who were 
part of the task force as well as people who had 
concerns, like Representative Gonzalez, Jennifer, 
and there was a judge by the name of -- a retired 
judge by the name of Tom Weissmuller, a few other 
people that had some concerns. 

I went there thinking I'm not really going to 
take sides on this. I'm going to listen, learn 
as much as I can about the issue, and see if I 
can help come to some consensus on the issues. 

Well, what I discovered was a little shop of 
horrors there. After ~istening to hours and 
hours of testimony, after speaking to people, 
witness after witness, after reading document 
after document, court transcripts, getting e
mails, getting phone calls, holding two public 
hearings and listening to people testify at those 
public hearings, I came to the conclusion that we 
need to reform this guardian ad litem system. 
Either that or do away with it completely. 

Frankly one of the things that we all agreed on 
was that we needed some kind of code of ethics or 
code of standards. I don't see too much in the 
Senate Bill 494, so I hope that it'll get amended 
to have some teeth in it, because I think as a 
minimum, we need a code of conduct. We need 
supervision for the guardians ad litem, if we're 
going to keep them. We need evaluations. 

We need to make sure they don't have absolute 
immunity from perjury, fraud, forgery, or any 
other kind of criminal conduct. We need an 
independent investigative body that can remove 
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them when necessary, and sanction their 
misconduct when necessary.·· We need to make sure 
their compensation is regulated and capped.' 

Without these minimal reforms, we as legislators 
can only hold the empowering judges accountable. 
And I'm going to ask this committee, the 
Judiciary Committee, is this a fair way to go 
about reforming the system, holding the judges 
accountable? But unfortunately we can't have it 
both ways. 

If we don't want to punish the judges for a 
dysfunctional GAL system, then the Judiciary 
Committee must reform the system. Otherwise the 
only recourse we as rank and file legislators 
have to serve our constituents is holding judges 
accountable when they come up for their eight 
year reappointment. 

Now this happened on the floor of the House. I 
had to stand up against the judges on the floor 
of the House. Very uncomfortable. I didn't like 
it. I think many of my colleagues didll't like 
the fact that we have to hold up an appointment 
of a _judge on the floor of the House. I'd rather 
see this whole GAL system reformed. 

I'd like to see this bill with some teeth in it. 
And I- believe if we reform this GAL system and 
put some controls in it, that that's a good first 
step. I'm not going to use my three minutes, 
because I think that's the point I'd like to 
make. I don't want to go after judges. But what 
else can I do? If abuse happens, and I become 
aware of it, and people bring me documentation 
showing that somebody has perjured themselves. 

I'm not saying all GALs. I know there's a lot of 
great GALs out there, I know there's probably 

_very good judges. But in a situation where there 
is abuse, and forget about the 95 percent people 
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keep talking about. Well, 95 percent of all 
matters are settled between the couples. No, 
that 5 percent that is in dispute is the entire 
100 percent universe of legal disputes over minor 
children. That is the 100 percent universe we•re 
dealing with. The other 95 percent is gone. 

So that's what we•re focusing on. However, if 
this comes to my attention that a judge has 
enabled this to happen in their courthouse, then 
what recourse do I have except to hold the judge 
accountable for any misbehavior that happens in 
that courtroom? It's a horrible situation. 

And I have a lot of friends in the legal 
community who came up to me, and said, you know, 
Ed, it was the wrong way to go about it. You 
shouldn't have gone after a single judge. It's 
really a system that needs reform. Well, this is 
where the J~diciary Committee can step up to the 
plate. And help us institute a system of reform. 
I'll be happy to answer any questions. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. We appreciate your 
testimony. Would you share with us if you've 
given any thought to who should be doing or 
accomplishing the oversight of GALs? 

REP. VARGAS: Well, it could be a unit specialized in 
that. I think we should probably fund it. 
Because people have told me, well, you know, 
these professional boards, like the mental health 
professionals have their professional boards 
where you can go and file a complaint with their 
colleagues or attorneys have the Bar Association, 
and you can file a complaint with their 
colleagues at the bar. Unfortunately the 
mechanisms that exist now are not working for 
people. So whatever the reason, hundreds of 
complaints, as far as I know, very few of any 
have been upheld . 
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So plus there's also the other aspect of this 
which is that many people are loathe to complain 
about the system because you're dealing with the 
relationship of their child. People have a lot 

·of power over that relationship, which is very 
important to the parent. You know, in natural 
law dictates that parents have an interest in 
their -- in their offspring. That's natural law 
To ·supersede any law of man. So to take away 
that natural right to a relationship with your 

' ' 
kids should be a very, very high standard of law, 
and unfortunately, it's happened over things like 
nonpayment of bills to the GAL. Bills which, by 
the way, are not itemized. 

So yes, I think a unit should be created, 
probably -- it doesn't have to be expensive. It 
could be a small unit of people that are 
insulated from this system and are not part of 
the system. 

Here is the other thing. I have people come up 
to me. I had a couple of colleagues come up to 
me, and say they wish they had been able to vote 
against that particular judge, but they· felt that 
they were putting their clients in the middle. 
You know, they didn't-want to, you know, 
unfortunately you don't know who's friends with 
who in the court system, and people are concerned 
about their clients, especially those legislators 
that are attorneys. So there's a lot of what I 
can see, there's a lot of constraints on people 
who are part of the legal community to really 
speak up. So perhaps an entity that is not part 
of the legal community, but people that may be 
have some supervisory ability, that understand 
conciliation. 

You know, I've always felt that people can do 
this kind of job. I used an example during the 
task force meetings of chaplains in the armed 
forces that deal with marriage counseling. 
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Doesn't have to be attorneys. Doesn't have to be 
a mental health professional. It can be a 
guidance counselor at a college or university. 
It can be people that are concerned about 
bringing people together and easing tensions so 
that people can work together in parenting their 
kids. 

Unfortunately even though I made this point on 
the floor of the House, which is, even though we 
as a state only pay $50 to GALs for indigent 
parents, when we have attorneys that come to do 
this job, they feel they can charge the parents 
the same as they charge a corporate client. So 
if ~hey're charging the corporate client $400 an 
hour or $500, especially like in Greenwich 
County, they feel that they can charge the same 
thing for their services as a GAL to parents. 

Now, if there's bleeding of the family finances, 
I don't believe that's in the best interest of 
the child. Especially if the kid's college fund 
is depleted or if the family winds up losing the 
house. I really fail to see how that's in the 
best interest of the child. 

So this GAL system, I don't know if it's 
necessary or not. I don't think so. Maybe we 
don't need it. But if we do need it, we need to 
regulate it. And I come by this. I don't know. 
I have no axe to grind in this. I just like to 

·see a better system. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Understood. Representative 
Gonzalez? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you Representative Vargas for 
being with us here today. Thank you. You know, 
you said that you have friends that approach you 
and say that it was wrong for us to go after one 
judge. We didn't went after one judge that day. 
One was lucky that I was outside chambers. When 
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I came back, he was gone. He was 1 ucky. ' · 

But we went after.more than one. We went after 
more than one. And -- and I want to be very 
clear and put it out there. This is not ove~. 
Because there are more_judges they're doing the 
same thing. But they· are not coming for 
reappointment all at the same time. So they are 
waiting for their turn. I'm waiting for them to 
come back. This is not -- this is not just one 

I 

judge. 

REP. VARGAS: You're right. 

REP. GONZALEZ: This is a group 
like the wild, wild west. 
they want and -- and we -
because we got information 

of judges.. This is 
They're doing whatever 
and I'm waiting for it 
about it. 

The other thing that I would like to say, 
R~presentative Vargas, is that when we were part 
of the task force we realized, some of'us, that 
there were some members that, no matter_whqt, 
they were not planning to do no changes. We~l, 

you know, maybe some changes here, some chapge 
there. 

More money for the judicial branch. But not a 
lot of changes, b~cause that's going to affect 
their pockets. So we knew at that time that all 
the. members, they were not there looking for 
changes. We know that. Guardians ad litem, they 
don't want the change the system because they 
don't want to go back on their pay. 

But we know -- we know that we need changes. And 
-they want guardians ad litem, I've already said. 
They can have guardians ad litem, but not in the 
_family court. I don't think that was the intent 
for guardians ad litem. And we can do a lot of 
changes here. 
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You know, when you have compassion for people and 
you have a heart and you believe that family 
should stay together, and you believe that you 
will help family, even matter -- it doesn't 
matter if you're doing it pro bono or not. 

Years ago I did supervise this as a volunteer 
basis. I never charged a penny. And here I am, 
I don't make a lot of money here. State 
Representative, what is the salary? $28,000? I 
didn't want to get paid for supervised visit. I 
did it on my own, not even a penny. I know 
there's a lot of people out there, that are 
retired teachers. We have a lot of people out 
there, they are willing to do, you know, this 
guardian ad litem as a bonus. 

. \ 
Soc1al workers, you know, they can do this as a 
volunteer basis. But no, because the system 
won't allow that because there's money out there 
for a lot of lawyers, so that's what we have to 
protect. 

But it's wrong. We have to protect -- we here to 
protect the children. And try to maintain the 
family together. 

REP. VARGAS: I want to thank you, Representative 
Gonzalez, for all the work you've done. And I 
agree with you that the complaints were about 
more than one judge. And the complaints were 
more -- there were a lot of people involved in 
this. It wasn't just one or two individuals. 

When I listen to testimony here I agree that 
there may be GALs that do a good job, there may 
be judges that do a good job. Mental health 
professionals that do a good job. But when 
people try to minimize it, and say that this is 
maybe one or two bad apples, I think that you're 
right, it's the -- it's a little more than that . 
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It's a lot more prevalent than that. The only 
reason I took a stand on_one particular judge was 
because sometimes you have to be strategic in 
terms of picking your battles. But the fact is, 
I think we sent a strong message from the· floor 
of the House that we're frustrated, and I think 
that message got thro~gh. And I'm hoping that 
now judiciary picks up the mantle and comes up 
with some -- with sqme language that puts some 
teeth into the statutes, that protects p~rents 
_that are in this horrible situatio,n. 

Because I tell you, there's no more vulnerable 
part to being than when your relationship with 
your kids is in jeopardy, and I know, 
Representative Gonzalez, you've be~n,a dedicated 
mother, and I know the tragedy you lost, and my 
heart goes out to you. And I really admire the 
fact that you're taking on this fight for ~group 
of people that, many of them are not Hartford 
residents. 

As a matter of fact, ·I dare say most aren't our 
constituents. But we feel we have an obligation 
to the entire state of Connecticut as 
legislators, and -- and I feel that way. I feel 
that obligation. And any of us could be at that 
point at any point in our lives we might find 
ourself in a vulnerable situation. We want to 
make sure that the rule of law applies to all of 
us fairly and equally. So thank you, very much, 
Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you, Representative Vargas. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there others with questions? 
Seeing none, thank you, Representative. 

REP. VARGAS: Thank you, very much. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 'Karen Jarmoc is next. 
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that would include, but it also says that it 
occurs bet~een two students. I'm just curious if 
there's a purpose why teen dating violence would 
be defined only as between two students opposed 
to two teens that may not be enrolled in school. 

KAREN JARMOC: That's actually a great question. I 
don't have an answer for that piece. But clearly 
it•s meant to target youth who are engaged in 
unhealthy dating'relationships. So possibly that 
language could be altered to reflect that. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you for your response. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. Others with questions? 
Seeing none, thank you, very much, Karen. 

KAREN JARMOC: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Arce. Karyn Economu. 

ASHLEY GILL: I just wanted to thank you all for 
letting me speak today. Today I'm here in 
opposition to this proposed bill. I hope that I 
will be able to shed some light from a different 
perspective of this situation as I was a child 
that was a victim of this court system. 

When I was 8 years old, Campbell Barrett was 
brought on as my guardian ad litem. When I met 
him, -the very first thing he said to me was that 
I could call him anytime I wanted to, even if I 
just wanted to talk about Harry Potter. I never 
even liked Harry Potter. When I did call 
Campbell Barrett to tell him how abusive my 
father was to me on my visitation, he would never 
answer my calls, and refused to call me back. He 
didn't even respond when I told him that I was 
getting pushed into furniture, and hit by my 
father on river . 

SB yq~ 



003746 
124 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M .. 

I got so desperate to contact him that I wrote 
him a ~etter asking him call m~, and gave him the 
times I was home from school. Campbell Barrett 
then falsely accused my mother of making me ·write 
this letter, even though she didn't know that I 
had contacted a family friend to help me write my 
thoughts down and center. I also told my 
therapist Dr. Gentner, who was the only 
professional that ever helped me with my 
s~tuation that Campbell wasn't getting back to 
me, and ~ven she couldn't get him. to call me -
back. 

He was in a position to help, but all he did was 
enable my father to continue his abusive 
behavior. Campbell Barrett's treatment of me is 
what caused me to become suicidal at the age of 
9. 

My question is why do we even need GALs when they 
don't do their job and represent the children. 
Campbell Barrett kept me in a situation where I 
was being physically abused by my father and he 
did absolutely nothing to protect me. · Because of 
Campbell Barrett's failure ~o do his job, not 
only did I have years of suffering and torment 
from my father, but from Campbell Barrett as 
well. Who would ever think that my mother's 
decision to move forward in hopes of a better 
life would make us an unsuspecting victim of the 
system. 

SPJ49tJ- KARYN ECONOMU: Hi. I'm Karyn Economu, Ashley's 
mother. And I ·know she's got a short time left, 
but I did want to point out just a few things. 
In regards to her GAL. He was put on the stand 
at one moment -- at numerous points, and h~ did 
testify that my daughter had repeatedly called 
him and he had no intention of calling her back. 
Which he didn't. 

And also there were a time when my daughter 
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needed medication, and I had previously been 
blamed for pre-prescribing treatment and I was 
no, self-treating my daughter when, in actuality, 
it was her pediatrician who had medicine that she 
wanted her on, and in giving her those 
medications I got in a great deal of trouble from 
our judge. 

So in subsequent visits to her doctor, about a 
year later, I had to put her on new 
prescriptions. I, of course, was not the ·typical 
mother that could give their child medicine. I 
called the GAL. It took about four weeks to get 
a hearing, and immediately after the hearing when 
I was exiting the courtroom I went to the GAL, 
and said, can I now finally treat my child with 
this prescription, and he said no, we•ll have to 
come back for clarification. 

This is after the judge asked if everybody 
understood what the decision was, and they all 
agreed they knew. All this time I was paying the 
bill. And I just want to make sure that you all 
understand that. Thank you, so much . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: How old is Ashley now? 

ASHLEY GILL: I•m 19 years old now. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: And I•m not sure I•m going to 
assume that your last name is also Economu? 

ASHLEY GILL: No, my last name is Gill. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Ashley Gill? 

ASHLEY GILL: Yeah. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there questions for either? 

Senator Kissel . 
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$ENATOR KISSEL: Hi. I just want to compliment you on 
being brav~ enough to talk about some really 
difficult things, and I hope that your neg~tive 
inclinations are no longer in existence and that 
you're going to move forward in a happy and 
positive way despite what happened this the past. 
Because I do get concerned when people say that 
they had suicidal thoughts when they were little, 
and 9 years old, that's just wrong. And I feel 
b~d for you that you had to go through that 
process. 

ASHLEY GILL: Thank you, very much. And I hope that 
there can be some change so.other children don't 
have to go through what I went through. Because 
I -- it upsets me so much to know that children 
could be in the same position as I am. No child 

no one deserves that, especially a child. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. Thank you for seeing you 
here. I heard about your case. I heard about so 
many cases, but I've heard about yours, and I 
know that your case was a terrible case. But a 
question maybe for your mother. How long -- how 
many years you went through the -- went through 
the problem? 

KARYN ECONOMU: Well it just ended, so 14 years. But 
if you want to add when I filed for the divorce, 
that adds, like, almost another year. 

REP. GONZALEZ: How many? 

KARYN ECONOMU: So in total it would be 15 from the 
time that filed for divorce. The divorce was 
finalized about a year after I filed. 

REP. GONZALEZ: 15 years. 

KARYN ECONOMU: Yes. 

• 
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REP. GONZALEZ: And also I heard that your daughter 
was pleading the guardian ad litem to notify the 
court that the father was abusing her. 

003749 

KARYN ECONOMU: She -- I have to tell you, it wasn't 
just my daughter pleading with the GAL. And I 
have brought a letter, her therapist. She was 
disallowed from testifying, and she was the only 
professional seeing my daughter at the time. She 
could not be here today, but I don't even know 
what to do with this. But it wasn't just my 
daughter pleading for a return phone call. Her 
therapist repeatedly called him. And it does 
address that. And my daughter has -- we've both 
given permission for her to 

REP. GONZALEZ: Read the letter. 

KARYN ECONOMU: If that's all right. I don't know 
what the· procedure is for [inaudible] 

REP. GONZALEZ: We'll take care of the letter. 
Ashley, that's your name, right? Ashley, thank 
you very much for coming her. When I first heard 
about you, we never thought that you were going 
to be able to publicly say anything, and I'm very 
-- very surprised, but at the same time I feel, 
you know, that you knew you were able to say 
something. 

That means that it really did take a long time, 
but that means that you're doing better because I 
heard that before you were not able to say a 
word. So I'm happy to see you here. And in 
another way, I feel sorry that you had to go 
through this, but it was your decision, and I 
really appreciate that. Thank you, very much. 

ASHLEY GILL: Thank you very much. And it was -- I'm 
very anxious due to everything that has happened 
to me in my life, but I don't want another child 
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to go through this again. So I knew I had to 
come speak, and it's worth it if I can help the 
children that are in similar situations now. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I know there's a lot of kids out there 
that will really appreciate what you're doing 
today. So thank you, very much, and thank you to 
your mother. Thank you. 

SENATO~ COLEMAN: Are there others with questions? If 
not, we appreciate both of you and your 
testimony, particularly you, Ashley, for your 
courage in coming forward. 

ASHLEY GILL: Thank you. 

KARYN ECONOMU: Thanks for the attention. 

" 
SENATOR COLEMAN: Senator Fasano. Susan Deleon, or 

DeLon. 

H2J 5 59.3 SUSAN DELEON: It's Deleon.. Thank you. I am the 
Director of the Umbrella Center for Domestic 
Violence Services, also a member program of the 
Connecti~ut Coalition Against Domestic Violence 
in which yo~ heard testimony a few moments ago. 
And I'm here to support all .the bills mentioned 
here· today designed to provide ;victims of 
domestic violence improved options for safety. 

However, I would like to focus on Section 34, 
Penalizing Publication of Shelter Addresses 
Without Written Consent of a Domestic Violence 
Agency. 

In the spring of 2011 an established safe house 
that had been providing safety in anonymity ~or 
women and children fleeing from domestic viQlence 
for over 20 years was forced to close due to 
structural damages ~esulting from a leaky roof. 
After the ceiling fell in the children's room, 
where nobody was hurt, fortunately, and it was 
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I 

i 
and our stories are not gone unnoticed. Thank 
you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. First of all, I 
apologize for pronouncing your name incorrectly. 

SUSAN DELEON: That's quite all right. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Susan Deleon, Deleon. 

SUSAN DELEON: Yes. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay, I think I got it. My 
apologies. 

Are there any questions? 

If not, we appreciate your testimony. 

SUSAN DELEON: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you for your time and your 
patience . 

SUSAN DELEON: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Shirley Pripstein. 
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SHIRLEY PRIPSTEIN: Good afternoon, Senator Coleman, .S~49~ , 
Representative Fox, members of the committee. My 
name is Shirley Pripstein I'm an attorney with 
Greater Hartford Legal Aid. I practiced family 
law exclusively for 33 years, it'll be 34 in 
April. I'm here to testify today on 5524, THE 
ALIMONY BILL. It was my privilege to serve as a 
member of the study commission which produced 
this bill. And I'm testifying on behalf of the 
three legal service organizations in the state. 
Greater Hartford Legal Aid, New Haven Legal. 
Assistance, and Connecticut Legal Services. We 
generally support this bill . 
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We do have a problem with Section 2, I think_ it 
is. I apologize, I don•t have my testimony in' 
front of me. Section 4, Subparagraph b, it would 
be lines 135 to lines 139. There•s a deletion 
there of the standard for modification based on 
living in a marriage-like relationship subsequent 
to the dissolution. It would delete that ~- the 
requirement that the court fine should result in 
the modification, suspension, reduction, or 
t~rmination of alimony because the living 
arrangements cause such a change of the 
circumstances as td alter the financ~al needs of 
the party, which would be the recipients. 

We think that sentence should go back in. That 
that is an appropriate standard. So, and I 
submitted attached to my testimony a proposed 
redrafting of that section which wo~ld retain the 
burdenship and requirement that the study 
commission developed, which is that the moving 
would have the burden of showing cohabitation or 
living in a marriage-like relationship for six 
months and that once that was shown then the 
burden would shift to the alimony recipient to 
show that the living together did not result in a 
change in their financial means. Thank you. I 1 d 
be open to any questions. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there questions for attorney 
Pripstein? Representative Rebimbas. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good 
afternoon. I know y~u•re here before us, 
obvious1y, providing testim~ny on the alimony 
bill, but I thought I 1 d take the opportunity, 
especially in light of the fact_that you do ~ork 
with a lot of our most indigent people in the 
state of Connecticut. In what has been either 
your opinion or your experience having -- seeing 
that you do predominantly family law cases where 
guardians ad litem have been appointed. 

/ 
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SHIRLEY PRIPSTEIN: That•s a pretty broad question . 
So I•m going to interpret it two ways. First, a 
lot of the talk that I•ve listened to today has 
been with regard to the -- the financial impact 
on the litigants having to pay for guardians ad 
litem. In most of my cases where there are 
guardians ad litem, the Children•s Law Center is 
appointed. And so there is no financial impact 
on my client. 

I have had a few cases where my clients, the 
Children•s Law Center for one reason or another 
has not been available, in which case it -- in 
some cases the appointment has been at state 
rates with state payment. In other cases it has 
been at state rates, and the question then 
becomes apportioning the responsibility for the 
fees between the two parents. There are some 
people who think that each parent should pay 
half. I•ve always thought that it should be 
proportional to the income of the parties. 

I have not had experience with outrageous fees, 
and I•ve mostly found that those who are willing 
to do the guardian ad litem work, particularly 
for state rates, are willing to work out payment 
schedules with my clients. So that•s -- that 
aspect. 

003755 

As to the aspect of the relative competence of 
the guardians ad litem, I•ve had mostly wonderful 
experiences. I•ve had some experiences where I 
thought the guardians -- I can think of one case 
where I think the guardian didn•t -- didn•t 
investigate in the way I thought the case should 
have been investigated. In terms of not doing a 
home visit where a home visit should have been 
done or gathering other materials. But that•s 
like one case over 33 years. 

So -- and I think the bill that•s before you, 
which I have to say, I have not read, but it•s my 
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understanding that incorporates -- it 
incorporates many of the recommendations the 
majority and consensus recommendations of the 
study commission would go a long way toward 
helping standardize some things. In particular, 
I think Legal Services and Erin Wenzloff -- from 
-- thank you, from New Haven Legal Assistance 
will address the Legal Services position on that. 

But we testified before the study commission, and 
I 

had some specific recommendations for 
improvement, and the bill, I think, incorporates 
those specific recommendations. 

So I think it's a step in the right direction. 
And I'll also, you know, in -- I'm going to take 
this opportunity to say this. That the -- to the 
extent that there is dissatisfaction, I think it 
is falsely attributed to guardians ad litems and 
falsely attributed to members of the legal 
profession. 

I think what has happened in the family court is 
that the family courts have bent over backwards 
to accommodate pro se litigants. The judicial 
branch puts out forms that are intended to be 
checklist forms so that pro se litigants can fill 
out the forms. Those forms are available on the 
websites. We have court service centers. We 
have people.at the court service centers to 
assist pro se litigants. 

And Hartford Court Service Center, one of the two 
employees t.here speaks Spanish. So we've had a 
great increase in the number of litigants· in the 
family courts. There has not been a concomitant 
increase in the number of family service officers 
who used to do -- still do, to some extent, · 
evaluations, and that has led to in some sense 
and outsourcing and a shift to a reliance on 
guardians ad litem to do·the investigations, 
which in the 1980s and 1990s were done by the 
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Family Relations office . 
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So to one extent, people are unhappy with the 
recommendations. Even if the recommendation is 
made by the Family Relations office, and you 
don•t like the recommendation, you•re still going 
to be unhappy. But there is a different level of 
supervision within, I think, the Family Relations 
Office. 

So if the Judicial Branch would -- I mean if the 
Legislature would like to take a look at the 
number of litigants in family courts in -- I'll 
pick an a·rbi trary date -- 1985 and the number of 
litigants now and the number ·of family -- the 
proportion of family relations officers then and 
the proport~on of family relations now, I would 
like the increased funding for the Judicial 
Branch to hire more family relations officers. I 
don•t think that there would be a member of the 
bar to think anything but woo rah. Thank you. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you for your testimony . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Gonzalez? 

I 

REP. GONZALEZ: Good afternoon and thank you. Thank 
you for being here. 

SHIRLEY PRIPSTEIN: Thank you. And I'm sorry for your 
loss. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. You know, when you said 
that maybe we can fund, you know, more staff or 
Family Relations, again, I agree with that. I 
think that if we can -- if we can take care of 
Family Relations to be sure if they got what they 
really need, you know, the staff that they really 
need, I think that we can get with the guardians 
ad litems. 

SHIRLEY PRIPSTEIN: I don•t disagree with you, 
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Representative Gonzalez. When I was, you know, 
back then in 1980s and the 1990s every case did 
not have a guardian ad litem. There has been an 
outsourcing of work through the guardians ad 
litem of necessity because of the inability of 
the Family Relations office to keep pace with the 
increase in the number of li.tigants. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yes. I think, and also, you know, 
ba'sed on cases, you know, that when people call 
in and e-mail.- you and all of that. And even 
given people that testified that maybe in 1985 it 
was not that problem like we have now, and I 
think that the divorce that it was like 10 years, 
15 years~ you know, 18 years and it was more, 
more cheap. We -- you spent less money than now. 

I got a case here, one of the report that the 
case went all the way, you know. It went for a 
couple of years, and the family end up paying $13 
million, 13 million. So which,. you know, we 
think about that, you know, and, you know, 20 
years ago, 1985 or whatever, and people put -
you could pay like maybe 500, 1,000, a couple 
thous~nd. When now you.look at those numbers, 
$30 million and 3 million, 10 million, and the 

~ 

court, you know, they stalled the· case like for 
15 years, which is ridiculous. 

But I really believe that maybe if we can put 
more money in Family Relations and provide them, 
you know, what they' really need to deal with this 
family. I think they will do better. 

SHIRLEY PRIPSTEIN: Thank you. I would agree. I 
would hope that your fellows, your brother~ and 
sisters on the committee. and the Legislature can 

I 
do that. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there other questions? Seeing 
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no further questions, thank you, Attorney 
Pripstein. 

SHIRLEY PRIPSTEIN: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Good to see you again. Elizabeth 
Richter? 

ELIZABETH RICHTER: Good afternoon. Thank you for 
allowing me to be here today to speak to you 
about Bill No. 494. I think there are many good 
things about Bill No. 494. One of them is that 
there is an opportunity for guidelines for the 
specific work that GAL and AMCs will do. 

There is some protection of children's assets to 
protect them from plunder by GALs and AMCs, which 
is great .. There's a sliding scale when it comes 
to the payment for GAL and AMCs. It gives 
parties the opportunity for standing, for 
challenging a bad GAL or an AMC and provides an 
explanatory booklet in regard to the GAL/AMC 
system, which is w~nderful for self-represented 
parties because that's how we get all our 
information, booklets and things like that, 
videos. 

What we still require in this bill are the 
following: We need parameters for judges when it 
comes to making a determination as to whether a 
GAL or AMC is needed. Basically, I believe that 
whenever attorneys see money, they request a GAL 
or an AMC because that's what they want to do. 
They want to have people involved in the heavy
duty, high conflict battles. So they pull in a 
GAL, regardless of whether there's a need or not. 

So I believe there needs to be a basic 
understanding. The GALs and AMCs should not be 
brought into a case unless there is a DCF 
determination of abuse or neglect. If the 
parents are fit parents but they simply disagree 

003759 
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about custody, what's the point of a GAL or an 
AMC? The children are in good hands, cle~rly. 

Number 2, in regard to Section 1 (C) '· there should 
be caps on G~L and AMC fees based upon income and 
a determination of priorities and order of 
importance when it comes to pass the GAL and'AMCs 
should be asked to do. We would all like the 
Mercedes of GAL and AMC service, but not all of 
us can afford it, and we shouldn't be required or 

1 

forced to take on the Mercedes. If we can only 
afford limited tasks in regard to our GALs and 
AMCs, we should be allowed to have a more limited 
representation. 

We have limited scope representation with 
attorneys. We should have the same thing with 
GALs and AMCs. 

In regard to Section 4 of Bill 494, we need 
specific guidelines regard1ng what GAL/AMC 
behaviors would justify a determination of fact 
that a professional has acted in such a manner as 
to warrant removal from his or her position. It 
shouldn't be left so vague. 

When you have that kind of vagueness, you end up 
with those horrible words, "judicial discretion," 
which are absolutely so vague that basically I -
it's hard to know how in the worl~ you would ever 
enforce it. So I would recommend such behaviors 
as failing to meet sufficiently with the child 
client, and lying, withholding evidence, things 
that are serious, things that are violations of 
professional ethics. And they should be listed. 
It should be clear somehow. 

I don't want to keep on going because I know you 
guys, you all have been listening to a lot of 
people. You c-an read my testimony. It's more to 
that effect. 
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I did want to say that it is important to obey 
the ADA under Title 2. I believe that it is 
absolutely wrong to point fingers at people and 
say; you have a disability, so you are not 
entitled to be a parent. That's wrong. Okay. 
It is wrong to look at a person who may have some 
kind of disability and say you're less than 
human; you don't have the same rights, 
constitutional or human rights, as other people. 
And this is what's going on. 

Litigant after litigant ends up having a label on 
them saying you're crazy, often without any 
grounds and then ends up losing their children. 
This is wrong and must be changed. And the 
Connecticut judicial-branch needs to comply with 
the nondiscrimination mandate of Title·2 of the 
ADA. It is federal ADA law. Thank you very 
much. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Are there questions for Ms. Richter? 

Seeing none, we appreciate your time and your 
patience. 

ELIZABETH RICHTER: Thank you very much. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Jennifer Tow? 

JENNIFER TOW: I think this is on, right? Thank you. 

Thank you for taking my testimony. The problems 
in this court system reach far beyond the cost of 
GALs. After 26 years or marriage 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Let me interrupt you for one second. 
Did I pronounce your name correctly? 

JENNIFER TOW: Yes, you did . 

S6 494 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. 

JENNIFER TOW: I was shocked. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Can you state it for us again, 
please? 

JENNIFER TOW: It's Jennifer Tow. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Tow. 
' 

JENNIFER TOW: The problems in this court system reach 
far beyond the cost of GALs. After 26 years of 
marriage, only 3 months of mediation-and $1,200, 
my former husband and I amicably divorced. 

At five, our oldest son was diagnosed with a 
life-threatening medical condition. So lack of 
affordable self-employed medical insurance meant 
bankruptcy and years of paying excessive interest 
rates on our home and cars. 

With medical insurance at 1,200 per month and our 
other bills so inflated, we struggled to make 
ends meet. I took an enormous risk divorcing 
with no assets of value, working very part time, 
and home schooling our children. Clearly I 
believe my children were better served by the end 
of our marital discord, as the financial burden 
of life post-divorce was enormous. 

Yet, in spite of the challenge of splitting an 
income not previously sufficient for one 
household, we managed to maintain civility for 
two years. 

In 2009, my former husband decided he had 
supported his family long enough, hired an 
attorney and informed me, she would get him out 
of these obligations. She and the courts tore my 
family apart. 
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In 2010, I lost my house, most of my belon~ings, 
still had an unpaid $90,000 second mortgage and 
IRS debt, and thrust into the nightmare of 
Connecticut's family courts. 

-003763 

My former husband sued to relieve himself of his 
obligation to pay alimony, child support, college 
education, and medical insurance. I liquidated 
my retirement account for retainer as my lawyer 
assured me it was a violation of Connecticut 
statute to rewrite your divorce. 

Seven trial dates and $50,000 in debt later, he 
had done just that. My income was cut in half 
retroactively, leaving me owing him $35,000. I 
lost my children as a tax deduction. New medical 
insurance (inaudible) thousands, but no longer 
covered my son's medical care. This part might 
shock you. Our GAL was fair and my children 
liked him. After his interview, he testified 
that my former husband was using the children as 
financial pawns. My eldest son gave the same 
testimony . 

The GAL was kicked out of the courtroom, his 
testimony disregarded, and my son scolded and 
humiliated by Judge Prestley. The judge made it 
clear that her personal bias against my staying 
home, my low income, and home schooling were key 
in her punitive action against my family. Only 
my children's college educations were preserved. 

Still unhappy, my former husband hired a more 
aggressive attorney from Budlong & Barrett. My 
support was further reduced by two-th~rds and my 
daughter forced to drop out of college. I filed 
bankruptcy, and.the judge openly punished me, 
claiming it was unfair to my ex-husband. 

I home-schooled my son while working 12 to 15 
hour days from home. Until lawyers got involved, 
my children had a future and the mandate for 
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provision of basic needs and medical care. In 
what kind of court does a father time and again· 
present with an expensive lawyer while the mother 
cannot afford one, only for-the mother and j~dge 
to be punished for being pro se? 

I want to ask those judges if they understand 
that when they relieve a father of his 
obligations, those obligations do not evaporate. 
They become the obligations of the,mother. What 

I 

kind of court even entertains the concept of 
relief of parental obligation? In my last 
hearing, I was told by the judge, I could have 
hired an attorney, but I chose to come to court 
without one. She never considered I could not 
afford one, and no one in their right mind would 
enter that system ~nrepresented. 

It clearly never occurred to her to wonder why a 
man would pay and attorney to relieve himself of 
his obligations rather than meet those 
obligations. So I have no retirement, no 
savings, a 24-year old car, unpaid bills, no 
medical insurance, a sick child, a child forced 
to quit college, and really no hope. 

He has three times my income and only.himself, 
and he lives with someone else who has a full 
income. Every time I walked out of that 
courtroom, it took a little bit of my soul. The 
GALs are a very small subpart of a system of much 
larger cesspool with injustice. This 'is a system 
so corrupt, nothing fair can prevail. 

A fair ~AL is silenced; a mediated divorce is 
undone. The system invites conflict, promotes 
hardship, empties and then punishes, humiliates, 
and degrades. Once you .lose, the system is 
rigged to never set things right. The imbalance 
is shocking, yet it pe~eates the rulings. 

You. need to dismantle this system, not tweak it. 

• 

• 

• 
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I 
Remove power and replace it with humanity, 
please. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are you concluding? 

JENNIFER TOW: Yes, I'm sorry. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. No, I -- no apology 
necessary. I just wanted to make certain. 
Representative Gonzalez? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Good afternoon, and thank you for 
coming. 

JENNIFER TOW: Thank you. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Can you tell me how this proceeding 
affect your children? 

JENNIFER TOW: As I mentioned, my older son has a 
medical condition. He's had no medical care 
since 2010, at which point my ex-husband cashed 
the $4,000 in insurance checks. It took a 
contempt motion to have him pay the insurance 
company one day before we showed up in court. 
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My experience with the courts was that I filed a 
contempt· motion, my ex-husband would take care of 
it the day before court. The judge didn't care 
that he had put me through a year or months or 
whatever it was of getting to that point. It was 
cleared and my ex-husband knew he was free. So 
my son at this point has progressed to the second 
stage liver failure. 

I was in court last week because he dropped him 
from his medical insurance, and he was there with 
a Budlong and Barrett attorney arguing that he 
shouldn't have an obligation to keep him on 
insurance. (Inaudible) 8 or 10 months until he 
turns 26. He's a full-time student, but he has 
no access to medical insurance. He's been off 
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insurance now for a year. 

.My daughter, she was in school full time. It was 
ordered by Judge Prestley that he continue paying 
for her school. She's 21 years old. She's an A 
student. My ex-husband blind.- sided me. I went 
in without a lawyer and argued that she didn't 
correctly tell him that she was going back for 
that semester. She was on break. She didn't 
cqrrectly inform him that she was going back to 
school. They played a logistical number on her, 
on me. 

And I didn't know he was going to say something 
like that·. So, of course, I had no 
documentation. There are e-mails back and forth 
between that proved that, of course, they talked 
about it. He knew. He offered to pay her plane 
ticket, but I lost. 

She was kicked out of school after the semester. 
She'd already gone; $15,000 debt in the name of a 
21 year old. She can't go back to school 
anywhere because she can't get transcripts. They 
can't be transferred.-

I borrowed money. I hired a lawyer to reopen the 
case. I went in front of Judge Pacito. My 
,daughter came in there. That man stood there and 
saw his little girl. And the judge said, you 
chose not. to have a·lawyer. I am not going to 
listen to your daughter. 

And my little one -- my kids have not seen their 
father in four years. He has no interest in 
them. I see so many dads who are fighting for 
their kids; that is not my ex-husband. 

So my little one, we talked about it a lot. We 
talk a lot about that hole inside of him because 
somebody who should have protected him used him. 

• 

• 

• 
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. I 
It's really tough when kids are go1ng through 
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this. They've all been through therapy. They 
don't have any insurance now in two more weeks 
because he'll be -- I've been informed by his 
la'wyer -- unemployed again. So I'm sure he' 11 be 
back in court not wanting to pay child support 
again. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I'm going to have a couple more 
questions. But after I finish, I will talk to 
you outside. 

Do you -- you said that you filed bankruptcy? 

JENNIFER TOW: I did. 

REP. GONZALEZ: You did. 

JENNIFER TOW: True. I have a $90,000 second mortgage 
left on my house when I was forced to sell my 
house in a -- in a short sale. I was told the 
lawyer mishandled my case in leaving that there. 
But it was left there, and I -- after my -- after 
my support was reduced in half and made 
retroactive so that I owe my ex-husband $35,000, 
I could not pay any of those bills. So I filed 
bankruptcy. 

And the judge further punished me by reducing my 
support another two-thirds to pay him back 
because it wasn't fair to him that I had filed 
bankruptcy because some of those bills were in 
both of our names. They were that old. This is 
seven years. So there's no hope for me 
financially. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, and that's what we're here for. 
That's what we're here for. I know a lot of 
people, they don't have faith in the system. I 
know that. Listen, you ask me if I do, and I 
will say no. So a lot of us don't have faith in 
the system . 
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But that's what we're here for, you know. 
Hopefully, here this committee will see that, you 
know, it is a huge problem,;and hopefully we'll 
get some solutions. 

But do you ever -- you went back and you appeal 
all these decisions? 

JENNIFER TOW: I actually appealed the first one in 
2011. I spent about $15,000. I actually did all 
the paperwork myself initially and then ~inally 
hired a lawyer just to write the brief, which was 
an unbelievable amount of my time that I didn't 
have; and I lost. 

And there was no doubt that I was probably going 
to lose. The first day of my trial, my original 
trial, my lawyer turned to me and said you're 
going to lose claims for an appeal. This judge 
has dec-ided against you. That was the first of 
seven days I was told I was going to lose by my 
lawyer. 

The last time, I could not afford the appeal. 
You know, they reduce your support and it's 
immediate. It's that day. And then somehow 
you're supposed to appeal. And that what I said 
to people is imagine I came up to you one day; I 
took away your home, your car, your savings 
account, your retirement account, any bank 
account you have --·I have no family either 
you took away all of that. I reduced your income 
in half and your bills were all still the same. 
That's what the court did to me overnight.· 

My ex-husband earns three times what my family 
has between my income and what he gives me, and I 
am still am home schooling because I'm not.going 
to give up on my kids. And I'm going to --:·.my 
.kids a really, really amazing kids in spite of 
all of this, and I will see them through. 

• 
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REP. GONZALEZ: All right. I -- you've been here a 
couple of hours now, and you heard about me 
asking questions about how they treat the pro se. 
And some judges will say, yes, we will provide 
all the help they need. What is your experience 
about this? 

JENNIFER TOW: I just heard someone -- I'm sorry -- I 
don't remember her name -- talking about the 
court services. You know, court services gives 
you forms. ,You don't have to be a rocket 
scientist to fill out a form. It's not the 
forms. It!s not the paperwork. Perhaps some 
people might need that support, and the court 
services people frankly are lovely people; but 
that is not your problem. 

Your problem is standing in front of the judge. 
It is like landing someone in a foreign country. 
You do not know that language. And that judge is 
talking to the person who knows that language, 
and you are irrelevant. You are utterly 
irrelevant, and you are punished for not having a 
-- I was told I was punished for not having a 
lawyer. She said it right to me. You chose not 
to have a lawyer. 

My ex-husband's lawyer had gotten two extensions. 
It was supposed -- I filed in April. He got all 
the way to August. Five days before our hearing, 
they changed the motions. I walked in and asked 
for an extension, and she denied me;'.but he got 
them with his lawyer. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. So in a way what I'm getting 
from you is that even though that the people, you 
know, and we have a lot of complaints about 
guardians ad litems, the problem here is absent 
the guardian ad litem is that the judge is the 
huge problem because they I believe that the 
guardian ad litem will go as far as the judge 
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allows. 

JENNIFER TOW: Our guardian ad litem, I'll say his 
name, Otto Iglesias. He was wonderful. We only 
paid him $5,000. I don't think anybody's ever 
paid that little. He immediately investigated. 
It was done. He talked to my kids, all my_ 
children. He talked to the grandmother, both the 
parents. He came in. He testified. He did not 
sit around in the courtroom. He left as soon as . 
his part was over. He made himself 100 percent 
available to my son. He e-mailed him. He 
answered the phone to my son. 

But my son kept saying, why don't I have a voice? 
Why don't I have a voice? Because Otto was his 
voice, and Otto was silenced because the judge 
didn't want to hear my son's voice. He was old 
enough. He was not a little child, and that has 
scared him because that's what his father said to 
him. Your voice doesn't matter. 

And in a sense the court validated that statement 
by his father to him that his voice didn't 
matter. And Otto was helpless to do anything. 
And he told me and I -- and he stopped doing this 
anymore. So he told me that I've never been so 
mistreated by a judge. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So you have the same judge? You still 
have the same 

JENNIFER TOW: No. Prestley's been moved to a New 
Britton, but, you know, once you lose; you lose, 
you lose, you lose, you lose. No. This was 
Pacito. First, it was first it was Prestley. 
Then it was Pacito. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So --

JENNIFER TOW: If I go in front of another j~dge, I'm 
done. There's nothing left. 

• 

• 

• 
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REP. GONZALEZ: So first was Prestley and now it's 
Pacito. Good luck with that Pacito, my god. But 
thank you. Thank you very much for coming. 

JENNIFER TOW: Thank you. 

REP.- GONZALEZ: And I know that a lot of you guys 
don't have -- you know, they came here to 
testify, maybe with not a lot of hope that we 
change the system,, but I can tell you that this 
year is going to be some changes. 

JENNIFER TOW: Thank you for listening. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yes. And thank you again for coming. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there any other questions? No 
other questions. We regret the ordeal that you 
experienced. Thank you for coming to tell us 
about it. 

Marjorie Partch? 

MARJORIE PARTCH: Hello. Good afternoon. Is this 
working correctly? Thank you. 

Thank you so much for doing this. This is the 
third time that I've been before this committee 
on interrelated issues concerning what the chair 
of the National Parents Organization, Judge 
Thomas Weissmuller, calls the nepotism in the 
family law system. 

Last year I testified twice concerning the need 
for ongoing probate reform, and this year I am 
here to support the proposed family court 
legislatio~s' reforms, particularly re: Senate 
Bill 494 which as the more I listen to the more I 
see more work is needed. But I think that's at 
least a good wedge into the longstanding 
problems, which are just terrible . 
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I've been studying this for about three years 
online and for a few months meeting with people, 
and it • s traumati.zing a step removed to hear 

·these stories; but it resonates what I've gone 
through with my mother. 

While I understand the purpose of this bill is to 
bring any control, ·because there • s no· control, 
t~ere ··s no oversight to the appointment, and the 
removal process, and fee structures for court
appointed guardians ad litem and attorneys for 
minor children. 

There are many parallels to the issues 
surrounding our vulnerable senior and disabled 
citizens. I have two disabled siblings, and 
parents, and elders, and I'm glad to say that now 
the sandwich generation is working together to 
level the playing field in both of these, into 
both directions. We want to work to protect our 
children and our elders. 

These officers of the court can be so easily 
forced into the lives of troubled families at the 
family• s most troubled time .~·.dthout due diligence 
and transparent due process. There is nothing 
whatsoever to protect Connecticut families from 
the wanton exploitation often engendered, not 
always, but often engendered by these inherent 
conflicts of interest. 

The court-appointed fiduciaries stand to make 
$300 an hour or more, up to $500 an hour. It's a 
miracle that any family is ever found to be fit. 
There's no incentive to allow a family,to manage 
itself if these people are -- the family is 
forced to pay these experts to evaluate them. 
Who's evaluating the evaluators? 

So it's a miraculous -- it's a miracle whenever a 
family is left to its own devices unless they're 

• 
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already destitute. I don't see how making
1
more 

families destitute, making more parents go 
bankrupt is serving the interests of the children 
to support these guardians ad litem. I think 
maybe a litmus test for a sincere guardian ad 
litem would be to limit the pay to $30 to $50 an 
hour such as a social worker would make. 

And I want to say that there's a lot of talk 
about pushing it to probate. I just want to say 
please don't do that. The probate situation has 
not improved since the reforms in 2007, so 
franchises have just consolidated. It's gotten 
even worse. A lot of people think the guardian 
ad litem problem has been removed in the probate 
scenario, and it's not. 

My mother's conservator had a guardian ad litem 
appointed to make it so that we could not bring 
suit for my mother bec~use the guardian, I'm 
going to say he brought a judicial estoppel 
against the suit for my mother's interests. 

So I hope that you will continue this exploration 
and this very important dialogue for bringing, 
you know -- our legal system has almost nothing 
to do with justice at this point which is very, 
very, very traumatizing to us raised in America 
to respect and trust the justice system to give 
us justice. 

When we go there and are just forced to go along 
with these plans if there's -- as somebody said, 
there's really no, you know, guidelines. There's 
no objective protocol, and I agree with the 
judicial discretion is a very dangerous thing. 
And if it's too uncomfortable to hold the judges 
accountable, then we need a whole system-wide 
reform. 

So I hope that this bill is a beginning and not -
- it's not an end . 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you, .M~. Partch. Are there· 
questions? Represen~ative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. When you said please .don't 
send guardians ad litem, that what you said,· to 
the probate court? 

MARJORIE PARTCH: Have we? 

REP. GONZALEZ: That was your comment, not guardians 
ad litems in probate court? 

MARJORIE PART~H: There•~ a feeling among people who 
have been involved in probate reform that they 
have solved that problem.of the guardians ad 
litem in the probate system. And it may not be 
as prevalent now as it once was, but I know 
plenty of cases where there's a conservator of 
estate, a conservator of person, but they .'can 
have lawyers_and the~guardi~ris ad litem. 

REP. GONZALEZ: But having a guardians ad litems, you 
know, at the probate court with some 
restrictions, like maybe -- right now it•s no 
accountability, yo~ kpow. It's nothing out 
there. 

MARJORIE PARTCH: There isn't in probate either. The 
judge will rubber stamp whatever bill -- my 
examp.le, if I may 

REP. GONZALEZ: Right. 

MARJORIE PARTCH: -- my mother's conservator billed my 
mother's estate to discuss a waiver in exchange 
for his resignation. I was supposed to sign a 
waiver in order for him to resign. He bills my 
mother for that time that he spent with his own 
attorney. His own attorney also billed my mother 
to discuss the waiver for the conservator. 

• 

• 
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REP. GONZALEZ: Well --

MARJORIE PARTCH: The judge approved it. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And that•s a problem. 

MARJORIE PARTCH: Right. Why should a fiduciary need 
a waiver in order to resign? If he did nothing 
wrong, there would be no problem. I was being 
extorted to give him a waiver in exchange for his 
resignation. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, even though that I find the 
beginning, but I think the guardians ad litems, 
they•re bad no matter where they go and --

MARJORIE PARTCH: Well, I think as long as they're 
making $300, $400, $500 an hour or in our case, 
ours they'd run -- they ran through $400,000 of 
my mother's money in about 18 months and put her 
on Medicaid. 

REP. GONZALEZ: My God . 

MARJORIE PARTCH: She could have been getting home 
care for her stroke. But they preferred to take 
her money, and now I'm still three years later 
fighting to hold onto the house. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, they got the money and the 
people are paying the you know, the State of 
Connecticut is paying. 

MARJORIE PARTCH: Right, for her care·. Now, I have a 
learning disabled sister. She and I are both on 
Medicaid as well. I spend all my time fighting 
to get my mother home where she belongs. Based 
on hearsay from the nursing home, after they 
first denied that I had the power of attorney, 
then they painted this portrait of me as being 
unfit. But I have witnesses from -- I took care 
of my mother for six years before she went there 
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for rehabilitation from our church, her doct·ors, 
you know, our community saying I took wonderful 
care of her for yearp. Family., my cousi_ns came. 
up from New York. She said I -- we were all 
amazed at how much Marjorie loved taking care of 
Dorothy --

REP._ GONZALEZ: Yes. 

MARJOR+E PARTCH: which was true. But they --

REP. 

their agenda was to take the house. They claimed 
the house is worth less than the land value so 
they can sell it, you know, at a profit. And my 
mother•s life savings, which she had to provide 
security to my learning disabled sister and 
myself, also because I had taken so many years· 
of.f to take care Of her • And now 1 as another 
little thing, we have,nothing. They took joint 
bank accounts without a hearing. 

GONZALEZ: Without a hearing? 

MARJORIE PARTCH: Without a hearing. So I didn•t have 
$10 to get a lawyer. I didn•t have cab fare to 
go visit a lawyer. 

REP.- GONZALEZ: Definitely, we know that the system is 
broken. 

MARJORIE PARTCH: And I was -- ~hose were joint 
accounts that I was making ?eposits to. I showed 
them a check that I had just deposited for $5,000 
from-friends who knew we ne~ded help. It was 
made o~t to me. They -said, well you apd you~ 
.lawyer are going to have to figure out what you 
'want- to do about that. 

My lawyer said, well_, what they mean is, it will 
cost you $5,000 to go to Superior Court for .a 
hearipg, and you•ll lose $5,000 in trying to 
recover that $5,000. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

155 
vkd/cd 

.... ·- r 

March 31, 2014 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

REP. GONZALEZ: There goes the check of 5,000 . 
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MARJORIE PARTCH: So tbat tied my hands of any hope of 
protecting my mother or myself or I have two 
disabled siblings, and I feel they target the 
weak members of the herd. 

REP. GONZALEZ: They target everybody that got money. 

MARJORIE PARTCH: And if there's assets. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yes. 

MARJORIE PARTCH: The families with no assets, they're 
fine. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Right. They go indigent, and the 
state provide services. And you will be 
surprised where we -- right now we checking on 
that. We'll all be surprised. But thank you. 
Thank you for coming. 

MARJORIE PARTCH: Thank you. I just want to say 
please don't entrust the guardian ad litem piece 
to the probate courts. That would not be a 
solution. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: -Thank you. Are there further 
questions? If not, thank you, Ms. Partch. 

MARJORIE PARTCH: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Kaylah Culp. 

KAYLAH CULP: Good afternoon. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Good afternoon. 

KAYLAH CULP: Good afternoon. My name is Kaylah Culp. 
I'm a resident of the state of Connecticut, who 
was involved with a guardian ad litem system. 
I'm here today to comment of raised Bill 494 . 
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I respectfully request t~at the Judiciary 
., ·committee revise raised Bill 494 before reporting 

on it for the fol.lowing reasons. 

I support much of raised Bill 494. However, 
' Section 4 raises some concerns about the bill as 
drafted. 

S~ction 4 states a parent, guardian or party 
involved can seek removal 'of the court appointed 
guardian ad litem. Fourteen years ago when my 
sister and I were appointed a GAL, we were glad 
that there was no chance she could be removed. 
We finally had a voice. Our parents went through 
a sticky divorce, which was the result of alcohol 
abuse. 

Visitation was always a touchy subject. We, of 
course, wanted to see and spend time with my dad, 
but as the days turned into nights, the drinking 
got heavier. We wanted to see my dad on the 
weekends, but did not want to stay overnight. 
Some o~ the situations we were put in were scary 
and reckless, and at 11 years.old was not 
something I wanted to take part in. All of the 
instances happened in the evening, hence the 
desire to come home at night. 

The court battle between my mom and dad was 
intense. My mom 'was trying to convey the 
situation to the judge but wasn't allowed to 
speak for my sister and I. My dad was then 
saying my mom was lying and nothing she said was 
true. He was also blaming her as the reason my 
sister and I did not want to see him. 

It was a back and forth he said, she said 
·disaster. With the different stories,: the court 

/ -

appointed my sister and I a guardian· ad litem, 
and both lawyers and parties agreed to it. At 
first, my sister, and I were confused· when my mom 
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tried to explain this to us. We were shocked we 
finally got to talk to somebody in private about 
what we were thinking and tell our side of the 
story. Finally the judge would hear our side by 
an unbiased third party. Our GAL met with us, 
went to the hearings and represented us, which 
gave the judge a much clearer picture of what was 
going on, and how to move forward. 

I am by no means trying to bash my family or 
especially my dad, but this is the story of how 
things went. My sister and I truly felt blessed 
to have a GAL appointed to us so we had a chance 
to be heard. My dad ultimately passed away from 
the alcohol, but if he had lived, he would 
potentially be one of the parents blaming the GAL 
system, when what happened was a result of the 
disease and the behavior associated with it. 
Also if he had the option as presented in Section 
4, he would have sought to have the GAL be 
removed once he saw the direction things were 
going in. 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to 
comment of raised Bill 494 and for allowing me to 
tell my story. I hope this sheds some light on 
the side of the GAL process you may not see too 
often. I respectfully request that the Judiciary 
Committee consider redrafting the bill to address 
the concerns I have raised before reporting on 
it. 
I'd be happy to answer any questions you may 
have. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Are there questions? 

Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Good afternoon . 

003779 
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KAYLAH CULP: Good afternoon. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And thank you for waiting. I se~ that 
you've been waiting for a couple of hours now. 

KAYLAH CULP: Uh-huh. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So this is so important that you'll 
stay all that time waiting for your time. 

KAYLAH CULP: Yes, very important. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And I really appreciate that you 
stayed. How old are you? 

KAYLAH CULP: I'm 25 now. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Twenty-five. And your sister? 

KAYLAH CULP: She's 23. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Twenty-three. And during that time 
that you was going through that case, how this 
really affect you and your sister? 

KAYLAH CULP: How did the GAL affect us, or how did 
the situation affect us? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, I think that the GAL is part of 
the situation. So how the whole event, you know, 
affect you? 

KAYLAH CULP: Well, the whole divorce itself was a 
mess. The courts really didn't want to listen to 
my mom's side of things, and obviously because 
it's hearsay, they didn't want us to testify and 
have to go against one of our parents. So it was 
very hard. 

We were trying to explain to my dad the reasons 
why we diqn't want to see him, but then that 
ultimately turned into fights and arguments and 
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him not understanding the reasons . 
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So then when the GAL was brought in, we were able 
to talk with her about our side of things and 
explain to her all of the tpings that had been 
going on, what we were experiencing, the 
hardships, things like this. And she was able to 
go in and represent us. 

It was almost like a rainbow at the end of the 
tunnel, you know what I mean? It was hard to -
for my mom to come home from the custody battles 
and say well, you know, you·guys still have to go 
stay over every night. Arid we would try to say, 
Mom, why didn't you tell them this? Why didn't 
you tell them this? Why didn't you ask them, you 
know, to hear our side of things? And she just 
kept saying I can't. I can't. The way the 
system is, I can't. 

So then the GAL was appointed, and it really did 
help us a lot. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. That's it . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there other members with 
questions or comments? 

If not, thank you, Kaylah. 

KAYLAH CULP: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Susan Skip? 

ERIK STEVENS: Susan's (inaudible). My name is Erik 
Stevens. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: What number are you? Do you know? 

ERIK STEVENS: I don't have a number, but I'm 
(inaudible). Forty-seven. Thank you . 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. Please be seated. 
Mr. Stevens. 

ERIK STEVENS: Thank you, Senator Coleman. Thank you 
for allowing me to speak. My name is Erik 
Stevens, and I have prepared statement for you. 

If a company or business was dumping toxic waste 
into a nearby river and it·was affecting families 
and children•s down river over a lengthy period 

I 

of time, the public outcry for justice would be 
enormous. The federal government would get 
involved. There would be sanctions involving 
investigations, many lawsuits for damages. The 
people responsible would face lengthy prison 
sentences. 

That is because the majority of the industries in 
our country have a system of checks and balances 
where everyone answers to some sort of oversight 
cpmmittee. From the NFL player who gets fined 
illegal hits right down to a bus driver for being 
perpetually late, everyone answers to someone. 

Now we come to guardians ad litems in the family 
court. For some reason they have immunity. 
They•ve been dumping their toxic waste to the 
expense of innocent children for decades. I 
understand that since the 1980s there have been 
13 public hearing through the statewide grievance 
board. It would appear t-hat the attorneys who 

\. 

are GALs here in Connecticut are the most honest 
attorneys of all time. They never stray outside 
the lines of what it best for the minor child. 

What happens though when a GAL does stray outside 
the lines? What can a parent do? This is not a 
small issue, and I•m not the only parent here 
today. Just look behind me. Do you see the pain 
and the anguish written all over the faces of 
parents who are not seeing their children? These 
are not unfit parents. They simply did not hire 
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the right attorney who was connected . 
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Yes. In our divorce courts, it's not a matter of 
who the parent is. What matters in our divorce 
courts is how well connected your attorney is. 
This comes down to money. If you have it, you 
get your child, period. 

I will give you an example which I have lived 
first hand. My ex-wife has all of my money and 
coincidentally has custody of our nine-year-old 
child. I haven't seen my daughter in many years, 
not for lack of trying. I filed 17 motions for 
visitation that were never heard. I will never 
give up fighting for my child, and my ex-wife 
knows how persistent I can be. That's probably 
one of the reasons why she hired someone to kill 
me. She was caught and charged with capital 
felony murder for hire while doing drugs. The 
Department of Children and Family Services 
stepped into the full seven-week investigation 
and deemed her an unfit parent and substantiated 
not only physical neglect, but also emotional 
neglect . 

I shared this report with the divorce court in 
the form of an ex parte motion with the judge, 
and the judge's response to me was that I should 
take this not to her but to our GAL, as it was 
not the judge's s responsibility to read all the 
reports and she simply wants to get a 
recommendation from a guardian. 

Our-guardian ad litem, after receiving the report 
from DCF, stated to me that this report did not 
affect her opinion; that Shipley was the better 
custodial parent a parent, and she did not 
believe the report. And goes into my beleaguered 
financial position of currently pulling about 
$1,000 a month, that I somehow managed to pay off 
everyone at DCF that was involved in this 
investigation for a report that benefitted me . 
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So I ask you here today, our lawmakers, how do we 
get accountability in our family court, because 
obviously it's not working? The toxic waste 
being pumped out by our corrupt guardian ad 
litems for favors and gifts and future legal work 
needs to end once and for all. 

I am se~king justice and will never stop my quest 
to make sure that Attorney Mary Bergamini, our 
court appointed guardian ad litem, never has the 
chance to do this to a family. 

My suggestion to solve this problem permanently, 
instead of trying to change the judges and 
instead of trying to ~hange the GLs, as they 
number between the two professions close to 2,000 
people, change the disciplinary committee and 
give them teeth. 

For example, take the attorneys off the grievance 
board for starters. It should be made up of 
social workers, psychiatrists, members of the 
clergy and parents, not other attorneys who trade 
favors and future work for favoritism. A first 
offense should b~ a $10,000 fine and a 30-day 
suspension. A second offense should cost the GL 
a $25,000 fine and a~three-month suspension. A 
third offense should cost the GL a $50,000 fine 
and a six month suspension. A fourth offense 
should be disbarment. 

For the few honest and neutral attorneys that are 
·out there, this will not affect them ~n ~he least 
bit. For the attorneys who make a living selling 
their opinion at the expense of children being 
torn away from loving parents, this will af~ect 
them greatly. 

The money that will be raised from these funds 
can go fund program~ that are beneficial to our 
children. 
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In closing, that is real world works. If you do 
something wrong, you pay a fine. Just because 
the divorce industry is a $50 billion industry 
does not mean that being immoral is okay and that 
immunity is going to last forever. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Stevens. Thank you 
for your testimony. Are there any questions? 
Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I believe that 
the last time that we talked about -- that we 
talk, you filed. I went with you and we filed 
some motions? 

ERIK STEVENS: We filed a grievance together. 
~b ~ 

REP. GONZALEZ: We filed a grievance, right? 

ERIK STEVENS: Right. Correct. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And it was about perjury . 

ERIK STEVENS: I had 10 examples of perjury committed 
by Mary Bergamini, who I notice is here today. I 
had 87 examples in total, but I narrowed it down 
to the top 30 hits. It came in at 165 pages, and 
I 1 m waiting the 110 days to hear back from the 
grievance board if I 1 m going to be given a public 
hearing or not. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And before you filed, you tried to get 
rid of her. Right? 

ERIK STEVENS: I did. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And it was no success? 

ERIK STEVENS: I filed the motion to have her removed 
from the case. It was denied. I filed a second 
motion. It was denied. It was clear to me that 
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my ex-wife could do anything and she•s still the 
better parent. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So she didn•t commit perjury, the, 
., guardian ad litem, and nothing has been done-. 

The· judge they don•t 

ERIK STEVENS: They don•t care. 

REP. GQNZALEZ: They don•t care. 

ERIK STEVENS: They don•t care. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So you tried before, and you didn•t 
have no luck; and as soon as you filed in court, 
then she was -- she dropped the case? 

ERIK STEVENS: She dropped'the case, correct. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And you was with her for how many 
years? 

ERIK STEVENS: Four years. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Four years. 

ERIK STEVENS: Four years. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And how much money you spend? 

ERIK STEVENS: $15,000 -- $1~,0QO around there. 

REP. GONZ~LEZ: That•s what you spent. What about the 
ex, that go~ the millions? 

ERIK S~EVENS: I don•t know what a vote costs these 
- days as far as I•m a better parent no matter what 

I do. 

REP. GONZALEZ: How come when they said -- b.ecause I 
heard the judge this morning, and they are saying 
that they divide the expenses sometime$; and they 
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I 
said that depended on how much, you know, how are 
your finances. 

So when they send you a letter saying you have to 
pay let's say 25 percent. Do you ever ask 25 
percent of what? Do you get the bills above the 
side telling this is how much the other side is 
paying? And this, like I said, this the fees and 
because these are the fees, the other side got 
more money. They are paying like, let's say, 75 
percent, and you pay 25. But do you ever get any 
numbers like these are the numbers like that 
other party is saying? 

ERIK STEVENS: What Attorney Bergamini does is on her 
bill she never lists one thing. She'll never 
list phone call with father. She'll group three 
or four things together at least so you can't 
really tell if you're paying a fair amount. 
She'll say phone call with mother, phone call 
with father, phone call with father's counsel, 
phone calls with schools. She'll like lump four 
things together, five hours . 

And if you call the other side's attorney, they 
can't speak with you. And if you call the school 
psychiatrist, they don't know, so she does that 
as a way of -- you can't narrow her down on her 
bills. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So you never know if she really called 
the school on 

ERIK STEVENS: No. 

REP. GONZALEZ: No. So you never know? 

ERIK STEVENS: Ann Stevenson from the Washington Times 
was up at my place a couple weeks ago and went 
through Attorney Mary Bergamini's bills for four 
years. And said to me, there's no bill here. 
There's no reference here to meeting your child . 
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I said that's·not shocking at all. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. Thank you very much. 

ERIK STEVENS: You're welcome. 

REP. G-. FOX: Thank you, again, 
there any other questions? 
tE7stimony. 

ERIK STEVENS: Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Laura Cordes. 

Mr. Stevens. Are 
Thanks for-your 

LAURA.CORDES: Good afternoon, Representative Fox. 

REP. G. FOX: Good afternoon. 

LAURA CORDES: Members of·the Judiciary Comrq.ittee, my 
name is Laura Cordes. I'm the executive director 
of the Connecticut Sexual_ Assault Crisis Services 
consists of the coalition of Coqnecticut's non
community based sexual assault crisis service 
programs. Our mission is to end sexual violence 
and provide high quality, comprehensive, and 
culturally co~petent sexual assault victim 
services. 

During our last year, certified sexual assault 
victim advocates provided hospitals, police, and 
~ourt accompaniment, support groups, individual 
counselings, and 24/7 hotline support to over 
7, 000 men, women, boys, and girls, all .survivors 
of sexual violence throughout our state. 

I appreciate the opportunity to come before you 
in support o~- House Bill 5593, an act-concerning 
domestic violence and sexual assault, and.in 
particular the- sections that represent the 
recommendati9ns of a-legislative task force, the 
task force on the expansion of civil restraining 
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statewide basis. 
up. 

I 

Thank you, all, and I'll wrap 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Good timing. Are there 
questions? Thank you for your testimony. I know 
you've always been willing to talk on these 
issues, and I know you will make yourself 
available if necessary. 

SUSAN GIACALONE: Absolutely. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. 

SUSAN GIACALONE: Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Janessa Doe. 

JANESSA DOE: Hi. 

REP. G. FOX: Good afternoon. 

JANESSA DOE: Hi. For today, my name in Janessa. My 
divorce trauma and abuses started in November 
2011, and I'm a victim of domestic violence. My 
children are victims of parental alienation. 

When the divorce was filed, I thought I would get 
relief from the situation we were living in. 
Little did I know I was about to become another 
victim, a victim of the family divorce system of 
Connecticut which includes the abuse from the 
wrongfully assigned GAL, John Major of Milford, 
Connecticut. The cost of having a stranger 
infringe upon my pa.rental rights is $59, 000 plus 
$12,000 for his attorney, Christopher Golden, 
after I filed two grievances against John Major. 

The po1nt is, is that the GAL knew about the 
cruelest effects of domestic violence that my 
children witnessed, and my children then became 
victims of John Major. Recently John Major 
testified at my child that he was aware of the 

Sf? Lt91 
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domestic violence/that my kids witnessed, but he 
said he was not responsible to intervene, which I 

\ ' 

couldn't believe; and he recommended that custody 
go to my abusing ex. All of this because he 
retaliated again~t me for fili~g two grievances 
and testifying at the task force in January. 

I'm here to talk about Bill 494 and it's not a 
great bill, but it's a start. And if you just 
could go Number 2 on the Bill, providing an end 
date that can be extended. This language is not 
strong. It needs to state a specific time frame_ 
of three months. Juvenile probation officers 
conduct their investigation, .which is very 
tho~ough and detailed, in six weeks. I think 
three months is more than fair. 

In addition, you must remove the language, 
"extended for good cause shown," as it opens the 
door for turther corruption by the GAL. It would 
allow a loophole for the GAL to remain on a case 
unnecessarily, increasing 'billable hours and 
higher fees for the parents. 

Number 4 needs to be more specific. It's good, 
but you need to have a cap on the amount the GAL 
can charge hourly and on a case by case basis. 

On Number 5, periodic court review does not say 
·who is conducting the review, and I am 
recommending a nonprofit organization such as 
Focus on Kids Program. In addition, the time 
frame must be stated. My recommendation is for 
two or three months, ·not six months as that is a 
long period of time for a child, and it's an 
unnecessary financial burden for parents. 

And I'm going to skip over to Section·3. It 
talks about an interested third party can 
intervene. Who is that? I mean, could it be my 
co-worker?· Could it my neighbor? I don't 
understand who that is so that needs to be 
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clarified . 

But the last sentence in that Section 3, it has 
to be removed. The parents need to decide what 
is in the child's best interest. This places the 
child in the middle. Divorce is trauma. 
Children are not capable to make a decision that 
would influence the rest of their lives. It 
opens the door for corrosive behaviors by a 
controlling, abusive parent and a controlling or 
abusive GAL, and such language is near to being 
emotional child abuse; and it needs to be 
removed. 

My last thing is Section 4. It needs to add that 
the motions to remove GAL should be unlimited and 
must stay in the-court file regardless if they're 
granted or not, and that the presiding judge 
should not hear those motions, as I have concerns 
about the relationships between the judges and 
the GALs. That's it. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Thanks for your testimony . 

JANESSA DOE: You're welcome. 

REP. G. FOX: Are there questions or comments? I 
don't see any. So thank you for being here 
today. 

JANESSA DOE: Okay. 

REP. G. FOX: Colleen Buden. Scott and Colleen Buden. 
Are you signed up as well? Okay. Okay. Thank 
you. 

Good afternoon. If you could both please state 
your names for the record. 

SCOTT BUDEN: I'm Scott Buden. 

COLLEEN BUDEN: Colleen Buden . 

003795 
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SCOTT BUDEN: We're here to testify against Bill No. 
494. The bill doesn't address child trafficking 
that's going on in family courts. 

COLLEEN BUDEN: Connecticut family courts are 
consistently removing children from a parent who 
is deemed fit and has never harmed their 
children. I used to think that if you were a 
good parent, never got in trouble with the law, 
stayed away from drugs and alcohol, there would 

'I' 

be no reason for you to lose your children. Then 
I entered Connecticut family courts and witnessed 
something right out of a third world country. 

Parents are treated like criminals. Almost all 
the cases are the same. It's Connecticut family 
court playbook. The targeted parent is accused 
of having a mental illness. At that point, the 
targeted parent hires professionals to fend off 
the allegations. But once you clear one 
allegation, along comes another. It's endless. 

Most allegations come from the guardian ad litem. 
A lawyer who takes a 35-hour course, and the 
judge considers these lawyers experts with your 
children. Would you want a lawyer to tell you 
where your children are going to live? 

I hired two psychiatrists, and I cleared my name. 
It didn't matter. Judge Wetstone would not allow 
them to testify and focused on her (inaudible) 
business partner, Dr. Stephanie Stein Leite, the 
Connecticut Children's Law Center, (inaudible), 
and (inaudible) Patel ultimately removing the 
children from my care. 

I have been denied my right to parent my 
children. The children are now living in an 
industrial park, being raised by the father's 
girlfriend because the dad works as an executive 
chief, working nights and weekends, even though 
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he lied on the stand in August 2013, stating he 
works 9:00 to 5:00 as an executive chief. 

SCOTT BUDEN: Bas~cally, when we entered into court, 
there was no way that we were going to win. The 
decision was made prior to us even walking in. 

003797 

We had a person basically that came in and did a 
personality test on my wife, which said she only 
suffered from heightened anxiety from the court 
systems, and ended up having a psychological 
evaluator, who came in and critiqued the 
psychological evaluation. That wasn't allowed 
in, which basically he stated this was the worse 
psychological evaluation he ever went -- one that 
he ever witnessed. 

He went on to say that Dr. Stein Leite did not 
let the clinical test results alter her mindset. 
It appeared that she seemed to have ignored 
conflicting evidence as to what she might have 
thought about those individuals prior to her 
examination. He recommended a more clinically 
accurate evaluation. Judge Wetstone didn't allow 
that. 

On top of that, we had someone else coming in to 
do school comparison to show that Newington was 
actually, in fact, a better school system than 
Manchester. He wasn't allow to come in. 

We also brought someone in who was going to speak 
about alcoholism because her ex-husband had a , 
serious issue with alcoholism. He went -- had 
specific times with the kids where he was hitting 
them. He actually choked out his son where he 
peed in his pants. It didn't matter. They 
didn't want to hear it. 

We had someone that caught the husband, who was 
telling the CLC the whole time that he was sober; 
he hasn't drank in a year and a half because he 
read a book. We hired a PI who caught him 
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drinking the first two times he went out there, 
and then the father ended up saying that he 
admitted to a third time. They didn't care about 
that. They didn't even hold him for perjury, fo~ 

lying at that hearing. 

After that we had a psychotherapist who was 
seeing Colleen for 18 months who could talk about 
her mental status. That didn't matter. 

The CLC GAL stated that, you knpw, I believe that 
the mother has a ~ental disorder. That I believe 
that she's a danger to the kids. Opining outside 
her resume is common for these GALs. 

What ended up happening? Nothing. They didn't 
really care. They didn't care. It didn't matter 
what you brought forth to the judge, to Judge 
Wetstone. They weren't listening to it. It 
didn't matter. 

So basically what we ended up doing was we ~iled 

a motion fo~ clarification, and we pointed out 
what was going on, which was child trafficking. 
We ended up filing that motion for clarification, 
and then w~ were moved from the Rockville 
Courthouse into Civil Court. And now Judge 
Wetstone has been removed from Rockville, and now 
we're going back to Rockville Courthouse. 

So, I mean, basically_ this bill that's being 
presented here, it doesn't address much of 
anything, you know. You really need to have 
~mmunity removed from these people. I mean, 
they're taking full advantage of it.- On top of 
it, I think it's really important to set a cap 
for the amount of money that they're charging per 
hour. I believe $55 an hour outside the court, 
$75 an hour inside the court, I think that's 
reasonable. I mean, someone paying -- I heard 
$575 an hour -- that's ridiculous, absolutely -
it's inexcusable. 
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These GALs, they need to have some sort of, you 
know, oversight committee that they have to 
report to, and it can't be anyone affiliated with 
the court system, you know. There needs to be 
some sort of oversight. And I think that there 
should be some sort of limit. There's got to be 
a cap to the amount of hours that they're 
allowed, you know, to be on the case and how much 
they're ~llowed to bill. And then even if 
there's a complicated case and it goes beyond 
that, then, yeah, but those circumstances need to 
be few and ·far between, you know. It can't be 
that now the judges are just signing them up for 
another 30 hours or 20 hours. 

I think that there absolutely needs to be a 
contract that's going to be signed before the 
GALs even, you know, are assigned to the case. I 
think it should stipulate exactly what their 
intention is; what their boundaries are; what 
they're going to be doing within the case; how 
long they're going to be assigned, or who they're 
allowed to speak to. And basically you're 
setting limits to what they're going to be doing. 

REP. G. FOX: Okay. Well, if you could please 
summarize, that would be helpful because when 
people go up together, it's still expected to 
keep it at three minutes. I know you've gone 
beyond that, but we want to give you a chance to 
speak. 

SCOTT BUDEN: Basically I'm just asking for oversight. 
I think the entire bill should be rewritten. I 
mean, it had maybe a couple good things in there, 
you know, but definitely there needs to be 
oversight. You need to remove immunity from 
these GALs. They have taken full advantage of 
that, as you've heard. All the testimony, I 
think it's definitely the most important factor 
here. Thank you . 
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REP. G. FOX: Okay. 
anY. questions? 

Well,.thank you both.· Are there 
Representative Gonzalez. 

REP .. GONZALEZ: Hi, Scott. And thank you for coming. 

SCOTT BUDEN: Thank you. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I was reading your testimony, apd you 
tal'k about Dr. Hiebel. 

SCOTT BUDEN: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. And the task -- my question is 
did he find anything wrong with mom? 

SCOTT BUDEN: No. Both him and Dr. Kaplin actually 
worked together just to make sure, you know, that 
they came to the same conclusion -- and this is 
what most parents are going through, especially 
the mothers, are heightened anxiety, you know. 

Going in there is·the worst thing that anyone can 
go through. Going in there with the assumption 
that you're going to lose your children, is going 
to drive anyone crazy. 

So, no, other than heightened anxiety, no. They 
did not find anything. 

REP. GONZALEZ:. What about dad? 

SCOTT BUDEN: Yeah. There was a laundry list that -
that they found. He was --

COLLEEN BUDEN: Delusional thoughts, psychosis, were 
two of the things that he found with the dad. 

SCOTT BUDEN: Paranoid delusions, I mean, significant 
dysfunction. All stuff that Dr. Stein Leite just 
breezed over. I mean, he said that this report 
was an absolute joke, an embarrassment to his 
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REP. GONZALEZ: Are you scared of retribution to 
testify today? 

003801 

SCOTT BUDEN: Yeah. I mean, are they going to come 
after us? I don't know. But when our attorney 
filed a motion for clarification, she was 
targeted. We were moved to the Civil Court under 
Judge Bright, and Judge Bright later ended up 
sending a letter, at the time, to Board 
Administrator Barbara Quinn, asking if the motion 
that she filed was you know, did that warrant 
filing a complaint to the grievance committee. 
It was a motion. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Mm-hmm. 

SCOTT BUDEN: Yeah. I mean, I can read it here. It 
was basically just pointed out that this decision 
was nothing more than child trafficking, you 
know. And, you know, now our attorney is being 
targeted . 

I don't know where they are with this, you know. 
Is the grievance going forward? Was it just an 
inquiry as to whether or not this was a grievable 
offense? But it's a motion, you know. 

She ended up going through. She felt that it was 
-- you know, she stood behind what she was 
filing. It's not like she was saying anything 
that was out of line. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I got your file. I received your 
file, and I have put a couple of stickers here. 
Did the guardian ad litem, you know, quash the 
children's therapist? 

SCOTT BUDEN: Yeah. I mean, nothing that we brought 
forward, the judge wanted to hear, and this is 
absolutely another ridiculous part of the GAL 
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power. That they're able to quash a mental 
health professional that's been seeing the 
children, to come in to say exactly what she's 
done. 

Basically what she was doing, she was protecting 
herself from all the lies that she's been saying 
throughout the years, saying that there's no 
problem with the girlfriend. Right before they -
-!the Children's Law Center was put on our case, 
the girlfriend, who was living with her ex
husband, was arrested. She was arrested for 
assault and battery of her ex-husband, where she 
attacked him because he was seeing another woman, 
and then turned around and attacked herself. And 
then told the police officer when they got there 
that her ex ended up attacking her. Thank God 
the sister was there, which said that was 
absolutely untrue. 

So she got arrested for assault. She had a DCF 
charge against her. The Children's Law Center 
never divulged that information. 

COLLEEN BUDEN: And this is the person who is raising 
my kids now while I'm available for my children. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. 

SCOTT BUDEN: So to go on about the quashing, their 
psychiatrist could have came in and easily stated 
that the children are not happy with Cheri. That 
the girlfriend, two Christmas' ago, was screaming 
at them at a point where they were just -- they 
didn't even want to go over there. They're like 
we're being watched by the girlfriend. Dad is 
working all the _time. He's an executive chief in 
Bristol. Anyone knows that an executive chief is 
going to work 80 hours a week, you know. So 
they're primarily being watched by this woman 
they don't want to be around. 
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And, no, what's the guardian ad litem going to 
do? No. We don't want the children's 
psychiatrist brought in because that's pertinent 
information. That's something that the GAL could 
share. But what it's used as, it's used as a 
way, you know, for the GAL to make this case go 
in whatever direction they want period. 

REP. GONZALEZ: The Connecticut Law Center, do they 
represent indigent families or no? What is the 
purpose of Connecticut Law? 

COLLEEN BUDEN: Yes, they do. My ex-husband quit his 
job two weeks before the order was placed by the 
judge to put the guardian ad litem on our case. 
Two weeks after, he·got another job. I was an 
at-home mom at that time. I did ga-in employment 
within three months, but we were both gainfully 
employed. 

I repeatedly asked Justine Rakich Kelley and the 
guardian ad litem, when are you going to do a 
financial review on our case? My ex-husband and 
I made a combined income of 150,000. They would 
not.go off the case for 3 years and 10 months 
until the removal of my children. 

REP. GONZALEZ: But they are supposed just to 
represent indigent families, people that are not 
working? 

COLLEEN BUDEN: Right. And they were turning people 
away because they didn't have the staff. 

SCOTT BUDEN: And that brings me to another point. We 
spent over $60,000. We had all these 
professionals on our case, everything to prove us 
right, you know. The proof that, you know, the 
children are better off growing up in Newington, 
a better school system, in our household. There 
is no history of abuse, nothing. It didn't 
matter. It didn't matter . 
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What do you think they're doing to the indigent 
population? What do you think they're doing to 
these people that so-called don't have a voice in 
society? 

REP. GONZALEZ: 
will. I 
because, 
on that. 

We're checking on that right now. We 
think that a couple of weeks (inaudible) 
you know, family issues, but we checking 

Well, I'm checking on that. 

For how long was the Children Law Center on your 
case? 

COLLEEN BUDEN: .Three years and ten months, from 
December 2009 until Octob'er 2013. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Really, three years? 

SCOTT BUDEN: Almost four years. 

COLLEEN BUDEN: Almost four years. And we were both 
gainfully employed. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And did you ask for a financial review 
to see if you qualify for the Children Law 
Center? 

SCOTT BUDEN: When we asked to have them removed, it 
was basically we were asking for a financial 
review. 

COLLEEN BUDEN: Yeah. 

SCOTT BUDEN: So we didn't do it through the courts. 
We asked, you know, Justine Rakich Kelly to do a 
financial review, or our attorney asked; an~~it 

ignored, denied. 

COLLEEN BUDEN: It was just ignored. 

REP. GONZALEZ: It was ignored? Well, I received 
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yours, and you see I put a lot of stickers 1here . 
And I did more than put those stickers there. 
Maybe later on today I'm going to let you guys 
know what I did on this case. And thank you very 
much. 

COLLEEN BUDEN: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: All right. Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Are there any other 
questions? Thank you for your testimony. 

SCOTT BUDEN: Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Next is Jean-Pierre Bolat. 

JEAN-PIERRE BOLAT: Good afternoon. 

REP. G. FOX: Good afternoon. 

JEAN-PIERRE BOLAT: Thank you very much for allowing )I?J ~qy 
us to testify today. I had written a four-page 
testimony, but I crossed most of it out because I 
think everything has been covered very, very well 
by people more qualified than I to cover the 
issues. 

There's been some great hardships, and I think 
you've heard them in this room. Some of them 
brought me to tears, and I would like to comment 
on Senator Coleman's point that he made to Ms. 
Tow, I believe, that he deeply regrets what 
happened to her. 

Well, I'm going to offer to all of you, if you 
deeply regret the injustices that happen to these 
people, .change the system. Use your power to 
change the system. 

And I also would like to say something to Senator 
Coleman. I wish he were here. But it's my fault 
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that people were clapping back there because I 
'started it. T.here' s a well of emotion in this 
room when children are at stake: There's a-huge 
well of emotion. 

And at this point I'd like to say that I'm ?O 
deeply saddened, Representative Gonzale~; for 
your loss. I lost my brother at the same age 
that your son was, and I can feel for that. And 
I feel for everybody in this room who have lost · 
children at the hands of GALs, judges, and a 
dysfunctional system. And I'd like to use a 
little bit of my time -- Mr. Bell Ringer~ don't 
ring yet -- to applau.d a-ll of the people who had 
the· courage to come here today. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. And as Senator Coleman said, 
I also have to reite~ate. We would really 
appreciate if you just please testify and not 
resort to --

JEAN-PIERRE BOLAT: I apologize if I used my ·time 
inappropriately. 

Moving forward, my name is Jean-Pierre Bolat. 
I've been a lifelong re~ident of Connecticut 
since 1965, except for the 20-plus years that 
I've spent serving my country in the United 
States Navy abroad. 

I returned to this state in 2010 to file divorce 
and to save my children from a very, very bad 
situation that I am no allowed to speak about 
because I don't want my children to ever know 
what had happened. 

I lost approximately $130,000 due to lawy~rs and 
GAL fees, and another $100,000 to uproot my 
family from Japan to bring them back.here to 
safety. 

I'll move on. Let me tell this story. A year 
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ago I testified. I testified about my GAL. I 
testified that after $20,000-plus, all he could 
say to me is, "What do you want me to do?" And I 
said to him three weeks ago, do the same thing 
that I just said to you. "Use your power, use 
your authority, correct the wrongs." And he 
said, "But I can't tell the mother what to do." 
That was· his answer. "I cannot tell her what to 
do," to stop alienating my children against me. 

My children deserve a better life. All of our 
children deserve a better life. Use your powers 
to stop the alienation. 

And a final thought. I received an e-mail. I 
think it was -- I don't know who I got it from, 
but I believe it was from Attorney Dornfeld. And 
I would like -- I never met you. I believe 
that's you over there. I would like an apology. 
Your description of those of us in this room 
testifying today as, "Extremely disgruntled 
litigants, court-watching cases in an attempt to 
intimidate judges, GALs, and lawyers and wearing 
t-shirts." 

I apologize that I didn't bring my t-shirt today, 
but if you could show me where I could buy one, I 
would --

REP. G. FOX: Mr. Bolat, if you would please direct 
your testimony to the members of the committee. 

JEAN-PIERRE BOLAT: Okay. 

REP. G. FOX: And if you could please summarize. 

JEAN-PIERRE· BOLAT: I'll summarize now. 

I'll add one more thing to Senator Kissel. I 
believe your numbers are wrong. I'm not a 
mathematician, but I do have two master's 
degrees. The number of people complaining about 
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the injustices in this system compared to the 
number of people today who agree with the system 
.are about 99:1, opposite of your statement 
earlier where you said 90 percent of the people 

-who have GALs are happy. 

The only reason the reason of the people who are 
unhappy are not here is because they're probably 
working their butts off to take care of their 
c~ildren and to pay their legal fees. Thank you 
very much. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Questions? 

REP. GONZALEZ: I got a comment. 

REP. G. FOX: Representative Gonzalez, do you have a 
question? 

REP. GONZALEZ: I got a comment. Thank you very much 
for coming. I know that, like everybody else, 
you going through a lot, you know, with the kids 
and., you know, money. I know that· everybody is 
discussing how we can put an end to this. A lot 
of people they don't believe. They don't trust 
the system anymore, .and I -- you know, I agree 
with that. But hopefully, hopefully we will try 
to put, you know, an end to that. 

I know that not every system is perfect. I know 
that this is really out of perfect. The system 
~s totally corrupt, and it's a broken system. 
But hopefully we'll come up with a bill that 
really will, you know, try to fix the problem~ 

And, again, you know, maybe we won't get 
everything the first year. This is our first 
year. Maybe we won't get everything the first 
year, but, you know, we not going to give up. 
We're not going to give up. We're going to.fight 
for our kids. Day by day, ·day by day until we 
resolve the problem. 
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The system is broken, and maybe we • re not· going 
to co~e up with a perfect bill this year. But if 
we all stick together and don•t give up, we•ll 
improve the system with a lot of faith. 

JEAN-PIERRE BOLAT: I agree, ma•am. Thank you very 
much for your leadership. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Are there any other 
questions or comments? Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Thank you. I don•t have any doubt in 
my mind that the vast majority of people that are 
here to testify are not happy with the system. 

Further, when it•s a contentious divorce, both 
sides are going to be unhappy quite often. What 
I was commenting on before was that in speaking 
to folks in the family court system, the vast 
majority of those cases go through, not totally 
happy. Divorce is not a happy thing, but 
depending on how the spouses get along, it can be 
less egregious than in other instances where the 
parties absolutely don•t get alone. 

So there•s sort of two theories that we•re 
listening to this afternoon. One is just get rid 
of the whole system. If there are any good 
points in the proposed bill, that would be good 
to hear. But I understand exactly where you•re 
coming from. I also want to thank you for your 
service to our country. 

JEAN-PIERRE BOLAT: Thank you, Senator. I appreciate 
it. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you for a second time. And, 
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yes, I got the e-mail. And, yes, she's very, 
very specific, and she said that all. the parents 
they are complaining. They are disgruntled 

·parents. So that means that all of them because 
I'm also involved. 

But, you know, it's pathetic, you know, -that she 
put something like this in writing because 
well, she's a guardian ad litem, you know. She's 
-- she's fighting for her -- you know, for her 
pocket, and that's one thing that is very clear. 
But what do you expect from a person that's 
fighting for her life like that. 

Well, anyway, thank you. But I also got that e
mail. Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Are there other questions or comments? 
Thank you very much, sir. 

JEAN-PIERRE BOLAT: Thank you very much. 

REP. G. FOX: Aaron Wenzloff? Good -afternoon. 

AARON WENZLOFF: Good afternoon. Member of the 
committee, my name is Aaron Wenzloff. I'm a 
staff attorney at New Haven Legal Assistance 
where I represent low income clients in family 
cases. 

I'm offering testimony today about_Senate Bill 
494 and the role of guardian ad litem on behalf 
of New Haven Legal Assistance and the other two 
direct services, legal services programs, 
Connecticut Legal Services, and Greater Hartford 
Legal Aid. 

As legal services attorneys in our family cases, 
we prioritize representing victims of domestic 
violence, and in those cases the assistance of a 
guardian ad litem is often indispensable. 
Guardians ad litem, of course, gather information 
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through investigations and report their findings 
to the court, and in cases like our where there's 
been a history of domestic violence, there 
assistance is critical in assessing the impact of 
the parents' behaviors on the children, both in 
the past and during the case. 

In particular, having a guardian ad litem who is 
sensitive to the dynamics of domestic violence is 
hugely important because they can propose 
parenting plans that minimize ongoing conflict 
and avoid the opportunity for further exposure to 
abusive conduct toward the children, whether 
that's emotional abuse or physical abuse. 

Overall the legal services programs feel the GAL 
system is· important, invaluable for our client 
population. At the same time we recognize that 
there could be improvements made to the GAL 
system in Senate Bill 494 tries to do that. 

We support the bill in how it seeks to provide 
more information to parents about the role of 
guardians ad litem and to require clear orders 
about the scope and nature of the GAL 
appointment. 

We do have a few suggestions on how Senate Bill 
494 might be improved, however. In particular, 
Section 4 of the bill would give standing to 
parties in family cases involving children, 
standing to those parties to petition for the 
removal of a guardian ad litem. 

In theory that's an important right, and we do 
feel that it's important for parents to be able 
to request the removal of a GAL, where that GAL 
has exhibited improper, or unethical conduct, or 
other misconduct. But we do have concerns that 
the procedural right to remove a GAL is limited 
so that it doesn't permit a parent to request the 
removal of a GAL simply because that parent is 



003812 
190 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

unhappy with the GAL's recommendations, or their 
·linhappy with the progress of the case or the· 
outcome of the case. 

There's a real danger that the bill would open 
the door for too many parties to file tpo many 
motions for removal without a good cause, and we 
feel that this would be a waste of judicial 
resources, both in individual cases and also on 
an entire system. 

And we also have a concern that an excessive 
number of motion.s .for removal would disco1-1rage 
attorneys and mental healtn pr9fessionals from 
doing the work entirely. 

I also want to comment about the bill's 
provisions about the appointment of GALs. It 
sets up a ·procedure.whe~e the judge would provide 
five names, and the parties would have an 
opportunity to pick n·ames Irom. the list. We have 
concerns about that set of provisions, and think 
it's probably unnecessary. It would introduce 
unnecessary delay of the family cases, and for 
the clients that we see, who are indigent and 
often in the cases we don't take, self
represented, we don't feel that they would have 

\ 
the expertise, or the experience, or the 
knowledge to be able to ·pick a GAL from a list. 

On top of that, not all GALs have the same level 
of experience or skills., and it's important that 
judges don't just resort to sort of mechanical 
format of randomly assigning appointments or 
making rotations off of a list because GALs might 
have different language skills, different. 
experience with cultural groups, different 
experiences with ages of different -- children of 
different ages .. Ther~'s a whole.range of levels 
of expertise. 

At the very least, the bil1 should permit t·he 
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parties to agree to have a GAL appointed right 
away, if they know upfront that they're not going 
to be able to pick from a list, or they don't 
have the ability to do so. They just want a GAL 
right away. 

And then, finally, I just want to make a comment 
about fees for GALs. The Senate Bill 494, we 
approve the idea. We're happy with the idea that 
it should b~ clear upfront how fees are allocated 
for GALs. I think that's important, particularly 
for self-represented parties. However, we just 
are concerned about a clarification with respect 
to Section 5 of the bill. It's our understanding 
that under existing law, the court can order 
state payment for guardians ad litem, if a parent 
is indigent. Lines 111 through 114 of the bill 
would codify required payment for GALs by the 
state if the children have received or are 
receiving state aid or care. 

We're assuming that that doesn't preclude the 
option for judges to order state payment where 
the child is not on assistance from the state, 
but the parents are still indigent. So we have 
proposed making clarification to the bill so that 
if the judge looks at the financial affidavit to 
the parties, determines that they're indigent and 
can't·afford the fees of the GAL, then state 
payment would be appropriate in those cases. 
Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Are there questions? 
Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Good afternoon. And, again, where do 
you work? 

AARON WENZLOFF: I'm a staff attorney at New Haven 
Legal Assistance Association. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. And I believe you came to 
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testify on June 9th. 

AARON WENZLOFF: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: This is the second time? 

AARON WENZLOFF: Yes, I did. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And listening to you is like you don•t 
agree with hardly, you know~ the Bill 494, only 
wfth ~ couple of things. But you don•t agree 
with removal of guardian ad litem. You don•t 
agree. with the ·parent picking a guardian ad litem 
from a list. The only thing that you agreed was 
like. (inaudible) the fees upfront. 

It•s,very clear here, like the first time you 
came here, you were sort of against it, and I'm 
not expecting something differe'nt in any way this 
time. But you saying_that there would be a loss 
of revenue when a parent wants to remove a 
guardian ad litem based on the parents. They•re 
not happy. They•re not satisfied because the 
cases don•t go their way. 

So tell me, like 1,000 people sending e-mails, 
and making phone calls, and coming here. to 
testify, and talking to the Reps, and talking to 
the Senators, all those parents, all those 
parents, they•re pot satisfi~d because the case 
didn't work their way? Do you think that it is 
that? That•s the only reason that these parents 
are not happy? 

AARON WENZLOFF: Well, Representative Gonzalez, I just 
want to clarify, I think there was a slight 
mischaracterization or misunderstanding of some 
of my testimony. 

In general, we have lots ot supportive things to 
say about this bill. We think that there are 
important improvements that could be made to the 
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GAL system. I just didn't focus on those pieces 
as much as some of the things in the bill that we 
think could be tweaked. 

So, for example, I think it's very important, 
I 

particular because there are so many self- · 
represented parties in family courts, that the 
judge's orders about when an appointment of a GAL 
is made, that the orders are clear about the 
scope and duties of the GAL, the fee schedule, 
the amount of the retainer. All of those sorts 
of things are very important so that the parties 
understand what's happening. I think it's very 
important that-self-represented parties have 
liberal .access to information about how guardians 
ad litem work, what their role is in the court 
system. I think all of that is very important. 

With respect to removing GALs, again, I support 
the notion of•being able to remove a GAL when 
we support the idea that a parent should have 
standing. So currently under Connecticut law, 
the only statutory authority for the appointment 
of a guardian ad litem or the removal of a 
guardian ad litem is in, I think, 4S(a), 
Connecticut General Statutes 45(a)-132. And it's 
strictly limited to the judge. 

There's been several court cases that generally 
don't give standing to parties to remove GALs. I 
think that's problematic, when some GALs exhibit 
behavior that's unethical, unprofessional, 
problematic in a variety of ways. And much of 
the testimony that we've heard today describes 
conduct that's alarming, to say the least. And I 
think in cases where you can meet the legal 
standard, if there's a clear legal standard that 
a GAL has exhibited unethical behavior. There's 
a conflict of interest. There's a gross or 
serious dereliction of duty. 

I think parents should be able to raise that and 



003816 
194 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUPICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

bring that.to the attention of the judge, and the 
'·judge can evaluate their motion. I thj.nk those 
sorts of motions should probably be verified 

'motions so that it's good faith allegations. And 
then after reviewing the motio~r, schedule an. 
evidentiary he.aring if there. is a basis for going 

_._forward, or if there isn't, dismiss it on the 
papers. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So.right now_they are filing motions 
to get rid of guardians ad litem. Right now 
there are hundreds of parents out there.. They've 
been filing motions after motion after motion, 
and judge is not listening. They deny all those 
motions. 

Do you think tha~ if we add something in_ this 
bill, do you think that the judge is going to 
listen? Because, you know, more than the 
guardians ad litem, one_ of the biggest problems 
is the judges. So the guardians ad litem will go 
as far as the judge allows, and right now we have 
hundreds of parents that have been filing motions 
to get rid of the guardians ad litem-with no 
luck. 

AARON WENZLOFF: Well, to answer your question about 
that, I think the reason those motions are 
getting dismissed -- I mean, I'm not -- I don't 
know those cases specifically -- but in general, 
the law in Connecticut today doesn't allow 
parents the opportunity to request removal of a 
GAL, except under certain limited circumstances. 

So there are -- there is case law that if you can 
show that a guardian ad litem is prejudicing the 
prosecution of your own case as a parent, as a 
litigant, ~s a par~y to that fami~y case, you 
could -- you have the right to ask for the 
disqualification of that gua_rdian ad litem. What 
you don't have is general standing to assert on 
behalf of your children the removal of that 
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guardian ad litem, and there's cases that suggest 
that that•s why -- that would disallow that on 
standing rounds. That•s why those motions are 
likely being dismissed. 

I think it would be appropriate for there to be a 
legal standard or the disqualification or removal 
of a guardian ad litem based on certain clear 
guidelines about unethical behavior, 
unprofessional behavior, dereliction of duty, 
conflicts of interest similar to the removal of a 
judge, for example. We have rules about removing 
judges from cases. 

We can have a very similar approach in terms of 
how you analyze the clear legal standard, which 
would be relatively high to the removal of a 
guardian ad litem. It shouldn't be based simply 
on being unhappy with how the guardian ad litem 
has made his or her recommendations, or the 
progress of the case, or the outcomes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: 
just being 
their way. 
power from 
litem. 

Yeah. But these complaints are not 
unhappy because a case didn't went 
It is he abuse of power, abuse of 

the judges and also the guardian ad 

But right now a guardian ad litem, they're not 
supposed to file any motion. They don•t have 
they d0n•t have the power to file any motion, but 
they•re filing motion like left and right out 
there. I got cases in my office that the 
guardians ad litem spent all day filing motions 
and then charging to the parents. So -·- and 
that•s not supposed to be happening because 
they•re not supposed to by the state statute, and 

I 

the court allow that. 

Can you tell me a little bit about this? 

AARON WENZLOFF: So in general, guardians ad litem 
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shouldn't file motipns in court as if they were 
~n attorney, despite the fact that when they!re 
wearing a different hat, many guardians ad litem 
are attorneys. In their own cases; they file 
motions on behalf of their clients. 

!·believe there is a procedure now where a 
guardian ad litem can request a status conference 
in front of a judge in a particuiar case to have 
the chance to talk to the judge about what's 

1 

going on in the case. 

Guardians ad litem filing other types of motions 
would not be procedurally correct. I've never 
seen it in a case I've done or other cases I am 
aware of. I think it might happen in some 
courthouses. I don't know. 

REP. GONZALEZ: You don't know. Okay. And then to 
clear the fees upfront, like'what do you 
recommend? Like they're charging right now from 
350, 450. There are some that are saying, well, 
I am worth 800. So, you know, whatever they 
decide, they're going to charge to the parent. 
The judge will decide. The judge will say I 
think that that's fair. That's a fair amount, 
even if it's 75,000, or 100,000, or whatever. 
The judge will say, well, y:eah, that's a fair 
amount. 

So when you say clear· the fees upfront, what do 
you rec<;:>mmend? 

AARON WENZLOFF: Well, again, all of the clients that 
we represent ·are poor. They can't afford an 
attorney, let alone a guardian ad litem. So I 
think the fee issue is very _important, and I'm 
hopeful that the bill can be clarified so that 
it's apparent to judges that after reviewing the 
financial affidavits of the parties,· if they 
determine that a parent is indigent and can't 
afford the fees for. a guar~ian ad litem, they 
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don't require that party to pay fees, and that 
the state would pay it; or the fees would be 
allocated to the other party, who is able to pay. 
That's the position of Legal Services with 
respect to fees. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Does your law firm represent a lot of 
family court? 

AARON WENZLOFF: I'm sorry. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Does your law firm represent a lot of 
parents in family court? 

AARON WENZLOFF: Yes. All I do is family cases at 
this point. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Oh, so you also. Okay. Now I 
understand. All you do is family cases. 

AARON WENZLOFF: I mean, unfortunately, the Legal 
Assistance programs, you know, we don't have a 
great deal of capacity. It's been a rough 
several years for the legal services programs. 
Right now there are two family attorneys at New 
Haven Legal Assistance. I try to take as many 
cases as I can, as an attorney, you know, within 
my ethical obligations to represent all my 
clients diligently. And so --

REP. GONZALEZ: And how many hours you been here 
today? 

AARON WENZLOFF: I've been here since -- I think I got 
here about 12:30 or so. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And you will spend the whole day if 
it's necessary because you're representing a lot 
of family cases. Thank you very much. 

AARON WENZLOFF: Thank you . 
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REP. GONZALEZ: Thanks. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you for your testimony today. 

You were talking about the motion to dismiss 
guardian ad litem, and you are suggesting that 
the proposal before us should have some point 
that calls for good faith motions that are 
verifiable. But we've heard testimony, both 
written and verbal, today that talked about 
numerous occasions and cases where hearsay 
evidence really is admitted in the guardian ad 
litem relationship in the court process. 

So can you comment on that? I mean, I'm trying 
to find the disconnect. You want it to be 
verifiable in the good faith motion to dismiss, 
and yet hearsay is so prevalent apparently, 
according to those who are witnessing it in the 
process. 

AARON WENZLOFF: Well, in terms of a verified motion, 
I guess what we mean by that is that the motion 
should be signed under oath so t~at, you know, 
.it's not a frivolous motion. That people take it 
seriously. That if you're a~king for the removal 
of a guardian ad litem because you're alleging 
unethical conduct, or other misconduct, or 
serious allegations, you should be making those 
allegations in good faith under the penalty of 
perjury. That's what we mean by verified motion. 
Okay. 

With respect to the evidence that you need to put 
forth to establish whether the legal standard has 
been met for removal of a guardian ad litem, 
obviously the parties themselves would be able to 
testify. I think if you have other reasons to 
believe that the guardian ad litem hasn't been 
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doing their job, they never called the therapist . 
You could have the therapist testify saying I 
never got a phone call. They wouldn't be 
testifying anything that privileged with respect 
to, you know, their patient-client relationship -
- I'm sorry -- doctor-patient relationship with 

I 

the children. They'd just be testifying about 
what the actions of the guardian ad litem were 
and whether those met their duties as 1a guardian 
ad litem. I'm just using that as an example. 

So I understand that hearsay evidence is a 
problem in family courts with respect to what's 
going on in the children's lives because children 
are generally not going to be testifying in 
court. So it's very difficult to find a non
hearsay way to get that evidence in front of the 
judge. When it comes to removing a guardian ad 
litem, I think that hurdle would be much less 
because you could just -- you could certainly ask 
the guardian ad litem what they've done. You 
could use other witnesses to describe what 
they've done and how they've been acting. And 
you could testify yourself as a parent about your 
expectations and how they haven't been met by the 
guardian ad litem. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Thank you. You also mentioned 
that a guardian ad litem can request a status 
conference, but we're hearing today that parents 
request status conferences; and they are either 
denied or ignored. Can you comment on that? 

AARON WENZLOFF: I've never had a request for a status 
conference denied that I can think of where I 
have a good reason for going back to court. 

I can't really speak to what folks here have 
testified about in terms of asking for an 
opportunity to go back to court and being denied 
that right. I mean, I suspect it's possible that 
continuing motions from a scheduled date to a 
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different date might be problematic for some 
judges depending on the schedule of the 
courthouse, depending on the reason for the
motion for continuance. And i think you'd have 
to look at each indiv_idual case to unc;ierstand why 
those motions were denied or granted, as the case 
may be .. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Thank you. And finally, your 
o~ganization I'm sure does an exceptional job 
representing those who cannot afford legal 
counsel. But we also heard a story, if it wasn't 
just two or three people before you, where the 
parents had combined income of $130,000 a year, 
and yet your organization, I believe, was 
involved in that case. 

Is there some method that your organization uses 
to verify income to qualify? 

AARON WENZLOFF: So think the case you're referencing 
that someone testified about involved the 
Children's Law Center. That's a separate non
profit organization. I don't have any 
affiliation with them. The- organizations I'm 
here to speak on behalf of is New Haven Legal 
Assistance, Connecticut Legal Services, and 
Greater Hartford Legal Aid. We're the three 
direct service legal aid.programs. We receive 
funding from IOLTA, and from the State of 
Connecticut in a variety of. ways, and private 
foundations, and private donations. 

We have very strict income cutoffs for the cases 
that we take. We accept cases where the client 
is earning 125 percent of the federal poverty 
line or below for their household size. We do 
accept some cases above that amount percentage 
wise. I believe up to 200 pe-rcent, but only if 
we're able to spend them down -- this is a little 
technical -- spend them down to the 125 percent 
based on some fixed debt they might have. So if 
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they owe unpaid taxes, if they have work related 
transportation costs, uniforms for work, those 
sorts of things, we'll spend them down to 125 
percent. We can take those cases. 

And for elderly clients, I think we have a 
special grant where there's no income eligibility 
cutoff. So if you•re over the age of 60, I 
believe -- I think 60, then we don•t have to 
limit our clients to the 125 percent or below. 

We have a·very rigorous, thorough intake process. 
We get a lot of referrals from the domestic 
violence shelters. We don•t just accept on faith 
what they tell us about that applicant. We look 
a·t the applicant • s income, assets, ask questions. 
If we have doubts at our initial intake 
interview, we have to address that upfront · 
because we just have such limited resources 'that 
we don•t think it•s appropriate to represent 
somebody if they have the ability to hire an 
attorney on their own; and we'll figure out a way 
to -- you know, if they have serious concerns, 
we'll refer them to the New Haven County Bar 
Association, the Modest Means panel, or other 
places where they can find an attorney either pro 
bono, who doesn•t have our income cutoffs, or an 
attorney for less than regular private rates. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Thank you for that thorough 
clarification and for your good work. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative O'Dea. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, 
sir, for'your testimony. I've been fairly quiet 
today because I've wanted to listen to what all 
the input has been. 

Senator Kissel mentioned earlier, we either tweak 
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this bill, or we start from scratch. And I have 
' to be honest,· I'm confused as to wher~ to go on 

·.·whether we'just scrap it completely and.how we 
- address the short-term needs. We've_ clearly 

heard from a lot of people here there are 
problems with'the system. 

And I had actually pulled out your testimony 
because I thought -- you appeared to be fairly 
m~ch in the mi~dle almost of that analysis in 
trying how to tweak it without abandoning it. 

And so I am co~cerned about the ability to give -
- I do want everybody to have standing to get rid 
of ,a GAL, but I'm concerned that could be used as 
a sword by someone who is unhappy with.the GAL's 
decision, if the GAL has a decision that's a 
proper one. And finding out whether or·not it is 
proper is a problem that, obviously, we're trying 
to address. 

And so you had suggested clear parameters by 
which a GAL could be removed without giving 
details or drilling down to those clear 
parameters. I'm not asking you to do it now, but 
what I am asking is maybe sometime over the next 
few days or so, 24 hours, sorry, we could think 
about that because I do want to address those 
specific parameters because I agree with you. I 
think that we should specify the grounds upon 
which a GAL could be removed, and it shouldn't be 
left wide open. 

So if you have time over the next 24 hours, maybe 
we can talk. 

AARON WENZLOFF: Just a quick comment on that. I 
mean, an alternative to writing in the guidelines 
statutorily in the Connecticut General Statutes, 
I think it would also be perfectly appropriate to 
ask the Judicial Branch to establish the 
standards as well after -- you know, they'll have 
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the time, and the ability, and the resources to 
think about what's appropriate. That's another 
approach to dealing with that issue. 

003825 

REP. O'DEA: And one other thing, I was just -- if you 
had input on, as someone who has been a GAL in 
the probate system, I generally, probably 9 out 
of 10 times, just don't write a bill out for a 
few hundreds of time just to approve a settlement 
for a minor or to represent the interest of a 
minor. 

Do you have -- in looking at these bill, and I 
hadn't seen any; or I'd seen some of them. But 
the block billing issue seems to be a problem. 
In my bills generally we don't do block billing 
because I deal with a lot of insurance companies 
and whatnot. So we do line item billing. 

Another gentleman had suggested limiting the 
bills to $55 for non-court time, $75 for court 
time. Some would argue that's low. Some would 
argue that's high. Do you have a position on 
that kind of an idea, line item billing, and then 
limiting the bills to $55 non-court time and 75 
court time? 

AARON WENZLOFF: I think itemization of bills is 
important, and I think sometimes you run into 
situations where there is some ambiguity or some 
vagueness on the part of the GAL. 

I had a case last summer where, you know, the 
guardian ad litem was charging my client at state 
rates. So it was a lower-rate than a private 
rate, given her financial circumstances. But at 
the same time was telling her, well, you know, I 
don't -- this isn't really that important. I'll 
probably just do this pro bono, but here's the 
information. And the bill was not really well 
itemized. And so after inquiring more, she did a 
better job of going back through her time records 
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and making that clearer. 

. And I think that's what ends up happening 
sometimes is the relationship is a little bit 
informal, and there's no oversight, nobody is, 
saying -- you know, many GALs are solo 
practitioners. They're very busy. They have 
lots of cases. Things are going on, you know. 
They might delegate the billing to an 
administrative assistance and not really take the 
time to ma~e it clear for a self-represented 
party what exactly is the situation with the 
bill. I think that's really important, and I 
think having judges make that order clear upfront 
would be helpful. 

With respect to the amounts of the bills, there's 
sort of three approaches I guess in Connecticut) 
at this point. There's state payment where the 
Public Defender's Office, you know, a GAL might 
have a contract with them, and they're paid 
directly by the st~te. That. payment is at a 
certain rate called state rates. 

Sometimes judges will order privat~ GALs who 
don't have a contract with the State of 
Connecticut to only-charge at state rates. I 
think it's close to $50 an hour,- and there's some 
rules about what's countable as an hour. 

And then there's private rates, which, you know, 
in different parts of Connecticut could end up 
.being different things. And· I think if parties 
are in agreement abo~t hiring a GAL, and they 
know upfront that that GAL is charging at a 
certain rate, I'm -not certain it really makes 

. sense necessarily to cap the rates, if the 
parties are all in agreement. 

I think where you run into problems is where, you 
know, one party says that's a crazy rate, and the 
other party says, well, I want this GAL. I'll 
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pay whatever. And that's why it's important for 
the judge upfront, when making the appointment, 
to resolve those issues so that it's not -
you're not kicking the can down the road, and the 
GAL end up, intentionally or not, favoring one 
side or the other because of the whole situation 
with the financial compensation. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you very much for your testimony. 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

REP. G. FOX: Are there any other questions or 
comments? Thank you for your testimony. 

AARON WENZLOFF: Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Next is Sharon Dornfeld. Good 
afternoon. 

SHARON DORNFELD: Good afternoon. Senator Coleman, 
Representative Fox, ranking members Kissel. 
Rebimbas, and other members of the committee, 
thank you for allowing me to be heard today . 

S~49Lt 

I had submitted written testimony, and I will try 
not to repeat myself or would allow the other 
comments·that come -- that you've heard already. 

As you are aware, I was -- I had the honor to 
serve as co-chair of the task force to study 
legal disputes involving the care and custody of 
minor children together with Attorney Sue 

'-
Cousineau. I am also an attorney in private 
practice in Danbury, and for the last 25 years 
have limited my practice to representing minor 
children as their attorney or guardian ad litem. 

The task force met over a period of four months. 
We submitted a final report. I am proud to say 
that that report was able to make 68 
recommendations, with at least the majority of 
our task force, and with that, 38 were unanimous . 
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This bill, 494, addresses only the first of our 
charges, which is to consider the role of the 
guardian ad litem and attorneys for minor 
children as well as the costs. 

As you•ve heard, the vast majority of cases which 
come into family court, well over 90 percent, 
resolve with the assistance -- perhaps a little 
b~t of assistance with attorneys, mental health 
professionals, our family services offices. 
Ultimately the parents are able to reach an 
agreement with varying degrees of assistance and 
leave the process, all for the benefit of their 
children. 

Unfortunately, there is a very small percentage 
of cases which remain. Those higher conflict 
cases, obviously, require a higher level of 
services, more services require more time and 
typically would also involve the assistance of a 
guardian ad litem or an attorney for the minor 
children in order to identify; and promote, and 
protect the children through the process. 

Typically the parents request the appointment of 
a guardian ad litem or attorney for minor 
children. Where they•re represented, they nearly 
always make a specific request for an individual. 
Judges are also able to appoint someone to. 
represent the children•s interest on what we can 
a sua sponte basis, meaning there•s some 
particular circumstances at the time which they 
think warrants that. We would encourage that 
option to be included in the bill. 

Where parents are indigent, either the -- as 
you•ve heard -- the GAL or AMC is appointed at 
state rates, or in some areas of the state. 
through the Children•s Law Center. However, 
where parents are not indigent, they are expected 
to pay the expenses of the AMC or the guardian ad 
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litem who's appointed for their children, just as 
they are expected to pay for all other services 
provided to their children. 

Typically, I've heard-- we've heard about the 
hourly rates. Typically, they are also paying 
their own attorneys at a rate that is comparable 
and likely in excess of the rate that's charged 
by the' AMC or GAL. 

We support this bill in general. We think 
standing· 'is important. I have some concerns 
about the timing, for example, of the fees 
arrangements, which are·spelled out in my written 
testimony. And with that, I'm happy to take any 
questions if you like. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you for your testimony, and thank 
you all the task force members who served. Are 
there questions? Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you and thank you for coming. 

What is the percent of work that you do as 
guardian ad litem? 

SHARON DORNFELD: Well, a very substantial percentage. 
I have a small minor civil practice (inaudible) 
real estate closing, that sort of thing. I 
represent kids. I used to do a substantial 
portion of juvenile court I do much less of that 
now. I do the bulk of it is family court. I do 
some in probate court. I also, for the last five 
or six years, have done a fair amount of 
representing child victims, typically of sexual 
abuse in the criminal courts. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And how much as a guardian ad litem 
you charse per hour? 

SHARON DORNFELD: Depends on the case. Typically in a 
family court case where both parents are 
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represented; at this point I charge $300 an hour. 
I rarely charge ac~ually in the criminal court. 
I rarely charge in the probate court. If I do, I 
typically would take it at a state rate, which 
the probate court is $40 an hour, but I don't 
usually do that. 

REP. GONZALEZ: If I asked for .a list of those kind of 
jobs, do you think that less would be available 
for me? 

SHARON:DORNFELD: I'm sorry. I don't understand your 
question. 

REP. GONZALEZ: If I asked for list, list of you to do 
a pro bono job -- pro bono work out there, and if 
I asked for a list of the pro bono --

SHARON DORNFELD: Oh, all my pro bono cases? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Uh-huh. 

SHARON DORNFELD: I don't have a list. I would have 
to compile a list. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So the court, they don't have that? 

SHARON DORNFELD: No. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So it's not out there. We try -- as 
task force members, we try to get a list of the 
fee, and we constantly request that. And we were 
not able to get that, and I remember that you 
were the co-chair. You said that it was 
irrelevant that we ask f6r fees for docto~s · 
(inaudible) everything, and all the time that we 
ask for that, you know, that list of the fees, 
all the time the answer was the same. It.' s 
irrelevant. It's irrelevant. 

I will ask you now. Why isn't it relevant. if we 
want to know -- if you're trying to fix this 
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problem, and we know it is a problem? Maybe the 
guardians ad litem, they don't want to recognize 
that it's a problem, but we know that it's a 
problem. So why if we try as a task force, we 
were trying to resolve the problem to come up 
with some solutions, and we know that's a huge 
problem are the fees. So why you think that it 
is relevant? 

003831 

SHARON DORNFELD: Well, if you recall my response to 
your requests that you made for that was not that 
it was irrelevant. My response was that the data 
that was likely to be collected would not be 
useful, and the reason for that is we would not 
be comparing apples to apples. 

People with different levels of experience charge 
different amounts of money. People in different 
parts of the state -- typically there are 
different economic realities in different parts 
of the state, which reflect on the fees that all 
attorneys, mental health professionals may 
charge . 

The context makes a difference, the length of 
time involved in a case. Obviously, the total 
fees are going to be substantially higher than if 
it's a very short period of time in the case. 
The value that the parents have placed on their 
own representation, and the agreements that 
they've made with their own attorneys and how 
much that is worth to them on an hourly basis 
should also be a function. 

Looking at the fees that are charged by the 
attorney for ·the guardian ad litem for the minor 
child, the focus of the whole GAL and AMC system 
is to protect the interests of the child. So, 
therefore, if the parents have experienced 
lawyers, skilled lawyers, it's just as important 
for the children involved in the case to have a 
guardian ad litem or an attorney with a 
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comparable level of expertise and experience. 

Somebody who got out of law school six months is 
not going to have that. Someone who has been 
practicing for a longer period of time is able, 
at that point, to offer their services at the 
higher rate. 

Most of us have our own businesses. We have the 
usual circumstances that run along with running a 
business as well as our own professional 
obligations. We are -- we have advanced. 
educational degrees obtained often at great 
expense and effort. We have licenses, which have 
required a significant testing process to obtain, 
and, frankly, people who work privately are 
entitled to be paid. 

Again, the parents either reach an agreement 
regarding the reasonableness of our fees, agree 
to engage us at that hourly rate. The judge·gets 
to review how it's allocated between them. At 
the end, either the parents agree it is 
reasonable and agree to make the payment, or if 
they don't, evidence is put on before the judge 
in terms of whether it's reasonable under all the 
circumstances in the context of the case. The 
judge makes a determination whether or not it's 
reasonable. We'll allocate it between the 
parties based on all the circumstances of the 
financial situations of each party, and having 
said that, most of us -- as it was testified 
earlier, are willing to take payment plans,.make 
payment plans. It's not uncommon. Well, it's 
not.terribly common because my fees are typically 
found to be reasonable, but I have had my fees 
reduced because the court felt that it was not 
financially something that the family could 
handle. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well --
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REP. G. FOX: Representative Gonzalez . 
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REP. GONZALEZ: Yes. As a task force member, I 
remember that I did ask the question. I remember 
it was irrelevant, and I also remember one of the 
task force members request that in writing twice, 
and none of the co-chairs -- you guys said, no. 
It was irrelevant. And knowing that we have this 
problem that we want to correct, you know, we 
were never able to get that information because 
to you guys was irrelevant. 

But I also remember one of the ·comments, and I 
would like for you to explain a little bit about 
that. We were sitting down, and you passed by; 
and you said that if a parent can afford their 
own attorney at $300 per hour, the children 
deserve the same. And I never have a chance to 
ask you what do you mean by that? If me, as a 
parent, if I can afford to pay a guardian ad 
litem for $300, so my child deserves the same? 
And I don't -- you know, for all these days I've 
been asking, you know, why that comment? My 
child deserve, what, better or less because I 
can't afford it, you as a guardian ad litem? 

SHARON DORNFELD: The statutes that are case law are 
very clear that in every case involving children, 
the best interest of the children are ultimately 
the basis upon which the court must make the 
decision. 

As I said a minute ago, where the parents have 
decided that their own interests are worth, by 
your example $300 an hour, clearly they do have 
some financial wherewithal that they're willing 
to spend to promote their own interest. The 
children's interest also need to be protected, 
and, again, I would not submit that the 
children's interests are of less value than the 
parents• own interest, nor would I suggest that 
if there is a comparably experienced guardian ad 
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litem or attorney for the minor childre~ in the 
case, that they should be -- they should go 
unpaid when the parents have the resources to pay 
their own attorneys. 

Having said that, again, we're always very 
conscious of the expense of these cases, and.if a 
parent --

REP. GONZALEZ: Yeah. But you're not -- with all due 
respect, you're not answering my question. Why, 
if I can afford to pay a lawyer for $300, your 
comment was the kids deserve the same. Why? 

SHARON DORNFELD: Well, I'm sorry. I want to make 
sure I'm understanding. Did you say if you can't 
afford to pay $300 for your own or you can? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Your comment was very clear. It says, 
"If the parent can afford at $300 lawyer, you 
know, $300 an hour, well, the kids deserve the 
same." So if I can afford it, then what's going 

-to happen with my--

SHARON DORNFELD: Again, I'm still not sure I 
understand you. You can or you cannot afford it? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Can. 

SHARON DORNFELD: I'm not sure I'm hearing you. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Can. 

REP.-G. FOX: Representative Gonzalez, want to try and 
~ephrase your question maybe? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yeah. Well, what I understood at that 
time was, well, bad luck for the kids. If the 
parent can afford $300 to pay. for a lawyer, well, 
too bad for the kids. That's what my 
understanding, but it's okay. Maybe -- maybe we 
can discuss that later. 

• 
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But also, you know, I rec~ive your e-mail. 

003835 

Maybe, you know, I'm not on the list, but I got 
it. And it said very clear that the disgruntled 
group calling themselves Coalition of Connecticut 
Families, and as far as I know, we have that day 
on January 9th a lot of people that came to 
testify. And I know that maybe some, they were a 
little bit upset. You have a lot of people that 
treat you, at that time, with respect. They're 
not disgruntled parents. They're people that are 
going through a lot of problems .. They are 
people. They are parents. They're lives have 
been destroyed because the kids are not with 
them. There are other, you know, reasons why. 

So, you know, like the colleague was saying, 
yeah, we'll have to treat everybody with respect. 
She's right, but I think that we expect the same 
from, you know, other people. 

SHARON DORNFELD: Well, I have never suggested that 
they were disrespectful at that hearing or on any 
other occasion. I certainly don't think it would 
be accurate to call them happy litigants. So, 
you know, I'm sorry if you found it 
disrespectful. It was not intended to be 
disrespectful. I thought it was an accurate 
statement regarding the group, and sorry if you 
thought otherwise. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Are there other questions? 
Representative O'Dea. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you for your testimony. Just a couple 
follow-up questions. Your report in January of 
this year, how many -- how many unanimous 
recommendations were in that report? 
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SHARON DORNFELD: Thirty-eight of the sixty-eight 
recommendations were unanimous. 

REP~ O'DEA: I'm trying to see which ones of those 
were included in this legislation. So of the 38, 

'how much does this -- how much of those unanimous 
recommendations are addressed, if you know? 

SHARON DORNFELD: I don't kriow the specific numbers, 
and I will say that in reviewing this legislation 
an~ comparing it to our recommendations, I found 
that there were some variations, slight 
variations of some of the recommendations that we 
made: But a fair portion of Section 1(c) is very 
comparable to our -- the recommendations of 
nearly the whole task force. 

I can say that -- and I don't recall whether this 
was unanimous or not. I think we all felt 
strongly that pare~ts should have standing to 
raise legitimate concerns if an AMC or GAL is not 
performing their duties appropriately. 

We did not specifiqally discuss the issue of 
college accounts, but I think it would be fair to 
say -- and there are other members of the task 
force present, so they should certainly feel free 
to disagree with me if this is not accurate. But 
I think all members of the task force would agree 
that the children's own funds should be 
protected. I do think that the language is a 
little broad here. It's not an uncommon 
situation, particularly in divorce cases, where 
there are accounts which are titled in the -
parents' own names and Social Security number, 
which one or the other might claim they had sort 
of mentally, you know, considered would be-for 
college funds. Those. are treated as marital 
f~nds. They are av.ailable to, the parents to use 
for whatever they wish. They don't have to be 
segregated t'or the children. 
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I would recommend that to make sure that we do 
preserve funds that are really intended to be for 
the children, that this language be limited to 
either a 529 account, or a UTMA, or UGMA account, 
which is for the benefit of the child. 

REP. O'DEA: Mr. Chair, if I may just follow-up. 

REP. G. FOX: Representative O'Dea. 

REP. O'DEA: So in looking through your report 
quickly, I didn't see any grounds upon which you 
would recommend that the GAL could be removed for 
-- is there any of that language in there? 

SHARON DORNFELD: In our report, not as an individual 
specific recommendation, but we did, for example, 
recommend -- and I believe that it's incorporated 
in Section 1(c) of the act -- that at the time of 
appointment the court specify -- and we talked 
perhaps whether it would be with a checklist -
specific duties that the AMC or GAL was expected 
to perform . 

So if, for example, that order has been made, and 
for whatever reason the AMC or GAL is not, in 
fact, following the duties which were indicated 
or was acting outside the scope of the AMC's or 
GAL's authority, for example, I would say perhaps 
never being available. 

One of the obligations of a child's 
representative is to move this process along as 
far as -- as far as possible to get it over with, 
results and finality for the child. That's a 
difficult thing because you're also balancing the 
parents' rights to have access to the court and 
have their own matters heard. But there's a 
constant tension there, but I hope I am never the 
reason that a case is delayed because one of the 
best things I can do for the children that I 
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represent is get them out of that situation as 
soon as possible. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you. And, Mr. Chair -- one final 
follow-up, if I may. 

REP. G. FOX: Please proceed. 

REP. O'DEA: And you may have heard some testimony 
about the block billing versus line item billing 
and in 6-minute increments as opposed to, you 
know, 30-minute increments or whatever. 

SHARON DORNFELD: Yes. 

REP. O'DEA: I was trying to look through. I didn't 
see anything addressed in the report about that. 
Would you be in -- has the task force discussed 
that, and would they be in favor of say line item 
billing, no block billing in six-minute 
increments? 

SHARON DORNFELD: Well, we didn't specifically talk 
about the no block billing versus the six-minute 
interval billings. What we did say was it is 
important to have the bills reviewed. I think we 
actually went further than the proposed language 
in this bill went to say that, as I'm recalling 
the recommendations that after the original 
retainer, that a~l bills must be reviewed 
periodically by the court. And then the court 
would look at the financial circumstances of the 
parents by looking at the financial affidavit, 
and approve or disapprove it. But it would have 
to be itemized. 

As far at the block billing, I heard the example 
that was given. You know, if I sit down and.! 
make four or five phone calls in a row, I might 
block for the total amount of time, assuming it 
hadn't been interrupted by doing something_ else 
rather than necessarily -- I have no objection to 
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doing it specifically in lOth of an hour 
increments. I do bill in lOth of an hour 
increments. I have a computerized system. I 
provide those bills to the parents. Where the 
parents have attorneys, I typically provide them 
through the attorneys and ask the attorneys to 
pass them along. So everybody knows what I'm 
doing. If there's a problem, or a concern, or a 
question, please contact me. I do an explanation 
of how the fees work at the beginning. 

I ask the parents to sign it to indicate their 
understanding and return that to me. So they do 
see that, but I will confess that there are 
occasions where I had just done several things, 
you know, over a period of half an hour or 
something, I'll put all several things and then 
just go half an hour. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. 

SHARON DORNFELD: Sure. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Attorney Dornfeld for your service as 
the co-chair of the task force. That's certainly 
a difficult experience for you, as I'm sure it 
was for those that served. 

I wonder, Section 4 of the bill before us, 494, 
is the process for removal of guardian ad litem. 
Can you comment specifically on the proposal 
before us and whether you're supportive of that 
idea, and if not, how would you write it? 

SHARON DORNFELD: I'm certainly supportive of the 
concept. I would not -- I would be the last 
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person to say that every guardian ad litem or 
every attorney for the minor child makes me 
proud. There are certainly some out there who do 
not. The vast majority work very hard, do their 
very best for the children they represent. 

There is always someone who is unhappy with what 
you're doing. So it's not always the most 
pleasant duty, but in the end one feels that it's 
worth it because of the help you can provide the 
child. But having said that, there are sometimes 
people who aren't doing a very good job. 

And I believe, actually, I recommended this to 
the task force because this is a concern that I 
have had. Our case law, as Attorney Wenzloff was 
indicating a little bit earlier, has made it very 
difficult ·for parents to come in and be found 
they have standing to raise this issue. 

There needs to be a way to do that. Someone is 
really not doing what they're supposed to. So 
basically I agree with this. I do have some 
concerns about repetitive filings. What one 
would not want to do, again, in the interest of 
keeping the case moving so that the child can get 
out of that situation as soon as possible. 

You would not want someone to take another shot 
at it, take another shot at it, take another shot 
at it once it has been heard. So I would suggest 
that there be some limit after the first one 
perhaps. Maybe there needs to be -- there's a 
provision in our practice book which provides for 
the filing of what's called a request for leave 
to file something, perhaps the request for leave 
would be necessary after the first motion was 
heard and denied. So some judge would have to 
screen it and say, yeah, there's something valid 
here that we have to look at, or this is just the 
same thing we already took care of. So don't do 
it again. 
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So after the first -- I would say maybe the first 
one, there should be none, but after that there 
should be someone looking at them to make sure 
that they are valid. 

I would have a little bit of concern about 
whether motions were denied might remain in the 
file, and the reason for that is -- we 
recommended in the language of the last sentence 
here -- would support that the family judge, the 
judge who was handling that case, should not 
really be the one to hear this simply because we 
would not want the parent who brought that motion 
to worry that somehow or other the judge was 
going to hold it against them for bringing a 
motion regarding the -- this behavior, if you 
will, whether or not it's found accurate or is 
dismissed. 

We think a different judge should have a clean 
look at it and made that determination. Having 
made the determination, if that other judge finds 
that, you know, there really isn't a problem and 
the guardian should be permitted to continue. 
Perhaps it should not remain in the file, lest 
the family judge take a look at it and have an 
impression one way or the other. So we did 
recommend having a different judge take a look at 
it. 

And the only other thing, and I don't know how 
you would phrase this. But I think that a motion 
that would be brought by a parent should be 
specific to what the problem is in relation to 
what the original order was for the duties of the 
AMC or GAL, not just sort of a general, has bias 
or something like that, you know. It would need 
to have some specificity I think, rather than 
just have an overall I don't like the direction 
this is going, and I want that person gone. 



003842 
220 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Thank you. The language, as I 
read it, says, "The Judicial Branch shall 
establish a procedure to ef~ectuate the hearing 
of a motion seeking removal." So the Legislature 

. is calling upon the Judicial Branch to check and 
double check and make sure that they have the 
right pr'ocess that • s going to work. Are you 
saying that we need to be more specific? 

SHARON.DORNFELD: I don't. I just ultimately hope that 
however it works out, that these considerations 
are included in whatever the procedure ultimately 
is. I don't know that -- you know, there's 
separation of powers issue. I don•t know how the 
Judicial Branch and the Legislature work together 
in terms of procedural type things, and I would 
not presume to suggest that. But I do think that 
the basic concept of providing parent standing 
and having it heard by a separate judge from the 
one who's handling the family matter, are 
certainly something that we supported in the task 
force, and I wholeheartedly.support. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Thank you. Through you, Mr. 
Chairman 

REP. G. FOX: Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: -- on~ other final comment. The 
closing sentence of Section 4, "The presiding 
just shall determine the judge who is assigned to 
hear such motion." Are you suggesting that the 
presiding judge should not choose who will hear 
the motion? 

SHARON DORNFELD: No, no. I think that that was 
intended just to indicate that it's not going to 
be the judge who's presiding over that case. 
It's going to be someone else down the hall or 
upstairs, just a different judge .. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: That's how I read it too. Thank 
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you, Attorney Dornfeld. Thank you, Mr. Chairman . 

SHARON DORNFELD: Thank you, Senator. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Any other questions or 
comments? Representative Gonzalez for the second 
time. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you for the second time. When a 
parent files a motion for therapy and the judge 
grant the motion. It's one thing that I think 
that we cannot discuss. And the parent, you 
know, filed the motion for therapy, and the judge 
grant the motion for therapy. And then during 
that process, the guardian ad litem recommend a 
therapist. 

When the parent -- and we have a lot of cases 
where the people are complaining about this. So 
now the guardian ad litem recommend a therapist, 
and then when the parent goes to that address, to 
that therapist, the therapist will say, well, 
sorry, but I'm not a therapist. But I'm working 
as a consultant to provide you resources. 

And some of these families, a lot of these 
families, they find themselves like, this is not 
what I asked for. This is only for what the 
guardian ad litem recommend, but the doctor will 
tell -- or that person will tell if you leave. 
And you may be in violation because the guardian 
ad litem recommend one thing, and the judge 
recommend another. And if you leave this place, 
which does nothing, it's going to be a violation, 
or you going to get in trouble. And a lot of 
parents find themselves with that problem, and 
they end up with that person that is not a 
therapist, is not what she was looking for or he 
was looking for. It's what the guardian ad litem 
recommend. 

This is another (inaudible) or what? 
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SHARON DORNFELD: Well, in 26 years I•ve never 
encountered that situation. · Are you saying that 
somebody brings a motion to have the child enter 
therapy? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Sometimes the parent, and this is what 
I got from a lot of people. That the parent file 
a motion for therapy. 

SHARON DORNFELD: Well --

REP. GONZALEZ: And then the judge grants it, but then 
the guardian ad litem interfere and say, you 
know, need a therapist, give the address of a 
therapist. And then the person finds out that 
it•s not in front of a therapist. That it•s a 
consultant, and that person will say, well, I•m 

J 

consultant. I 1 m providing resources to families, 
and that person finds themself, you know, in 
front of that person; and they don•t know what to 
do because they know that if they go back empty
handed, they going to get in trouble in court. 

SHARON DORNFELD: I can•t comment on that because in 
26 years I•ve never encountered that situation. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, we have· a lot of cases. I have 
a lot of cases that people that they -- a lot of 
cases that people are saying that the guardian ad 
litem, they must have maybe another business on 
the side. I don•t know 

SHARON DORNFELD: Well, I certainly never encountered 
that situation. What will typically happen is if 
there is a dispute between the parents about 
whether the child should engage in therapy. One 
parent or the other will bring a motion. They•ll 
either agree on that, or the court will order it. 

Very commonly, if the parents are unable to 
agree, they might ask for my assistance. In 
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terms of selecting someone, I will ask them to 
provide the names of the providers and their 
healthcare coverage. I will indicate which I 
think would be well suited. For example, there 
are many therapists who will not treat very young 
children. So I generally -- because I work with 
these folks, I generally know who might be good 
with an adolescent male or a young child. I'll 
suggest those folks from the insurance plan. But 
I have not encountered the situation you've 
described. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. And the last question. I 
promise I'll finish. Do you really believe that 
the people that are here today -- and they've 
been here all day since 10 o'clock. Some of·them 
they still here, but some of them they already 
left. Do you really believe that they are 
they (inaudible) mental problems; they are 
disgruntled parents? 

SHARON DORNFELD: I don't think that's the same. 
Disgruntled means unhappy. They are certainly 
unhappy, and I don't think you would disagree 
with that. I feel for all of them. I'm a parent 
myself. I understand. I try to imagine what it 
is to have no contact 

But I also understand because I've done this for 
a very long time that there are lots of stories, 
on both sides, and I think it's significant that 
we have not heard today or on January 9th, from 
all the folks who testified, from both parents in 
any case. We hear from one side, but we haven't 
heard the perspective of the other parent. And 
because what I do is talk to both sides of the 
cases, one of things that I know is there are two 
sides to every story. There are two perceptions 
to every story. There may be a third version of 
what the judge has put together from hearing all 
sides of every case, but there's more to every 
story than you've heard . 
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And it does not detract my sympathy for these 
folks. I very much respect the emotional to~l 
this process takes on all of them. I would like 
very much to be able to make it better, but 
mostly I would like to make it better for their 
children because you can imagine what their 
children are hearing from their parents. You can 
imagine what the circumstances are. You can 
i~agine how young children have difficulty 
understanding perhaps why they're not seeing 
their parent. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And you think that all ~hose parents, 
including myself, that would want to see some 
changes, we want to destroy the system like in 
the -- in the e-mail? Do you think that we want 
to destroy the system, or we want to fix the 
system? 

SHARON DORNFELD: Well, I've heard today about 
destroying it. So I would say -- I would stand 
by my comments. Perhaps not everyone shares 
that, but certainly there are a significant 
number of folks here who think that the whole 
system should be destroyed. 

I think that everything can stand some 
improvement. I'd like to help improvement. That 
was the goal of the task force, and I think that 
this bill does take steps towards making some 
improvements. And I appreciate the opportunity 
to speak about it. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Are there any other 
questions or comments? Thank you, Attorney 
Dornfeld. I'm sorry. Representative Baram. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Could you help give us your two or three key 
priorities that were included in the task force 
report that perhaps did not make it into this 
bill? If you were to say here are two or three 
other key items, what would they be? 

003847 

SHARON DORNFELD: You know, I understand the financial 
constraints on the state, but you've heard 
already about how the growth in the family law 
dockets has outpaced, for example, the number of ~~ 

family relations officers who are available to 
help. 

I would say the same thing is true of family 
judges. There simply is more business than can 
be moved very efficiently through the courts. 

So, again, recognizing that there is no money, if 
I had a magic wand, I would hope that we can 
increase the number of family services officers 
who are a tremendous asset to everyt~ing, you 
know, at no out of pocket cost to the parents. 
It's your tax dollars at work as well as family 
judges, so we could move it faster and try to get 
some better resolution of these things. So that 
would be one. 

Secondly, one of the things that we learned on 
the task force that made it somewhat difficult to 
be specific about some things was that the 
Judicial Branch, because of outdated computer 
hardware and software, has been unable to do the 
kind of data collection and sorting that we 
thought would be instrumental in helping us make 
some recommendations. There just are no 
statistics about many of the things that we ask. 
They simply aren't able to do that. 

I understand they do have some new family law, 
either equipment or software -- and I'm worry; 
this is not my area -- that they've recently 
acquired. So they're getting to the point where 
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they're going to be able to do that. They'd like 
to be able to do it as well. That may be a 
financial issue as well. 

And the third thing is something that's 
incorporated here. I think having the -- I'm 
sorry if this ~s not your question. The three 
things were not involved here. ,The third thing 
that would not be involved here would be 
expediting hearings where_a parent is alleging 
that that parent's contact with the child has 
been interrupted for whatever reason. Sometimes 
weeks, and weeks, and weeks, and even months go 
by simply because there is no time in the court. 
It's already been scheduled mohths ahead. 
There's no time to get into the court to have 
that heard, and the longer it goes, the more 
difficult it is for the child, the more difficult 
it is to.renew the contact with the parent. 
There's something going on, and we can't get an 
agreement by the parents to get it going. 

We need to get that addressed sooner rather than 
later, and that is a very difficult thing at this 
point simply because of the resources. 

REP. BARAM: Just out of curiosity, did the task force 
have an opportunity to interview people from 
Judicial to determine how they make decisions on 
how many judges or staff to allocate to the 
family court system? Because I happen to agree 
wholeheartedly with you. I think the f~~ily 
courts are being short-changed in terms of judges 
and staff. So I'm curious if you had a change to 
intervene with them. 

SHARON DORNFELD: No. We did not ask them that· 
information. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you very much. 

S~ON DORNFELD: Thank you. 
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REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Are there other questions? 

Representative O'Dea for the second time. 

REP. O'DEA: Sorry, Mr. Chairman, just one last 
follow-up, if I may through you, Mr. Chair. 

003849 

Did you get a chance to look at the guardians ad 
litem appointed to represent the best interest of 
the children in the Maine domestic relation cases 
that we•ve done? I guess the final report was 
October 2013 by a court consultant services. 

SHARON DORNFELD: I di_d read that. I read that 
several months ago during the task force. I've 
also read -- we had a number of law students, 
which I dragooned into researching comparable 
types of statutes and procedures in other states. 
We made that information available to the members 
of the task force. I read quite a lot of that. 

I will confess that I wasn't prepared to discuss 
it today, and it sort of all runs together. But 
I did read it. Yes. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I wasn't going to 
ask about it, just wanted to make sure that the 
committee saw that report because it seems like 
Maine is going through similar problems that 
we've been going through, and it•s good to hear 
that the task force saw that information. 

SHARON DORNFELD: Yeah. And in many states. I mean, 
the -- this is not new news. The specific role 
of guardians ad litem and the roles of attorneys 
for minor children has been something that has 
been up for discussion for years in virtually 
every state. 

About 10 years ago, the American Bar Association 
came out with a set of recommendations for 
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attorneys for minor children, for representa~ion 
·of children, and both separately in custody cases 
and neglect and abuse cases. And there's two 
whole separate chains of law which apply with 
significant differences. It took them 10 years 
to come up with that set of recommendations. 

About the same time, the American Academy of 
Matrimonial Lawyers came up with a set, which is 
v~ry different, and the National Association of. 
Council for Children came up with another set, 
which was very different. There's also a Uniform 
Act floating around, which is different than all 
three of them. 

Frankly, I think that the problem is that, while 
everyone conceptually believes that the children 
need to have a voice in some fashion, it's very 
difficult to figure out a legal status for 
children. Under our constitution, children 
aren't persons. They don•t have the same rights 
as adults. They don't have the same 
constitutional due process prote~tions, and 
they're children. They don't necessarily 
understand. They don't have the developed mental 
capacity to understand what's going on between 
their parents. They may not be able to make 
informed decisions. They are never going to be 
able to be in a situation where they're not being 
influenced by adults. 

So it's very difficult to distill down what their 
represented roles should be because no one can 
quite figure out what role they should have in 
this process. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

REP. G ·\ FOX: Thank you. I don • t see any other 
questions. So a first, second, a third time. So 
thank you Attorney Dornfeld. 

• 

• 

• 



003·864 
242 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

doing the program. · 

REP. REBIMBAS: -I wa~t to thank you for your 
testimony) I think-- again~ I 1 d like to give 
some flexipility because I think not all students 
will probably fall in the category of potentially 
needing counseling or any other services, and it 
would be nice to see a little bit more 
flexibility. But I certainly apprecia~e your 
testimony. 

MICHAEL ALEVY: Thank you, Representative. 

REP. G. FOX: Are there .any other quest ions? Thanks 
for your testimony. 

MICHAEL ALEVY: Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Next is Maureen Martowska. 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: Good evening, Judiciary Committee. 
Thank you for taking the time to listen to me. 

I•m from up near Cape Cod, so I left early this 
morning because this meeting is that important. 
And it•s not just important to me, it•s important 
to my eight-year-old granddaughter, who I haven•t 
seen for a year and a half. 

My son is the father, and we have been in the 
system for eight years with the same GAL. The 
parties were indigent, but they saw where the 
money was with the grandparents on both sides. 
So the grandparents offered, in order to support 
the children and the grandchildren, to pay the 
money. And we did that for quite a while until 
the money ran out, and the attorneys couldn•t be 
paid for by both sets of parents. 

And even when the children were indigent, they 
were still charging GAL rates of $250 an hour. 
And I supplied to all of you a flow chart, which 
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is very important for you to understand what goes 
on in the system. 

I'm a corporate attorney outside of Boston for an 
international corporation. I have been certified 
as a mediator through Mediation Works in Boston. 
I've been certified to doe-filings for 
bankruptcies. 

I know what it is to be a professional, and I 
also know what it is to be a family member. And 
nothing could have prepared me for life as this 
position I'm in right now as a grandmother. 

And the main points I want to bring across to you 
is that we•re not just talking about a GAL 
because these finances -- GALs are the driving 
force behind these finances, make no mistake 
about that. When you look at this flow chart, 
you're going to see the money flows off the GALs 
because when you have a GAL and you also need 
support services, you need supervised visitation. 
You need a child therapist. You need co
parenting therapist. You need psych evaluations, 
of which my family has had to pay for two of them 
and split it. 

And I know Attorney Dornfeld may not quite 
understand it. I know she's trying to work for 
the children; that she hasn't heard the other 
parent here. But I can tell you right now 
without them being here, they're not happy at 
paying $30,000, just as we were, for a GAL. 
They're not happy with that, and_the grandparents 
aren't happy with that, and the children's 
college educations, where the money no longer is; 
they're not going to be very happy either. 

And you only need to ask one question. Whose 
best interest is being served when a child's 
family -- when the families experience financial 
devastation of foreclosure, bankruptcy, 

[ 
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·incarceration for nonpayment, and loss of college 
funds as a result of .collection GAL and AMC fees? 

And you know what happens when you challenge·a 
GAL as to why· they haven•t visited the child or 
haven•t visited -- talked to the psychiatrist in 
the three years that they_should have been doing 
that? The GAL is·allowed to hired their own 
representative attorney. we•ve had one case of 
$~50. 

So take a look at that flow chart because it 
tells you an awful lot how quickly a family is 
devastated, and when a child no longer has their 
home, can no longer go to the same school, has to 
move, it affects them tremendously. And it•s 
time to pay attention to this. 

REP. G. FOX: ~hank you. Thank you for traveling here 
to. be here with us all day. Senator Doyle. 

SENATOR DOYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

You•re a member of the Massachusetts Bar? 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: r•m sorry. What•s that? 

SENATOR DOYLE: Are you a member of the Massachusetts 
Bar? 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: No. r•m not a member of the -
r•m a member of the Massachusetts Bar Association 
as an associate member. I actually went into 
doing Social Security Disability, writing 
expedited briefs for people who are disabled. I 
worked in a general law firm· for five years, 
giving legal assistance. Attorney Susan Bump 
(phonetic), who was the workf?rce and labor 
secretary for (inaudible). !.worked as her I 
initially came out of law school and worked as 
her paralegal. 
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SENATOR DOYLE: Okay . 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: That's how I got started. 
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SENATOR DOYLE: I just have a question, and I don't do 
divorce law. But I want to take a step back, and 
I understand your criticism of the costs 
involved; and I do appreciate that. But if you 
can put an objective hat on, why do you think -
from early on, why wasn't this case settled? 
Like why couldn't the two parents come together 
to try to come· to some ~~rly consensus to achieve 
a compromise? 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: I think that in our particular 
case, we had -- it was a custody case, not a 
divorce case, and this happened where the mother 
and the father felt that, even though they had 
been dating, were going to get married a week 
before that fell apart. 

The mother decided at some point she wanted to 
raise the child. There was never any agreement 
that the father should be an equal partner in the 
raising of the child, and one of the reasons 
probably was geographic location. At that time 
they would have to somehow manage what was going 
to happen. 

But certainly some resolution should have been 
had early on. There should have been early 
intervention that happened. That did not happen 
in our case. This was a prolonged and 
protracted. We have gone through a year of 
supervised visitation simply because the mother 
didn't feel comfortable, and that was with the 
supervised visitation that are getting stellar 
reports. 

So we had to go back into court, have a two-day 
hearing, until finally the judge ordered 
visitation. And, again, this shouldn't be the 



003868 
246 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

case. 

Now, and this is through the cons.tant barrage of 
having to return to the court, go through all the 
issues. My son has to go through mental health 
issues as a result of ~evere depression, being 
deprived of his children. 

I can't say -- you know, this is one of the big 
problems we have with GALs as well. We shouldn't 
be so (inaudible) ourselves to have knowledge 
that we don't have. We are not licensed as 
therapists. We do not go to school to be 
therapists. We should be referring and deferring 
to the specialists who are specialized in that 
area. 

And we have had good psych evaluators, who have 
provided that service, and we•ve had the GAL take 
the recommendations and downgrade them and 
protract them out. And why is that? Because 
there's a financial incentive. 

And so unless you realize what this does -- I 
never in a million years would have thought this 
was real, this was happening in the year 2000 -
from 2005 to-2014. I never would have thought 
it, and that • s why,· as Representative Gonzalez 
told you, when people initially approach you and 
tell you what's going on, you don't want to 
believe it. You think it•s the party. Until 
you've been in the tank, not outside looking. in, 
but inside looking out, and I'm saying that, as 
somebody who's educated in the law. 

So for me to have accepted this, it took a long 
time to see where we•re at, but if you don•t 
acknowledge what the problem is, then you can•t 
fix it. And it•s not -- and if you can•t 
understand why people are unhappy, it's not 
because they're disgruntle~ because they didn't 
get a good --
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SENATOR DOYLE: Well, I didn't say I didn't say 
they're unhappy. I just said that sometimes 
upfront it would be better if people could 
resolve. And to be honest, there's a bill -
we're having a public hearing on a bill that's 
looking to reform the GAL system. 
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So this committee has acknowledged there are 
issues. So there's a lot of statements flying 
around, but there is a bill. Some people think 
maybe it doesn't go far enough. Some people 
think it's gone too far. But we are -- there's a 
piece of legislation in front of us today that 
we're all trying to sort out. 

You know, every member of this committee does 
their best, and they try to -- they learn and 
they listen to the comments. And then each 
member of the committee has to make a decision, 
down the road in a few days, what they think is 
the best approach. But everybody in this 
committee takes it seriously, and I was just 
asking, you know, unfor~unately, all these cases 
-- everyone would be better off if somehow early 
on they were resolved because any case in a court 
system, judges push -- or they like settlements 
to get cases done. And, unfortunately, a lot of 
these ca~es -- I don't know why -- but they're 
not settled upfront. And the losers, of course, 
are the children. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 

REP. G. FOX: Are there other questions? 

Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you, and thank you for coming. 

Have you ever heard about a master program? 
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MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: Oh, a master's. They assign 
masters --

REP. GONZALEZ: Right. 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: -- to look into things an~ make a 
report to the court as to what the status is. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I believe that the master program when 
you go into the court, and they will explain. 
They will sit down with you. They will explain 
the whole proce~'s!;:;t;hat way ·you know what • s going 
on through your case. 

But I heard that ~hey don't offer the master 
program to a lot of parents, and they're not 
offering that. So the parents they go in there. 

And what Senator Doyle is saying, you know, if 
they agree, they sit down. They discuss it and 
they agree, I think we can avoid a lot _of 
problems, but the court is hot offering. They're 
not explaining about master program. So the 
program is there, but they're not offering 
because if they are stalling and stalling,_ the 
case is more money. So that's one of the 
problems. 

But I was reading the other' day, and the American 
Association of Matrimonial Lawyers di~agree 100 
percent with the guardian ad litem. In fact, 
they highly discourage anyone other than expert 
to ~ake any recommendations, and I agree with 
what you're saying. The American Association, 
they agree with you that if you're not an expert, 
why you going to make a recommendation. And 
these guardians ad litem, they're not experts. 
They are making recommendation left and right, 
and the judges, they go along with it. That's 
one of the problems. 

Now, your son -- you were helping your son. If 
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I'm not mistaken what I heard when you carne .to 
testify the last time, you was helping your son 
to pay the guardians ad litem because he didn't 
have any money. So by the law, I th~nk that he 
was indigent with no money, but they were 
charging him anyway? 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: Yes. Let me just put it this way. 
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We had tried to get those GAL fees reduced. They 
were not reduced until finally we went to court 
last time, which was about a year ago I'd say. 
And I think it was Judge O'Leary had noted in the 
record that when our GAL, about two or three 
years ago, decided to join a divorce case from 
another partner that he had with this particular 
custody case because the GAL joined the divorce 
case, he had agreed to state rates. 

So what had happened at that point in time was 
the judge had said, look, ·you' re going to take 
state ra'tes, but OCPD isn't paying for it. We're 
still paying for it if it's $50 an hour or 
whatever tha·t might be, and nor are we subject, 
that we know of, to oversight by OCPD, although 
legitimately I would say that -- whereas you've 
heard other testimony, where people were getting 
the help of -- you know, they were making 
$150,000 a year and getting the help they need. 

You have two indigent parents who are not because 
the grandparents are seen as the source of 
income. 

REP. GONZALEZ: But that's supposed to be illegal. If 
you -- as far as I know -- I'm not a lawyer, but 
if you indigent; and you don't have no money, and 
the resource is out there to provide you, you 
know, those kind of services, how they going to 
charge you if the law is very clear; that OCPD is 
there to provide services to the people that 
cannot afford it? 
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MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: Well, this goes again to 
educating, especially pro se litigants who come 
in. And we talk --. you have to go to this very 
bill of ~94, and we talk in Section 6 about a 
publication to inform.parties on the roles and 
!esponsibilities of GAL and AMC. 

They should be informed as to when they would 
have access to assistance with payment of a GAL. 
They should have the -- you know, and it's a good 
start to say that this publication will be out 
here to educate people as to the roles and 
responsibilities. 

But we have to go a step more than that. We 
really need to say, just as we have a patient's 
bill of rights, we should be having a pro se or 
anybody, litigant, parents' bill of rights. 

When you go in there you know you have the right 
to select which GAL spould be appointed, the 
right to communicate with the GAL, the right to 
expect a tim~ly response from the GAL on 
inquiries, the_ right to review the GAL file, the 
right to ·request a status conference, the right 
to access certain records with joint legal 
custody, if you have it, the right of -- and the 
right to joint custody, and.the right of a parent 
to assert confidentiality over medical records. 
Those are rights-that parents should know about 
when they go in, and they don't. 

So that's what I would suggest to you. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you for those suggestions. I 
agree with you. I went to court a couple of 
weeks ago, and I was s~rprised when I was asking 
questions to the clerk. And they don ~-t provide 
the kind of information .. They, just send you with 
the application to the judge, and the j~dge will 
decide. 
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Sometimes the clerk is telling me sometimes even 
though they are indigent, if the judge say you 
got to pay, you got to pay, even though you have 
no money. That's not legal. That's not right. 
You know, as an indigent, you know, if you don't 
have the money, how you going to pay. But the 
thing is, if you don't pay, you end up in jail. 
So they will do whatever, even if they have to go 
and sell bottles at the corner to pay because 
they don't want to end up in jail. 

And that's not- right. I really believe that it's 
bigger. Even though every day we find out 
something different and something different, but 
I think· the whole thing is bigger than what we -
you know, we know it's a problem, but I think 
it's bigger. ·The problem is bigger, and I think 
that this is 

And I understand that the minority community, 
they are losing the kids. They don't have the 
money to fight for the kids, you know. African
Americans and Latinos, we don't have the money. 
We don't have 150,000 to fight for our kids, so 
we end up losing the kids without a fight because 
we don't have the money. And that's one way that 
it's hurting the minority community. 

But the other way that they are hurting the 
minority community is they abusing because if 
you're indigent, you're not supposed to pay, and 
they are charging. And that's -- my opinion is 
that it's illegal. 

So thank you. Thank you very much. 

REP. G. FOX: T~ank you. Are there other questions? 
Senator- McLachlan. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Ms. Martowska for your testimony. I 
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read your extensive written·testimony that was 
submitted, including bills from the guar_dian ad 
litem. 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: And what prompts this question is 
Representative Gonzalez referred to the spe~ial 
master's program, and I see that the billing 
statements for the guardian ad litem reference 
the special masters. 

Can you tell us what happened in that process 
with the special master in this.particular case? 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: Where are you referring because 
I'm.not seeing that, what you're referring to? 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Well, I'm specifically looking at 
page A12 of your submitted testimony, a bill from 
a law firm in Glastonbury, towards the middle and 
bottom of the page, April 3, 2012, and April 30, 
2012. It talks.about special masters. 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: Well, that's a very interesting 
question. We actually -- my son actually went 
down to discuss that because we also noticed 
there's a State Comptroller ch~ck, and the check 

'number given. 

We have no idea what that was about, and when my 
son questioned it and·queried it, he was told by 
his guardian ad litem, if I have to sit down and 
discuss this further or go into it and research 
it some more, I'm going to have to charge you for 
that. That was the response we got, and this --

And I'll tell you one other thing, to get these 
bills took repeated requests, and it shouldn't 
have. And it doesn't come every month, far from 
it. 

So that's a good question because I'd be 
interested in finding out the answer to that 
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myself. That's something new, and we haven't 
been able to get any answer to that to date. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Okay. 

MAUREEN MARTOWSKA: And, you know, _we hav~ other 
issues where we privately have paid for. For 
instance, we have Dr. Christiana, which somebody 
recommended. My husband and I step up to the 
plate, and we say, "We're paying for our son, 
paying for his partner, and paying for the child 
to go for therapy to find out or do what they 
need to do." We pay upfront, and the parties-
the other tw~parties didn't go. My son went. 

We paid Dr. Christiana directly. Dr. Christiana, 
a while later, decides to return the check to our 
GAL. Our GAL never returned that check to us . 
He kept it and put it into this fund as far as we 
know. And so the issue is, this was never his 
money to begin with. This should have been 
returned to us. These are the issues we're faced 
with, and we never seem to get answers on . 

And there's great fear when people here behind me 
do bring up these issues because we have to work 
with the GAL. We have to work with the judges, 
and it becomes a source of intimidation. 

SENATOR MCLACHLAN: Thank you. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you. Thank you for your testimony 
this evening. 

Steve Crouse? Raphi Podolsky? Good evening. 

RAPHAEL PODOLSKY: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Raphael Podolsky. 
Assistance Resource Center. 
the legal aid program . 

I'm with the Legal 
My office is part of 
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You' v~ he,?rd earlier today from a couple of .-legal 
aid witnesses. I want to speak briefly on three 
bills. 

House Bill 5524 deals with alimony. We're fine 
with the bill with the exception of the part of 
Section 4(b) which deals with cohabitation. We 
support the burden shifting that Justice 
McLachlan referred to, but we think that you 
should retain the existing language that you need 
a change in financi~~ circumstances. 

The next bill is House Bill No. 5593, which deals 
with domestic violence. We would ask for one 
change in the very last section, Section 34, 
which talks about -- which makes it a crime to 
"knowingly reveal the location of a domestic 
violence shelter." 

It's clear that this is not intended to 
criminalize a victim who is living in the shelter 
who say, for example, tells her mother where she 
is. The knowingly really needs to be 
maliciously. That}s to say with the intent to 
really break the confidentiality, and we would 
ask that that change be made. 

Finally, on Senate Bill No. 494 that you've heard 
a lot of testimony on, which is the bill on GALs, 
I wanted to make one specific comment that's 
really related to_some things that Representative 
Gonzalez had said. I think it's important to 
recognize that the bill does, perhaps not.~n the 
way everyone is asking, addresses a lot of the 
concerns that were expr'essed today by witnesses. 

The giving of standing to file a motion to remove 
GAL is a very important provision, and that's a 
real change from the law. 

The requirement that there be prior spelling out 
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of what the arrangement is. That the court -- it 
doesn't say a checklist, but in practice that's 
going to mean the court has a checklist in every 
case when a GAL is assigned, checking off here 
are your ·duties. So that it deals with what the 
expectations. 

The requirement of reports back to the court and 
periodic review. The approval by the court of a 
fee schedule, and the specific reference to a 
sliding fee schedule. 

And also, interestingly enough, because something 
that one of the prior witnesses said, this 
statute requires a publication that pro se can 
use put out by Judicial. And actually that is 
something to which a parents' bill of rights 
could be tied into because hopefully it would 
disclose to parents not only what the procedure 
is, but what rights they do have if they have 
something -- whatever those rights are within the 
structure. It doesn't necessarily address 
creating rights, but it's a vehicle for giving 
notice to parents . 

There are several things in my testimony and also 
Aaron Wenzloff's testimony that we do ask that 
you look at changes in the bill. 

One is in regard to Section 1, we do think that 
there should be some care about the procedure and 
how a GAL is appointed. And there's one 
circumstance. It's an obvious one that I think 
is unintentionally omitted, which is that where 
the parties themselves simply want to the judge 
to make an appointment, and there's no provision 
in section one to allow that. 

If I could quickly finish up. 

REP. G. FOX: Please proceed . 
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RAPHAEL PODOLSKY: Thank you. In the section on the 
removal of GALs, we would·agree there ought to be 

·. some reasonably clear standards and a procedure 
that uses -- the kind of procedure that uses. a 
sworn affidavit as a part of the application, so 
it is possible for the court to determine upfront 
whether a prima·fascia allegation of abuse-- of 
improper conduct is being made, such that you 
could then have a hearing. 

We also have suggested that Judicial do a .code of 
conduct for GALs in a manner similar to the fact 
there•s a code of conduct for attorneys, and that 
will be useful in setting a general standard 
across the board, not just for the specific case. 

My written testimony has some other specifics, 
but I ~hink that covers the main things I wanted 
to call to your attention. I'll be happy to 
answer questions, if I can. Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: . Thank you very much. 

RAPHAEL PODOLSKY: Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: I am told the next witness, John Clapp, 
is not here. However, I'm told that someone had 
sought to see if she could take his place. 
Jennifer Verraneault, is she here? I know she's 
been here. 

All right. Well, what we'll do is -- she just 
came in. 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: I'm sorry. 

REP. G. FOX: It's a lot for three minutes. I know 
you can do it fast. 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: Sorry. Thank you very much. 

I wanted to thank the Judiciary Committee along 
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with Senator McKinney for allowing me to be a 
member of the task force, to study the legal 
disputes of children and custody disputes. 

And I just want to say that it was very eye 
opening. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Jennifer, before you get started, 
can you just announce your name so that --

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: Oh, I'm sorry. Jennifer 
Verraneault. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: It was very eye opening to me. 
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I was here a year ago. You may not realize it 
was a year ago, but it was a year ago this week. 
And I brought up the concerns regarding parental 
alienation, our custody laws, and also our GAL 
system. And thanks to the committee, you gave us 
a substitute bill for the task force, and I thank 
you very much. I think it did a lot to bring 
awareness, much more awareness, and I think you . 

I know that the GAL system that was implemented 
close to 20 years ago was done so that it could 
help children and overall families in court 
systems, but I think the change needs to come 
now. 

And I know that there's been a lot of talk about 
parents being disgruntled and angry, and I got to 
tell you, sometimes I felt that way; and they 
weren't even my children, but they were kind of 
like my children. 

Where parents don't see their kids, the system 
has failed them. They're bankrupt. They're 
spending money on strangers to decide or make 
recommendations to judges. And we're not talking 
about abuse and neglect cases. We're talking 



003880 
258 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUDICIARY COMMITrEE 10:00 A.M .. 

about two parents that once loved one another, 
but they're stuck in this anger,. this hate,. 
whatever it is. It's temporary. 

And my feeling after listening to testimony and 
talking to so many parents is that we don't need 
any more laWyers. We don't need people that are 
going to misrepresent what their role is by 
calling the~selves consultants providing 
resources to these parents that are temporarily 
broken. 

What these parents need is family therapy. They 
need someone who really is interested in helping 
them come to a resolution. Now, I'm not saying 
that that's the answer, but I think that's where 
we need to start. _And this whole concept that 
you have these strangers that are fighting to 
keep their job as a guardian ad litem in the 
disguise of protecting ~ur children. 

They don't know our children. Some of them don't 
even meet with the children. Our GAL never even 
came to our house. She never say my boyfriend 
with his children. 

So I think it's a farce. I think it's just 
another way to make money, and it's very 
upsetting to families. So they're not 
disgruntled overall. They're just really 
disappointed in the system. 

So my three minutes is up, and I did submit some 
things that I thought would be interesting for 
you to read, which is online. 

And the last thing I will leave you with is that 
the American Association of Matrimonial Lawyers 
100 percent disagrees with having guardians ad 
litem in child custody cases. They don't even 
want them to be called guardians ad litem. They 
will .like to call them investigators or experts. 

• 
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How is it that some stranger who has no ability 
to know what's in the best interest of a child, a 
family, go to a court and make their 
recommendations? In one court there was a 
decision that the father was no longer allowed 
the father couldn't introduce the children to·his 
girlfriend, who he's now married to, until the 
GAL okayed it. 

After the trial, then you have a situation with 
my boyfriend that he couldn't get the GAL to stop 
letting the boyfriend involve with his kids. 
There's too much -- you know, depends on what 
court you go to and what judge you see, and 
parents are getting -- they're sharing stories. 
They're looking at cases, and they're saying, 
gosh, it's really messed up. 

So, anyway, I'll leave you at that. 

REP. G. FOX: Well, thank you. Thanks for your 
testimony, and that's for your service on the 
task force . 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: All right. 

REP. G. FOX: Any comments? 

REP. GONZALEZ: I got a question. 

REP. G. FOX: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I know that you was a member of the 
task force, and we worked very, very hard. Do 
you ask for data for like fees and information in 
the task f_orce? They were very importc=!-nt for us 
to make some changes. 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: Yes. I found it very 
frustrating since I was here, and I was the one 
that talked about fees and how much money parents 
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are paying. And this body at the time a year ago 
·was very interested. As a matter of fact, I read 
some testimony from 2009 in front of this 
commission where some of the Legislators were 
asking the same questions . 

. So when I was part of the task force, the first 
thing I wanted to know is in order for us to see 
how widespread a problem is, you need to have the 
data. We need to know, what's the average rate 
that people are charging as guardian ad litems? 
What's the highest a~ount they charged on a case? 
What's the lowest? You know, just basic survey 
questions. 

I was told by our co-chairs that was not 
important, and it was twice I requested the 
information; and I couldn't get it. 

Then Representative Gon~alez, in December, sent 
out her own survey. It- took a unilateral 
decision to do that. And the Bar Association, 
the Family Bar Association sent out a mass e
mail, not telling people that they don't have to 
do it or participate in it, but they're not 
required to do it. 

So that's what we're up against. We couldn't get 
the information. So if you saw some of the task 
force meetings, and there was some -- we clearly 
had issues amongst ourselves, and a lot of it had 
to do with, I felt, a lot of blocking of 
information. 

And with mass e-mails today, just like Attorney 
Zaslow sent out a mass e-mail saying you don't 
really have to answer these questions for 
Representative Gonzalez, we could have very 
easily sent out and endorsed trying to collect 
some of this data. And as a result, we're still 
a'sking questions. How much they charge an hour? 

• 
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Judge Patrick Carroll 'doesn't believe that 'these 
guardian ad litems are charging over 250 an hour, 
and ~ have to give him this next week to let him 
know all the people that are charging over $250 
per hour. 

So, yes, they did prevent me and us from getting 
that information, but they were full-time GALs. 
Why would they -- one legislator here said to me 
in an e-mail it's like the fox guarding the hen 
house or something, and that's what happened. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Are you a GAL? 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT ·: I am not a GAL. I took the 
course, and I was given a certificate; but I'm 
not a GAL. 

REP. GONZALEZ: You never took any case? 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: No. 

REP. GONZALEZ: But you went to a training? 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: Well, you know what, I had a 
couple people that asked me if I would take a 
case if they would be able to recommend me, and I 
said the only way that I would take a case -- and 
if somebody would give me a case -- is if the 
judge gave me specific instructions on what he 
wanted to know. 

I don't feel comfortable, first of all, giving 
recommendations. How do they know what my life 
experiences are? I may think one thing is okay, 
but then to someone else, it's not. So I don't 
think that that's appropriate. So I said that, 
you know, just have him -- if he wants something 
investigated, I would be very happy to do that. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you, Jennifer . 
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JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: You•re welcome. 

REP.· G. FOX: Thank you for your testimony. 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: All right. 

REP. G .. FOX: I don•t see any other questions. Thank 
you. 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: Thank you. 

REP. G. FOX: Heather Francisco? Melissa Osborne? 

MELISSA OSBORNE: Good evening and thank you. My name 
is Melissa Osborne. I•ve been an ~ttorney for 16 
year_s. My current prac'tice is devoted . 
exc~usively to family law matters. I•m on:the 
legislative subcommittee of the Family Law 
Section of the Connecticut Bar Association. 

I 1 m also a divorced parent and a custodial step
parent. I believe my perspective on these issues 
is particularly valuable because I•ve personally 
experienced all the issues that we•re trying to 
address in raised Bill 494 personally from all 
sides, as parent, step-parent, attorney, and 
guardian ad litem. ' 

I became a family law attorney after 10 years of 
corporate experience because I thought that 
people with good educational backgrounds and 
people who had personally experiences with the 
law needed to get involved. 

The comments that I provide today on~are 
mine, mine alone, and do not reflect the views of 
the Family Law Section. 

No one can dispute that the family court system 
needs reform, but the tone of the conversation 
has become so divisive that the divisiveness 
itself is becoming an issue. And that•s 
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inexcusable because we have real problems here 
and real work to do, and what hope is there at 
resolving the problems if we're only interested 
in talking, and screaming, and threatening, and 
never listening. 

A return to civility and respect is critical by 
everyone if we are to be successful in 
undertaking this work, and we must be successful 
because nothing is more important to parents in 
Connecticut then their children and their 
families. 

I think that raised Bill 494 is a good first 
step, but I highlight a few opportunities for 
improvement. In particular I'm concerned about 
Section 1. It addresses the concerns about the 
appointments, fees, and oversights of AMCs and 
GALs that we've heard about. 

However, in solving one problem, raised Bill 494 
addresses another or creates another. 
Specifically there's a two-step appointment 
process, and it takes five weeks between the 
identification of the need for an AMC or a GAL 
and the actual appointment of one. That's just 
too long. 

003885 

In family court cases, time is of the essence. 
The emotional and financial harm that is caused 
by the mere length of time that a family court 
case takes to resolve is real. People are 
already heartbroken by the dissolution of their 
families, and the divorce process itself inflicts 
another harm. And the longer it goes on, the 
worse it gets. 

The families are held in emotional limbo, unable 
to heal and move on. Families whose problems 
have risen to the level that requires an AMC or 
GAL are especially vulnerable to the emotionally 
traumatizing effects of additional delays . 
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I 

Moreover in volatil~ cases, the speedy 
appointment of a godd and experienced GAL, who 
can intercede between the parties in emotionally 
charged situations, can mean the difference 
between police involvement, which really can mean 
the point of no return for these families and 
(inaudible). 

Reyisions can and should be made to this section 
to minimize the delays caused by the new 
requirement. 

My written testimony contains additional comments 
to Section 3. I know I don't have time to touch 
on them. I invite you to take a·look at that. 

Again, 494 is a good start, bu~ issues remain 
which require attention from this Legislature, 
including the vast underfunding of the Judiciary. 

Connecticut families need more judges, family 
relations officers, and alternative disput~ 
resolution programs. We've heard the stories. 
Parties wait for hours and hours to see a family 
relations officer and then a judge, only to be 
told to come back again in four weeks. 

The emotional and financial costs to the parties 
and their children are stagg~ring. Judges, 
family relations officers, alternative dispute 
resolution programs will not solve the problem in 
all the cases, especially the very high conflict 
cases we've heard about, but .they will solve the 
problems in a lot of the cases, many of the cases 
that you have not heard about here today. Those 
families also go through problems that you 
haven't heard about today that those solutions 
would address. 

I know I need to close up. I understand the 
choices regarding the allegations of limited 
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resources have been necessary. Our state faces 
an unprecedented financial crisis, and you've had 
to choose between often just the lesser of two 
evils. I get all of that, but those choices had 
very real and profound effects on the court 
system and on the families that it is designed to 
serve. 

I would just urge you to weigh the needs of the 
Connecticut families when you consider the 
budgets you're going to vote on this year and in 
the years to come, as we address the very real 
reform that needs to be made to the family court 
system. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on 494. 
If anyone· has any questions. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: You're welcome. And thank you for 
your testimony. 

I guess t appreciate your characterization of 494 
as a good start. And there was one point you 
made in your testimony regarding the appointment 
process for a GAL. 

MELISSA OSBORNE: Yes. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: And I'm wondering, were you present 
I think it was Judge Carroll and Judge Solomon 

testified that would be the sort of outer limits, 
and there would be flexibility. I think the 
language in the .bill actually reads not later 
than two weeks. 

MELISSA OSBORNE: I agree. I wasn't present for that 
testimony. I do understand that that could be 
the outer limit of it. However, I think that the 
outer limit would often -- because of the very 
stretched judicial resources we have, I think 
they would often happen. And, worse yet, if the 
GAL or the AMC who was appointed actually can't 
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take that case for whatever reason, they have to 
go back to the drawing board, and they might have 
to start all over again. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. I guess my question is you 
realize that that's not the intent; that it could 
happen much sooner than five weeks? 

MELISSA OSBORNE: I realize that it's not the intent. 
Hqwever, because it's a possibility here, I think 
we have to acknowledge the reality that everybody 
is stretched thin and that could certainly happen 
in these cases, especially if parents can agree 
on something, can agree on a party, those full 
two weeks will be taken. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. Are there questions for Ms. 
Osborne? Representative O'Dea. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Actually, I'~ just trying to find your testimony. 
I'm looking online here. I don't see it. Does -
- am I missing it? Does anybody else see it, and 
I'm just not getting it. 

MELISSA ·OSBORNE: I submitted it via e-mail. 

REP. O'DEA: All right. What were the revisions to 
Section 3 that you had recommended? -

MELISSA OSBORNE: Well, actually, the revisions to 
Section 3 that I was thinking about didn't come 
out of the amended language of 494. There were 
problems with the existing bills that, in my 
opinion, invite furthe~ complexity and further 
conflict that· I'll just quickly go through. 

The existing 46(b)-57, which concerns mainly 
intervening parties. It correctly allows 
intervening parties in family relations matters 
in Superior Court, but for some reason, matters 
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that are heard I GA court regarding the non
payment of child support, under Section 51-348(a) 
are thrown into the existing 46(b)-57 statute. 

And I really think that allowing somebody to 
intervene in a criminal prosecution about failure 
to pay child support, that's the wrong place to 
do it. I think it invites complexity. I think 
you've got -- for instance, John and Jane get 
divorced. John gets custody. So Jane's parents 
-- or Jane doesn't pay her child support, so for 
some reason she's getting prosecuted in criminal 
court. 

Now, Jane's parents, who never liked John to 
begin with, they're angry that John got custody, 
and they're angrier still that Jane has to pay 
child support. Now, there's a criminal 
prosecution against Jane. Jane's parents can 
come into criminal court to seek custody or 
visitation of John and Jane's child. 

Criminal court is the wrong place to be doing 
this. I don't know if this is a sloppy holdover 
from prior redrafts, various statutes that never 
got taken out, but what we're trying to do is 
simplify. We're trying to take out the 
complexity and take out the divisiveness, and 
leaving that in there, it's just an invitation to 
more complexity. 

And, similarly, Section -- I can't find the 
section. Also, this is another arcane thing that 
I'm sure must be a holdover from somewhere. 
46(b)-57 currently permits third party 
intervention, not just in cases that concern 
children of both parties in a divorce case, but 
when there's a minor child of either party. 

So, again, you got John and Jane getting 
divorced. John and Jane agree about everything. 
They're about to go to an uncontested divorce 
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when the grandparents of Jane's child from her 
marriage to Sam pop up and say, "I'm going to 
intervene in John and Jane's divorce to seek 
custody or visitation of my grandchild from the 
Jane and Sam divorce.". 

Again, ·John and Jane's divorce is the wrong place 
for Jane's ex-parents-in-law to be intervening 
about her child. Poor John is now stuck in the 
m~ddle of this huge custody battle. He can't get 
divorc~d. Again, unneeded complexity, unneeded 
divisiveness, which is what we're trying to 
reduce here. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you very much for your testimony. 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

MELISSA OSBORNE: 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 
questions? 
Mellissa. 

MELISSA OSBORNE: 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 

You're welcome. 

Thank you. Do other members have 
If not, thank you very much, 

Thank you. 

Justine Rakich-Kelly. 

• 
JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Good evening. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Hi. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Thank you for giving me the 
chance to speak. My name is Justine Rakich
Kelly. I am the executive director of the 
Children's Law Center of Connecticut. 

Just as a brief introduction, the Children's Law 
Center's mission is the representation of . 
indigent children in family court, and to · 
advocate for policies that represent the'best 
interest of children. 

We have two major programs at the Children's Law 
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Center. One is our representation program, which 
is what we're here to talk about today, and the 
other is our families in transition program, 
which is a mediation program where we provide 
mediation services to families who are stuck in 
high conflict cases. 

The unique thing about the Children's Law 
Center's representation program is that we 
incorporate a mental health component into our 
work. We have a staff mental health 
professional, who interviews the parents, meets 
with the children, along with the attorney and 
helps to advise the attorneys as to what 
recommendations would be in the children's best 
interest, given their developmental stages and 
the level of conflict in the family. 

They also help us to identify any issues that the 
parents might be confronting that might be a 
barrier to their being a good parent and help us 
to implement interventions for those parents so 
that they can overcome those barriers and become 
an active participant in their children's lives . 

We approach every case at the onset that the 
children deserve to have good, strong, healthy 
relationships with both parents, and that's what 
we strive to get to at the end of our cases. 

I'm here to talk about Bill 494. I've submitted 
testimony. I'm not going to read it. I'm going 
to highlight a few comments that I have, and then 
use the rest of my time to address your comments 
or questions. 

First, I just have an observation that really, 
'although we seem very divisive in the room, and 
there are a lot of people who are angry with 
GALs; and a lot of GALs feeling attacked, I think 
we can all agree that the common denominator in 
all of the testimony is that the family court 



003892 
270 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUDICIARX COMMJTTEE 10:00 A.M. 

sys~em is really not the first resort for these 
types of families and r~ally should be- -looked at 
as a last resort. And there are a lot of 
different interventions that we ,might seek to put 
into place that families could come to, to 
resolve their disputes before they go into a high 
conflict family court d~spute·. And that's one of 
the reasons why the Children's Law Center created 
the families in transition program. 

I 
But having said that, I'd just like to highlight 
parts of the bill that we support or things that 
we think that you should consider. First, we 
agree that guardians ad litem should be trained. 
We agree that there should be continui~g 
education requirement for guardians ad litem. 
There should be oversight, and I would love to 
see and to assist in the creation of standards of 
practice for guardians ad litem. 

Section 1(b) with regard to the appointment of 
the guardians ad litem.: We've heard a lot of 
testimony about this. Our concerns are similar; 
that ·it would create undue delay. There are a 
lot of occasions where the Children's Law Center 
is appointed as a gu_ardian ad li-tem in a very 
emergent situation, and there's a,very short 
court docket. And we're called by the clerk, 
"Can you get involved right away? We need you, 
you know, in one week to come into court and make 
some sort of a -- give us some information for 
the judge so -that- the-judge can make a good 
decision." 

So there are a lot of those cases where it's 
really an emergency situation, and to delay it by 
two weeks and then possibly have the parents not 
be. _able to come to an agreement on a certain · 
person and then further delay it, is a 
difficulty. 

Also, I'm concerned that parents, choosing the 
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name, they're really -- if they don't have a lot 
of experiencing in the family court, may not know 
the qualifications and credentials of the list of 
lawyers that they're being provided. So there 
should be a process where there's a choice by the 
parents, but I'm not sure that this is the 
appropriate process. 

The last piece about that choosing of one of the 
five GALs is just simply how are the parents 
supposed to communicate· to the court what their 
selection is? 

Section 4 -- I'm just going to wrap up really 
quickly. Section 4, we support the parents 
having standing to remove a guardian ad litem. 
We would welcome the opportunity to participate 
in the creation of that system for parents to be 
able to remove their guardian ad litem. 

And just one point I'd like to make about the 
fees. Because the Children's Law Center only 
represents indigent families, we are sometimes 
held as the standard for if we can do it for no 
fee, other attorneys should be able to do it -
or we do it at the state rate fee; other 
attorneys should be able to do it. But, please, 
keep in mind, that's not a fair comparison for 
the private bar. 

We're not a private bar. We're a private non
profit, and we receive funding from the 
Legislature. We do get fees from the Office of 
the Chief Public Defender, but we also get 
individual donations. We have special events. 
We have grants, and we, because we're a legal 
aid, get IOLTA funding. 

Private attorneys don't get all that other 
funding. That's how we're able to maintain the 
practice, but I don't believe it to be 
maintainable for a private attorney to sustain a 
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practice at the state rates. 

And so I just don't want the Children's Law 
Center to be held as the standard for payment of 
-fees, when we do get funding from other sources 
as well. 

With that, I'll just wrap up and welcome any 
questions or comments you might have. 

SENATOR COLE~: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you and thank you for coming. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: You're welcome. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And thank you for waiting all day 
here. Do you remember a case Bushy versus Bushy? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: ·okay .. Did -- wasn't your guardian ad 
litem questioned in a deposition, and I have all 
that record. I just took it upstairs to my 
of~ice, but I got the whole file. 

Your guardian ad litem questioned in a deposition 
on the stand as to living environment your 
organization put those children in. The guardian 
ad litem, I think that he was questioned on 
deposition about the cond~tion of the kidp where 
they were living,_ and she agreed -- well, ~he 

recommend the kids to go to that environment with 
the father. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I'm going to hesitate to. 
respond to your answer. I will tell you this; 
that the guardian ad litem appointed to that case 
was deposed and did make an ultimate 
recommendation that the children would live 
primarily with the father and have visitation 
with the mother. 
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The mother raised concerns about the condition in 
the father's home. The guardian ad litem 
investigated it, and given all of the 
circumstances in the case -- and I urge you to 
read all of those deposition. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I did. I did. I did. And I'm going 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Let me just -- please, let me 
finish my answer. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yeah. Okay. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Given all of the circumstances 
of the case and all of the circumstances of the 
challenges of each parent, continued to recommend 
that the children's best interest were served by 
living primarily with t·he father --

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: -- and having significant 
visitation with the mother. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: And that's what occurred. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. How long you were on the 
Bushy/Bushy case? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I saw the mother testify, and I 
don't know offhand. But I will say that we 
worked over 250 hours on that case at a state 
rate standard pay of $750 for that entire time. 

One of the issues with that was that at the time 
of the appointment, the parties were indigent and 
qualified for our services . 



'003896 
274 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

As the case went on, bo~h parties became 
employed, but because we had already put in· 
significant work.and created a relationship·with 
those children, we felt

1 
we'd be doing a 

disservice to the children if we tried to vacate 
our appointment before ~~e trial. 

While we were getting ready for trial, 
unfortunately because of the court calendar and 
because of other motions filed that were not 
filed by us, the trial was continued a number of 
times, which lengthened our involvement in the 
case. 

Upon the resolution of the trial, we moved to 
v~cate our appointment because the parents were 
over income, and the court granted it; but stayed 
the granting of the motion for three months so 
that we could help with. the implementation of the 
court's orders. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Right. So you guys were on their case 
for three years, even though they were making 
$150,000. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Well, I can't comment on how 
much they were making because I don't know that. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. How many families are you 
representing right now? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I will say we probably have 150 
open cases right now. 

REP. GONZALEZ: How many? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: 150 to 200. 

REP.·GONZA~EZ: 150? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I'm guessing. It's really my 
best gues_s. 
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REP. GONZALEZ: You're guessing. Okay. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I can provide you with solid 
numbers if you'd like. 

003897 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. How much did you bill the State 
of Connecticut last year, hours in total amount? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Oh, we don't bill by the hour. 
We bill per child. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: And so we get a flat fee per 
child. Now, the way that it works is the 
contract attorneys get a $500 flat fee, and then 
they can bill an hourly rate for certain 
activities that they do outside of that flat 
rate. 

The Children's Law Center has an agreement with 
the Office of the Chief Public Defender where we 
get $750 per case. We don't do any hourly 
billing. The attorneys in my office who act as 
guardians ad litem, however, have to prepare time 
sheets for my review. So they do keep time 
sheets and keep track of their hours, but we 
don't bill by the hour. We bill by the client. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So can I have a report on that? 

JUSTINE RAKICH~KELLY: Sure. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. I really want a report. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Well, I renew my invitation for 
you to come and visit us at the Law Center. We 
could set up a meeting, and I'd be happy to 
provide the information. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, let me tell you this. You said 
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that you will invite me to go over there, and I 
will go. But I'm going'to tell you this. 
Sending this case to the area where they live I 
was there. I was there. I went to see the area 
where they are living, and if that's in the best 
interest of t~ose kids, something is wrong I will 

-say with the world. 

I was there. I saw the area where they live. 
It's a wetland. Got garbage. It got everything. 
around the surrounding areas. It's terrible. I 
don't know -- I saw the place, and I couldn't 
believe that. They don't have a place to play .. 
Those kids they feel miserable, you know, in that 
place and with the family. And I'm saying is 
that in the best interest of the child? I will 
say -- I wil~ question -- honestly, I will 
question the guardians ad litem that are working 
for Connecticut Law Center because when I saw 
that place, I couldn't believe. I couldn't 
believe myself. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: My only reply to you, 
Representative Gonzalez, is simply that the home 
environment is one· of a myriad of issues that we 
look at in mak'ing a recommendation, and there 

·Were a lot of other issues that we also had to 
take into consideration in making the ultimate 
recommendation. 

REP. GONZALEZ: _ Okay. I also --

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: And I can't comment more 
specifically. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I also read a letter about the little 
girl saying she was terrified. The abuse and 
nobody did anything. Your guardian ad litem 
ignored the letter. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I can't comment on that. I 
don't kpow about that. 

• 
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003899 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, if you can't comment, okay, 
don't comment on this. I'm telling you something 
is wrong then with the guardians ad litem that 
are working for Connecticut Law Center. And I 
think -- I'm questioning that. If that's the 
best interest for the kid, ignoring a letter that 
this girl is sending to the grandparents, and the 
guardian ad litem totally ignored the letter. 

And if it is that situation and the conditions 
that they live in that area, if that's in the 
best interest of the child, honestly, I have to 
question the Connecticut -- and, you know what, 
and I will ask, honestly, for an investigation 
for the Connecticut Law Center. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I would welcome it. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I will ask·one. Thank you very much. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Senator Holder-Winfield . 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Good evening. Question, 
and, again, I will say what I sa~d earlier. I'm 
not overly familiar with the system. I was just 
wondering. You indicated an issue with a parent 
being part of the choice process for the GALs, 
and that doesn't seem necessarily unreasonable to 
me. What is the -- is there a process that is 
prescribed or how does that happen now? How does 
the judge assign the GAL? How does it work? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I can simply comment on how the 
Children's Law Center is appointed because we 
only represent indigent children. So when the 
Court either on a motion of one or both of the 
parents or on its own motion sua sponte because 
the parents are making allegations against the 
other parent that the children are at risk in 
some way, the court sua sponte will look at their 
financials and see if they have an ability to 
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pay. If they don't have an ability to pay, they 
appoint the\Children's Law_ Center as the guardia~ 
ad litem for their children. I don't know that 
the parents are given the choice of the 
Children's Law Center or two other att~rneys'. 
All we know is we get a copy of the Court 
appointment, appointing us. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINF~ELD: When they appoint the 
Children's Law Center, do they actually appoint a 
particular GAL o~ do they appoint the center and 
you assign the GAL'?_ 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: It depends on the Court but 
generally we ask that they appoint the Children's 
Law Center. The way the law center works is we 
hav.e staff attorneys and each staff attorney is 
assigned to a particular judicial district. So 
for instance, if it's in New Haven, attorpey 
Aiesha Rhodes would be the attorney that's 
assigned to it. And the judges are pretty 
familiar with her work down in New Haven as are 
the lawyers down there. 

SENATO~ HOLDER-WINFIELD: So then I'm not quite clear 
what the issue is with the. parent -- I'm not 
quite clear what the i~sue is with the parents 
choosing· because you suggested that because the 
parents aren't familiar with the work -- but you 
only have one person who -- potentially you only 
have one person for a given area and maybe the 
judge is familiar but the judge is basically 
saying to you, you could appoint one of your 
people so the judge doesn't even know necessarily 
who' s going to be appointed. So I 'm not_ sure ~ 
what the difference actually turns out to be. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I'm going to try to answer what 
I think you're a~king and then you can cla-rify if 
I missed the mark. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Sure. 

I ~ 
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JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: So, for instance in Hartford, 
we have three attorneys, one is assigned to 
Hartford; two other attorneys• are assigned for 
Hartford overflow because we get so many 
appointments out of Hartford. If a judge 
appoints the children law center, it could be 
possibly one of three attorney's taking that 
case. 

003901 

The judge doesn•t generally choose, although some 
judges will ask for a specific attorney to 
represent the children. It depends really on the 
judge. My only concern with the parents choosing 
the guardian ad litem -- Guardians Ad Litem off a 
list is they•re not familiar with any of them. 
So they would just -- they have no knowledge of 
the education or the experience or any 
credentials of any of the five. And I just think 
that the list·creates undue delay for the 
appointment. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: But that•s --

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I'm not terribly opposed to the· 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: No, I'm just trying to 
understand the objection. Because I also see in 
the bill that if it•s not done in a timely manner 
or if they can•t come to agreement, then the 
Court still has the same power that it has 
currently. So I was just trying to figure out 
what the -- as I look at it, I'm not sure that I 
see anything that fundamentally changes what 
we•re doing here except to give the parents what 
potentially feels like a role in having something 
to do with the appointment of a GAL which if I 
were a parent, which I am not, but if I were a 
parent, it might make me better about the whole 
process. So that•s why I was trying to tease out 
what the objection really was . 
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JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: And I don't disagree with you. 
I think more importantly is giving the parents 
standing so qnce a GAL is involved in their case, 
if they do have an objection about the role or 
the activities of the GAL, they have some 
standing to ask to have the GAL removed. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: And yo~ also talked about 
continuing education and oversight. I wonder if 
you have a particular type of oversight that you 
think we should be looking at or what exactly do 
you mean when you talk about oversight? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: I can tell you that the 
activity of the Children's Law Center is that we 
have -- we monitor all of the attorney's 
activities and we have periodic case reviews, 
regular case reviews, individualized case 
reviews, group care reviews and I would -- you 
know, because of'the funding and a fiscal note 
that would have to be attach~d to oversight by a 
separate agency~ I'm not .sure exactly how to set 
that up. But I do think that attorneys who a~e 
acting as Guardians Ad Litem need to have their 
work reviewed and need to be answerable if 
they're not working up to the provisions set by 
the appointment. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: And-- I'll leave it there. 
Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Baram. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you, Mr. Cha·irman. First I _want to 
thank the Children's La~ Center for everything it 
does. Without dwelling on any specific case, I 
kno~ that in many ways you serve. as a safety net 
organization for people who otherwise might not 
have the kind of legal· ~epresentation that you 
provide. So, I think my colleagues should all be 
aware of the value that:. you 'have. 

• 
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JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Thank you. 

003903 

REP. BARAM: A couple of things. One is you expressed 
some concern about parents choosing guardian ad 
litem. Would it make you feel any better if 
there was an informational sheet on everybody who 
was on the guardian ad litem list who had gone 
through the course so that parents could go to a 
website and read about the individuals, how long 
they've been practicing, that type of thing. Do 
you think that would be helpful in giving them 
information? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Yeah, I think actually that is 
-- I hadn't considered that, but that would be 
something that would at least give the parents 
some information so they could make an informed 
decision if they're going to select a name off of 
the list. 

REP. BARAM: And also in your testimony, you inferred 
that the Court should be a last resort. I don't 
know if you were insinuating by that statement 
that there should be some other process before 
they get to Court and if so I'm wondering what 
that'might be? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Well, I would like to see 
family court cases go through a mediation process 
or at least the participants in the family court 
dispute be informed of the alternatives to the 
court system such as mediation services or 
collaborative divorce where parents could find 
ways to work together to creating parenting plans 
and alternate dissolutions that reflects their 
wishes and the best interests of their kids. 

There a lot of opportunities for resolving 
disputes before they caught into the quagmire of 
the family court system'where there are 
continuances after continuances and then the 

'\1 



00.3904 
282 
vkd/cd 

March 31, 2014 
JUDICIARY ~OMMITTEE 10:00-A.M. 

conflict just gets wrapped up as it goes and the 
children are really the ones who get lost in tpat 
process. So, if I had my way in a perfect world, 
there,would not be a need.for a Children's Law 
Center representation program_ but our families in 
transition program would be very, very busy 
because parents would be coming to us for us to 
assist them in resolving their _disputes. 

Bu~ they would ultimately be the ones resolving 
the disputes and learning how to conflict resolve 
as their children grow. If I ruled the world the 
law center wouldn't have a representation program 
and we would only have a FIT program, but that's 
not where we are yet. 

REP. BARAM: So, is part of that vision, would 
somebody still be filing for divorce or custody 

· in Court and before the Court would hear 
anything, they would p~ovide information about 
alternative programs available and req~ire the 
party to avail themselves of that kind of a 
program? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: My hesitancy in saying yes, and 
I would like to say yes, but my hesitancy is 
there are those cases that are by definition 
going to be high conflict cases. And instead of 
making those cases jump through a lot of hoops 
before they get before a judge, those really need 
to be identified early and fast racked 'to a trial 
so that the dispute doesn't linger for a really 
long time. 

I think that's one of the problems in the 
overburdening of the system now. is that we try so 
hard to provide interventions as we go forward 
that it delays the ultimate decision. And there 
are some cases that the parties are never going 
to agree and they need a judge to just say, this 
is how it's going to be. -And if those cases .·can 
be identified _early and either intervention put 
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in place right away, and if it doesn't work it 
goes to trial. 

003905 

So I hesitate to require parents to do an 
alternative if really their case is just 
that an alternative is going to resolve. 
would increase the costs and further the 

not one 
It just 

delay. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you very much. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: You're welcome. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Do other members have questions? If 
there are no other questions, I have two really 
quick inquiries that I want to make. First of 
all, I'm aware and I respect the work that you 
do. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Thank you for that. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: First question is, is there any 
training that -- speaking specifically .about 
families in transition program that mediators go 
through when the parties that are in mediation, 
when there is some substantial difference in 
ability like the education, ability to 
articulate, ability to negotiate --

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Yes. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: -- and there's some substantial 
difference between those fields between the 
parties. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Yes, we try to do an 
assessment, our mental health professional, do an 
assessment at the onset when a case has been 
referred to us, either the parents have called or 
they may have been court ordered to attend and we 
try to do an assessment to make sure that the 
family is appropriate for mediation. But the 
families in transition program is a volunteer 
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driven program and it's teamed by a mental health 
professional and an attorney and they are trained 
at the very least in the 40 hour mediation so 
they all have a mediation training background. 

So it's always a pair of gender balanced, male 
and female, mental health professional and lawyer 
and then we provide to our volunteers at no cost 
to them, ongoing trainings, usually two a year. 
We try to do more than that but our resources are 
stretched as well. And any issues that might 
come up in the mediations, as they come up, the 
mediators can always consult with our staff and 
we will hold trainings for them that address 
those issues. 

So if there is particularly maybe a mental 
illness that one parent -- there's an imbalance 
in the negotiation abilities of each parent, that 
they might be able to address that. But at the 
onset, if there's a true imbalance, they might 
not be right for mediation. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. How about if there's a 
difference between the income and the resources 
of the parties? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: No. We try to keep the income 
away from the mediator so that they're not aware 
of what's being paid. We providing a sliding fee 
scale service from $10 per person, per session, 
up to $50 and it are based on the lower income 
earner. So we find out· what the incomes are of 
the parties, we take the lower income and we 
apply that to our sliding fee scale and that's 
what both parents pay. So they pay equally so 
that there's no feeling of imbalance that one 
person paid more than the other --

SENATOR COLEMAN: I understand that part. That's not 
exactly my question. 
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JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Oh, I'm sorry . 

003907 

SENATOR COLEMAN: When, let's say one of the issues 
that's being mediated has to do with expenses of 
the minor child beyond what the Court has ordered 
and let's say the higher earning parent has 
custody of the child and proposes a contribution 
from the lower earning parent and five times the 
lower earning parent says I just can't afford it. 

And on the sixth time that something is proposed, 
he says okay, what -- on that sixth time he says, 
is there any inquiry on the 6th pass, is there any 
inquiry concerning how that lower earning parent 
is going to meet what he's obligating himself to? 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Right, yes. I would expect so. 
I mean I can't speak to the very specifics 
because I'm not observing the mediation, but I 
would expect that the first time when the parent 
says they can't afford it, that the mediators 
might take a step back and see well, what can 
each parent afford and is it fair for you to be 
asking the lower earner to pay 50 percent when 
their income is only 10 percent of the full 
family income. 

Those are things that are definitely taught to 
the mediators and if there were a sixth time that 
that request was made and we knew from our 
observation that this parent was agreeing to 
something that they really couldn't agree to, I 
don't believe that they would allow that 
agreement to stand. At least it would just have 
been a coerced agreement wouldn't stand. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. Thank you. I really 
appreciate your input. Thank you for your time. 

JUSTINE RAKICH-KELLY: Thank you. I appreciate your 
time. Thank you . 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Wilma Oskar. 

WILMA OSKAR: Good evening. ·Thank you for letting me 
speak today. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Before you begin, Wilma will be 
followed by Representative Angel Arce. You're 
on, Wilma. 

I 
WILMA O$KAR: All right. My. name is Wilma Oskar. 

I've testified before so some of you may know my 
story. I'm a survivor or domestic violence a~d 
I've heard people here.speak about victims-of 
domestic violence so I'm actually one of those 
victims that went through the court system. The 
minute I got into the court system, I then became 
another victim of the Connecticut family court 
system. 

I had a guardian ad litem; she was appointed 
right away. I didn't have any waiting period. 
My children were taken away from me for two 
years. I didn't have any contact with them. I 
didn't see, speak, writing, nothing for two 
years. There was no abuse substantiated, there 
was no issue with my parenting. My ex-husband 
was alienating my children and he was 
manipulating the court system. Everybody knew 
it. 

All the mental heaith professionals in th~ case 
wrote the courts about it, they all recommended 
that he have no custody because _he was abusing my 
children physically. The guardian ad litem 
suppressed everything and. she had an agreement 
that I would have reunification therapy which ·the 
therapist said would never work, and then she 
left it at that and there was never a court date 
to r~turn with no option to see my children ever 
again. 

My ex-husband molested ~y daughter's friend arrd 
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was arrested on sexual assault charges and he's 
currently incarcerated. He was convicted and 
he's incarcerated in Cheshire prison. I regained 
custody of my children so I now have sole custody 
and we fled Connecticut because I can't let 
Connecticut destroy my children. After regaining 
custody of my children and having the time with 
them, within three days we rebounded and 
reconnected and my children are thriving and 
happy and have a beautiful like. My younger 
daughter is here with me today because she wanted 
to come and see what was going on. 

So I'm not, not supporting this bill, but I can't 
fully support it. I don't think that anybody 
here is disagreeing that we don't need third 
parties. In my situation we obviously needed 

·somebody. I wasn't fighting but my ex-husband 
was never going to let go. There was always 
going to be something that he was going to drag 
me to court about. He was manipulating the 
system. 

So we do need somebody to step in and say, stop 
manipulating the system. There has to be a 
punishment for these people who are consistently 
dragging people back to court and you have to say 
to them, this parent -- and I don't care if it's 
the mother and I don't care if it's the father -
enough, stop, you're not going to do this anymore 
and here's the punishment. You're going to be 
fined, you're going to go to jail, you're going 
to lose custody of your kids, but enough is 
enough. These are parents who are manipulating 
the system. 

With guardian ad litem you have to supervise 
them. You have to cap their fees, you can't take 
all of our money. We were left with nothing 
after the guardian ad litem. But more 
importantly, there has to be somewhere where a 
parent can go to speak to some of the people who 
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have left. I haye the internet; give me five 
names and I will Google them.and I will find out 
everything I want to know about them. But at 
least give me the option. 

I am not a stupid woman. I have a bachelors of 
science in business management. I am currently 
getting my masters in e~ucation. I am not a 
stupid woman. I can research a name or two and ,. 

!figure out who I want to represent myself, my 
children and their best interests. But do not 
assign me a person like I have no brain in my 
head and say this is her, she's going to find out 
who your children belong to and' that • s .it, you 
have no say in_the matter. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. Are there any questions? 
Seeing none, thank you, Wilma, we appreciate your 
testimony. 

WILMA OSKAR: I didn't think.there•d be any question, 
I'~ not a represented official. Have a goo~ 
evening. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: You're welcome. Representative 
Arce. 

REP .. ARCE: Good evening, Chairman Coleman, Chairman 
Fox, members of the committee. I'm here to speak 
on Raised Bill 559~, AN ACT CONCERNING THE TIME 
LIMITATION FOR· PRO'SECUTING A MOTOR VEHICLE 
VIOLATION THAT RESULTS IN DEATH OR SERIOUS 
PHYSICAL INJURY TO ANOTHER PERSO~. I did not 
writ~ any testimony. I want to· speak on my 
personal experiences and the things that I have 
seen within my community and the people that I 
represent. 

The statute of limitation on this type of issue I 
truly believe that there should not be any 
statute of limitation on an issue where a person 
is hurt badly or a caus~ of death when it comes 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there any questions for 
Representative Arce? Representative Rebimbas. 

003913 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Not so much 
a question as much as I want to thank the 
Representative for his testimony and I think you 
put it very eloquently and I know you speak 
obviously from the heart from personal experience 
and all the work that you do for all the 
individuals that you just named. But you really 
did highlight that it is the perpetrators who 
take off from a scene of an accident and if 
they're good enough to hide long enough, but then 
somehow at the end of all this, they don't get 
charged. 

So it's a serious concern that we do need to look 
at and I think you put it so eloquently. And for 
a variety of different reasons we hear a lot of 
excuses why people do hit and runs, whether 
they're under the influence of drugs or they're -
- and quite frankly there's no excuse whatsoever 
that's going to justify any type of damage, 
especially a loss of life. So I want to thank 
you for sharing obviously your story and your 
advocacy on this issue and I certainly do hope 
that we strongly examine it moving forward. 

REP. ARCE: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there other questions? Seeing 
none, thank you, Representative. 

REP. ARCE: Thank you for the opportunity to testify 
in front of the committee. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: You're welcome. Catherine Bailey is 
next. 

CATHERINE BAILEY: Good evening, Senator Coleman, 
Representative Fox, ranking members and other 
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members of the Judiciary Committee, my name is 
Catherine Bailey and I'm here on behalf of the 
Connecticut'Women's Education and Legal Fund. My 

' comments will focus on __ 5524 and ,494, although we -
submitted testimony also in support of the 
domestic violence and sexual assault bill today. 

Regarding alimony, first I'd like to commend the 
members of the alimony committee of ,the law 
review commission .on their work in ~hat was a 
yery thoughtful and respectful ~nvironment. 
CWEALF recently conducted a study of divorces in 
2012 and as a general matter we learned tha~ 
ali:mony orders are infrequent and relatively low. 
Less than 20 perc~nt of' all divorces cases 
contained an order of non-token alimony which is 
one dollar. And I've attac~ed additional 
information to my written testimony regarding our 
findings. 

More specifically the alimony committee discussed 
the idea of implementing guidelines for the 
calculation of alimony and as you know ultimately 
did not recommend it after a lengthy discussion 
and we support that ~ecision because reducing 
judge's comprehensive 15 factor analysis to only 
a couple of factors, would prevent judges from 
making highly individualized decisions on a case 
by case basis. 

Even in households with two working parents, 
women still provide more hours of care giving for 
children, thereby decreasing career opportunities. 
and losing out on asset accumulation, retirement 
savings and lifetime earning potential. 

Even if there were only a suggested formula, it 
would most likely become the standard. Judges 
may be hesitant to disregard the numerical 
formula as it would be considered a deviation. 

Regarding cohabitation, the new language would 
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place the burden on the alimony recipient to show 
that the alimony should not be modified or 
terminated if the payer proves a marriage-like 
relationship of six months or more. This 
language is problematic because it does not 
provide definitions for what a marriage-like 
relationship is and it also seems that a live-in 
relationship provides sufficient support to the 
recipient when in fact it could have worsened the 
recipient's financial situation. 

Connecticut law already provides judges 
sufficient discretion to consider whether to 
modify or suspend the payment of alimony and it 
really should remain a question of whether 
there's been a substantial change in 
circumstances to warrant such a change. 

Last I'd like to speak briefly about the custody 
bill. The task force voted not to recommend that 
Connecticut enact a presumption of shared custody 
between both parents. I will wrap up with this 
idea. We support that decision as current law 
already allows for an order of equal physical 
custody when that's in the best interest of the 
child and to do otherwise would be particularly 
harmful to low income individuals, criminal 
offenders and domestic violence situations. 
Therefore we strongly suggest that you uphold the 
task force rejection of that proposal. 

Finally, we appreciate the committee's addition 
of several previsions to the GAL process that 
would increase the transparency and fairness for 
low income and unrepresented parties including a 
sliding scale fee and enhanced notification about 
the logistics of the process including duties, 
fees and expectations. Thank you for your time · 
and consideration and I'd be happy to answer any 
questions you may have. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there questions for Ms. Bailey? 

SB49~ 
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Seeing none, thank you very much. 

CATHERINE BAILEY: Thank you all. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Paul Greenan 

PAUL· GREENAN: Good evening .and thank you for the. 
opportunity to speak today. I .dedicate my 
testimony to my son. My name is Paul Gre~nan. 
I'm the father of two children and a parent who 
has suffered through the Stamford family court 
system and in particular at the hands of 
unscrupulous court appointed GAL and an equally 
unscrupulous court appointed attorney for the 
minor child. 

I am also an attorney who maintains a Connecticut 
law practice and I am. licensed in the State of 
New York and before the United States Tax Court. 
In addition to holding a law degree, I hold an 
MBA from New York University. I have worked for 
the largest law and financial firms in the 
country including Skadden, Arps and JP Morgan. 
I've been licensed· to practice law for over .20 
years. 

I am here to speak to you not only as a victim of 
the GAL AMC system, but as a. spokesperson for 
what I believe to be the large silent majority of 
attorneys in our state who want justice and order 
returned to the family court system. A group 
that is all too scared to speak because of 
possible retaliation to us and to the clients we 
represent. 

It is this silent majority who are not part of 
the small club of select individuals who operate 
within our family courts living primarily off of 
lucrative GAL AMC appointments whiqh pay qt least 
in Stamford family court, the reasonable hourly 
rate of $500 an hour, which if you annualize it, 
is $4 million per year., 
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My first exposure to the Stamford family court 
was in February of 2009 when I filed for divorce. 
The court appointed a guardian ad litem for our 
two children at the rate of $500 per hour. His 
name was Eric Broder. When I complained that he 
wasn't doing anything except billing ridiculous 
amounts of money including upwards of $10,000 per 
month, the court responded by appointing a lawyer 
to represent him. Her name was Melissa Needle and 
she began billing us at the rate of $500 an hour 
as well. So we had a case of an attorney being 
appointed to represent an attorney. 

Things got worse. In 2010 in a meeting at 
Attorney Melissa Needle's office, I was asked to 
make special payments to secure joint custody of 
my children. The special payments were to be 
paid and disguised as drafting fees to draft the 
parenting plan which had already been drafted and 
paid for months earlier. According to their 
demands, $10,000 would be paid to Eric Broder, 
$10,000 would be paid to Melissa Needle. And my 
then $750 hour attorney, Gary Cohen, of Stamford, 
Connecticut told me that if I wanted a fast and 
favorable outcome, I had better cough up the 
cash. 

That he said was the way to get custody in 
Stamford family court. The meeting of course, 
excluded the children's mother and our counsel. 
After 11 days of a custody trial, we found out 
that the GAL and the AMC had collectively spent 
four and a half hours with the children. The 
total bill $252,000 and in fact, Melissa Needle 
who was then serving as the attorney for the 
minor children, admitted that in fact she had 
never met with or spoken to or even written a 
letter to either of the children. Yet those 
$252,000 in fees were found reasonable by Judge 
Harry Calmar and the case is now on appeal . 
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But here's the worst part and I~ll end it here. 
Judge Harry Calmar, perhaps out of spite, perhaps 
out of retribution, because I testified to what 
was going on in 9tamford family court, .issued a 
memoranda decision which named_my children, it 
gave their addresses and it published on the 
internet, my child's psychological history. And 
with six-weeks to graduation, my son could no 
longer g0 to school; he could no longer attend 
classes at Greenwich Catholic School and he was 
removed. 

He has been in four separate schools in the last 
six months. It's too late for my family; it's 
too late for my children. But it's not too late 
for those who follow and it's for this reason 
that I testify today to the State of Connecticut 
and I call upon the Ass~mbly to not only reform 
the GAL and AMC system in our state, but to 
ref6rm the entire family court. It's hopelessly 
broken and it is corrupt. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: The committee will take a recess. 

[Recess] 

SENATOR COLEMAN: I'd like to reconvene the public 
hearing of the Judiciary Committee. Ladies.and 
gentlemen who want to participate in the 
remainder of the public ~earing, please take your 
seats. 

Mr. Greenan, you can resume your seat at the 
witness stand. 

PAUL GREENAN: I believe I c.ompleted my testimony 
unless someone has question. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you.. There were at least 
three requests that the1 members of the audience 
refrain from expr_ession;s of S'\.lpport or opposition 
for comments that were made or for any aspect of 
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the proceeding. Apparently, although I think 
I've tried to be as respectful as possible and I 
think the members of the committee certainly have 
been as respectful as they could be toward 
members of the public who are participating in 
this hearing, that respect and that courtesy is 
not appreciate. 

So please be advised that if you're identified 
applauding after the various warnings have been 
made, you will be asked to leave the hearing and 
if you are on the list you will not be able to 
participate in the public hearing. I regret 
having to take this step, but apparently those 
admonitions that have been issued during the 
course of the day, have not been respected. So, 
again, I would appreciate it if we can proceed in 
full compliance with the rules of this Judiciary 
Committee. Thank you. 

Are there questions for Mr. Greenan? 

Chairman Fox . 

REP. G. FOX: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Greenan, 
I just wanted to -- one point of your testimony 
when you said you discussed the worst part of it 
that happened which involved some private 
information that was displayed on the internet or 
at least online somehow. How was that done? 

PAUL GREENAN: It was done via a 28 page memoranda of 
decision which was issued by Judge Harry Calmar 
of the Regional Family Trial Docket on January 
18, 2012. And that document was picked up by 
FindLaw and distributed on the internet for 
everyone of course to read. Normally have 
certain protocols here that the court is supposed 
to follow with respect to redacting the names of 
minor children and certainly minor child's 
psychiatric history. That unfortunately was not 
done in my case. We moved repeatedly to seal the 
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memoranda decision. Each time we did, at first 
Judge Calmar had said that he did not get the 
motion and then we attempted to have it sealed 
the second time by Judge Emmons in the family 
court but the guardian ad litem, Eric Broder and 
the attorney for the minor child, Melissa Needle 
did not bother to show up for the hearing and so 
nothing happened. 

REP. G. FOX: Okay. Because it would be -- I would 
expect that at least that information would be 
sealed at the time the decision -- or not sealed, 
not the decision necessary has to be sealed but 
the information that is pertinent to a minor, 
especially that is personally identifying 
information as well as information related to 
that minor's -- any condition that he or she may 
have should be sealed or should at least be 
redacted at that point. 

PAUL GREENAN: That's absolutely correct and that's 
one of the issues we have on appeal. The appeal 
was argued in December and we're awaiting a 
decision from the appellate court not only on the 
issue of sealing and redaction but also on the 
issue of the fees of $252,000.00. 

REP. G. FOX: Okay. Well, thank you for the 
explanation. 

PAUL GREENAN: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Do other members have questions for 
Mr. Greenan? Representative Rebimbas. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just 
briefly, was there a judicial complaint filed 
against the judge? 

PAUL GREENAN: No. There was however, a grievance 
filed against Melissa-Needle. That alleged 
extortion on the part of Melissa Needle because 
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she had asked for additional amounts to be paid 
in order for me to achieve joint custody of my 
children. I didn't make those payments. I did 
file ~ gri~vance with the grievance committee and 
it went nowhere. That's part of my public 
testimony here. In addition, there was a retired 
federal agent who was present during a 
conversation when my attorney Gary Cohen told me 
that we should make certain payments to the 
attorney for the minor children, Melissa Needle, 
in order to make her go away. I did not make 
those payments. I fired Gary Cohen; I retained 
new counsel; new counsel reviewed the file; he 
told me I was the subject of extortion and that's 
when I filed a grievance and that's when the case 
just got worse. I did not receive custody of my 
children and I believe I was heavily retaliated 
against for filing that grievance and 
unfortunately the victims are children. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you for your testimony. 

PAUL GREENAN: Thank you. I appreciate the 
opportunity to speak . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there others with questions? 
Seeing none, thank you. Martha Swoverland. 
Thank you. Barbara Aaron. 

BARBARA AARON: Good evening, Senator Coleman and 
Senator Kissel, Representative Fox, 
Representative Rebimbas and members of the 
committee. I appreciate your time. It was good 
morning when I first came. It's now good 
evening. My name is Barbara Aaron; I am a 
practicing attorney. I have been practicing 
family law for over 25 years in this state. I am 
also the current president and board member of 
the Children's Law Center and the past president 
of the Connecticut Council for Non-Adversarial 
Divorce and the former chair of the Connecticut 
Bar Association ADR Committee and also had the 
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privilege of being on the committee on alimony 
which you heard testimony about tonight. 

I am here to testify on Raised·Bill 494, not the 
alimony bill. I am her~ in largely,partial 
support of the bill and to say that as a 
practicing attorney, I do not believe that our 
family court system is corrupt. In fact, I think 
that we have very fine judges, we have fine 
attorney's and we have really capable and 
competent mental health professionals who 
volunteer and donate, as a group, thousands of 
hours a year to really helping families navigate 
their way and try very pard to avoid court's 
making decisions about children because I think 
judges, lawyers and mental health professionals -
- the one thing that ~e all agree upon, is that 
it is in the children's: best interest ~or their 
parents to make decisions about what will happen 
to th.em and what the pa,renting arrangement will 
be in the reconfiguration of their family. 

And it is only when the parents abdicate that 
responsibility or are n.ot able or willing to do 
it, that the court system gets involved. I will 
tell. you that in my practice, I saY. to parents, I 
represent parents, I dop't do GAL work anymore, I 
used to, I don't anymore. I say to clients as 
soon as they come in to -see me, that the greatest 
service that I can provide to them is to keep 
them out of .the court sy~tem and I try very hard 
not to have parents, not to have my cases need 
the services of a GAL. I 

think there are many programs -- I often times 
ask parents to go .and see a mental health 
professional to help them resolve their issues 
and then come back to me. I practic~.mediation 
and collaborative law and I and my colleagues 
feel very strongly thab we -- the children are 
all too often the casualties of their parents war 
and that they .do -- ch~ldren do however, need a 
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voice in the family court system and that voice 
is the voice of the guardian ad litem. 

If I may just address a couple points about t·his 
bill. First is, I think the bill -- I think it 
was Representative Ritter who mentioned earlier, 
the attempt to try to contain the costs. 

Cases get very expensive when they are litigated 
and when that litigation continues and is not 
resolved. So I would suggest to you that first, 
section 1, I have a concern that was articulated 
earlier about the amount of time it takes for the 
court to appoint a GAL when that's necessary. I 
would agree that parents should have a say in who 
the GAL is. 

I thought Representative Baram's suggestion about 
posting that on the internet was a good 
suggestion. I have serious concern because it's 
the as provides that when parties agree the court 
can make that appointment and in many of these 
very high conflict cases, they're not going to 
agree. So somebody -- I think it was Ms. Oskar, 
made a very good point. That she can do the 
research and many of these parents can do their 
own research about who these GALs are, but what 
they can't do is come to an agreement with their 
spouse as to who that should be. So it's very 
important that those appointments happen very 
quickly. 

I think the best section, is section 1C and that 
is the section that really does require the 
courts have very clear instructions at the time 
of the appointment as to what the GAL's role is, 
what the fees are, how those fees -- and more 
importantly, a report back so that the cases 
don't just linger in the system. 

I'm concerned-- I also would say that the 
section dealing with parent removal guardian ad 
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litem, I do believe parents should have standing 
to remove, to'file a motion to remove a guardian 
ad litem but I think that requiring it -- and I 
think it's line 90 to 95, requiring that matter
to go through family relations is going to add 
not detract from the cost because right now 
family relations is incredibly overburdened. 

They don't have the resources to handle the 
volume of cases that they have now and often 
times when cases are sent to family relations, 
you have lawyers and a jail waiting to see a 
family relations officer; it could be for several 
hours. So these cases are not likely to be 
mediated, so I would suggest that this section 
that deals with the removal of a GAL, not require 
that the matter go to family relations first. 

And finally, section 6 I think is also a very 
good start in terms of having the judicial 
.department come up with a publication. So the 
last thing I would say with regard to this is, I 
ttiink to go one ·step further would be to triage 
these cases. There's about 17,000 cases filed 
every-year. That's about 32,000 litigants. And 
it is a very small minority of those cases that 
really are not resolved prior to trial. There is 
the Regional Family Trial Docket. 

The problem with that docket right now is you 
can't get there until after an evaluation has 
already been done and all of the discovery in the 
matter is complete. So what I believe would be 
an improvement, a meaningful improvement to the 
system, is as soon as these cases are identified 
an there's a GAL appointed, there should be a 
judge -- one judge supervising these _cases, they 
should be fast racked, there should be a complex 
litigation docket to deal· with these matters so 
that they are expedited so that they are not 
going from'one judge to ano~her and that the 
cases can be heard in a timely manner and not 
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linger. Because the longer these cases linger, 
the more harm there is to the children who are 
suffering in the conflict between their parents. 

003925 

And the one thing -- you can get experts who 
won't agree on a lot of things in family in terms 
of what parenting plans are better for children, 
but the one thing they will all agree on, is that 
conflict is toxic and high conflict is in some 
instances tantamount to abuse and neglect. I 
thank you for your time. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Are there questions for Attorney Aaron? 

Senator Musto. 

SENATOR MUSTO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you 
for your testimony tonight. You mentioned 
something I've been thinking about for a while 
regarding all this and that's the cost. It seems 
to be some theme that runs through both people 
who are for and against the bill in some way or 
another. And the scheduling seems to me to be a 
huge issue. You know a short calendar and you 
show up down there, you wait for your family 
relations officer and if you can't come to an 
agreement, you wait for court. 

By the time the judge is done hearing the cases, 
you end up coming back another day. It seems to 
be a terrible waste of time especially if there's 
a GAL who's there on say, one case and literally 
has to wait around all day, seven, eight, nine 
hours in order to have the time in front of the 
judge, where the GAL may just get up and say, I 
haven't made a decision yet or we•re on a motion 
for just a sort of standard visitation motion 
that the GAL may not have to show up for or may 
be able to just file a statement or something 
about that . 
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So I was wondering if you thought about in your 
long years of practice pow to either take some of 
the ~aiting out of short calendar, maybe in those 
courts that are ov,erburdened have two short 
calendar days for examp~e or have people show up 
in the morning and then if they can't agree by 
say '1:00 o'clock when take a break for court, 
come back on the following morning and just start 
the cases right off the bat. 

It might even give people a chance to calm down 
and think about if they want to show up the next 
morning and start the case right off the bat or 
actually settle. Whatever the problem is that 
night. I know these are not in the bill but 
you've obviously had a lot of experience, you've 
obviously had some time to think about these 
things. Do you have any suggestions on things we 
might use to make the bill better assuming that 
it's going to go forward? 

BARBARA AARON: Thank you. It •·s not a yes or no 
question and I couldn't· agree with you more. I 
think short calendar is' a nemesis of judges and 
lawyers and there have been many changes and 
experimentation with short cal'endar over the 
years in a different jurisdiction, different 
presiding judges have really tried to do, 
including some that you've mentioned which is 
have. a morning docket and an afternoon docket or 
try to have some cases at 9:30 and some at 11:30. 

The problem that you run into ~s that a number of 
lawyers and/or GALs have a number of cases and 
then they start to bleed intq the afternoon 
session. So one of -- and the reason for that 
really is a dearth·of resources. So people are 

I 

in line waiting for family relati_ons in the , 
morning ~--and New Britain has a different system 
than Hartford. So New Britain for instance you 
have to go to family relations on Monday and if 
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you don't settle your case, it's exactly what you 
said, then you come back on the following 
Thursday to have a hearing. 

But people -- the problem with that also is that 
folks have to take time off from work now. They 
have to take two days off from work. So I think 
that if you a) had a complex litigation docket 
that was managed in almost like juvenile court 
where a case management system. 

So like if there were an office in family 
relations or in judicial that had, let's just 
say, a mental health person and an attorney that 
could screen these cases in a complex docket and 
then have short calendar to hear certain kinds of 
motions on that day, I think that would be one 
step to do that. I think courts -- individual 
dockets -- and I know it's controversial in 
judicial, but I think judges having individual 
dockets would be another step especially with 
these high conflict cases . 

So I think those are things. But in essence, a 
major problem is that there aren't the resources. 
There aren't enough judges in family court and 
not ~nough family relations officers to hear the 
volume of cases that come before it. 

SENATOR MUSTO: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there others with questions? 
Seeing none, thank you Attorney Aaron. 

BARBARA AARON: Thank you very much. Something else 
you could do is mandatory mediation. 

REP. G. FOX: The next name is Joel Faxson who I 
believe submitted written testimony. Next is 
Edward Stone. Good evening. I know you've been 
here all day . 
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REP. G. FOX: Next is Courtney Battles. Edith 
McClure? Okay, thank you. Robert Zaslow? 
Rather than keep talking, why don't you step 
forward and -- it's just that we need to keep a 
record and it helps if you can speak before the 
microphone. Start with your name please? 

I'm actually 
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KATE HAAKONSEN: I'm Kate Haakonsen. 
signed up to testify about 5524 
to be able to do that if you'll 
turn comes up. 

and I would like 
permit me when my 

REP. G. FOX: Well, if we combine them both right now, 
that would be great. 

KATE HAAKONSEN: Well, I can, but probably not in 
three minutes. So, if you want to indulge me on 
that, that's okay with me too. So, I am here on 
behalf of the family law section of the 
Connecticut Bar Association. As I said, I'm Kate 
Haakonsen. I'm a former chair of the family 
section. This is my 36th year of practice and in 
all of those years I have practiced family law 
and occasionally some areas of law. I was also a 
member, as I think you heard, of the alimony 
study committee of the vision commission. I'd 
like to make some remarks about the family 
sections recommendations for making some 
improvements and adjustments to Raised Bill 494. 

The section generally supports the adoption of 
Raised Bill 494. I think we feel that it 
addresses some issues that would provide 
clarification and more transparency and 
understandability for the public as well as for 
everyone· else involved in the process. Looking 
specifically at the bill and actually we filed 
with Attorney Zaslow's testimony, a marked up 
bill to give you specific ideas of our thoughts 
on some adjustments to wording and I'm not going 
to go through each one of those because some of 
them are really pretty small adjustments . 
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But, we do also have a concern as other people 
have addressed about the timing of appointments 
of guardian ad litem. In my experience, the 
majority of cases where there are lawyers, 
guardi~n ad litem are requested if they're 
needed, the lawyers agree on someone and that 
happens pretty-quickly. But again, I think a 
number of people have said if there is a need for 
the court to chose a guardian ad litem or make a 
recommendation to the parties or give the parties 
a choice, we would like to see that choice be 
made quic'kly. 

I think that it's a legitimate concern where the 
parties are not agreeing about their children, 
that they may also not agree about which one of 
the five suggested guardian ad litem and that 
should be discovered sooner than two weeks so 
that that could happen more quickly. 

We like the specificity of the order that's asked 
for in section 1 for the appointment of a 
guardian. We suggested a couple of changes in 
wording. For example, the guardian ad litem 
typically does not file a report as seems to be 
suggested by the bill. But we think that the 
guardian ad litem could report back about the 
progress that he or she has made on the work that 
was outlined by the court and that the court just 
specify an event for the termination of the 
appointment as opposed to a date because it's 
practically impossible to anticipate what date 
the appointment s~ould end. 

We'd like to see all of those requirements for 
the appointment ot a guardian ad litem, that 
order, to also be -incorporated where the guardian 
ad litem is being appointed by agre~ment because 

·we think that all of that is going to be helpful 
in having everybody understand what it is they're 
agreeing on. Is it all right if I continue? 
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REP. G. FOX: If you could just try to please 
summarize, that would great. Thank you. 
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KATE HAAKONSEN: With respect to the motions to remove 
a guardian, we support t_he standing of the 
parents but we agree that there ought to be some 
clearer language about the causes for removal and 
that there should be some limitation on the 
number of motions or requirement that after the 
first -- if a first motion is denied, that 
subsequent motions require leave and that motions 
not be left in the file if they're denied because 
of possibility of prejudicing either the parties, 
the guardians or the judge. 

With respect to the college savings, we also 
would like that language to be tightened up to 
apply specifically to college savings accounts 
that are created by law and would like some 
limitation on the deposits to college savings so 
that in anticipation of divorce, you don't have 
somebody saying well why don't I stick this 
$65,000 of cash I have into the 529 because I can 
do that for ~ach child and then I won't have any 
liquidity. So we suggested some language about 
that. 

Finally with regard to the sliding scale, if 
there's going to be a sliding scale for fees, 
obviously the privately appointed guardians would 
have to agree to accept the figure. We think 
that the court should make that decision at the 
beginning of the appointment and not the end so 
that everyone's on notice about what the fees 
are. 

REP. G. FOX: Okay. Thank you. 
questions? Thank you very 
testimony. Nikki Seymour? 
Next up is Peter Nicita . 

Are there any 
much for your 

Nikki Seymour? Okay. 
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PETER NICITA: Good evening. Once again, thank you 
for allowing me to talk.· Thank you to some of 
the members that I've spoken to in the past. I 
apprec~ate the time and acknowledgment. My case 
deals with severe parental alienation. The 
Raised and proposed Bill 494 gives no mention on 
the topic of parental alienat1on. 

This is a court order from 2011 which stipulated 
reunification and a recommendation from a court 
approved therapi'st. These are transcripts from a 
hearing that same day in July, 2011, where Judge 
Taylor asked my ex-wife four times if she would 
do everything possible to ensure reunification. 
Here's the letter from the therapist noting after 
just two visits that my ex-wife refused to take 
my children to court- ordered reunification 
therapy. Bill 494 gives no mention on non
compliance court orders. 

In the same letter,. the t_herapist recommended to 
the GAL that I have overnights_ with. my 'children 
reinstituting my parenting plan. The GAL sat on 
the recommendation and did nothing despite 
subsequent visits to cou~t. · Bill 494 gives no 
mention for recovery when a GAL does not follow 
court orders. 

The same recommendation noted many red flags, 
including my ex-wife openly joking to'my children 
that I'm just a sperm donor and the therapist 
noting that my ex-wife does not support me as a 
biological father. Despite this, the GAL insists 
my.ex-wife is supportive pf me as a father. Is 
Co~ecticut's best interest the child's 
standards? Number six, the willingness and the 
ability of each parent to facilitate and 
encourage such continuing parent/child 
relationship between the child and the other 
parent -as is appropriate including compliance 
with any court orders. Number 494 -- Bill 494 
gives no mention when the GAL ignores standards 
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for best interest of child's standards . 

003939 

In October, 2012 I complained to Judge Presley 
about the GAL's lack of diligence, ability to 
follow court orders and lack of effort and 
urgency to reunify me with my children despite 
the therapist letter. Judge Presley stated in no 
uncertain terms, that the GAL did not have to 
listen to me nor the therapist. Bill 494 gives 
no clear solution to when a GAL does not follow 
court orders. 

Other items that 494 fails to recognize, it gives 
no mention of a GAL's removal of immunity. Bill 
494 provides no mention of maximum dollar amounts 
of GALs and the AMCs to charge. The State of 
Connecticut charges $50 for GAL services to the 
indigent. Are those laws any different for the 
indigent versus non-indigent? 

Bill 494 gives no mention of approved and 
expedited processes when a parenting plan is 
vacated by one parent despite court orders. 
Currently parents don't see their children for 
months or even years when court orders are in 
place. Bill 494 gives no mention of protecting 
family's assets, only IRS 539 plans. A judge can 
force a family to sell their home, liquidate 
retirement funds or seek GAL or AMC from extended 
families. Bill 494 gives no mention of shared 
parenting and in no way should a parent pay for a 
GAL's attorneys. That's not mentioned in it as 
well. 

Bill 494 should not provide for children to 
request their own attorney. This would be 
disastrous for families where parental alienation 
is involved. Just one last point, the GAL in my 
case ignored my parents, the grandparents, and 
never came to any therapy sessions. Actually, 
I've never seen after four years, I've never met 
with the GAL and my children together . 
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REP. G. FOX: Thank you for your testimony. Are there 
any questions? Yes, Senator Holder-Winfield. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Thank you. Just a question 
because you kind of mentioned the cost of the 
GALs when we•re talking about the indigent and I 
got the testimony earlier why there may be a 
difference, but in your case, what did the GAL 
wind up running? 

PETER NICITA: Well, I've actually had four GALs in my 
case. There has been times there wasn't much 
activity. All together it•s probably run about 
50 to 60 or $70,000 or so. I will mention 
there's actually been three GALs and one attorney 
for the GAL who was actually -- she was here, 
Barbara Aaron, because my ex-wife threatened to 
sue the GAL and I also had to pay half of those 
fees as well. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Just one more question. Do 
you have custody of your kids? Do you get to see 
your kids? 

PETER NICITA: There is a parenting plan and has been 
for the last year. The custody is actually joint 
custody with _no designation of primary residence 
which means neither one of us actually has 
primary residence. The parenting plan that I had 
for many years was close to -so percent, 45 to 50 
percent or so. Currently I'm supposed to see my 
daughter, my son has actually aged out of the 
system, supposed to see my daughter a few hours -
- 10 hours a month or so. That is not being 
following and again, there is no accountability 
for not following the co4rt orders. No 
repercussions for non-cq~pliance of court orders. 

SENATOR HOLDER-WINFIELD: Thank you for testifying. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there further questions? Thank 
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one, breathe air and two maintain a 98.6 
degree body temperature. How many people in this 
room think this situation makes any sense? This 
is why I support House Bill 5524 and urge you to 
move this bill forward and ultimately have it 
passed and signed into law. It's a beginning; 
there's still more to be done, but as I say, a 
journey of 1,000·miles starts with this first 
step so this certainly a step in the right 
direction. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Any questions for Mr. Crenshaw? 

Representative Rebimbas. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you 
for your testimony. Just quickly, in that 
scenario you just gave and assuming that it's a 
real story, was the alimony modifiable? 

CHARLES CRENSHAW: The alimony was not modifiable as 
to term. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Modifiable as to amount? 

CHARLES CRENSHAW: Modifiable as to amount. 

REP. REBIMBAS: And was that as a result of a trial or 
an agreement? 

CHARLES CRENSHAW: That was a trial. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Do other members have questions? 
Thank you, Mr. Crenshaw. 

Colleen Kerwick. 

COLLEEN KERWICK: Senator Coleman, members of the 
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Judiciary Committee, thank you for validating the 
parental concerns for guardian ad litems and for 
accepting my testimony today. I'm an attorney at 
law from _Ireland.and I'ye practiced as a 
litigation attorney· in-New-York for 14 years. 

I was divorced (inaudible) jurisdiction in 2007 
with one court appearance. We remained friends, 
we had been married for seven years. We had no 
professionals involved other than a mediator. I 
believe that the divorce cost $350. I was 
remarried in 2008 and !.asked for divorce in 
2010. My ex responded that he would let me go 
even though it was painful to the core, that was 
my gift to you if it made me happy as much. as it 
hurts to do so. What went wrong? There was a 
financial affidavit of $13.5 million. Vendors 
got involved. They threw a grenade into the 
family for the-benefit of their on-going revenue 
stream. I've'been in court nearly every week and 
I've many other parents involved.just through 
being in court nearly every week for the past 
three years. 

I have been at interval heights 150 times; I've 
been with Dr. Wendy Haviland 25 times even though 
I've no mental illness; I've been psychologically 
evaluated four times; I believe 400 pleadings 
have been in my divorce case and it completely 
escalated out of control. The guardian ad litem 
on the case, I objected to her. I moved to 
reargue her appointment. I moved to recuse her 
for bias a number of -times. When I conducted an 
audit of guardian ad litems, I asked -- I 
submitted it to certain members of the task force 
before Thanksgiving, prior to presenting it at 
the task force public hearing. 

~ had asked for answers as to why certain 
guardian ad litems had·· 35 motions on one morning 
or eight appearances on another morning and the 
billing that .I· had gotten from other parents had 
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indicated that they were double and triple 
billing. I was not receiving any answers. 
However, I did receive an answer on December 20 
when my son was taken from me on a false AMBER 
alert scam. Even though I do not have my son's 
passport because I'm from Ireland, it was alleged 
that I was going to abscond with my child. I was 
with my ex-husband at the pediatrician's office 
that day. 

Since then I -- the billing on my case which was 
taken from the file in my court with one of the 
motions to recuse the guardian ad litem for bias, 
was published in the Washington Times and 
indicated that the guardian ad litem in my case 
had spent precious little time with the minor 
child and had spent no time with me and a huge 
amount of time with my ex-husband who is very 
wealthy. As a result of that she asked for a 
status conference and mentioned that negative 
references had been made to her in the Washington 
Times. 

Without speaking to me she changed her 
recommendation under a (inaudible) motion she 
recommended that I be put on supervised 
visitation. I've not seen my four year old son 
as a result of retaliations. So as I stand here 
before you speaking out against guardian ad 
litems, I know that there is at least 10 people 
behind me who are afraid to speak out because of 
the retaliations that are being levied against 
people who do speak out. As for my opinion on 
the bill more importantly, I believe that parents 
should have the fundamental right to parent their 
children. I believe that's enshrined in the 
Constitution in the absence of abuse or neglect. 

I think that there's a place for them in probate 
court, there's a place. juvenile court but there's 
not an automatic place for them in family court. 
While therapist and social workers and therapists 
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have their place in helping families heal and 
reorganize from break ups, Attorney GALs are 
incentivized to throw_grenades into families for 
the benefit of their ·biiling. I don't understand 
how an attorney is an expe~t in family relations 
matters more than a therapist. 

And while I understand that there's 1.5 million 
attorneys• in the United States of America, I 
don't understand why they've hijacked the 
guardian ad litem program and are making 
recommendations in areas which are outside their 
expertise. Another question ~hat I have is why 
are guardian ad litems who have 36 hours of 
training or so, six classes, less than a nanny's 
training, charging $300 an hour? In a free 
competitive market a price would be more in line 
with what Representative O'Dea had recommended or 
suggested earlier in some cases. At least make 
it more affordable for parents. 

I also think it's in the best interest of 
children that they have shelter, that they have 
educational accounts as opposed to their funds 
and their finances being given to guardian ad 
litems who purport to be acting in their best 
interest or from my experience, generating 
conflicts for the benefit of their revenue 
streams. I also note that Bill 494 mentions that 
a judge could suggest. five guardian ad litems and 
the parents could pick from .one. 

I believe that there is~an incestuous group of 
guardian ad litems in the family court system, 
many of them were here today and there using 
anti-competitive practices to keep the price up. 
There's a lot of guardian ad litems out there who 
are not getting the work and if there was more 
free market conditions,·we would be getting back 
at the hourly rate of more in the line of 25, SO, 
$75 an hour as opposed to $300 an hour. 
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We'd also be able to guardian ad litems if they 
were needed, to go out and actually see the 
children, go to the playgrounds, go to the 
school, be the eyes and ears of the court as 
they're supposed to be outside of the courtroom, 
not hanging around for the court, for the court 
already had eyes and ears, it's called the judge. 
If the judges need help in the courtroom they 
should have more clerks. They should not have 
more guardian ad litems. Again, thank you for 
allowing me to testify and I welcome any 
questions. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there questions? 

Representative O'Dea. 

003947 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just to 
clarify, I actually didn't recommend that amount. 
I do find it outrageous the numbers that I've 
been hearing. What I was simply asking is what 
is a reasonable amount and so I just wanted to 
clarify that. That's not something I said was an 
amount. But certainly what I've heard is 
outrageous so I was trying to figure out if a cap 
or a reduced hourly rate would be more 
appropriate., So that's kind of where my question 
was. 

COLLEEN KERWICK: I think -- I did a little bit of 
comparative competition law when I was in law 
school years ago, and I remember there was a 
comparison between EU law and the Sherman Act. I 
thought at least in the European Union there was 
laws against price fixing and monopoly's and 
anti-competitive practices to keep fees 
artificially high and that seems to be going on 
in the guardian ad litem system and I think that 
if there was more a free market and every single 
guardian ad litem who takes those six hour 
classes -- they can be teachers, nurses, moms, 
dads, they don't necessarily have to be 
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attorney's,· wor~ing as guardian ad litems I think 
that the market might level itself out and with 
free competition I'm sure there's plenty of 
people who would love to work as a guardian ad 
litem for $25 ~n hour or $50 depending on their 
demand based upon their qualifications. But I 
think that needs to be opened up. Three hundred 
dollars an hour is outrageous. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Do other members have questions? If 
not, thank you very much for your testimony. 

COLLEEN KERWICK: Thank you very much, Senator 
Coleman. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Monica Peters. 

MONICA PETERS: Good evening, Senator Coleman and 
members of the committee. My name is Monica 
Peters. I currently have no written testimony. 
It will be forthcoming later this evening. 

My case is a little bit unique. I had a very 
good GAL assigned to my case in 2013. This was 
after three years of very litigious behavior 
between me and my ex. I had been fighting for 
equal custody of my seven year old special needs · 
son since January of 2010. My son has autism and 
my relationship with him is languishing due to 
parental alienation. The GAL recognized this and 
recommended shared equal custody. My GAL, his 
name is Charles Wilson, he's out of East 
Hartford, he did a great job. 

Because I was fortunate enough to be indigent at 
the time, I qualified for state pay for Charles 
Wilson. I have very little to comment about 
Raised Bill 494 because I don't have any personal 
experience with GALs acting inapprop~iately. My 
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issue is why did my judge go against the GAL's 
recommendation for shared parenting in favor the 
adversarial nature of my relationship with my ex? 
That I don't understand. 

If there was a hearing about judge reform, I 
would be here to testify about my experiences 
with Holly Avery Whetstone out of Rockville and 
Jose Suarez out of Rockville. The situation in 
Rockville, Connecticut is completely unacceptable 
and my son is aging and our relationship is 
changing because of this behavior by t,he judges 
in Rockville court. 

I'm going to close early because I want to allow 
the parents who really are being brutalized by 
GALs to be able to speak. I will say again, 
Charles Wilson out of East Hartford was a very 
good GAL and it's unfortunate that he was ignored 
and that his recommendations for shared custody 
and the system that he set to help my ex and I 
deal with our issues, were completely ignored by 
Holly Avery Whetstone and that's all I have to 
say. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you for your testimony and 
especially your consideration for the others who 
are waiting to testify. Representative Rebirnbas. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Not so much 
a question as just a comment and a compliment. I 
just want to thank you for your testimony and I 
just want to also just reiterate the importance 
it is that we're giving weight to every single 
person that comes before us. So, you had a 
positive experience and I want to thank you for 
sharing. Now we have heard one or two or several 
previously to you, but we also to truly look at 
the system and how it's working or how it might 
be broken and needs to be fixed, we need to know 
about all the experiences. So thank you for 
taking the time waiting this long to share your 
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story with us. 

MONICA PETERS: I want to add that Charles Wilson took 
-four weeks to complete a 20 plus page report and 
when I hear about GALs dragging cases for months 
and years; it really doesn•t make any sense to 
me. Why does a GAL who makes $50 an hour 
completing the entire task within four weeks, why 
is he checking references and speaking to the 
schools, speaking to the __ school psychologist 
about my son•s regression for not seeing his mom 
enough? Charles Wilson spok~ to my mom, my ex•s 
mom -- he covered all his bases and did a 
phenomenal job. Why is his report being ignored? 

REP. REBIMBAS: Sounds like he did everything he was 
supposed to do. Thank you for your testimony. 

MONICA PETERS: It makes no difference. It made no 
difference in my case. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there other· questions? Thank 
you, Monica. 

MONICA PETERS: Thank you very much•. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Cheryl Martone. 

CHERYL MARTONE: I'm just going to tape myself because 
someday I want to show this to my son, how hard I 
worked on this thing. I'm Cheryl Martone. I 

I . 

started U.S. Concerned Parents support group in 
February of 2009. Most of you know me here. I 
-was from Westbrook and now I live in West Haven 
and I'm a parent lobbyist and working on parents 
~and children's rights, networking with other 
parents, grandparents locally and I belong to a 
national group called We The People Family 
Preservation which 'is a 501(c) (4) and, I recently 
became a 501 (c) ( 3) . 

I'm not going to be so nice about GALs because of 
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what has happened to my son and the AMCs. I sent 
you this testimony too. We should not have to 
fight with these poorly trained, ill minded, 
money grabbing, not caring about children that 
work as GALs and AMCs in our court. The do work? 
What kind of work are they doing? It is making a 
family go into poverty, become homeless, lose 
assets and then being threatened with losing your 
child if you don't suck up to their RICCO lies 
and Sue Cousineau was my child's GAL. 

Never did any good work for my child. He is 18 
and very emotionally torn because of this bad 
system. Why do they continue to play with a fit 
parent? Parents who provided wholesome 
activities in a good home for their child and try 
to continue to make parents look unfit. My 
message to GALs and AMCs is stop your nonsense 
and my suggestion is to the judges, stop 
appointing GALs and AMCs where they're not 
needed. 

Yes, we are in a good fight in a holy war and we 
have our ammo with constitutional and family law 
practice befools in the plan we want to make for 
our children. We have to put our hard hats on 
and watch out for the immoral grenades being 
thrown at us by the GALs and AMCs. As a good, 
loving, nurturing parent, God has his spear of 
protection around us now because we go all your 
attention and there's many of us here that are 
speaking up. We need to put our moral boundaries 
of which they cannot penetrate. 

You know the family court and juvenile courts 
have put our lives through hell, or tried to with 
the GALs misconstruing all things up in your 
case. You know these so-called professionals 
right now are squirming in their devilish seats 
because we are bringing forward the atrocities 
that have caused and need to keep doing this. We 
need to ask this Judiciary Committee to abolish 
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the GAL and AMC system or make oversight on them 
to show all their earnings is why their 
appointments are out of control when they lie 

' . 
about innocent, caring, nurturing parents. 

I'll just wrap this up, last part. They cause 
intentional infliction and emotional distress 
when they brainwash, brow beat, ridicule, 
humiliate your child saying things about the 
caring, protective parent, that is not true. 
~here's more but I sent the Judiciary Committee 
this testimony. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. Are there questions? 

CHERYL MARTONE: This was my child before he was 
~llegally taken and put into DCF custody because 
a GAL wanted to write false reports and aid and 
abet DCF to make false reports and then perjure 
herself in the courtroom. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Cheryl, my eyesight's not that good. 
Would you give that copy to the staff at the desk 
over here so I can see it, please? 

CHERYL MARTONE: Yes, because this was a happy, 
loving, well-nourished, wholes.ome child before. 
Now he's pretty much doing nothing with his life 
at 18 and I have to fix the pi.ece~. Thank you. 
Is there any questions? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Hand that to Al Orpuga to my left, 
over here to my left, at the desk to my left and 
I'll give it right back after I take a look at 
it. 

CHERYL MARTONE: I appreciate you listening to my 
testimony. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Anytime. I know you do. 

CHERYL MARTONE: I hope they can either abolish the 
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~ystem or fix what's going on because I court 
watch all the time and I have (inaudible) 
appearance and I see the atrocities and the 
blemishes that causes parents lives. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. I have Monica Peters. 
Is this a different Monica Peters? Okay. Sarah 
Littlefield. Susan Skip? 

SARAH LITTLEFIELD: Thank you and good evening. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Good evening. 

SARAH LITTLEFIELD: I submitted two forms of 
testimony. One was· in the form of a federal 
complaint that I have against the State of 
Connecticut in the Judicial Branch that survived 
a domestic relations exception. If you get a 
chance to read it, it will give you an outline of 
some of the real issues that are going on and not 
just these smaller issues of GALs billing too 
much money, but a broader picture of judges also 
taking place in this . 

I have a few questions, we have no statutory 
provision for a GAL to be in superior court, 
however, Legislation happened to have Linda 
Monroe's family commission have GAL training. I 
don't understand how something is Legislated if 
there isn't a statute providing it. I think the 
GALs in family court and in my experience and 
people I have spoken with, have destroyed 
families. The Children's Law Center for example 
testified that she has somebody making time 
sheets but they don't account for time. They 
bill by the child yet -in September, the office of 
the public defender said they paid $300 an hour 
for the Children's Law Center attorneys. So I 
think a lot of accountability is missing both in 
private contracting GALs as well as the 
Children's Law Center GALs . 

Sl3 494 
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The way I'm reading -- maybe I'm reading 494 
wrong, but it looks like more forced contracts. 
GA~s pretty much are a forced contract. I've 
never had a retainer signed. My GAL stayed on 
the case without an appointment or stipulation in 
our agreement and billed over $90,000 more in the 
case. Then this is supposed to be child support, 
but this woman wrote 30 motions against me which 
counted as not following the court orders. Two 
of them were modifications of custody. GALs are 
not allowed to file motions. She billed for 
these motions, she billed for the days in court, 
she cross examined. So it's not just a GAL 
issue, it's. a system failure and to say it's a 
GAL issue, it's really kind of being a euphemism 
for a larger system failure. 

I don't understand how 36 hours of training gives 
anybody more knowledge about someone's child than 
the parent. A McDonald's cashier gets about 36 
hours of training to push the picture of the 
French fry button on the cash register. So if we 
were to follow free market and training, the 
value of a GAL would be significantly reduced and 
nowhere near $250 to $850 an hour depending on 
where your GAL's judges price fix. 

I don't agree with the GAL fees being child 
support. A GAL is supposed to function as a 
discretionary tool to make a finding. How is 
that a parent's responsibility? It has nothing 
to do with raising a child; it has nothing to do 
with litigating for a child. I filed bankruptcy 
and the GAL filed an adversarial complaint and I 
asked for discovery.and then she withdrew her 
complaint and I objected to her withdrawing her 
complaint because I want discovery as any other 
contract should have. I've not ever had a 
contract, it's all been forced. My time's up, so 
I hope you have questions. I don't know if I 
have any answers. 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there questions? 
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REP. G. FOX: I just want to say thanks for being here 
today. And I know you, just like everybody else 
that's still here have waited a long time so 
thank you for your testimony. 

SARAH LITTLEFIELD: Thank you. I hope you do -- my 
federal complaint is 70 pages so I don't expect 
you to slog through the whole thing, but just go 
to the middle where all the legalese is out of it 
and it will. show you a pretty good run down of 
you know, !~can't say all-- everybody's corrupt, 
but there certainly is a pocket of corrupt 
individuals and they're the same names that come 
over again and again. Thank you for listening. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. Veronica King. Maureen 
Khan. 

MAUREEN KHAN: Sorry to be repetitive. We're all ~~~ 
saying the same thing. The GAL system is broken. 
The court system is broken. The family court 
system I've been involved with since -- my case 
is FA and starts•with zero zero, so since 2000. 
When I heard Joette Katz speaking -- my name is 
Maureen Kahn, by the way, I forgot to say -- but 
when I heard Joette Katz speaking about the DCF, 
our case started off with a DCF report and when 
they go after the parents that report, they cause 
the parents to not want to report because they 
attack the parent. 

The GAL in our case said you're not going to get 
a forensic -- this was back in 2001. We we're 
appointed; she said I'm not going to spend a lot 
of time on this. She never had a child. The 
case went on for years; nobody did anything. My 
son had been to counselors, qualified counselors, 
MCSWs, he spoke about his father in an 
inappropriate way; it was reported to DCF -- it 
was a case that was open seven times. 
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We ended up with another GAL .who was appointed, 
Fred Gillman, who is now a judge. He quit our 
case in 2010' ,after having me arrested and thrown 
in jail. My son did not want_ to be with his 
father and he wasn't with him for two years 
previous to this. It was just a -- something 
they did to throw a monkey wrench into the whole 
case. They ignored my child repeatedly. -. 

My son ended up actually refusing .to be with his 
father for ~hree and half.month~·and they forced 
him to go with his father by taking our dog, cat, 
guinea pig, mine and my sons, and forcing my son 
to go and see his father and live with his 
father. We had Sue Conley get involved with our 
case. She had already recused herself from our 
case. Our judge had already recused himself from 
our ~ase becaus~ I filed ~n ap~eal against him 
and it went to the supreme court and Judge Bolden 
still made decisiops on our case. That's a 
conflict of interest. 

Sue Conley who had recused perself in the 
beginning of 2010, took the case back and went 
ahead and made a lot of inappropriate remarks 
about forgetting what happened to my child as if 
I could ever. I had a lot of punitive things 
happen to me due to the fact that there was ex 
parte communi·cation. That was one of the reasons 
I filed an appeal in the appellate court and 
that's where it ended up getting up into the 
Supreme Court level and it's Kahn versus Hill.~er. 
I heard that the GALs cannot file mptions, but 
when they give ex parte communication to the 
judge, there's -- it's inapprop_riate. They're 
not supposed to that. 

~yways, each court is different. I've heard so 
many different names.around here that everybody 
sends 7 - each of these GALs sends you to a 
psychologist of their choice that· they are hoping 
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that they can convince the judge of something . 
My son went to a psychologist and had a forensic 
evaluation and the recommendation was that he 
should not be with his father. 

003957 

There's so much corruption I don't even know 
where to begin with our case. But there needs to 
be transparency; there needs to be enforcement as 
far as the judge's orders; there needs to be an 
oversight committee on the judges also because I 
filed a judicial review against the judge, Judge 
Bolden who was on our case and who recused 
himself. Nobody does anything. There's no 
recourse. There's nothing -- it's useless, it's 
around and around. There's nothing that a parent 
can do to get anybody to listen or to understand. 

Anyways, people have mentioned the word 
racketeering or cabal, everybody's entrenched. 
There are a lot of very good attorney's out there 
that do want t·o be GALs. There's a lot of 
psychologists out there that want to help with 
the GAL system and they're barred, they're 
actually -- they can't get involved with it 
because there's so many people that are 
entrenched, people that have been there for a 
long time. So I don't know what the answer is, 
but I don't know. I think that there needs to be 
a lot more enforcement as far as the ethics of 
these GALs, the AMCs -- when you're forced to 
take an AMC, the judge appointed an AMC who was 
Sue Conley and then when Fred Gillman who was the 
GAL quit the case, they ended up allowing her to 
be the GAL. 

Well, she's charging me and taking disability 
away from me. She actually has a lawyer and she 
took me to court in September to sue me for her 
GAL fees. I know its state rate, I know its $40 
a month, but I can't afford $40 a month. I have 
also been depleted another $134 in February on my 
disability. My disability of $380 goes to the 
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father and he has a business, he owns a business. 
I make $626 a month. I can't live on it. ·I 
can't keep insurance, I can't stay above water. 
It's crazy. It's insane. I have to make 
payments of $25 a month or they'll come after me . 

. ~hat's how I feel being brought to court by this 
other attorney and she was wonderful, she was 
actually pretty nice and_she didn't really know 
what to expect. I talked to her beforehand. She 
just· couldn't believe it either. It's awful. 
It's just a crazy system, there are people that 
are indigent, it doesn't matter, it doesn't 
matter. You still have to pay even if the .court 
appointed the attorney and even if they change it 
over to a GAL. 

I never signed a contract, never signed a 
retainer for this woman. She has_recused herself 
because I had asked her to be my attorney at one 
point five, six.years ago and ·recused herself 
from the case, she should be on it. There's a 
lot of punitive actions going on in this case and 
I don't know what to do. And I hope you guys 
look at this and make changes. That's it, I 
guess. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there questions, any further 
questions?' If not, thank you so much. 

MAUREEN KHAN: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Tom Moran is next. I think Mr. 
Moran's not here. Linda Palermo. 

LINDA PALERMO: Good evening, Co-chairs of the 
Judiciary Committee and honorable m~mbers as 
well. I'm bere today-- this evening to testify 
in opposition to ~he bill raised 494, AN_ ACT 
CONCERNING GUARDIAN AD LITEM AND ATTORNEYS FOR 
MINOR CHILDREN IN FAMILY RELATED MATTERS. 
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First, I ask that those that I have spoken to 
before in the past, that they judge me for me and 
who I am and what I speak with regard to. Don't 
judge me by those that might have made up stories 
and spread to you things that are not true. I 
have been attacked and targeted by various people 
in the political circles and those attacks have 
extended to my family as well as myself because 
they wanted to destroy the fact that I am a very 
outspoken person and I speak what I feel which we 
are supposed to do according to our 
constitutional rights. 

Those issues that I raised with regard to the 
bill I have -- I bring them to you because I have 
watched my son in a divorce in 2003. A guardian 
ad litem comes between him and his older daughter 
who he has not ·seen for four and a half years. 
Every time I see her I constantly remind her, you 
only have one father, you only have one set of 
parents. They love you and you should respect 
them and love them equally with regard to that. 

I also bring several things to this open forum 
because I have witnessed friends of mine going 
through probate court matters and I feel all of 
these issues should be resolved. Several years 
ago I spoke with regard to the guardian ad litems 
in divorce issues and the fact that they should 
be ordered to submit a monthly written report 
accounting to not only the parties of divorce but 
in common law as well regarding how much time 
and/or how many times they interacted with the 
child or children who may have contacted the 
guardian or who the guardian may hav~ visited and 
if the problems were resolved or if (inaudible) 
situation. I just do not see where this 
Legislation has been enacted upon. 

With regard to paying for the guardian ad litem 
services, I believe that Legislation should be 
enacted to take control over this so that we do 
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not have these expenditures that really could be 
going to the best welfare of those children. 
Let's not forget that people that apply for 
waiver of costs a~d fees are indigent but 
Legislation has let that be to the judge's 
discretion as well. In laws in probate court as 
it relates to conservators and administrato~•s 
attorney's appointed for either or both sides, 
guardian ad litems and judges in those rules need 
revision and should be brought back to civil 
court because they don't really care if you've 
come or if you're going or just gone and in my 
opinion, it's just that all mighty buck that 
really matters to those who are appearing and not 
the cost of human feeling and compassion. 

The system is broke. I think it goes beyond· 
being able to be repaired. In closing I would 
like to say, I too had a problem e-mailing to the 
judiciary testimony where it was related to the 

-common interest ownership act. I too got in 
touch with court operations -- I'm sorry a 
supervisor in administration and also with the 
tech division. They said there was no problem. 
I said, that's strange because I didn't have any 
problem either with any other e-mail I sent out 
today. That included up to Hartford. So it is 
my opinion that retaliation should not be taking 
place where it concerns ~hildren, people that 
must. go before probate court, it•s a very 
sensitive area and also I, resent retaliation 
being displayed against me as a citizen, female, 
a person of age and a disabled one at that. 
Thank you for your time and thank you for 
allowing me to speak. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you for your comments. 

Are there questions? There are no questions, 
thank you very much. 

Jeryl Gray. 
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JERYL GRAY: Good evening. I'm not speaking today so 
as much directly addressing the point of the 
bills, but more to illustrate the point to you 
that the probate court system with its power of 
appointment of guardians and conservators over 
elderly and children, is exactly as a horrific a 
situation as the GAL appointment system is in the 
family court divorce system to many, many people. 

My Connecticut residence is 29 Shoreline Drive in 
Stratford, the location where I was visiting, 
living, cohabitating with my mother, Delores 
Gray. An on-goingly assessed and medially 
diagnosed, mentally capable, and competent, 
visiting Florida voting, Florida driving, Florida 
home owning, resident domiciliary who was 
violently abducted, granny snatched from my 
company from her physically violent, historically 
predatory son. A son whom she had completely 
disowned and disinherited, whom she considered to 
be a monster, who she never wanted to see again 
and against whom she had obtained an attorney 
created protective order . 

My mother was violently abducted by Jay Gray of 
Milford, Connecticut and taken by him into 
unwilling captivity into his Milford home on 
October 31, 2010. And has been so imprisoned 
there against her will and for the predatory and 
irredeemably corrupt guardianship conservatorship 
industry of Connecticut, the guardianship 
conservatorship racket of Connecticut -- this 
woman has been permanently so imprisoned by the 
corrupt and predatory probate family judges who 
unlawfully, illegally without due process, 
without representation or participation, have in 
secret ex parte actions that were engaged and 
participated in by all the predators but which 
excluded mom and me, sentenced my mom to 
permanent impriso~ment in the Milford house of 
her abductor, Jay Gray, under the ownership of 

~494: 
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t~emselves and their cronies. 

That b~ing a permanent,· unlawfully installed 
guardian ad litem and a permanent installed 
involuntary conservator of state and a 
permanently instal~ed involuntary conservator of 
person, and a permanently insta~led involuntary 
attorney who was forced upon my mother against 
her will or consent as installed when they 
illegally terminated the Connecticut attorney 
that she already had when she was abducted. 

Each of these court appointed owners of my mother 
also has their own court appointed attorneys to 
represent them in court against my mother's 
interests. Jay Gray and my mother's predatory 
former attorney from years ago who are pow 
probate judges in place as my mother's opponent 
in representing Jay Gray against her also are 
permanently in place via these probate judges to 
receive continued pay for themselves to operate 
against her as they have been for years and 
secretly colluding with Jay Gray and robbing her 
of millions of dollars worth of assets in the 
year prior to the current probate court theft in 
robbing of her estate. 

All of these predators are being paid to do this 
to her via the pronate court seizure of my 
mother's formerly $6 million estate that was 
completely and solely earned by the mother 
daughter business. that mom and I created .and 
built together in working 60, ?O hour weeks 
together since 1971. As seized by this predatory 
racket, seized by them and then ·stripping her of 
all civil rights an~ all assets as they sentenced 
this fully, mentally capable and competent 
visiting, home owning domiciliary, into their 
involuntary conservatorship and guardianship as 
they have involuntarily seized, liquidated and 
redistribut~d into their own pockets for assets 
at the rate of $700,000 per year, this being the 
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amount being robbed by them from her annually to 
pay themselves to do this to her and can be 
verified in the judiciary court that I have 
provided. 

They have created a permanent order of protection 
against me, her loving daughter, from ever seeing 
my imprisoned mother again, even as I am her 
legally designated POI, health care proxy, future 
conservator in case of future incapacity, etc. 
As my mother is kept in total isolation, 
prevented all contact with anyone outside of the 
imprisonment of the Milford home of her abductor, 
the order also includes any prevention from any 
communication between mom and me as she is court 
prohibited from making any audio, written 
communication with me as I am likewise prohibited 
from any communication at all with her. 

The probate prisoner, Delores Gray is prohibited 
by court order from making any and all outside 
contact with me in any form. Mom is in such a 
dark and desperate despair that she seeks suicide 
to escape. This is what the guardianship and 
conservatorship industry of Connecticut is all 
about. It is a vile, predatory, racket of 
cronies who operate for one purpose only -- to 
prey upon Vulnerable targets so as to grab their 
assets for themselves. 

Connecticut is currently ranked as the worse 
state in America in many categories. Connecticut 
is ranked as the most corrupt state in America; 
Connecticut is ranked as having the worst fiscal 
budget performance of American states; 
Connecticut has more residents fleeing for 
relocation into other states than any other 
American state; Connecticut is ranked dead last 
as a state to retire in for Connecticut's rank is 
having the most corrupt and predatory probate 
racket of all 50 states . 
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A racket so corrupt and dirty that Yale Law 
Professor, John Langbein, testified to you folks 
here in the Connecticut Legislature that the only 
recourse, the only solution to addressing this 
irredeemably malignant and irredeemably corrupt 
predatory racket, is to completely eliminate the 
corrupt predatory racket that is the Connecticut 
probate and fold the operation of power of these 
predators into the real.court system. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 
that you were aware that 
agenda today that has to 

I think you did mention 
there is no item on our 
do with probate courts? 

JERYL GRAY: I am aware of that. As I said, I wanted 
to point out that (inaudible) all day, many 
people have_ deflected into a default of thinking 
that the probate court is somehow an alternative 
for what the GAL system is doing in the family 
court. And as Ms. Parch earlier testimony -- and 
a .few other testified, this is so, so, so not the 
answer. This is so not the answer when these 
judges can -- this GAL is making -- she's 
permanently installed for not reason, she's been 
so predatory and so false and she's there in 
addition to all these other·pepple -- there's 
eight people blood sucking $700,000 a year as I 
provided -- it's online, you'll be able to see 
that -- why are these people all overlapping? 
Why is there a GAL when my mother has a 
conservator that she didn't pick and an attorney 
that she didn't have in place? The probate court 
is nowhere for these GALs to be either. And.the 
elderly are just as vulnerable as the children in 
these divorce systems. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: We appreciate your point. Thank 
you. 

JERYL GRAY: Thank you. Thank you for hearing me. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Jerry Mastrangelo. 
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JERRY MASTRANGELO: Good evening. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Good evening. 
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JERRY MASTRANGELO: My name is Jerry Mastrangelo, and 
I'm from East Haven, Connecticut. I'd like to 
thank Senator Coleman, Representative Fox, 
Senator Kissel and the rest of the Judiciary 
Committee for their time this evening. I've been 
part of the system since 2005. I was divorced in 
2007. I was given joint legal custody with a 
very liberal parenting plan. 

I'm a proud father of 14 year old triplets who I 
love and I admire dearly. I was a very involved 
father until 2010 when a form of child abuse took 
over called parental alienation. My children 
have been kidnapped by my ex-wife and their 
stepfather and I have been raped by the current 
broken family court system. The abuse in my case 
captured the attention of Senator Pisano which 
led to the bill that was presented, Bill Number 
6685. I have not had any meaningful contact with 
my children in now three and a half years. 
However, I will continue to fight and I'm 
currently fighcing to be back in their lives 
where I belong. 

My children have had no contact with their 
immediate family. I'm a strong advocate of 
shared parenting and GAL and AMC reform. There 
are hundreds of families throughout Connecticut 
that are being financially and emotionally 
devastated by what I call legalized corruption. 
I am in strong support of Bill 494 as a start of 
change. Changes are desperately needed. 

Hundreds of families are being taken advantage of 
from many GALs, attorneys and mental health 
professionals. Children need and deserve 
involvement from both parents with frequent and 
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meaningful contact. I have spent nearly $300,000 
fighting this broken system. Much of that money 
has been spent to enforce court orders and trying 
to restore my visitation. 

The one thing I can guarantee you, is the more 
_lucra~ive your financial affidavit is, the more 
conflict you can expect to have. Our current 
system is often based upon your financial 
affidavit, rather than what is truly in the best 
interest.of our children. I often ask if the 
children's best interest is even amongst the top 
five. 

My GAL attorney, Lynn Pellegrino is part of what 
I call the New Haven fraternity. She was 
appointed in 2006 and remained along for the ride 
right through 2013. I paid her nearly $65,000 at 
a rate of $300 an hour. Her lack of actions to 
led to where I am today. She ignor~d a family 
relations report which expressed concerns needing 
to limit the then boyfriend's contact and 
involvement with my five year old children. 

Report noted his involvement leading to parental 
alienation which it finally took place in 2010. 
She allowed my children to go on vacations with 
my ex and her boyfriend prior to divorce. This 
was okay in her opinion. She never visited my 
home which is considered protocol. She testified 
at a hearing in June of 2010 that our family was 
beyond counseling. 

In 2010 she allowed 11 year old children simply 
not to comply with a court ordered parenting 
plan. She simply said, what am I to do? She 
never reported -this to the court. She would 
privately meet with my ex and/or my children and 
not keep me informed of those meetings. She 
never reported to the court the non-compliance of 
court appointed reunification therapy. She would 
visit ~y alienated children along with the AMC at 
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their mother's house. Those visits would cost 
over $1,000. 
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I would get charged for traveling time. Now who 
in this room wouldn't want to get paid $300 -
actually $600 an hour, 300 apiece, for getting in 
their car and driving to work? She refused to 
provide me notes when I asked for those. My AMC 
I was billed over $65,000 who I currently still 
employ. She has not encouraged any contact 
between my children and I during the past year 
and a half. I own five businesses and employ 
about 120 people. 

However, in 2010, I was suddenly employing about 
127, only one of which I hired, which was my 
attorney. This became my line up. GAL at $300, 
court appointed, per hour; AMC at $300, court 
appointed; a reunification therapist, $200 an 
hour, he was out of network; a co-parenting 
therapist, $250 an hour; he too out of network; a 
children's therapist, $190 per hour, out of 
network; and then there's good old Dr. Sidney 
Horowitz from Waterbury . 

Psychological evaluations for the family which 
were ordered, close to $20,000. In addition to 
that he charges $375 an hour. ~ut if driving in 
your car and earning $300 isn't good enough, then 
Dr. Horowitz actually charges for his thinking 
time. Imagine that. Thinking. Who in this room 
wouldn't want to get charged for their thinking 
at $375 an hour? That's Dr. Horowitz. Now if 
you add all those up, its $1,915 an hour, often 
there was meetings and phone calls. 

My share of that was $1,550 per hour. I consider 
myself a loving and caring and dedicated parent. 
No allegations of abuse, no allegations of 
neglect, but yet there's sex offenders, there's 
convicted felons; there are people in prison who 
have more time with their children than I do. 
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GALs are often .appointed as part of a lucrative 
revenue stream. Judges up until very recently 
have been very quick to appoint them. 

Our curren~ legal sy~~em, Connecticut Bar 
Association, they want to deceive you and 
minimize the problems. They want you to believe 
that the problems.are limited to small amounts of 
high conflict cases. They want you to believe 
that complaints are o~ly from unhappy litigants. 
The want you to believe that -parents are the real 
cause of the problems instead of our broken 
system. People who generally make these claims, 
financially benefit from the dysfunction and do 
not want to jeopard~ze the potential loss of 
income. 

If you want to reform this system, you could 
start by limiting the_ appointment of GALs. And 
when they are appointed it should be for very 
specific reasons. Try and limit the discretion. 
The discretion throughout Connecticut from family 
law judges are often abused. There•s no 
continuity throughout Connecticut. Define the 
specific roles of the GALs and.have them report 
back. GALs have become secondary judges in our 
courtrooms. Remove the immunity. 

We had at our last public hearing, the person who 
. runs the GAL said, her name was Ms. Class, I 
believe, that there wouldn•t be any GALs if they 
didn•t have immunity. I say just the opposite; 
that•s why they•re as reckless as they are. They 
have no exposure, they do what they want and they 
don•t have to worry about any consequen~es. 
Rotate from different geographical areas and get 
rid of that good ole• boy network, as Senator 
Pisano pointed out . 

. There needs to be more supervision, more 
training, more oversight. There needs to be 
legitimate ways to remove GALs, not the current 
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system which is simply fraudulence. There's many 
important issues facing Connecticut residents 
today. Whether it's education, taxes, gun 
control, minimum wage which we recently heard 
quite a bit about. However, in my opinion, no 
topic is more important than protecting our 
children and families. Hopefully Connecticut 
like many other states have realized change is 
finally needed. 

If you want our children to be healthy and 
productive adults, I hope you will consider the 
necessary reform. Thank you for your time and 
consideration. And one last thing, there was a 
movie which some of you might have seen, called 
Divorce Court. An hour and a half documentary 
and not that it should make any of us feel- any 
better, but the problems that we're facing in 
Connecticut with our broken system is actually 
happening throughout the country. So if you get 
a chance is an hour and a half documentary, it 
was narrated by Dr. Drew and he did a wonderful 
job pointing out all the problems throughout the 
country. Thank you for your time . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. Are there questions for 
Mr. Mastrangelo? Thank you for your testimony. 

JERRY MASTRANGELO: You're welcome. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Frank Adestero. P as in Peter, 
Spring. Sue Lucerick. Marian Golly. Denise 
Garry. It could be. Is there a Denise Garvey in 
the audience? 

DENISE GARVEY: Good evening. My na,me is Denise S£>Y9LJ. 
Garvey and it's a pleasure to be here this 
evening. Sad enough to say, that we all truly 
have the same story, it's just different curves 
and lines and trails that we've all traveled 
upon . 
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We truly have a broken system here. We're not 
just parents coming in to spend all this time 
trying to explain what's happening to our 
children, what's happening to our families, our 
grandmothers,· grandpar'ents, aunts, uncles, if 
this truly wasq't happening and this wasn't a 
huge problem. 

My experience with the GAL has been very 
unfortunate. I know that they're taught that 
they cannot be biased; they really have to truly 
see both sides because their job is the best 
interest of our children. Well, my GAL has 
become very friendly with my son's father. 
_Friendly enough to be seen attending a -- I'll 
call it a Christmas Adult Cocktail Party for 
which I have pictures of her very happy with the 
dad at his home .. You can see pictures of my son 
in the background and she's enjoying a cocktail 
party. I'd like.everyone to see that. It's kind 
of unbelievable. Here she is with the wife at 
the cocktail party and the wife has a cocktail in 
her hand. Then there's more. This is the 
mother-in-law. She's also enjoying the party at 
the father's home: And this is a woman'that's 
making the b~st decisions for my son, in the best 
interest of my son. 

So now the story gets a little bit better. Okay. 
I've been involved in a very high profile case. 
The sad part about it is there's always the 
person with th~ money and the person without the 
money. I just happen to be the person without 
the money, right? So and it's all about money, 
it's all about the wallet, it's never been about 
the only child I ~ver had in my life that was 
taken away from me.at· the age of two and a half. 
Two and a half years old. 

-
If you just could have· seen how he reacted.to 
this so adversely, it was just so harmful to how 
he was flourishing in his life. I'm trying not 
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to get off track because it is such an emotional 
thing to talk about, but before you get too off 
track, I'd like to say my personal thoughts about 
the years that I've gone through having this 
guardian ad litem, who is friends with the other 
side, clearly, has never been to my home, does 
not return any of my phone calls, has required my 
bank account card, debit card and she takes $350 
a month out of my debit card to pay her bill 
which currently is $1,700. 

That's all that I owe her at this particular 
point in time. There's been no way around that 
and has that hurt me financially? Absolutely. 
The years of going through this situation has now 
put me into .bankruptcy. Going forward a little 
bit to tell you a little bit more sad news about 
what's occurred. 

Recently I've developed a medical issue. I've 
been diagnosed with breast cancer. Last week I 
had a double mastectomy. I contacted her via e
mail. I let her know that I was diagnosed with 
breast cancer that I was not going to be able to 
pay that $350, when you're faced with $5,000 in 
just a copayment, getting to the hospital, so on 
and so forth, we all know the story. 

So my surgeon, breast surgeon, and there's many 
surgeons involved in this and it's going to be 
quite a journey that I will travelling with chemo 
and radiation and lack of working my full time 
job and I am just the sole breadwinner in my home 
as a dental assistant. So, my breast surgeon 
wrote a letter asking her -- and this is really -
- this is a severe thing to ask -- could you 
please -- I'll just read a little bit of it. 

I'm Denise Garvey's breast surgical oncologist 
and specialist for a medical issue that Denise 
has been diagnosed with. It's also come to my 
attention that Denise has been under extreme 
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stress due to continued and contentious family 
law matters for an extended period of time, ·11 
years. As Denise's specialist, my direction for 
Denise is to omit stress from her life while she 

·is under my care and treatment. Without 
exception, the omission of stress is required for 
her health and optimum recovery. I apologize for 
having to read this, but it's that important. 

Given the known stress that family law 
proceedings, pre. and post judgment places on 
those inyolved, my. suggestions for Denise is to 
have minimal proceedings regarding legal matters 
during her treatment and recovery. Okay. So 
there goes the letter. That was -- I'm trying to 
give you a little bit of a timeframe -- February 
28, so it's the end of the.month. So then I get 
an e-mail from her saying that -- oh, actually 
I'm sorry. I write to her and I say that -
she's asking for money the $3~0. 

So I wrote to her and -- I'll summarize it. I 
said that I'm in receipt of your payment and 
authorizing the cr'edit card for $350. I then 
explained to her again that I was diagnosed with 
a medical condition and that I ~ould not be able· 
to get her the $350. Meanwhile, I made a good 
faith payment, sent her a chec~ that she 
absolutely no problem cashing within just a few 
days of receiving. 

Meanwhile, again reiterating that the oncologists 
omit stress from your life and this is stressful, 
by the way, so she says she's very sorry to hear 
that I've been -- let's see, I'm very sor~y to 
hear that you have been having some medical 
issues. I have not been in the office to respond 
to your telephone calls -- so prior to that I 
called her as well -- so that I could have. a 
personal conversation with her about how, you 
know this is going on -- meanwhile she wanted me 
to spe~k to her man secretary which I did not 
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feel comfortable doing and she in this letter 
goes on to say, it's my understanding that Ben 
now Ben is the individual I was speaking about 
he tried to contact me to no avail. 

Well that was not true and she said there is an 
outstanding court order unless you file a motion 
to modify it, that order remains in effect. 
Given the size of your bill, $1,700, -just so 
everybody knows that's what I owe her, and how 
long it's been outstanding, now that's current 
billing, a $35 check which I sent to her in good 
faith, was not appropriate is what she said. 
Perhaps you could put the entire amount of the 
bill on a credit card and be done with this 
monthly payment. 

003973 

Well it's not something you're ever going to be 
done with by the way. GAL is a constant thing; 
you're constantly charged money for whatever. 
Going backwards just a little bit, just to show -

SENATOR COLEMAN: Ms. Garvey? 

DENISE GARVEY: Yes? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Your time 
appreciate your point. 
by the person that was 

has expired and I think we 
You were not well served 

appointed GAL. 

DENISE GARVEY: Can I just make two more statements 
please that are very important? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. 

DENISE GARVEY: On a Saturday afternoon an e-mail from 
this GAL went to the attorney who was 
representing me at the time who is part of the 
head attorney passing down my case to somebody 
else in his firm and this GAL wrote and said, 
what is Jodi doing? Is she out of her mind? If 
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we go to court, I would .advocate for continued 
supervis.ion. 

I was supervised for three and a half years 
paying to see my son. She then went on to say, 
your c~ient has not paid my bill let alone yours. 
pr. Bl~ck and I are .constantly working on this 
case and she gets. a free ride .. I will have to 
file motions for fees. Try to get Jodi to back 
off. It would be best for your client. 

So what I would like to illustrate here is that 
she was going to continue supervised visits 
whether it be good for the child or not, just 
pending on the fact whether or not his attorney 
was going to take this to court. In closing.-- I 
just would like to close this up -- I would like 
to say Attorney.Mosko~itz and I learned this 
today, covered under Title Two of the ADA for a 
temporary disability, she did not follow that. 

She immediately filed a status conference and I 
have the paperwork for that so she did not listen 
to anything that the doctor said. Again in 
closing I'd like to say the sad thing is about a 
GAL they have no boss. And we all have bosses; 
we all have somebody we have to answer to if 
we're not doing our job correctly, t·here' s 
somebody to go to. There is no go to person. 

Also, I would like to say my case involved all 
these people-- Dr.'Gladstone, a GAL,·Attorney 
Moskowitz, Dr. Black, Dr. Janet Schrager, 
Attorney Jodi Palverting, attorney Steven Dembo, 
Christine Gaudio peace program with (inaudible) 
supervisory company, with Liz and Joan and it's 
just unbelievable. All that to see my one little 
child that I gave birth to and he's hurting. 

The system's proken, it's not working and this is 
a 9-1-1 situation and it needs to be.heard 
quickly and people need to'respond to it. That's 
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how I feel about it and I really appreciate you 
all listening to the sad story that we have. Are 
there any questions? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you for coming here and 
sharing your story. Are there questions? There 
are apparently no questions. 

DENISE GARVEY: Well, that's too bad I was expecting 
to have at least one. Thank you very much. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Mark Sargent. 

MARK SARGENT: Thank you very much for taking the 
time. My name is Mark Sargent. I'm a stay at 
home dad from Westport, Connecticut and I'm here 
to speak in connection with Raised Bill 494 
regarding guardian ad litem"reforms. While I've 
been a stay at home dad for the last seven years, 
before that I was a graduate from the University 
of Pennsylvania Law School. I practice law at 
Sullivan and Cromwell on Wall Street. 

I was then an investment banker, did reasonably 
well, had a decent amount of savings, basically 
left Wall Street and actually Lehmann Brothers 
fortunately enough 18 months before Lehmann 
Brothers went bankrupt, and was smart enough to 
hedge my stock. Little did I know the benefit of 
that would fall upon the divorce industry and not 
for the benefit of my children. 

I have sole legal custody of my three children. 
They spend seven nights a week with me because of 
the unique aspects of my family situation. So in 
a lot of measures I'm not a disgruntled litigant; 
I basically have gotten everything that one could 
really get. In the circumstances I actually 
would prefer that my ex have more parenting time 
with my kids and hopefully we can accomplish that 
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in a way that meets everybody's requ~rements·. 

I think one of the things that makes me unique is 
I believe that I'm the only family court litigant 
in the State of Connecticut to have his guardian 
ad litem removed for cause and I think it might 
be useful to talk about my circumstances and 
whether or not House Bill 494 would provide ·more 
safety for other people. There are a few unique 
aspects about what I call family law 
practitioners. One of which is malfeasance is 
_actually profitable for them because they can 
continue to bill for the time it takes to fix 
their malfeasance. 

So as crazy as it sounds, one of the bills I am 
currently facing is what.I'm told is a $25,000 
bill from my guardian ad litem for the hearing at 
which she was removed and I think a 30 or $40,000 
bill from the court order~d attorney who was 
appointed to defend her against the allegations I 
had made about her. I first -- these are 
complicated situations, they are. 

I think when you look at them and imagine you 
guys are confused because some of the people are 
saying, wow, my kid was t'aken away from me; other 
people are saying I was a kid who was put with a 
parent I didn't want to be with and other people 
are saying I don't wan~ to have to give my kid 
over to another parent who's endangering my 
child. 

When you pass the laws that regulate these kinds 
of things, I think it's useful to look at what 
people's incentives are in the system and make 
some simple assumptions and I think you should 
assume that the divorce industry is trying to 
maximize its profit, the parents care about 
themselves and their children and that the judges 
care ·about two things, which is managing their 
caseload which is' really complicated and not 
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being held liable for a bad decision . 

003977 

In my case, I first raised issues about my 
guardian ad litem when her bill was a total of 
$81,000 and in my mind she wasn't doing anything. 
None of the concerns that I took to her about my 
ex were being raised; she was obligated to help 
us negotiate a parenting plan -- she wouldn't 
even comment on any of the multiple draft 
parenting plans I suggested. She told me that if 
I didn't pay her, she was going to take me to 
court and I would be ordered by the judge to pay 
her and I invited her to do that. 

Low and behold when I got in front of the judge 
and the judge said, what is the issue? And she 
said he won't pay me and the judge said I would 
be ordered to pay her and that payment would be 
non dischargeable in my bankruptcy. And I 
thought that was kind of a big deal because he 
hadn't heard from me why it was I was debating 
her fee. So, I did get the picture though that I 
wasn't going to get a fair shake in front of the 
judge. I was pro se at that point. 

I eventually retained counsel largely to deal 
with what I think is the malfeasance of my 
guardian ad litem who was eventually removed. 
Last summer when I started to make serious 
allegations saying, listen this is not okay. 
You're not acknowledging the concerns I have 
about the safety of my children, you are not 
cooperating with the drafting of a parenting 
plan, you won't even comment on any of the 
parenting plans that I submit. 

She got to be, what I would describe as, very 
defensive. She tried to, in my mind, justify her 
existence by making a lot of exaggerated claims 
about the mental health of my children and she 
then asked the court repeatedly to appoint a 
lawyer to defend my allegations and the judge 
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eventually did appo~nt a lawyer to defend her 
against my allegations. 

The specific lawyer picked by_name from the 
bench, is if you look him up right now, currently 
named the defendant in ;ix l~w suits. The first 
of which is the plaintiff w~s ~he grievance board 
of the State·of Connecticut which I think fined 
him $300,000 in something that is called a 
presentment proceeding. I don't entirely 
understand it; I'm not a me~er of the 
Connecticut Bar. 

The other five are malpractice actions where 
people are suing this lawyer who was hired to 
represent my guardian ad litem from my 
allegations against her for various forms of 
malpractice. One of them is a person who spoke 
previously who alleges th~t th~s lawyer tried to 
extort him into pay~ng a bribe to get a quick and 
favorable custody outcome. 

The lawyer for whom he is a6cus~d of extorting 
the bribe, was my ex's lawyer at the time, this 
counsel was appointed to represent my GAL. The 
guy who gets appointed to represent my GAL then 
the first he is in court, asks for a court order 
that I not be permitted to contact the guardian 
ad litem except through him and that I not be 
allowed to be physically present with the 
guardian ad litem unless he was there. And I 
attached my testimony that I filed, an excerpt 
two page excerpt, from the transcript where you 
can see that he says, judge I don't even have to 
state a reason why, but I want this and I want 
you to enter it as an order. 

This happened at a status conference, not a 
hearing, there was not motion pending and you'll 
note that the judge granted the order. Let_'s hit 
the pause button here. I have my kids seven days 
a week. It's a post-judgment proceeding; I have 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

357 
vkd/cd 

,'. o; • .. :, ' 

March 31, 2014 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

sole legal custody o~ my children and still do . 
And yet now, in order for me to raise concerns 
with the person who's su~posedly appointed to 
represent the best interest of my children, I 
have to pay my lawyer to contact her lawyer to 
contact her. 

003979 

The next thing that·happens is we end up in court 
on the motion to have my GAL recused and there is 
a big issue about whether or not I even had legal 
standing to bring that and in fact, after I filed 
the motion which I filed as part of my written 
testimony, the first thing that happened was I 
got a response saying I had no standing to even 
make that motion. 

And clearly the judge that had appointed the 
counsel to uefend the GAL would have agreed with 
that, but through persistence, a federal law suit 
against that ·judge and then a recusal motion that 
my attorney Norman Pattis filed to have that 
judge recused, she magically sui sponte 
transferred my matter to a different court which 
having spoken to other parents is what happens if 
you actually file a recusal motion against a 
judge that has some teeth. A recusal motion is 
never going to be heard but you might get your 
motion to another judge sua sponte. So at the 
first hearing --

SENATOR COLEMAN: Mr. Sargent, the bell sounded some 
time ago. I certainly don't want to minimize the 
entire history of your case, but I think the 
members understand the point. 

MARK SARGENT: Okay. If you would like I can give you 
my enumerated improvements to 494. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Please. 

MARK SARGENT: The first thing is that all 
appointments of family law practitioners should 
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be in writing. They're not. I. mean right now 
later this week my current gu~rdian ad litem is 
going to fly out to see Ohio to'. see my parents 
and. see why I want to r.elocate my children. I 
have no idea what that's going to cost. I have 
no idea whether that's within the scope of her 
employment. 

Really, none of the different family law 
professionals I've been ordered to pay, .have I 
had written orders that. specify what they're 
going to get or what they're supposed to do. I 
think there should be fixed hourly rates and hard 
dollar cap on the billing. 

I think there should be no immunity. I will tell 
you that no guardian ap ·litem in the State of 
Connecticut has ever been h~ld liable for any 
kind of malfeasance. That's. true. I· know that, 
I deposed the guy psychologist who admitted to 
having created the GAL tr?~ning program and-had 
been doing this for decades .and when I asked him, 
are you aware of any example where any GAL in 
Connecticut has been held accountable for any 
level of malfeasance,. h~ said .no. Judges should 
have no role in the appointment process. 

So even section 1 of proposed bill 494, I oppose 
because. it lets the jllages come up w1th-a list of 
five.· Okay? And the problem with that is it 
creates a huge perception of corruption and 
probably even actual corruption. So why did that 
judge pick that one specific lawyer by name to . 
represent my guardian ad litem? It just doesn't 
feel good. And by the way, he showed up and 
announced he would be billing the family at his 
normally hourly rate of $850 an hour, okay? 
That's crazy~ right? 

These judges are giving away contracts. They're 
forced contracts, they're not what economists 
would call voluntary contracts and it's not okay 
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for them to be able to do that. So you have to 
take the judges out of the appointment process. 
All statements of guardian ad litem makes in 
court should be considered to be under oath. My 
guardian ad litem did all kinds of things that 
affected the amount of time that I had and my ex 
had with my children, but none of her statements 
were ever under oath, she never actually 
testified. 

The way family law is actually practiced 
particularly in Stamford, is you walk in, your 
parenting -- your ability to represent the best 
interest of your children who have been taken 
from you has been given to a private profit 
maximizing individual who then tells the judge 
what she thinks. And almost everything that that 
GAL says is actually inadmissible hearsay. It 
doesn't make a difference because she's not 
actually testifying. She's never been put under 
oath and as a result of that, she's not liable 
for perjury. 

Accountability for retaliation. The one thing 
this bill does change is it creates a standing 
for parents to ask for the removal of a guardian 
ad litem. No parent will actually exercise that 
the way it•s written and the only reason I asked 
for the removal of my guardian ad litem was that 
it occurred to me there was no possibility that 
she could just give the kid to the other parent, 
okay,'because of the extreme nature of my 
family's circumstances. What didn't occur to me 
is she could threaten to put my kids in foster 
care which at one point she did. 

If you leave this bill the way it is now, some of 
the people have testified that they're worried 
that parents will bring too many motions to have 
their GALs removed. My fear is no parent is 
going to ask for their GAL to be removed because 
if you go for that and you lose, you are toast . 

003981 
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It's just -- the risk is just way too high. 
Parents aren't going.to do that. 

I think that there needs to be at the time the 
family law pract~tioners are appointed the judge 
needs to specify what the grievance procedures 
are. Right now my GAL, the one who was removed, 
was a psychologist. There are no grievance 
procedures for psychologist GALs. Qther parents 
who took grievances to lawyer GALs to the lawyer 
grievance committee, had them refused because for 
a while the grievance board said they weren't 
acting as l~wyers, okay? 

A lot of the other people who get appointed, the 
psychologists, the psychiatrists, the ~isitation 
supervisor, the evaluators, the conflict 
managers, the parenting coordinators -- there are 
no ethical rules, there's no grievance procedure 
for that. So I think in any order that appoints 
and obligates a parent to pay for one of those 
professionals, the court should tell you what the 
grievance procedure is and should determine 
whether or not it's adequate. And then there 
should be follow ups so people can actually see 
what happens when you file a grievance and 
whether or not it's granted. 

The appointing orders for any family law 
practitioner should include a statemept by the 
judge that the appointment is co'nsti_tptional. 
Right now people get appointed without re~ard to 
whether or not it's a constitutional exercise of 
judicial power. It doesn't matter. And as 
someone's who currently has two federal civil 
rights law suits that Norm Pattis has filed on my 
behalf, this is very, very difficult to litigate 
in family court -- in the federal courts. 

If a state court judge abrogates your 
constitutional rights, you qasically have an 
impossible task to- fix that;· ,·So I t_hink by 
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obligating the judges to determine at the outset 
that the order is constitutional would at least 
give you a statement that you could build upon in 
federal court. You need to --

SENATOR COLEMAN: Sir, if you have any further points, 
could you put them in writing please and submit 
them to the committee. 

MARK SARGENT: I will. I thank you very much for your 
time. I understand this is a very complicated 
issue and I certainly hope that we can fix 
something this short session. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. We appreciate your very 
comprehensive_~Dd hop~fully effective testimony. 

Are there questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Sargent. 

Dr. Liza Fayer. Hector Morera. 

HECTOR MORERA: (Inaudible). Hi, my name is Hector 
Morera and I'm from Glastonbury, Connecticut. I 
believe you all have hard copies. I gave 45 
copies this morning. I'm not going to go through 
it. There's 20 pages here. I'm going to try to 
hit the points. I'm glad the GALs and the 
lawyers are all here to defend their practice. 
I'm sure there are cases where GALs do good 
things. We're not here to fix what's not broken; 
we're here to fix what's broken and they need to 
understand that. 

There are things that are broken. I understand 
some of you are upset that we're criticizing your 
GAL system because you created that GAL system. 
We're not criticizing what you created; we're 
criticizing what it is right now. And you can't 
take ownership of that because you had nothing do 
with that because it's unsupervised . 

S049~ 
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Many of the GALs you talked.to --everybody here, 
they' 11 have an e-mai·l where they receive 
coercive e-mail, pay me or this will have 
consequences. That's coercion. That's criminal 
law. It's CGS 53A-192. I have an affidavit from 
Mya at GAL in which she_perjured herself. That's 
53A-156. And then the conspiracy to commit the 
perj ur_y and the coercion is 53A-151. 

I bet you ~f we get together here, we coqld get 
about 1,ooq years of prison time if these class B 
felonies were actually enforced for all the GALs. 
I gave five pages of testimony. My biggest issue 
is that the GALs completely unsupervi$ed. I'm 
not -- I don't support Bill 494 as it stands. It 
does absolutely nothing to address many of the 
issues. 

I can file a motion right now to remove my GAL. 
You're saying go ahead, do it in your bill but 
you don't give us any guidelines. I actually 
agreed with one of the attorneys that talked. 
She says give criteria for cause. Someone also 
said a code of conduct. That's a great idea. 
It's in my testimony, please read it. I 
personally think -that many people have said here 
that GALs are -- assigning GALs arbitrarily is 
unconstitutional. It is. Please look up Troxel 
versus Grandville. 

Court's presume parents are fit not unfit. 
guardian ad litems are only appointed after you 
find the parent unfit not before. It's 
ridiculous, ridiculous to force me to have a $300 
an hour babysitter to tell me whether I shouldn't 
be feeding ~his to my child. Ridiculous little 
things. And then suppress evidence like this 
from the court. As I said, I have a long 
testimony. It give substantive:, const;ructive 
ideas on how to and it references by section. 
Section 1A, 1C, it gives you constructive ideas 
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on what to do, okay? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Mr. Morera, I don't want you or 
anyone else to be under the misimpression that 
we're upset that you're criticizing the GAL 
system. We're not. We want to hear substantive 
suggestions for reform and improving the system. 

HECTOR MORERA: And there's pages here of substantive 
suggestions. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: We appreciate that. 

·003985 

HECTOR MORERA: I just want to leave with one last 
piece of evidence that -- well, I actually have 
more. I can play it here for hours, but I'm just 
going to play one piece of evidence again that my 
GAL suppressed for whatever reason, I don't know. 
I try to transcend the situation and asked them 
what's going on, why are you doing this? And 
it's very hard to find out because they won't 
tell you. 

[Tape recording played] 

HECTOR MORERA: I can be e-mailing you lots of things 
like this, but given the personal nature of it, 
there's children involved, I'd rather they not 
become public. It's bad enough that I'm being 
videotaped and it's goi~g to be heard. But there 
are serious problems and your bill doesn't go far 
enough to address them and I implore you to 
please, read what I've written, that Mark Sargent 
has written, what Mike Nowacki has-written, what 
a lot of other people have written about 
constructive suggestions on how to revise Bill 
494-. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. We appreciate that. Are 
there questions? Thank you, Mr. Morera. Ryan 
Barry. Ted Talper. Denise Toomey . 
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Sf> Lt9tf DENISE TOOMEY: Good evening, Senp.tor Fox and Coleman 
and distinguished members of the Judiciary 
Committee. My name -.- my first· name is Denis'e 
and I'm withholding my last name in an attempt to 
protect my son's privacy. I live in Danbury, 
Connecticut and it's my first time nere so I'm 

·-hoping· you'll bear with me. 

I'm here today to tell you that it would be 
impossible to condense my last four years of 
egregious misconduct into three minutes. I'm 
also here to tell you that I do believe that 
there are major problems within our GAL and AMC 
procedures but I don't know if I can tell you 
th~t the entire system is broken. All I know is' 
what I've experienced. 

I am a proud mother of three wonderful, very 
loved sons and my oldest son is a 26 year old man 
who courageously has chosen to defend, protect · 
and preserve our nati~n's freedom. Well, he 
serves in the United States Navy in Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii. And I am able to sit here before you 
today because of that. That's the way I feel. 
As nervous and frightened I am to come before you· 
because I hear retaliation and what have you, I 
know that my sons would prouq. Especially since 
my youngest. son's AMC is to my left, Attorney 
Sharon Dornfeld and she ··s probably staring at me 
right now. 

With that being said, I've been watching the 
reappointment process of the Connecticut court 
judges, in particular, Judge Harry Calmar. I did 
not come here that day to oppose his 
reappointment beca~se truthfully I really don't 
think that although his memorandu~ of decision on 
January 26, 2012 has ca:used irreparable a~mage 
and more devastatipn to my sons and my. life, 'than 
Hurricane Sandy did along the coastline of 
Connecticut. But, I· still do not believe that 
even he is aware of the injustice that is going 
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on around him. And I wanted to know basically I 
feel that the judges should know what's going on 
because you're only as good as the company you 
keep. 

My sons life was -- oh, can I continue? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Wrap up if you would? 

DENISE TOOMEY: What? I'm sorry? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Just proceed to wrap up. 

003987 

DENISE TOOMEY: Oh, okay. I could tell you that my 
son's life was taken from him one day out of his 
school and it wasn't by a mentally disturbed 
individual with an assault weapon. Instead it 
was with a self-proclaimed bully with a law 
degree. And I can honestly tell you, it's not my 
wording it's because I have an e-mail that says, 
I bullied with the judges help everyone into 
agreeing that all exchanges would'be at New 
Fairfield Police Department. That was from 
Attorney Sharon Dornfeld. And that judge that 
she was talking about was Judge Heidi Winslow in 
Danbury, Connecticut that day. And I don't truly 
believe that Judge Winslow would be happy to know 
that she's assisting a bully. 

I also -- and she entered a stip into that 
effect. And the stipulation actually said that 
all exchanges with the minor child would take 
place -- would take place in the future and said 
all exchanges would take place in the New 
Fairfield Police Department. Well I can tell you 
that on January 26th, my son was kidnapped out of 
his school because Attorney Dornfeld and his 
father took him out of his school. 

I don't know what good a co~rt order is; its 
people that have the power to not adhere to it is 
the problem. I also know that I think one of the 
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major problems.of this system is no 
accountability and that people in power are · 
abusing it and really the rights of the people 
that really have the power aren't btilizing it. 
Because I truthfully do not feel that every judge 
in the Connecticut is corrupt. I feel that they 
have come a long way in their careers and have 
earned the title. I want to say -- I would like 
to say that 98 percent of them·that I know and 
I've never -- like I said, I don't really feel 
that Judge Calmar knows what's going on around 
him. 

I don't think that when Judge Calmar is asking 
for a piece of evidence which shows my son's 
credibility, and he's -- you can read his 
test.,tmony -- is am I going to get that video 
today. And everyone saip no. But after my son 
was taken, I tried to get this video and I have a 
letter from the New Fairfield First Selectman and 
he ·.says, I • m sorry to inform you that the police 
department surv~illance tapes you requested are 
unavailable due to a malfunction of the hard 
drive. 

It i~ my understanding that the ~ootage you seek 
is not able to be recove~ed. The tapes you 
requested have been provided to Attorney Cappola 
on December 6, 2011. My suggestion would be to 
contact her. And I'm only telling you this is 
because where is it -- that trial was December 
7th and 8th and that attorney had it in her 
possession when Judge Harry Calmar was looking 
for it and this video shows my sons credibility 
and my son and every child in the State of 
Connecticut I feel deserves to feel sa~e, I feel 
deserves to feel secure and 

I guess I'm asking also for choice in picking 
guardian ad litems and AMCs because although I 
don't necessarily really think Attorney D~rnfeld 
is a bad person, I just think that we differ 
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because when she says that my children don't 
matter, my sons life matters to me more than my 
own. And I can sit here and tell you as every 
parent is here, it's because of that. They care 
about their children. Those children's lives 
matter. And my first interaction with Attorney 
Dornfeld was that she told me that I should have 
had an abortion. 

003989 

Because basically I said to her, well you know, 
she told me, well you took your three sons and 
you absconded and you left your poor husband in a 
lurch. And I said, I don't know where you get 
your information, we've had some marital problems 
for several years and I said as a matter of fact, 
I said prior to me finding out I was pregnant 
because my oldest son is going to be 26, my 
middle son is 23 and my youngest will be 12 
shortly. And I said I was ready to leave my 
husband then. And she said, well why didn't you? 

And I said because I found out I was pregnant. 
And she said well then you should have had an 
abortion. And I said that was never going to be 
an option for me. And she said well then you 
should have put him up for adoption. And I said 
that also wasn't an option for me. And my 
attorney at the time, I looked at her and she 
said, quote unquote, Sharon, I've very surprised 
you're talking to my client that way; where are 
you getting this information. 

And my attorney I can tell you if you'd like to 
ask heJ:;" ,_ s~~~ _on this Judiciary Committee. Her 
name is Cecilia Buck-Taylor. She's not here 
today. But she can verify everything that I'm 
telling you and what I'm telling you is that the 
sys'tem is not working because also the conflict 
is created by very bad attorneys at times. And 
I'm not saying that Attorney Dornfeld created the 
conflict. As a matter of fact, I think Attorney 
Dornfeld ended the conflict because my ex-



003990 368 March 31, 2014 
vkd/cd JUD~CIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

husband's attorney is really an unethical, 
immoral attorney and Attorney Dornfeld knows 
that. 

But it was the easiest way to end the conflict 
w~s to take my son from me. But it didn't help 
my son and I am not disgruntled. I'm disgusted. 
And I think if every person whose child gets 
taken away from them is called disgruntled, I 
don't believe that. I think that Attorney 
Dornfeld did not like the fact that -- and she 
told me straight out, that my Attorney Cecelia 
Buck-Taylor at the time, tried to get the GAL off 
my case because she was astounded what the 
decisions that she was making and instead the 
judge appointed·Dornfeld as an AMC. 

And I said well, that really wasn't my fault and 
she said I sat there in that courtroom. And I 
said well, maybe you want to take it up with her, 
she's kind of more on your level, I mean I'm just 
a mother who loves my sons and when my kid comes 
to me and tells me that his father is not doing 
the right thing and until this day he's drinking 
and driving in the car with him. You know what, 

\ 
and I can't and they have the power to interfere 
and make a DCF investigation incomplete because 
no access to my son is granted, that's not right. 

My son should be able to feel safe and every 
child should be able to feel safe and secure and 
I think that my son has rights. And I guess what 
I'd like to just leave you with today is please 
when you're considering this Bill 494, that you 
think about choice because we li~e in a democracy 
otherwise every parent here has been handcuffed 
be~ind their back. My last takeaway here.today 
is that when you're considering this bill, put an 
end to MOM and DAD being in place by AMC and GAL. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you very much. Are there 
questions? That was some wrap up. 

• 
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DENISE TOOMEY: Thank you. I'm trying. I tried. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Congratulations for completing your 
first appearance before the Judiciary Committee. 
We look forward to seeing you again. 

DENISE TOOMEY: I wish Senator McLachlan was here but 
he -- because he's from Danbury and I went to him 
one day and I spent about six hours the first day 
in his office when I was supposed to have an hour 
and he kept -- you can't leave, I got to hear the 
rest of this story because I'm astounded and it 
is unfortunate. And also, my GAL that was 
appointed --

SENATOR COLEMAN: Nope. 

DENISE TOOMEY: Can I just -- excuse me, Senator 
Coleman, I do have to say one thing. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Last point. Seriously, we 
appreciate all that you've 

DENISE TOOMEY: My matter was a post-judgment matter. 
And my ex-husband came back here from Florida 
after four years of -not- -seeing his sons and he 
wanted all kinds of -- he had supervised 
visitation because of his irresponsibility with 
alcohol and he didn't like it and his attorney 
created the conflict and got a GAL appointed and 
the GAL at her discretion decided that he didn't 
need the supervised visitation. 
problem with undermining a judge 
that and that's what happened in 

And I have a 
when they do 
my case. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there questions for Ms. Toomey? 
Seeing none, you were very comprehensive. Thank 
you. 

DENISE TOOMEY: Thank you so much . 

• 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Dan Lynch. 

DANIEL LYNCH: Good evening, Senator Coleman and 
members of the committee. I~d like to thank 
everybody as we approach the 10 o•clock hour. I 
realize that we•re I think it•s 12 hours that the 
meeting has been ongoing. So, I 1 d like to thank 
all the members who are here as well as your 
staff who I recognize this is a long day for them 
being away from their families. 

I have submitted written testimony for two raised 
bills that I 1 d like to touch on,and I wi~l try to 
keep as close to the three minutes-as possible in 
total. I am here to testify in support of Bill 
5524 for alimony reform. I think that the 
efforts of the law revision commission are to be 
commended. I think that these things are 
certainly much needed. The tax consequences, the 
right to retire, and the issues addressing 
cohabitation have been already addressed 
adequately by others and so there•s really no 
need but I just want to voice my support of 
those. I think that•s fantastic. 

Stepping over to Bill 494, I•ve very torn. I 
have great respect· and admiration for many of the 
people who have testified here this evening, 
family members, parents that I•ve come to know. 
I cqnnot support this bill at this time given the 
wording of the bill. I certainly do support the 
need for reform but the bill as it•s worded, I 
think is problematic. I think personally I think 
it•s a step backward instead of step forward. I 
do believe that any efforts in this short session 
need to adopt a legal presumption of equal shared 
parenting and I believe that much, not all, but 
much of· the financial i.ncentive will evaporate 
early on in many cases. 

Again, I•m going to highlight because my written 
testimony is already submitted. In reading 
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through it, I will touch on the thing that struck 
me most in the bill as it was written; I attended 
the lengthy hearing recently of Ms. Charla Nash 
before the Judiciary. Very difficult hearing I'm 
sure for all of you who were part of it, but for 
me just sitting there listening, to listen to the 
Attorney General and others get up and talk about 
the difference between the statutory differences 
between the uses of the word may, shall and must. 

And it became very evident to me that an awful 
lot is riding on the difference between the use 
of the word shall in the statute or the word must 
or I should say in this case, must not. So I 
think that we have to really be very careful in 
some of these family law statutes when we have 
the word shall in there to realize, I think many 
parents perhaps assume that these things are 
mandatory because it has the word shall instead 
of may. But I certainly learned a valuable 
lesson sadly through an appellate process. Could 
I just take a brief moment to wrap up? Sincerely 
brief? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: If it's a true and genuine wrap up. 

DANIEL LYNCH: It's a true and genuine. Too much 
respect for the members of the committee. This 
is-a very difficult point, I'm not going to read 
it off my notes, but I will say that the issues 
pertaining to the GAL and the AMCs are certainly 
the predominant issues that are trying to be 
addressed by the bill. The thing that I think is 
also a significant flaw in much of the task force 
activity in the bill that sterns from it is, these 
things cannot necessarily operate independently 
of one another. 

I think if you had these issues and when 
something falls, if there is a check and balance 
systems in place that were actually working, 
those things wouldn't be as horrendous. But when 
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you have the statewide grievance committee 
process and the judicial review council process 
that are sorely lacking and have a very 
significant and questionable record-of whether or 
not those are legitimate avenues for grievance, 
that's my issue. I certainly think that this 
collectively is really nothing short of a 
criminal enterprise and I hate to kind of end on 
that note, but I have strong, clear and 
convincing evidence to support that. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Lynch. Are there 
questions? Representative O'Dea. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I promise to be 
brief. Mr. Lynch, thank you for your testimony. 
I just wanted to say I know we had a conversation 
over at the capital and I want to thank you for 
your testimony. I want to tell you I know you 
were disappointed in my vote. back there as a · 
number of people here were. But I want you to 
know the reason-why I've been attentive as all 
the members have been here, is because I firmly 
believe we can't blame certain judges who may 
have made mistakes. And that's why we have an 
appellate system. They do on a daily basis as I 
do every day in my household, just ask my wife. 
But the process need~ to be- addressed and fixed 
and that's what we're trying to· do. I thank you 
for your testimony and for being here this 
evening. Thank you. 

DANIEL LYNCH: I appreci~te the comment. I think I 
actually sent a thank you note to you after the 
fact. I mean we could, me, you and others, 
people are going to disagree and can disagree on 
points. I've come to learn that I have to 
continue to respect the process. I believe that 
the process has failed me for much of the six 
years I've been through statewide grievance 
commit.tee multipl~ .times;- I I ve_ been through 
judicial review; I've testified at hearings. I'm 
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not happy with the result . 

Some people use the term disgruntled. So be it. 
But the thing to do is to keep coming back to 
offer up whatever assistance I can provide. My 
name, my phone number, my contact information is 
on my written testimony and if anybody would like 
a little bit more time outside of this meeting, 
I'm happy to do it, happy to participate and so 
forth. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you, sir. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Any other members have questions? 

Mr. Lynch, I'd also like to say I .appreciate the 
conversa'tions that we've had and especially 
appreciate your very reasonable approach to 
presenting your view of what's wrong with the 
system and how it can be fixed. 

DANIEL LYNCH: I appreciate those comments. Thank 
·you . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Andrea Cote Aigner. Denise Genvey. 
First name Denise is common, but I guess your 
last name has been spelled three different ways 
t6night. Michelle Tolmoff. 

MICHELLE TOLMOFF: Thank you for staying so late 
tonight to hear all of our testimony. It's 
really appreciated. I'm thanking you on behalf 
of my husband who can't be here tonight because 
he had to work and our two little boys are four 
and six and we represent that we really miss one 
member of our family due to the divorce process. 
For five years we've been struggling with a 
visitation arrangement and this bill represents 
something hugely significant to our family 
because we did have a person enter our case that 
was pretty unique from any other situation here . 

SBYqf 
HP.>55~h 
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They weren't court appointed or agreed on by the 
parties. They inserted themselves on a case as a 
GAL and AMC. She was a friend of the plaintiff. 
My stepson goes to a private school and he has 
triplet little girls in his class -- this started 
when he was young, so to me he's a little guy. 
So there were triplets in his class; the class 
size was very small, so a large percentage of his 
class took up my stepson and the three girls. 

And the mom of those girls was an attorney and 
< 

she decided that she was going to represent my 
stepson as his GAL. She babysat my stepson -
this is really hard because it's so complicated 
but there was a huge conflict of interest. She 
would drive to court with mom and show up in 
Danbury court in snowstorms so they'd be sitting 
in traffic_for 45 minutes before court and get 
out of the car together. 

It took us a long time to get her removed from 
the case and we needed to spend a lot of money 
with attorneys that we didn't have just to get 
her removed from the case and luckily we have an 
impartial GAL now. There are some problems with 
the GAL system, I get that. But in our case·we 
really needed a GAL to help restpre visitation 
because of the damage that was done by the first 
GAL that improperly inserted herself on the case. 

A judge did recognize the conflict of interest 
and helped us get her off the case. We did file 
a grievance against her and in one of the rare 
cases that it actually made it all the way to the 
probable cause finding and a hearing. But of 
course GALs have immunity so she ended up ~- it 
got dismissed at that point with no disciplinary 
action. So for me, I think this bill is a good 
step in the right direction but I really feel -
I'm a professional, I'm fully licensed with FINRA 
and SEC and I have a l~t of .regulation and 
oversight and people's mo~ey matters. 
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And I don't understand why people's children 
don't matter and why these people don't have 
why these people should have immunity. So I 
think that the immunity of a GAL and AMC needs to 
removed and the bill just needs to be fixed in 
that aspect. There are other things inside my 
testimony that I've written for you. And my name 
is not very common so if you ever want to look up 
that grievance complaint you can find it with the 
grievance committee. 

And then lastly and I know my time wrapped up, 
but I did sign up for two different bills. The 
child support.bill 5526, I really hope that you 
don't pass that. I just think it's disparaging 
to a parent that is behind on their child support 
to publicly announce it and I have the feeling 
that if you had a high conflict situation, the 
other parent is going to use that to tout it and 
disparage the other parent and I don't think 
that's in the best interest of the child to post 
or publish that list publicly . 

I already know that you have a parent on the 
other side and they're going to post it on their 
Face book with that link and talk bad about the 
parent and show it to the kid and how bad the 
parent is because they're behind on their child 
support. If a parent isn't (inaudible) media to 
talk about the divorce case, I don't think the 
state should be able to do that about the parent. 
So I hope that you read my testimony on that bill 
as well. And I thank you very much for your 
time. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Senator Doyle. 

SENATOR DOYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just have 
a quick question for a point of clarification. 
I'm not sure I understood, you're inferring the 
first GAL was improperly inserted in the case. I 
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don't know what that means? Do you mean a judge 
appointed or how -- I guess the answer was it 
that the GAL 

MICHELLE TOLMOFF: She just filed an appearance 
because she was a friend of the mom _and she 
wanted to help the family out. And ~e couldn't 
get her removed unless we were willing to pay for 
another GAL and unfortunately my husband and I 
were both laid off that year, it was 2009. So we 
couldn't afford another GAL --

SENATOR DOYLE: But you're saying she was not 
you're saying that GAL was not appointed by the 
court? 

MICHELLE TOLMOFF: Nope. She just filed an appearance 
and showed up in court. 

SENATOR DOYLE: And the judge accepted the appointment 
even though it was not made by the court? 

MICHELLE TOLMOFF: It's not necessary that the judge 
accepted it when the GAL filed the appearance 
it's automatically accepted by the clerks. We 
disputed -- we were pro se so in family services 
which we now understand was behind closed doors, 
we thought fat:nily servi'ces -were there supposed to 
be there to ~elp us. When we disputed her 
appearance in.family services they told us well 
it's going to either be her or another GAL that 
you'll have to pay $3,500 for. We didn't have 
the money for the other GAL and they said well, 
you're going to be stuck with her, she filed her' 
appearance, the judge doesn't necessarily ,accept 
it because it's just filed with the clerk and 
then that was it. It was done and she was on our 
case. 

SENATOR DOYLE:- Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there any other questions? 
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Seeing none, thank you, Ms. Tolmoff. 

Dana Weingart. 

DONNA WEINGART: Good evening. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Good evening. 
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DONNA WEINGART: Thank you for having me. I'm 
testifying under my maiden name because I don't 
want my children to Google our last name and find 
my testimony online because I feel they're too 
young to be seeing this. I'm a mother from 
Fairfield County who testified before the 
legislative task force in January. And to 
summarize that, I divorced a man with money; he's 
very much about money and his goal was to take 
these children from me; they were pawns in this 
divorce. 

I was on supervised visitation for 16 months; I 
now have my children back not quite 50 percent of 
the time. As I stated in January, the GAL in my 
case, Attorney Rita Moore of Milford, failed to 
act in the best interest of my children. She 
acted in the best interest of my ex-husband. 
When my second attorney, Attorney Kieran Costello 
of Fairfield, in September of 2011 asked me who 
my GAL was and I told him, he informed me that my 
GAL and my husband's attorney, John Major of 
Milford, that their families vacation together. 

My immediate response was, we need to get her 
removed. And he said that's impossible. In 
subsequent court proceedings, I had a 30 year 
forensic psychologist who also serves as a GAL, 
comment to.me on how my GAL would always sit in 
the hallway with opposing counsel and my ex
husband. I told her it was like that every court 
appearance and there wasn't even an attempt at 
professionalism . 
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Attorney Moore was paid $300 an hour by my ex
husband for the first 19 months leading up to my 
divorce. Once the divorce occurred, there was no 
allocation of fees, yet I had to pay my attorney' .
to fight my having to pay ha~f of Attorney 
Moore's bill which last year was in excess of 
$11,000, when I had zero income and my ex-husband 
had asset~ and was making over 200 grand a year. 
I believe the deputy chief' court administrator 
testified earlier today when he was posed the 
question by Representative Gonzalez in just a -
such scenario, he responded, he'd look at the 
financial affidavits as well as who was paying 
originally. 

Needless to say, Judge Frankel did neither. I 
was ordered to pay over $~,000. In my case there 
never should have been a GAL to begin with but as 
Mr. Stevens testified earlier, this is about who 
has the right players and their affiliations as 
well as the money, especially down on the gold 
coast of Connecticut. Attorney Moore's current 
case docket shows a predominance of cases whereby 
she's a GAL in high conflict drawn out money 
makers. 

I found few instances where anyone hired her to 
actually represent them in their divorce and the 
cases I did view.where she represented an actual 
divorce litigant, showed minimal court docket 
action. In other words, from what I viewed 
online, she makes most of her money serving as a 
GAL in high conflict cases such as mine. In my 
case, Rita Moore served as a GAL going before 
Judge Frankel in July of 2011 when my ex filed an. 
ex parte motion to remove me from my home. 

I had served him with divorce four months 
earlier. At the time I had brought my child to 
Yale and he was admitted and under the law I had 

' . 
the right to bring him. as was admitted through 
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the emergency room. Against Yale's 
recommendations, my GAL along with my ex and 
opposing counsel had my son removed from Yale and 
Judge Frankel took my medical rights away, 
temporarily at the time, but to this day I 
haven't gotten them back. My GAL didn't file an 
appearance with the court to serve as a GAL until 
a full month later. 

How was she able to appear and participate as a 
GAL prior to ever having filed an appearance with 
the court? GALs are supposed to investigate. 
Rita failed to do so. Two therapists, one 
psychiatrist and three psychologists had opinions 
contrary to the doctor who was my ex-husbands 
expert. She admitted on the stand she only spoke 
extensively with Dr. Nicholson, but that was it. 

Upon receiving a letter from my daughter's doctor 
stating my daughter was suffering and needed to 
be with me in the fall of 2012, Rita never even 
bothered to speak with this doctor. Judge 
Frankel had to order her to speak to this doctor 
in a room down the hall at a court hearing in May 
of 2013 whereby Rita then refused to waive 
privilege and allow my daughter's doctor to 
testify. This was corruption at its finest. 
Rita was in Johll Major's good boy network. You 
only let the doctor testify that's against the 
mother, not the one for the mother. 

She is also serving as GAL -- also in serving as 
GAL she chose the forensic appellate to evaluate 
my ex-husband's business worth. Now in your 
roles of responsibility as a GAL, if you get to 
chose the forensic accountant evaluating one of 
the litigant's business worth? In August of 2013 
she testified I should have a supervisor drop in 
on visits after it came to light there were 16 
months of visitation notes without one thing to 
justify supervision and a therapist, a 
psychiatrist and three psychologists had 
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testified contrary to the one doctor my GAL 
talked'extensively to, Eric Nicholson, who is 
currently under investigation by the Connecticut 
Department of Health. 

In closing, most importantly, my GAL early on 
allowed my ex-husband to take my child to an 
abusive psychologist against our pediatrician's 
recommendation to stop going there. This 
pediatrician was my son's primary doctor and our 
GAL should have abided by his opinion and stopped 
the visits to t.his psychologist who is also under 
investigation by the State of Connecticut. 

We received a diagnosis on our child in June of 
2011 and have yet to see a specialist three years 
later. This GAL had zero ,formal training or 
knowledge in my child's diagnosis and perpetuated 
my ex-husband's idea I was the cause of my 
child's issues when all c~aracteristics were text 
book to the spectrum disorder he was diagnosed 
with and had nothing to do with parenting. 
Because of her la~k of knowledge, bias toward the 
money which was coming in from my ex-husband, and 
her friendship with his attorney, she failed my 
children. 

Family relations had it right in March of 2012, 
joint custody and shared parenting. No reason 
whatsoever for supervised visitation. When 
family relations testified only two months after 
the report, Kevin McCarthy of Bridgeport, 'an 
ethical and upstanding professional, one of the 
very few in this entire case, Judge Frankel 
didn't bother to listen and said his report was 
stale. It had just been ·completed two months 
earlier. Unfortunately Judge Frankel's opinions 
were colored by her opinion of her super GAL was 
how she described Attorney Moore during one court 
hearing. 

My attorney told me numerous times over 18 
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months, Frankel screwed up in my case by 
listening to a camp which included a corrupt, 
incompetent psychiatrist, who was the expert for 
opposing counsel and this GAL and that we had to 
give this judge something to hang her hat on so 
she could reverse herself and give me my children 
back. That's why I did 16 months of demeaning, 
humiliating, unnecessary, supervised visitation. 

I got my children back and Judge Frankel got to 
correct the injustice going on in my case. Prior 
to serving my ex-husband, my parents were my 
children's closest extended family members. They 
didn't see their only grandchildren for an entire 
year. My grandfather volunteered and lost his 
life in World War II for this country. 

My father is a Marine, he served in Vietnam. At 
72 years old in June, he came to court to support 
me for what was going on. When we walked out -
he's a quiet man, he does not speak up. He 
turned to the Sheriff and he said, that American 
flag has no business hanging in this courtroom 
and the Sheriff shook her head in agreement 
because she knew it was true as well as after 
what she had heard herself. I ask you to please 
change this corrupt system. GALs perpetuating 
drawn out divorces serving as money mongers are 
hurting our children. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN:. Thank you. 

Are there questions? 

Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. You have your kids now? 

DONNA WEINGART: I do. I've always had joint legal 
custody and I now have a little less than 50 
percent shared residential . 
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REP. GONZALEZ: So you got pr;i.mary custody?· 

DONNA WEINGART: He has primary. 

.REP. GONZALEZ: He has·? 

DONNA WEINGART: Yes. 

' REP. GONZALEZ: Any child support? 

DONNA WEINGART: No ch~ld_ support and I think that's a 
primary reason he tried to wipe me out ·of the 

I 

picture so he wouldn't have to pay any child 
support. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Peter Syzmon'ik. 

PETER SYZMONIK: Good evening. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Good evening. 

PETER SYZMONIK: My name is Peter Syzmonik and I'm 
from Glastonbury, Connecticut. The first think 
I'd like to do is one of the things that I 
submitted into testimony is a petition that's 
been signed by over 700 disgruntled, small number 
of parents. When you consider that there is 
3,400 new cases filed in the family cou~ts ,every 
year, I think 700 people is a large number. The 
other thing is that this wasn't lobbied; this 
isn't telephone calls; this isn't ads in 
newspapers-.· This is word of mouth. Every single 
one of .these people has their own story. 

I come before the committee with kind of a unique 
perspective in tha~ ~·ve actually worked in the 
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legal industry most of my life. I've worked 
literally with hundreds of attorney's. What's 
interesting is I'm not an attorney. I work on 
the business side of law. So I've helped law 
firms do business better, I've helped corporate 
legal departments pick the best law firms and I 
can tell you that the system we have in our 
family court is a disaster from every single 
aspect. 

From the moment you walk into the family 
courthouse, the entire process is wrong. One of 
the things that I'll share from the background of 
a business person and a man who is a consultant, 
is that you don't use the same people that 
created a p~oblem, to solve it. Especially not 
people who profit from it. And that's one of the 
biggest problems that we've with some of the 
commentary that's made from the divorce industry. 

The other thing I'd like to offer is that we're 
not alone. Connecticut is actually last right 
now in the country in terms of family court 
reforms. This is published by the State of 
Kansas, 68 pages, guardian ad litem handbook. 
Laws, regulations, what guardian ad litems can 
do, what they can't do. One of the most 
interesting things of this packet -- this was 
published in August, 2013 -- the State of Kansas 
created a citizens review board, a citizens 
review board, staffed with citizens that report 
to the Judiciary to look into complaints against 
family court judges and guardian ad litems. 
Think about that. 

004005 

This is what we need in this state. Because when 
you have the situation where you have AMCs and 
GALs working hand in hand with family court 
judges, most of them used to be GALs, you get the 
expected result. One of the things that you may 
want to do is go up to the court system's 
website, the family court, and look at the family 
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commission. Just look at it. 

·There's no one here in this room who can talk to 
a judge. We can't write a letter, we can't 
complain to them. And yet on the family 
commission we have judge, family-court judges 
talking directly with full time guardian ad 
litems on a regular b~sis about individual cases. 
Why is that allowed?. We had commentary from 
former Supreme Court Justice, Ian McLaughlin 
talking about judicial independence. Where is 
the judicial independence when you have people 
whispering into judges ears about individual 
cases? That's not independence. That's wrong. 

If we basically look at Bill 494 and what needs , 
to change, I think it's a good start, I think l 

it's a framewQrk. But it's well behind what it 
actually needs to do and we have six 
recommendations I have. 

One, you have .to break the bond between AMCs, 
GALs and judges. One of the recommendations I 
think I made about a year ago, is you can 
eliminate a lot of the atmospheric corruption 
overnight without spending a dime. Basically 
have a computer next to the judge, next time you 
need a GAL he presses a button. Whoever the next 
GAL is, tha~'s 'the GAL. Why are judges allowed 

·to assign GALs by name? Get rid of the 
(inaudible); get rid of the atmosphere of 
corruption and make it a random draw just like 
(inaudible). 

The next thing we need to do is get rid of the 
profit incentive. As it has been pointed out by 
a number of people, guardian ad litems are 
supposed to evaluate every single child according 
to 16 set criteria. It-doesn't matter if the 
child is a child of· a· millionaire or the child on 
welfare. It's the same set of 16 criteria, the 
exact same work, the exact same job. So why do 
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they bill by the hour? Have a fixed rate -
$2,500, $5,000. 

As the _thing someone else points out here, a 
guardian ad litem working at $50 an hour created 
a 20 page report in four weeks. This is not 
rocket science. This is something a high school 
student can do. Why are people being bill~d 25, 
50, $100,000 for what amounts to nothing? And it 
is nothing. These people are not meeting with 
the children, they're not meeting with the 
therapists, they're not meeting with the doctors. 
They're basically taking the exact same boiler 
plate document, changing the names and submitting 
it to the court. I've seen this happen 9ver and 
over and over again. There is no work product 
involved. 

Third thing, the State of Connecticut is unique 
in the country and this is one of the few states 
where just because a guardian ad litem is 
assigned to your case, every single one of these 
people is automatically deemed invalid and 
incapable. Think about that. Your parental 
rights are taken away from you just because a 
guardian ad litem is assigned to your case. Does 
that make any sense? 

Third thing, AMC guardian ad litem fees have to 
be defined as consultant fees, not child support. 
Child support is payment from one parent to 
another for the support of a child, not to a 
third party. There isn't a single dime that's 
ever been paid to a guardian ad litem or AMC 
that's for the benefit of the child. It doesn't 
clothe them, it doesn't feed them, it doesn't 
shelter them. On the contrary, we've had people 
who have lost their homes, lost their jobs, lost 
their retirement accounts -- I had my son's 
college funds taken away from me under the threat 
of arrest . 
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Think about that for a minute. You work all your 
~life to put money away for your child for college 
and in an instant, the money is taken from you or 
you're going to be thrown.in jail. How would you 
feel?, How would you .feel? This. is happening 
every single day in our family court. system. We 
saw it happen just last week with court watchers. 

Next point, any kind of payment dispute ·that 
exists between a parent and a guardian ad litem 
or AMC should be taken to civil court, not family 
court. It's no different than any other business 
dispute. So let me ask you this question, if 
people are arguing against this, why is it that \ 
family court judges aren't intervening when 
parents don't pay their therapists? It's only 
AMCs and GALs that they take care of. No other 
court appointed official. 

This. is why we have mental health professionals 
in the state who don't want.to be GALs. They 
told me point blank the reason they don't want to 
be a GAL is because the judge is always going to 
pay the attorneys, will neyer make sure they get 
paid. How does that make any sense? Why do we 
have a two tier system? 

Finally, eliminate immunity and enforce 
accountability. Now right off.the bat ev~ryone's 
going to scream. Let's look at the State of 
Maryland. The State of Maryland had this-exact 
same problem in 2006. Their Legislators had the 
courage to get together and say, you know what, 
let's get rid of immunity. What happened? The 
divorce industry screamed, Oh my God, parents are 
going to sue every single week, there's going to 
be bloody children walking the street. 

That's what the divorce attorney's -- that's what 
the divorce industry said. What actually 
happened? Within two years, all the bad 
unethical GALs left the system. The people that 
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wanted to stay and work at state rates and 
actually spend 100 percent of their time with 
children, stayed in the system. Within three 
years, the average length and cost of custody 
cases in tha~ state was cut in half. Do you 
think there's a cause and effect? 
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Final point, think about this concept. In this 
state guardian ad litems are not mandated 
reporters. A gu~rdian ad litem has no obligation 
under state law to report abuse or neglect of a 
child. Think about all the horror stories you've 
heard here. The reason why the guardian ad litem 
is not reporting this to the court or not 
reporting it to DCF, they're not mandated· 
reporters. So what are they guarding? In 
summary, this is a situation we have here in the 
State of Connecticut. Bill 494 is a framework. 
You need to flesh it out. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you for your testimony. Can 
you repeat your third point for me? Your third 
recommendation? 

PETER SYZMONIK: I'll send this around if you like. 
The third point is that basically in the State of 
Connecticut we're one of the few states where 
just because a guardian ad litem is assigned to 
your case, now mind you if DCF is assigned to 
your case, what's the very first thing a DCF 
person does? They hand you a pamphlet, here's 
your rights. When a guardian ad litem is 
assigned to your case, you get nothing. You get 
blindsided. 

You just automatically have a guardian ad litem 
assigned to your case and from the very moment 
from a legal perspective in the State of 
Connecticut and there's case law that says this, 
the guardian ad litem trumps your right to be a 
parent. They can actually make medical decisions 
for you. They can make educational decisions for 
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you. You are no longer the parent of that child. 
And that's absolutely w·rong. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: I think Representative O'Dea was 
interested in your fourth point.and let me know 
if I've recorded correctly .. I have your first 
point, as you put it, break the bond between AMCs 
and GALs and judges; secondly, remove financial 
incentives; third, I think you just said publish 
a guidebook for the role of GALs? 

PETER SYZMONIK: That's correct and basically 
eliminate the assumption that a parent is 
incapable or invalid just because a guardian ·ad 
litem is assigned. There needs to be some kind 
of determination that both parents are not 
capable. And if you think about it, if you go 
back to 1974, the federal bill that was passed by 
George McGovern that graded guardian ad litems 
across this country, .that's what the intent was. 
The intent was that if you have two parents in a_ 
case that are absol~tely invalid and incapable of 
taking care of a child in that instance you would 
assign a guardian ad litem paid for by the state. 
That's the intent of the law. It's been 
manipulated and twisted completely out 
proportion. 

\ 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Fourth I have~_take payment disputes 
between GALs and parties to civil court. 

PETER SYZMONIK: That's number-five. Number four is 
that AMC anp GAL fees must be defined as 
consultant fees rather than as child support. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Okay. , My five was eliminate 
immunity,and enforce accountability and then six 
guardian ad litems should be mandated reporters. 

PETER SYZMONIK: Yes. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 
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Others with questions? 

Representative Gonzalez. 

REP .. GONZALEZ: Thank you. Peter I heard a story 
about a judge with a guardian ad litem, I think 
one of the pa'rents went into court -- well was 
going to court and the judge sent a note or the 
guardian ad litem, do you know that story? 

PETER SYZMONIK: I•ve heard incredible stories about -
- and this is one thing that I mention to people 
is having worked in the legal industry, I•ve been 
in the courthouse across the street and what I 1 ll 
share with the attorney•s that are on the 
Judiciary Committee, if you really want your eyes 
opened, walk into a family courthouse any day of 
the week, just. plain clothes and sit and listen 
for two hours. Your head will explode. You 
won•t believe what you•re hearing. Attorney•s 
that are in the system that have signed this 
petition, we just can•t believe what we•re seeing 
happening. It•s a complete denial of due 
process, complete denial of civil rights. What 
we•ve seen happen in the family court would not 
be tolerated in any other court of law in this 
state. Why is allowed to happen in family court? 

REP. GONZALEZ: I think that -- and correct me if I•m 
wrong, I think that we just got a guardian ad 
litem very well known that charged six parents, 
the same day the same amount of money and when we 
did the math, it was like she was working 14 
hours a day. 

PETER SYZMONIK: This is one thing that•s very eye 
opening to me is in the corporate world what I 
specialize in is legally billing. To explain 
what that is, picture the Hartford Insurance here 
in Hartford. They do business with literally 
thousands of attorney•s across the country. The 
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company that I ran would basically work as a 
MasterCard or visa for legal invoices. 

So you as an attorney instead of sending your 
invoice on paper to the Hartford, would send it 
electronically, we would process it and the 
Hartford would pay you electronically. ~hat that 
allowed us to do is .look at the legal bills on a 
line item basis an~ uncover what you were just 
describing, attorney's that were double and 
triple billing for the same amount of work which 
is unethical. One of the things that just 
absolutely stuck me when I was looking at some 
guardian·ad litem bills, is I literally have a 
stack this high from parents I'm going through it 
and it just stuck me as to what I was looking at. 

It dawned on me that almost every single guardian 
ad litem bill that I was looking at, were not 

~generated from a legal time and billing program. 
Even attorney's·that I know work at law firms 
that have legal time and billing programs pecause 
I used to install them. So the. question is, why 
is the guardian ad litem typing·up a bill in word 
rather than generating it from an accounting 
system? And the answer .. is clear. 

One they're double and triple billing, that's 
obvious. The second thing is they're keeping 
double books. And what we've uncovered is you'll 
have guardian ad litems that are billing 250, 
350, $450 an hour yet what ends up happening is 
at tax time they're claiming they're being paid 
at the state rate at $50 an hour. It's a massive 
tax evasion scheme. This is not if, ands or 
buts. This is black and white on paper and this 
should be investigated as well. 

REP. GONZALEZ: From Stamford here a guardian ad litem 
will charge -- well this guardian ad litem will 
charge $600 for transportation so she will charge 
$600 to all six clients the same day. 

• 
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PETER SYZMONIK: We saw a particular guardian ad litem 
who is actually in this room, who had nine 
hearings scheduled for the same day, even worse, 
for the exact same time. I mean how is that even 
possible? 

REP. GONZALEZ: That's what I was looking for because 
I do have the information about that. 

PETER SYZMONIK: So one recommendation is, one of the 
things that just amazes me, is nowhere does the 
state or the family court system track what 
guardian ad litems are paid. Nowhere. There's 
no database, there's no record, there's no 
mandated requirement that they submit their bills 
anywhere. The only place that you can see what a 
guardian ad litem has been paid is by literally 
by looking at the court transcripts one at a time 
to see what the judge says. How does that make 
any sense? 

One of the reforms passed in the State of Maine 
last summer is they now have a publicly 
accessible data base where every single guardian 
ad litem needs to submit their bill to show what 
they've been paid and how much time they actually 
spend with a child so you avoid a situation as 
I'm in with my latest guardian ad litem who 
billed $26,000 and spent all of three hours with 
my sons. How does that make any sense? Does 
that represent work product? Does that represent 
effort in the best interest of the child? 

And yet this exact guardian ad litem was in court 
in December arguing that she should be paid as 
child support. She's done absolutely no work on 
this case whatsoever in about a year. The last 
time she met with my children was last January. 
She testified last June as to what was in the 
best interest of my child, not having even spoken 
with their therapist, pediatrician or school 
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assistant in over half a year. Does that make 
any sense? Does that reflect work product? Is 
that'reflect excellence in legal representation? 

It's horrific and this is not unique. These 
people's stories are not unique. This is going 
on every single day and this is why I say, do 
what Minnie's done. Go to a family courthouse 
and just sit there for two hours and listen, just 
listen. I think if you're an attorney you'll be 
in shock. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, I'm.not an attorney and I· was 
shocked. But then they were saying that I was 
intimidating the judge which I believe that if 
I'm looking for changes and I want to be sure 
that we come up with the right changes, I believe 
that· the right thing was to go to the family 
court and watch and see what was going on. 
a lot of stories and people saying that all 
these stories is because the people are not 
and not satisfied with the results in their 
cases. 

It's 
of 
happy 

And I decided to go and see for myself and check. 
And I went to a lot of courts; I went to New 
Britain, Hartford, Middletown and I did watch. 
It was a joke but it's sad that the people don't 
believe_in the court syst~m but it's not the 
people who want to believe.in the court system, 
is that it's scary. You know you don't have the 
money to pay and ~hey will put you in jail. 

PETER SYZMONIK: That's an amazing point. I mean I've 
heard -- we heard the parent who said that their 
father was a Marine. I was born in a communist 
country. This is 11.ot why I and my family came 
here. I mean I've heard horrific stories point 
blank of parents who were told by a judge in a 
courtroom if you mention your case outside this 
courtroom, you'll lose your child. 
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There's cases where a parent was told do not talk 
to your child about God. I mean I'm not a 
religious person, but I know that's wrong. How 
does a judge get away with saying that to someone 
-- to a parent? I don't get it. This is 
happening here in the State of Connecticut. I 
mean we actually have a joke among ourselves that 
there should be law suit preventing the state 
form calling itself. the constitution state. 
That's how bad this has gotten here. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And I believe that the one that they 
prohibit to her to speak about religion she ended 
up losing the kid because she told the kid God 
will help us and then right away the next day our 
guardian ad litem they were in the court and they 
went straight to the judge. Well she violated, 
she said God will help us and the next thing that 
she knows, the kid is out of Connecticut, out of 
Connecticut. But that's the system and I believe 
that that's what we're all fighting for, changes 
to see it get better. 

Other than that, the people from Connecticut they 
really -- you know, going to the court is 
terrible, going to the court -- this is 'why 
people are so scared. It's like I was saying a 
couple of weeks ago, that I have a person she 
told me she wet her clothes when she went to 
court and she heard the name of the judge. 
Scary. 

PETER SYZMONIK: Well and think about it. Why should 
people be afraid of their family court system? I 
mean you should respect the judge, you should 
respect the attorney's, you should respect 
everyone, but to be terrified to go to a family 
court? I mean I've been in that scenario. 
That's not a good thing. It's absolutely not a 
good thing and again, that's unfortunately the 
situation we have here. We have judges who act 
like bullies. I mean I've been in a courthouse 
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where I've seen a judge yelling and screaming at 
a parent. I mean that wouldn't h~ppen in a civil 
courtroom and yet it happens in family court 
every single day. 

The other thing that I.' d like to respond to is 
again, this is not an attack on the legal 
profession, it's not an attack on attorneys. We 
have very many attorneys even family law 
attorneys that are part of this. And to me one 
of the sad parts of this whole scenario, being 
from someone from the legal industry, we've 
literally lost an entire generation of young 
family law attorneys who gave up. One of the 
other things that you' 11· see in the family 
courthouse is the average age of a family court 
attorney.that's in the courthouse right now, is 
well in their fifties. That's not good. 

I mean really it's a really bad system. And this 
is why a lot of family law attorney's -- my young 
attorney right now is at the point where he's 
willing to give up. He can't make a living in 
this anymore. It's created a self-defeating desk 
viral where the number of parents that can afford 
to p~y for their family attorneys has dropped 
dramatically because of what happened on Wall 
Street aqd yet the bills are being jacked up and 
that's why people are being shaken down for every 
single dime they're worth. 

I mean the worst case -- the worst one that I've 
heard so far and I thought I heard something 
really bad, was a gentleman in Westport whose 
guardian ad litem bills right now is $400,090 and 
his guardian ad litem is billing him $575 an 
hour. Four hundred thousand dollars -- that's a 
house for one case for this guardian ad· litem. I 
mean it's outr~geous.with no caps, no controls to 
do what? To prolong the case. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you, Peter. Thank you, thank 
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you very much . 

PETER SYZMONIK: And I just want to mention that your 
appearances in the courthouse have made a 
difference. And again, just to illustrate this, 
this is not a problem just here in Connecticut. 
A task force in Delaware and the Chief State 
Justice in New York both came out with the exact 
same recommendation last year and that was to 
open up family courts to audio and video 
recording to eliminate the atmosphere of 
corruption. Think about that statement, coming 
from a chief state justice. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I think that would be good also if 
they're going to remove a child or they're going 
to terminate the parental rights, I think that we 
should have a jury decide that because in court 
right now we have the judge and the guardian ad 
litem. Those two, they decide. I think that we 
should have a jury to decide so -- to make that 
kind of decision. 

PETER SYZMONIK: And it's too much control in a very 
small group of people, that's the other problem 
as well. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Do other members have questions? 

Seeing none, thank you for your time. 

PETER SYZMONIK: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Mr. Syzmonik was actually the last 
person that signed up to address the committee 
today. 

Is there anyone else in the audience who has not 
testified that wishes to address the committee? 

004017 
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Mr. Clerk, do you. have any -- any additional 
names? Well, let's see. ·I don't know in what 
order you want to come, but. whoever wants to 
speak that hasn't already an opportunity to· 
speak, please come forward. 

MELISSA MCCORMICK-HAJDASZ: I was (inaudible) Melissa 
Hajdasz, from Farmington, Connecticut. I .signed 
in around 6:30, so I thank ev~ryone for allowing 
me to speak and for· a few moments of your time. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Say your name again. 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: Melissa McCormick Hajdasz. 
I believe the system is hopelessly, hopelessly 
broken and corrupt. I believe that the GAL 
system demands reform. My ~ase started out in 
2006 relatively -- a straightforward, simple 
'divorce. I had full custody both physical and 
legal, and my ex -- my former husband exercised 
his right to visitation infrequently although I 
had he would exercise it more. It came more 
interesting once we had two GALs running and 
billing consecutively, a parental -- parenting 
coo~dinator, my independent counsel, counsel for 
my former husband. 

And I might mention that I'm here speaking freely 
because I -- I hope that it will benefit others. 
My ex-husband,is represented by one of the 
committee members, Honorable (Inaudible). So the 
message has been conveyed to me. I still believe 
that there -- we desperately need reform. I 
think just to be as succinct as possible, 
children have the constitutional right to have 
both parents equally involved in their lives. We 
should not have strange!s appointed to make 
decisions and to assume this parental role. In 
my case it was a GAL, Jennifer Davis, who the 
only contact I had with her was her billing 
statements. We had an-- I'm embarrassed to say 
that the Court permitted a GAL to run at the 

• 

•• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

397 
vkd/cd 

March 31, 2014 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 10:00 A.M. 

004019 

consecutive time periods to represent our 
Labrador Retrievers. That was my ex-husband's 
request. I also paid for that. 

I believe it's the only case in the state -- the 
firm of -- I will say the firm of Budlong and 
Barrett did a fine job. There are a num9er of 
good attorneys in the system. I believe there 
are a number of good judges in the system, but I 
believe that there is corruption. And the first 
step needs to have the reform regarding the -
pardon me, the GAL appointments. There is a huge 
element. I have worked in the legal profession 
for 20 years as a business consultant. I can 
tell you that I personally have spent several 
hours of time in Hartford in the lawyer's lounge 
listening to cases being discussed and parceled 
out. I have been at cocktail parties with judges 
and attorneys that serve as GALs and it's open 
discussion. If you want to learn anything about 
anyone's divorce, I think that's -- several 
others have testified, spend a few hours in the 
courthouse never mind the lawyer's lounge . 

So again -- I will try to keep it very quick, 
again the children have the constitutional right 
to have both parents equally involved in their 
lives. Judges should be required to tell counsel 
and parties that we have a presumption of shared, 
equal parenting time. If the parents disagree, 
then the burden of proof should be on the parent 
who is not agreeing -- pardon, me, agreeing to 
have both parents fully engaged in their 
children's lives and to share equally in 
parenting time. I know in my case the bankers 
are now on my side. I have spent now 475,000, 
perhaps more. My most recent attorney said to 
me, Melissa, you have a good case. It's okay if 
you give up. Many people in the system give up 
because they run out of money. I now represent 
myself pro se . 
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In my personal case, I·have hope and belief in a 
positive outcome, again for my personal· case. 
But it has been an awful road. This was 2006, we 
are now in 2014. Families should not be -- these 
children should not be subjected to this -- the 
abuse. It wrecks the children. It's a horrible 
-- y~u can watch a child's life unravel beca~se 
they are pitted against parents. This needs to 
stop. The others have said, the balance on your 

'financial affidavit, that speaks volumes·about 
how conflicted your case is going to become. 
This has to stop. It's not right. It's not 
fair. And so I hope that if anything it benefits 
other families that go before me. Thank you very 
much for your time. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: You're welcome and thank you for 
your testimony. 

Senator Musto. 

SENATOR MUSTO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ma'am, ma'am. 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: I'm sorry. 

SENATOR MUSTO: I'm sorry, just real quick. You said 
I think seriously that there was a GAL for your 
dog? 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: Yes, I be~ieve that it's 
the only case in the state which I'm mortified to 
admit. 

SENATOR MUSTO: I would ~ind of hope so. 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: My ex -- my ex7husband. 
moved to have a guardian ad litem provided. And 
the very fine firm.of Budlong and Barrett, they 
did a good job. But to pay for a guardian ad 
litem·because two people can't make decisions 
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about two Labrador -- two dogs? 

SENATOR MUSTO: It -- it sounds relatively ridiculous, 
but let me get to my next question. I just 
wanted to make sure I heard that right --

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: You heard that right. 

SENATOR MUSTO: -- that you actually had -- it wasn't 
the guardian ad -- you have children? 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: I have an eight year-old 
son who is the light of my life. 

SENATOR MUSTO: And it wasn't that the guardian who 
was representing the children was also 
representing the dog? 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: No. We had two at the 
same time, Jennifer Davis for my son and then 
Budlong and Barrett for the dogs. 

004021 

SENATOR MUSTO: Okay. And was there a request for GAL 
for your children? 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: Was there a request? 

SENATOR MUSTO: Did either you or your ex-husband 
request? 

MELISSA MCCORMICK »AJDASZ: No, one just magically 
appeared on the payroll. 

SENATOR MUSTO: Okay. There was -- there was no 
request by· either of the parties for a GAL? 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: No. 

SENATOR MUSTO: Thank you. 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: May I just comment, one 
quick comment . 
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SENATOR MUSTO: To the chair. ~ 

SB494 

.MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: Mr. Chairman, just one 
· quick comment. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Yes, please go ahead. 

M~LISpA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: In my humble opinion, the 
appointment as a GAL is a tremendous annuity for 
that individual. It's life-long income. It has 
to stop. Thank you. Yes? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Who won the Labrador? 

MELISSA MCCORMICK HAJDASZ: The Labradors were 
returned home. They had gone'missing and they 

r came to us. 

REP. GONZALEZ : Thank you.· 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Please state your name, sir. 

JAMES KRIETLER: Good evening. I'm James Krietler and 
I live in F?irfield, Connecticut, and I'm -- I'm 
here this evening to bear witness as a father of 
four children, two of whom have been alienated 
from me in various forms, one rather severely. 
And I -- I frankly want to point out at the 
outset that I do not have a GAL nor have I ever. 
And I partly came here tonight because I wanted 
to support people whom I do not know very well 
but who have been through struggles that I can 
only imagine. And I simply want to acknowledge 
the fact that· we're all sitting here very late at 
night for a reason and that is to support each 
other in the cause of hopefully effecting a 
legislative outcome that's going to improve the 
situation for other people. 

I'm going to try to be brief. I have testify 
that I will submit to staff after I'm done. My 
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situation is that I post-divorce made informal 
and then formal inquiries to my ex-wife regarding 
mostly financial matters in the name of 
attempting to ascertain whether or not there was 
financial support from a live-in boyfriend. And 
I was met with a very predacious form of 
alienation, very subtle but effective at times, 
but also very blatant. So very shortly after I 
began inquiries as to the status of financial 
support that my ex-wife may have been receiving, 
and in full acknowledgement from her and her 
boyfriend frankly that they were living together, 
within two weeks two out of my four kids 
acknowledged that there were no longer going to 
stay at my house. This had followed two plus 
years of a rather peaceful and fully 
participatory atmosphere in the family with all 
of the kids. 

My wife's -- my ex-wife's boyfriend is the CFO of 
a health care company, so I had reason to believe 
that he had means, and I had reason to believe 
that he was affording my ex-wife, and within my 
rights per the divorce agreement to try to 
establish either outside financial support or 
physical cohabitation. I was met with what I'm 
going to simply call payback. It resulted in my 
not seeing my now 15 year-old daughter for 
upwards of seven months during the early part of 
2013. I see her very, very sporadically and in 
essence reduced to begging on text to perhaps get 
together for dinner. I've seen her once for 
about two hours since the new year. My son who 
will be 18 next week partly as a retaliatory 
measure was removed from the therapeutic boarding 
school in New England with my ex-wife claiming to 
him that she couldn't afford her portion of the 
tuition because her dad was trying to ruin her 
financially. 

I'm here to support two things. One is the 
presumption of shared parenting with a mechanism 
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for violating court orders by either parent. In 
my testimony, I will use -- I use the word 

·asymmetrical to describe a legal system whereby a 
parent can openly flout court orders when it 
comes to having children spend time with their 
father, but God forbid I as the person who 

·supports my ex-wife financially by giving her 50 
percent of~all of my pre-tax comp, God forbid I 
don't make a timely payment every month in 
alimony because we.all know that I would be 
dragged into court forthwith to suffer the 
-consequences. So I'm here to support the 
presumption of shared parenting with enforcement 
of the violation of court orders. 

But I'm also here -- it's less important to me, 
but I'm also here to support modification of 
alimony in Connecticut to establish the rights.to 
make inquiries and to hold the other party 
accountable without running out the clock in 
court through numerous continuances, without 
poisoning the kids against the parent who is 
making inquiries. These are financial matters. 
There is no reason ever that children should be 
made aware of financial conflict between parents 
period. So I'm-- I'm here tonight in support of 
those two issues. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Are there questions? 

Seeing none, thank you for your testimony. 

JAMES KRIETLER: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Henry Martocchio. 

MARISA RINGEL: Thank you, Chairman Coleman, 
Representative Fox, for holding this public 
hearing today. My name is Marisa Ringel from. 
Fairfield, Connecticut. And I was first looped 
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into the family court in 2005 when I filed. I 
was told by my very nice Attorney, Michael 
Meyers, from Fairfield, that he -- he told me it 
would be about $5,000 and six months to a year 
and -- and it should -- that should wrap it up. 
What_happened was my-- my ex came out 
aggressive. He wanted alimony, he wanted child 
support, he wanted the kids, he wanted me out of 
the house. And that's when I was introduced to 
the idea of a guardian ad litem, I had never 
heard of it before. 

r 
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And being -- being in a situation where all of 
this was very new to me, I signed up for it and 
not realizing that it was a $450 per hour ·service 
that would be endless. The guardian ad litem did 
-- she did -- her name was Sandy Lacks. She did 
a really good job at first to get my ex-husband 
to calm down in aggression. She got the shared 
parenting going on within a month, so I think 
that she had a lot of value in the first month. 
And then after that, we did some -- she helped us 
get used to the new parenting plan idea. And 
then the judgment came, so that was all pre
judgment. So even though her -- her charge was 
exorbitant, there was some value. I think her 
service should have been about $100 or $200 per 
hour, would have made more sense. It would have 
helped me not be in the situation I ~m today 
where I'm bankrupt and trying to navigate out of 
foreclosure on my house. 

The -- the -- my ex wanted money, he wanted the 
kids, and the guardian ad litem told me, which I 
think should be banned from guardian ad litem 
language, that if I don't settle for no alimony, 
no child support and sign these papers that also 
included signing her on to service -- a service 
contract for an additional three years on the 
case at $450 an hour, that I would lose custody. 
So she -- she felt that my ex had a financial 
incentive for going after custody, and he did . 
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And she told me if I signed that no alimony, no 
child support, a- 60/40 split of assets, his 
f.avor, with her being on the contract -- on the 
divorce agreement for three years, that he would 
leave me alone. He will leave me alone with 
custody. So that -- when we sold the marital 
home, the first check out of marital home went to 
the guardian ad litem. That was for about 
$35,000, that's in addition to the retainment 
fees that we were paying her along the way. 

When she stayed on the case post-judgment, she 
rang up another $80,000. I was responsible for 
50 percent of that. My -- I think that some of 
the ladies here have testif~ed that when you're 
up against a family -- or an ex-husband from a 
lot of money, you're not going to do very well 
with custody. So that's what happened here. I 
am in favor of 494,~but iet's rev up the 
language. It's -- 1t's way too weak in the 
language. I '.m very happy to see the opportunity 
to have these issues in front of the Judiciary 
Committee this year. It's been ten years, I 
haven't seen an opportunity like this the whole 
time that I've been in divorce court. 

This is the year,. so let's -- let's embrace all 
the changes that are happening in the chi~dren 
and geop9litical technology, macroeconomics. 
Let's make this change happen here, this year, 
this short legislative session and get 
substantial changes made. Let's rev up the 
language on 494, let's include shared parenting 
and consequepces to parents that want to 
manipulate children against a parent. I haven't 
seen my -- my darling son in a year. And it's 
why I'm here today. I can -- I can -- I'm afraid 
to be here, I'm afraid to spea~ out. 

And I -- I started some flyers -- dispersing 
flyers for the January 9th hearing under a name 
called Coalition for Connecticut Family Court 
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Reform. And because I'm in marketing I put my 
name and number on ~t. And I will tell you that 
people have been using that number to call. And 
I just put one flyer out per town. I'm not there 
a lot at all with that flyer, but people have 
been calling that number and they're fearful, 
they're really fearful to file a grievance 
against their GAL, they're fearful to file a 
complaint against a judge because of retaliation, 
they're fearful to come here to testify in front 
of you. 

They don't want their -- they're on the phone, 
Representative Vargas has been taking phone calls 
of people that don't even want to put something 
in writing with anonymous. They don't want the 
e-mail to be tracked. There's dozens of people 
out there that were too fearful to speak.out. So 
as much as it's hard for all of us to come out 
here and risk possible retaliation, I do feel 
like I have received some from my GAL and that's 
one of the reasons why it's been continued 
alienation going on in my case. It's just very 
severe fear of GALs and -- and judges out there, 
and this needs to be reformed. We can't have 
this. We have to have an open and honest system 
where people can complain about the GAL. 

You need to be able to file -- file a motion for 
removal of a GAL and actually have it be heard 
with -- from a credible source that can actually 
remove the GAL. I can't get this woman that's in 
effect -- she's billed $8,000 this year and 
have~'t been able to pay her, but she's billed 
$8,000 this year for managing the situation which 
my ·ex took my son. And I haven't seen him, so 
what is she doing for this money? She's·-- she's 
forced us to take him to a therapist that's not 
working. She's forced him to go into psychiatric 
treatment that's not working. Everybody is 
billing into this family, I'm already broken, you 
know, I'm already bankrupt . 
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I've had -- I had a heart attack that the 
cardiologist said was stress related, there's 
only 120 in a million that's 100 percent stress 
related. And it's all because o~ this whole 
sys~em. And I would just it's a dangerous 
system. I -- I can't tell you how many people 
are out there depressed and, you know, some of 
them thinking of suicide because.they've been-
parental alienation so bad, tqey've been 
bankrupt. I think it's a public health -- safety 
hazard, I do. And it's really time to put 
significant changes. We don't need -- want to 
wait another ten years for this opportunity.· So 
please let's revisit shared parenting and 494 and 
!ev it up, significan~ly. rhank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thqnk you. 

Any questions for Ms. Ringel? 

Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. I don't know if you heard 
about one of the reporters saying that -- that 
I've been telling parents not. to pay their 
guardian ad litem, wh~ch is -- that's .not true. 
But I would say to you, if you don't have the 
money just ~end $5, $10·,· whatever you've got. I 
think that as long as you don't refuse to pay the 
court, they,can't'go after you. ,As.far as I 
know, I deal with a case, you k~ow, and !.deal 
with a case in court thiat she was -- this person 
was supposed.to pay some money to a l~ndlord. 

The person, they had no money. So the court -
she said the only thing that I can pay.a .month is 
$10 because I don't have no money: So. the court 
went ahead and say go ahead, you know, just ·pay 
the $10. As long·a~ you don't refuse.to pay, 
they can't do anything about it. That's -- I'm 
not a lawyer, I'm not a judge, but I'm saying 
that as long as you don't refuse to pay. But do 
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you -- do you lose your job because of this? 

004029 

MARISA RINGEL: And there's been an enormous economic 
-- forget about the--- the like over $100,000 
that I paid with attorneys and GALs and all of 
the court-appointed psych evaluations, counselors 
for the children, co-parenting counselors, 
reunification therapists, all of that is 
substantial. But the biggest problem is that 
when I filed for divorce, I was -- I was a 
founder and managing member of a marketing and 
research company that was built up to be a $1 
million of revenue, and I was employing people. 
I've had -- also -- they're all Connecticut 
people, we were bringing in money from New Jersey 
and New York and London. 

And when I had to come appear and constantly 
answer .the GALs issues, my ex would complain 
about me and false allegations all the time, and 
the GAL just spun and spun and spun with that 
because it's all billable hours. All of the -
those billable hours were 100 percent initiated -
- most of them were initiated by my ex-husband 
just spinning because his parents were paying the 
bills. So when I had to jaunt to court with all 
of these custody battles that never ended that 
was -- that was not true when the GAL just sign -
- sign this -- sign away all of this and then 
you'll never have a custody problem again, that 
wasn't true. It just kept going on and on and 
on, and still is to this day. 

So I have to -- I have to appear in court all the 
time. Lately -- it's getting worse tdo. In the 
past two years, I'~ -- I'm in court once every 
two months which is a significant rise in what -
what it was when I first was coming. So i~'s 
getting worse, it's not getting better. So I had 
to let go -- I was not able to service my clients 
because I'm serving the courtroom and constantly 
meeting the therapist, constantly meeting .with 
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the GAL, constantly meeting with the -- the 
judges in court. I couldn't service my clients 

,so I had to fire-- like I had to let everybody· 
go and I didn't have a business anymore. 

And then when I went to go get.new jobs, now I'm 
getting -- I was in court in January and I'm 
getting a warning from my boss because I'm not at 
work again. So there's a -- lots of parents are 
complaining about this how we're -- we're getting 
warnings -- I need to -- what I'm good at is 
building businesses. I'm not good at being in 
family court. !_don't want to be here. I don't 
want to be here in front of you all, although, 
you know, I fully respect all of your public 
service, but I would rather be ~orking in my 
marketing business and building up. 

And, Representative Fox, I know that you're in 
Stamford, I would like to be convinci~g 
(inaudible) to have another building in Stamford. 
I don't -- I'm not good at this. So, yeah, I'm 
good at marketing and I want to be building 
businesses instead of coming and trying to get -
I come to court looking for justice and looking 
for help with my bully ex-husband. And I look at 
the judge and I ask -- the judge just doesn't get 
it. And I even told Judge (Inaudible) you just 
don't -- the judges and GALs just don't know 
either they don't know or they're just too 
worried about the money, I don't know. 

But they -- they -- I said to J~dge (Inaudible)~ 

I said you don't know what -- you honestly don't 
know what to do about parental alienation, do 
you? And she said, no, I honestly don't think we 
do. So they need better instruction and the 
shared parenting will -- the shared parenting 
bill will help that, the 6685 -- Rais~d Bill 6685 
will help the judges know how to handle these 
situations where children are being used as 
punishment by some certain manipulative spouses. 
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I mean, I'm not a -- I'm not a fighter . 

I know that -- that a lot of the GALs will call 
us, oh, we're the high-conflict family. We're 
high-conflict people. I'm not high-conflict, I 
signed away alimony and child support to prevent 
conflict, but I have a high-conflict ex that 
wants to fight and belittle. So what do I do -
who do I turn to for help? I was going to the 
judge for help, and I'm not getting the help 
there because he's got -- he's got these top gun 
lawyers are -- I'm prose, I can't afford-- all 
my money was spent after the first five years. 
I've got no more money. 

And I've got -- he can fund all of the attorneys 
he wants so I'm getting slaughtered. And so now 
I went to the judge and I couldn't get any help 
from the judge. And then thank God that you all 
approved this -- this task force last year. 
Thank God because I would be -- I would be 
depressed, I ·really would be. I haven't seen my 
son in a year. Please make it a meaningful 
session. Please. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So do you 
You live in Stamford? 

you live in Stamford? 
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MARISA RINGEL: I live in Fairfield and I work in 
Stamford. So we're very thankful -- in Fairfield 
we're very thankful for Senator John McKinney has 
been hearing us all out. He's been -- I know 
he's met with the other parents here. 
Representative Tony Hwang has spent a lot of time 
speaking with parents, Brenda Kupchick. Many of 
you have done an amazing amount of work. Ed 
Vargas has been taking phone calls of people that 
are afraid to write. Ed has given out his cell 
phone number to those parents that are afraid to 
write down, so that they can talk to him about 
it. And I -- I hope to be thanking all of you 
the next time I'm here . 
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And I would like to know each of your names, and 
I'd like- to thank each one of you because we , 
this is-truly a great opportunity for this 
Commit tee to be -- .show true leadership in our 
state. We need it. We need innovation, we. need 
reform not only in family court but we need it on 
the economy side too. But let's show them how 
it's done.- Let's show them how it's done here in 
the Judiciary Committee on the family court . 
matters. Because it does start with the family, 
and if we could get -- if we could solve the 
problems with the family, what more can we do? I 
know I can help. I can, help. If you get me out 
of court, I can go help build a business. Just 
get me out of family court. I want my son back. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. Thank you very much. I 
think that there's a lot of people out there that 
they thought years ago that they were by 
them~elves, that that was happening only to them. 
And after, you know, there was a lot of gag 
orders a~d people they were afraid, you know, to 
talk about their cases. But now that it's out 
there, that it's public, I don't think that -- I 
think the people are looking into it, elected 
officials who are looking into that and trying to 
find solutions for this, I think there is not -
now is better than it was before because now the 
judges know that -- that everybody is looking and 
we're paying attention to guardians ad litem the 
same thing. 

I heard there are a lot of a guardians ad litem 
qropping cases that the -- that the parents tried 
to get rid of them for years and as soon as we 
start with this, there were a lot of guardians ad 
litem dropping cases. So my opinion is they are 
dropping cases because they were doing something 
wrong. And -- and right now they are afraid_ and 
that's why they're dropping the cases. 89 in a 
way I think that we're doing -- doing very good. 
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And you said that you fear and, you know, you 
don't want to fail -- to file motions. Go ahead, 
file all those motions that you want to. Give 
them a lot of work and tell them then that you're 
not afraid anymore. We're not afraid anymore. 
This is different. This is a new beginning and 
you know what, if we fight all together, we'll be 
successful. You know, don't give up. Just put 
up a fight and keep in fighting and let's work 
together. 

REP. GONZALEZ: One more point I would just like to 
add. There's this new trend going on where the 
GALs, if you -- I did file a grievance against my 
GAL because I've been trying to put my -- my 
recommendation to see a therapist. A 
reunification therapist hasn't worked so I've 
been putting forth my -- my recommendation for 
doctors, all sorts of doctors and counselors. 
And every one of them has been shot down by my 
GAL and that's -- that's robbing me of 100 
percent of ·my parenting rights-. And I filed a 
grievance against my GAL that went nowhere. 
Well, first I filed a motion to have her removed, 
that went nowhere. I filed a grievance to have 
her removed, that went -- that went nowhere. She 
serves on the Milford -- the Milford Bar. Well, 
there's this new trend now that the GAL will hire 
an attorney so it's exactly what you've heard 
from some other parents. So now-- now I'm-- I 
can't talk to the GAL, I have to talk to her 
attorney to talk to the GAL. So in that case 
that needs to be, I don't know if there is 
something you can do immediately, but that -
that needs to be, this GAL -- if she needs to 
hire an attorney to do her job, she needs to be 
off the case because I can't talk to her and how 
am I going to see my son if this person that I 
can't talk to is -- is totally controlling 
everything. She controls all the dialogue to the 
judge. Nothing -- nothing is move --
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REP. GONZALEZ: Well, now you know -- now you know 
Representative Fox? 

MARISA RINGEL: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. From Stamford. 

MARISA RINGEL: Do you want to come to lunch? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well, thank you very much. 

MARISA RINGEL: I'd say I was buying, but I have no 
money. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. Thank you very much. 
Thanks. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Ms. Ringel, that was amazing. You 
did not draw a breath there. 

Let me take attendance here. Henry Martocchio is 
here. Bill Mulready, Odious Delamega, Linda 
Elisa, Paul Boyne, and Jane Doe. 

Okay. Jane Doe .is actually the last person that 
signed up. I'm willing to take Jane Doe out of 
order if everybody who is ahead of her --

JANE DOE: Good evening: Thank you for being here. 
I'm here to testify for Bill 494. And I would 
agree with others that the bill needs to be more 
specific and specifically Section C there's the 
phrase is to ask that a clarification be given 
for the GAL-specific nature of work. And I think 
that should be even more specific to include a 
list of the GAL's responsibilities, for,example, 
a list of required tasks to complete. 

You know, I've heard a lot of talk around this 
issue having to do with· not enough time, a lack 
of resources, we need more laws, we need more 
amendments, and we -- we do need all of those. 

• 

• 
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We need strict guidelines, and we need a cap on 
fees. What we need most I think is oversight, 
extended, regular, consistent oversight, and also 
a comprehensive investigation into the cases that 
require such an investigation. I'm a mom in 
Connecticut and I did not expect to find what I 
found in family court. My child was put through 
the system for the majority of her childhood. 
And she and I are still both very much affected 
by what we went through. I would be happy to and 
I would appreciate the opportunity to speak with 
any one of you about my child's case in private. 

I'll give one example that is just one more of 
the many you've heard and know about. One of the 
court-appointed psychologists was to do an 
evaluation of my child's father and myself. And 
he proceeded to diagnose my child without ever 
having met-her. It was just things like that one 
after another that just floored me as other 
parents are floored. Our families that enter the 
family court system are already struggling. And 
needless to say families that are already 
struggling don't need more stress, they don't 
need more of a financial strain. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: I'm going to insist that you wrap 
up. 

JANE DOE: Yes, thank you. I would just like to ask 
specifically for two things, regular and 
comprehensive oversight and investigation perhaps 
with something like an ombudsmen's office for 
family court or a special investigator's office, 
someone mentioned a citizens' review board. And 
I appreciate all the work that you're all doing. 
Thank you very much. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Are there any questions? 
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Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: By any chance you was ordered by the 
court to pay I think it was $3 million? That was 
your case? 

JANE DOE: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Three and-a-half million dollars? 

JANE DOE: With $1,000 a day interest. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Really, $1,000 a day interest? Damn, 
I'm in the wrong business here. I ~an't believe 
that. But -- but -- so are you paying? 

JANE DOE: I can't. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So you're not paying. 
that $1,000 goes up every day and 

So that means 
thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there other questions? 

Seeing none, thank you, Ms. Doe. 

Henry Martocchio is next. 

S~ 49Y PHOTIOS DALAMAGAS: Good evening. My name is Photios 
Dalamagas from Avon. Thank you for allowing me 
to speak. What I've noticed today is that I hear 
many people talking abo~t the abuse they've 
experienced through this process. And it's 
understandable that they feel this way because 
it's an adversarial system. The goal is to 
attack your opponent if you can't win and use 
whatever methods you can. When you lose you 
notice the collusion and the corruption, ho~ever, 

when you win you tend to forget that there was 
collusion and corruption. My divorce lasted four 
and-a-half years, it cost hundreds of thousands 
of dollars. We had (inaudible) everything, ·two 
custody evaluations. 

• 
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I saw this collusion and corruption in play and 
sometimes it helped me, sometimes it went against 
me. I won some battles, I lost some battles. At 
the end it didn't matter, it was a loss for all 
of us. And what I would like the committee to do 
is maybe do a study and see who perceives family 
court to be valuable for them. I never wanted to 
take a step in family court. I thought it was 
bad, I never realized it was this bad. I don't 
know what my ex was perceiving, she obviously is 
not here. So and a lot of -- none of our ex's 
are here, so someone perceives a value in family 
court. The lady with the marketing business, she 
didn't want ·to be here. However, her ex had 
seemed like great success in family court. 

So this service that a lot of us are complaining 
about ha·s value to other people. And what I 
would like the committee to do is research and 
find out ·what do they see in this? Who in their 
right mind would use family court to resolve any 
family problems? The adversarial process with 
all its abuse to win hides the corruption, so it 
all gets mixed' up. You're not sure whether it's 
good strategy, unethical practice, too 
aggressive, good -- good lawyering techniques. 
It all gets mixed up and you come out of it 
destroyed and it's all good strategy. I -- what 
I would like to know is why are people choosing 
this when there's mediation out there. 

Healthy parents would choose mediation to resolve 
their issues. Instead if one person.wants to 
have an adversarial divorce, you have to do it. 
There's studies out there showing that 80 percent 
of the cases in family court are really 
pathologically driven. Is there·a certain 
pathology that is attractive to this process? 
And if it exists, what do us who have 
accidentally married this person have? We just 
want to get divorced and get away from the 
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abusive situation we're in, but the only way for 
us to get out is to go through a process that 
rewards abuse. 

Another point I would like you to consider, it's 
a band-aid to this huge problem. that I don't know 
how is going to get fixed, but in my case my son 
was very much aff~cted by the custody evaluation. 
He was dragged into, he was even manipulated. 
Because when you have a custody evaluation, 
there's no real crime. How _do you win a custody 
evaluation? Well, you have to use the. kids to 
bash the other parent otherwise, well, you've got 
no evidence, you got no proof, nothing is going 
to happen. So the child that's more susceptible 
to that was my oldest son and he got wrapped up 

\.... 
in it. 

And I thought the best solution for him was a 
boarding school and I ended up spend more money 
in legal fees fighting to get him into boarding 
school than the actual boarding school costs. 
Eventually he went to boarding school and he was. 
able to ride out the second half of. ,the custody 
battle in boarding school and it didn't affect 
him as much. While the other two were smack in 
the middle of it. I think if somebody says, 
okay, there is a custody problem here. We need -
- we have a serious situation of. abuse, it should 
be easy to send the child to boarding school 
because quite honestly the legal f_ees cost more 
than boarding school. And that would -- okay, if 
the kid is-being threatened, now they're safe, 
they're ~n boarding school and there:s no reason 
for the parents to involve the kid. You want ·to 

,fight about custody? Continue fighting your 
custody battle, leave the kid in boa_rding school, 
and once it's done you see who wins. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you, sir. 

Are there questions? 

• 
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Thank you. We appreciate your testimony. 

PHOTIOS DALAMAGAS: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Bill Mulready. 

BILL MULREADY: Yes, good evening. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Good evening. 

BILL MULREADY: I'm Bill Mulready. I submitted 
written testimony by e-mail last night. I have 
more questions though before I go in there, very 
-- very quickly I'd like to make two 
acknowledgements. One, Justice for Justina, a 
Connecticut teenager girl up in Massachusetts, 
more answers to why she had been kidnapped 

004039 

(inaudible). And an acknowledgement to 
terrifying -- terrible th±ng going out in 
Washington there.with the mudslide, recognizing 
that these people are getting literally torn to 
pieces -- to find pieces, not bodies (inaudible). 
So we have a terrible thing here going on, but we 
can fix this. We can fix that. Is there anybody 
on this committee that was on this committee in 
April 2007? Show of hands. One, two, three, 
four? Raymond v. Rowan, it was a settlement 
agreement the Judiciary Committee gave 27 yea's, 
zero nays, dealing with ADA, Americans with 
Disabilities Act? 

I would assume if you gave a yea to the 
settlement agreement, you read some part of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. So I would like 
to ask further where'd my ADA notice as required 
by the ~A to this committee and where is the 
notice from the Judicial Branch? I'd like to 
know who the designated responsible employee is 
to this committee to ensure compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. And I would 
really like to know who the designated 
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responsible employee is for the Judicial Branch. 
Be mindful that these things are supposed to be 
in place on January 26, 1992. Today is March 31, 
2014, 22 years, 4 months. Written grievance 
policy? I can give you the regulatory numbers if 
you want. I h~ar no response, can I have an 
answer who the designated responsible employee 
is. Do you understand that -- let me ask you 
another question, have you 

SENATOR COLEMAN: 
· questions. 

BILL MULREADY: 

Mr. Mulready, we're here to ask you 
We want to hear you --

You're supposed to give me rights. 

SENATOR.COLEMAN: speak specifically to the bills 
that are on our written agenda. 

BILL MULREADY: Well, my wri.tten testimony outlines 
why this is important and it's -- the GAL bill. 
These are rights and if you pass or if. you submit 
and it gets passed and you haven't consulted with 
the disabled community ·on that, whatever you 
passed is not binding upon the dis~bled. The 
bell rang so good night. I appreciate you all 
being here. I came late, I appreciate the 
audience --

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you for your input. It's 
appreciated. 

BILL MULREADY: You don't --you don't have the name· 
of the person? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: I don't. 

BILL MULREADY: Will you find out for me?. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: I will. 

BILL MULREADY: Thank you. 

• 

• 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: You're welcome . 

BILL MULREADY: And that's on the record 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there questions? 

BILL MULREADY: -- that's on the record, right? 

SENATOR COLEMAN: I'm sorry? 

BILL MULREADY: That's on the record that you're going 
to provide me with the name of the 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Sure, Mr. Mulready 

BILL MULREADY: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Melissa McCormick. 

Linda Denissa. 

Henry Martocchio. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: Good day, members . 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Let's be fair to the members of the 
committee. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: I don't even know --

SENATOR COLEMAN: You're up and let's go. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: If you want me up, I'll be up. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Yes, please. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: No problem. Good day, members of 
the committee. My name is Henry J. Martocchio. 
I'm a fit parent since 2006 when the State of 
Connecticut decided to -- struck my unwanted 
parental rights. I was good enough to have sex 
with somebody, but I was not good enough to be a 

(S049Y) 
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parent of that child. From there agenci~s 
purposely obstructed,· judges purposely · 
obs·tructed, my son was identified August 23, 
2006, as being autistic. I was entitl~d, 
entitled under the Americans with Disabilities 
Act which you, sir, passed and voted on the -
the· 430, 27 yea's. -I have Benat:e report-s and I'm 
going to go through this from head to toe once 
these two reports are turned over to you. 

Through this committee of 454 bill that I'm 
totally against, 100 percent. This is a common 
law state-. That does not mean you have the right 
to allow somebody to come in with their personal 
opinions and to say how -- they have no medical 
traini~g, to make implementations or suggestions 
to a court about what the care or needs of the 
child is. Because if you cannot comprehend the 
needs of my autistic child, you will never_come 
to his interest at all. 

This is what we're talking about of the 
discrimination today that is running rampant, 
sir. It is running rampant because it was so 
hard that we are sitting here teaching our 
children in schools to accept everyone. But when 
the child comes home, that child is finding out 
his parents have been separated, segregated from 
that child. That's an absolute discrimination 
for that child's best interest to be associated 
with somebody with or without a disability. We 
are watching GALs, attorneys, and judges most of 
all do this. 

I witnessed today Judge Carroll and Judge 
Solomon. Solomon ran (inaudible) courthouse as 
they obstructed my fit parental rights with 
grandparents that have no business underneath 
46.56 -- 46.56 statute. That statute in 2005, 
ladies and gentlemen, you added grandparents. 
That statute is only for a de facto type parent. 
We carried that same mentality over now to 57 to 

• 
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say, well, no, anybody can come into a 
controversy inside of our common core courtrooms. 
That is not true, ladies and gentlemen. I find 
this is absolute discrimination that today we're 
just going to allow all these experts that have 
no qualifications to even speak on behalf of the 
different types of lifestyle that are lived in 
the state. 

Where are you qualified in an attorney's school? 
Six years of training but how do you 
comprehensive all the different types of 
religions. We're parents put in place, what 
those parents want for their children. Then all 
of a sudden the parents decide one day to 
separate. But in my case I had to prove I was a 
fit father with no help from the State for 
appropriate $ervices to parent my child. Thank 
God I come from a family of educators. Thank God 
I come from a family that have supported the 
disabled all their lives. I had to go finding 
information, then I had to pay and pay. 

I've hit reconsiderations, I've hit blocks, I've 
had now petitioned the Supreme Court twice. 
Chief Justice Rogers is protecting her 
administrative duties, and, yes, I am telling you 
here today that Mr. Michael Milakey is absolutely 
right. There's no reason for a GAL to be 
involved in a controversy between two parents who 
want to separate and maintain a relationship with 
that child. It is the child's fundamental 
constitutional right to be with his parents equal 
time. 

Now if we want to have a debate on whether little 
Johnny should go to a boarding school or go to a 
military school, bring in a professional, bring 
in a psychologist. As a matter of fact, bring in 
a psychiatrist, somebody who is practicing in the 
medical community, somebody who is part of a 
hospital affiliation, somebody is mandated to 
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have ongoing training, somebody who has to prove 
that their techniques, their theories have an 
outcome that supports their diagnoses. 

You cannot walk into family court and have 
somebody say that you are just a -- how can I 
explain this, an upset parent or maybe I got one 
case, I think Bruce Friedman was mosquito bites 
parent didn't want to leave the swimming time 
over mosquito bites, so he lost his custody. 
Bruce Friedman again at the time they tried 
getting me with that quack. I went and nailed 
him underneath the ethics of his license. Where 
has he gotten his training for autism? He has no 
comprehension, but you're going to put me, a 
different person who, my child is ten years old, 
and, yes, Judge Fuger, yes, Judge (Inaudible), 
the federal courts have ordered this state to 
stop publicizing my son's name with his 
disabilities in public decisions from the Supreme 
Court, the Appellate Court and Local Courts. 
This is insane guys. How is my son being aired 
out like this? 

I've got people in New York writing and saying my 
case was about a vaccine case. It was not a 
vaccine case. You know. it is my fundamental 
right to say I think that's a little 'too much, 46 
shots by the age of .eight today. I think it's a 
little way too much for· you and me, we're on the 
89 vaccination schedule. Most attorneys don't 
even understand the vaccination schedules. I'm 
going to sit there and say, yeah, I have to pay 
you guys to sit there and understand what my 
son's complex needs are that I spend night after 
night reading about and· investigating. Not only 
the aspect, ladies and gentlemen, as a fit parent 
you're going to sit there and say, you know what, 
this is what I want my child do. Where does it 
come into the right that these GALs come in, can 
obstruct. 

• 
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How is it that a judge, I petitioned for a DNA 
test, turn custody, this is Judge Brown in 
Probate Court, to the grandparents. They all 
know who I am. They all know where to go to find 
me, knock on the door. The other way around, I 
went knocking. I was told you can't have that 
information. I can't be told whether -- whether 
the child was receiving safe services which under 
Title V funding, you know, mandated to come get 
me to pay for the HUSKY insurance, pay for the 
food stamps. Is that ethics of the employees of 
the State that have failed to do their job? 

And this is where it comes back on you, Senator 
Coleman:. I asked four years ago. I said to you, 
Senator Coleman, we'll do it for free. That's 
all we need is a copying machine. You want data 
that's going to reflect the truth? Get it 
directly from the people that are using the 
services of your courts. You're not getting 
(inaudible) information from people who are 
protecting their jobs, protecting their pensions. 
But even if you're a state employee you can get 
caught with the hands in the kitty bank, you're 
still going to get your pension when you go home. 
It's all part of the cover up. 

And I'm sorry, I'm at the point right now in my 
life I've been·-- I've lost 15 pounds, 20 pounds 
since September because of the stress of the 
ongoing threat of trying to throw me in jail 
because I refuse to turn my child over to a set 
of grandparents that have done nothing to 
personally obstruct me from parenting my child. 
It's-obstruction. And (inaudible) he clears an 
obstruction, and yet we have -- we have laws that 
nobody wants to abide by. Well, in this 
committee today, I walk into this building I saw 
somebody asking for a reasonable accommodation. 
I proceeded to help and assist, just nicely. 
State Police person said this person (inaudible). 
hostile to me. I said, no, she's not. This is a 
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mandate thing you should know. Why don't you 
know? 

You're claiming you!ve been here eight years as a 
state official police offlcer, and I'm asking you 
for help to point me -- I walked through the 
doors, point me to the designated responsible 
employee of this buildiQg. This is a title to 
service. You're bar members,.every single one of 
you guys are Title III and Title II obligations. 
I'm a dumb parent, how do I know this? You guys 
are civil right~ attorneys, come on. How can you 
not know the ADA? 

How can you not know that the facts that another 
parent cannot put down .another parent for having 
disabilities beca~se it's now t~me to go to 
divorce. But wait a minute, them p~rents loved 
each other before there were courts throughout 
all these years, .right? I mean isn't that what 
you're kin~ of like, you find your soul mate, 
kind of supports your weaknesses and you support 
her strength, and you complement each other, · 
correct? But now when it comes.to family court, 
they go in that door, man, lets-weasel these 
people apart. Let's strip them from 70 percent 
of their wealth. But leave them with a little 
something so they ?on't go 
not a drain on our system. 
take them everyone. 

on welfare and th~y're 
But we.' re going to 

And now with me, wait a minute, I got (inaudible) 
saying she's got counselors. Wait a minute. 
She's got a psychiatrist. How come a 
psychiatrist was never put involved _in my case? 
How come I had to sit there and explain 

I 

everything to the GAL that was on my case, 
Monique Bryan, which on· a prescription pad, and 
my doctor (·inaudible) she hasn't talked to her in 
six months. Avery Whetstone, bam, bam, bam, bam, 
you got a psychology evaluation, Mr. Martocchio. 
Wait a minute. I can get narcotics. Narcotics 

• 
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with this prescription pad, but yet you want me 
to go pay $500 an hour to my doctor (inaudible) 
come in here to this courtroom for eight hours. 
Then on top of it, pay an attorney because no 
attorney is going to understand the type of 
medicine she's practicing because we're going 
after biomedical. 

004047 

And just to let you know, yes, I do have to go to 
Massachusetts with. my son to get the appropriate 
treatment because I don't want my son on Ritalin. 
That's my parental rights. Sixteen, 18 pages of 
side effects? Why would we put a kid with a 
psychotropic problem on a psychotropic medicine? 
But that's what a GAL will do. This is what I'm 
saying to you that there's ways here, ladies and 
gentlemen, that need to be corrected. We know 
you're going for a $25 million grant, five-year 
t·ransitioning plan. What happened to the other 
grants, guys? It's not just about employment, 
it's just not about wheelchair ramps, it's not 
about elevators . 

We know in 19 -- I believe 2006, Chief Justice 
Rogers gave her strategic report. She knew then 
that they don't know what to do with hidden 
disabilities and that's the problem, ladies and 
gentlemen. And, yes, it's discrimination 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Mr. Martocchio, it's time to wrap 
up. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: All right, Mr. Coleman, I will wrap 
it right up. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: But I can only say to you guys I 
don't know what to do anymore. It seems nobody 
wants to reach into the pocket. We want to 
accept federal funding left and right. When you 
accept federal funding, it removes your 11th 
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immunity. You have no immunity from the ADA 
civil lawsuit. I don't even have to ask 
permission to sue -you g~ys. That's how serious 
this is. Congress in 2008 took it away from the 
courts and put the power back to the DOJ because 
the ciyil rights in the intent of Congress i~ not 
being' followed. Our state is a prime example'. 
How can we have a case last year called 
{inaudible) used against Joseph Watley in Joseph 

W. And then have {Inaudible) and the co-ch~irs 
tell them that your case doesn't apply to us. It 
did. His children had the fundamental and 
constitutional right to be parented by a ~isabled 
or typical parent. This is where you guys don't 
get it. Society accepts all. 

We cannot put limitations on who and who cannot 
be a parent. As long as there is no abuse 
because the ADA does not condone abuse. When I 
say you cannot say, well, I'm disabled I'm going 
to go out and just mass shoot this whole area. 
You can't do that. There is protection for you. 
The ADA's intent is to overcome barriers that 
people have put in place and that has been 
attributably put in place by Judge Carroll's 
committee that nobody even wants to designate who 
the designated responsible employee is. They're 
just playing the buck game with. Oh, no, that 
person. No, you go see that person. Now I've 
got to go brief that person, now I've got to go 
brief that person. 

Then the appellate court has the audacity to put 
it in their decision that I never asked for my 
ADA rights. Look back to 1964, ladies and 
gentlemen, the 504 Plan. Once identified, you 
m~st offer equal and the same liabilities as the 
school systems. It is a fundamental right to 
access my_ courts with. effective communication and 
effect-ive appropriate modifications for that , 
disability. The law no longer reads undue 
burden, ladies and gentlemen. I'm advising you 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

427 
vkd/cd 

I 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
March 31, 2014 

10:00 A.M. 

004049 

and I'm only a parent. If you want the proof, 
again, Senator Coleman, I'm here to help. If you 
don't want it~ I'll h~ve to take another route to 
make the change. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Henry, how many hours you been here 
today? 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: Besides having to go home and 
getting Nate off the bus and getting him on his 
therapies and all that --

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: You sound, you know what, Henry? 
Don't ask permission to sue me, because I don't 
have no money. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: (Inaudible.) 

REP. GONZALEZ: But you sound like that bunny, 
Energizer batteries, you know all day here 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: A lot of people, you know, when it 
comes to it, it's honestly, I mean you're going 
to be like me one day. You're going to see it 
and I think it's going to flare up. You're going 
to take your age and your hurt and you're going 
to funnel it into something positive because what 
happened to me, ladies and gentlemen, cannot 
happen to nobody else. This is the problem. And 
as soon as people like me age out of the system, 
they're doing it to the same person. (Inaudible) 
claim, oh, yeah, we have court reporters. You 
know what? I went and did this little !-spy game 
on the new person in town. I wanted to feel them 
up just to see what was going on. As soon as 
this new job spotted me, she smiled. They all 
knew who I was. They know I'm an SOB, but I'm 
not doing it for being an SOB, I'm doing it for 
the civil rights that we're entitled to in 2014 
to make society a whole. This is the point guys . 
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It has to be a whole and without a designated 
responsible employee that none of_ you people can 
answer me that is mandated under 28 FCR 35.107. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you, Henry. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: I'll show you how we --

REP. GONZALEZ: Henry. Thank you very much. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: Thank you, Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank ~ou. Thank you very much. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: I'm sorry. I'm very passionate 
about the disabled. 

REP. GONZALEZ: I know you're very passionate. I 
know. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: 
people --

discrimination of disabled 

REP. GONZALEZ: But we really appreciate it. I know 
that you're passionate. But you did a good job. 
Thank you. 

HENRY MARTOCCHIO: Thank you, Representative Gonzalez, 
for all your time and efforts. And I hope this 
committee takes it serious. 

REP. GONZALEZ: We will. We will, Henry. Thanks. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Any questions further from the 
committee members? 

If not, I'm going to close the public heari~g. I 
want to thank all of the committee members 
especially those who hung in there until the·very 
end. I also want to thank the staff people and 
thank the members of the, audience for their input 
and their participation: in this hearing. I 

• 

• 

• 
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Thank you for taking my testimony. The problems in this court system reach far beyond the costs of 
GALs. After 26 years of marriage, only three months of mediation and $1200, my former husband 
and I amicably divorced. At 5, our eldest son was diagnosed with a life-threatening medical 
condition, so lack of affordable self-employed medical insurance meant bankruptcy and years of 
paying excessive interest rates on our hqme and cars. With medical insurance at $1200 per month 
and our other bills so inflated, we struggled to make ends meet. I took an enormous risk divorcing 
with no assets of value, working very part time and homeschooling our children. Clearly, I believed 
my children were better served by the end of our marital discord, as the financial burden of life post
divorce was enormous. Yet, in spite of the challenge of splitting an income not previously sufficient 
for one household, we managed to maintain civility for two years. 

In 2009, my former husband decided he had supported his family long enough, hired an attorney 
and informed me she ''would get him out of these obligations". She and the courts tore my family 
apart. In 2010, I lost my house, most of my belongings, still had an unpaid $90,000 second 
mortgage, an IRS debt and was t:hru51 into the nightmare of Connecticut's ''Family" Courts. My 
former husband sued to ''relieve himself of his obligation" to pay alimony, child support, college 
education and medical insurance. I liquidated my retirement account for a retainer, as my lawyer 
assured me it was a violation of CT statute to rewrite your divorce. 7 trial days and $50,000 in debt 
later, he had done just that. My income was cut in half, retroactively, leaving me owing him 
$35,000, I lost my children as a tax deduction, new medical insurance saved him $1000s but no 
longer covered my son's medical care. This part might shock you: om GAL was fair and my 
children liked him. After ehis interviews, he testified that my former husband was using the children 
as financial pawns. My eldest son gave the same testimony. The GAL was kicked out of the 
courtroom, his testimony disregarded and my son scolded1and humiliated. The judge made it clear 
that her personal bias against my staying home, my low income and homeschooling were key in her 
punitive action against my family. Only my children's college educations were preserved. Still 
unhappy, my former J:tusband hired a more aggressive attorney. My support was finther reduced by 
2/3 and my daughter forced to drop out of college. I filed bankruptcy and the judge openly punished 
me, claiming it was unfair to him. I homeschool my son while working 12-15 hour days from home. 
Un~ lawyers got involved, my children had a future and the mandate for provision of basic needs 

and medical care. In what kind of court doe~ a father time and again present with an expensive 
lawyer while the mother cannot afford one, only for the mother and children to be punished for being 
pro se. I want to ask those judges if they understand that when they "relieve a father of his 
obligations" those obligations do not evaporate--they become the obligations of the mother. What 
kind of court even entertains the concept of relief of parental obligation? In rny last hearing I was 
told by the judge that I could have hired an attorney--that I "chose" to come to court without one. 
She never considered that I could not afford one and that no one in their right mind would enter that 
system unrepresented. It clearly never occurred to her to wonder why a man would pay an attorney 
to ''relieve himself of his obligations" rather than meet those obligations. 

I have no retirement, no savings, a 24 year old car, unpaid bills, no medical insurance, a sick 
child, a child forced to quit college and no hope. He has 3x my income for himself. Every time I 
walked out of that courtroom it took a little bit of my soul. The GALs are a very small symptom of a 
much larger cesspool of injustice. This is a system so corrupt nothing fair can prevail. A fair GAL is 
silenced and a mediated divorce is undone. The system invites conflict, promotes hardship, empties 
and then punishes, humiliates and degrades. Once you lose, the system is rigged to never set things 
right. The imbalance is shocking yet it permeates the rulings .. You need to dismantle this system, 
not tweak it. Remove power. Replace it with humanity. Jennifer Tow Bill #494 3/31/14 

-- --·· ~. -
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If I could attend, I would today; I must work. Without my paycheck I would not be able have or care for my 
child nor could I even be credible to try to self represent or attempt to fund my own custody case. I did not 
initiate a sole custody battle but rather my ex did. Our son deserves both of his parents; therefore, I will not 
relent in the battle. Otherwise, my son will be forever alienated by an ill focused father. 

**The mere fact that children lose parents because of a monetarily depleting legal battle process proves what a 
mockery our American family court system IS. 

Simply put, GAL's are by no means a solution or the only problem~ nor do they support actual resolution or 
mediation. In fact, counseling, counseling, counseling, with new legal parenting standards that require 
counseling & education & counseling & with CONSEQUENCES is what we need. 

***A '3 x strike out policy' that actually takes place against the offending parent is what is pertinent. 

Disgustingly, what does happen with a GAL (excludes children without parentis) is that yet another individual 
profits off of a dysfunctional divorce, illnesses or parental separations. Regardless, children are the ones losing 
a parent and every family member attached to that parent!! Further, children lose their family homes, future 
education, and their own childhoods to a court battle!!! 

Children should be loved, supported, celebrated .... .it does take a VILLAGE ! 

Search Results 
1. It Takes a Village - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia 

en.wikipedia.org/wikillt_Takes_a_ Village 
The book's title is attributed to an African proverb: "It takes a village to raise a child." The saying and its ... 
History - Proverb question- Ghostwriter controversy - References 

2. What Is the Meaning of the Proverb It Takes a Village to Raise a-= 

www.ask.com > Q&A > Society > Other 
The meaning of the proverb 'it takes a village to raise a child' is simply that. It takes more than one ... 

3. It Takes a Village: Hillarv Rodham Clinton: Amazon.com: Books 

www.amazon.com > ••• > Social Theory 
It Takes a Village and over one million other books are available for Amazon Kindle ...... certainly DOES take 
a village to raise a child, and as Mrs. Clinton points out, the village WILL raise ... 

4. Images 

0 

Sent from the 1-phone of: 

Deborah Jerolman, 
Paralegal203 640-3949 
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MARCH 31, 2014 TESTIMONY RAISED BILL 494 

My name 1s Den1se Guerrero. 

My brief rev1ew of RB 494, tells me there 1s reform language that addresses a some of the 
ser1ous, unregulated 1ssues 1n the CT GAL program. I am here to testify to the rampant 

bias, prejud1ce, abuse and gross unaccountabil1ty rampantly plaguing the ]Ud1c1al system. 
I have 1dentified the CT Fam1ly Court as a business, not an Amer1can judicial system of 

process that is regulated by procedure~ that uphold the Law- in the interests of the 
People - in the interests of Fam1lies. The CT Family Court 1s absent fundamental, 

regulated, lawful pract1ces. 

I am the mother of 3 ch1ldren. I have been an Admin1strative Off1cer for the Department 
of Inter1or for 7 years. My daughters are from my first marr1age and my youngest ch1ld, 
my son, born in 1999, is from my second marriage. My second marriage lasted only one year 

due to Domestic Violence. The divorce process lasted longer than I was marr1ed. The 
marriage ended in divorce in 2001 and 1s heard on post JUdgment matters, in the Stamford, 

docket # FST-FA-01-0183136. 

RB 494 1s a move 1n the right d1rect1on, however, my statements are 1n the form of 
quest1ons, does 1t address the non transparent decisions that are made that negat1vely 
impact famil1es and result in the gross violation of constitut1onal r1ghts for parents 
and for children? Does 1t ident1fy the conflict of upholding the Best Interests Of the 

Child (BIOC) and uphold1ng Const1tut1onal liberties and resolve the potent1al for 

discrepancy? Does it control the qualificat1ons and authorit1es of a GAL and identify the 
BIOC? In Sect1on 1., if interpreted correctly, regard1ng the GALs and AMCs fees, as well 

as all other appointees, str1cter regUlations are needed that abolish business att1tudes 
of deal-mak1ng, profits and any preferential abil1ty of the judicial body. Court 
appointed officials should not be "ra~ed", either by professional courtesy or otherwise, 
this allows for deal-making and the breeding of for-profit business profess1onals when 
there is a variat1on of fees. The appo1ntment must be a standardized, persons must be 
qualified to conduct focused tasks. Spec1f1cally, the standard state rate of a $500 

reta1ner and a $50 p/h rate. (Sect1on 2.) D~es not have enough language to 1dentify nor 
protect a "Child of Sufficient Age and a ch1ld who has the ability to make informed 
dec1s1ons". Under parental al1enat1on c1rcumstances, -or past and current cases of 

rampant-unmanaged GALs or AMCs, prior to October of th1s year, these able children have 
no access to the court nor protection of their liberties and well being. I am testify1ng 

that currently, as the GAL/AMC program stands, there is no access to the court for my son 
who is of sufficient age and ability. I applied to subpoena my son 14 1/2 and daughters 
19, 22, to testify, and I was denied; and I motioned for an attorney for my son and was 
denied on the grounds that he has a GAL, a therapist AND there are 2 parent coordinators 
assigned to the case, as well. I testified he was sufficient age and able and was not 

represented. !tat 1t be my testimony that none of these professionals promote act1ve 
involvement by both parents. 

RB 494 must control the author1ty court appo1nted off1c1als are empowered with under the 
Best Interest Of the Ch1ld (BIOC) statute by enact1ng transparent reporting language. 

Background of my case - For my sons first 12 years of h1s 14 years of l1fe, he lived w1th 
me and his sisters, and 11 of those years we resided 1n NY state. Wh1le he was in my 
custody, there was never the need to appo1nt a GAL, a therap1st or Parent Coordinators. 
There has never been alienat1on, as I have now come to know the definit1on of parent 
alienation- ch1ld abuse. I naturally fostered a challeng~d relationship with an act1ve 
substance abuser, ver1f1ed by the Superior courts own Fam1ly Relat1ons Evaluation report. 
My son formed wholesome t1es to NY State. Due to CT holding exclus1ve jurisd1ction and 
the appointment of Elizabeth Sharpe as his GAL 1n 2012 and the GALs hearsay testimony of 
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my sons preference to live w1th h1s father- my son was forced to move to CT. My son is 
now almost 15 and has in wr1ting pleaded to return home w1th me and h1s sisters to NY. 
How can custody be changed based on hearsay of h1s preference at 12 years old and then at 

the age of 14 ~ Atty Sharpe merely states it is in his best interests to reside w1th hls 

father? with no requirement to base her opinio~ on facts or evidence? 

And it gets worse, in 2013 my sons father relapsed and had a violent outburst while under 

the influence, documented by a police report. I followed proper procedure, applied for a 
Protect1ve order, safely brought my son to NY and awaited the hear1ng and simultaneously 

filed a motion to mod1fy custody. The GAL, Atty Sharpe, provided no evidence, just a 
simple form (Form 219) and a few boxes checked off, only armed with the presumption of 
the BlOC. This gives a GAL the authority to have a judge, Judge Emons, vacate another 

judges's, Judge Schofield's, Protective order at a hearing held w1thout me present? I am 
a non-resident under strict federal employment guidelines that without proper notice I 

could not attend. My son was kidnapped and I have not seen him since, other than a 
supervised Christmas visit at a restaurant for 2 hours with my daughters at a substantial 

cost. No supporting evidence or facts and no remedy. 

In my case, I have a GAL, Elizabeth Sharpe, two parent coordinators, Nancy Burke and 
Roger Gren1er of Westport Mediations and my son has a court appointed therap1st, Dr. 

Harry Adamakos. None of these professionals are regulated but are court appointed to do 
various duties, each time I motion the Court, that any reasonable person would conclude 

they are appointed simply because the Best Interests of the Chlld (BlOC) are not met. 
The GAL has the author1ty to dev1ate from the statutes, namely, which parent most likely 
foster a relationship with the other parent is the more fit parent in the BlOC. Atty 
Sharpe has b1lled an excess of $50,000 and spent less than 2 hours with my son. 

I have witnessed Atty Sharpe testify rampantly manipulating court processes to hide 

facts, I have been accused of kidnapp1ng and treated with malice by the court based on 
off the record testimony by Atty Sharpe. I have witnessed Atty Sharpe behave w1th no 

structure providing opinions and hearsay in the courtroom under the Honorable Jane 
Emons.who presides over my case. Atty Sharpe has no reserve 1n saying she can do whatever 
she wants and there is nothing I can do. I filed a 52 page Request for a Referral to 

Family Relations with 48 pages of facts and ev1dence to support a custody evaluation and 
I filed a Request for Jud1cial Notice of Adjud1cative Facts, Atty Sharpes off the record 
comment to me was "you could f1le a phonebook it won't matter" and at another hearing 

after 5 months of not seeing my son, Atty Sharpe said to me "I have a clear conscious". 
Atty Sharpe is this callous and unprofessional both in email and in person. GALs are 

rampant because the manner, actions and non-accountabllity and zero fear testified here 
and in countless other cases is zero accountab1lity. The behavior 1s blatant in and out 

of the courtroom. Atty Sharpe has manipulated proceed1ngs, and it should be noted s~e has 
not ever reported a test was conducted nor has she suomitted a report to sat1sfy the BlOC 
statutes are met and spec1f1cally how the childs best interests are met. GALs have 

rampant authority over JUdges. 

RB 494 must restore the m~ssion of the State of CT Ju~cial branch. 
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J\'ly case deals with Severe Parental Alienation 

The Raised and proposed bill #494 gives no mention on the topic of parental 
alienation 

This is a court order from July 20 11, which stipulated reunification and a 
recommendation from an court approved therapist. 

These are transcripts from that hearing in July 2011 when Judge Taylor asked my 
ex-wife 4 times if she would do EVERYTHING possible to ensure reunification . 

Here is a letter from the therapist noting after just two visits, my ex wife refused to 
take my children to the court ordered reunification therapy 

Bill #494 gives no mention on non compliance of court orders 

In the same letter the therapist recommended to the GAL that I have overnights with 
my children, reinstituting my parenting plan. 

The GAL sat on the recommendations and did nothing, despite subsequent visits to 
court 

,Bill #494 gives no mention for recovery when a GAL's does not follow court 
orders.-

The same recommendation noted many red flags, including my ex wife openly joking 
to my children that I am just a "sperm donor" and the therapist noting that my ex-wife 
does not support me as a biological father. Despite this, the GAL insists my ex-wife 

- is supportive of me as a father. 

Here is CT's Best Interest of The Child Standards 

# 6 - the willingness and ability of each parent to facilitate and encourage such 
continuing parent - child relationship between the child and the other parent as is 
appropriate, including compliance with any court orders 
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.Bin #494 gives no mention when a GAL's ignores Standards for Best Interest 

of Child Standards 

In October 2012, I complained to Judge Prestley about the GAL's lack of diligence, 
ability to follow court orders and lack of effort and urgency to reunify me with my 
children, despite the therapist letter. · 

Judge Prestley stated in no uncertain terms that the GAL did not have to listen to 
me nor the therapist. 

Bill #494 gives no clear solution to when a GAL's does not follow court 
orders. 

Other items that Bill #494 fails to recognize: 

• Bill #494 gives no mention of a GAL's removal of immunity. 

• Bill# 494 provides no mention of maximum dollar amounts for GALs/AMCs 
to charge. The state of CT charges $50 for GAL services to the indigent. 
Are laws any different for the indigent? 

• Bill #494 gives no mention of improved and expedited processes when a 
parenting plan is vacated by one parent, despite court orders. Currently 
parents don't children for months or years even when court orders are in 
place 

• Bill #494 gives no mention of a protecting family's assets only IRS 539 funds. 
A judge can force a family to sell their home, liquidate retirement funds or 
seek GAL/AMC payments from extended families. 

• Bill #494 gives p.o mention of shared parenting 

• .Bill #494 should NOT provide for children to have the ability to request their 
own attorney. This would be disastrous for families where Parental 

. Alienation is involved. 
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I am a private practice attorney practicing primarily as a child protection attorney. I accept 

family cases only if DCF is or has been involved with the family. I have a contract with the Office of the 

Public Defender to represent both parents and children in our juvenile courts in child protection and 

delinquency matters. In addition, I have been appointed to act as a GAL for children in a small number of 

juvenile court cases. 

In my limited experience in our family court arena, I have seen nothing but problems with the 

GAL system. It serves as a shorthanded way of interfering with the rights of fit parents to raise their own 

children and results in large sums of money being expended by parents who are not in a position to pay. 

I have seen parents deprived of all access to their children and I have seen parents threatened with 

incarceration for non-payment of fees. I have seen parents ordered to spend large sums of money on 

psychological and psychiatric treatment and evaluation. I have seen parents deprived of their parental 

rights to a degree that would NOT occur in our juvenile court system even if the parent were accused of 

actual physical abuse of children. I have seen parents rights essentially terminated without the level of 

due process that would be afforded to that parent in our juvenile court system. I have seen judges i~ 

both juvenile and family courts make decisions based on non-sworn testimony of GAL's without any 

opportunity for cross-examination, and I have seen attorneys laugh about it. 

I am relatively new to our system, in practice since 2011. But I am not new to life -I am a 

lifelong resident of Connecticut, married and divorced in our state, a foster and adoptive parent in our 

state, and a long-term advocate on behalf of both adults and children with mental health conditions. I 
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have watched with sadness tlie level of animosity that lawyers have for many of our family court and 

juvenile court litigants. Everyone wants to claim they are acting to protect children, forgetting that 

parental rights are some of the most fundamental rights we have. It is too easy to judge, and too many 

attorneys are in the family kitchen. Serious limits need to be imposed before any more harm is done. 

S.B. 494 starts with the wrong assumption. Merely filing for a divorce in the state of Connecticut 

should not expose families to the loss of their fundamental parental rights. In addition to a constitution, 

we have some very strong case law about third parties wanting access to children over the objection of 

fit parents. The notion that a judge would be given discretion to grant child custody and visitation to 

intervening third parties over the objection of fit parents based merely on vague concepts of equity is 

simply offensive. For that reason alone, this bill should fail. 

But clearly the larger issue surrounds the use of GALs in family cases. This bill simply does not go 

far enough to address the problems, and passage of the bill would result in further harm to innocent 

families. First, there is nothing about attorneys that make them particularly adept at assessing the 

needs or interests of minor children. The notion that only attorneys act as GAL's is at the root of the 

problem. If we are going to use GAL's in our courts, we should be seeking applicants from a variety of 

backgrciunds. We should then be teaching them about fundamental parental rights and th~ concept of 

a minimum standard of parental fitness and the premise that every child needs to have contact with 

both of their parents except in the most extreme circumstances. This bill does nothing to achieve these 

ends. 

Second, the bill does not qualify the type of case where a GAL would become involved. It 

appears that a GAL could be appointed to any family case, without clear cause or purpose. The bill 

appears to call for a "appoint first, determine reason later" approach. That is an invitation for 

continuing abuse of the process. Any appointment of a GAL should be for a set cause, and that cause 

-~ - _, 
- - -
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should dictate the nature and duration of the job assignment. Anything less leaves vulnerable families 

exposed to harm. 

Lastly, the bill does not go far enough to protect the financial interests of families. There is no 

sound reason for an attorney to charge an attorney's rate for guardian ad litem work. Fees into the 

hundreds of dollars per hour for GAL work are outrageous and reflect poorly on the integrity of our 

system. Solid limitations are needed. 

In conclusion, S.B. 494 should fail because it leaves the door wide open for violation of 

fundamental parental rights while failing to adequately protect the interests of children who may truly 

need some limited service of a GAL or AMC during their parents' d1vorce. 

Respectfully, 

/S/ Lisa M. Vincent 

379 Prospect Street 
Torrington, CT 06790 
(860)626-8986 
AttorneyLVincent@gmail.com 
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I write to voice my support of the recommendations made by the majority of the Task Force to Study 
Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody of Minor Children. I also support the recommendations 
supported by the Family Law Section of the Connecticut Bar Association. 

I specifically do not support Section 1(b) that does not provide for immediate appointment of 
counsel or a Guardian ad Litem (GAL) in restraining orders and ex-parte application situations. 
Especially in such cases, children need their best interests protected and someone to perhaps, speak for 
them. Further, I do not support Section 4 that allows litigants the opportunity to remove an unlimited 
number of GALs appointed in his/her case. Doing so would allow litigants the opportunity to file 
motions to remove every personal available and qualified to act as a Guardian ad Litem that does not 
agree with 4imfher. I do not support Section 5(1) making state rates mandatory in any case where the 
children ever received HUSKY benefits. Like everyone else, those that take on the role of GAL or 
AMC (attorney for minor children), need to make a living and pay their bills. My experience has been 
that most GALs/AMCs, already charge reduced rates, take on several state rate cases, and accept pro 
bono assignments. They work long hours and agonize over the recommendations they make. In 
Section 5(b) "College savings account" needs to be specifically defined and I do not support it as 
written. In Sections 5 (c) and (d) AMC/GAL fees should not be reduced or changed without regard for 
the litigants' resources and what they pay their own attorneys. Again, those assigned to cases as GAL 
or AMC must also make a living. Why should litigants be allowed to pay thousands to their own 
attorneys and retain their other resources when someone that is often called, emailed and otherwise 
communicated to by both parties, attends all hearings and court dates, and does home visits, witness 
exchanges of children, and does countless other tasks expected of the GAL/ AMC in each case. 
GAL/ AMC should be justly compensated along with the attorneys representing the parties. 
I have been a practicing attorney since 1993. I am also a Certified Mediator. I limit my practice to 

family law matters in Litchfield Judicial District. I am frequently appointed as Guardian Ad Litem in 
contested custody cases. Representing children is one of the most rewarding aspects of my practice. It is 
also by far the most frustrating and least profitable aspects of my practice. I often reduce my hourly rate, 
charge $40 or $50 per hour, and accept pro-bono appointments. Home visits, parent meetings, and 
meetings with my wards are often done in the evenings or weekends. I believe children of divorcing 
parents need someone to look out for them - and sometimes to be their voice. Often the parties are so 
wrapped up in the battle against each other, they forget about the needs of their children. The children 
often become pawns to one or the other parents. 

The information I've seen and heard recently in the media and presented to the Task Force is 
appalling. I noticed that not one of the stories was told by a divorced (or divorcing) couple- it was one 
side or the other of a case. Additionally, when researching the cases on the judicial website, the number of 
motions filed in these cases was staggering. Guardians Ad Litem must attend all court hearings involving 
the children. Even when charging reduced fees, Guardians Ad Litem must be compensated for the work 
they do. 

I know the system is not perfect -nor are the people serving as Guardians Ad Litem. It is my hope 
the recommendations made by the Task Force majority will begin to improve the imperfect system and 
assist those parents involved in custody disputes and their children. 

I thank you for your consideration. 
Jeannine M. Talbot 
Attorney Jeannine M. Talbot 
Law Office & Mediation Center 
185 Albert Street, ToiTington. CT 06790 
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I'm an attorney in Danbury who handles a certain amount of family cases. 
There's a contingent calling itself the 'Coalition for Connecticut Family 
Court Reform' which seems to think that everyone involved in the family court 
system, from the judges down to the attorneys and GALs, is somehow in cahoots 
to become stinking rich on the backs of Connecticut's families, especially 
its children .. I get emails periodically from a Peter Szymonik, who I gather 
is a member of CCFCR. I received an email from him today stating "[u]ntil 
our GAL system is revamped with proper and independent oversight and 
accountability, and the too close relationships between a very small group of 
GALs and family law judges they enjoy direct and unwarranted access to is 
addressed, anp the state ceases believing it is a better parent, than parents 
are - this problem will continue." 

I'm not sure he grasps that courts and GALs only get involved in custody 
disputes when parents are unable or unwilling to sort those issues out 
themselves - ??? Only a very tiny minority of family disputes involve 
contested custody issues that cannot be resolved without judicial 
intervention. These are the highest of the high-conflict cases, involving 
high-conflict parties. 

Mr. Szymonik goes on to state that "a very small and elite group has 
essentially dictated family court policy and taken over court operations for 
their own personal means and to promote their own personal agendas - and 
agendas which do not place children and families first." To be blunt - I 
have no idea what he's talking about. He neither explains what these 
individuals might be doing or how they stand to gain from their alleged 
misdeeds, nor does he provide any examples of same. But nonetheless, he goes 
on to say that this (??) is destroying the family court system, and is the 
reason why 85% of family court litigants are pro se today, up from 70% two 
years ago. 

I gather it's true that roughly 85% of family litigants are now prose. But 
85% of family litigants are certainly not parties to the kind of contested 
custody matters that invoke the involvement of the Family Relations Division, 
or GALs. If parties are eschewing the services of the family bar, perhaps 
the reasons lie elsewhere - for example, a court system that bends over 
backwards to be friendly to pro se litigants, combined with an economic 
climate where people are hard-pressed to pay for the services of a lawyer, 
especially if they are encouraged to believe that they can do it themselves. 
Perhaps THIS is the reason why younger attorneys are not pursuing careers in 
family law. The older cadre have established their practices in the field 
and are likely hard-pressed to totally re-tool their practices at this point 
in their careers. To say that the 55-and-older practitioners have made their 
fortunes, emerged from the recession (has it ended? If so, I've not gotten 
the memo on that) unscathed, and are comfortable with and wish to perpetuate 
the status quo is laughable (OK, I'm only 54). 

-- -~· 
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Perhaps if there's money to be made in family law going forward, it will be 
in post-judgment matters involving efforts to sort out the messes created by 
pro se•s who have drafted and entered their own agreements without regard for 
the intricacies of the law. 

I've practiced family law on and off since 1989, minus several years taken 
off to raise children. I can say without hesitation that I haven't, and 
don't expect, ever to become wealthy from the practice of family law. I've 
served as a GAL and personally know some top-notch GALs. None that I know 
are becoming wealthy through their practice as GALs. 

I suspect that the members of the CCFCR are simply disgruntled high-conflict 
litigants who don't happen to like the outcomes of their particular cases, 
and, having exhausted all judicial avenues, are now taking their fight to 
another arena. As such, I'd take their grievances with a grain of salt, and 
hesitate to dismantle the current system based_on the complaints of a small 
but vocal minority. 

Thank you for,your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Lynne Jackson 
2 Glenwood Road 
New Milford CT 06776 

-~--~----.,--------



From: Michael W Evans 
Sent: Saturday, March 29, 2014 10:41 PM 
To: Jud Testimony 
Subject: RE: S.B. 494 
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There is nothing in this bill which provides the pubhc information on what AMC/GALs are paid, how 
much time they actually spend with children, or 1f they are doing what they have been assigned to do. 

(.?}There is no requirement that the Off1ce of the Public Defender post a list of the graduates of the 
GAL/AMC program who will work for a $500 retainer and $50 per hour--which would be the state 
contractor rate for indigent families. 

(.?} S.B. 494 contains no standard or a written Code of Ethics for GALs/AMCs with an enforcement 
sanction for misrepresentation of a child's right of Informed consent. 

(.?} S.B. 494 does not offer any kind of independent oversight over AMC/GALs are a way for parents to file 
a complaint outside of the Judiciary or attorney-controlled Statewide Gnevance Committee. 

J 

(.?} S.B. 494 contains no defined set of responsibilities for a GAL such as issuing a report on an evaluation 
of the sixteen factors---it leaves that up to "jud1c1al discretion"--which we have seen leads to no uniform 
standards like "automatic orders" entered at the time of the divorce is commenced. 

(.?} S B. 494 makes no changes in the Rules of Professional Conduct for attorneys appointed by the court 
or the Connecticut PB Rules which would conflict with the legislative language. 

(.?} S.B. 494 eliminates the invasion of 529 plans---but in no way does it limit the amount of money which 
can be ordered from an IRA which has tax consequences. 

(.?} S.B. 494 does not limit or cap AMC/GAL fees. 

What we NEED and are ASKING for, in part: 

(.?} Independent oversight over AMC/GALS, no outsourcmg of judicial authority to them 

(.?}A presumption of Shared Parenting and equal access, absent clear abuse and neglect 

(.?} Legislation that does NOT assign privilege or parental rights to AMC/GALs absent clear neglect and 
abuse 

(.?}Caps on what these AMC/GALs are paid (flat rates! Not hourly billing) 

In short, S.B. 494 is a start- but MUST be modified to make it effective. 

Smcerely, · 
Michael W Evans 
3731 S Sepulveda Blvd Apt 1 
Los Angeles, CA 90034-6888 
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John D1B1ase Jr 
32 Counselor Dnve 

Ct Jud1c1ary Committee 

Re Testimony m support of SB 494, 
HB 6685 for shared parentmg and HB 5524 for alimony reform 

Dear Honorable members of the Jud1c1ary Committee I can't help feeling that it was hypocritical for GAL to be appomted 
Cha1r of the GAL Task Force and a conf11ct of Interests 

About 2004 attorney Sharon Wicks Dornfeld was appo1nted my son's AMC/GAL. In my first and only meeting w1th her 
after her appomtment, 
Attorney Dornfeld commented to me that because I was fightmg for my right to sole custody of my son, who I was h1s 
pnmary care g1ver for the f1rst three years of his life, the most informative years of a child's development, she stated to me 
the I had self-serv1ng mterests. My only interest IS and was the Best mterest of my son She also criticized my act1v1sm 
aga1nst Family Court Abuses and demed of me my rights as a person with disabilities. My responsibility as a parent IS to 
teach my child about Life and that includes to teach him about c1v1cs and how and why 1t's Important to f1ght against social 
InJUStices In my first meet1ng with here at her office in Danbury, she threatened me that if I d1dn't g1ve up fighting for the 
custody of my son that she would see to it that I woudn't be able to file another mot1on m court She followed up w1th that 
threat and filed a mot1on in Danbury Superior Court to keep me from f11ing any more mot1ons Without the permission of the 
court He mot1on was approved When I tried to file mot1ons to get permission to file some mot1ons, I was denied by the 
court My ex-w1fe made it very difficult for me to have a meanmgful relationship with my over the 15 years my ex-wife had 
custody. My son's GAL psychiatnst Dr Cohen even stated m h1s report that he felt my son's mother wasn't always actnng 
1n out son's best mterest Because of my disab1lilty it was impossible for me to represent myself I was appomted a GAL 
but I d1dn't feel he was actmg m ne1ther my son's or my best mterests GAL attorney Dornfeld repeated used my d1sab11ity 
as an excuse to keep me from gettmg custody of my son. He was bemg fully supported by Soc1al Secunty D1sab11ity 
benefits My experience w1th Danburty Supenor court Judges and GALs has been very hum1liatmg and distrustful I felt I 
was bemg treated fairly as a self-representmg party 

Another serious problem with Family Courts is the lack of enforcement of a non-residential parent's parenting t1me court 
orders 

-,There 1s nothing in this bill wh1ch provides the public information on what AMC/GALs are pa1d, how much time they 
actually spend w1th children, or 1f they are do1ng what they have been assigned to do. 
-, There 1s no requ1rement that the Office of the Public Defender post a list of the graduates of the GAUAMC program who 
Will work for a $500 retamer and $50 per hour-which would be the state contractor rate for indigent families 
-, S.B 494 contains no standard or a wntten Code of Eth1cs for GALs/AMCs with an enforcement sanct1on for 
m1srepresentat1on of a child's nght of Informed consent 
-, S.B. 494 does not offer any kmd of independent oversight over AMC/GALs are a way for parents to f1le a complamt 
outs1de of the Judiciary or attorney-controlled Statew1de Gnevance Committee 
-, S.B. 494 contains no defined set of responsibilities for a GAL such as 1ssuing a report on an evaluation of the s1xteen 
factors--it leaves that up to "JUdiCial discret1on"--which we have seen leads to no umform standards like "automatic 
orders" entered at the time of the divorce is commenced 
-, S B 494 makes no changes in the Rules of Professional Conduct for attorneys appointed by the court or the 
Connecticut PB Rules which would conf11ct w1th the legislative language. 
-, S B 494 eliminates the invasion of 529 plans-but in no way does 1t lim1t the amount of money wh1ch can be ordered 
from an IRA which has tax consequences 
-, S.B 494 does not limit or cap AMC/GAL fees 

What we Parents NEED and are ASKING for, in part 
-, Independent oversight over AMC/GALS, no outsourcing of JUdiCial authonty to them 
-, A presumpt1on of Shared Parentmg and equal access, absent clear abuse and neglect 
-, Leg1slat1on that does NOT ass1gn pnv1lege or parental nghts to AMC/GALs absent clear neglect and abuse 
-, Caps on what these AMC/GALs are pa1d (flat rates I Not hourly billing) 

Yours Truly, 
Alienated Parent 
V1ct1m of Fam1ly Court and GAL Abuses 

John D1B1ase Jr 
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Sent: Sunday, March 30, 2014 11:17 AM 
To: Jud Testimony 
Subject: Gals and custody issues in Conn 

004093 .... _ -, 

I am a mother of three with no abuse history that has been kept from my kids for close to over 2 
years now. My ex has a lot of money and has been able to fight me at every turn. I am prose. 
Along with all the others that are standing in opposition to the abuses pretreated by the system 

the system accuses us of being hysterical and vitriolic . What on earth do they expect us to do 
they take away our kids our money and expect to just go along and get along?? The nazis threw 
people in mass graves with complete indifference while they casually smoked cigarettes. All the 
players who have done this to our families have committed not minor offenses but atrocities 
against parents and their children. I don't know a nice way to put it other than to simply say that 
anyone in a position to stop this madness and does not is equally culpable. 

Shared custody absent of abuse should be the standard 

Gals should not make any custody decisions not even temporary ones. This should go before a 
judge in a timely way if there is a dispute 

The gals because they bring no special training other than the 30 odd hours they receive before 
becoming gals (less hours by way to qualify a license a hairdresser in the state of ct) should 
never be allowed to make unilateral decisions only in conjunction with a team including but not 
limited to the judge 

Gals should not receive payments of any kind they should be voluntary positions like many 
states are or there should be a one time nominal patent. The money for children motive has got 
to stop 

---- .... 

My gal is from ct legal services. My ex husbands attorney is from a law office donates directly to 
ct legal services. This type of conflict of interests should not be tolerated. 

Thank you and please help us and our children. 

Elisa Epstein. Lcsw 



ROBERT A. HORWITZ, Ph.D. 
LICENSED CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGIST 

258 BRADLEY STREET 
NEW HAVEN, CT 06510 

(203) 789-1086 

To Members of the Judiciary Committee: 
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March 31, 2014 

RE: Raised Bill494 ("An Act Concerning Guardians ad Litem and Attorneys for Minor Children 
in Family Relabons Matters") 

As a psychologist and mediator (in private practice in New Haven) and a member of the "Task 
Force to Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody of Minor Children," I am pleased · 
to write in support of Raised Bill494. 

While it does not address all of the concerns discussed by the Task Force, this bill would serve the 
public well by clarifying the roles and responsibilities of GALs and AMCs, as well as the process 
for appointing and removing GALs and AMCs. 

Testimony received by the Task Force pointed out the staggering costs incurred by many families 
involved in libgation, and RB 494 enumerates some ways to control those costs. Unfortunately 
the bill does not deal with the costs of parents' own attorneys, which often are substantially 
higher than the GAL/ AMC costs. 

Clearly, the best way to reduce legal costs for families in the court system is to reduce therr need 
to be in court. To the extent that conflict can be resolved through med1abon, costs (both 
emotional and financial) can be substantially contained. Section 4 of RB 494 acknowledges the 
value of media bon m resolving disputes regarding removal of GAT...saru:fAM:Cs, but there are 
many additional areas in wh1ch mediation can effectiVely reduce time in the courtroom. The 
Early Intervention Program piloted successfully for several years in the Hartford court and 
staffed by a panel of volunteer psychologists and attorneys, has kept many cases from going to 
trial. This program, as the Task Force recommended, deserves to be extended to all judicial 
districts in the state Expansion of the mediation services offered within the courts by Family 
Relations would be another cost-effective way to reduce expensive litigation Referral of 
parenting disputes to mental health professionals in the community for "co-parenting 
counseling" or "parent coordination" is another way to reduce time and money spent in court. 

Reducing GAL/ AMC costs as outlined in RB 494 will help, but thiS is only one small part of the 
solubon to the problems that plague our family court system. I urge the Judiciary Committee to 
review carefully the many other recommendations made by our Task Force and look forward to 
seemg some of those recommendations enacted into law. 

Smcerely, 

Robert A Horwitz, Ph D. 
(CT License #662) 
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Subject: Raised Bill No. 494 March 31, 2014 

Gentlemen/Ladles of the Judiciary Comm1ttee 

My name is Derek Grant. I am a concerne.d retired senior citizen, parent and grandparent who has lost 

trust in our Family Court System. I want to comment on how Bill No. 494, An Act Concerning Guardians 

Ad Litem and Attorneys for Minor Children in Fam1ly Relations Matters, may be improved in this start on 

necessary reform. 

Section 1 

(a) No comment 

{b) The provisions of subsection (a) of this section shall not apply when the parties have requested 

that counsel or a guardian ...... (Add after parties) "with attorney representation" have 

requested 

(c) No comment 

Section 2 thru Sect1on 4 No comment 

Section 5 

(a) No comment 

(b) .... .for the benefit of the mmor ch1ld (Add) nor any IRA, 401 or other IRS recognized ret1rement 

account subject to taxable withdrawn amounts. 

(c) ..... the court may order that the (Add "reasonable") fees owing .... 

(d) .... for calculating, on a sliding scale basis, the (Add "reasonable") fees owing .... 

Section 6 

.... to serve m a family relations matter. (Expand to address outstanding concerns/Issues) 

For example, in addition to roles and responsibilities, enumerate what GALs must NOT do, nor 

promote. Illustrate w1th examples of reported abuses, 1f practical. 

Responsibilities must mclude providing wntten statements/reports to any individual party likely 

to be impacted by any issue the GAL finds to be both significant and negat1ve in nature 

regarding the assigned role{s) on a timely bas1s. 

Derek Grant 

Rocky Hill, CT 06067 

1 of 1 DAG 3/30/2014 
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Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 8:19AM 
To: Rep. Gonzalez, Minnie; Rep. Vargas, Edwin; Jud Testimony 
Subject: CT Judicial 

0 0 ~l09_6____,_____j 

I am writing this Email to notify you of my experience with the Stamford/Middletown 
Family Courts. 
When my custody/relocation trial was taking place, the lawyer on the other side (Gary 
Cohen) passed an envelope to a state employee (she was about to testify concerning 
custody and granting out of state relocation with our son) in a conference room that I 
personally witnessed. My lawyer then brought up this fact to the judge who ignored this 
(it is in the transcript of the trial) The State Employee then testified (along with the GAL) 
that my ex wife should be able to relocate outside the state of CT with our son for her 
"employment reasons". My X quickly relocated out of state with our son, and I 
then found out that she NEVER had any employment outside the state of CT as BOTH 
the State Employee and the GAL (Mark Henderson) testified to. Bottom line my son 
was sold by the GAL (remember they have immunity so they want to keep their 
relationships with their lawyers in place (so they can get on the next case), and this 
cottage industry in place) You have a system in place where children are being bought 
and sold by the GALs and the CT Judicial System. NOTHING is done when you file a 
grievance {I did on the GAL (Mark Henderson and Gary Cohen) .... 

I 
You have a system that is close to slavery where our most precious resource (our 
children) are being bought and sold by the GALs. My story is just one of many- most of 
us will not testify because we know this will be held against us if we ever go back to 
court. 

In case you are intersted, my X is out of state with our son, unemployed, and has 
declared bankruptcy ... but remember the GAL (Mark Henderson) the State 
employee(Phyliss Cummings-Texeria) the lawyer on the other side (Gary Cohen) all 
sold the story to the judge that my X has to move out of state for her "promotion" at 
work. I guess with the right GAL, and the right lawyers, and the right amount of 
money, anything can be valid reason to take a child away from a parent 600 miles and 
force that child to be in a hotel room with his parent for vistation ..... 

Watch the original movie 'Walking Tall" this is what you have in Connectciut 

Name withheld 



Testimony of David Kelman 
In FAVOR of SB494 

For Judiciary Committee Public Hearing 
March 31, 20 14 

Dear Members of the Judiciary Committee: 

004097 

I am a divorced father of two children now ages 18 and 20 who now attend college. My children were ages 5 and 7 when I 
was first separated. A guardian ad litem was assigned to our case early on. I don't know why. I did not request. My ex-wife 
made claims of child abuse on two separate occasions. The Department of Children and Families found nothing to 
substantiate her claims both times. Neither the State of Connecticut nor anyone else ever explained to me why a GAL was 
assigned to our case 

I am a business professional with a Masters degree in Business AdministratiOn. I feel I have a good understanding what is 
fair and reasonable. When my children were young, I was involved in their lives and paid my child support obligation in 
full and on time weekly. 

I support Senate Bill 494, An Act Concerning Guardians Ad Litem and Attonreys for Minor Children in Family Relations 
Matters. 

I feel Connecticut's Family Court and Guardian ad Litem systems are broken. The state court system is financially and 
emotionally devastating parents and families already suffering from a divorce. It has been my experience the system did 
not work in the "best interests" of my children. Immediate action and reform is needed now - we must do much better for 
families and children of divorce. 

Years ago I filed a motion for counseling with my children. My ex-wife testified against it. The Guardian ad Litem 
assigned to our case also testified against it. Sadly, the Judge rubber stamped the Guardian ad Litem's position and denied 
my motion. I simply sought a better relationship with my children after they had been alienated by my ex-wife, who 
attempted to put me at the margin of their lives. Our children suffered terribly. Our children were denied the mental health 
counseling they deserved. I was shocked that the Court system did nothing to aid our family when I as a parent sought 
assistance to improve matters for our children. 

I believe in part the motion was denied because the Guardian ad Litem failed to take the appropriate action, which would 
have been to engage the assistance of a qualified mental health professional to help evaluate the situation and determine if 
our children would benefit from counseling with me. 

The Guardian ad Litem in our case provided a disservice to our children and, ultimately, hurt our family, while being paid a 
great deal of money. Our children have suffered a terribly loss. They missed out on the counseling they needed. I fear they 
may have relationship issues throughout their lives, despite my best efforts to seek them qualified mental health assistance. 
In my opinion, the Guardian ad Litem failed to really consider the best interests of our children, especially when I, as their 
father, expressed my concern for them and sought the proper help. 

My children are grown now and I will not benefit from any family court or GAL reform the legislature may take; but I do 
hope families who face divorce in the future will benefit from an improved family court and GAL system. I urge all 
Committee members to vote in FAVOR of SB494. 

Thank you for your kind attention to this very important matter. 

Respectfully, 

David Kelman 
West Hartford, CT 

### 
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GAL Reform 

Angela Hick.mann 

ahickmann9@gmail.com 

My children and I are survivors of domestic violence. One would think the violence 

ended after I filed for divorce in 2007. But the violence changed form. My ex-husband 

Angelo Gizzi has been using the court system to stalk, intimidate, coerce, and financially 

devastate me and my children. To date, I have spent $35,000.00 on psychologists, well 

over $125,000.00 on attorneys, and countless unpaid days off from work. 

My children's GAL continues to support and perpetuate the fifteen year domestic 

violence inflicted upon my children and me. Mr. Gizzi's fourth attorney Mary Piscatelli 

Brigham. 

I have attached the most recent Motion filed Friday. Attorney Mary Piscatelli Brigham, 
is attempting to do to me what she has done to so many other mothers -take away sole 

legal and physical custody and give the children and custody to a convicted abuser. This 

legal battle will cost thousands of dollars again. 

My attorney I have oeen defending my children and myself for seven years in 

court ... with no end in sight. 

Please create GAL oversight. Attorney Willam RJP Brown has done nothing to stop the 

litigation abuse. 

. : 



Bridget A. Garrity 
AITORNEY AT LAW 

32 CITY HAL!. A VENUE 
SUITEF 

P.O.BOX387 
TORRINGTON, CONNECTICUT 06790 

(860) 489-1100 
FAX (860) 489-7gS9 

SENT VIA EMAIL and FIRST CLASS MAIL 
Joint Committee on Judiciary 
Room 2500, Legislative Office Building 
Hartford, CT 06106 

March 25,2014 

004099 

Re: Task Force to Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody of Minor 
Children 

Dear Honorable Co-Chairs and Members: 

: · · · . 'f'arii writitig to request that you strongly -consider the majority recommendations of this 
Task Force. ·f have been'a 'member of the Connecticut Bar since 19~4- Wbile:l ~rj.ginally sf!Uted 
out as a:generai_ptactitionE:r, my-practice is cori.centrate.d in the are<'! offamilyolaw;·I represent 
clients· in divorce, legal separation, cu'stody, support,-criminal, and proo~te matters. I have also 
been representing cliildren, as attorney for minor child and guardian ·ad litem, since 1987. 

I have seen good people at the worst times of their lives. The separation of a family is 
extremely stressful to the parents and to the children. Due to the stressors involved, parents 
sometimes cannot put their children's needs ahead of their own. If that Dccurs in the legal 
context, and there is a dispute over legal and physical custody, and/or parenting access, the 
children need a voice and need to h&-.-c their bc:;t i..--:.terests F~tectcd. I ccntinue te see the neec!. 
for guardians ad litem and attorneys for minor children. However, I understand there is a request 
for reform and I wish to write to support the Task Force recommendations and the 
recommendations of the Judicial Department. 

I am not becoming wealthy re.{lreS'enting_ children. I take many cases pro bono or for a 
low hourly rate. I have a significant acco,unts.re~eivable for parents who_are making small 
monfuly payments. 1 ruso have many parents who have •stopped making their payments or who 
have TefiiSed .fo pay my-.fees. I do not turn' away a ca5e..because of the .finanqes. of..tn_e parents. I 
do tbis:a.s. a serVice to1:he· parents and to our court system, because I belie;v.e children need to be 
heardandprotected .. •.- ··- '_, · .' · · · .. ·. · ~. .. .-. __ . --_ . -.. •.- .. -

..... ,,. .. 
'I 
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I watched a significant portion of the public hearing for the Task Force. I was saddened 
to_ hear and read some of these stories. However, these stories do not give an accurate picture of 
our family law system. Most family cases settle. In my practice, whether representing the · 
children or representing one of the parents, many cases settle due to the work 9f the guardian ad 
litem. When I am the guardian ad litem, I do everything possible to avoid stress for the children 
involved and see it as my duty to try to effectuate a settlement. However, sometimes cases 
cannot settle. Many of those unsettled cases have to go through the evaluation process and trial, 
because one or both parents have issues that impede the parents ability to consider alternatives 
for a parenting plan. I have represented over 1,000 children in my career. I have received many 
letters from these children, thanking me for my assistance. Some of these children have gone on 
to_pecome therapists, social workers or lawyers, dedicated to aiding other children who are going 

-"'through divorce or separation. Most parents do not want a stranger in a black robe making the 
decision-about where their children will live, and the access time each parent will have. 
However, our judiciary is there to make these decisions if the parents cannot decide. The 
guardian ~d litem is there to assist the judge in making his/her decision, as a witness who can be 
cross-examined. I do not take my charge lightly and I feel most of the guardians ad litem feel the 
same way as I do. 

We all can agree that our legal system is not perfect, but we should not throw away the 
baby with the bath water. I have seen the process improve over my 30 years of practice. I was 
part of the curriculum panel that developed the training program. I agree that there is room for 
increased oversight. I believe that the Task Force's majority recommendations on the role of the 
guardian ad litem and attorney for the minor child are reasonable. I have also reviewed the 
recommendations of the Judicial Department and can support those also. In particular, I think 
direction from the court as to the scope of the appointment, and allowing parents standing to 
raise issues as to the guardian/attorney are major steps that should be implemented. Increased 
funding for Family Services would shorten evaluation time. I already mentor inexperienced or 
new GALs or AMCs, but I think there should be an organized mentoring program. 

I cannot support the recommendations or requests set out in the Minority Report, as to the 
role of GALs/ AMCs in Family matters. I do not think the Minority Report takes into account the 
variations in family law cases, and the complex legal issues that may be present in a case. I think . 
the Minority Report focused on the fees involved, and not the actual practice of a GAL. I know 
from my years of practice, and speaking to other GALs/AMCs that this is not a lucrative area in 
which to practice. It is an area full of heart-ache for the parents and children. I have been 
subjected to threats, of physical injury or death, from litigants, and yet I still continue do this 
work for my wards, the children. I often tell people that I am on "th~ side of the angels," because 
I know the children did not ask for their family to be tom asunder. Children should be free to be 
kids, and to love and have a relationship with both parents. The legal system is only involved in a 
family's life for a limited time period, but the parents remain the parents until the parent dies or 
the child dies. Parenting is a life-long responsibility. Some parents are able to rise to the 
challenge after court intervention, and some need the oversight of the legal system to assist them 
in becoming a functioning and capable parent. I tell inexperienced GALs that at the end of a case 
it is likely that one or both parents will be unhappy with your recommendations, and that being a 
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GAL Is not a po}o\Jtarity·ccntest. It is hard work, for'v;hlch there are rewards beyond money . 

. I ~ould a:.so ask that you accept the f!lajority recommendations, as to the extent of 
noncomp~i~.ce with CGS Sec. 46b-56 (c) (6) ::md the roie of the court in enforcing compiia11ce. l 
have repr~ted-ina.Tj parents in post-judgmeni a:;tions where access was being denied by 
another parent. We do need a quicker response to sitt:ations where one parent is being denied 
access to his/her -children. . 

_, I would also.ask:.that you accept the majority recommendations as to whether the State 
should adopt a presun1ption of shared custody . .! do not think any changes should be made to 

JCGS Sec. 46b-56a(a). Shared custody can work, but not in all cases. 

ln conclusion, I would ask that you accept the Task Force majority recommendations. 
This committee worked tirelessly, and did a yeoman's work tmder thankless circumstances. 
Custody/parenting access cases are the most difficult cases in our legal system. There will 
always be unhappy, angry or disgruntled parents in this area. A drastic overhaul of the system is 
not necessary'i\:mt soq1e reform would be workable. Please consider my testimony when you are 
reviewing pending legislation. -

Thank you. 

BAG/kd 
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Testimony 

In Support ofRaised S.B. No. 494 

An Act Concerning Guardians Ad Litem and Attorneys for Minor Children in Family Relations 
Matters 

Judiciary Committee 

March 31,2014 

Dear Chair Coleman, Chair Fox, Vice-Chair Doyle, Vice-Chair Ritter, Ranking Member Kissel, 
Ranking Member Rebimbas, and Members of the Judiciary Committee, 

The primary role oflegislators is to represent the people who put their trust in them, and when it 
comes to children, accountability to this role and trust becomes even greater. I am submitting 
testimony in support of raised bill S.B. 494 to give a voice to the children on matters of family 
relations and the importance of establishing procedures to effectuate the hearing of a motion 
seeking removal of counsel for a minor child or remova.I of a guardian ad litem for a minor child. 

A family member of a minor child, and the child herself, came to me with a complaint 
concerning a court assigned guardian ad litem. They had expressed extreme frustration in the 
myriad roadblocks they encountered in their request for removal of the child's guardian ad litem. 
I share this case in my testimony not only because of the silence by the courts, but because of the 
child's special educational needs her disability requires be met by law and sadly remain unserved 

Please Vlsrt My Website At WoNW repmolgano com 
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while family relations matters are negotiated. Raised bill S.B. 494 is a step in a positive direction 

of giving a voice to children, a step allowing a process of mediation in situations such as this. 

I also support the bill's provisions for the selection of counsel or a guardian ad litem by the 
parties to family relations matters and the development of a publication on the general statutes 
about the roles and responsibilJties of counsels and guardians ad litem appointed by the courts. 

Parties to family relations matters should be allowed to choose who they agree to would best 

meet the needs of their children and be given clear and precise information on their rights and 
more importantly, on the rights of minor children regarding court appointees who are charged to 
fill the position of counsel or guardian ad litem. 

As legislators, we swear to serve the people who elect us. Moreover, we are accountable to the 

people whose voices are not directly represented in the voting booth, the children. The lives of 
children are held in a balance during proceedings on family relations matters, and these same 

children are putting their trust in us to do what is right to protect their welfare, which oftentimes 
is insensitively weighed by those given the responsibility to decide their future. I urge the 

Judiciary Committee to do what is right, please pass raised bill S.B. 494 and begin moving in a 
sure direction of giving a voice to children on matters of family relations. 

Sincerely, 

Mlch~el L. Molgano 

State Representative 
District 144 
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Thank you for allowing me to provide you with feedback in regard to Bill #494. 

'I want to thank the assembled Judiciary Committee for responding to the concerns 
people expressed on January 9, 2014 in regard to GAUAMC abuse by proposing this 
bill. I think it goes a long way towards improving the GAUAMC system in terms of: 

1. Providing guidelines for the specific work GALs/AMCs will do and what will be the 
conditions of their ~mployment. 

2. Protecting some of children's assets from plunder by GALs/AMCs 
3. Allowing for a sliding scale when it comes to payment of GALs and AMCs 
4. Giving parties standing for challenging a bad GAUAMC 
5. Producing an explanatory booklet in regard to the GAUAMC system 

What we still require are the following: 

1. In regard to Bill #494, Sec. 1, we need parameters for judges for making a 
determination as to when a GAL or AMC is needed. We don't need GALs or 
AMCs simply because there is a custody dispute as long as both parents are fit 
parents. GALs and AMCs should only be appointed given a DCF determination 
of abuse or neglect. 

2. In regard to Section 1 (c) of Bill #494, there should be caps on GAUAMC fees 
based upon income, and a determination of priorities in order of importance when 
it comes to tasks the GAUAMC should be asked to do. Not everyone has the 
ability to pay for full services, or wants to or needs to-parents should have a 
voice in regard to options when it comes to levels of engagement, or prioritizing 
of tasks in order to limit charges. Some tasks may have to be left at the wayside 
because there is no money for them, and this is a reality many parents face. 
While we may want to provide unique and specialized care to each family, the 
economic reality is that this is a luxury many parents cannot afford, nor should _ 
they always have it. 

3. In regard to Section #4 of Bill #494, we require specific guidelines regardinQ what 
GAUAMC behaviors would justify a determination of fact that a professional has 
acted in such a manner as to warrant removal from his or her position. Such 
guidelines might be, for example, any one of the following misbehaviors: 1) failing 
to meet sufficiently with the child client; 2) lying about facts in the case; 3) hiding 
evidence in the case; 5) failing to investigate charges of PAS or DV; 6. Bias 1n 
favor of one or the other party; 7. Providing legal advice to one or the other party. 
8. Acting outside the scope of representation as defined by the Judge, etc. Also, 
we need a definition of what level of severity of the wrongdoing of the complained 

' .. 
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about behavior-annoying all the way down the range to egregious-is 
necessary, and we need to know whether evidence must rise to that of clear and 
convincing evidence or simply the preponderance of the evidence. The current 
lack of clarity in this bill could harm parties with legitimate grievances. 

4. There should be a tracking system included in this Bill requesting that the CT 
Judicial Branch make a notation of when a GAL or AMC is assigned in a case 
and for what reason, and also tracking how frequently these GALs or AMCs are 
removed from a case and for what reason. 

2 

5. There should be an evaluation system put into place to track good GALs and bad 
GALs in the 'form of evaluation forms provided to the parties so that they can give 
feedback to the CT Judicial Branch and the Judges at the end of a case in regard 
to which GALS and AMCs are succeeding and which are not. 

6. In regard to Sec. 6 requiring a publication describing the GAUAMC system in the 
CT Judicial Branch, I request that one member of the public, and one non lawyer 
be assigned to the Committee writing that publication. 

7. GALs and AMCs should be required to comply with ADA Law under Title II and 
title Ill and should not be allowed to discriminate on the basis of disability and 
they should be required to provide Notice of their intention to comply with the 
non-discrimination requirements of the ADA at the beginning of a case. 

Thank you very much for your ti~e. Please approve. Bill #494 with the appropriate 
changes that I have suggested. 

Submitted By, 

Elizabeth A. Richter 
P.O. Box 5 
Canton, CT 06019 
860-751-4668 
earichter@aol.com 

/ ~-- -
'•• I' I 
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COMPLAINT AGAINST ATTORNEY 
(GRIEVANCE COMPLAINn 

J~C-6 Rev. 7·10 
P.B. § 2~2(a) 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT ~ 
JUDICIAL BRANCH 

wv.w.jud.ct.gov ~ 

Read the Instructions for this complaint before 
filling It out Complaints that are not filled out 
correctly will be returned to you. 

After filling out this complaint, ma11 the original and 6 copies of it to: 

Statewide Bar Counsel 
Statewide Grievance Committee 

1. 

287 Main Street, 2nd Floor, Suite 2 
East Hartford, CT 06118-1885 

Complainant's (person making complaint against attorney) Information. A separate complaint form must be 
filled out for each Complainant. 
Name (First. Middle, Last) 

!RJ Mr. D Mrs. D Ms. D (Other) PAUL GREENAN 
A 

2009 Summer Street, Second Floor, Stamford, Connecticut 06905 
Telephone number Email address (opbonal) 

(203) 721-6001 · paul@greenanlegal.com 

2. Information about the attorney you are making a complaint against. Do not name a law firm. A separate 
complaint form must be filled out for each attorney you are complaining about 
Name (Fir31, Middle, Li@j 
MELISSA JILL NEEDLE 

830 Post Road East, Westport, Connecticut 06880 
T ephone number 

(203) 657-9500 

3. Explain how you are connected to the attorney. 

D I hired/retained the attorney. Dates of representation: to 

D The court appointed the attorney to represent me. Date attorney was appointed by the court: 

D The court appointed the attorney to represent my children. Date attorney was appointed by the court: 

D The attorney represented the other side against me in a matter. 

D The attorney was the prosecutor In my criminal case. 

!RJ Other. Explain: Please see attached Affidavit 

4. Have you ever filed a complaint against this attorney with the Statewide Grievance Committee? 

D Yes. Give the name and grievance number of each complaint that you have filed: 

!RJ No 

5. Please give the Information asked for below If your complaint Is about the attorney's conduct in a lawsuit or a 
criminal case. 

arne of wt or criminal case 

Paul Greenan v. Suzanne E. Greenan 
Courthouse oc:alion 

Stamford 

Do Not Write In This Area- For Statewide Bar Counsel Use Only 

File Date 

Complaint number 

Referred to· 

Page 1 of3 

. ---=-- -. ~-~ --~ ... 
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6. Please explain the type of legal work done by the attorney In the matter that led to this complaint. Check all that 
apply. 

D Criminal law IRJ Family law/Divorce 

D Personal real estate matter D Business or corporate matter 

D Personal injury/Wrongful death/Malpracbce 

D Estate planning/Elder law/Probate 

D Workers' compensation D General civil claims D Immigration matter 

0 Arbitration or mediation D Collection matter 

D Other. (Explain) Please see attached Affidavit 

7. Please explain what kind of complaint this Is. Check all that apply. You must still explain your complaint in 
detail in question 10. 

D Misused funds or other property D Neglect, diligence or competence issues 

0 Charged too high a fee 

0 Did not return records 

D Did not safeguard money or property 

0 Confidentiality Issues 

D Fraud or misrepresentation issues 

0 Communication issues 

D Improper withdrawal 

D Conflict of interest 

D Did not obey a court order 

D Did not pay a judgment 

D Harassment ~ Other. (Explain) =La:::rc=en~y:...:b::.!y:...:e:..:xt:.::o:..:.rtl:::o:.:.n:._ _____ _ 

8. Have you paid the attorney any legal fees for the matter complained about or has any other person paid the 
attorney anyAegal fees for the matter for you? 

~ Yes. Amount the attorney charged you: See Affidavit 

Amount paid to the attorney by you or by another person for you: See Affidavit 

D The matter Involved a contmgency fee that has not been paid. 

D No. 

Attach a copy of the fee agreement to this complaint. 

9. Give a list of ail witnesses that have information about your complaint. Attach additional sheets If necessary. 

Name (First Mt le, Last} 

SEE ATTACHED AFFIDAVIT. 
A ress 

I TelephOne number 

Name (Ftrst MJddle, L4sl) I Telephone number 

Address 

JD-GC-6 Rev 7-10 Page 2 of3 
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10. Give the details of your complaint In the order that they happened. Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED AFFIDAVIT WHICH IS ALSO BEING FILED WITH THE DMSION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE. 

11. Sign and date this complaint below. Please use blue Ink. 

Executed under penalties 
of false statement, 

Date signed 

Be sure to read paragraph 11 of the Instructions before copying and filing your complaint. 

JD-GC-6 Rev 7-10 Page 3of3 



IN THE MATIER OF MELISSA JILL NEEDLE 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

COUNTY OF FAIRFIELD 

ss.: 

AFFIDAVIT 

Stamford 

May 11,2011 

---004109-

I, PAUL GREENAN, being duly sworn, make the following affidavit for use by the 

State of Connecticut, as well as by the Connecticut Statewide Grievance Committee and 

the Office of Chief Disciplinary Counsel : 

Complainant 

1. I reside at 2539 Bedford Street, Unit 37-C, Stamford, Connecticut 06905. I 

maintain a professional office at 2009 Summer Street, 2"d Floor, Stamford Connecticut 

06905. 

2. I am an attorney admitted to practice in the States of Connecticut and New 

York. I have at all times been an attorney in good standing. I was previously associated 

with the law firm of Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flam LLC in New York, New York. 

3. I am the Plaintiff in the following case pending in Superior Court, State of 

Connecticut: Paul Greenan vs. Suzanne E. Greenan, FST-FA09-4015684-S (the "divorce 

action"). 

Melissa Jill Needle 

4. Melissa Jill Needle, also known as Melissa Jill Lynch ("Needle") is an 

attorney admitted to practice In the State of Connecticut. Needle maintains a law office 

at 830 Post Road East, Westport, Connecticut 06880. Needle's personal residence is 

located at 6 Christmas Lake Lane, Westport, Connecticut 06880, and she has had at least 

one prior personal residence in the State of Florida . 

. 
·'.-:· ,-.. - ---:·-. . 
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5. Needle was previously suspended from the practice of law in the State of 

Connecticut for a period oftime in. 2007. It is not known if Needle was ever licensed to 

practice law or the subject of disciplinary action in the State of Florida. 

6. Immediately prior to engaging in her current law practice, Needle was 

employed by the firm of Rutkin, Oldham et al., LLC in Westport, Connecticut. Upon 

Information and belief, Needle was asked to leave that firm on or about July 2010, a time 

which directly coincides with her actions described herein. 

7. Needle has at times, separately or simultaneously, and despite clear 

conflicts, acted as attorney for the guardian ad litem ("GAL") in the divorce action, as well 

as attorney for my two minor children ("AMC"), ages 11 and 7. 

Eric J. Broder 

8. The GAL is Attorney Ei"ic J. Broder ("Broder''). Broder malnt~ins offices at 1 

Morningside Drive North, Westport, Connecticut 06880. Broder's personal residence is 

located at 158 Fallowfield Road, Fairfield, Connecticut 06824. 

Gary I. Cohen 

9. Gary I. Cohen ("Cohen") is an attorney admitted to practice in the State of 

Connecticut. Cohen maintains an office at 1100 Summer Street, Stamford, Connecticut 

06905 and a residence at 1455 Washington Boulevard, Stamford, Connecticut 06902. 

10. Like Needle, Cohen has a history of disciplinary action. See, for example, 

Chief Disciplinary Counsel vs. Gary Cohen, FST-CV08-4014502-S. Cohen has been or 

continues to be a defendant in a number of malpractic~ actions in the State of 

Connecticut. 

11. The law Offices of Gary I. Cohen ("Cohen's firm") represented me in the 

divorce action from March 21, 2010 until June 16, 2010. 
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Needle's Conduct 

12. Cohen and Needle demanded money from me, to be paid to Needle, for 

the purpose of securing unsupervised and substantial parenting time with my children, 

and for a "fast and favorable" outcome to child custody issues. Cohen repeatedly stated 

that Needle was a "whore," who would "go away" if I met her demands for money and 

remuneration. 

13. One such demand was made in the presence of my brother, James J. 

Greenan, Jr., a retired and decorated law enforcement (DEA) agent, who will provide a 

supporting affidavit and testimony upon request. In that instance, I was directed to have 

a check sent to Needle by overnight delivery. 

14. In another instance, Needle met with my current divorce counsel, Attorney 

Neal P. Rogan. In that meeting, Needle made demands for money, and screamed at 

Attorney Rogan: "Tell your guy to pay me my fucking money." Attorney Rogan will 

provide a supporting affidavit and testimony upon request. 

15. Needle repeatedly demanded to be paid sums of money in the form of 

drafting fees in exchange for arranging the lifting of supervised visitation and a favorable 

custody outcome. In one particular instance, Needle demanded that she be paid $10,000 

as a "retainer" for herself. This was done at time when Needle's only role in the divorce 

case was that as an attorney representing the GAL 

16. My refusal to make payments to Needle resulted in immediate retaliation 

including, but not limited to, preventing me from having normal access to my children for 

now more than 15 months. Together, the retaliatory actions of Needle run the spectrum 

of unethical, to unlawful, to depraved. 

17. I am prepared to give detailed, thorough and documented examples of 

each act of retaliation, as well as provide a list of individuals, including attorneys 

connected to this matter, who will provide supporting testimony. 

18. Documentary evidence, in the form of court filings, deposition testimony, a 

cancelled check, billing records, notes and certain electronic evidence document the 

actions of both Needle and Cohen. Such evidence is in my possession and/or the 

possession of my counsel. The evidence is voluminous and will be made available for 
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inspection and copying to the State of Connecticut, law enforcement personnel, the 

Statewide Grievance Committee and the Office of Chief Disciplinary Counsel. 

Motion for Removal 

19. On February 18, 2011, the attached PlaintifFs Motion for Removal and 

Other Relief was filed in the divorce action. That motion has not yet been heard. That 

motion seeks the removal of Needle based on evidence that she: 

(a) sought to be paid certain remuneration to influence and affect the 

outcome of child custody; 

(b) in retaliation for my refusal to meet her demands for remuneration, 

engaged in certain egregious behavior meant to cause and causing serious 

and significant harm to my relationship with my children; 

(c) engaged in the use of profanity and other verbal intimidation; 

(d) engaged in unlawful, fraudulent and/or deceptive bill practices; and 

(e) willfully ignored the obvious conflicts of Interest created by her 

representation of the minor children when she previously acted and 

continues to act as attorney for the GAL, whose own actions raise 

very serious questions. 

~~ 
PAUL GREENAN 

On May 11, 2011, PAUL GREENAN, known to me as the signer of the 

foregoing affidavit, personally appeared before me in Stamford, Connecticut and made 

oath to the truth of the statements contained therein. 

~1M-"" q-3•-:;J.JI 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

·~·r. 0 ·~ 
. ~~ . -:;•· ~ , .. 
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DOCKEr NUMBER: FST-FA09-4015784S : SUPERIOR COURT 

PAUL GREENAN : J.D. OF STAMFORD/NORWALK 

vs. : ATSTAMFORD 

SUZANNE GREENAN : FEBRUARY 18,2011 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR REMOVAL AND OTHER RELIEF 

The plaintiff in the above-entitled matter hereby moves for the immediate removal of the 

Attorney for the Minor Children ("AMC") as well as her immediate removal in her capacity as counsel 

to the GAL. The basis fol' said removal is the plaintiff is causing a complaint to be filed with the 

Statewide Grievance Committee alleging that the AMC/ Attorney for the GAL engaged in serious 

misconduct in the course of her tenure both as Attorney for the GAL as well as in her role as AMC. 

The alleged misconduct includes, but is not limited to, allegations that the AMC: 

a. sought to be paid certain remuneration to influence and affect the outcome of child custody 

in this case; 

b. in retaliation for the plaintiff's refusal to meet her demands for remuneration, engaged in 

certain egregious behavior meant to cause and causing serious and significant harm to the plaintiffs 

relationship with the mino1· children; 

c. engaged in the use of profanity and other verbal intimidation; 

d. engaged in unlawful, fraudulent and/or deceptive bill practices; and 

ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED 
TESTIMONY REQUIRED 
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e. willfully ignored the obvious conflicts of interest created by her representation of the minor 

children when she previously acted or continued to act as the attorney for the GAL whose own actions 

may raise certain questions in this case. 

Consequently, the plaintiff moves that this Court order the AMC/Attorney for the GAL be 

immediately removed in both her capacities and that a further order be made that the AMC/Attorney 

for the GAL not be compensated in either one of her capacities pending the outcome of an 

investigation into her conduct by the Statewide Grievance Committee. 

BY~:~~=---~~r-----
1 P. Rogan 

Law Offices of Neal Rog , LLC 
315 Post Road West 
Westport, CT 06880 
203-341-8783 
neal@nealrogan.com 
Juris#: 408898 

___ ___j 
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ORDER 

This motion, having been duly heard by this court, it is hereby ordered: GRANTED/DENIED. 

BY THE COURT 

Judge/Clerk 

-3-
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CERTIFICATION 

This is to certify that on this 18th day of February, 2011, a copy of the foregoing has been 
faxed and mailed to all counsel, prose and non-appearing parties of record, to wit: 

Attorney Melissa Needle 
830 Post Road East 
Suite 101 
Westport, CT 06880 

Norman A. Roberts, TI, Esquire 
Marvin, Ferro, Bamdollar & Roberts, LLC 
220 Elm Street, Suite 100 
New Canaan, CT 06840 

Eric Broder, .Esquire 
Broder & Orland, LLC 
1 Morningside Drive North 
Building A, Floor 3 
Westpmt, CT 068 0 

-4-



------0041-1-7--

DOCKET NO: FST-CV-13-6017645-S 

PAUL GREENAN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

GARY I. COHEN, 
MARCI ELIZABETH FINKELSTEIN, and 
LAW OFFICES'OF GARY I. COHEN, P.C., 

Defendants. 

REVISED COMPLAINT 

FIRST COUNT: 
(LEGAL MALPRACTICE) 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
STAMFORD/NORWALK 

AT STAMFORD 

August 13, 2013 

1. The Defendant, Gary I. Cohen ("COHEN"), is and was at all releva.nt times, 

an attorney admitted to practice in the State of Connecticut (JURIS 01 0007) and a resident 

of the County of Fairfield, State of Connecticut. 

2. At all relevant times, COHEN maintained a law office at 1100 Summer Street, 

Stamford, Connecticut 06905. 

3. At times relevant to this Complaint, COHEN was the subject of serious 

disciplinary action. Chief Disciplinary Counsel v. Garv I. Cohen, Docket No. FST-CV-08-

4014502-S. 
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4. The Defendant, MARCI ELIZABETH FINKELSTEIN ("FINKELSTEIN"), was 

an attorney suspended from the practice of law in the State of Connecticut (JURIS 416057) 

from June 1, 2010 until February 4, 2011, though she nevertheless continued to practice 

law in the State of Connecticut. 

5. While under suspension and for all relevant times to this Complaint, 

FINKELSTEIN maintained a law office at 1100 Summer Street, Stamford, Connecticut 

06905. 

6. For all relevant times to this Complaint, the Defendant "LAW OFFICES OF 

GARY I. COHEN, P.C." was and has been a professional corporation registered with the 

Secretary of State and the Connecticut Judicial Branch (JURIS 01 0008). 

7. For all relevant times to this Complaint, COHEN acted as an individual, 

and/or as an attorney, and/or as an agent, employee, servant, shareholder, member, or 

partner of the LAW OFFICES OF GARY I. COHEN, P.C. 

8. For all relevant times to this Complaint, FINKELSTEIN acted as an individual, 

and/or as an attorney, and/or as an agent, employee, servant, shareholder, member, or 

partner of the LAW OFFICES OF GARY I. COHEN, P.C. 

9. For all relevant times to this Complaint, COHEN had a legal obligation to 

comply with the Connecticut Rules of Professional Conduct ("CRPC") as made and 

applied. 

10. For all relevant times to this Complaint, FINKELSTEIN had a legal obligation 

to comply with the CRPC as made and applied. 

11. For all relevant times, COHEN held himself as a lawyer- in fact, a "Super 

Lawyer''- with experience and expertise in the practice of Connecticut matrimonial law. 
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12. For all relevant times, FINKELSTEIN held herself out as a lawyer with 

experience and expertise in the practice of Connecticut matrimonial law. 

13. For all relevant times to·this Complaint, the LAW OFFICES OF GARY I. 

COHEN, P.C.,.held itself out as a law firm with experience and expertise in the practice of 

Connecticut matrimonial law. 

14. For all relevant times of this Complaint, the attorneys working at the LAW 

OFFICES OF GARY I. COHEN, P.C., had a duty to exercise that degree of care, skill and 

diligence of attorneys specializing in the practice of matrimonial law in the State of 

Connecticut. 

15. As attorneys for the Plaintiff, the Defendants owed Plaintiff a fiduciary duty 

and duty of loyalty. 

16. As attorneys -for the Plaintiff, the Defendants had a duty to make sure all fees 

charged were reasonable and consistent with the CRPC and law. pertaining to the charging 

of attorney fees. 

17. As attorneys for the Plaintiff, the Defendants had a duty and obligation to 

provide competent representation and to take reasonable steps to diligently represent 

Plaintiffs interests, including adequate investigation and preparation. 

18. As attorneys for the Plaintiff, the Defendants had a duty to keep the Plaintiff 

reasonably informed, and to provide him with all such relevant information so that he equid 

make informed decisions about his case. 

19. Plaintiff is a resident of Stamford, Connecticut, who retained the Defendants 

to represent his int~rests in a divorce proceeding against his then spouse, SUZANNE 

--------
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GREENAN (also know~ as SUZANNE E. GRIFFIN and SUE GRIFFIN). Paul Greenan v. 

Suzanne Greenan, Docket No. FST-FA09-4015684-S and AC 34320. 

20. The Defendants represented the Plaintiff from approximately March 2010 

until June 16, 2010, when the Plaintiff fired the Defendants. During the period of 

representation, Plaintiff paid the Defendants legal fees totaling $37,860. 

21. The guardian ad litem "GAL" appointed in the divorce action was Eric J. 

Broder. Broder ("BRODER") who maintains offices at 1 Morningside Drive North, 

Westport, Connecticut 06880. Upon information and belief, BRODER is a resident of 

Fairfield, Connecticut. 

22. Melissa J. Needle, also known as Melissa Jill Lynch eNEEDLE") is an 

attorney admitted to practice in the State of Connecticut. NEEDLE maintains a law office 

at 830 Post Road East, Westport, Connecticut 06880. During the times relevant to this 

complaint, NEEDLE was employed by the law firm of RUTKIN OLDHAM et al. until, upon 

information and belief, NEEDLE was terminated from that firm on or about June 2010. 

NEEDLE was previously suspended from the practice of law in the State of Connecticut for 

a period of time in 2007. Upon belief, NEEDLE is suspended from practicing law in the 

State of New York. NEEDLE is a resident of Westport, Connecticut. 

23. At times relevant to this Complaint, NEEDLE was purporting to act as 

BRODER's attorney. 

24. The Defendants engaged in unlawful activity, in violation of the CRPC and 

the applicable standard of care. COHEN, FINKELSTEIN, BRODER and NEEDLE 

repeatedly, and throughout the Defendants' representation of the Plaintiff, demanded 

money from the Plaintiff, to be paid to NEEDLE and/or BRODER, in the form of "drafting 



fees" and "retainers" for the purpose of securing BRODER's recommendation of 

unsupervised and substantial parenting time with his children, and for a "fast and 

favorable" (in COHEN's words) outcome to child custody issues. 

25. COHEN repeatedly advised the Plaintiff that NEEDLE was a "w~ore," who 

would "go away" if the Plaintiff met her demands for remuneration which he said she would 

disguise as "drafting fees." COHEN confided to the Plaintiff that such "deals" were "the 

way things are done." 

26. At least one such demand by COHEN was made in the presence of the 

Plaintiffs brother, JAMES J. GREENAN, JR., and NEEDLE's outrageous demands 

continued even after the Plaintiff replaced COHEN with new counsel. In a meeting with 

replacement counsel, NEEDLE screamed as follows: "Tell your guy to pay me my fucking 

money." 

27. When the Plaintiff refused to participate in COHEN, FINKELSTEIN, BRODER 

and NEEDLE'S scheme, COHEN and FINKELSTEIN threatened to "mark off" motions and 

resign. Those motions included a Motion for Contempt relating to Plaintiffs ex-spouse. 

COHEN was resistant to bringing the motion because he believed that the Plaintiffs former 

spouse had been advised to ignore certain court orders at the direction of her attorney, 

NORMAN A. ROBERTS, JR. ("ROBERTS"). 

28. At one point during his representation of the Plaintiff, COHEN approached 

the Plaintiff and stated that he and ROBERTS had reached a "deal" to mutually agree to 

each remove $50,000 from court-ordered escrow accounts, to be paid to themselves as 

"retainers". COHEN stated that ROBERTS would pay himself the funds in the form of fees, 

- --.Jo- r- \ 
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but that COHEN would "kick back" his $50,000 to the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff refused to be 

part of any such plan. 

29. Plaintiff replaced the Defendants with NEAL P. ROGAN, ESQ., of the Law 

Offices of Neal P. ROGAN LLC located in Westport, Connecticut. 

30. After reviewing the file and other information provided to Attorney Rogan, 

Plaintiff was advised by Attorney Rogan that COHEN, FINKELSTEIN, BRODER, NEEDLE 

appeared be engaging in extortion and other unlawful activity. 

31. The Defendants breached the applicable standard of care by engaging in 

unlawful conduct, rather than lawyering, in the course of their representation of the Plaintiff. 

32. The Defendants breached the applicable standard of care by instructing the 

Plaintiff to draw down on a home equity line to pay the Defendant's legal fees, as 

memorialized in three separate "HELOC" checks made payable to and cashed by the LAW 

OFFICES OF GARY I. COHEN, P.C. The Plaintiff was subsequently found in contempt for 

having paid the Defendants' legal fees from the HELOC, and his share of the marital estate 

was consequently reduced at trial. 
l 

33. The defendants breached the applicable standard of care, by failing to 

disclose that FINKELSTEIN was representing the Plaintiff while suspended from practicing 

law in the State of Connecticut, and that COHEN was the subject of serious disciplinary 

proceedings. FINKELSTEIN represented the Plaintiff in court, notarized documents and 

billed the Plaintiff at partner rates while under suspension. 

34. FINKELSTEIN breached the applicable standard of care, by practicing law 

without a license. 
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35. The Defendants breached the applicable standard of care, by making no 

attempt to seal any pleadings or any part of the file in the divorce action, or advise the 

Plaintiff that their failure to do so ~ould result in the release of certain private information to 

the public. In fact, the divorce action culminated in a published 28-page Memorandum of 

Decision which included the names of the Plaintiff's minor children, their addresses, details 

of one child's psychiatric history, the Plaintiffs psychiatric history, disclosure of a statutorily 

sealed records, and page upon page of other information which the Defendants led the 

Plaintiff to believe would remain private. 

36. The Defendants breached the applicable standard of care by failing to obtain 

a psychological evaluation of the Plaintiff's former spouse, who had a known history of 

psychiatric disorders and related treatment. That failure resulted in an incomplete custody 

evaluation, and placed the Plaintiff at a severe disadvantage at trial. 

37. The Defendants breached the applicable standard of care by not moving to 

remove BRODER as GAL, despite COHEN's own assessment that BRODER was grossly 

incompetent, failed to engage in any of the duties required of a GAL, and that BRODER 

was only interested in getting as much money out of the parties as possible. Instead, the 

Defendants participated in what can only be described as a scheme to exchange money 

for a favorable custody recommendation. 

38. The Defendants breached the applicable standard of care by not moving to 

remove NEEDLE as BRODER's attorney, despite that fact that she was soliciting money, 

to be described as "drafting feesD in exchange for a favorable custody recommendation, 

and despite that fact that there was no legal basis in the State of Connecticut for 

appointing an attorney for a GAL who, himself, was an attorney. 

-- _.........._ ______ -. 
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39. The Defendants' representation of Plaintiff was directly adverse to the 

Plaintiff's interests, in that said representation was devoid of loyalty and conducted solely 

for the Defendants' own pecuniary benefit. 

40. As a result of the Defendants' breach of the relevant standard of care, 

Plaintiff was damaged. In particular, Plaintiff sustained loss of custody of his children; Joss 

of a significant portion of his marital estate; incurred unnecessary attorney fees, including 

GAL's fees and fees paid to the GAL's attorney; sustained significant and irreversible 

damage to his professional reputation, resulting in decreased earning capacity; and 

subjected Plaintiff to personal ridicule and stigmatization. 

SECOND COUNT: 
(BREACH OF CONTRACD 

1-40. Paragraphs 1 to 40 of the FIRST COUNT are hereby incorporated by 

reference and made Paragraphs 1 to 40 of this, the Second Count. 

41. The legal relationship between the Plaintiff and the Defendants constituted a 

contract. 

42. The actions of the Defendants breached the terms of the contract. 

43. The Plaintiff was damaged as a result of the Defendants' breach of contract 

in existence between the Plaintiff and Defendants. 

44. The Plaintiff was damaged as a result of the Defendants' breach of contract 

in existence between the Plaintiff, and in particular the Defendants, as further provided in 

Paragraph 40 of this Complaint. 
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THIRD COUNT: 
(BREACH OF CONTRACTUAL DUTY OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING) 

1-44. Paragraphs 1 throug,h 44 of the SECOND COUNT are hereby incorporated by 

reference and made Paragraphs 1-44 of this, the THIRD COUNT. 

45. The law of Connecticut imposes a duty of Good Faith and Fair Dealing in 

each contractual relationship. 

46. The actions of the Defendants breached the duty of Good Faith and Fair 

Dealing owed to the Plaintiff, in one or more of the following ways: 

a. The fees charged for services rendered were excessive, and in fact 

oppressive, in light of the work performed by the Defendants. 

b. The Defendants engaged in unlawful behavior, rather than actual 

lawyering. When Plaintiff believed t~e Defendants were preparing his case for trial, they 

were actually involved in a scheme to exchange money for child custody. 

c. FINKELSTEIN was practicing without a license. 

d. The Defendants engaged in activities in clear violation of one or more 

Rules of Professional Conduct, in breach of the covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing. 

4 7. The Plaintiff was damaged as a result of the Defendants breach of their 

contractual duty of Good Faith and Fair Dealing. In particular, the Plaintiff was damaged 

as set forth in Paragraph 40 of this Complaint. 

-------------



FOURTH COUNT: 
(INTENTIONAL MISREPRESENTATION) 
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1-47. Paragraphs 1-47 of the THIRD COUNT are hereby incorporated by reference 

and made Paragraphs 1-47 of this, the FOURTH COUNT. 

48. The various statements and representations made by the Defendants to the 

Plaintiff during the course of his representation were factually untrue, and were designed to 

benefit the Defendants and not their clients. In particular, the following statements, 

representations and failures to disclose, were untrue and designed to mislead the Plaintiff: 

a. That the Defendants were preparing the case for trial. 

b. That the Defendants would exercise their best efforts, in a lawful manner, 

to represent him. 

c. That FINKELSTEIN was an attorney who could lawfully represent the 

Plaintiff. 

d. That it was lawful and proper for the Plaintiff to draw on the HELOC to pay 

their legal fees. 

49. Because the various statements and representations made by the 

Defendants to the Plaintiff were factually untrue, and the Plaintiff was unaware of their 

r falsity, this deliberate conveyance of untrue information by the Defendants to the Plaintiff 

constitutes intentional misrepresentation. 

50. The Plaintiff reasonably relied upon the statements and representations of 

the Defendants to his detriment. 

51. As a result of the Defendants' intentional misrepresentation, the Plaintiff was 

damaged. 

~~·~ ........................ ... -·-~ -
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FIFTH COUNT: 
(RECKLESS MISREPRESENTATION) 

1.-51. Paragraphs 1-51 of the FOURTH COUNT are hereby incorporated by 

reference and made Paragraphs 1-51 of this, the FIFTH COUNT. 

52. The statements referred to in Paragraph 48 of this Complaint, made to the 

Plaintiff by the Defendants, were untrue and were designed to mislead the Plaintiff. 

53. The Defendants, however, reasonably should have known the falsity of their 

representations and acted in reckless disregard in making the representations. 

54. The Plaintiff was damaged as a result of the Defendants' reckless 

misrepresentation. 

SIXTH COUNT: 
(NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION) 

1.-54. Paragraphs 1-54 of the FIFTH COUNT are hereby incorporated by reference 

and made Paragraphs 1-54 ofthis, the SIXTH COUNT. 

55. The statements set forth in Paragraph 48 of this Complaint, made by the 

Defendants to the Plaintiff were untrue and were designed to mislead the Plaintiff, and the 

Defendants knew or reasonably should have known of their falsity. 

56. The Defendants had a duty to communicate truthfully with the Plaintiff. 

57. The Defendants negligently breached their duty to make truthful 

representations to the Plaintiff. 

58. The Plaintiff reasonably relied upon the representations of the Defendants. 

------------------·-----------
.... -.--. -~. 
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59. The Plaintiff was damaged as a result of the Defendants' negligent 

misrepresentations. 

SEVENTH COUNT: 
NIOLA TION OF THE CONNECTICUT UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES AC] 

1.-59. Paragraphs 1-59 of the SIXTH COUNT are hereby incorporated by reference 

and made Paragraphs 1-59 of this, the SEVENTH COUNT. 

60. The Plaintiff is a natural person with the meaning of Connecticut Unfair Trade 

Practices Act, Conn. Gen. Statute §§ 42-110, et seq. 

61. The Defendants' conduct as set forth above relates to the commercial 

aspects of the profession of law. 

62. The Plaintiffs injuries and losses alleged above constitute an ascertainable 

loss of money and property, and are substantial in nature within the meaning of 

Connecticut's Unfair Trade Practice Act, Conn. Gen. Statutes§§ 42-110, et seq. 

63. The Defendants' wrongful acts and omissions as outlined above offend public 
'--, 

policy as established by statutes and common law, and are within some penumbra of 

common law, statutory or other established concept of fairness. 

64. The Defendants' unfair and deceptive acts and practices as alleged herein, 

directly and proximately caused the Plaintiffs injuries and losses in violation of 

Connecticut's Unfair Trade Practice Act, Conn. Gen. Statutes§§ 42-110 et seq. 
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WHEREFORE, the PLAINTIFF, prays for the following: 

1. Monetary damages; 

2. Punitive damages; 

3. Attorney fees under the Fourth and Fifth Counts; 

4. Costs of this action; and 

5. Such further relief as this Court deems fair, just and equitable. 

Dated at Stamford, Connecticut, this 13th day of August 2013. 

By: 

THE PLAINTIFF, 

PAUL GREENAN, 
himself an attorney. 

Paul Greenan, Esq. (Juris No. 405382) 
The Greenan Law Firm LLC 
2009 Summer Street, Second Floor 
Stamford, Connecticut 06905 
Tel: (203) 721-6001 
Fax: (203) 721-6008 
paul@greenanlegal.com 
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PAUL GREENAN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

GARY I. COHEN, 
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SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
STAMFORD/NORWALK 

AT STAMFORD 

. MARCI ELIZABETH FINKELSTEIN, and 
LAW OFFICES OF GARY I. COHEN, P .C. 

Defendants. August 13, 2013 

AMOUNT IN DEMAND 

The amount, legal interest, and or property in demand in this action is more than 

FIFTEEN THOUSAND ($15,000} DOLLARS. 

By: 

THE PLAINTIFF, 

PAUL GREENAN, 
himself an attorney. 

Paul Greenan, Esq. (Juris No. 405382) 
The Greenan Law Firm LLC 
2009 Summer Street, Second Floor 
Stamford, Connecticut 06905 
Tel: (203} 721-6001 
Fax: (203) 721-6008 
paul@greenanlegal.com 
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CERTIFICATION 

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing was sent via first class mail on the 13th 

day of August, 2013, to the following counsel and prose parties of record: 

Benjamin J. Berger, Esq. 
Brian C. Hoeing, Esq. 
Updike, Kelly & Spellacy, P.C. 
1 00 Pearl Street 
P.O. Box 231277 
Hartford, CT 06123-1277 

By: 
Paul Greenan, Esq. (Juris No. 405382) 
The Greenan Law Firm LLC 
2009 Summer Street, Second Floor 
Stamford, Connecticut 06905 
Tel: (203) 721-6001 
Fax: (203) 721-6008 
paul@qreenanlegal.com 



MARJORIE PARTCH 
Exiled From 

20 Devil's Garden Road 
Norwalk, CT 06854 

203.912.3528/ map@marjoricparlch.com 

State of Connecticut General Assembly 
Legislative Committee on Judiciary 
Legislative Office Building 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Re: HB #6685;/SB #494; HB #5524: 
Legal Industry Exploitation of Vulnerable Connec.ticut Families; 
Case-in-Point: Mrs. Dorothy S. Partch, Retired Public School Teacher 

Dear Co-Chairs Coleman and Fox, and Committee Members; 
And Advocates for Connecticut Family Court Reform: 
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March 31,2014 

Thank you for this third opportunity to testify before this Committee on inter-related issues 
concerning what the chair of the National Parents Organization, Judge Thomas WeissmuUer, 
calls ''the nepotism in the Family Law system." 

Last year I testified twice concerning the need for ongoing Probate Reform, and this year I am here 
to support the proposed Family Court Legislative Reforms- particularly Raised Senate Bill 
#494, as amended by the group of parents working in Southern Fairfield County, and presented by 
Senator Minnie Gonzalez. This Bill is proposed to bring much-needed control and oversight to the 
appointment and removal processes, and fee structures, for Court-Appointed Guardians Ad Litem 
and Attorneys for minor children. There are many parallels to the issues surrounding our 
vulnerable senior and I or disabled citizens- siblings, parents, elders - and the "sandwich 
generation" is working together to level the playing field in both aren~. 

When these "Officers of the Court" can be so easily forced into the lives of troubled families, at 
their most vulnerable times, such as the incapacity of an adult or child, or divorce, without 
thorough Due Diligence and transparent Due Process, there is nothing whatsoever to protect 
Connecticut families from the wanton exploitation often engendered by these inherent Conflicts of , 
Interest. That is: If these Court-Appointed "Fiduciaries" stand to make $300 per hour or more, 
indefinitely, at the expense of the family in question, it is nothing short of mimculous that any 
family anywhere is ever found to be capable of managing its own affairs and resources, if there is 
no carefully proscribed and monitored procedure for the appointment and removal of these 
potentially self-interested "evaluators" and "experts," who have everything to gain from finding 
the families (with assets) to be flawed or at fault And meanwhile, so many families without assets 
are permitted to sink or swim on their own. (And they may be much better off.) 

As Yale Law Professor John Langbein recently attested on Forbes.com, updating his 2007 advice 
to the Legislature, the recent ''Reforms" of Probate practices have NOT cured the historic ills in 
this archaic and "independent'' Court one iota These pre-Constitution "Family Courts" still seem 

?:~~· . : . ,:~ 
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to function as a fourth branch of Government, without any checks or balances from the "other 
three." Professor Langbein correctly states that, if anything, the concerns have only intensified in 
the current economy, with the consolidation of the number of Probate "franchises" and the "New 
Rules." 

I hope that greater attention will be paid to the profound and systemic Guardian Ad Litem 
problems being exposed and examined in the context of children in the Family Court, just the tip 
of the iceberg in the closely related Probate Court system. 

By way of example: My mother's "Estate" (a pretentious term in our case) was at one time 
billed approximately $900+ an hour by the multiple attorneys protecting their own interests far 
more than my mother's: e.g., my mother's first Court-Appointed Conservator and his attorney 
actually biiied my mother for their discussions concerning a WAIVER they were extorting me to 
sign in exchange for the Conservator's resignation! (Please see Exhibit A.] After the 
liquidation of more than $400,000 in Jess than two years, where exactly does "Fiduciary Duty" 
fit into that equation ??? And what about the Medicaid question ? 

My mother's Guardian Ad Litem was then appointed at the request of her first Conservator, who 
oversaw the Liquidation of those assets I had safeguarded for close to a decade as her Dtrrable 
Power of Attorney, etc. At the current time, my mother's Guardian Ad Litem (another "rubber 
stamp" to feed in many cases) and her current (third) Conservator (a former staff member I current 
tenant of Senator Anthony Musto's, on this Committee) and the Probate Judge, are blocking any 
questions of Fraud from being brought to the higher courts regarding my mother's questionable 
Conservatorship. This Conservatorship was Fraudulently Procured by a nursing home that first 
misrepresented in 2010 that she had no Health Care Representative or PO A. Wilton Meadows 
then reversed that position when it sued my mother (via her Conservator) for payment in 20 II -
suddenly producing her Admissions Documents, which I had in fact signed as her Attorney-in-Fact 
and "Responsible Party," etc. Then, in Round Three, they proceeded to vilify me before the 
Probate Court they had initially defrauded, with Perjury upon Perjury in order to overshadow all 
the recommendations I had from my six-year history of caring for my stroke-patient mother at 
home, in order to portray me as unfit for the authority that they initially simply denied. 

In the Conservator's Application (Exhibit A] for a Guardian Ad Litem, he denied any knowledge 
of the underlying facts concerning my defrauded authority. But he represented my mother in the 
2011 apparently collusive suit for payment, in which Wilton Meadows provided evidence of my 
suddenly binding authority, which it had previously overlooked and denied. So, if the Conservator 
represented my mother, he had to know of Wilton Meadows' Affidavit evincing my authority to 
sign my mother in to ihe facility, and creating her obligation to pay for its services, in April 2010. , 
And therefore, he knew full well of the valid Cause of Action for my mother's Claims, from which 
he sought to protect himself as well as the partner nursing home in his Motion for the Appointment 
of a Guardian Ad Litem. So far all the paid Fiduciaries are only protecting the nursing home and 
the first Conservator, and doing everything in their power to keep me from protecting my mother. 

Exhibit A: Isn't this improper "Estoppel''? Why not let the Superior Court determine if there is a 
Cause of Action concerning my mother's potential Claims? Why a Guardian Ad Litem? 

The Probate Court has to date also refused to seriously explore the feasibility of my mother's 
return to our home, which has been approved by her private (pre-Conservatorship) physicians -
who have also known me for many years; and The Money Follows the Person (MFP) since 2012, 
now that she is destitute enough to qualify for Medicaid. 

2 
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My mother's Conservators, including the current Attorney David Stewart, a former employee I 
current tenant of Senator Anthony Musto's, have simply refused to explore this. At the present 
time, Attorney Stewart is refusing to foJJow the Court's January 23,2014, Order meet with my 
mother's "Transition Team," which includes experts in this kind of transfer, and home 
modification and care process, such as my mother's Coordinator at MFP; and our concerned 
community, which includes contractors, therapists, and the Director of Social Justice at the 
Unitarian Church in Westport, where we have belonged for 1 0 years. 

Many of these professionals of good conscience have attended virtually all of our Probate hearings 
held in the past two to three years- in which I have been vilified by the nursing home that initially 
procured my mother's Conservatorship (first by denying my POA)- and our community fully 
supports the Plan of Care proposed for my mother, endorsing me as her longtime devoted care
giver. Are they aU wrong? After witnessing my care for my mother first-band for years? 

There was never a single complaint or negative report -let alone a single fmding- regarding my 
care for my mother at home. However, there have been multiple Citations against her 
institutional caregivers, for violations such as an inexcusable dislocated shoulder; neglected 
carcinomas (despite my pointing them out for months); and finally, neglected pneumonia and 
dehydration which nearly killed her a year ago. 

We hope that you and your good colleagues will take this tragic case, one of many in the state, 
into your consideration of the necessary Reforms of any assumptions that Court-Appointed 
attorneys and other "experts" charging exorbitant fees for their questionable and self-prescribed 
"services" are any more fit than immediate family members, especially the concerned parents 
and adult children of the most vulnerable members of our Civilized Society. In other words, who 
is evaluating the evaluators? Who is monitoring the monitors? Who is reviewing cases like my 
mother's and so many that we are hearing about today and in recent months? It is the 
responsibility of the Legislature to oversee the Judiciary branch, and to protect the Citizens. 

Included in the electronic file, please find copious documentation of my mother's institutional 
abuse and neglect (physical, emotional, and financial), and my efforts to save her and our home; 
also available online at: 

http://bringingdorothyhome.blogspot.com; and http://www.scribd.com/collections/3469181/ 
Dorothy-S-Partch-Victim-of-Systemic-Elder-Abuse. 

/for/ Dorothy S. Partch and countless voiceless victims. 

3 
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Testimony ofKaylah Culp 
Raised Bil1494 

An Act Concerning Guardians ad Litem and Attorneys 
For Minor Children in Family Relations Matters. 

Judiciary Committee 
March 31,2014 
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My name is Kaylah W. Culp. I am a resident of the state of Connecticut who was involved 

with the Guardian ad Litem system. I am here today to comment on Raised Bill494. I respectfully 

request that the Judiciary Committee revise Raised Bill No. 494 before favorably reporting on 

it for the following reasons. 

I support much of Raised Bil1494. However, Section 4 (NEW) raises concerns about the 

bill as drafted. 

Section 4 states a parent, guardian, or party involved can seek removal of the court 

appointed guardian ad litem. Fourteen years ago when my sister and I were appointed a guardian ad 

litem, we were glad there was no chance she could be removed. We finally had a voice! Our 

parents went through a sticky divorce which was the result alcohol abuse. Visitation was always a 

touchy subject, we of course wanted to see and spend time with my dad, but as the days turned into 

nights, the drinking got heavier. We wanted to see my dad on the weekends, but did not want to 

stay overnight. Some of the situations we were put in were reckless and scary, and at 11 years old, 

was not something I wanted to take part in. All of the instances happened in the evening, hence the 

desire to come home at night. 

The court battle between my mom and dad was intense. My mom was trying to convey the 

__ situ!!_ti_on to tlu:_judge,_buLwasn'_tallowed to speak for_ us.-l\1y-dad~~!_lS futt!!:~Y:ing-.my-m_9._m::Wa.Si-=========== 

lying, and nothing she said was true. He was also blaming her as the reason my sister and I did not 

want to see him. It was a back and forth, he said, she said disaster! With the different stories, the , 

court appointed my sister and me a guardian ad litem, and both lawyers/parties agreed. At first, we 

were confused when my mom explained this to us. Someone we get to talk to in private? We get to 

tell our side of the story? Finally, the judge would hear our side, by an unbiased third party. Our 

guardian ad litem met with us, went to the hearings and represented us, which gave the judge a 

much clearer picture of what was going, and how to move forward. 

I am by no means trying to bash my family or especially my dad, but this is the story of how 

things went. My sister and I felt truly blessed to have a guardian ad litem appointed so we had a 

='=======-=-,---.----- - - ~ 
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chance to be heard. My dad ultimately passed away from the alcohol, but if he had lived, he would 

potentially be one of the parents blaming the guardian ad litem system, when what happened was a 

result of the disease and the behavior associated with it. Also, if he had the option, as presented in 

Section 4 (NEW), he would have sough~ to have the guardian ad litem removed once he saw the 

direction things were going in. 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to comment on Raised Bill No. 494, and for 

allowing me to tell my sto~. I hope this sheds some light on a side of the guardian ad litem process 

you may not see too often. I respectfully requests that the Judiciary Committee consider 

redrafting the bill to address the concerns I have raised before favorable reporting on it. 

I would be happy to answer any questions that you may have. 

2 
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Wallingford, CT 
March 31, 2014 
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Good morning/afternoon. Thank you very much for the opportunity to address this 

committee. My name is Jean-Pierre Bolat. I've been a lifelong resident of Connecticut since 

1965 ... except between 1983 and 2007 ... as I was serving our country abroad in the United 

States Navy. I will not belabor the point that my divorce was any worse than many of the men 

and women here today, but I will add, for the record, that I am currently still in about 

$230,000 of debt ... all due to family circumstances and the high price .of the divorce industry. 

As I tell my friends daily, "I wouldn't wish this upon my worst enemy." Since 2010 until exactly 

one year ago, I was mostly unemployed and drained all of my life's savings to save my children 

from a very bad situation. Fortunately, one year ago, I regained employment and I am slowly 

chipping away at my divorce-induced debt. I mention this because I had to take a day of 

vacation from my job in order to testify. I also have to take vacation each time I have to go 

back to court to defend against this absurdity. I don't know what will happen when my 

vacation runs out ... and I'm sure my bosses are not happy with continued absence due to 

family court. I know others here today have it much worse as some have lost their job~. 

So why have I started my testimony in this manner? I just want you all to understand that we 

are all struggling to make ends meet ... for our children to have a better life; but, the system in 

which we are trapped is so dysfunctional and directly impacts the very people it claims to 

protect ... our children ... by unethically stripping us of our ability to give them a better life . 

. - ·----------------------------
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As a businessma~, I understand the virtue of making money and running a profitable business . 

Profit pays for our healthcare. Profit puts food on the table. Profit pays for clothes or cars. 

And as a businessman, I want to make as much money as possible in an honest and forthright 

fashion so that I can give that money away ... to my Pastor who has supported me in these 

tough times, to repay loans to my friends and parents, or to take my kids on a vacation longer 

than an overnight in a hotel a couple miles away from home. But, you know something? I will 

not do it dishonestly. And even if I wanted to be dishonest, we have rules, regulations, and 

laws to keep most businesses in check, don't we? We have the SEC which monitors our 

investment and trading activities. We have the Department of Justice & the EPA. We have the 

FEC and state regulations governing campaign financing. We have the Truth in Negotiations 

Act, the Better Business Bureau, and the RICO statutes. Yet, when it comes to the divorce 

industry, there is no oversight, and the victims are not just victimized because of ignorance 

(I'm one of them) or naivete (yup, me again). We are unwittingly stripped of our 

Constitutional rights each and every time we are ordered to pay for services we do not want, 

do not need, or can't afford. I firmly believe in "caveat emptor (let the buyer beware)", and if I 

do not like the service at a barber shop, convenience store, car dealer, or restaurant, I am 

within my rights to never patronize those places ever again ... and nobody can force me to do 

so. Yet, the Divorce & GAL industry is the only industry in America where we are forced, under 

penalty of incarce.ration and attachment of wages, to pay for something we do not want and 

do not need, at rates that are NOT regulated, NOT monitored for fraud, NOT fair by any 

standard, and NOT accountable under any Truth in Negotiations Act or Generally Accepted 
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Accounting Principles. This abuse of our rights must end. I want to leave you with several 

excerpts of reality: 

1. In 2011, after I paid my 2nd attorney over $80,000, he walked out on me because 1 would 

not sell my parents' home and put them out on the street ... that was one month before my 

trial. I finished the divorce "Pro Se", and when negotiating the settlement with the GAL and 

my wife's attorney, they both pressured me as follows: 

• 1st, when dividing up assets, they both "misrepresented" to me that the marital debt all 

had to be carried by me ... but the last of my military investment fund had to be split 

evenly ... and then my share was to pay off the GAL YUP, I fell for that one. 

• 2"d, they also pressured me to declare bankruptcy, "Everybody does it ... it is the 

American way ... let me know and I can introduce you to a good lawyer ... " ... as they knew 

they would be the 1st to be paid off. I didn't fall for that one ... but my debt to income 

ratio is so bad that I can't get a loan to buy a house or get a credit card. 

My second example is more recent ... just a few weeks ago. As my ex-wife wanted to move out 

of town to live near her boyfriend, she filed to change the parenting plan, and once again, the 

Judge refused to hear any argument at all until a GAL was assigned ... and yes, I wouldn't agree 

to splitting up my three children and allowing my daughter to be taken away from her 

brothers and myself to live solely with her mother an hour away. The first question the GAL 

asked me was, ~'So, are you back on your feet ... great ... how much do you make?" When we 

arrived in court, the first thing he did was hand me a bill for over $7,000. And, yes, he charges 

$350 per hour, and yes, I've been ordered to pay. 
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In closing, I ask this body, each of you who has raised his or her hand as I have, and sworn to 

uphold and defend the Constitution of the United States; I ask each of you to live up to that 

oath today. Stop the unconstitutional seizure of our property through judicial whim and 

eliminate GAls except where absolutely necessary; and, allow our children the rights to be 

parented equally by both parents. Thank you for your time. 
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5.8. 494 -- Guardians ad litem 
Jud1c1ary Committee public hearing-- March 31, 2014 

Testimony of Raphael L. Podolsky 

Recommended Committee action: AMENDMENT 

The legal services programs represent persons on all sides of family issues -
custodial parents, non-custodial parents, and children. We sometimes are appointed 
guardians ad litem. We therefore bring a fairly diverse perspective to the issues that 
have been raised regarding the GAL system. 

Notwithstanding its imperfections, we strongly believe in that system. The 
system should be improved and strengthened, not blown up. We have become 
increasingly concerned about the broad attacks on the system, which have accused 
judges, lawyers, and GALs of cooperating in a corrupt system for the purpose of 
enriching each other. We believe that those charges are incorrect and that they are 
already undermining the availability of GALs by driving them out of the system. Indeed, 
the problems we have seen are quite the opposite of ones often cited in these hearings. 
Our concerns are about some GALs who have failed to do their jobs -- not by 
overcharging but rather by underperforming (e.g., failure to spend adequate time 
visiting the child or investigating the home and school situation), which is to some 
extent driven by the inadequacy of state-rate payments. Our experience has also been 
that most GALs, notwithstanding the low state payment rate, make all reasonable 
efforts to do a good job. 

We do, however, believe that the GAL system is in need of improvement. For 
that reason, we support many of the proposals in S.B. 494. In particular, we support: 

* The disclosure requirements in Section 1 (c): We think it should be standard 
practice that the court, upon appointing a GAL, specify the work that is expected, 
the time frame in which the work should be done and when reports back to the 
court are to be made; what fee schedule is authorized (including ~hether the 
GAL is to be paid at state or private rates); and how the costs will be allocated 
between the parties (including whether payment will be by the state). It would be 
helpful if the bill specified that the court should require financial affidavits at the 
time of .appointment of the GAL to assist in the allocation of costs. We also 
recommend that the bill contain explicit language requiring the Judicial Branch to 
develop an overall set of standards of conduct for GALs. 

(continued on the reverse side ... ) 



- . ' --
' ' 

* The right of a party to request the removal of a guardian in Section 4: We think, 
however, that right should be limited (see below). 

* The developm·ent of informational materials for the public in Section 6: We 
support a Judicial Branch publication that explains the role and responsibilities of 
GALs and attorneys for minor children. 

We believe, however, that it is important to make at least two changes to this bill. 
In particular: 

(1) A clear standard for a motion to remove a GAL should be established (Sec. 
4): If the parties have standing to seek removal, there is a very real danger that the 
sometimes contentious nature of custody disputes could generate frequent motions · 
based on no more than disagreement with the GALs recommendations. The standard 
for removal should be based on conflict of interest, incapability, dereliction of duty, 
substantial bias, or other similar matters. Motions to remove a GAL should be 
supported by sworn affidavit, and a hearing should not be required without the 
allegation of a prima facie case. We also think that GAL disputes should not ordinarily 
be referred to Family~ Relations mediation and that the reference to such referrals 
should best be removed from the bill (lines 89-94). While no form of mediation should 
be precluded, we think that such motions should ordinarily be heard directly by a judge. 

(2) Parties should be able to ask the court to appoint a GAL (Sec. 1 ): S.B. 494 
allows the parties to choose their own GAL or the court to appoint a GAL after it has 
given the parties five names and waited for two weeks to see if the parties choose one 
of them. This delay of more than two weeks will in most cases be entirely unnecessary. 
In reality, the parties will usually know if they a~e likely to reach an agreement. The bill 

should be amended to allow the parties immediately to ask the court to make the 
appointment. -

We are also concerned about the requirement that, in the absence of the 
agreement of the parties, the court give the parties five names. 'we think it may lead to 
courts giving names off of a rotating list, without regard to the suitability or experience of 
the GAL. The judge is more likely than pro se litigants to know who would do the best 
job in a particular case, and we therefore think that, in the absence of the parties 
agreeing upon a GAL, it is preferable for the judge to simply make the appointment. 

(3) It should be clear that the court can order state payment for a GAL or 
attorney for the minor child (AMC) whenever the parents are indigent (Sec. 5). To avoid 
any ambiguity, we suggested adding the phrase "or if the parents are indigent" after 
word_"care" in line 112. It is our understanding that this is already the law . 

. -... - ~ I. !t_!... • .. . .. 
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Testimony of Melissa E. Osborne, Member, Legislative Subcommittee, 
Family Law Section of the Connecticut Bar Association 

Raised Bill 494 
An Act Concerning Guardians ad Litem and Attorneys 

For Minor Children in Family Relations Matters. 
Judiciary Committee 

March 31, 2014 

My name is Melissa Osborne. I have been an attorney for sixteen years. My current practice is devoted 

exclusively to family matters. I am on the Legislative Subcommittee of the Family Law Section of the Bar, and 

I am also a divorced parent and custodial stepparent. I believe my perspective on these issues is valuable as I 

have personally experienced the issues Raised Bill 494 is trying to address from all sides: parent, stepparent, 

attorney and GAL. The comments that I provide today OIL.494 are mine, and min~ alone. 

No one can dispute that the Family Court needs refoJ.?l. However, the tone of the conversation has 

become so divisive; that the divisiveness itself is becoming the issue. And that it inexcusable because we have 

real problems and real work to do. What hope is there of resolving this problem if we are interested only in 

talking, screaming and threatening, and never in listening? 

A return to civility and respect by everyone is critical if we are to be successful in undertaking this work, 

and we must be successful because nothing is more important to Connecticut residents than their children and 

families. 

Raised Bill 494 is a good first step but I highlight a few opportunities for improvement. 

Section 1 addresses concerns about the appointment, fees, and oversight of AMCs and GALs. However, 

in solving one problem, Raised Bill 494 creates another. Specifically, the 2-step appointment process takes five 

weeks between the identification of the need for an AMC or GAL and the appointment. That is just too long. 

In family court cases time is of the essence. The emotional and financial harm that is caused by the 
I 

mere length of time a family case takes to resolve is real. Already heart-broken by the dissolution of their 

families, the divorce process itself inflicts an additional trauma, and the longer it goes on the worse it gets. The 

families are held in emotional limbo, unable to heal and move on. Families whose problems have risen to a 

level that requires a GAL or AMC are especially vulnerable to the emotionally traumatizing effects of these 

delays. Moreover, in volatile cases the speedy appointment of a good, experienced GAL who can intercede 

between the parties in emotionally charged situations can mean the difference between police involvement -

which can really mark the point of no return - and detente. Revisions can and should be made to this Section to 

minimize the delay caused by these new requirements. 



,'\ 

My comments on Section 3. concern provisions that already existed with the statutes that Raised Bill 

~amends, provisions that invite delay and complexity. Specifically, Section 46b-57 permits third party 

intervention for the purpose of seeking custody or visitation. That is appropriate in Family Court cases about 

custody and visitation. However, Section 46b-57 also permits these interventions in complaints under Section 

51-348a, which allows cases about failure to pay child support to be heard in GA court. A criminal court 

pro~ecution about child support is the wrong place for third parties to intervene about custody or visitation. 

Likewise, Section 46b-57 currently permits third party intervention not just in cases that concern the 

children of both parties, but when either party has a minor child - even if that child is not a child of both the 

parties in the case. A divorce action between John and Jane is the wrong place for the grandparents of Jane's . . 
child from her marriage to Sam to intervene. What we are trying to do here is simplify and find ways to reduce 

the time and expense associated with divorce and custody actions. These provisions do the opposite. Raised 

Bill 494 should be revised to correct these existing problems. 

My time is limited. Raised Bill 494 is a good start, but issues remain which require attention from this 

legislature, including the vast underfunding of the Judiciary: Connecticut families need more judges, family 

relations officers, and alternative dispute resolution programs. We've all heard the stories -parties wait for 

hours and hours just to see a family relations officer or judge, only to be told to report back in four weeks. The 

emotional and fmancial costs to the parties and their children are staggering. Judges, family relations officers, 

and alternative dispute resolution programs won't solve the problems that are faced in every case, but it will 

help in a lot of them. 

Choices regarding the allocation of our limited resources were necessary during the fmancial crisis and 

sometimes you, oui legislators, were only able to choose between the lesser of two evils. I get all of that. But 

these choices had very real and profound effects on Connecticut families. I urge you to consider and weigh the 

needs of Connecticut families when you consider the budgets you will vote on this year and in the years to come 

as we continue to address changes needed in our family court system. 
•.!_ • • 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to comment on Raised Bill No. 494. I respectfully request 

that the Judiciary Committee consider redrafting the bill to address the concerns I have raised before 

favorable reporting on it. 

I am happy to answer any questions that you may have. 

2 

. ~-· 0 

.. 



TO: 

FROM: 

NEW HAVEN LEGAL ASSISTANCE ASSOCIATION, INC. 
426 STATE STREET 

NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT 06510-2018 
TELEPHONE (203) 946-4811 

FAX (203) 497-8357 

March 31,2014 

Judiciary Committee 

Attorney Aaron P. Wenzloff 

004145 
(JwG-£ .')_ _j 

1-ttV£_ i't 

ON BEHALF OF: New Haven Legal Assistance Association, Inc. and other legal services 
programs in Connecticut -

RE: S. B. 494 

Members of the Judiciary Committee: 

My name is Aaron Wenzloff, and I am a staff attorney at New Haven Legal Assistance 
Associat'ion where I represent low-income clients in family cases. I am offering testimony about 

~~e!l~t~ !3~1494 and the role of guardians ad litem in family court. 

As a legal services attorney, I represent poor people in contested divorce and custody cases. In 
particular, we primarily represent clients who have been victims of domestic violence. In our 
cases, the assistance of a guardian ad litem (GAL) is often indispensable. Principally, GALs 
gather information through investigations and report their findings to the court, explaining what 
is in the best interests of the children. The cases I see as a legal services attorney typically 
involve a history of some level of domestic violence; in these cases, a GAL is helpful in 
assessing the impact of the parents' behaviors on the children. Importantly, a GAL can help 
address when one parent's conduct has escalated into further harassment or abuse of the other 
parent, and sugges~ alternative parenting plans to protect kids from exposure to abusive conduct, 
whether that abuse is emotional or physical. Overall, the GAL system is important and valuable 
for our client population. 

Nevertheless, the legal services community recognizes that our GAL system in Connecticut 
could be improved, which S.B. 494 seeks to accomplish. In particular, we support S.B. 494 in 
how it seeks to provide more information to parents about the role of a GAL in their cases, and to 
require clear orders about the scope and nature of a GAL appointment. 

However, there are a few suggestions that we would offer to improve S.B. 494. 

Motions for Removal of a GAL (Section 4) 

~ves any party in a family case involving children standing to petition for .the removal 
of a GAL. In theory, this is an important right. Creating statutory authority for removing a GAL 
also clarifies CQnnecticut law. Currently, under Connecticut law, a party does not generally have 
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standing to ask for the remove a GAL. It is important for the parents themselves to have the 
ability to request the removal of a GAL in circumstances where a GAL has exhibited ifi!proper, 
unethical, or prejudicial actions, or other misconduct. 

However, this procedural right should be closely cabined so that it does not pennit a parent to 
request the removal of a GAL simply because the parent is unhappy with a GAL's 
recommendations or the progress or outcome of the case. In that light, S.B. 494.does not provide 
sufficient clarity about when a GAL can be removed. Without that specificity, the bill opens the 
door for too many parties to make too many motions for removal without good cause. This 
would be a waste of judicial resources, both on individual cases and on the family court system 
as a whole. Moreover, an excessive number of motions for removal of GALs will likely 
discourage attorneys and mental health professionals from doing this work, as they are drawn 
into protracted litigation over their appointments as GALs instead of doing the substantive work 
of representing children's best interests. 

If parents are to have standing to remove a GAL, there should be a clear legal standard as to 
when such motions are appropriate, such as where there is substantiated bias, a conflict of 
interest, or possibly some form of gross dereliction of duty. A clear legal standard would allow 
the court to rule that the moving party does not make a prima facie case for removal and dismiss 
on the papers. Moreover, the moving party should be required to file a verified petition with the 
m9tion, which includes specific and good-faith allegations, so that the moving party is subjected 
to the penalties of perjury when pursuing such a course of action. Finally, referring disputes over 
a motion for removal of a GAL to a family relations mediation session will likely be 
unproductive and a misuse of family relations resources. Such disputes should be decided by a 
judge based on a good faith motion, a clear legal standard, and, only if necessary, an evidentiary 
hearing. 

Appointment of GALs (Section l(a) and (b)) 

Section 1 sets up a procedure for the choice of a GAL. In particular, it requires the court to give 
five names to the parties, who then have two weeks to make a choice. If the parties fail to 
choose, the court makes the choice for them. The parties, however, can by written agreement 
choose a GAL other than one of the five. 

We have some concerns about this system, since self-represented parties are unlikely to have 
enough infonnation about GALs to make a reasonable choice and because it may lead courts to 
appoint randomly from a list, without regard to the degree of experience or particular skills of the 
particular GALs listed. We do not recommend rotation-based appointments from a list. If the 
parties do not agree upon an appointment, we think it would be better to simply let the court 
appoint an appropriate GAL. At the very least, however, Section 1 should be amended to make 
explicit that the parties can immediately request the court to make the appointment. In those 
cases where the parties either know that they will not agree or know that they will not be able to 
choose froin the list, they should be able to tell the judge immediately that they would prefer a 

·court appointment. That will save more than two weeks of time. As drafted, S.B. 494 does not 
seem to pennit that option. 
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Fees and Payment of GALs (Sections 1 and 5) 

S.B. 494 proposes several changes about the fees of GALs and how they are allocated. It is 
'important that, for poor parents, the fees of any GAL be paid by the state. In particular, the court 
should assess the indigence of the parents by reviewing their financial affidavits before 
allocating the fees of a GAL. All of our clients are poor-they cannot afford an attorney, let 
alone a GAL. 

(1) Section 1: We support the S.B. 494 's approach to making the allocation of fees clear 
to the parties in the court's orders before any work is commenc~d by the GAL. We suggest that 
S.B. 494 include language, possibly in Section 1 (c), to clarify that the parties should submit 
fmanciat affidavits prior to the court's order about the fee schedule, hourly rate, and retainer for a 
GAL. This would also aid in the court's assessment of indigence prior to the appointment of a 
GAL. 

(2) Section 5: It is our understanding under existing law that the court can order state 
payment for a guardian ad litem, as it can for an attorney for a minor child, if the parent is 
indigent. Lines 111 to 114 of this bill c~dify required payment for GALs appointed for children 

-who are receiving or have received state aid or care. We read these lines as not precluding state 
payment for GALs and attorneys .for minor children (AMCs) in instances when the parents are 
indigent but the child is not receiving state aid. If there is any doubt that such a reading is 
correct, then any ambiguity in Lines 111 to 114 should be clarified so that there is no doubt that 
state payment may always be ordered if the parents are indigent. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

Aaron P. Wenzloff 
Staff Attorney 
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Janessa Doe -PAGE 1-March 31,2014 

My divorce from an abusive man started in November 2011. I am a victim of 
domestic violence. When the divorce was filed, I thought that I would get relief and 
help with the situation we were living in. Little did I lmow that I was about to 
become another victim .... a victim of the family divorce system of CT, which 
includes the abuse from the wrongfully assigned GAL, John Mager of Milford, CT. 
Cost of having a stranger infringe upon my parental rights?$ 59,000.00 plus 
$11,500.00 for HIS attorney Christopher Goulden of Shelton, CT.( after I filed two 
grievances against John Mager). 

In regards to :AMENDMENTS TO RAISED BILL NO. 6685 
AN ACT CONCERNING THE PRESUMPTION OF SHARED CUSTODY IN 
DISPUTES INVOLVING THE CARE AND CUSTODY OF MINOR CmLDREN 

Sec. 4. Section46b-56 of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection 0) as follows (effective 
October I, 2014): 

(new) (j) In cases involving an existing Parental Responsibility Plan (PRP), or any existing custodial order, 
statutory factors (6) and (7) of Conn. Gen. Sats 46b-56(c) shall detennine the resolution of any dispute. A 
pattern of noncompliance with existing custodial orders, or with an existing PRP provides evidence of 
unwillingness to foster a good parent-child relationship (violation of factor 6) and/or mnnlpulntive or 
coercive behavior (factor 7). Such pattern of noncompliance will result in a fmding in favor of the other 
parent. Note: the relevant factors: 

(6) the willingness and ability of each parent to facilitate and encourage such continuing parent
child relationship between the child and the other parent as is appropriate, including compliance 
with any court orders; 
(7) any manipulation by or coercive behavior of the parents in an effort to involve the child in the 
parents' dispute. 

Rationale: to reduce litigation by establishing the primary role of behavior fostering a good 
relationship with the other parent. 

This bill is excellent and needs to be passed. I was the primary care giver 
of my children. During the divorce process, their father continued to engage in 
coercive behaviors both while we lived together and after he moved out. Their 
father's mission was (and still isl to manipulate my children and 
interfere with my relationship with them. He was Incarcerated once for 
non-compliance of such. But, it did not stop him. It only made his 
coercive behaviors worse. Such coercive behaviors Include the 
following acts: 
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1) At our meeting place, he Instructed my children to tell me that, (all of a sudden) 
they didn't want to go with me while he video taped them doing what he 
Instructed them to say. 

2) Disparaging me In front of my children by swearing at me and telling my children 
that I did not love them. 

3) Stopping all visitations, on his own accord for over 2 months. 
4) Refused to attend co-parenting, or communication through Our Family Wizard 

5) Jumping out of his vehicle at the meeting spot and running up to me. He then 
screamed and swore at me for no reason. He made a motion that he was going 
to assault me, jumped back in and sped off with my children in his car. I stood 
speechless the entire time as there was no reason for such behavior other than 
to scare my children Into not going with me. I was standing outside my vehicle 
and waited for my girls to come to me. His behavior was unprovoked and odd. 

6) After his incarceration, he told my children they had to see me because" your 
mother got me locked up." 

7) He would not leave on visitations, but remain in view. He would text my children 
and often make them leave early. My children were constantly looking around to 
see where their father was. 

8) He would not allow my children to see me on mother's day. He Informed my 
children that "Mother's Day was Father's Day." 

Of course there Is a lot more. The point Is the GAL knew about the coercive acts 
of domestic violence that my children witnessed prior to his moving out, and the 
GAL knew about his coercive acts interfering with my relationship with my 
children after he moved out. 

Not only did the GAL not respond appropriately, he recommended that my 
children's abusive father, get Sole Custody, which he now has. The GAL was 
retaliating against me for filing two valid grievances against him for committing 
perjury In court, on several occasions, causing great harm to my children. 

If this Bill was passed two years ago, I would have my children and be able to 
resume my positive role as primary care giver. 
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REGARDING THE FOLLOWING BILL ( 494), MY 
RECOMMENDATIONS ARE IN BOLif]>RtNf:-

General Assembly 

February Session, 2014 

Referred to Committee on JUDIOARY 

Introduced by: 

(JUD) 

Raised Bill No. 494 

LCO No. 3068 
•03068 Jln)• 

004150 

AN ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND ATTORNEYS FOR MINOR CHILDREN 
IN FAMILY RELATIONS MATTERS. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Assembly convened: 

Section 1. (NEW) (Effective October 1, 2014) (a) Except as provided in subsection 
(b) of this section, prior to appointing counsel or a guardian ad litem for any 
minor child in a family relations matter, as defined in section 46b-1 of the general 
statutes, the court shall provide the parties to the matter with written notification 
of five persons who the court has determined eligible to serve as counsel or a 
guardian ad litem for any child in such matter. Not later than two weeks after the 
date on which the court provides such written notification to the parties, the 
parties shall provide written notification to the court of the name of the person 
who the parties have selected to serve as counsel or a guardian ad litem for their 
matter. In the event that the parties (1) fail to timely provide the court with the 
name of the person to serve as counsel or a guardian ad litem for their matter, or 
(2) cannot agree on the name of the person who shall serve as counsel or a 
guardian ad litem for their matter, the court shall appoint counsel or a guardian 
ad litem for the minor child by selecting one person from the five names 
provided to the parties. 

IT WOULD BE MORE LOGICAL TO SWITCH A WITH 8 IN TIDS SECfiON. 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) of this section shall not apply when the 
parties have requested that counsel or a guardian ad litem be appointed and 
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present to the court a written agreement that contains the name of the person 
who the parties have selected to serve as counsel or a guardian ad litem for the 
minor child for their matter. 

(c) Not later than twenty-one days following the date on which the court enters 
an initial order appointing counsel or a guardian ad litem for any minor child 
pursuant to this section, the court shall enter a subsequent order that includes the 
following information: (1) The specific nature of the work that is to be 
undertaken by such counsel or guardian ad litem; 

(2) the date on which the appointment of such counsel or guardian ad litem is to 
end, provided such end date may be extended for good cause shown pursuant to 
an order of the court; This is not strong language. It needs to state a 
specific time frame of 3 months. Juvenile Probation Officers 
conduct their investigation,( which is more thorough and detailed 
than that of a GAL) in 6 weeks. In addition, remove 11extended for 
good cause shown" as this opens the door for further corruption by 
the GAL . It would allow a loop hole for the GAL to remain on a 
case unnecessarily. This would allow the GAL to increase the 
billable hours ·causing higher fees and more corruption. 

(3) the deadline for such counsel or guardian ad litem to report back to the court 
concerning the work undertaken; 

(4) the fee schedule of such counsel or guardian ad litem which shall minimally 
set forth (A) the amount of the retainer, (B) the hourly rate to be charged, and (C) 
the apportionment of the retainer and hourly fees between the parties; andTms 
IS GOOD, BUT, IT NEEDS TO BE MORE SPECffiC. THERE NEEDS TO BE A 

CAP ON THE AMOUNT A GAL CAN CHARGE BOTH HOURLY AND BY CASE. 

(5) a proposed schedule of periodic court review of the work undertaken by 
such counsel or guardian ad litem and the fees charged by such counsel or 
guardian ad litem. Periodic court review shall be undertaken not less than every 
six months following the date of the appointment of such counsel or guardian ad 
litem, unless such periodic court review is waived by the parties and any such 
counsel or guardian ad litem pursuant to a written agreement filed with the 
court. Does not state WHO is conducting periodic reviews or time 
frame. Recommendation is for a non-profit organization such as 
Focus on Kids program ( an initiative of the CT Council of Family 
Services Agencies) so as not to show biased favor of any GAL. In 
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addition, the time frame must be stated My recommendation is for 
every 2 or 3 months. NOT 6 months as this is a long time for a child 
and is an unnecessary financial burden to parents. 

Sec. 2. Section 46b-54 of the general statutes is repealed and the following is 
substituted in lieu thereof (Effective October 1, 2014): 

(a) The court may appoint counsel for any minor child or children of either or 
both parties at any time after the return day of a complaint under section 
46b-45, if the court deems it to be in the best interests of the child children. 
The court may appoint counsel on its own motion, or at the request of 
either of the parties or of the legal guardian of any child or at the request 
of any child who is of sufficient age and capable of making an intelligent 
request. 

(b) Counsel for the minor child or children may also be appointed on the motion 
of the court or on the request of any person enumerated in subsection (a) of this 
section in any case before the court when the court finds that the custody, care, 
education, visitation or support of a minor child is in actual controversy, 
provided the court may make any order regarding a matter in controversy prior 
to the appointment of counsel where it finds immediate action necessary in the 
best interests of any child.FOR BOTH SECfiONS ABOVE (A) AND ( B), DO 
NOT NEED A GAL TO INTERFERE fOR THE ABOVL IT IS PARENT VS. 

PARENT SITUATION. 

(c) If the court deems the appointment of counsel for any minor child or children 
to be in the best interests of the child or children, such appointment shall be 
made in accordance with the provisions of section 1 of this act. 

[(c)]@ Counsel for the minor child or children shall be heard on all matters 
pertaining to the interests of any child, including the custody, care, support, 
education and visitation of the child, so long as the court deems such 
representation to be in the best interests of the child. 

LANGUAGE DOESN'T STATE GAL, ONLY "COUNSEL fOR MINOR CHILO" ,NEEDS 
TO INCLUDE GAL 
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Sec. 3. Section 46b-57 of the general statutes is repealed and the following is 
substituted in lieu thereof (Effective October 1, 2014): 

In any controversy before the Superior Court as to the custody of minor children, 
and on any complaint under this chapter or section 46b-1 or 51-348a, if there is 
any minor child of either or both parties, the court, if it has jurisdiction under the 
provisions of chapter 815p, may allow any interested third party or parties to 
intervene upon motion. The court may award full or partial custody, care, 
education and visitation rights of such child to any such third party upon such 
conditions and limitations as it deems equitable. Before allowing any such 
intervention, the court may appoint counsel for the child or children pursuant to 
the provisions of section 46b-54, as amended by -this act, and section 1 of this act. 
In making any order under this section, the court shall be guided by the best 
interests of the child, giving consideration to the wishes of the child if the child is 
of sufficient age and capable of forming an intelligent preference. 

WHO IS 3RD PARTY? REI.A.TJVE? CoMPLETELY REMOVE lAST SENTENCE. 
THE PARENTS NEED TO DECIDE WHAT IS IN THE CHILD'S BEST INTEREST. 
THIS PI.ACFS THE CHILD IN THE MIDDLE. DivORCE IS TRAUMA. CHB.DREN 

ARE NOT CAPABLE OF MAKING A DECISION THAT WOUlD INFLUENCE THE 
REST OF THEIR LIVES. IT OPENS THE DOOR FOR COERCIVE BEHAVIORS BY 
A CONTROLLING, ABUSIVE PARENT AND/OR A CONTROLLING, ABUSIVE GAL 
SUCH lANGUAGE WOUlD MERIT rr AS BEING EMOTIONAL CHILD ABUSE. 
NEEDS TO BE REMOVED! 

Sec. 4. (NEW) (Effective October 1, 2014) Any party to an action involving the 
custody, care, support, education and visitation of a child shall have standing to 
file a motion that seeks removal of counsel for the minor child or a guardian ad 
litem for the minor child. The Judicial Branch shall establish a procedure to 
effectuate the hearing of a motion seeking removal of such counsel or guardian 
ad litem. Prior to hearing such motion, the court may refer the parties to 
mediation with a family services officer employed by the Judicial Branch. H the 
allegations set forth in the motion cannot be resolved through mediation, a 
hearing shall be held on the motion and a decision on the motion shall be made 
by the court. The presiding judge shall determine the judge who is assigned to 
hear such motion.LANGUAGE INDICATES THAT A SINGLE PARTY CAN 
TERMINATE GAL APPOIN1MENT. NEEDS CIARiflCATION. IN ADDMON, MUST 
ADD .THATMOTIONS TO REMOVE GAL'S ARE UNLIMITED AND MUST STAY 
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IN mE REGARDLESS IF THEY ARE DENIED OR NM. JUDICIAL BRANCH 
SHOUlD NM BE REVIEWING THE MOTIONS TO REMOVE GAL EsPECIAU.Y 

WHEN A PARENT HAS CONCERNS ABOUT THE PRESIDING JUDGE AND THEIR 

RElATIONSHIP WITH THE GAL THAT JUDGE SHOUlD NM BE REVIEWING 

SUCH MOTION. 

Sec. 5. Section 46b-62 of the general statutes is repealed and the following is 
substituted in lieu thereof (Effective October 1, 2014): 

.@). In any proceeding seeking relief under the provisions of this chapter and 
@sections 17b-743, 17b-744, 45a-257, 46b-l, 46b-6, 46b-212 to 46b-213w, 

inclusive,47-14g, 51-348a and 52-362, the court may order either spouse 
or, if such proceeding concerns the custody, care, education, visitation or 
support of a minor child, either parent to pay the reasonable attorney's 
fees of the other in accordance with their respective financial abilities and 
the criteria set forth in section 46b-82. If, in any proceeding under this 
chapter and said sections, the court appoints [an attorney] counsel or a 
guardian ad litem for a minor child, the court may order the father, 
mother or an intervening party, individually or in any combination, to pay 
the reasonable fees of [the attorney] counsel or the guardian ad litem or 
may order the payment of [the attorney's] counsel's or the guardian ad 
litem's fees in whole or in part from the estate of the child. If the child is 
receiving or has received state aid or care, the compensation of [the 
attorney] counsel or the guardian ad litem for the minor child shall be 
established and paid by the Public Defender Services Commission. 

MUST REMOVE 11 INTERVENING PARTY". Tins ALLOWS THE COURT TO 

ORDER FAMILY MEMBERS TO PAY FOR OUTSTANDING FEES. Tins IS A 

COERCIVE ACT AND MUST BE REMOVED. LAST SENTENCE IS EXCELLENT. 

!£1 If, in any proceeding under this chapter and sections 17b-743, 17b-744, 
45a-257, 46b-l, 46b-6, 46b-212 to 46b-213w, inclusive, 47-14g, 51-348a and 
52-362, the court appoints counsel or a guardian ad litem for a minor 
child, the court may not order the father, mother or an intervening party, 
individually or in any combination, to pay the reasonable fees of counsel 
or the guardian ad litem for a minor child from a college savings account, 
including any account established pursuant to any qualified tuition 

. program, as defined in Section 529(b) of the Internal Revenue Code, that 
has been established for the benefit of the minor child. EXCELLENT. IT 

@ 
(rl 
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PROTECTS COLLEGE fUNDS. SHOULD NOT STATE NAME Of THAT 

COLLEGE fUND OR WHERE THE ACCOUNT LIES 

(c) In any proceeding under this chapter and sections 17b-743, 17b-744, 45a-257, 
46b-l, 46b-6, 46b-212 to 46b-213w, inclusive, 47-14g, 51-348a and 52-362, in which 
the court appoints counsel or a guardian ad litem for a minor child, the court 
may order that the fees owing to such counsel or guardian ad litem be calculated 
on a sliding-scale basis after giving due consideration to the income and assets of 
the parties to the proceeding. CHANGE ''MA.yn TO SHALL 

(d) The Judicial Branch shall develop and implement a methodology for 
calculating, on a sliding-scale basis, the fees owing to counsel or a guardian ad 
litem for a minor child appointed in any proceeding under this chapter and 
sections 17b-743, 17b-744, 45a-257, 46b-l, 46b-6, 46b-212 to 46b-213w, inclusive, 
47-14g, 51-348a and 52-362. 

Sec. 6. (NEW) (Effective July 1, 2014) The Judicial Branch shall develop a 
publication that informs parties to a family relations matter, as defined in section 
46b-1 of the general statutes, about the roles and responsibilities of counsel for 
the minor child and the guardian ad litem when such persons are appointed by 
the court to serve in a family relations matter. Such publication shall be available 
to the public in hard copy and be accessible electronically on the Internet web 
site of the Judicial Branch. 

a minor child; and (4) require the Judicial Branch to develop a publication that 
informs parties to a family relations matter about the roles and responsibilities of 
counsel for the minor child and the guardian ad litem. GooD 



Bill 494- PH 3-31-12 

From: Schramm, Charles 
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 9:17AM 
To: Jud Testimony 
Subject: Shared parenting 
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I am a child of divorce and now a divorced father. The family courts and GAL's carry a bias that 
is not in the best interest ofthe children. I was the caretaker of the children in my family and the 
courts and GAL abused me because I am dad, not mom. 
Our children today carry many mental health issues because of the abuse from the courts and 
from the parents. 
It should be a fifty -fifty split and the parents should be charged with making it work, not the 
children. 

Charlie Schramm 
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March 31,2014 

Dear Judiciary Committee, 

Thank you for taking time to read my testimony. My name is Michelle Tolmoff. I work 
with a family support group for divorced parents, am a trained Guardian Ad Litem and 
work as a professional for 10 years in financial services. I am hoping that raised bill H.B. 
No. 494 is approved with some details changed, modified, and other details added. I-
believe that GALs need to be feasible, have strict oversight, transparency, accountability, 
and be regulated much like other professionals. I do not understand why there is so much 
more regulation over financial matters than there is matters involving our youth. Why do 
we allow immunity with something as delicate as our children going through a very 
difficult transition of divorcing parents but in all other matters of our livelihood from 
adolescence, to adulthood, to geriatrics we have strict guidelines and methods for 
enforcement? 

I propose these revisions to this bill as a start: 

Section 1: The five names selected will be rotated and evenly distributed amongst the 
trained, background checked, continuing education up to date list of Gaurdian Ad Litems 
(GAL). A database will be maintained to give full transparency for the parents to make an 
informed decision of who they are selecting from the 5 names. This database shall 
provide the hourly fee this GAL charges, the standard items the GAL charges for, If they 
collect a retainer how much they ask for, the average cost a family incurs while this GAL 
works with a family, how long this GALs average case lasts, How many cases they are 
currently working on, How many cases they have been assigned to in the last 12 months, 
do they have any disciplinary history, what is the average parent rating of the 
performance of this GAL surveyed based on communication, amount of time with the 
child, cost vs how much time they felt they worked on the case, did they treat the parent 
professionally and courteously. 

Section 2: 
(a) When the court appoints a GAL without a motion they must give 5 names to the 

parties and follow rule in Section 1. 

Section 5: 
(a) GAL private pay fees can only be $25/hour above state rate fees if 

they continue to have immunity. OR if immunity is taken away 
they may charge $125/hour above state rate but MUST carry errors 
and omissions and or malpractice insurance and pay a state 
licensing and registration fee renewed every 2 years of.$50. During 
license renewal the department of public defenders will continue to 
oversee the GALs and conduct a criminal, consumer, and civil 
background check. GALs must report any liens, bankruptcies, 
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foreclosures, short sales and child support arrearage like other state 
licensed professionals. GALs must complete 24 hours of 
continuing education every 2 years prior to being approved for 
license renewal. 6 of those hours must be ethics training. A GAL 
practice book with rules and procedures will be produced by 
October 1, 2014. Based on a financial affidavit provided by parents 
the GAL must understand that a fee and billing cap exists using 
child support and arrearage guidelines under the best interests of 
the child guidelines. Once the parties exhaust the fee cap the GAL 
understands a report must be filed and the full file disclosed for 
discovery and if they have not finished their work they continue on 
pro bono or are to be converted to a state rate case. All GALs will 
be paid with a 1099-Misc reported by the parents so the tax-ID 
must be disclosed to the parties for income tax purposes. 

(b) 529 College savings accounts and CHET plans may have a tax 
burden for liquidating and not being used for higher education 
purposes as well as other surrender charges and penalties these 
funds shall not be used to cover GAL expenses. Retirement account 
assets if the party is under 59 ~ or is still working may have some 
tax burdens as well and shall remain untouched for GAL billing 
purposes. Otherwise the state should consider waiving the 
penalties, creating a credit, or deduction for the parents incurring 
the penalty to pay a state agent appointed to them by the court. The 
state agent should have to pay a special tax for assistance with fee 
collection. · 

Thank you, 

Michelle Tolmoff, MBA 
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From: Jessica Niederwerfer 
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 2:01PM 
To: Jud Testimony 
Subject: GAL Letter 
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My name is Jessica Niederwerfer and I am currently in the 
Hartford Court system with Guardian Ad Litem assigned to our 
case. I have tried to have her removed with no luck the judge 
has denied it. Guardian Ad Litem's must be held accountable for 
their actions. They need to stop dragging cases on for more 
money, especially when they are not funded through the stated 
but the parents paying out of our own pockets. I have been 
financially drained with an eviction that even happened. The GAL 
do not allow you to see whatever therapist you choose it has to 
be one approved by them, why so that they can have an influence 
over the therapist recommendations. I am 6 months into my case 
with no movement, we are still standing at the same point we 
were when this all started. I have asked several times for a 
resolution we have status conference after status conference to 
check in, to which I do not understand why; they keep ordering 
more and more things to be done. I am accused of things that 
they have no proof to but they just know as the GAL has stated. 
The GAL has falsely accused me of Parental Alienation and I have 
no hopes of proving otherwise, the judge on the case I feel does 
not listen to anything I say or have done. I am afraid to speak 
out publicly for fear of them keeping my daughter forever. I 
have to walk on egg shells and I know my rights are being 
violated but what am I to do for fear of losing my daughter 
forever. I have tried to get a lawyer for my daughter the judge 
and the GAL denied my request and I have never be-en given a 
valid reason why. In my opinion it is because they will find 
that the GAL has dragged this case on for no "valid" reason. I 
have a status conference on Wednesday and there still will be no 
resolution. I would like my daughter back, they have completely 
cut her off from me, her brother and my entire family with no 
real reason as to why she cannot see any of them or talk to 
them. My daughter misses her brother and I tremendously. Her 
grades have fallen a little; she has gotten in trouble at 
school. She is reaching out in ways that everyone is ignoring 
and not paying attention that this little girl is suffering and 
the long term effects are going to be departmental to her in the 
future. The GAL sat on the stand and even said I am a good 
mother her character is not in judgment just she "warped" her 
daughter to hate her father. The GAL has not listened to any of 
mine, my daughter or my son's concerns and reasoning as to why 
my daughter had not wanted to be with her father. I know I could 
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have done a lot of things differently to help my daughter in 
regards to her father; I had not but is that punishment to take 
her from me completely. I think the GAL's must be held 
accountable for their actions, a cap on how much they can charge 
and how long they can drag a case on with no valid reason other 
than to make money. I have tried to reach out to the governor, 
state senator, CT children advocacy, legal aid you name it and 
NO ONE can help me in regards to being railroaded by the GAL. I 
was accused of parental alienation, but to me it seems by 
keeping my daughter from everyone in my family and her own 
brother seems to be alienation to me and I cannot get any help. 
I had to let my lawyer go for the money issue, and when my 
lawyer first represented me she walked out of the court room and 
said in 15 years of practicing I have never seen such crap in my 
life, in regards to the GAL, Judge and my daughter's father 
Attorney all being in Kahoots with one another. This has to be 
stopped! 

Thank You 

Jessica 



Bill494- PH 3-31-14 

From: Fiana Alloura 
Sent: Saturday, March 29, 2014 3:30PM 
To: Sen. Witkos, Kevin; Rep. Cook, Michelle; Jud Testimony; Blanchard, Deborah 
Subject: March 31 Public Hearing is so im~ortant. 

004161-------

I'm so sad about the email Attorney Dornfeld sent out to the masses because it's not a fair 
representation of what is really happening. And to think she sat on a task force of public interest! 
She obviously doesn't know what it's like to be a family that grieves a living relative at a holiday 
function because it's been 5 years since you had contact with a parent or child, brother, sister, 
son, daughter, cousin, mom, or dad, grand parent aunt uncle. What ever happened to empathy? 

Even after all that our family has been through like many others we are not angry or disgruntled. 
We are sad and left wanting more of a relationship with a missing link. Left wanting help and 
enforcement. I mean we are so very lucky to have two amazing happy healthy loving young 
boys. But they want to see their big brother so bad. Our boys are in public school, daycare, 
scouts, football, faith formation, soccer, t-ball, I work as a professional in the community my 
husband for a blue chip_large cap company ... We are not bad, unfit, or angry parents. If we 
w,ere I,'m p~etty sure one of the many mandated reporters the boys are around daily ~ould have 
reported something long ago ... But no, instead, we have great relationships with all their leaders 
and many of their :friends parents ... We are great parents just missing one child for some quality 
family time. Holidays, weekends, vacations, dinners, overnights, sleepovers we get none of 
that.. .. The boys ~mly get to see their brother lx per month every time he goes home his mom has 
him send ~ email or call the GAL to tell him how miserable the visit was and that he doesn't 
want tot<;> do them. ~en while he is with us there was tons of laughter, fun, and happiness. 
Photos, videos, friends and family all are'witness to this. So if we are good enough to parent our 
two children how come my stepson can not spend every other weekend, alternating holidays, one 
night a week, 2 weeks vacation with us? Why can't we speak to him on the phone, call him on 
his birthday, mail him a Christmas card, watch him in a parade, or cheer him on at a 
game? Is that really asking for too much? By asking for that are we high conflict? 5 years in 
court double digit costs just for visitation time. Is that efficient? Fair? In the best interest of the 
child(ren)? 

Conflict is a funny thing it only takes 1 person in a grouping to cause it. In the case of family, 
court when this happens both parties get labeled as "high conflict" which is not a good thing to 
be labeled these days. When that's simply not always the case (sometimes it may be but not 
always) there are times the other party gets stuck on the ride defending themselves and 
protecting. When the person causing the conflict starts crossing the line to being abusive the 
other party has no choice but to stand up for themselves but this does not mean they are "high 
conflict" or causing conflict. It's important to look for the pattern to get to the root of the 
problem. lnstead of labeling both parties why not figure it out come up with a solution and 
enforce that solution? Use fines payable to the state anything honestly but show the. 
misbehaving party the behavior is unacceptable and will not be tolerated. Otherwise one can 
argue the overseer (Judge, GAL, AMC, evaluator, therapist, coordinator, supervisor) is causing 
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the high conflict situation, perpetuating it, or enabling it. So instead of blaming the parents and 
people who want reform let's reach across party lines and fix the problem together. The ones who 
are suffering angry and disgruntled are the children especially as they mature into aoults! 

Agreements take all parties acceptance approval and follow through to work. Just because one 
parent is uncooperative and the other wants help to get cooperation doesn't mean they are "high 
conflict" "angry" or "disgruntled." 

I believe Ann Stevenson's article today in the Connecticut Law Tribune is a very well thought 
out piece that should be explored further. 

http:/ /m.ctlawtribune.com/module/alm/app/clt.do# !/article/ 15 33164 729 

The GAL attorneys against these changes appear to be acting exactly like the people they are 
writing very negative communication about. Aren't these GAL attorneys supposed to be pros at 
making agreements? Isn't that what they and Chase Rogers are trying to portray? The system is 
fine they all do a great and wondeiful. job helping the majority of families reach agreements? Is 
thi~ how. they treat them to get these ~greements? Th~y bully them or guilt them into them? I see 
why after tpe agre<?ip.ent is reacqed so m~y pqst judgemep.t motions are filed. I don't know about 
you but her em,ailleft me wanting t<;> see better professionalism and thinking maybe the parents 
are right. Maybe tl;le players in the fan:iily court system' do cause the conflict and make workable 
agreements a challenge. I mean financial gain for pro,longing cases isn't such a far reaching 
concept for people with no oversight apd accountability. All GALs and other court appointed 
professionals should be 1099'd by parents and. the state ~d the fed should be making sure the 
GALs and other family court appointed professionals are properly reporting their income for tax 
purposes. I bet'a !ailroad from Waterbury to Hartford could probably be built with the 
income tax dollars they aren't accurately reporting and that would be a better budget fix for the 
economy and employment markets then anything else I've heard this session. 

I don't want to see the system destroyed. I'd like to see transparency, enforcement, oversight, 
efficiency, feasibility and accountability. Why not actually use and enforce the rules in place? 
The system needs to be fixed to be helpful and not destructive to families. It does not need to be 
destroyed. · 

Sincerely, 
Fiana 



From: Mark Sargent 
Sent: Sunday, March 30, 2014 11:01 PM 
To: Jud Testimony; Rep. Vargas, Edwin; Rep. Gonzalez, Minnie 
Subject: Written Testimony for_B.aised Bill SB 494/Mark Sargent 

Dear Sir or Madam: 
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Please find attached documents in support of the oral testimony I expect to give tomorrow at the 
LOB regarding SB 494, which purports to regulate guardians ad litem appointed in family law 
matters. -

1. Motion to Dismiss Dr. Joan Oppenheim as GAL as filed by Attorney Norm Pattis. See, in 
particular, paragraph 7 (threat to place children in foster care). 
2. Federal Civil Rights Complaint filed by Attorney Norm Pattis regarding actions by Judge 
Jane Emons and GAL Dr. Joan Oppenheim as well as failings of the CT GAL system. 
3. Motion to Recusal Judge Jane Emons (draft offmal filing). Following this motion, Judge 
Emons sua sponte transferred the matter to another judge. 
4. Motion to Compel and Sanction Dr. Howard Krieger. His "expedited" report was months 
overdue. 
5. A 2-page excerpt from a court transcript quoting Attorney Gary Cohen, who was appointed 
by Judge Emons as counsel for GAL Dr. Joan Oppenheim to defend her from allegations of 
malfeasance. Attorney Cohen requested and secured, at a status conference (not a hearing) with 
no written motion, prior notice, evidence or even having to state a reason why, an order 
prohibiting a father with sole legal custody and near total physical custody, from coinmunicating 
with or being present with the GAL supposedly representing three minor children without 
Attorney Cohen's involvement. Thereafter, in order to speak with the GAL supposedly 
representing the children, the father had: to call his lawyer, who called Attorney Cohen (the 
GAL's lawyer), who called the GAL, who set up a date and time. The court expected the family 
(and the father in particular) to pay for all of this nonsense. Attorney Cohen subsequently 
delivered an affidavit in court stating that he would be billing the family his "normal" rate of 
$850 per hour. Note: CT family law judges routinely appoint and/or otherwise require parents 
to pay for counsel to defend GALs when the parents accuse them of malfeasance. 

I look forward to discussing these documents during my oral testimony. 

Regards, 
Mark Sargent 
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MARK SARGENT 

v. 

PAMELA SARGENT 
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) SUPERIOR COURT 

) FOR 1HE JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 

) STAMFORD/NORWALK AT 
) STAMFORD 

) June 17, 2013 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO DISMISS MS. JOAN OPPENHEIM AS GUARDIAN 

AD UTEM FOR THE MINOR CinLDREN. POST-JUDGMENT 

The PI.amtiff and Father, Mark Sargent, hereby respectfully moves the Court for 

an order to dismiss for cause Ms. Joan Oppenheim from her role as guardian ad litem 

for the minor children. In support thereof, the following is respectfully represented: 

1. The Father is currently engaged in post-judgment motions litigation in a divorce 

action. Ms. Joan Oppenheim has been the court-ordered guardian ad litem for the 

minor children. Although the divorce decree was executed in August 2012, Ms. 

Oppenheim remains very actively involved in this litigation and continues to bill 

enormous amounts to the family. 

2. The Father believes that Ms. Oppenheim has acted (and, in situations where she 

should have acted on behalf of the minor children, failed to act) in a fashion that is 

unethical, in violation of the ethical guidelines of the American Psychological 
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Association, contrary to the best (or even minimal) standards of guardianship, 

tortious, possibly criminal, in violation of court orders and contrary to the best 

interests of the minor children. 

3. The Father believes that Ms. Oppenheim has violated the Father's sole legal 

custody of the minor children and not objected when the Defendant and her 

lawyers have violated the Father's sole legal custody of the minor children. The 

Father believes the same is true with respect to the Father's specific right pursuant 

• .. ~..' . ,, 
to the Divorce Decree to make all medical decisions (including behavioral health 

., " decisions) with respect to the minor children. 

4. The Father believes that Ms. Oppenheim has acted in our own financial interest, 

including by causing, through her acts and omissions, this litigation to continue, 

and by causing the family to incur significant expenses to various parts of the 

Fairfield County Divorce Machine with whom Ms. Oppenheim has on-going 

business relationships. The Father believes that Ms. Oppenheim's bills have, been 

and remain unconscionable, particularly in light of the lack of value of, and harm 

created by, her participation in this matter. 

-2-

-----------------------~ 
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5. The Father believes that Ms. Oppenheim's acts and omissions have harmed her 

wards and their parents. 

6. The Father believes that Ms. Oppenheim has ignored or otherwise f~ed to follow 

the advice and recori:unendations (particularly those intended to protect the minor 

children) of other professionals, including mental health professionals, involved in 

this matter. 

7. The Father believes that Ms. Oppenheim has retaliated against the Father for the 

Father's good-faith objections to her practices and bills. Most egregiously, the 

Father believes that Ms. Oppenheim's statement to the Father's counsel that she 

may recommend that the minor children {over whom the Father has sole legal and 

nearly total physical custody) should be placed in foster care was in retaliation of 

the Father's efforts to hold her accountable for her egregious misdeeds. 

8. The Father believes that Ms. Oppenheim's on-going involvement in this matter 

would be contrary to the best interests of the minor children, the interests of justice 

and common sense. 

-3-



FOR THE PLAINTIFF & FATHER, 
MARKSARG 

By: 

Norman Pattis, Esq. 
649 Amity Road 
Bethany, CI' 06524 
(203)393-3016 

Juris Number 408681 

-4-
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FST-FAH -4020533-S SUPERIOR COURT 

MARK SARGENT J.D. OF NEW HAVEN 

v. At NEW HAVEN 

PAMELA SARGENT OCTOBER 11,2013 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR CONTEMPT. TO COMPEL. AND FOR ORDERS 
POST JUDGMENT 

The Plaintiff, Mark Sargent, respectfully moves the Court, as follows: 

I. By prior court order, Dr. Howard Krieger was appointed late last 

spring to complete an update Relocation and Custody Study on an 

expedited basis. 

2. Dr. Krieger was appointed only because Dr. Kenneth Robson, who 

completed the prior Custody Study in this matter could not update 

his prior Custody Study and complete a Relocation Study prior to 

the July 1, 2013 delivery date required by the family's situation. 

Dr. Robson would have been available, however, if the report 

could have delivered at a later date. 

3. Dr. Krieger has not yet delivered his report, which is now more 

than three months late. Dr. Krieger has failed to meet the July 1, 

2013 deadline and all of the revised later delivery dates the court 

has relied upon, as provided by Dr. Joan Oppenheim, who relayed 

such dates to the court and the parties on Dr. Krieger's behalf. 
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4. The plaintiff also wishes to bring certain other aspects of Dr. 

Krieger's misconduct to the court's attention. 

5. As a result of Dr. Krieger's failure to deliver timely the report as 

ordered by the court, and as the result of his misconduct, the family 

has incurred sigmficant costs, losses, and harm. 

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court order the 

following: 

1. That Dr. Krieger produce his report immediately and without 

further delay; and 

2. That Dr. Krieger compensate the Plaintiff and his family for the 

costs, losses and harms they have suffered has a result of Dr. 

Krieger's contempt and misconduct. 

Respectfully submitted, 

8 Y--==t=~,..c,.~~:...__ 
K VI S ,ESQ. 

HIS A TIORNEY 
129 Church Street, Ste. 400 

New Haven, CT 06510 
203-980-7559 

fax:866-236-5477 
Email: Kevinsrnithlaw@Gmail.com 

Juris No 427828 
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ORDER 

The foregoing motion having been heard, it is hereby ORDERED: 

GRANTED/DENIED. 

Arid it is FURTHER ORDERED that: 

Judge/Clerk 
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CERTIFICATION 

This is to certify that a copy of the foregomg was delivered in hand or via fax on 
the above date to the following counsel of record and pro se parties: 

Nonnan A. Pattis 
649 Amity Road 
Bethany, CT 06524 

Melissa Needle 
830 Post Road East. Ste. I 0 I 
Westport, CT 06880 

Gary Cohen 
I 00 Summer Street, Third Floor 
Stamford, CT 06905 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 
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MARK SARGENT, 
Plaintiff, 

v. cv ___ _ 

JANE EMONS, 
JUDICIAL BRANCH, STATE OF 
CONNECTICUT, 

Defendants. JUNE 14,2013 

VERIFIED COMPLAINT 

1. The plaintiff, a litigant with sole legal custody of his children, seeks declaratory and 

injunctive relief arising from policies and practices of holding hearings and issuing orders in the 

family courts of the State of Connecticut without giving h!Jgants notice and a meamngful 

opportunity to be heard, not providing divorce litigants with a meaningful opportunity to object to 

the billing, professional ethics, or competence of court-appointed guardians ad litem without fear 

of reprisal, and delegating familial and parenting rights possessed by a parent With sole legal 

custody of his or her children to a guardian ad litem or other private individual appointed by the 

court He claims violations of the First, Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 

Constitution, in particular abridgement of his rights to freedom of familial association and 

parenting rlghfs, procedural due process of law and substantive due process of law. 

2. This Court has jurisdiction over the action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. Section 1331, and 28 

U.S.C. Section 1342(1)(3){4) and 42 U.S.C. Sections 1983 and 1988. 

3. The plaintiff was at all times relevant to this action, and he remains, an adult resident of 

the Town of Westport. He Is a divorced father of three minor children and has sole legal cust~y 

of those children by order of judgment of the Superior Court of the State of Connecticut. 
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4 Defendant Jane Emons is a judge of the Superior Court presiding over family court 

matters in the Judicial District of Norwalk/Stamford at Stamford. She is sued in her official 

capacity only. 

5 Defendant Judicial Branch, State of Connecticut, is an independent and coordinate 

branch of the Government of the State of Connecticut Judges presidmg over the Superior Courts 

of the State of Connecticut are members of the branch. The branch sets policies and procedures 

followed in courts throughout the State of Connecticut, includmg the Judicial District of 

Norwalk/Stamford. 

6. Mr. Sargent was the plaintiff in a divorce action bearing docket number FA 11-

402053533S filed and adjudicated in the Judicial District of Norwalk/Stamford at Stamford. A 

judgment entered granting the divorce and awarding sole legal custody of the three minor children 

of ~e divorcing parties to Mr. Sargent in August 2012. 

7. For the past six years, Mr. Sargent has been a stay-at-home parent and the primary 

caregiver for the children. During much of the period smce he filed for diVorce, Mr. Sargent has 

had sole physical custody of the minor children. The mother has been absent from the children's 

liVeS for extended periods as she struggles with serious and well-documented mental illnesses, as 

diagnosed by her treating physicians and a court-appointed psychiatric evaluator. The mother's 

contact With the mmor children has been subject to significant restrictions, including supervision. 

At present, the mother is entitled to see the children for a few hours three times a week after she 

has been evaluated by a social worker. The mother has not been permitted to have overnight 

visits with the children for many months 

8. Mr. Sargent was awarded sole legal custody and primary physical custody of the minor 

c~ildren given h1s demonstrated ability to care for them, even under the extreme present 

circumstances. The significant limitations on the Mother's contact with the minor children were 
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imposed as a result of her mental 1llness, the prior impact of such illness on the minor children, 

and the threat of future harm to the children. 

9. Mr. Sargent has retained two therapists to help the minor children address issues raised 

by their mother's illness and the divorce. He has developed close working relationships with them 

in order to maximize the benefit of their care to the minor children. Mr. Sargent's has instructed 

the therapists pursuant to his sole legal custody of the minor children and the ability to make 

medical decisions on their behalf inherent in such custody. 

10. Throughout the divorce action, Mr. Sargent has filed multiple motions challenging the 

ethics. professionalism, competence and excessive fees of the court-appointed guardian ad litem 

for the minor children, Dr. Joan Oppenheim. Mr. Sargent believes that Dr. Oppenheim has acted 

(and continues to act) in her own financial interest in lieu of the best Interests Qf the minor 

children. On multiple occasions, Mr. Sargent and his lawyers have communicated their concerns 

about Dr. Oppenheim's reprehensible conduct, failure to follow court orders and violations of Mr. 

Sargent's sole legal custody of the minor children. Mr Sargent understands one of the minor 

children's therapists has communicated with Dr. Oppenheim concerning Dr. Oppenheim's breach 

of the ethics rules of the American Psychological Association. 

II. Notwrthstanding Mr. Sargent's best efforts to minimize or procure proper court oversight 

over Dr. Oppenheim's role, Dr. Oppenheim remams involved in the divorce litigation (even though 

the divorce was finalized months ago), continues to bill the family enormous sums, and continues 

to require Mr Sargent to employ various other professionals supposedly on behalf of the minor 

children. 

12. In October 2012 the mother apparently established a domic1le in Florida. In March 2013, 

the Mother reappeared in Connecticut and sought, through post-judgment motions, to increase 

her parenting time with the minor children. The parbes have been engaged in intermittent 
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m"otions practice before the Supenor Court for Jud1cial District of Norwalk/Stamford since then. 

Mr. Sargent has filed motions and made arguments seeking to clarify the rights and 

responsibilities of each parent as to the minor children, to protect the minor from the mother's 

mental illness, to object to Or. Oppenheim's actions and fees, and to move the minor children to 

be closer to his family 1n Ohio. 

l3. Mr. Sargent has also tiled motions seekmg to limit and govern the minor children's contact 

with one specific individual associated With the mother whom Mr. Sargent, the minor children's 

therapists, the minor children's guardian ad litem and others have identified may pose a signmcant 

risk to the health and safety of the minor children (such individual, the "Person of Concern") 

14. During the course of recent motion practice, defendant Emens has ordered the parties to 

appear before the Court at periodic "status conferences." The parties are not given notice about 

topics defendant Emons may consider at these conferences. The "status conferences" are not 

ev1dentiary heanngs. But defendant Emons frequenUy permits the parties and Or. Oppenheim to 

introduce facts relevant to the care of the minor children at the status conferences. However, 

such information is collected in an ad hoc fashion. The status conferences are not governed by 

any rules of law or procedure. At times defendant Emons welcomes information (even hearsay) 

from one party (e.g., the mother or Dr Oppenheim) while rejecting information from the other 

party (e.g., Mr. Sargent). 

15. Notwithstandmg the lack of notice of the topics to be addressed at the status conferences, 

the lack of any right to be heard at such conferences, and the ad hoc nature of such conferen~s. 

defendant Emens has issued significant orders impacting the parties, their parenting rights and 

the health, safety and care of the minor children at such conferences. Defendant Emons has 

issued orders at such conferences even absent any showing of exigent circumstances. 

16. At the most recent stab.Js conference on June 11, 2013, defendant Emons, without any 

find1ng of or consideratJon of exigent circumstances, ordered, inter alia: 
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a. That Dr. Oppenheim, as guardian ad litem for the minor children, develop 

- apparently without the participation of Mr. Sargent - a plan with the 

minor children's therapists to introduce the minor children to the Person 

ofConcem; 

b. That Mr. Sargent not take the minor children across state lines for any purpose; 

c. That Mr. Sargent provide the ex-wife with insurance and medical information 

necessary for her to arrange medical care for the children, despite the ex-wife's 

lack of legal custody regarding the minor children and in the absence of lawful 

authority for her to make healthcare decisions for the mmor children. 

17. Mr. Sargent was not given any notice that these topics would be addressed at the status 

conference. Mr. Sargent was denied a meaningful opportunity to be heard on the merits. When 

Mr. Sargent through his counsel, requested a hearing at which he could present facts necessary 

for defendant Emons to make a proper decision about these 1ssues, defendant Emons summarily 

denied the request. 

18. Notwithstanding the significance of the orders issued by defendant Emons without notice 

or hearing, the orders were not issued In writing. Instead, they remain vague verbal statements 

spoken by defendant Emons from the bench. Mr. Sargent can only obtain written copies of such 

orders by purchasing a transcript which can take days and is expensive. As a result, neither Mr. 

Sargent nor third parties (particularly the therapists for the minor children) can clearly understand 

and implement such orders. Instead, th1rd parties are dependent upon others, includ1ng Dr Joan 
I 

Oppenheim, to convey and interpret the orders This is par!Jcularly concerning to Mr. Sargent 

given his adversarial rela!Jonship with Dr. Oppenheim as a result of the concern~ about her ethics, 

professionalism, competence and excess1ve billing as communicated by Mr. Sargent, h1s counsel, 

and the therapists he has retained for the minor children 
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19. Defendant Emens's order, without notice or a hearing, directing the court appointed 

guard1an ad litem to develop (and perhaps execute) a plan to introduce the Person of Concern to 

the minor children without the consent (or even the involvement of) Mr Sargent deprives Mr. 

Sargent of his constitutionally protected familial and parenting rights, his rights as sole legal 

custodian of his ch1ldren, and his ability to provide for and monitor the safety and welfare of the 

minor children in violation of the First and Fourteenth Amendments of the Constitution of the 

United States. Defendant Emens's order effectively transforms children over whom he has sole 

legal custody into wards of the state. Defendant Emens's order contravenes the judgment of the 

court which d1ssolvectthe marriage and awarded sole legal custody of the minor children to Mr. 

Sargent This is offensive to the public policy of the state of Connecticut and violates Mr. 

Sargent's rights under the First, Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments. 

20. By ordering the therapists of the minor children to act without the benefit of information 

known only by Mr. Sargent about the minor children and the Person of Concern, defendant 

Emons has created an exigent nsk to the health and safety of the minor children, in violation of 

Mr. Sargent's parental and familial rights to protect them. Defendant Emens's actions have left 

Mr. Sargent without any effective and practical legal remedy or ability to exercise his 

constitutionally protected familial and parenting rights and his status as sole legal custodian to 

pro~ect the minor children. 

21. Defendant Emens's order, without notice or a heanng, that Mr. Sargent provide h1s ex-

Wife wtth Insurance cards and other information necessary for her to access health care for the 

minor children without Mr. Sargent's knowledge or involvement, even though she has no legal 

right to do so, also violates Mr. Sargent's rights under the First, Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments 

and his status as sole legal custodian over the minor children. Such unwntten order also risks 

confusing the care providers of the minor children, many of whom have been notified of Mr. 

Sargent's sole legal custody of the minor children. 
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22. Defendant Emens's order, without notice or a heanng, prohibiting Mr. Sargent from 

transporting the children out of state violates Mr. Sargent's parenting and familial rights under the 

First, Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments. Mr. Sargent occasionally takes the children out of state 

(e g, to New York City) to attend educational, social, cultural, family and entertainment events. 

Prior to defendant Emens's order, Mr. Sargent had planned such a trip at the request of the one of 

the minor children. In addition, as Mr. Sargent cares for the minor children by himself, without the 

help of nearby relatrves or childcare providers. Given his near-total physical custody of the minor 

children, Mr. Sargent typically takes the children with him when he travels out of state for his own 

reasons. Thus. defendant Emens's order, without notice or a hearing, effectively limits Mr. 

Sargent's ability to leave the state, m VIolation of his constitutJonally protected fundamental right to 

travel. 

23. The fam1ly courts of defendant Judicial Branch have a practice and policy of using "status 

conferences" to hold hearings on, and issue rulings with respect to, significant matters without 

providing the parties notice or a nght to be heard and without a showing of exigent circumstances. 

These policies result in the abridgement of fundamental rights of familial association and 

parenting rights without due process In violation of the First, Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments. 

24. In such "status conferences" (and otherwise) the family courts of defendant Judicial 

Branch have a practice and policy of seizing rights held by parents with legal custody of their 

children (including parents with sole legal custody in post-judgment divorce actions) and 

delegating such rights to private individuals appointed by the court to act on behalf of minor 

children (typically as purported guardians for the minor ch1ldren). Such courts have a policy or 

practice of doing th1s even when one or both of the parties and/or their counsel and advisors have 

expressed (and filed motions regard1ng) Significant concerns about the ethics, professionalism, 

competency and excessive billings of such private individuals The family courts of defendant 

Judicial Branch have a practice and policy of allowing such court-appointed private individuals to 
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exercise the rights that legally belong to the custodial parent(s) without any effective oversight and 

without monitoring or limiting their ab11ity to bill the victimized family. 

25. As a direct and proximate result of the defendant Judicial Branch's statewide practices 

and policies regardmg "status conferences," of defendant Emmons's use of said conferences, and 

seizure of the parenting rights lawfully possessed only by Mr. Sargent as sole legal custodian of 

his children, all without notice, a hearing, or demonstration of exigent circumstances, Mr. 

Sargent's constitutional rights to freedom of familial association and parenting rights his rights to 

procedural and substantive due process have been abridged, and it 1s foreseeable that unless the 

defendants are ordered to desist from engaging in similar unlawful conduc~ his rights will continue 

to be abridged. 

26. The family courts of the defendant Judicial Branch do not provide parties wrth any abdity 

to object to, or otherw1se raise concerns about, the actions of guardians ad litem without fear of 

reprisal. The courts routinely abdicate their responsibility for deciding issues regardmg the best 

interest of the children to guardians ad litem, effectively transforming children into constructive 

wards of the state In so doing, the guardians ad lrtem transform family litigation into a self-

perpetuatmg and unreviewable annuity, which a party can challenge only at the cost of incurring 

further expense, and, potentially, lack of access to their children .. 

WHEREFORE, Mr. Sargent seeks declaratory and inJunctive relief as follows: 

A. Declaratory relief requiring that before judiCial off1cers or other members of the Judicial 
Branch of the State of Connecticut Issue orders altenng the rights of parties previously 
set forth in final judgments, the parties be afforded adequate notice and a meaningful 
opportunity to be heard; 

B. An order enjoining the defendants from using "status conferences" as a veh1cle for 
altering fundamental rights of litigants without affording them notice and an opportunity 
to be heard: 

C. An order enjoining the defendants from se1zing parenting rights held by parents, 
particularly those with sole legal custody of their children, without notice and a hearing 
and delegating such rights to court-appointed private Individuals who act without 
oversight and without limitations on their ability to force the family to pay them; 
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An order directing defendant Emens to vacate the orders issued on June 11, 2013, 
proh1b1ting Mr. Sargent from transporting his children out of state; 

An order d1recting defendant Emens to vacate orders vesting in the Guardian Ad Litem 
the ability to instruct the therapists to the minor children or any of their other care 
providers; 

An order directing defendant Emons to vacate orders depriving Mr. Sargent of his 
rights to determine who, and by whom, his children, over whom he has been granted 
fully and sole legal custody, shall consult for medical treatment, including the order 
requiring h1m to fum ish health insurance cards to his ex-wife; and 

Appointment of a special master to review the policies and practices regarding the 

training, selection, appointment, retention of, the powers granted to, guardians ad 

litem. 

-~ 
Subscribed to and sworn before me this j{ day of September 2013. 
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SUPERIOR COURT 
J.D. of STAMFORD/ 
NORWALK 

at STAMFORD 

SEPTEMBER 13,2013 

MOTION FOR RECUSAL OF JUDICIAL AUTHORITY 

The plaintiff, Mark Sargent, herewith requests that The Honorable Jane Emons recuse 
herself from further proceedings in this manner pursuant to Canon 3 of the Code of Judicial 
Conduct and Practice Book Section 1-23. The grounds for recusal are that the comments and 
conduct of Judge Emons, together with the fact that the plaintiff has filed a federal civil rights 
law suit against Judge Emons, raise substantial questions about whether a reasonable person 
would question ·the her impartiality based on all the circumstances. 

I. Factual Basis for the Motion 
This is an action arising post-judgment in a di';'orce proceeding that resulted in an order 

of full-legal custody to the father of the parties' three minor children. Unfortunately, the mother 
suffered serious and disabling psychiatric illness and disappeared from the lives of the children 
for some period after the divorce. She has now resurfaced, with a new husband, and opposes the 
plaintiff's desire to relocate to the couple's native hometown in Ohio. She also seeks joint 
custody of the children. The court has been waiting now for since early summer for a court
ordered evaluation to be completed. 

The Court has adopted a practice of requiring the parties to attend periodic status 
conferences. At these conferences, the Court issues orders modifying the rights and 
responsibilities of the parties. Offended by this practice of altering his right~ to raise his children 
without the hand of the State seeking to rock the cradle, the plaintiffhas filed a federal law suit 
claiming that his rights to familial association are being deprived without due process of law. He 
has named Judge Emons individually, raising a cognizable claim for injunctive relief against her 
arising under Ex Parte Younger. The action is currently pending before the federal district court. 

Although initially prepared to waive any claim of conflict arising from his suit against 
Judge Emons for fear that the suit would be regarded as a species of judge shopping, the plaintiff 
now raises a motion for recusal. He has submitted herewith a required affidavit from his counsel, 
Attorney Norman Pattis, and a transcript of a hearing before the Court on August 29, 2013. The 
transcript is replete with snide, sarcastic and hostile comments directed by Judge Emons at the 
plaintiff. Judge Emons also continues to engage in a slap-dash pattern of issuing orders, sua 
sponte, in the absent of notice of hearings or of meaningful opportunities to be heard. 

The plaintiff's ex-wife did not attend the hearing on August 29, 2013. Mr. Sargent did, 
with counsel, Attorney Kevin Smith. At various times during the hearing, the Court made 
comments and statements to the plaintiff and his counsel that call into question whether any 
reasonable person would question her impartiality. 

In particular, the Court at one point suggested to Mr. Sargent's counsel that it would 
resort to removing Mr. Sargent's children from his custody as a disciplinary sanction if he did 
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not follow her orders. (Affidavit, para. ) The Court also instructed the GAL to tell a court
ordered evaluator that Mr. Sargent waived any objections to the evaluator's report because Mr. 
Sargent and his counsel did not want to attend a pre-publication conference with the evaluator 
thi~ after the record made clear that the basis for not attending was to expedite production of a' 
report now long overdue. (Affidavit, para. ) · 

1 
Throughout the proceedings, the Court has repeatedly admonished Mr. Sargent for 

speaking to his counsel during hearings and argument. After overhearing part of Mr. Sargent's 
confidential communication with counsel, the Court then published what it overheard and 
engaged in the following colloquy with Mr. Sargent: 

"Would you like my robe, Mr. Sargent? Would you like to give orders in this case?" 
Mr. Sargent replied by stating: ''No more would I like your robe than you should have my 
parenting rights over my children." 
The Court responded: "Oh, thank you for your input. I'm sure your lawyer is very proud 

of you." (Affidavit, 
This sarcastic sniping calls into question whether the Court can maintain a demeanor 

consistent with the appearance of impartiality. 
When counsei for the plaintiff persisted in efforts to persuade the Court to hear from a 

witness who observed the mother of the children arrive to pick up her children while apparently 
intoxicated, the court said: "I know you so badly wanted to get that into the record." (Affidavit, 

II. Legal Basis for Granting Relief 
"Canon 3 of the Code of Judicial Conduct 'requires a judge to disqualify himself or 

herself in a proceeding in which the judge's impartiality might reasonably be questioned. The 
reasonableness standard is an objective one. This, the question is not only whether the particular 
judge is, in fact, impartial, but whether a reasonable person would question the judge's 
impartiality on the basis of all the circumstances." Rosado et al., v. Bridgeport Roman Catholic 
Diocesan Corporation et al., 292 Conn. 20-21 (2009). The inquiry requires "a sensitive 
evaluation of all the facts and circumstances ... " ld. See also, LaBow v. LaBow, 13 Conn. App, 
334 (1988). 

III. Conclusion "' 
There is no question that the instant litigation is difficult, even this incipient stage of the 

proceedings. The Court has yet to act on the various motions filed by the parties, preferring to 
sculpt the proceedings in a trial-by-ambush manner, in which it, and it alone, decides what to 
hear and when. Any reasonable observer of the August 29, 2013, would conclude that the Court 
had prejudged the issues in this case. The Court's sarcasm, threat and evident disgust at the sole 
parent who appeared at the hearing cannot but create the conclusion that the judge is impartial. 
The comments reported in the transcript would no doubt warrant an admonishment, or perhaps 
even a contempt citation, if engaged in by counsel. It is difficult to fathom why Mr. Sargent, who 
is fighting to vindicate what the Court has already granted him- his right to act as sole legal 
custodian of his children- should be expected to sit passively by while the Court behaves in a 
manner that would not be tolerated by an interested party. 

Affidavit of Attorney Norman Pattis 
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I represent Mr. Sargent in the post-judgment phase of his matrimonial case. He was, 
during the proceedings that led to the entry of judgment, a pro se litigant. 
I have appeared before Judge Jane Emons in this matter, and I have read certified court 
transcripts of a hearing on August 29, 2013, that I was unable to attend. 
I filed a law suit on behalf of Mr. Sargent against, among others, Judge Emons in the 
United States District Court for the District of Connecticut. The case is pending before 
United States District Court Judge Janet Bond Arteron. It challenges the practice in this 
case of issuing substantive orders in family cases involving fundamental familial rights 
without a meaningful notice and opportunity for the parties to be held. 
I immediately after the suit was filed, I stated on the record that the plaintiff was not 
seeking recusal of Judge Emons as we did not want to create the impression of judge
shopping by filing federal writs. 
At the time I made the.aforesaid statement, I did not believe that Judge Emons either 
partial or appeared to be partial in violation of Code of Judicial Conduct 3. Based on her 
comments from the bench since that time, I now believe that a reasonable person would 
question the judge's impartiality. 
I based the aforesaid assessment, in part, on the following grounds. 
At the status conference on August 29,2013, the Court told the parties the purpose of the 
conference was to update the Court on where things were. {Transcript, 2:18-20.) 
At the conference, the parties discussed with the Court when a certain report by a certain 
Dr. Kreiger would be "published by September 22,2013. {ld., 3:9-15) 
The Court was informed that the undersigned was unwilling to attend a pre-publication 
conference with Dr. Kreiger. Counsel for the plaintiff made clear to the court that the 
reason the undersigned did not Wish to attend a pre-publication conference was because it 
would, in his view, occasion further delay and would not be helpful. {ld., 33:21-24) The 
Court then insisted that the plaintiff "waive" the right to attend any such hearing. When 
he did so, the Court then instructed the GAL to tell Dr. Kreiger that the plaintiff has 
waived "Their objection to any of the discussion or anything that he puts in his report, 
because they haven't agreed to input." Counsel then corrected the Court and informed it 
that avoiding pre-publication conferences would expedite production of the report that 
was long overdue. {ld., pp. 7:22- 8:6) The report pertains to custody of the parties' three 
minor children. 

10. No reasonable jurist could possibly construe a party's decision not to attend a non
mandatory at a pre-publication conference with a court evaluator to entail a waiver of the 
right to object to the contents of a report. Counsel made clear that the purpose of the 
waiver was to expedite production of a report that was already long-overdue. 

11. Not long before this strained and unnatural reading of the waiver, the Court instructed 
counsel to take his client out into the hallway and discuss with him his refusal to permit 
the GAL to meet with his children outside of his presence. Mr. Sargent had previously 
placed the Court on notice of the fact that the GAL had made certain material 
misrepresentations of fact, and he wanted to be present at any meetings she had with his 
children. The Court told his counsel: "I want you, Attorney Smith, to go out and have a 
heart-to-heart with Mr. Sargent, because I will make orders in this case that be anywhere 
from admonishment to removing custody." (Id. 6:11-15) Mr. Sargent was previously 
awarded sole legal custody of his children. 

12. Suggesting that removal of custody might be regarded as a sanction for non-compliance 
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with a Court order is a suggestion repugnant to societal norms. 
Although no.party filed a motion requesting such relief, the trial Court ordered that Mr. 
Sargent could not contact the GAL except through her lawyer, effectively denying him 
any direct contact with the co~ officer ostensibly acting in the best interests of his 
children. The Court also ordered that Mr. Sargent not attend any meeting his children 
have with the children's therapists. No such restrictions were placed on the mother of the 
minor children, who did not even attend the hearing. (Id., 18: 4-8) 
The Court also rejected without argument or evidence any kind the plaintiff's motion to 
remove the GAL and the lawyer appointed for by the court. (ld., 20:15- 21 :6) 
When the plaintiff tried to show the court a police report regarding an auto accident in 
which the children's mother caused, and which caused the children to be taken to the 
hospital, the court refused to look at it. (Id, 22:19-14) 
During hearings, the Court has repeatedly admonished Mr. Sargent for communicating 
with his counsel while Court was in session. On August 29, 2013, the Court overheard 
part of what Mr. Sargent said to his counsel, and said, in open court, and on the record: 
"Would you like my robe, Mr. Sargent? Would you like to give orders in this case?" 
Mr. Sargent replied by stating: "No more would I like your robe than you should have my 
parenting rights over my children." The Court responded: "Oh, thank you for your input. 
I'm sure your lawyer is very proud of you." Id, 29:21-30: 2) 
This unnecessary taunting and sarcasm constitute an abandonment of a judicial role and 
evinces hostility toward Mr. Sargent. Had a litigant spoken in such a manner to an 
adversary in open court, the litigant would have risked a contempt citation. (ld., 29:21-
24) 
·on August 29,2013, despite much fanfare about the best interests of the children, the 
Court refused to hear testimony from a witness who observed the children's mother 
moments before the aforementioned auto accident and who had concerns that the 
mother's fitness to drive. (ld. 32: 22-26; 34: 4-23; 35: 16-22) When counsel informed the 
Court the mother might have been intoxicated, the Court interrupted him and stated: "I 
know you so badly wanted to get that into the record." This sarcasm evinces an 
appearance of impartiality. 



004185 
FACSIMILE FILING 
COVER SHEET 
JD-CL·73 Rev S-10 INSTRUCTIONS 

CONNECTICUT JUDICIAL BRANCH 
SUPERIOR COURT 

1 See the back/page 2 for Procedures and Techmcal Standards for Electronic Filing WWW jud ct.gov 
2 Do not fax _the bf!ck/page 2 of this form to the courl. 
3. Type or pnnt legibly. One cover sheet must be submitted for each document. 
4. The filmg party sh~/1 keep. the signed copy of the pleading, document or other paper while 

the action Is pendmg, dunng any appeal period and during any applicable appellate process 
5 The transmission record of each filing shall be the filing party's confirmation of receipt by the 

Courl. Please do not call the Clerk's Office to confirm receipt. 

TO: The Superior Court named below. 

~ Judldal District at: 

0 Housing Session at. 

0 Small Claims Area at. 

0 Geographical Area No : 

0 Juvemle Matters at: 

0 Child Protection Session at Middletown 

(Include prefix: for example, Cl, CP, CR, CV, FA, HC, JV, Ml, MV, SC, SP) 

(Unless otherwise directed by the court, documents shall not be more than 20 pages 

The filing party assumes the risk of Incomplete transmission or other factors that result In the document not 
being accepted for flllng. 

Name (Print or type tuu name of person toO& contac/911, U neceW~ry} 

l7o. tl· 20( 5 From: 
Kevin Smith, Esq. 

I am an attorney or law firm excluded from e-fillng· 0 Yes ~No Juris number. ~ZiiS:ZCl 
Telephone number (InClude area corJe} I Fax number (lncfurJe area corl~} 

203-98D-7559 sss-236-54n 

To Be Completed By The Court Only 

The document was not filed by the clerk's office for the following reason(s): 

0 The document is not in compliance with procedures and technical standards established by the Office of the 
Chief Court Administrator. See the Judicial Branch procedure at www.jud.ct.gov. 

0 The document is longer than 20 pages. 

0 The document Is. 0 incomplete. 0 illegible. 

0 The document was not accompanied by the required fax cover sheet. 

0 The document was faxed to the wrong court 

0 Other 

Under the Procedures and Technical Standards for Electronic Filing set up by the Office of the Chief Court Administrator, 
the documents will not be returned by the clerk. 

I From (Pnnl nome end /lire} I Oale I 
The Information contained In this facsimile message may be privileged and confidential and Is Intended only for !he use of !he lndMdual or 
entity named above. If !he reader of this Is not !he Intended recipient you ere hereby not/fled !hat any dissemination, distribution or copying of 
this communication Is strictly prohibited. If you receive this communication In error, please notify the sender Immediately. 



004186 

ORDER 

The foregoing PI.A.INTIFF'S MOTION TO DISMISS Ms. }OAN OPPENHEIM 

AS GUARDIAN AD LITEM FOR THE MINOR CHILDREN, POST-jUDGMENT having been 

heard by the Court, it is hereby ORDERED: GRANTED I DENIED. 

And it is ORDERED that 

1. Ms. Oppenheim is hereby removed for cause from her role as guardian ad 

litem of the minor children. 

2. Ms. Oppenheim is ordered to preserve all materials (including e-mails) related 

to this litigation for subsequent litigation. 

3. To the extent Ms. Oppenheim's acts or omissions have been contrary to the best 

interests of the minor children or the best practices of guardianship, Ms. 

Oppenheim may not claim, in this matter or any litigation related thereto, any 

immunity or limitation on her liability as a result of her role as guardian ad 

litem. 

4. The Father may provide a copy of this Order to the ethics review committees of 

any professional organizations to which Ms. Oppenheim belongs (including the 

American Psychological Association) and any state licensing board that may 

have oversight of Ms. Oppenheim. 

5. Ms. Oppenheim shall bear all costs associated with this Motion. 

- 5-
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Judge of the Superior Court 
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ATTY. SMITH: She has. 

THE COURT: Show them to her first. 

ATTY. SMITH: Your Honor, we showed them to Ms. 

Needle when we were just down in the conference room. 

THE COURT: Show them to her first. 

ATTY. SMITH: Fine. They're the same pictures 

that you and Ms. Oppenheim just saw. 

ATTY. NEEDLE: When Mr. Sargent opened the 

folder and closed it again. 

ATTY. SMITH: No--

ATTY. NEEDLE: Is that what you're referring to, 

Attorney Smith? 

THE PLAINTIFF: 

ATTY. SMITH: She had the ability to see these 

pictures. 

THE COURT: We will not be speaking out. 

THE PLAINTIFF: I apologize. I seek only to 

protect my children. And I hope -

THE COURT: Sir. 

THE PLAINTIFF: I'm sorry. 

THE COURT: If you can't control yourself, 

you'll wait in the hall while we conduct the rest of 

this status conference. 

ATTY. COHEN: Excuse me, Your Honor, while Ms. 

Needle is looking at the pictures, this may be an 

appropriate time for me to make a statement. 

THE COURT: I need you to speak up. 
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ATTY. COHEN: This maybe an appropriate time for 

me to ask the Court to enter an order that Mr. 

Sargent may not contact or be in the presence of my 

client without my being present. There's no reason 

for me to give reasons, but my client is represented 

by counsel. She chooses not to engage with Mr. 

Sargent unless I am present during that engagement. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

ATTY. COHEN: I ask the Court can make it so 

ordered. 

THE COURT: So ordered. 

ATTY. COHEN: Thank you. 

ATTY. SMITH: Your Honor, we would object to 

that order, just wanted to put that on the record. 

THE COURT: Your objection is noted for the 

record. 

ATTY. SMITH: Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Okay, let me see what 

you're giving me. 

(Pause) 

THE COURT: Okay. All right. 

ATTY. SMITH: Your Honor, if I may? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

ATTY. SMITH: As to the reason that we bring 

that to the Court's attention. This car crash 

occurred on, around 6:30. 

THE COURT: I'm making this a court exhibit. 
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Testimony Karen DeVillel 

I am the mother of 2 children who were 8 and 6 at the time that my ex, their father filed for divorce. They were 9 and 7 when the 
divorce was granted at a hearing. (hearing December 2010, Judgment Feb 2011). 

My youngest child Adam was originally diagnosed with failure to thrive and has a vanety of significant health issues that have 
rE:quired Immediate medical attent1on. The ability to recognize symptoms and be able to respond and decide on the appropriate 
medication on an emergent basis is critical to his well-being. Adam has suffered 9 life threatening reactions by the age of 9 and has 
had numerous ER visits and hospital admissions. One of his reactions mcluded Adam being in respiratory distress when under the 

· care of his father; his father was unaware/nonchalant when I met him at the pediatrician's office, even while the MD was in a flurry 
of activity and preparing for ambulance intercept he didn't seem to recognize the emergency. 

Adam has rare conditions that have only been recognized by the medical community in the last 20 years. This Includes an airborne 
sensitivity to foods with anaphylaxis. He has eosinophilic disease and presently Adam Is being worked up for either Job's syndrome 
or DOCK 8 (which is a condition where one of the symptoms includes airborne sensitivities). Either condition typically leads to a 
shortened life span. For this diagnostic workup he has been referred by his infectious disease MD and his primary care MD to the 
National Institute of Health. -

Over the course of time it became evident that my ex-husband OJ had his own difficulties, 
During the course of the marriage things were very tough, Adam was barely hanging on and Inconsolable, unable to sleep, 
emaciated with bloody infected skin. At the same time OJ would regularly escalate situations or otherwise not follow care plans or 
agreed upon strategies for Adam. In fact he would agree and then do the opposite, setting up conflict and risk. He also would not 
carry the lifesaving medication along although per the MD it needed to be with Adam at all times. This continued to occur despite 
martial counseling, despite education, despite behavior strategies, role playing, despite anything•••• see footnote this pg 

One notable example occurred when Adam was 3 months old. 1 had questioned why OJ would bring peanuts into the house when 
we had just cleaned the house of them. It Is important to note that he didn't even eat peanuts during my pregnancy when 1 ate 
them regularly. When we cleaned the house of peanuts earlier that week it was understood that it was ok for OJ to have them in his 
car or at work, but why d1d he bring them back into the house_ when Adam was so sick (14-18 different food sensitivities at the time 
and peanuts certainly something we could avoid). I questioned him while I was holdmg sick Infant Adam In my arms and OJ reacted 
to this by brandishing a butcher knife at me. My other son who was 2 years old at the time cowered behind me. I took the kids and 
went upstairs, put distance between us. . 

This was the environment. in the house and I independently sought out counseling to see what I could do to fix things, what was I 
missing? What was going on? The answers to come were counter-Intuitive. 

So it was (but importantly not until) 3 years after the butcher knife incident and all other matter of Issues, and shortly after a 
psychiatrist told me very cleariy he felt that my husband was a sociopath, that when OJ escalated a situation saying" go ahead and 
hit me" I got my back up, I lost it and I did. I hit him. I did not deny It, I did not make up a story, and I was open about it through the 
legal process, th~ offense while not minor was not ongoing, a defined time and space 

I also sought additional help for my husband which led to other diagnoses. 

Prior to the GAL being involved and prior to his filing for divorce, testing demonstrated that my ex-husband has mental health 
deficits lncludmg borderline personality Issues with amongst other things elevated scores on antisocial personality disorder and rule 
breaking behavior inventories and a social age that ranged between 6 and 12 yrs of age for 66% of the domains tested. OJ also has a 
diagnosis of right hemisphere non-verbal learning disability which brings with it significant issues with understanding basic concepts, 
and an inability to recognize non- verbal cues. These would be the same as the symptoms my youngest son would present with, that 
is Adam would not be able to say "I am having a life threatening reaction". His symptoms are the presentation of non-verbal signs 
(and these would need to be interpreted). In addition my ex-husband has a diagnosis of Parkinson's disease which brings with It 
rigidity and freezing, slow movements, difficulties with initiation and dementia. 
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We had hammered out an agreement that due to Adam also having sensitivity to temperatures, wordmg was added that the 
children would not be allowed in hot tubs. At that time, the visits were being held at a gym where a hot tub was present. This was 
discussed at a meeting with OJ & myself as well as our lawyers Two days later despite a posted sign saying that only 14 yr olds or ., 
older shoul~ use the hot tub, OJ put or allowed Adam in the hot tub. Adam had a heat react1on evident on the lower half of his body 
and when h1s brother at age 9 contacted me wondermg what to do because his father wasn't doing anything (and medication was 
indicated) I asked to speak to OJ and the call was t~rminated 3x in succession (and the phone company said It was not a coverage or 
dropped call issue)- I was hung up on. It wasn't till I arrived 10 minutes later that Adam got the prescribed medication and while 
thankfully Adam did not experience a life threat or progressive reaction- with his condition he could have. 

This I"!Oncompliance was not new. I did not sign the agreement because I felt It was inappropriate, that instead supported visitation 
was Indicated until Adam was older and able to self-manage, and alii could do was buy him time to grow up more. 

All of the above (excepting the recent NIH work up) Information was shared I available to the GAL, Laura Renfro. 

In my first meeting with Ms, Renfro on a Friday 2 pm she stated that she was planning on drawing up her preliminary 
recommendations that coming weekend. After our meeting later that day I learned that Ms. Renfro had not spoken with any of 
Adam's ~D',s In this medically significant case. Why also did she not follow up with any of DJ's long term counselors, those that had 
known him beyond a one-time visit/ evaluation? About this same time the GAL told me she spoke with my counselor when she 
hadn't. 

How was it that she could be ready to draw up recommendations? 

When the GAL met with the children at her office she even established a court order that I could not wait for them In the waiting 
roo~ (s~p,a~ated by~ doori. In addition she offered to provide the children something to eat even though she knew Adam's diet Is 
verv product specific ~nd the risk of cross contamination Is high (per the MDs) his having had reactions In this fashion. Why was 
offering the children food a·consider,ation for her at all? They could easily eat before or after the meeting. 

As the case progressed she did follow up with the court ordered psychiatrist Dr. Freedman who had done one report and who had 
shared with me that while he was generating his second report that the GAL kept trying to contact him. By the t1me of the hearing 
Dr. Freedman ended up changing his opinion from his second report. 

At the hearing we learned that Ms. Renfro only had a generic summary (no functional based questions and answers) from his 
neurologist that was almost 2 years old, she had not have any recent or specific information from the neurologist and this despite 
Parkinson's being a progressive disease. 

At the hearing It was also pointed out that a recommendation, made more than 3 years prior, that OJ have a follow up 
neuropsychological evaluation was not acted on. The GAL had documentation of this recommendation but did nothing with it for 
the 2 years she was on the case. Instead although she had the Right Hemisphere Non Verbal learning Disorder lnformatioo and the . 
cautions regarding false therapeutic efficacy Instead she testified "that we all learn" 

This is bias Ms. Renfro was selective in what Information she chose to present and how she chose to present it. 
The GAL hired her own attorney for the trail and she did not share her information with my attorney, or with me at my request, even 
though I thought that was part of my right 

I did tell the truth, the whole truth throughout the process but my ex Is persuasive, sympathetic, and Is adept (perhaps because of 
his defic1ts) at role playing. The hearing was theatre and I was underrepresented. The GAL even inserted herself into the pre-trial 
meeting between the parties where OJ and I were encouraged by the judge to try to come to an agreement; I suspect this action on 
her part to be highly irregular if not unprofessional. I was painted as an abusive and controlling, hysterical personality particularly by 
my ex's sister in law downhill from there. The judge even stated in her decision that while one doesn't typically grant much 
credence to testimony of family she found DJ's sister-in law's testimony compelling and it helped to sway her. 

The outcome was that I was pegged as an alienator and OJ was granted frequent and extended parenting time. 

1 Footnote••• *Th1s 1s not surprising when you understand that experts caut1on agamst false therapeutic efficacy with those 
diagnosed with Right Hemisphere Non Verbal learning Disability, in fact they suggest that counseling Is of limited use-

. t·. 
~-.:· 
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Although OJ left the relationship with approx. 140,000 in assets and debt rehef-the last 32,000 wh1ch was signed over working in 
good faith with his attorney Kate Haakonsen, th1s was not evidenced in court and 1 was court ordered to pay OJ an additionai4S,OOO. 

We were ordered to split the GAL's fees. 

SO days after the judgment OJ lost his job for almost precisely the same concern I tried to have represented in court, the disability 
paperwork filled out by his neurologist indicated he would be unreliable I could not react or respond in an emergency (the wording 
Included on a construction site). 
I am a health care professional and know Parkinson's disease. It would be unusual for Parkinson's to worsen precipitously, in fact 
Ms. Renfro testified in court that per the neurologist (based on the 2 yr old letter) that the disease was progressing slowly .. 

After the hearing evidence came to light that OJs neurologist had been working with his human resource professional to clanfy his 
abilities and this work predated the disability paperwork and was colncident·with the court proceedings., OJ expressed in 
subsequent deposition that he was unaware of this, however my attorney (and I) suspect that OJ and his attorney and with the 
active aide of the GAL perpetrated a fraud on the court. 

My attor~~Y filed a motion for fraud. He also told me (though I questioned him about contempt) that I should not pay the 4S,OOO, 
(have email from him). When the fraud motion was heard my attorney felt he was getting strong head winds from the judge, high 
proof threshold? and withdrew the motion. I 'was then brought In for contempt for not paying the 4S,OOO and even though my 
attorney stated he had advised me to not pay, I still had to pay the opposing counsel fees. 

About this same time the GAL had sent out a letter re payment plan options. I paid her over and above her established plan (both by 
date and amount) and then she filed a contempt motion against both parties for lack of payment. Before the hearing 1 sent her a 
check paying the remainder of the balance In plenty of time ahead of the hearing but she did not take me off of the contempt 
motion nor cash the check until she made me appear in court. 1 am not sure If she required OJ to pay his percent of the bill. 

Since then I have.had to defend an additional (baseless) contempt motion. 

In the meantime, during OJ's parenting time he had would have regular (and unpredictable) large writhing body movements 
/dyskinesias with difficulty driving; he would get angry and scare the kids, he would pick up one child for a visit but exclude Adam 
even though it was clearly communicated where both kids were, he would at times not feed Adam, or not feed him enough, he 
would not recognize or otherwise respond to ongoing medical needs, which resulted In real hardships for Adam (needmg prolonged 
-2 weeks of round the clock breathing treatments, his missing school, games,) and placed a· burden on his brother, who would be 
withdrawn and who would have migraines, once resultmg in him being referred by his pediatrician to Ct Children's Medical Center 
ER. •• •see footnote this pg. 

As the kids became stronger at voicing their concerns we worked with Dr. Thayer to address the driving. OJ was advised not to drive 
the kids pending further testing. He did not comply and DCF was involved. The DCF investigator was sympathetic to OJ, which is ok 
but not to the exclusion of my concerns, the concerns I shared were not fully represented in the DCF report either a-nd I wrote to 
have an addendum attached. 

Most recently OJ was granted full disability via Social Security (unable to do any job. The date of his disability was determined to be 
retro-act1ve back to the date of the neurologists letter (SO days post judgment). 

Footnote 2***this was m hne with the plan the GAL and the court espoused, that Adam's brother (only 9 at the 
time) could help out as needed but not that it was his responsibility- I shake my head, and how would his brother who d1d feel 

J

, responsible, how would he then feel1f Adam didn't get the necessary care m time? 

~ 

,------------------~ 
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This is just a snapshot_ 

The "abuse" issue was real but it was the passive aggressive nature and OJ's sociopathic tendencies which were the predominant 

abuse in the marriage. After years of trying to hold the household together and fend for my children I lost it but, It was incidental not 

a pattern. I looked angry in court because the GAL had manipulated the scene to paint me into the cancature they wanted to 

portray. Rather than OJ being alienated, I find my case resonates with the testimony by Dr. Steven Miller before your hearing on 

January 9 Task Force to Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody of Mmor Children mtg at Legislative Office Building. 

Essentially what Dr. Miller stated is that what appears is not always s the case. that Is the situation is reversed, the parent who looks 
upset, may have good reason to be .... I include the video chp here and the time for your review pis see time I count 5:53:38 to 6:20 

http://www.ctn state.ct.us/webstream.asp7odiD=9782&odTitle=Task%20Force%20to%20Studv%20Legai%20Disputes%201nvolving 
%20the%20Care%20%26%20Custody%20of%20Minor%20Children%20January%209th%20Public%20Heanng&caption=true 

I had even provided Ms. Renfro with a GAL article on th1s topic, the alienation is occurring 180 degrees different from what yo~ 
think. 

1 found Laura Renfro thoroughly unprofessional and unwilling to re-examine her position despite the evidence and it Is the children 
who bore tile brunt while she made a buck. And the issue is not so much that she was paid, although there are other ways our case 
could have been handled, the Issue is that she influenced the case from the moment of her entry Into it. If she had done her job the 
info that I learned post judgment could have been known and weighed In the case to the ultimate benefit of all involved. 

Some suggestions: 

A mechanism to ensure disclosure of relevant medical and mental health records. 

Oversight of the GAL 

Why are there closed door discussions in chambers? 

Remove or limit GAL Immunity 

Release all relevant Info to both parents for review 

Have a mechanism that allows removal of GAL-there needs to be a good fit 

Keep one judge throughout the proceedmgs 

Cap legal costs m divorce at a percentage or at a case rate 

Allow freer flowing d1alogue in court I informal hearing? as opposed to being pigeon holed question and answers 

The best interests of the children should be paramount for all includmg legal counsel 

Increased training as per Dr on parent alienation for judges as well 
Understand thmgs aren't always as they seem 

Make the appeal process easier? Less punitive/longer t1me to file 

Respect the need for a parent to establish boundanes with the other parent 

--------:----- --- --
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If you wouldn't have a 9 year old babysit a child w1th hfe threatening condition don't establish him as a caregiver 

Use DSS Enforcement to verify affidavits and present histories of assets 

Do NOT post these judgments to the internet, this is an erroneous judgment and should be able to be retracted, this posting seems 
to be in part a revenue producer, but what does one do now, the system is broken and the info is out there, and 1 beheve has 
adversely affected my abihty to gain new employment, how is this posting to Uie internet necessary or helpful? K1ds are involved, 
they can find this Info on the net too if they search long enough so I am court ordered not to share adult issues with them but they 
can type in my name (I have a website with my name) and they could come across It- 40 pages of it. 

A mechanism for understanding diagnoses that somehow limits the potential for bias, due to the caregiver patient relationship 

Make sure the goal is on the k1ds, a situation may seem sympathetic but the kids should be the primary concern, are they old 
enough? understand the diagnoses, understand the risks, (the judge misread the medical paperwork} 

Investigate what I have told you here 

Thank you 

Karen DeVille 
120 Steele Road 
Bristol CT 06010 



004195 
---------------------------------------------

Bill# 494- PH 3-31-14 

My name is Bruce Sabourin, I am a branch manager and financial advisor thru Cetera Advisors, one of 
the nation's largest independent financial advisory firms. I am 42 years old and I could not attend this 
important hearing in person due to medica,l/health reasons. Prior to the divorcl;!, I never had any legal 
issues in my life. I served on various local Boards of Directors, was an active member of Rotary 
International, volunteered for Special Olympics, and coached in the Plainfield little league system for 
over 6 years. 

My ex-wife, Heidi Sabourin, filed for divorce in 2006. At that time, she made it clear tnat she would not 
stop with custody hearings until I was out of our son's, Brock, life- unfortunately she has made good on 
such a promise. Other than her anger for me, I have no idea why. Brock was 18 months old when we 
separated. Throughout 7 years of accusations, I was harangued by my ex thru the courts and/or law 
enforcement almost daily over a variety of allegations, despite there never once being a witness to such 
"events". I was also made to take 15 various drug tests, most hair and hair body tests, during this time 
due to further haranguing by my ex-wife. 
Obviously the tests all came back negative for drug use. 

Throughout our case, we had 3 different GALs- each one should feel shame for how they practice law 
on behalf of children. However, one's action were beyond reproach! They used their position as my 
son's GAL to foster a sexual relationship with my son's mother, who then in turn had the GAL/boyfriend 
negatively influence our case so that I'd never see my son 
again. 

In 2011, this particul,ar GAL was assigned to us, a single attorney named Sikhandar Rana, of New london 
CT. The fact that Mr. Rana used his leverage as the G[\l in our case to commence a sexual relationship 
with the mother of his client, our son Brock, was so easy to see that even Brock complained about him. 
This conclusion has been noted not just by me and my son, but by other law professionals in the region, 
therapists, and others who have been made aware of this situation. As a quick recap of events, during 
our time together pertaining to my son, Mr. Rana explained to me that he had a special relationship 
with the judge in our case, Kenneth Shluger. He discussed at length their history and how they came to 
be very good friends. 
At one point, Rana had asked me to allow hi!ll to participate in a profitable financial opportunity I had 
and that, if I included him, Shluger would ensure no one would ever take my son from me. Based on this 
corrupting request, I asked Rana if it were a 'conflict of interest' for him to act as our GAl based on his 
relationship with the judge. He said no. Near the end of his representation, he would ask very detailed 
questions about my marriage and my ex-wife, questions that got me wondering what his true motives 
were. In fact, on one occasion (the first meeting about the profitable financial opportunity), he took the 
time to state publicly that he was interested in having a sexual relationship with my ex-wife. Brock 
would complain that he was always over the house, that he would call everyday, and buy presents for 
Brock's mom. Rana wasn't calling me daily nor buying me gifts qr stopping by my home all the time. 

Obviously, Rana must have put the same 'you scratch my back, I scratch yours' feelers out to my ex-wife, 
who is a physically attractive single woman and someone who would stop at nothing to take my son 
from me. In the fall of 2012, Rana mentioned that he was resigning as our GAL due to a 'huge career 
opportunity in New York City'. I asked if 1t made sense for him to wait to resign after this opportunity 
was confirmed before he abandoned his 
practice and he replied no. I found this to be a very strange move by 

1 
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someone who is supposed to be of above-average intelligence. This occurred right around the time 
another Norwich attorney temporarily lost his license to practice law in CT because he was found to 
have started a sexual relationship with his female client in a non-family based civil matter during the 
case. About 4 months later, I discovered that Rana and my ex-wife were dating. An attorney I know 
confirmed they had been dating since about the time he resigned. 

Thereafter, in the late spring of 2013, which I suspect was about 6 months into their relationship, we 
were before Rana's good friend, Shluger, again over custody issues involving my son. Sure enough, 
Shluger took my son away from me entirely. This was despite my requests to enter into the case 
numerous key facts which he refused, most important among them being that my son had spent 
significant time with me (access was Wed PM and every other 

weekends) since he was 2 years old and never once had even a scratch on him, let alone suffering any 
physical or mental problems under my custody Ill 
Shluger also ignored the fact that my son had told the new GAL that his mom was telling lies about his 
Dad (me) to try to keep us apart, that his Dad is great to him and a great guy, and that he thought Mom 
was 'kinda crazy'. 

Shluger also disavowed a drug test that was voluntarily taken by me the week before the hearing. I do 
not recall why he disavowed my son's important words but he disavowed the drug test and it~ negative 
results because 'he did not order them into the hearing at hand'- I took that to mean that the evidence 
did not support his findings. Shluger then described an incredible path I would need to take in order to 
get my son back in my life, which was a set of impossible tasks for me. The orders included that I spend 
6 months in a mental rehab facility, even though he had no education or professional training to 
mandate as much. I went to such a facility for an interview for potential admission- based on various 
tests and interview, I was denied entrance into a 6-month rehab program by a licensed and practiced 
admission specialist who is far more qualified than the judge to make such determinations about my 
mental welfare. 

Just to be sure that I would not actually get my son back, the judge then basically handed his gavel to my 
ex-wife. He ordered that if I were to successfully' overcome his first obstacle, I would then have to 
submit myself to any given '4 month window in which my ex-wife would need to be satisfied that I was 
mentally of good health'. Again, my ex-wife is in no way a trained therapist and has no personal or 
professional skills to make such determinations. Furthermore, we do not speak and she is clearly 
incentivized to NOT see my son and me get back together. In several emails I sent requesting the 
parameters of this 4 month exercise, I received no return correspondence of any kind. 

Normally, under such conditions, I would have legal counsel file a motion to modify Shluger's orders, 
because I could not fulfill the judge's orders, because it was proven that he is not properly qualified t,o 
make such decisions, and that the ex-wife is not willing to participate in the judge's mandate to 
supervise over a 4-month period of her choice. Unfortunately, I was told by a practicing attorney in 
divorce law at the Norwich Superior Courthouse that I would not be able to find any attorney willing to 
represent me because my case would require the attorney expose the deceitful tactics and poisonous 
relationship of a local practicing attorney and a local Superior Court Judge. After interviewing several 
attorneys, his advice rang true- no one was willing to potentially damage their career by exposing the 
outrageous acts of two fellow attorneys they would have to deal with going forward in their career. In 
fact, his advice was so correct that, in my grievance of Rana before the local Bar, I included his 
statements to me about the GAL dating my ex-wife and he wrote a detailed letter to the Bar on Ran a's 
behalf that I was lying throughout my entire grievance. Obviously my grievance was denied!!! 

2 
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The Norwich Superior Courthouse is so full of deceitful and favor mongering 'friends' acting as off1cers of 
the law that I could not even successfully grieve a previous GAL who clearly violated my rights to privacy 
afforded me by HIPAA laws. She was our first GAL and resigned from the case due to medical matters 
several year after this incident. She was caught red-handed forging a request for access to my medical 
records. The doctor's office she sent the fake document to had their attorney's analyze the written 
request due to imperfections on the docutnent. The experts for the representing attorneys confirmed 
with 100% confidence that the GAL had altered the document. Upon hearing this, the doctor's office 
called me to inquire and I denied I had ordered such request, which confirmed the GAL had violated 
HIPAA laws. I filed a grievance to the local Bar about the HIPAA violation, which happened to be led by 
her law partner at the time. Sure enough, despite all the evidence, her law partner managed to deny my 
grievance -I couldn't believe this was actually allowed! that my son had spent significant time with me 
(access was Wed PM and every other weekends) since he was 2 years old and never once had even a 
scratch on him, let alone 
suffering any physical or mental problems The current GAL is no better 
than the others as my father and I overheard her make racial and gender slurs to a client she was 
supposedly representing! It just amazes me how these GALs abuse their powers that are supposed to 
benefit the children they represent! 

Back to the worst GAL, my ex-wife finally got her wish- I am stuck. In this matter, there are no winners, 
just losers. My son and his family on my side loses. He is a good, decent, kind-hearted child and my 
family are good, decent people but we have not seen him in a very long time. 
Personally, I last spent quality time with him at Christmastime 2012 and I have not physically seen him 
since his 7th birthday. In fact, the only reason I got to see him at that time was that he demanded that 
all he wanted for his birthday was to see his Dad. Since I've last seen him, I have had 
to fight off thoughts of suicide on a weekly basis. I pray to God daily 
that he take me away from this life and onto the ever after. Unfortunately for me, I am not 
'programmed' like some fathers who can walk away from their 
child(ren) without any feelings of consequence whatsoever. I am now a hollow man, I have nothing left 
to offer the world around me. I feel as if my son has passed, I only have fond memories of the time 
together that we did have: Hope of someday seeing him again is the only reason I fight off my suicidal 
thoughts. I'm sure my son is not faring much better, because we really loved one another and shared a 
very special bond I've not had with anyone else. His mother did confirm to my family that he is very 
upset and in therapy over all of this. 

As I or most people of common sense see it, my son's childhood and my life were sacrificed by the 
sexual desires of a very sad man and the hatred of a very angry, and sick woman. I pray that I am the 
only parent in the world who has had to deal with such matters yet I fear that I am not. I beg you to not 
let any other child's life be ruined because of the personal desires of a court-appointed GAL I beg you 
to look into situations like mine so that children do not have to spend their childhoods without a loving 
parent simply because of the angst of the other parent and the self-serving motives of GALs, who are 
supposed to help these children, not use them as pawns to further whatever personal and/or 
professional goals which they seek. 

Again, I apologize for not being able to attend this important hearing in person. 

Regards, 
Bruce Sabourin 
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Bill# 494- PH 3-31-14 

Sent: Sunday, March 30, 2014 8:47 PM 
To: 'JUD.Testimony@cga.ct.gov' 
Subject: Trouble with GALs in the Norwich Courthouse .... 

Hello, 

-----00.419.8_. --- ~ 

I am 42 years old and I could not attend this important hearing in person due to medical/health reasons. 
Prior to the divorce, I never had any legal issues in my life. I served on various local Boards of Directors, 
was an active member of Rotary International, and volunteered for Special Olympics. 

My ex-wife filed for divorce in several years ago. At that time, she made it clear that she would not stop 
with custody hearings until I was out of our child's life- unfortunately she has made good on such a 
promise. Other than her anger for me, I have no idea why. Our child was one year old when we 
separated. Throughout 7 years of accusations, I was harangued by my ex thru the courts and/or law 
enforcement almost daily over a variety of allegations, despite there never once being a witness to such 
"events". I was also made to take 15 various drug tests, most hair and hair body tests, during this time 
due to further haranguing by my ex-wife. Obviously the tests all came back negative for drug use. 

Throughout our case, we had 3 different GALs- each one should feel shame for how they practice law 
on behalf of children. However, one's action were beyond reproach! They used their position as my 
son's GAL to foster a sexual relationship with my son's mother, who then in turn had the GAL/boyfriend 
negatively i11fluence our case so that I'd never see my son 
again. 

In 2011, this particular GAL was assigned to us. The fact that this attorney used his leverage as the GAL 
in our case to commence a sexual relationship with the mother of his client was so easy to see that even 
the child complained about him. This conclusion has been noted not just by me and my child, but by 
other law professionals in the region, therapists, and others who have been made aware of this 
situation. As a quick recap of events, during our time together pertaining to my child, the GAL explained 
to me that he had a special relationship with the judge in our case. He discussed at length their history 
and how they came to be very good friends. 
At one point, he asked me to allow him to participate in a profitable financial opportunity I had and that, 
if 1 included him, the judge would ensure no one would ever take my child from me. Based on this 
corrupting request, I asked him if it were a 'conflict of interest' for him to act as our GAL based on his 
relationship with the judge. He said no. Near the end of his representation, he would ask very detailed 
questions about my marriage and my ex-wife, questions that got me wondering what his true motives 
were. In fact, on one occasion (the first meeting about the profitable financial opportunity), he took the 
time to state publicly that he was interested in having a sexual relationship with my ex-wife. Our child 
would complain that he was always over the house, that he would call everyday, and buy presents for 
the mom. The GAL wasn't calling me daily nor buying me gifts or stopping by my home all the time. 

Obviously, the GAL must have put the same 'you scratch my back, I scratch yours' feelers out to my ex
wife, who is a physically attractive single woman and someone who would stop at nothing to take my 
child from me. In the fall of 2012, he mentioned that he was resigning as our GAL due to a 'huge career 
opportunity in New York City'. I asked if it made sense for him to wait to resign after this opportunity 
was confirmed before he abandoned his 
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practice and he replied no. I found this to be a very strange move by 
someone who is supposed to be of above-average intelligence. This occurred right around the time 
another Norwich attorney temporarily lost his license to practice Jaw in CT because he was found to 
have started a sexual relationship with his female client in a non-family based civil matter during the 
case. About 4 months later, I discovered that he and my ex-wife were dating. An attorney 1 know 
confirmed they had been dating since about the time he resigned. 

Thereafter, in the late spring of 2013, which I suspect was about 6 months into their relationship, we 
were before his good friend, the judge, again over custody issues involving my child. Sure enough, the 
judge took my child away from me entirely. This was despite my requests to enter into the case 
numerous key facts which he refused, most important among them being that my child had spent 
significant time with me (access was Wed PM and every other weekends) since they were 2 years old 
and never once had even a scratch on their person, let alone suffering any physical or mental problems 
under my custody!!! The judge also ignored the fact that my child had told the new GAL that mom was 
telling lies about Dad (me) to try to keep us apart, that Dad is a great guy, and that they thought Mom 
was 'kinda crazy'. 
The judge also disavowed a drug test that was voluntarily taken by me the week before the hearing. 1 do 
not recall why he disavowed my child's important words but he disavowed the drug test and its negative 
results because 'he did not order them into the hearing at hand' -I took that to mean that the evidence 
did not support his findings. The judge then described an incredible path I would need to take in order 
to get my child back in my life, which was a set of impossible tasks for me. The orders included that I 
spend 6 months in a mental rehab facility, even though he had no education or professional training to 
mandate as much. I went to such a facility for an interview for potential admission- based on various 
tests and interview, I was denied entrance into a 6-month rehab program by a licensed and practiced 
admission specialist who is far more qualified than the judge to make such determinations about my 
mental welfare. 

Just to be sure that I would not actually get my child back, the judge then basically handed his gavel to 
my ex-wife. He ordered that if I were to successfully overcome his first obstacle, I would then have to 
submit myself to any given '4 month window in which my ex-wife would need to be satisfied that I was 
mentally of good health'. Again, my ex-wife is in no way a trained therapist and has no personal or 
professional skills to make such determinations. Furthermore, we do not speak and she is clearly 
incentivized to NOT see my child and me get back together. In several emails I sent requesting the 
parameters of this 4 month exercise, I received no return correspondence of any kind. 

Normally, under such conditions, I would have legal counsel file a motion to modify the judge's orders, 
because I could not fulfill the his orders, because it was proven that he is not properly qualified to make 
such decisions, and that the ex-wife is not willing to participate in the judge's mandate to supervise over 
a 4-month period of her choice. Unfortunately, I was told by a practicing attorney in divorce law at the 
Norwich Superior Courthouse that I would not be able to find any attorney willing to represent me 
because my case would require the attorney expose the deceitful tactics and poisonous relationship of a 
local practicing attorney and a local Superior Court Judge. After interviewing several attorneys, his 
advice rang true- no one was willing to potentially damage their career by exposing the outrageous acts 
of two fellow attorneys they would have to deal with going forward in their career. In fact, his advice 
was so correct that, in my grievance of the former GAL before the local Bar, I included his statements to 
me about the GAL dating my ex-wife and he wrote a detailed Jetter to the Bar on the former GAL's 
behalf that I was lying throughout my entire grievance. Obviously my grievance was denied!!! 
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The Norwich Superior Courthouse is so full of deceitful and favor mongering 'friends' acting as officers of 
the law that I could not even successfully grieve a previous GAL who clearly violated my rights to privacy 
afforded me by HIPAA laws. She was our first GAL and resigned from the case due to medical matters 
several year after this incident. She was caught red-handed forging a request for access to my medical 
records. The doctor's office she sent the fake document to had their attorney's analyze the written 
request due to imperfections on the document. The experts for the representing attorneys confirmed 
with 100% confidence that the GAL had altered the document. Upon hearing this, the doctor's office 
called me to inquire and I denied I had ordered such request, which confirmed the GAL had violated 
HIPAA laws. I filed a grievance to the local Bar about the HIPAA violation, which happened to be led by 
her law partner at the time. Sure enough, despite all the evidence, her law partner managed to deny my 
grievance- I couldn't believe this was actually allowed I The current GAL is no better than the others as 
my father and I overheard her make racial and gender slurs to a client she was supposedly representing! 
It just amazes me how these GALs abuse their powers that are supposed to benefit the children they 
represent I 

Back to the worst GAL, my ex-wife finally got her wish- I am stuck. In this matter, there are no winners, 
just losers. My child and his family on my side loses. My child is a good, decent, kind-hearted child and 
my family are good, decent people but we have not seen the child in a very long time. 
Personally, I last spent quality time with the child at Christmastime 2012 and I have not physically seen 
them since their 7th birthday. In fact, the only reason I got to see them at that time was that they 
demanded that all they wanted for their birthday was to see Dad. Since I've last seen my 
child, I have had to fight off thoughts of suicide on a weekly basis. I 
pray to God daily that he take me away from this life and onto the ever after. Unfortunately for me, I 
am not 'programmed' like some fathers who can walk away from their child(ren) without any feelings of 
consequence whatsoever. I am now a hollow man, I have nothing left to offer the world around me. I 
feel as if my child has passed, I only have fond memories of the time together that we did have. Hope of 
someday seeing my child again is the only reason I fight off my suicidal thoughts. I'm sure my child is not 
faring much better, because we really loved one another and shared a very special bond I've not had 
with anyone else. Their mother did confirm to my family that they are very upset and in therapy over all 
of this. 

As I or most people of common sense see it, my child's childhood and my life were sacrificed by the 
sexual desires of a very sad man and the hatred of a very angry, and sick woman. I pray that I am the 
only parent in the world who has had to deal with such matters yet I fear that I am not. I beg you to not 
let any other child's life be ruined because of the personal desires of a court-appointed GAL. I beg you 
to look into situations like mine so that children do not have to spend their childhoods without a loving 
parent simply because of the angst of the other parent and the self-serving motives of GALs, who are 
supposed to help these children, not use them as pawns to further whatever personal and/or 
professional goals which they seek. 

Again, I apologize for not being able to attend this important hearing in person however, please feel free 
to reach me @ 860.xxx.xxxx should you wish to further discuss this matter. 

Regards, 
xxxx 
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Joint Committee on Judiciary 
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RE: Raised Bill494 
Written Comments of Adam J. Teller, Esq. 
Submitted to the Judiciary Committee 

Dear Members of the Committee: 
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ALVIN C LEONE 
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JOHN F NAOLE 
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(1943-2012) 

My name is Adam J. Teller, and I am a practicing attorney in Connecticut. I am 
submitting this written testimony to express my general support for RB 494, as I believe this bill 
will help address some problems in the current procedures for appointment and payment of 
guardians ad litem and attorneys for minor children (GAL/AMC) in the family courts. However, 
there are a number of areas where this bill could be improved. 

I have been a member of the Connecticut bar for over 25 years, and am also admitted to 
practice in Massachusetts. Before entering private practice, I served as a law clerk to a federal 
judge and also as a public defender in the Connecticut courts. I am a partner in the East Hartford 
law firm of Leone, Throwe, Teller & Nagle, and appear frequently in civil, criminal and probate 
courts in Hartford, Tolland, Middlesex, and Windham counties, with occasional appearances 
elsewhere. About 25% of my practice consist's of representation of individuals in family matters 
of all types. Although many of these cases involve guardians for minor children (GAL) or 

. attorneys for minor children (AM C), and I have taken the state GAL/ AMC training, I do not 
·often serve in those roles. I currently am an appointed GAL in only one matter. in that case, I 
volunteered to serve at reduced rates to be set by the court based on the parties' ability to pay, 
and the court later established that rate at SO% of my customary fee for similar matters. Court 
appointments of any kind are not now, and have not ever been, a major source of income for my 
firm. 

In my experience, the procedures for appointment and payment ofGAUAM's are not the 
highest priority problem facing our family courts. The most serious problems of the Connecticut 
family courts are lack of resources and the sheer number and complexity of the cases themselves. 
I believe that the system could do a better job to ''triage" custody cases, and to offer promptly the 
intervention each family needs to resolve the crisis which has forced that family into the court 
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system. This especially requires that the system identify potential high-conflict cases early
immediately upon their entry into the court system would not be too soon- and apply the 
interventions which are known to wor~ in those cases, before they become intractable. Were this 
bill about general family court reform, I would have much more to say. It suffices for now to ask 
that the Committee keep in mind that just and effective resolution of custody matters is only 
possible when the court system is able to offer these tools: clearly stated initial expectations for 
the parties' own conduct, with remedies for effective enforcement of those expectations; early 
identification and mediation of disputes; professional investigation by neutral experts when the 
adversary system is not sufficient to provide reliable information to the court; and prompt 
availability of judges to resolve those which cannot be mediated successfully. All of these things 
require resources, and the state should attempt to provide those resources to the families whose 
crises bring them to the court system. 

Recently, a number of current and former (mostly unsuccessful) litigants have advocated 
for "reform" of the family courts and have made GAUAMC's the primary focus of their 
discontent with the system. As stated here, I reject that focus. The Connecticut family courts are 
indeed overwhelmed by families in conflict, many of which have serious needs and dysfunctions 
- economic, social, medical, and mental health. However, it is important to recognize that the 
challenges these families face in the family courts are not the result ofGAL/AMqs who are 
overbilling, under-supervised, or acting improperly. As with any profession, there may be a few 
appointed attorneys or mental health professionals who fit that description, but they are very rare. 
The vast majority of the GAUAMC's I have encountered in my practice have been genuinely 
committed to helping the children and families they serve, and dq not expect to make much 
money by doing so. Indeed, I am quite certain that the appointed attorneys in my own cases can, 
and regularly do, make more money with less difficulty and stress by handling their own private 
clients than by taking such appointments. Why do they take these cases? Because they have a 
professional obligation to be of service to the courts and the public, and because they believe 
they can make a difference. They do not deserve the slanders which have been laid against them 
in pubiic ~earings by litigants with a spe~ific agenda, and I hope that your hearings on this bill 
do not become a forum for more of the same. While it may well be true that both the profession 
and the litigating public would benefit from a clear written code of conduct and billing 
guidelines for GAL/AMC's, I believe that the judicial branch is the proper source for such 
measures. I also believe that the judicial branch is both capable and motivated to implement 
those measures. 

Nor are the system's problems caused by judges ignoring the law or behaving as 
autocrats, another charge that has been thrown out by so-called reformers. The law of family 
matters does grant wide discretion to the judge hearing such cases, and it is inevitable that the 
exercise of that discretion occasionally will be made in error or even, very rarely, abused. But I 
can honestly state that I have never appeared before a family court judge in a Connecticut 
courtroom who did not take seriously the awesome responsibility of making decisions about a 
family in crisis, and try his or her best to do what was right for that family within the limits of the 
law. · 

However, as the proposed RB 494 reflects, recent criticism of the court system's use of 
GALIAMC's does have a germ oftruth to it. The problem is rooted in the perceptio'ns of the 
parents and other participants who are usually encountering the concept of a GAL/ AMC for the 
first time- often imposed by the court or in some cases, suggested by their own counsel. 
GALIAMC's provide services for the benefit of minor children and their responsibility is to 
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those children and/or to the court; they are paid by, but yet do not answer or owe their primary 
allegiance to the parents/guardians of those children. This is a difficult concept for many parents 
to accept, even if they understand it intellectually. There is no shortage of case decisions, ethical 
rules, and materials promulgated by the bar and other groups to guide GAL/AMC's, and among 
lawyers and mental health professionals there is general agreement about what constitutes 
appropriate conduct in these roles. But this is not equally true for laypersons who may not find 
that body of literature accessible or illuminating. Even for those parties who are educated or 
sophisticated in other areas of life, and are able to research the issue, they will find that the courts 
do not have !:!n authoritative set of written standards for GAL's. While AMC's are acting as 
attorneys and are governed by the Rules of Professional Conduct for attorneys, those rules are 
mainly written from the standpoint ofthe protection of clients. But parents in custody cases are 
not clients of the AMC, and may find those rules unhelpful or even worse, misleading when 
applied to their own situation. Moreover, different judges may well have different expectations 
for the GALIAMC's appointed in a specific-case. It would be helpful for the parties in each case 
to have those case-specific expectations written down and endorsed by the court at the outset. A 
general code or standard of conduct adopted by the judges themselves for GAL's (and perhaps 
AMC's as well) would also be welcome, as would some process of evaluation and quality 
control to assure that individuals who are appointed as GAL/AMC's meet the applicable code or 
standard. 

Similarly, there is no standardization of either billing practices, or the division of the cost 
imposed on the litigants, for services rendered by GAL/AMC's. Some litigants who encounter 
GALIAMC's find it difficult to understand why or how they have been billed for activities which 
they do not perceive as serving their interest or that of their children, and are not given a clear 
explanation. It would be helpful to have some guidance for both the professionals and the parties 
in that area, and to have those issues determined at the beginning of the relationship. 

Finally, when litigants do have a problem with what their child's GALIAMC does, there 
should be a clear method and forum to address their legitimate complaints. However, because 
litigants will always seize whatever tactical advantages are offered to the111, their complaints 
should not be allowed to obstruct the GALIAMC's ability to perform their functions; neither 
should they be allowed to b~rden other parties with unjustified expense. 

In light of these concerns, my support for RB 494 is qualified. While the bill targets 
some legitimate problems, it does not address the most serious issues facing the family courts 
today. However, the bill is an attempt to make the system better, and it is a worthwhile attempt: 
I would like to see the flaws in the bill corrected, and to that end I ask that the Committee 
consider the following: 

I. There are many cases, such as emergency motions, ex parte motions, and 
restraining orders, where the court simply will not have time to follow the procedure mandated 
by section 1 of the bill because a GALIAMC is needed to investigate and report immediately. In 
one case where I repr~sented a father, a GAL was appointed in the morning, made a home visit 
to the children and reported that afternoon, resulting in the father being reunited with his children 
that night. Unless some allowance for interim or expedited appointment is created, judges will 

·be forced to defer action that should be immediate and decisive, while waiting for parties to 
agree on a GAL/AMC. Without such a mechanism, the bill creates an incentive for parties to 
request appointment as a tactic to delay the proceedings, and even if such delay is not tactical, it 
will sometimes be harmful. 
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2. Section 4 of the bill should address who pays for a GAL/AMC's time to respond 
to an unsuccesful removal motion. Placing that burden on the movant would both deter frivolous 
motions, and be fair to the party who has not sought removal and who does not benefit from the 
motion in any way, and also to the GAUAMC who should not have to bear that cost. The bill 
should also restrain repeated motions for removal without leave of court, as they may become 
both a means <;>fhindering the GAL/AMC's work, and a hardship to the innocent party. 

3. The language in Section 5(a) of the bill requiring that GAUAMC's be paid at 
state rates in all cases where the child "is receiving or has received state aid or care," is both 
unfair and unworkable. Whether a child is receiving or has previously received state aid is not 
determinative of the parent/guardians' present ability to pay. The focus of inquiry should be. 
what amou.nts (if any) the parents/guardians (or intervenors) can and should pay for the services 
the family is receiving; any other rule would require the taxpayers to bear the costs for some 
families, but not for others in similar financial circumstances. Furthermore, there should be 
some inquiry regarding the number of qualified, competent GAUAMC's who are willing and 
available to accept such appointments at the rates established by the Public Defender Services 
Commission. If Section 5(a) will increase the demand for such professionals beyond the existing 
supply, as appears likely, then it will create a class of children for whom no GAL/AMC can be 
appointed unless the parents/guardians/intervenors voluntarily agree to pay more than state
established rates. 

4. The term "college savings account" in Section 5(b) should be carefully defined to 
limit the exemption of those funds to apply only to Section 529(b) programs, and similar tuition 
savings plans which are held in trust or custodial accounts legally restricted to that use, 
established before the custody dispute arose. Otherwise, the parties will be able to strategically 
manipulate the resources available to pay for the GALIAMC services, without necessarily 
preservjng those resources for the minor children's education. 

5. Sections 5(c) and (d) of the bill should be clarified to eliminate the possibility of 
after-the-fact reductions of fees due to AMC/GAL's for services already performed, without 
regard to the parents/guardians' ability to pay, agreements to pay their own counsel, earning 
capacity, and prior disposition of assets or other resources which could and should have been 
used to pay for the services the families requires. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on R.B. 494. 

Sincerely yours, 

Adam J. Teller 
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I am the Deputy Chief Clerk for the Judicial District of Litchfield. One 
of my duties is managing assignments of Guardians Ad Litem (GALS) 
to contested family cases. I write this letter as a private citizen, not as 
a state employee. 

I am fearful that recent news reports portraying GALS as greedy and 
biased will produce legislation that may force them to retire from the 
practice. I find such news reports false. 

GALS are crucial to resolving contested family cases. They confirm 
or disprove factual claims made by parents. They provide context to 
the claims that they are able confirm. They work tirelessly-talking to 
parents, teachers, coaches and therapists-to paint accurate pictures 
of existing family environments and to forecast how children would 
fare under various orders. And, most importantly, they always put the 
children's interests first. 

With few exceptions, parents overstate the fault of the opposing 
parties, while understating their own shortcomings. They present 
contradictory evidence and, too often, unintentionally place their 
personal needs before the needs of their children. Knowing the 
importance of custody and visitation orders and knowing the 
competitive nature of litigation, Courts must consider the 
assessments of unbiased GALS before issuing their rulings. 
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The GALS working in Litchfield are honest attorneys and decent 
human beings. They volunteer their time to serve as special masters, 
helping people resolve their cases by agreement. They accept low 
pay GAL assignments. They accept no pay GAL assignments. They 
accept state-rate GAL assignments. 

One recent case involved a Connecticut father who refused to return 
his child to a Florida mother following visitation in Connecticut. The 
mother filed suit in Florida; the father filed suit in Connecticut. The 
facts were murky. The Connecticut and Florida judges conducted a 
telephonic hearing to determine which state had jurisdiction. The two 
judges decided that a Connecticut GAL should investigate whether or 
not the child had lived in Torrington long enough to confer jurisdiction 
on Connecticut. A GAL was appointed who, after an investigation that 
included reviewing airplane tickets, determined that the child had not 
lived in Torrington a sufficient amount of time. A further hearing was 
conducted, which resulted in dismissal of the Connecticut case and 
the return of the child to Florida in accordance with Florida orders. 
The GAL sought no pay. 

Another c;;ase involved a New York mother seeking visitation with her 
Connecticut son. The Litchfield Court had awarded custody to the 
father after the mother failed to appear for her divorce hearing. The 
son was a good student and actively engaged in Connecticut 
activities. The mother relied on trains, buses and taxicabs to visit 
Connecticut. The mother and father disliked each other and didn't 
speak English very well. The Court appointed a GAL who, after 
several meetings with the parents and an interpreter, helped the court 
issue a visitation order that provided some structure to the broken 
family. The GAL sought no pay. 

Yet another case involved a wealthy (lottery winnings) elderly wife 
who appeared in Court for a divorce. At the hearing, the wife 
provided vague testimony and said that her husband, who was dying 
in nursing home, didn't want anything from her. The wife was pro se; 
the husband was non-appearing. Concerned, the Court appointed a 
GAL to investigate. The GAL confirmed that the husband was indeed 
dying and wanted nothing. The GAL also learned that'the wife was 
housing three generations of relatives in her cramped, but livable, 
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house. The GAL concluded that the wife was truthful to the Court and 
exercising her free will in pursuing the divorce. The Court entered a 
divorce order. The GAL sought no pay. 

I support reasonable regulation of GALS. Requiring Courts to issue 
clear statements of work, including specific beginning and ending 
dates, makes good sense. Also, requiring Courts to conduct periodic 
fee reviews will eliminate unpleasant surprises at the conclusion of 
protracted litigation. Such reviews may produce settlements by 
reminding parents that money devoted to litigation means less money 
available for their children's college education. 

Thank you for considering my views. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Shea 
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TESTIMONY OF ATTORNEY SHARON WICKS DORNFELD 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

31 MARCH 2014 
SUPPORT R.B. 494,with modifications 

AN ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND ATTORNEYS 
FOR MINOR CIDLDREN IN FAMILY RELATIONS MA TIERS. 

To the Hon. Eric Coleman, co-chair, the Hon. Gerry Fox, co-chair, the Hon. Paul Doyle, vice 
chair, the Hon. Matthew Ritter, vice chair, the Hon. John Kissel, ranking member, the Hon. Rosa 
Rebimbas, ranking member, and members of the Judiciary Committee: 

I had the honor to serve, together with Attorney Sue A. Cousineau, as co-chair of the Task Force 
to Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody of Minor Children. I am also an 
attorney in private practice in Danbury, and for the last 25 years have limited my practice to 
representing children as their attorney or Guardian ad litem. 

There were three specific charges to the Task Force and we were also asked to consider the costs 
associated with contested custody actions. Our membership was comprised of legislators, 
individuals who have personal and other experience with contested custody matters, mental 
health professionals, and family law attorneys. There were widely divergent views and spirited 
discussion. All members agreed, whatever the individual perspective, that there are many ways 
to improve the process. Our fmal report, I run proud to say, presented 68 recommendations for 
improvement, of which 38 received unanimous support. 

This bill addresses only the first of our charges: "to study the role of a guardian ad litem and the 
attorney for a minor child in any action involving parenting responsibilities and the custody and 
care of a child," together with costs attributed to GALs and AMCs. 

For those unfamiliar with the process, the custody of children becomes an issue when parents are 
divorcing or when never-married parents ask the court to resolve a dispute about their children's 
care or support. The vast majority of all ofthose cases-well over 90%-- are resolved because the 
parents are able to agree between themselves, with the guidance of their own attorneys if 
available, with the assistance of the Judicial Branch Family Services offices, and/or with the 
assistance of non-profit agencies or private mental health professionals and mediation. Mental 
health professionals and experienced family law attorneys also provide free mediation services 
on a volunteer basis through the Early Intervention Program, as Special Masters, and on free 
advice days in many judicial districts, all to encourage agreements on custody matters. 

A small percentage of cases remain in which there is a higher level of conflict between the 
parents. In those cases, as the United States Supreme Court has observed, "Unfortunately, 
experience has shown that the question of custody,- so vital to a child's happiness and wellbeing, 
frequently cannot be left to the discretion of parents. This is particularly true where, as here, the 
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estrangement of husband and wife beclouds parental judgment with emotion and prejudice." 1 

Those higher-conflict cases require a higher level of services and court involvement in order to 
ensure that the children's best interests are being identified, protected, and promoted. In most 
cases, a Guardian ad litem or Attorney for Minor Child is appointed by the Court. While such an 
appointment is typically made because one or both parents request it, a Judge may also decide 
that the specific factual circumstances warrant representation for the child. Where the parents 
make the request, they commonly also request that a particular individual be appointed. While 
there are differences in the roles of Guardians ad litem and Attorneys for Minor Children, both 
are ultimately responsible to ensure that the children are being protected. It is important to note 
that the statutes governing the appointment of either specifically require that the Court deems the 
appointment to be in the best interests of the child. Our Practice Book rules also require that all 
AMCs and GALs have completed at least 30 hours of specialized training. 

Where parents are indigent, a GAL or AMC is provided at State expense and at no cost to the 
parents. The Office of Chief Public Defender contracts with persons, usually attorneys, who 
make themselves available to serve in those cases at a very low hourly rate. In some judicial 
districts, the State contracts with a non-profit organization, the Children's Law Center, to provide 
GALs and AMCs as well as other services to low•income parents. In the remaining cases, our 
statutes provide that the parents will share the expense of the AMC or GAL, just as they pay all 
other expenses for services provided to their children. As parents' own attorneys charge by the 
hour, AMCs and GALs in private practice typically also charge by the hour. 

With that background, R.B. 494 incorpomtes a number of the recommendations made by the 
Task Force, and we are gratefuiTor their incorporation in this Bill. In particular, Section l{c) ' 
would provide that case-specific duties be assigned to the AMC or GAL, and that the 
appointment order define the term of the appointment1 specify the hourly rate to be charged, 
apportion the retainer between the parents, and provide for regular reports back to the court to 
review the progress of the work and the expense incurred to date. Standardizing those 
procedures would be beneficial in all cases. 

Our current case law makes it very difficult for a parent to raise concerns about an AMC or 
GAL's performance. Section 4 of the bill would provide a mechanism for a parent to raise 
concerns that the AMC or GAL is not performing appropriately. Our Task Force recognized that 
parents should be able to raise legitimate complaints, but also that one parent in every case is 
likely to view the AMC or GAL as unsupportive and would like him or her removed. For that 
reason, I both support this section and believe that revisions should be made which would limit 
the frequency of filing such motions to avoid repetitive attempts to remove an AMC or GAL. 

Section 5 (b) relates to the payment of fees to GALs and AMCs. While the Task Force did not 
specifically make a recommendation regarding the preservation of children's college accounts, 

1 Ford v. Ford, 371 U.S. 187, 193 (1962) 

2 
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preserving those accounts for the benefit of the children is entirely consistent with their best 
interests and I believe that all members of the Task Force would support this provision. I would 
note, however, that cases frequently involve accounts titled in the parents' own names and social 
security numbers which one parent or the other claims were intended as college savings for the 
children. Those accounts remain available to the parents to use without restriction for their own 
purposes, and are treated as all other marital assets in divorce cases. In order to be certain that 
legitimate funds are, in fact, preserved for a child's benefit, I believe that the definition of 
"college savings account" should be limited to §529 accounts, UTMA, and UGMA accounts 
specifically established for the benefit of a child. 

This bill also includes provisions which were considered by the Task Force but did not receive 
the support of a majority ofthe members. 

Section l(a) would require the court to provide a list of five AMC or GAL candidates from 
which parents would choose if they do not otherwise request a specific individual. In most cases, 
judges and lawyers (where parents have lawyers) are familiar with the AMCs or GALs practicing 
in the area and their level of experience, particular areas of expertise, and track record, and are 
able to recommend persons who might be a good match for the issues. Where there are no 
lawyers involved, parents would essentially be choosing a name at random. My concern would be 
even greater if the court were simply to provide the next five names from the list of 1300 persons 
who, while eligible for appointment, may never have set foot in a courtroom. Children deserve 
representation by someone knowledgeable about the law and procedure. 

Especially difficult issues (e.g. domestic violence, substance abuse, mental health issues, 
allegations of sexual abuse, relocation) require that the child's representative have a high level of 
experience and expertise, and even more when the parents are unrepresented. The process 
envisioned in Section 1 (a) may prove to be a disadvantage the child. As the child's welfare is the 
entire point of the custody proceeding, the child is entitled to the best representation available. 

Section S(c) was also considered and rejected by the majority of the Task Force. While the 
members of the Task Force were highly sensitive to the financial burdens faced by parents in 
custody disputes, the majority felt that those burdens must be seen in context. First, multiple 
resources are made available to parents to assist them in reaching an agreement, often at no cost 
to the parents. Most parents do agree. Cases in which parents do not agree will necessarily 
consume more time and cost more. Cases in which the parents choose to continue the conflict 
for years will cost even more. Second, the attorneys and licensed mental health professionals 
who serve as GALs and AMCs are professionals with advanced educational degrees obtained at 
great expense. Their knowledge and skill set is used when representing children as well as when 
representing adults. Most have their own private practices with all of the usual challenges of 
running a business in addition to their professional obligations. They are entitled to be paid for 
their professional services, just as the parents' own attorneys are entitled to be paid. Third, 
parents will either agree on how they will pay the GAL and AMC fees or a court must find that a 
fee request is reasonable based on all the circumstances and will allocate the obligation between 

3 
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the parents based on the financial circumstances of each. The order to pay then enters. A parent 
is not found in contempt of that order unless it is proven to the Court that the parent had the 
ability to pay but willfully disobeyed the order. Having said all that, many GALs and AMCs 
routinely discount their bills, agree to extended payment schedules, and don't charge for short 
phone calls, emails, etc. Finally, and significantly, no parent would agree to work for a certain 
amount and then, when the work is completed, accept an undetermined lesser amount. GALs and 
AMCs shouldn't be expected to either. 

This bill contains many positive provisions. I hope that additional revisions might be made 
which would improve it, all to the benefit of the parents involved in these cases and most 
especially their children. 

4 
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PETITION TO REFORM CONNECTICUT'S BROKEN AND CORRUPT 
FAMILY COURT GUARDIAN AD LITEM SYSTEM 

28 MARCH 2014 

To: The State of Connecticut Judiciary·Committee 
From: 700 signatories representing parents, grandparents, adult children of divorce, 
business 
leaders, progressive family law attorneys, concerned non-family law attorneys, legal and 
mental health professionals, and other concerned citizens, taxpayers and voters. 
Date: 28 March 2014 
Dear State of Connecticut Judiciary Committee Members: 
We, the undersigned, respectfully request that the State of Connecticut pass meaningful 
and effective legislation to overhaul, modernize, and reform our state family court's broken and 
inherently corrupt Guardian ad Litem system. 
The system we currently have is terribly ineffective, abusive, damaging and does not in 
any way address the best interests of the children and families of this state. Each one of us has 
been personally impact~d and financially and otherwise devastated by the inherent operational 
and functional failures in the current system. 
Each of us has had suffered Guardian ad Litems who have billed outrageous sums of 
money, and caused our families and our children very real harm. We have tiad no one to 
complain to, no one to turn to, no one to file complaints with. 
We have been harmed and taken advantage of by Attorneys for Minor Children and 
Guardian ad Litems who enjoy immunity, are deemed infallible, and who have played God, 
judge and jury with our families and our children, while trampling our basic rights to due 
process, our civil rights, and our rights to be parents for our children. 
Raised Senate Bill 494 is a start, but none of us believes it goes nearly far enough. It 
does not and would not offer us the protections required to avoid what each of us have 
suffered and been subjected to. 
Respectfully signed and submitted 

The Connecticut Coalition for Family Court Reform 

David Kowalczyk berlin Connecticut 06037 
David Long Ansonia Connecticut 06401 
dav1d mariasi coventry Connecticut 06238 
David Rawlings Southbury Connecticut 06488 
Dawn Boyko Wmdsor Locks Connecticut 06096 
Dawn Welsh-Carlson South Glastonbury Connecticut 06073 
Dawnlyn Begun Colchester Connecticut 06415 
Dean Casella Marlborough Connecticut 06447 
Dean Krupa Middletown Connecticut 06457 
Deb Anderson South Glastonbury Connecticut 06073 
Deborah Engstrom Seymour Connecticut 06483 
Deborah Pease Wethersfield Connecticut 06109 
Demse Toomey Danbury Connecticut 06811 
Denise Wells Riverton Connecticut 06065 
Dennis Johnson MystiC Connecticut 06355 
Derek Grant Rocky Hill Connecticut 06067 
Dianne Hart Fairfield Connecticut 06825 



Diane Pagani Windsor locks Connecticut 06096 
DJ Martin Bristol Connecticut 06010 
Dmitry Sherman Newington Connecticut 06111 
Donald Ahern Newington Connecticut 06111 
Donald Marra somers Connecticut 06071 
Donna Autuori Easton Connecticut 06612 
Donna Klecker New Fairfield Connecticut 06812 
Donna Yanofsky East Hartford Connecticut 06118 
Donna Weingart Easton Connecticut 06612 
Dorothy Ward Southport Connecticut 06890 
Douglas Morrow Harwinton Connecticut 06791 
Earl O'Garro Marlborough Connecticut 06447 
edward kiley Colorado Springs Connecticut 06111 
Edward Pitochelli Burlington Connecticut 06013 

Edward Taupier Cromwell Connecticut 06416 
Elena Nolan Farmington Coo.necticut 06032 
Elizabeth Essenfeld Simsbury Connecticut 06070 
Elizabeth Franck Newington Connecticut 06111 
Elizabeth Haegrat Torrington Connecticut 06790 
Elizabeth Paradis Plainville Connecticut 06062 
Elizabeth Skipp Waterbury Connecticut 06748 
Ellen McCormick Weston Connecticut 06883 
Elliott Johnson New Haven Connecticut 06513 

Emelie Howard Ridgefield Connecticut 06877 
Eric Saucedo Darien Connecticut 06820 
Erica Hoffman Greenwich Connecticut 06831 
Evelyn Quintana Waterbury Connecticut 06708 
Felicia Piel North Branford Connecticut 06471 
Francis Knize W1lton Connecticut 06897 
Frank Duren Plymouth Connecticut 06786 
Gail Champagne Wolcott Connecticut 06716 
Gary Eschner Bristol Connecticut 06010 
Georgia Barry Windsor locks Connecticut 06096 
Gerry Chevalier Enfield Connecticut 06082 
Gladys Grant Rocky Hill Connecticut 06067 
Greg Heimann Groton Connecticut 06340 
Guy Moirez Weston Connecticut 06840 
Harriet Clark Prospect Connecticut 06712 
Heather lngala West Hartford Connecticut 06107 
Hector Morera Glastonbury Connecticut 06033 
Igor Sherman Newington Connecticut 06111 
J Gallo Norwalk Connecticut 06855 
Jacob Knight Torrington Connecticut 06790 
Jacqueline Boulier Tiullitchfield Connecticut 067S9 
James Fergione Granby Connecticut 06035 
James Sibilia Middletown Connecticut 06457 
Janet Wilcox Southington Connecticut 06489 
janice skelskey Bristol Connecticut 06010 
Jasmine Turner Hartford Connecticut 06114 
Jason Diaz Meriden Connecticut 06451 
Jean ONeill New Fairfield Connecticut 06812 
Jean-Pierre Bolat Wallingford Connect1cut 06492 
Jeffrey Beaurline Newtown Connecticut 06470 
Jeffrey ODonnell Wallingford Connect1cut 06492 
Jen Baker North Haven Connect1cut 06473 
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Jenna M1ller Norwalk Connecticut 06855 
Jennifer Douglas Manchester Connecticut 06040 
Jennifer Grant Middletown Connecticut 06457 
Jennifer Szymonik Wethersfield Connecticut 06037 
Jennifer Verraneault East Haven Connecticut 06512 
Jerry Dobrich Glastonbury Connecticut 06033 
Jeryl Gray Stratford Connecticut 06615 
Jessica Niederwerfer Enfield Connecticut 06082 
Jessica Tamburri Bethel Connecticut 06801 
Jessica Torres Meriden Connecticut 06450 
Jessie Nardmi Southington Connecticut 06489 
Jill Lavoie Berlin Connecticut 06037 
Joan Kloth-Zanard Southbury Connecticut 06488 
JoAnne Sauro Milford Connecticut 06460 
Jod1 Gifford Norwalk Connecticut 06854 
Joel Valentine Cheshire, CT Connecticut 06410 
John DiBiase Naugatuck Connecticut 06770 
John Hoover South Wmdsor Connecticut 06074 
John Parenti West Hartford Connecticut 06107 
Jon Sigler South Wmdsor Connecticut 06084 
Jonathan Scalzo Woodbury Connecticut 06798 
Joseph Forsyth Berlin Connecticut 06037 
Josephine Ouellette Enfield Connecticut 06082 
Joshua Coffin Norwalk Connecticut 06854 
Judith KanoffWest Haven Connecticut 06516 
Juha Posacki Greenwich Connecticut 06830 
Juhe Aldridge Salem Connecticut 06420 
Juheann Krawczyk South Wmdsor ConnectiCUt 06074 
Karen Bernetti Southington Connecticut 06489 
Karen Borawski Ellington Connecticut 06029 
Karen Costenoble Enfield Connecticut 06082 
Karen Dubrosky Farmington Connecticut 06085 
Karen Figula Derby Connecticut 06518 
Karen Sullivan Wallingford Connecticut 06492 
Kathleen Kondracki Enfield Connecticut 06082 
Kathleen Parenti West Hartford Connecticut 06107 
Kathryn Brown Wallingford Connecticut 06492 
Kat1e G New Hartford Connecticut 06057 
Kelly Anderson (Baker) Guilford Connecticut 06437 
Kelly Malecki Wmdsor Locks Connecticut 06096 
Kelley Sanchez Bridgeport Connecticut 06606 
Kelly Malecki Windsor Locks Connecticut 06096 
Ken Krajewski Tolland Connecticut 06084 
Kenneth Howland Durham Connecticut 06422 
Kerry Sabella Prospect Connecticut 06712 
Kevm Rockoff Manchester Connecticut 06040 
Kimberley Scot Unionville Connecticut 06085 
Kim Vigue Bristol Connecticut 06010 
Kristen Seymour Southport Connecticut 06890 
Kym Jackson Stamford Connecticut 06902 
Lana Wentland Bristol Connecticut 06010 
Laura Brehant Sprague Connecticut 06330 
Laura Bud en Colchester Connecticut 06415 
Laura Lightle Gales Ferry Connect1cut 06335 
Laura Melycher Winsted Connecticut 06098 
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Laune Goodwin Simsbury Connecticut 06070 
Leslie Cox Darien Connecticut 06820 
Lincoln White Glastonbury Connecticut 06033 
Linda Anderson Ridgefield Connecticut 06877 
Linda Demirali Prospect Connecticut 06712 
Linda Lightle Ledyard Connecticut 06339 
Lindsay Marcus Weston Connecticut 06883 
Lisa Cennamo Naugatuck Connecticut 06770 
Lisa Clyne Southbury Connecticut 06488 
Lisa Kane Bristol Connecticut 06010 
Lisa Roberge Berlin Connecticut 06037 
Lisa Vincent Torrington Connecticut 06790 
Lori Morgan Beacon Falls Connect1cut 06403 
Lon Thaner Glastonbury Connecticut 06033 
Lorraine Wyrostek East Windsor Connecticut 06088 
Lorn Cavaliere Bethany Connecticut 06524 
Louise Smith Plainville Connecticut 06062 
Mackey Granata North Branford Connecticut 06471 
Maia Vargas Niantic Connecticut 06357 
Marc Navarol1 Broad Brook Connecticut 06016 
Marcel N1colasora Waterbury Connecticut 06704 
Marcelle Zeitoun Plantsville Connecticut 06479 
Maria ldba Manchester Connecticut 06040 
Maria Long Ansonia Connecticut 06401 
Maria Warner East Haven Connecticut 06512 
Marina Go IIi West Hartford Connecticut 06107 
Marisa Ringel Southport Connecticut 06890 
Mark Angus Madison Connecticut 06443 
Mark Getz Ridgefield Connecticut 06877 
Mark Helsel Guilford Connecticut 06437 
Mark Kane Southbury Connecticut 06488 
Martha Hyland Wallingford Connecticut 06492 
Marlene Debek Bridgeport Connecticut 06605 
Mary Bagnaschl Torrington Connecticut 06790 
Mary Ellen Havanec Ellington Connecticut 06029 
Mary Welborn New Haven Connecticut 06512 
Mathieu Freeman Shelton Connecticut 06484 
Matthew Glascoff Guilford Connecticut 06437 
Maureen j. Khan Jr. Quaker Hill Connecticut 06375 
Meia Pheonix Norwich Connecticut 06360 
Melinda Baln Dayville Connecticut 06241 
Melissa Harris Wethersfield Connecticut 06109 
Melissa Bromley South Windsor Connecticut 06074 
Melissa Carone Manchester Connecticut 06040 
Melissa McCormick Hajdasz Farmington Connecticut 06032 
Michael Deleppo Litchfield Connecticut 06759 
Michael Jacobs Hartford Connect1cut 06110 
M1chael Nowacki New Canaan Connecticut 06840 
Michael Patrick Wilton Connecticut 06897 
Michael Starkley Preston Connecticut 06365 
Michelle TolmoffTorrington Connecticut 06790 
Michelle Wallin Oakville Connecticut 06779 
M1ke Cervellino Waterbury Connecticut 06704 
Mike Krukiel Cromwell Connecticut 06416 
Miriam Swenson Storrs Connecticut 06268 
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Miriam Underwood Ellington Connecticut 06029 

Monica Peters Vernon Connecticut 06066 
Nancy Simmons Clinton Connecticut 06413 
Nathalie Bud en Newington Connecticut 06111 
Nicole Howard Norwalk Connecticut 068S1 
Nicole Mernll Enfield Connecticut 06082 
Noelle Talevi Higganum Connecticut 06441 
Norma Camano New Canaan Connecticut 06840 
Pat Fink New Fairfield Connect1cut 06812 
Patricia DaSilva Ansonia Connecticut 06401 
Patricia Fortier East Windsor Connecticut 06016 
Patrick McCormack Watertown Connecticut 06779 
Pau Gerardi Stamford Connecticut 06901 
Paul Mathieu Norwich Connecticut 06360 
Paul Norton Plymouth Connecticut 06781 
Penny Salas Meriden Connecticut 064SO 
Peter Niclta Burlington Connecticut 06013 
Peter Sticesen Berhn Connecticut 06037 
Peter Swartz Berlin Connecticut 06037 
Peter Szymonik Glastonbury Connecticut 06033 
Phillip lnkel Haddam Neck Connecticut 06424 
Pieter Van Munching Darien Connecticut 06820 
Ralph Marcus Norwalk Connecticut 06854 
Ralph Tortorici Waterbury Connecticut 06705 
Renee lamunno East Haven Connecticut 06512 
Renee Mallozzi Monroe Connecticut 06468 
Renee Starkowski Wethersfield Connecticut 06109 
Richard G. Ouellette Sr. Enfield Connecticut 06082 
Richard Hyland Wallingford Connecticut 06492 
Richard Ouellette Enfield Connecticut 06082 
Rick LeMay Windsor Connecticut 06095 
Robert Gouin Newington Connecticut 06131 
Robert Kanoff Milford Connecticut 06460 
Robert Katchko Stamford Connecticut 06995 
Robert Lavoie Windsor locks Connecticut 06096 
Rosanne Shea Waterbury Connecticut 06708 
Ryan Connolly New London Connecticut 06320 
S Chenonceau Norwich Connecticut 06360 
S White Glastonbury Connecticut 06033 
Sara Burns Darien Connecticut 06820 
Sara littlefield Darien Connecticut 06820 
Sarah Tucker Wolcott Connecticut 06716 
Scott Beattie Vernon Rockville Connecticut 06066 
Scott Buden Newington Connecticut 06111 
Sean Moran Waterbury Connecticut 06704 
Shari Cavallarl Berlin Connecticut 06037 
Shayna Kovacs Danbury Connecticut 06810 
Sherry T1lsch Avon Connecticut 06001 
S1erra Shattuck Groton Connecticut 06340 
Stephanie DeSanto Vernon Connecticut 06066 
Stepha me Duell Tolland Connecticut 06084 
Stephanie Hmkel East Wmdsor Connecticut 06088 
Steve Cohn Colchester Connecticut 06415 
Steve"n Toomey Danbury Connecticut 06811 
Susan Skipp litchfield Connecticut 06759 
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Susan Solesky Enfield Connecticut 06082 
Susan Titus Glascoff Guilford Connecticut 06437 
Svetlana Shelkova Berlin Connecticut 06037 
T Gallo Norwalk Connecticut 06855 
Tara Patrick Wilton Connecticut 06897 
Tennyson Duong New Britain Connecticut 06052 
Terri Ashe Naugatuck Connecticut 06770 
Theresa Watson South Glastonbury Connecticut 06073 
Thomas Donohue Norwalk Connecticut 06855 
Thomas West West Hartford Connecticut 06119 
Timothy Arzt Stafford Connecticut 06076 
Timothy Gelling Stamford Connecticut 06902 
Valerie Hagarty Winsted Connecticut 06098 
Vernon Leftridge, Jr. Hartford Connecticut 06114 
Victor Cavallo Stamford Connecticut 06901 
Victor Cristofaro Rocky Hill Connecticut 06067 
Virginia Denike Danbury Connecticut 06811 
Vivian Bambino New Fairfield Connecticut 06812 
Vlada Shelkova Newington Connecticut 06111 
Wendy Martei-Scalzo Woodbury Connecticut 06798 
Wilham Parenti Simsbury Connecticut 06070 
Wilma Oskar West Hartford Connecticut 06117 
Xavier Jones Canton Connecticut 06020 
Debra Huntley Montgomery Alabama 36111 
DeWitt Lobrano Mobile Alabama 36693 
Ida Casillas Sacramento Alabama 95822 
Michael Roberts Hueytown Alabama 35023 
Warren Trammell Prattville Alabama 36068 
Karen VanReenan Fairbanks Alaska 99709 
Angel Brown Sedona Arizona 86351 
Debra Grande Chandler Arizona 85286 
Lewis Dawley-Hill Tucson Arizona 85711 
Lorraine Patterson Mesa Arizona 85209 
Norbert Gottlieb Pomaia Arizona 56040 
Ray Reeves Camp Verde Arizona 86322 
Susie Greer Sun City Arizona 85351 

Tao Kayer Mayer Arizona 86333 
Joaqulm Fresneda i Nogul!s Barcelona Armed Forces Americas (except Canada) 

Adithya Boss Gadwal Armed Forces Pacific 509125 
Andrew Conanan North Hills California 91343 
Andrew Fusco Berkeley California 94704 
Andros Georgiou Beverly Hills California 90212 
Angela Cancilla Herschel West Hills California 91307 
Angela Gott San Rafael California 94903 
Angela Young Irvine California 92612 
Bradley Cooper San Diego California 92110 
Carolyn Mohr, MD. Paradise California 95969 
Chnsta Bates San Francisco California 94103 
Danessa Mlze Chico California 95927 
Daniel Garza Laguna Beach California 92651 
David Viveiros Eureka California 95501 
Demm Hernandez Orange California 92868 
Ehsa Faulkner-Uriarte Santa Mana California 93455 

Eric Tam San Francisco California 94112 
Frank Hill North Hollywood Cahforma 91601 
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Jake Griffith Huntington beach California 92647 
Jason Callahan Fawnskin California 92333 
Jean Adams Vacaville California 95687 
Joe Barrow La Quinta california 92253 
Judy Fukunaga Arroyo Grande California 93421 
Judy Talamantes Pomona California 91767 
Lisa Parillo San Francisco California 94103 
Lonna Drewes Marina Del Rey California 90292 
Mafalda Casas Cordero Garden Grove California 92870 
Mary Alvarez-French Fresno California 93726 
Michael W Evans Los Angeles California 90034 
Nazan Aktas Rohnert Park California 94928 
Pascal Kouromenos Berkeley California 94703 
Richard Harden El Cajon California 92019 
Roisin Cassidy Burlingame california 94010 
Ron Canfield Alameda California 94502 
Sheila Desmond Cameron Park California 95682 
Ted Malecki San Diego California 92107 
Todd Snyder San Francisco California 94115 
Twyla Meyer Pomona California 91767 
Val Laurent San Francisco California 94109 
William Allen, Jr. Los Angeles California 90008 
Zohreh Arab Moraga California 94556 
Amanda Bertram Lakewood Colorado 80215 
Arianna Lucero Longmont Colorado 80501 
Bobby Sanders Denver Colorado 80012 
Carl Roberts Arvada Colorado 80005 
Dr. Karin Huffer Florissant Colorado 80816 
Jeffrey Watts Lakewood Colorado 80227 
Reginald Wedge Denver Colorado 80237 
Thomas Berry Englewood Colorado 80110 
Norma lnes Bernal Velez Bogotc\ Columbia 
Eric Swain New Castle Delaware 19720 
Jeanette Far Selm Delaware 59379 
Jose de Aros Alemanla Delaware 
Paul Barone Camden Delaware 19934 
V1beke Hansen Delaware 03210 
Allan Carter Lakeland Florida 33811 
Allie Tennant Fort Meyers Florida 33905 
Angie DIGiovanni Key Colony Beach Florida 33051 
Bill Sanders Palm Harbor Florida 34685 
Carmen Elisa Bonilla-Jones Venice Florida 34293 
Colonel Meyer North Port Florida 34286 
Dolores Gray Gulfport Florida 06460 
Elisa Lederer Miama Beach Florida 33139 
Gmnle Schwartz Palm Bay Florida 32909 
Grady Youngblood Florida 33334 
H1lda Velez Fort Myers Florida 33908 
Joe Capers Miramar Beach Flonda 32S49 
Joe Marshall North Lauderdale Florida 33068 
Laura· saxon Morriston Florida 32668 
Laura Leary Naples Florida 34113 
Laura Lostumo St. Petersburg Flonda 33709 
Maureen Scholz Redmgton Shores Florida 33708 
Michael Pelletier Jacksonville Florida 32211 
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Michelle Morocco Holiday Florida 34691 
Paul Hansrote Wellington Florida 33414 
Richard Sampey Tallahassee Florida 32303 
Ron Sliver Atlantic Beach Florida 32233 
Saime Korucu Mersin Florida 33010 
Shanion Snow Key Largo Florida 33037 
Stephen Skipp Rotonda West Florida 33947 
Steve Shenesky Pensacola Florida 32S07 
Tawny McKenzie Royal Palm Beach Florida 33411 
Vezeline Dumerlus lake Worth Florida 33463 
Woody Mason Bonita Springs Florida 34133 
Bessie Hudgins LaGrange Georgia 30241 
Beverly Stewart locust Grove Georgia 30248 
B1ll McFadden Tucker Georgia 30084 
Deborah Beacham Roswell Georgia 3007S 
James Drenter Atlanta Georgia 30312 
John Kearney Acworth Georgia 30101 
Julie Luckett Stockbridge Georgia 30281 
lesley Murell Athens Georgia 30606 
louis Alves Georgia 
Phylisha Walker Atlanta Georgia 30310 
Robert McMichael Hampton Georgia 30228 
Satania Jay Rice Sea Island Georgia 31S61 
Sharoon Kuriyala Alpharetta Georgia 3000S 
Tracey Carlson Roswell Georgia 3007S 
Thomas lizard Kailua Hawaii 96734 
Dian Berger Boise Idaho 83716 
Alida Degner Degner Belvidere Illinois 61008 

Ambar H1utz Chicago Illinois 
Andrew Lanier Clinton Illinois 61727 
Balaji Ramanathan Hoffman Estates illinois 60169 

Christopher Hedden Evanston Illinois 60201 
Herbert Zmn Chicago illinois 60680 
Joseph Michalski Glen Carbon Illinois 62034 
linda Shelton Oak lawn Illinois 604S3 
Mark Hebert Mt Prospect Illinois 600S6 
Mary Prayne Speer illinois 61479 
Michael Scott Belvidere Illinois 61008 
Nyro Murphy Chicago illinois 60647 
Paul Haider Chicago illinois 606S4 
Susan Barrens Hanover Park illinois 60133 
Taylor Smith Deerfield Illinois 6001S 
Thomas & Antonia West Chicago illinois 60608 
Amy Rendellnd1anapohs lnd1ana 46113 
Ashley Manczunski La Porte Indiana 463SO 
Cecelia McAllister Battle Ground Indiana 47920 
Denise McGranahan Terre Haute lnd1ana 47803 
John Engle Hammond lnd1ana 46324 
Kyle Carden Union City Indiana 47390 
Thadishetty Aishwarya Indiana S0032 
Wayne Scott Auburn lnd1ana 46706 
lindsey McQuinn Council Bluffs Iowa S1S01 
Myra Afonso Ottumwa Iowa S2S01 
Anita Hankins Wichita Kansas 67218 
lonnie Foreman BelleVIlle Kansas 6693S 
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Marla Zula1ca Topeka Kansas 66608 
Pamela Moreno Winfield Kansas 67156 
Rebecca S. Christian Kentucky 42223 
Tony Menechella Frankfort Kentucky 40601 
Vanessa Booker Lexington Kentucky 40517 
Brieonna Richard Houma Louisiana 
Claire Lortie St. Amant Louisiana 70774 
Danny A yo Maunce Louisiana 70555 
Ronald Messina Greenwell Springs Louisiana 70739 
Samuel Sampson-Kincade Leesville Louisiana 71446 
Tonya Richard Lafayette Louisiana 70501 
Gayle Fitzpatrick Ogunquit Maine 03907 
Kelley Hilton Milo Maine 04463 
Larry Tardiff Rockland Maine 04841 
Paul Collins Rockland Maine 04841 
Roland Loranger Saco Maine 04072 
Sylvia Healy-Knox Wells Maine 04090 
Govmd Kapadia Potomac Maryland 20854 
J9e Linsenmeyer Columbia Maryland 21046 
Joseph Hall JR Baltimore Maryland 21211 
Paul Romney Baltimore Maryland 21239 
Saul EI-Or N~w Market Maryland 21774 
Steven Van Riper Hampstead Maryland 21074 
Adrienne McGlone Hull Massachusetts 02045 
Beth Crowley Southwick Massachusetts 01077 
chris Ietendre somerset Massachusetts 02726 
Christian Frates Hingham Massachusetts 02043 
Christine DiVenuto Springfield Massachusetts 01119 
Donna Pacher Chicopee Massachusetts 01020 
Jasmine Rosado fitchburg Massachusetts 01420 
Jose Mercado Springfield Massachusetts 01118 
Judy Quinlan Newton Massachusetts 02461 
Keith Harmon Snow Williamsburg Massachusetts 01096 
Kristen O'Brien-H1II1ard Brockton Massachusetts 02301 
linda Iagasse chester Massachusetts 01011 
Lisa Bassi North Adams Massachusetts 01247 
Matthew Martowska Lakeville Massachusetts 02347 
Maureen Martowska Lakeville Massachusetts 02347 
Oke Spelow Lowell Massachusetts 01854 
Renee Wilk Springfield Massachusetts 11118 
Susan Brown Hanover Massachusetts 02339 
Susan Wright Wayland Massachusetts 01778 
Valerie Clark Needham Massachusetts 02494 
Anthony Valdez Whitehall Michigan 49461 
Deborah Tucker Canton Michigan 48187 
Devin Mason Detroit Michigan 48219 
Enrico Hanks Detroit Michigan 48221 
Lorraine Norton Livonia Michigan 48150 
Lorraine Norton Livonia Michigan 48150 
Craig Brown Bloomington Minnesota 55431 
D Jankord New Prague Minnesota 56071 
Kari Dyrdahl Mounds V1ew Mmnesota 55112 
Kayla Engelsob Minneapolis Minnesota 55433 
Leslie Bowar Apple Valley Mmnesota 55124 
Stephen Anderson Manchester Mmnesota 56064 
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Debbie Mitchell Canton Mississippi 39046 
Annie Cawley Saint Joseph Missouri 64S03 
Bryna Pizzo St. Louis Missouri 63128 
D'Etta Kelly Macon Missouri 63552 
James Ballard Dexter Missouri 63841 
Marie Driscoll Lee's Summit Missouri 64081 
Lorne Murphy Bozeman Montana 59718 
Brandonlyn Nunley wellfleet N~braska 69170 
Bunchie Tyler reno Nevada 89502 
Naomi Palmer Lovelock Nevada 89419 
Vicki Lambou Las Vegas Nevada 89131 
Audra Schwoerer Bedford New Hampshire 03110 
Carol Park Rochester New Hampshire 03868 
Cheryl Keefe Salem New Hampshire 03079 
Hope Nardone Plaistow New Hampshire 03865 
Joseph Kenlck Ill Exeter New Hampshire 03833 
Mandy Johnson Brisbane New Hampshire 04069 
Paula Cronin Hooksett New Hampshire 03106 
Paulette Wight-Amundsen Exeter New Hampshire 38331 
Suzanne Cyr Rye New Hampshire 03870 
Arturs Pocapinskis Ridgewood New Jersey 07450 
Damel Rabadan Garfield New Jersey 07026 
Karin Meyer Blackwood New Jersey 08012 
Kim Simoniello Maplewood New Jersey 07040 
Kohn Halka New Brunswick New Jersey 08901 
Krystyna Nykorczuk Pitman New Jersey 08071 
Sandra Vatrano Passaic New Jersey 0705S 
Thomas Gage Warren New Jersey 07059 
Anthony Pappas Astoria New York 11102 
Arlene Forwand Huntington New York 11743 
Carolyn Sterbac~ New York New York 10018 
Chrissy Santiago Rochester New York 14609 
Concerned Citizen New City New York 10956 
Damien Semel-DeFeo Peekskill New York 10566 
David Mench ell Fresh Meadows New York 11366 
Denise Guerrero Valatie New York 12184 
Elaine Bonilla Binghamton New York 13905 
Erika Zywoclnski Fresh Meadows New York 11366 
Families Civil Liberties Union New York New York 10036 
Felix Sanchez Bronz New York 10462 
Gae Savannah New York New York 10009 
Gary Jacobs Smithtown New York 11787 
Hilary Nakasone New York New York 10012 
James Hines New York New York 10465 
Jerome Hartzog New York New York 10030 
John Marnika Binghamton New York 13905 
Judy Tienken Kmgston New York 12401 
Kameron Samuelson Valatie New York 12184 
Kat Katsan1s New York New York 10036 
Lauren Ultimo North Chatham New York 12132 
Liette.lnes Pedraza New York New York 10033 
Linda Brooks Brooklyn New York 11229 
Lori Tracy Nanuet New York 10954 
Maryam Gooya Brooklyn New York 11225 
Matthew Tischler Hartsdale New York 10530 
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Megan Heppler South Setauket New York 11720 
Monique Bazar Brooklyn New York 11215 
Norma Harris Queens New York 11104 
Rachel Peterson Syracuse New York 13209 
William Dailey Rye New York 10580 
William Stribling New York New York 10024 
Ashley Patterson Cameron North Carolina 28326 
Ben Miller winston salem North Carolina 27104 
Carl Mulder Wake Forest North Carolina 27S87 
Chasity Revels Henderson North Carolina 27536 
Dabvid Shell hudson North Carolina 28638 
Florence Arnold Morganton North Carolina 28612 

Jade Oakes Asheville North Carolina 28803 
Joyce Bentle Jacksonville North Carolina 28540 
Kristy Tarleton Lexington North Carolina 27295 
Lorraine Corso Wilmmgton North Carolina 28403 
Marcia Cleveland Colfax North Carolina 27235 
Mariano Galindo Parra Camerton North Carolina 28032 
Melissa Boyle China Grove North Carolina 28023 
Rebecca Thomas Wilmington North Carolina 28412 
Robin Boliner Marshville North Carolina 28103 
Shedy Berrios Jacksonville North Carolina 28540 
James M Nordlund Fargo North Dakota 58102 
Tayren Ben-Abraham Valley City North Dakota 58072 
Courtney Shelton Wilmington Ohio 45177 

Davor Udovicic Stow Ohio 44224 
Debqrah Binkley Maumee Ohio 43537 
Julie Gregory Columbus Oh1o 43202 
linda Beane Cuyahoga Falls Ohio 44221 
Lloyd Johnson JR Columbus Ohio 43240 
Mary Jenkins Toledo Ohio 43608 
Melody Agosti South Point Ohio 45680 
Regina Koran t_akewood Ohio 44107 
Shirley Hipps West Salem Ohio 44287 
Stacl Wade Columbus Ohio 43207 
Willette Riley Akron Ohio 44308 
Anne McGuire Sand Springs Oklahoma 74063 
Melanie Shannon Broken Arrow Oklahoma 74011 
Adam Weber Hood River Oregon 97031 
Charles Couraud Ashland Oregon 97S20 

Jean a Pen a Portland Oregon 97202 
Nadia Sindi Eugene Oregon 97440 
Norine Moynihan Royal Palm Beach Oregon 33411 

Susan Tanabe Salem Oregon 97302 
Angelene B. Philadelphia Pennsylvania 19122 
Angie Robinson Harrisburg Pennsylvania 17103 
Barbara Franck Philadelphia Pennsylvania 19124 
Charlotte Sibley Berwyn Pennsylvania 19312 
Chen Mohr Oreland Pennsylvania 19075 
Dale Vest Newmanstown Pennsylvania 17073 
Elizabeth Gallagher Narberth Pennsylvania 19072 
Frank Houseman Wrightsville Pennsylvania 17368 
Holly Bachman Bechtelsville Pennsylvania 19505 
Kathy Carr New Bethlehem Pennsylvania 16242 
Kelly Bethea Lower gwynedd Pennsylvania 19002 
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Unda Metz Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 15229 
Mara Obelcz Hatfield Pennsylvania 19440 
Nelson Robison Reynoldsville Pennsylvania 15851 
Paulette Capperis Aliquippa Pennsylvania 15001 
Robert Shortz Wilkes-Barre Pennsylvania 18705 
Roger Lucas Greenville Pennsylvania 16125 
Rose Fasciocco Springfield Pennsylvania 19064 
Sherrie McKibben New Alexandria Pennsylvania 1S670 
Angela Chuna Curitiba Puerto Rico 80230 
Jessica Strosky Dubois Puerto Rico 1S801 
Raul Vazquez San Juan Puerto Rico 
Rosarito Rodriguez San German Puerto Rico 
Victor Jusmo San German Puerto Rico 
Beverly LeMay Narragansett Rhode Island 02882 
Cathy Camp Batesburg South Carolina 29006 
Elwyn Cahaly Beaufort South Carolina 29902 
Geoffrey Sprague Beaufort South Carolina 29902 
Karen Lord Anderson South Carolina 29626 
Richard Loveday Piedmont South Carolina 29673 
Timothy O'Shlelds Myrtle Beach South Carolina 29588 
Tyrone Frazier Columbia South Carolina 29229 
Bradford Diehl Burns Tennessee 37029 
Carol Morgan Knoxville Tennessee 37912 
Dennis Wujcik Memphis Tennessee 38104 
Lori Gasser Hermitage Tennessee 37076 
Matthew Ernst Murfreesboro Tennessee 37129 
Patrick Wooten Nashville Tennessee 37209 
A Lopez Dallas Texas 75249 
Angie Brandenburg Grand Falls Texas 79742 
Brant Kotch Houston Texas 77024 
Christina Barnes Los Fresnos Texas 78S66 
Cynthia Rogers Dallas Texas 7S217 
Deborah Stone Austin Texas 78766 
Eliezer Torres Houston Texas 77073 
Erin Hunt Carrollton Texas 76006 
Hanna Moy Dallas Texas 7S220 
lsila Rodriguez Houston Texas 77073 
Kyle Broflovski Grand Parire Texas 75052 
Marty Erhart Austin Texas 787SO 
Mary Baehl Cedar Park Texas 78613 
Roslland Roemer Austin Texas 7870S 
Stephanie Johnson San Antonio Texas 78260 
T Bell Austin Texas 78731 
B1lly Patton Ogden Utah 84401 
Jackson Rogers Park City Utah 84060 
Jason Warner West jordan Utah 84088 
Arielle Wildman Herndon Virginia 20171 
Debra J Stevenson Newport News Virginia 23602 
Elaine Stewart Madison Virginia 22727 
Elisabeth Munoz Springfield Virginia 2201S 
Jennifer Haney Danville Virgima 24543 
Kenneth Williams Hampton Virginia 23669 
Paul Boyne Herndon Virginia 20171 
Andrew Rosenthal Seattle Washington 9810S 
Caleb Wingard Peirce Washington 98753 
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Forrest Rodde Seattle Washington 98122 
Glenn Walter Seattle Washington 98119 
Harry Getz Seattle Washington 98136 
Michael Akstull Vancouver Washington 98662 
Wanda Crawford Bremerton Washington 98312 

Xin Qm Redmond Washington 980S3 
Frances Patton Milton West Virginia 2S541 
Debbie Cropp Mcfarland Wisconsin 53558 
Linda Chalmers Port Washington Wisconsin 53074 
Suzanne Dunham Janesville Wisconsin 53545 

Anja Koester 85750 
Annie Statton Somerset 
Gessy van der Loo 08017 

Janelle Chase 94112 
Josephine Dewberry Kilkenny Ireland 
Mandy Johnson brisbane Australia 
Mariano Galindo Parra 28032 United States 

Nicola Shiel Kilkenny n/a Ireland 

Richard Young Leeds 
Sophie Koester 85750 United States 

Timothy Jones 
Xavier Jones 6020 Australia 
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The Children's LAW Center of Connecticut 

30 Arbor Street, 4th Floor, Hartford, Connecticut 06106 
Telephone 860.232.9993 • Fax 860.232.9996 
www .clcct.org 

RE: . .R~i~~~~o. 494: An Act Concerning Guardians Ad Utem and Attorneys for Minor 
Children in Family Relations Matters . 

POSITION: Support in Part/ Oppose in Part 

SUBMITTED BY: THE CHILDREN'S LAW CENTER OF. CONNECTICUT, a non-profit organization that 
provides Guardian ad litem or representation services to childre~ of indigent parents 
In contested divorce and custody cases. 

Family court legislation must focus on the needs of the child. We are concerned that the proposed 
legislation detracts from this priority. The detrimental consequences of Implementing this proposed 
bill on the majority of cases far outweigh the reforms to the system that its drafters intended. 

Rather than creating more administrative requirements in an already bloated system, solutions should 
be focused on the training and continuing education of attorneys who are willing and able to take on the 
GAL role in these most difficult and challenging cases. 

The Children's law Center Is committed to presenting and participating in trainings meant to Improve 
the GAL practice. The discussion should be aimed at whether continuing education requirements are 
appropriate for this specialized role and, if so, how to effectuate that In a meaningful way. Mentorlng is 
also a key to our practice. For those working as solo-practitioners or who are bringing a new area of 
practice to a firm, mentoring is not readily available. 

Focusing on providing support, e~ucation, and constructive oversight to GALs, rather than negatively 
targeting us, will fos~er the profession and enhance the repres,entatlon of children. With this more 
positive approach, ~oth sides of this debate will reach their stated goals while also keeping focused on 
the beSt interest of the child. 

We whole-heartedly support Section 6, which requires that parents be informed about the roles and 
responsibilities of a GAL (as well as the limitations of the~t role) when a GAL is appointed by the court in 
their family court matter. We also agree, in essence, with Section l(c) (1) which requires that the court 
define the scope of the GAL's role In any given case, although it Is sometimes difficult to ascertain at the 
start of the case what issues may present themselves . 

•For simpliCity. in th1s testlmony the sole term "GAL" mdicates both "guardians ad litem• and "counsel for the minor ch1ld." 

• Protecting the legal interests of children 
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The Children's LAW Center, page 2 of 5 

However: 

The legislation, as written, does not take into account the needs of children and places an 
overwhelming burden on an already beleaguered system without producing meaningful 
Improvements. 

One such example is Section 1 {b) which requires that the court provide parents w1th a list of five 
possible GALs to represent the child. It follows this requirement with a number of continuances in order 
to effectuate that appointment. 

On its face, this seems benign. However, consider: 

o The emergency situation: Many times, GAls are appointed to fx Parte motions and Restraining 
Orders that require immediate assessment. A judge may even find a traditional Custody and 
Visitation application to warrant immediate action. We are brought in to these uncertain situations 
without delay and required to gather as much information as possible for the court, sometimes 
having only one or two weeks to report back. What consideration Is given to the child in this 
situation? 

o The parents' situation: The mere fact that a GAl is being appointed to a case would indicate that the 
parents are in such a place of disagreement that they need additional intervention. Yet, this 
proposed legislation asks them to discuss a list of possible GALs and reach an agreement on who 
would best represent their child. This requirement creates another opportunity for conflict and does 
not contemplate the possible complications, such the situation that will be created when each parent 
is set on a different GAl and the judge defers to one over the other. Why create another avenue of 
conflict, thereby exacerbating the situation for the child? 

o Lack of Information: There has been a general misperception of anti-parent collusion between 
different family court professionals. Presumably, this proposed legislation will put the control back in 
the parents' hands and prevent this supposed complicity. Consider, however, that most parents 
entering the family court system have very little rea/life exposure to the work of any individual GAL. 
Instead of labeling them as colluders, it should be acknowledged that Judges and court personnel are 
actually in the ideal position to know which GALs are best suited to each case. They have seen how 
GALs practice. They know the level of expertise of each GAL They understand the different styles 
each GAl uses to approach a case. The fact is, they can identify and effectuate the best fit for each 
family. Why must a child be denied the best possible representation In order to placate the 
misperceptions of families who have been chronically caught up in the family court system? 

• The effectuation: The administration of this requirement as outlined in the suggested legislation is 
vague and potentially disastrous. The language provides that parties shall provide written 
notification to the court of the name of the person they have selected to serve as GAl for their 
matter. Presuming this does not mean filing another motion and putting aside that parties are not 
permitted to submit e)( parte communications to the court; this requirement poses a number of 
issues. Who will write this communication, one or both parents? What authentication will be 
required, notarization or none? Will additional hearings have to be held to argue whether both 
parents actually agreed to the choice? How quickly will clerks be required to code and file these 
letters? The potential administrative complications are endless, particularly for self-represented 
parties. Our goal should be to make the family court process easier for courts and families, thereby 
minimizing delay, conflict, and the impact of conflict on the child. 

----·. ~~-. -~===~-----IM!! 
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The Children's LAW Center, page 3 of 5 

Section 4 poses similar difficulties. We certainly agree that parties to a family court matter should have 
standing to file a motion that seeks the removal of a GAL/or cause. 

However, consider: 

o No limitations: The language of the proposed legislation does not define the grounds upon 
which a motion may be filed or will be heard. There is no "for cause" limitation. In fact, there is 
no limitation at all. In a majority of cases, GALs are disliked by at least one of the parents; often, 
at least one and, at times, both of the parents would like to remove the GAL. One must only 
look to the records of the Statewide Grievance Committee to get a flavor for the types of 
motions courts will be hearing and the overwhelming volume in which they will be filed. The 
proposed legislation Is also silent on how frequently motions may be filed. Will dissatisfied 
parents be allowed to file a motion every week until they achieve their desired outcome? There 
is also no provision regarding the disposition of the motions, should they be denied. 

Q Time and resources: The proposed legislation does not provide for an "on-the-papers" 
screening before these motions are heard by a judge or referred to Family Relations for 
mediation, meaning that every motion will require the time of a clerk, a GAL, a judge, and a 
family relations officer. It also creates an untenable role for the Family Relations Office, which 
will have an officer be conflicted out of evaluating, mediating, or negotiating any case in which 
they have mediated a claim to remove a GAL. The legislation, as written, will unnecessarily 
overwhelm an already understaffed system and, in fact, make reaching resolution in a timely 
manner more difficult. 

• GAL time/compensation: Without any limitations under which a party may seek to have a GAL 
removed and without a pre-screening mechanism, GALs wil_l ur'doubtedly spend an inordinate 
amount of time mediating or defending against requests for removal. The legislation, as 
written, does not clearly provide for how, and by whom the GAL's time will be compensated, 
should the motion be found to be lacking and denied. 

Private GALs practice In the private sector and their fees should not be determined by the court. 

Some supporters of limiting GAL fees point to the Children's law Center as an example of doing the 
same work for less. 

This is an unfair comparison. 

The Children's Law Center exists to provide representation for a certain population of children, those 
who would be denied representation by default because their parents are indigent. The Children's law 
Center does not function on state fees alone! As a private non-profit, we rely heavily on private funders, 
donors, and volunteers in order to keep our doors open. In fact, it would be impossible to run this 
business ai:cepting state-rate cases alone. 

While parents should be made aware of the retainer and hourly fees they are going to be charged by a 
GAL at the start of a case (and they are, in their contract/retainer agreement), it is unconscionable to 
legislate that a court may determine a private GAL's fees. There is no provision here requiring the 
consent of that attorney or allowing for that attorney to decline a case. In fact, it seems to give the 
court the authority to reduce fees even after-the-fact. 



004228 

The Children's LAW Center, page 4 of 5 

We agree that all children should have access to quality representation, but not allowing attorneys to · 
set their fees based on education and experience (particularly in relation to what the parents are willing 
to pay for their own attorneys), distorts the value of GAL services. There is certainly a market for 
"sliding scale fee" attorneys, and many attorneys are willing to accept these lower fees. These attorneys 
are, more than likely, those newly entering the field. If parents and the Legislature want what we all 
want, which is quality representation for children, then they should help support this middle-income 
market by providing for enforcement of fees as well as mentoring and educational support. Any other 
solution will only drive out experienced GALs, reducing the pool of skilled professionals willing to mentor 
and support new GALs. 

Unfortunately, regardless of the hours and quality of work produced both for families and the courts, 
the reality is that many GALs are the last people to get paid (if ever) and, many times, courts will 
unilaterally cut GAL fees after-the-fact to pacify an unhappy parent- all without regard to the economic 
effects on the GAL or the legitimacy of the hours spent working with a family. 

Imagine that you provide a catering service. You usually charge $80 per person. A judge orders you to 
charge $40 per person but to provide the same quality of food. You provide catering for 250 people 
and, after-the-fact, the hosts refuse to pay. You try to enforce the $10,000 payment in court only to 
have the judge reduce the bill to $5000 and have the hosts pay you $20 a month until it is paid off. 
When using a tangible example, this is clearly unjust. However, this is what happens to private pay GAls 
repeatedly in family court. And yet they continue to take cases, even while facing the recent vitriol. 

As a matter of public policy: 

Section 5 (a) states, in essence, that if the child is receiving or has received state aid or care, the 
compensation of the GAL shall be paid by the Public Defender Services Commission. 

While this guideline certainly does make it easier for judges to order that a GAL be paid by the state, the 
standard is too broad. It does not take into account parents who are in disproportionate financial 
situations. It also does not take into account either parent's ability to pay at the time of the 
appointment. For example, if a family received state assistance for six months fiVe years ago while a 
parent was completing medical school, that family would qualify for state rates under this language
even if that parent is now a successful doctor. 

There is already a procedure in place to qualify people for state rate attorneys in the other court venues 
such as criminal and juvenile court. It is counterproductive to initiate a different standard for family 
court, a standard that many taxpayers will likely resent when considering the real application of the 
language. 
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The Children's LAW Center, page 5 of 5 

Conclusion 

Few would disagree that the adversarial system alone is not ideal for restructuring families, and that 
changes have been and should continue to be made to improve outcomes for families. Family court 
attorney, GALs, and mental health professionals who work in the family court arena volunteer hundreds, 
if not thousands of hours each year trying to help families resolve their issues in a positive way. The 
Special Masters, EIP, and Volunteer Attorney programs (in fact our own FIT program) would not exist if 
not for the volunteer hours of these dedicated professionals. 

Unfortunately, instead of providing the tools and support necessary to continue to do this vital work, 
the recent "reform movement'' has demonized these professionals. This has gone on too long and 
unchecked. 

Rather than unleashing unnecessary administrative duties onto our already depleted system, let us 
focus on increasing services and providing the training necessary to continually improve the quality 
services being provided. let us remember that, regardless of the services that have been put in place to 
try to help families resolve their cases, there are instances where more protracted court involvement 
and even trials are necessary or unavoidable. These are the minority of cases and should not be the 
sole basis for widespread changes. 

Certainly, it is important to ensure that professionals practice ethically but, minimizing the value of the 
GAL's work is perilous. To improve representation and family outcomes, reliable and accessible services 
must be made available and supported. We must make these services a priority and not relegate these 
families to waiting lists and frequent, long lasting court dates. Parents must be educated about 
successful co-parenting and be given the opportunity and resources to restructure their families in a 
healthy way, before becoming adversaries . 

"~-----,-- .... --
... _- _______ ___j 
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Testimony on ~S-~. No. 494 (RAISED) AN ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND 
ATTORNEYS FOR MINOR CHILDREN IN FAMILY RELATIONS MATTERS 

My name IS Elizabeth S. Thayer Ph.D. and I am a psychologist and partner at Beacon 
Behavioral Services LLC, a private mental health practice in Avon, Bloomfield, and Glastonbury. 
I am also a resident of Avon, Ct. for 26 years. I was also a member of the Task Force on The 
Care and Custody of Children which concluded on 2/1/14 and submitted its report to your 
committee at that time. 

Beacon Behavioral Services LLC IS also home to the PEACE Program which began in 1 998 as 
a program for working with high conflict parent's pre and or post divorce or never married It 
remains today as a .valuable resource for parents to help them resolve issues together outside 
of the court process and prevents further litigation and confl1ct for children of divorce I am also 
a co-author of two books entitled The Co-Parenting Survival Gu1de. Lett1ng Go of Conflict after a 
Difficult Divorce, and Adult Children of D1vorce. 

We have worked with many of the GALs in this state as we all attempt to help families of divorce 
reconfigure with dignity. We have always known and supported the premise that children need 
a relationship with both parents and that conflict between parents 1s the most detrimental factor 
for children and families of divorce. We have also been Witness to the devastating effects on 
children when they are exposed to prolonged conflict and feel caught between their parents as 
they continue to file motions and to force their children to live their divorce every day of their 
childhood and on into adulthood as well. 

I support Bill494 with the modifications presented by the Connecticut Bar Association Family 
Law Sect1on. I support these changes because they just make sense. Only those who do this 
work everyday can speak to the legal and logistical issues that are addressed in the 
amendments. The GAL system is anythmg but broken. It just needs to evolve as does any 
profess1on as new areas are identified and new technology is available and new 1deas for 
making the process better are suggested 

I believe this bill is a good start on the road to the implementation of many more of the excellent 
recommendations made by the majority of the Task Force. In particular I am referring to the 
recommendations for support of alternative dispute models including the Early Intervention 
Program, a solely volunteer program wherem parents meet in the first ninety days post filing 
with a mental health professional and lawyer for a full day to settle the parenting portion of their 
agreement This program exists only in some jurisdictions and should be available for parents 
throughout the state courts. Another resource is the Families in Transition Program run by the 
Children's Law Center, a nonprofit dedicated to providmg free legal services for families and 
children who could not afford these services on their own. The Families in Transition Program 

40 Dale Road 
Avon, CT 06001 
p 860 676-9350 
F 860 678-7178 

34 Jerome Avenue 
Bloomfield, CT 06002 
p 860 243-5024 
F 860 286-9948 

200 Oak S1reet 
Glastonbury, CT 06033 
p 860 659-4370 
F 860 678-7178 

WIWI beaconbehavloral.com 
emall@beaconbehavloral com 
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IS aga1n solely volunteer where a mental health professional and a lawyer are pa1red to meet 
w1th parents to resolve issues and teach them how to co-parent effectively and reduce conflict 
and improve communication The Focus on Kids Program is a sliding scale program which is 
housed under the Connecticut Council for Family Service Agencies. There parents meet with 
an individual mental health professional for the same purpose of resolving disputes, developing 
parent plans, and learning how to communicate and make decisions together Without legal 
involvement. In addition within the private practice sector our PEACE Program has been the 
training program for both Focus on Kids and Families in Transition and operates within our 
private practice serving thousands of families. In all these programs the mental health 
professional works with the attorneys involved especially the GALs as a team when needed. 
The Task Force recommended additional fund1ng for the Early Intervention Program, the 
Families in Transition Program, and Focus on Kids so that a much wider range of population 
can be reached and more families offered services that we know can be effective and 
preventative in a proactive manner. Often these services can prevent the nei:fd for a GAL or 
lessen their mvolvement and the cost to families. I would hope that you will consider amending 
the bill to include the recommendations for increasing the funding and support for these 
essential services. 

The Role of a GAL is essential when families exhaust all other intervention techniques and 
children are caught in unending conf11ct without resolution of where they are going to live, how 
they are going to see both parents, where they may be going to school, and how their world will 
reorganize after the d1vorce. They do not have the opportunity to go on with their lives when 
parents are not able to resolve their differences efficiently and without protracted litigation or 
legal involvement. This can extend into adulthood where adult children of divorce inherit their 
parents' conflict and cannot freely live their lives without it being infiltrated by old hurts and 
animosity. The GALs in this state are dedicated to preventing that kind of life for the children of 
d1vorce. We are in danger of losing our most competent and experienced GALs and mental 
health professionals. It is unfair to ask them to spend their time trying to defend unwarranted 
complaints and grievances when they should be spending it doing the work of focusing on the 
children 

The argument that there is not enough diversity in the assignment of GALs IS also unfounded. 
Those choices are often made because those are the experienced GALs and so parents want 
that expertise. We all choose so many professionals in our lives (doctors, accountants, tutuors 
for children, coaches, etc.) precisely because they have the most experience. In my practice 
new psychologists and social workers who would like to work in the PEACE Program are 
supervised and not even offered that opportumty unt1l they have a few years of therapy 
experience post receiving their degree. The work IS complicated, not something taught in 
graduate school, and training and supervision is necessary Why would you want to eliminate 
those who have so muc;;h wisdom and knowledge from years of participation in t~ese cases? 

There is no collusion between lawyers for parents, GALs, judges and mental health 
professionals! There is collaboration and dedication to resolving the concerns quickly and 
hopefully In a long lasting manner. I tell every parent who walks through my door for the 
PEACE Program that my JOb is not to have one with them very long. I want them to take their 
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hard earned 1ncome and use it for their children and themselves. I want them to go on w1th their 
lives I tell them that they are the parents who have a responsibility to f1gure all this out for the1r 
children and to allow them full permission to have a relationship with both parents lifelong. 
Parents know their children far better than any evaluator, parent counselor, lawyer, or judge but 
when they cannot use that knowledge and love to put aside the1r own fears and anger and pain 
they may need some help. They should be g1ven all opportunities to hear the damage they will 
cause by continuing the confl1ct emotionally and economically. If this is ineffective then the 
process should be as responsive, timely, efficient, and respectful as possible. 

We need constructive changes, realistic changes that can be Implemented, not destructive 
rhetoric that only serves to try to eliminate the entire family court system and is focused on 
maligning the reputation of professionals by filing gnevances and complaints with the 
committees/boards that oversee them. The Task Force was set up to do its job and it did. I 
agreed to be on the Task Force out of a sincere desire to continue to help families of d1vorce 
have the best resources available to achieve a goal of a new family unit and to go on to a future 
where the1r children's' futures are not continually riddled by their parents' animosity and inability 
to resolve their issues without intervention. Let us remember that the majority of parents 
d1vorce without this level of contention. They believe that their children will suffer the long 
lasting effects of their d1vorce if they do not do the difficult work of always putting their needs 
first and foremost. For those who cannot they need competent GALs arid all the other 
med1at1on resources we can prov1de. The system may need some changes but overall1t works 
and those who say something else are not finished dealing with their own anger, hurt, and need 
to blame. They become addicted to the conflict and then we have an obligation to help their 
children not be dragged into years of protracted litigation. . 
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Authorized for Public Disclosure. 

TESTIMONY of MICHAELS. MARTOWSKA 
2 Edgewater Drive 

Lakeville, MA 02347 
March 31, 2014 

TO: Judiciary Committee Public Bearing re:_Raised Bill 494 

"An Act Concerning Guardians Ad Litem and Attorneys for 
Minor Children in Family Relations Matters" 

Members of the Judiciary Committee: 

I support Raised Bill 494 because it takes a minor step in the right direction. I prefer to 
look at it"as-aglasslO% full rather than 90% empty. I feel it doesn't go anywhere near far 
enough because it doesn't address the root c~uses of how GALs and the Connecticut 
Family Court system fail to consistently serve the best interest of the children it intends to 
serve. 

I speak as a grandparent of four wonderful children, the oldest of which is Meghan who 
has had to endure the GAL and Family Court system for over eight years now. I've 
witnessed first hand nearly every court proceeding involving this child and much of what 
the GAL has done and/or failed to do in this case. It is not a pretty picture. Meghan's 
parent's never married, and once their relationship disintegrated and she was born, it has 
been a constant struggle for my son and my granddaughter's paternal family. There is not 
enough time to go into detail, though I and others in my family would be happy to sit 
down with any State Representative or State Senator, with our without my granddaughter 
Meghan's GAL present, to review in detail what has transpired over the past eight years 
and more. There is always more than one side to a story, but I believe that if any elected 
official in the Connecticut State House had endured what my son has endured over the 
past eight years and more, that no one would be satisfied with this bill as written. 

I do not claim that all GALs are bad. Indeed, I thanked the person that served as the GAL 
for my son's younger daughter during divorce proceedings. The services of that GAL 
were provided at no charge to the parties. She reviewed the situation and made 
appropriate recommendations in a timely manner. Meghan's GAL, on the other hand, is 
highly respected in the Family Court and had a financial incentive to drag things out. 
When I watched him in action in hearings, I could see why. It was partly in how he 
presented himself in a professional manner in court. He's an excellent orator. However, I 
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had the vantage point of seeing how he wotild selectively present information to the court 
at hearings and status conferences, make statements not supported by the facts, and so 
forth, all in an attempt to control the court's decisions. It was not uncommon for him to 
make recommendations that would cover only the period to the next court date rather 
than to completion. He was thereby forcing the parties to keep returning to court while 
billable hours accumulated for him the parties' lawyers (when my son did have a lawyer). 

I will give you an example of why this raised bill, if it had been in effect eight years ago, 
would have had a minimal impact on my son's situation if any. And if this bill doesn't 
address something as simple as this example, it accomplishes much too little. This bill 
still leaves GALs accountable to no one for their actions. Favorites of the Court will stiU 
be fa~orites of the Court. Families will still be financially drained, depriving the children 
of funds that could be used for their benefit. At best, this bill could reduce the totality of 
the fees paid to GALs. If it accomplishes that, it will be a good step. 

My example goes back to the birth of Meghan over eight years ago. Her parents were 
dating while in ~oUege. Meghan was conceived in their senior year and born the falling 
fall. As graduation approached, my son, a resident of Massachusetts, focused on finding 
a job in Connecticut. He was successful in that search and bought a small house about 20 
minutes away from the home of the mother. His first priority has always been to be a 
good father. He had already turned down a commission in the Marines after successfuUy 
completing the Officer Candidate School (OCS) program in Quantico, VA, so that he 
could focus OJI family life. He attended Lamaze and other classes with the mother. 
However, there came a point in time before the birth ofMeghan when the mother and her 
family preferred not to have my son or his family involved in their child's life. 

The mother didn't bother to have someone contact my son when she was going to the 
hospital to give birth. Once he found out, my son left work to be there. Others in 
Meghan's paternal family joined him in the waiting room. That included his parents, 
sister, and future brother-in-law, all who lived about 100 miles away. There was no one 
in the waiting room from the maternal family the entire time we were there. After about 
12 hours during which my son requested and received status updates from the maternity 
ward once an hour, we were all asked to leave the hospital under threat of trespass if we 
didn't do so. 

My granddaughter was born that night, but my son not notified. During the following 
day, my son met with the priest at the church the mother attended. The priest reached out 
to the mother's family to find out, on behalf of my son, ifhis child was born, ifhis child 
was healthy, and if he was the father of a boy or girl. He broke down in tears when he 
received the good news. 

It took the intervention of the priest again for my son to be able to meet Meghan days 
later. Under short (hours) notice, he grabbed his parents and grandmother to make the 
nearly 100 mile trip to meet his daughter. It would be limited to a one hour visit at the 
mother's house with the priest present. About halfway through that meeting, the priest 
had to intervene to allow the paternal family members hold Meghan. I shed tears of joy 
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that day, seeing my first grandchild for the first time. No commitments were made by the 
mother to allow for future access. My son felt forced to file for joint custody in court and 
to establish child support. Eventually, a GAL was appointed. It then took about 2 years 

· and a two-day trial to formally obtain joint custody and a parenting plan. 

During this time, my son had drafted a detailed parenting plan, one that included a 
holiday schedule that said the two parents would alternate holidays from one year to the 
next. It allowed the mother to have more parenting time initially. The GAL, as well as the 
mother and her attorney, were asked to review and comment on his proposal. He wanted 
to avoid court time if possible. He asked each what they agreed with and what they 
didn't. He asked for their proposals and recommendations. None were ever forthcoming. 

Months went by as legal fees, GAL fees, and other fees accumulated. My son would have 
to pay half the cost of meeting with the mother and a therapist recommended by the GAL 
to help the two parents work together. (I never understood that My son was always 
suggesting reasonable ideas and open to compromise. The mother, on the other hand, 
fought everything that would increase his access beyond the minimal amount he had.) At 
best, each session would accomplish little but defining where Meghan would spend the 
next holiday. Hundreds of dollars were being spent each time a holiday approached to 
accomplish little more than define where the child would spend the holiday -- and only 
for that particular year. The mother had no incentive to work with my son when she had 
the vast majority oftime with the child and the GAL not pushing for or providing his 
recommendation for a permanent resolution . 

Initially, with the GAL's involvement, my son was limited to visiting his child for about 
an hour at a time at the mother's house. He could only have one other person with him 
during such visits, but that could not include the grandparents. All my son could get the 
GAL to support was the right to bring either his sister (if she could make the nearly 200 
mile round trip) or the priest The GAL didn't want to make the mother be reasonable. I 
challenge thC? Connecticut legislative body to tell me how this served the best interest of 
my granddaughter. 

Things did progress over time through stipulated agreements. However, it was costing 
tens of thousands of dollars in various fees to do the obvious, to have joint custody and 
develop a parenting plan. There was ultimately a two-day trial that resulted in joint 
custody and a parenting plan being ordered that, in what it did contain, was comparable 
to what my son had proposed. Why couldn't the GAL have proposed something 
comparable from day one? He didn't even need to write a proposal from scratch. He was 
given a reasonable proposal that he could have edited. Instead, he would wait for court 
dates, show up, talk to the two sides, try to get the two sides to agree to something (a 
difficult task when, even when my son was open to compromise, the mother preferred to 
have the paternal family out of the picture), and sometimes threaten the parents with 
recommending something neither side would like or the court ordering the same even 
without' his recommendation. Even when the GAL would state what he thought was best 
(which he wouldn't do before the court date), it didn't necessarily match up with what he 
would ultimately say to a judge during the hearing that day. 
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A couple of years went by since that trial without incident. My son had escaped the 
system, or so it seemed. However, he got married, had an abusive wife that filed a 
complaint against him that my son has denied since day one and for which criminal 
charges were eventually dropped. (My son's now ex-wife subsequently filed a false 
report with the police against my wife.) The criminal court, at that point, put the original 
parenting plan back into place. The mother and GAL would have none of that. They 
made things as difficult as possible since then. My son ended up with having to travel 
about 5 hours for each one to one and a half hour supervised visit with his daughter and 
having to pay for the privilege. This went on for about a year, about 100 such visits, until 
through great expense, my son endured yet another two-day trial (spanning several 
weeks) to get a judge to grant him unsupervised visitation. Sounds good, but the GAL 
made his recommendation to the court to make this a very slow transition such that it 
would take months to get back to a schedule comparable to the original parenting plan. 
The GAL's proposal was rubber stamped as usual, and it was too expensive to keep 
fighting. The GAL even required my son to submit activity plans to him for approval 
prior to each visit even though he could not provide any evidence that showed my son 
wasn't a good father. He didn't recommend going back to the original parenting plan, but 
rather, to have a new hearing or trial to review things in court yet again after my son 
returned to alternate weekend visitation again. 

This bill won't change his situation or have prevented it from happening. I would like to 
remind this body that case law has established the obvious precedent that it is assumed 
that a child's parents will act in the best interests of their child. Of course, there are 
exceptions, but it is up to one parent to prove the other is unfit if such is actually the case. 
Once you have a GAL is place, the Court treats his opinion and recommendations as 
Gospel. The GAL makes his recommendation based upon what he wants the outcome to 
be, not something based in fact. For example, my son had to fight to have his first 
daughter carry his surname. The mother preferred to have my son and her daughter's 
paternal family out of her life. The GAL recommended to the court that the child not 
carry my son's surname since it would be a "badge of conflict". Fortunately, through the 
generosity of my wife and me, my son had a lawyer at the time that made the GAL look 
foolish on this point. The GAL couldn't give a reasoned response to the obvious question 
of why the child having the mother's surname would not be a "badge of conflict" as well. 
The portion ofthe trial addressing the child's surname covered additional territory. As a 
result of the flexibility exhibited by my son when questioned by the judge, my 
granddaughter has a hyphenated last name covering the surnames of both parents. As the 
years went by, the child's mother has NOT been following the court order relative to her 
surname. There is no evidence that the GAL cares or would support a claim of alienation 
against the mother. 

This is a system in which my son felt forced to agree to supervised visitation for several 
weeks s0 as to be able to see his daughter before a hearing that had been scheduled. False 
allegations by his wife had lead to his access being taken away, but once the charges 
were dropped, the criminal court put the existing parenting plan back into place effective 
immediately. Of course, it didn't matter since the mother didn't want him to have access. 
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My son's attorney, the attorney for the mother, and the GAL met, agreed on a relatively 
quick return to the visitation schedule in the parenting plan, and my son signed off on it 
so as to avoid yet another hearing. The mother's signature was required. The mother later 
decided she didn't want to sign, and supervised visitation continued for a year until 
another two-day trial was held. Two days means two months due to the court scheduling 
system. That meant more weeks of my son spending five to six hours per round trip to 
spend one and a half hours with his daughter. 

I won't provide all the details here, but suffice it to say Meghan has yet to return to the 
original parenting plan. My son's request to enforce that plan has been denied by the 
court. (This is under appeal.) The GAL has not supported the original parenting plan in 
the courtroom (despite it being comparable to the end point of what he proposed for the 
temporary transition plan}, or any visitation schedule for that matter. That is despite 
saying to my son, me, the mother's attorney, and others outside the courtroom that 
Meghan should have time with her father. Meanwhile, my son hasn't seen his daughter in 
about 1 ~ yrs and hasn't been able to spend a holiday with his daughter in over 4 years. 

I wouldn't wish this situation on anyone. This body's lack of putting further constraints 
on the system ensures that these horror stories will continue. I ask, from the bottom of my 
heart, that you review the recommendations of the Task Force to Study Legal Disputes 
Involving the Care and Custody of Minor Child and the recommendations of the minority 
of that group for other ideas on how to address this. 

Please, please amend this bill to make further improvements. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Aficliad s. ~lla 
Michael S. Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakevil.le, MA 02347 
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TESTIMONY of MAUREEN M. MARTOWSKA 
I 

2 Edgewater Dr. 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

March 31, 2014 

TO: Judiciary Committee Public Hearing re: Raised Bi11494 

"An Act Concerning Guardians Ad Litem and Attorneys for Minor 
Children in Family Relations Matters" 

Members of the Judiciary Committee: 

I am here to testify as a grandmother who holds a J.D. degree with significant legal 
experience. Cu"ently, I work In the Compliance Department of an international 
corporation In MA. I have had the benefit of my years both Inside and outside the 
court to observe how operations are typically driven by the bottom line • •• usually 
finances. With regards to those finances, GALs are driving forces within the court 
system in their ability to generate fees (billable hours} both for themselves and their 
colleagues who are members of the cottage Industry that have now grawn up around 
the family court system -Including: 

• Supervised visitation 

• Couples counseling 

• Child therapists 

• Reunification therapists 

• Psych evaluators 

You could very well say that the GAL holds the purse strings. 

I am part of the public outcry an the lack of accountability and oversight of GALs and 
the financial devastation Imposed on hardworking families to the extent it: 

• escalates tensions between parties 

• pilfers children's college education funds, and 

• perpetuates: 
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•!• constant continuums of court dates for years on end without ony 
measurable and meaningful resolution 

•!• bankruptcy 

•!• foreclosure 

•!• lost access to children 

•!• parents Incarcerated for their Inability to pay GAL fees -which hove 
Included not only onerous fees charged by the GALs themselves (most 
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. lawyers} but those of their ottomey when GALs have been challenged 
and felt the need to hire on atty to protect their own Interest-fees 
that have not been unheard of to be much higher than the GAL himself 
charges -one such attorney initially charging $850/hr.-THIS STIFLES 
FRE~ SPEECH of parents and has a chilling effect on families In jomlly 
court. 

WHOSE BEST lNI'ERESJ' IS BEING SERVED WHEN A CHILlYS FAMILY EXPEiliENCES 

HNANCJAL DEVA.sTA110N, RJREC.LOSUR£ BANKRUFJ'CY. INCARCERA110N RJR 

NONPAYMENT. AND LOSS OF COLLEGE FUNDS AS 1HERESULTOFCOLLEC11NG GAI/AMC 

FEES? 

THIS BILL DOES NOTHING TO ADDRESS IT. 

Raised Bill No. 494, while it offers some Improvement Is not much more than a bandald on a 
bleeding ulcer. 

I & my husband have spent fees well in excess of $350,000 and have not seen our 
granddaughter, Meghan Martowska-White, for approx. 1.5 yrs- despite court orders allowing 
for such. 

1 wish to state my support of Raised 8111494 with some edits and also wish to state my support 
for the presumption of shared parenting that I believe would place parents on equally footing 
prior to stepping into court. Children have the constitutional right to have both parents equally 
involved In their lives. 

What's needed: 

l:> Restricting GAL Fees to a flat fee and a cap 

l:> Instituting a GAL Code of Ethics' 

l:> Instituting an avenue of Grievance that is independent from the Judiciary and their 
colleagues who appoint GALs. 

l:> Appointment of clinical GALs where needed- not GALs who are lawyers who are ill 
equipped, unlicensed, and insufficiently trained to offer professional recommendations 
in the mental health field and who have at times have discarded, delayed, or reduced 
those portions of recommendations offered by licensed practicing behavioral health 
experts 

);> Require GALs to promote active involvement by both parents. 
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~ Judge should be required to tell counsel and parties that we have a presumption of 

shared equal parenting time. If the parents disagree, then the burden of proof is on'the 
parent who Is not agreeing to have both parents fully engaged in their children's lives 
and to share equally in parenting time. 

SUGGESTED CHANGES TO RAISED BILL 494 

Sec. l(c)(l) & (2) - Where it states the Court will within 21 days of appointment of 
GAL/AMC issue an order Identifying: 

• nature of GAL's tasks 
• duration of GAL (capable of extension for good cause) 
• fee schedule (incl. retainer, hourly rate, apportionment among parties) 
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• schedule for court review of GAL work and fees (not less than every 6 mos} 
& can be waived by parties 

COMMENT: 

~ YOU MUST HAVE SPECIFIC DELIVERABLES AND TIMETABLES. 

~ COURT REVIEW OF GAL WORK ADDS ANOTHER LAYER OF EXPENSES AND TIME OFF 
FROM WORK FOR HARDWORKING PARENTS AND JEOPARDIZES THEIR JOB. WHY CAN'T 
OCPD (Office of Chief Public Defender) PROVIDE THAT OVERSIGHT WHEREAS THEY ARE 

ALREADY DOING IT FOR THE INDIGENT WHO ARE APPOINTED GAls. 

~ YOU MUST HAVE STANDARD HOURLY FEES THAT ARE CAPPED (See my flowchart.) 
PARENTS CAN NO LONGER AFFORD TO PAY ATIORNEYS, GAls, THERAPISTS, PSYCH 
EVALS, SUPERVISED VISITATION- MANY TIMES JUGGLING All THESE EXPENSES AT THE 

SAME TIME ... AS IF THEY WERE DONALD TRUMP. 

Bill 494 Sect. 2 

(a) The court may appoint counsel for any minor child or children of either or both parties at 
any time after the return day of a complaint under section 46b-45, if the court deems it to 

be in the best interests of the child or children. The court may appoint counsel on its own 
motion, or at the request of either of the parties or of the legal guardian of any child or at 
the request of any child who Is of sufficient age and capable of making an Intelligent 

request. 

COMMENT: 

.l> THIS PRESENTS A PROBLEM FOR THE ALIENATED PARENT. 

---~·---~ -~ 
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BILL 494 Sec. 4 

(NEW) (Effective October 1, 2014) Any party to an action involving the custody, care, support, 
education and visitation of a child shall have standing to file a motion that seeks removal of 
counsel for the minor child or a guardian ad litem for the minor child. The Judicial Branch shall 
establish a procedure to effectuate the hearing of a motion seeking removal of such counsel or 
guardian ad litem. Prior to hearing such motion, the court may refer the parties to mediation 
with a family seNlces officer employed by the Judicial Branch. If the allegations set forth In the 
motion cannot be resolved through mediation, a hearing shall be held on the motion and a 
decision on the motion shall be made by the court. The presiding judge shall determine the 
judge who is assigned to hear such motion. 

COMMENT: 
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~ THIS WILL ADD YET ANOTHER LAYER OF EXPENSE WHEN AN INDEPENDENT BODY 
WOULD BE BETTER SUITED THAT IS NOT PERSONALLY INVESTED IN THE APPOINTMENT, 
UNLIKE A JUDGE OR HIS/HER COLLEAGUE. 

BILL 494\Sec. S(b) 

If, in any proceeding under this chapter and sections 17b-743, 17b-744, 45a-257, 46b-l, 46b-6, 
46b-212 to 46b-213w, inclusive, 47-14g, 51-348a and 52-362, the court appoints counsel or a 

guardian ad litem for a minor child, the court MAY not order the father, mother or an 
Intervening party, individually or In any combination, to pay the reasonable fees of counsel or 
the guardian ad litem for a minor child from a college savings account, Including any account 
established pursuant to any qualified tuition program, as defined In Section 529(b) of the 
Internal Revenue Code, that has been established for the benefit of the minor child. 

COMMENT: 

~ CHANGE "MAY" TO "SHALL." 
~ GAls ARE PROHIBITED FROM RAIDING 529(b) COLLEGE FUNDS, HOWEVER NOTHING 

PROHIBITS THEM FROM RAIDING 401KS OR IRAs THAT CARRY SIGNFICANT PENALITIES 
UPON LIQUIDATION 

BILL 494 Sec. 6 

A publication to inform parties on the roles and responsibilities of GAL/AMC 

-
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This publication should NOT be limited to the roles and responsibilities of GALs. 
Just like Hospitals have a Patient's Bill of Rights, 
Courts should make this publication a Parents' Bill of Rights: 

> right to select which GAL should be a appointed 
~ right to communicate with the GAL 
> right to expect a timely response from the GAL on inquiries 
> right to review the GAL file 
}1> right to request a Status Conference _ 
~ right to access certain records with joint legal custody 
}1> right of GAL to assert a veil preventing your access to those records if GAL feels they 

would not serve the best interest of the child. 
~ Right to joint custody 
~ Right of parent to assert confidentiality over medical records 

Accordingly, HB 6685 for shared parenting; SB 494 for GAL reform; and HB 5524 for alimony 
reform should be supported. ~ 

Per the U.S. Supreme Court, Troxel v Granville. 530 U.S. 57, 69 (2000), 
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Accordingly, so long as a parent adequately cares for his children (I.e. fit) there will be 
normally be no reason for the State to InJect Itself Into the private realm of the {aml!y 
to further question the abll!tv of that parent to make the best decisions concerning 
the rearing of that parent's children. [emphasis added) 

So just where does the Court derive its power to Interject itself to remove a parent's ability to 
parent and restrict access to a child, as courts have done via a GAL appointment? · · 

Respectfully submitted, 

Maureen M. Martowska · 
2 Edgewater Or. 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

ATTACHMENTS 
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ATTACHMENTS 
(TO MAUREEN MARTOWSKA'S TESTIMONY OF MAR. 31, 2014 TO 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE ON RAISED BILL 494) 
"An Act Concerning Guardians Ad Litem and Attorneys for Minor Children 

in Family Relations Matters" 

APPENDIX A 

APPENDIX B 

FlOWCHART OF FINANCIAl BURDENS TO FAMILIES IN CT 
FAMilY COURT 

WRITTEN TESTIMONY SUBMITTED TO "TASK FORCE TO 
STUDY lEGAl DISPUTES INVOLVING THE CARE AND 
CUSTODY OF MINOR CHILD"- PUBLIC HEARING JAN. 9, 
2014. 
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APPENDIX A 

FLOWCHART OF FINANCIAL BURDENS TO FAMILIES IN CT FAMILY COURT 
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FINANCIAL BURDENS TO FAMILIES INVOLVED IN CT FAMILY COURT SYSTEM 
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NOTE Fees cited herein reflect 
feedback based on actual fees 
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the CT Family Court System. 
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FINANCIAL BURDENS TO FAMILIES INVOLVED IN CT FAMILY COURT SYSTEM 

NOTES TO "FINANCIAL BURDENS TO FAMILIES BY CT FAMILY COURT" FLOWCHART 

o FEES PROVIDED IN THE FLOWCHART REFLECT ACTUAL FEES IDENTIFIED BY INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE OR ARE CURRENTLY IN THE CT FAMILY COURT SYSTEM. 

• MANY OF THE ENTITIES LISTED IN THE FLOWCHART WILL REQUIRE ADVANCE RETAINERS 
(e.g., One parent was requested by the GAL to pay a $35,000 trial retainer.) 

KEY TO YOUR UNDERSTANDING: GALs HOLD ENORMOUS POWER. IT IS WELL KNOWN THAT JUDGES, WITH RARE EXCEPTION, WILL FOLLOW THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE GAL. 

------------------------------------------ ---------------

-

1 Psych evaluations - Some families have paid for multiple psych evaluations because frequently the failure to present the evidence before the court on a timely basis (w/i 6 

months of Issued evaluation report) renders the evaluation as stale. Conflicts In scheduling a timely evidentiary hearing amongst all the parties, specialist, and court have often 

meant psych evals fall outside the 6 months, necessitating yet another costly psych evaluation that families can ill afford. 

Significantly, these retainers are accompanied by additional fees of $325-$350/hr when the evaluator Is requested to appear in court, make.hlmself/herself available for 

depositions, and reimburse travel time. 

2 Supervised Visitation - In some cases (see Attachment 1), supervised visitation will entail paying for travel time as well as paying higher rates for holidays (usually double normal 

daily rate) and higher rates for overnight visitation (e.g., $90/hr- while children sleep). Prices differ based on whether they are monitoring or therapeutic. 

3 Attorneys to Represent the GAL/AMC- Questions remain regarding Court's legal authority to require parents to pay for the GAL's & AMC's lawyers, as parents have been 

ordered, when there appears no clear statutory authority to do so. 

4 Therapists/Psychiatrists/Psychologists- GALs often guide/direct the appointment of behavioral health professionals. Most Importantly, these professionals often refuse to bill 

Insurance companies even when parents have Indicated they have coverage for such. Many providers appear to prefer billing parents on a private basis as "consultants" versus 

"in-network" providers because as consultants they receive private pay rates that are more profitable, they control the duration of therapy with no insurance company oversight, 

and they are not subject to insurance company Inquiry on care plans or medical progress/improvement oversight. Additionally, many of these same professionals are affiliated as 

members w1th the same organization (AFCC) whose board members have In the past Included CT Family court judges who appoint some of these GALs (also often AFCC members) 

who in turn recommend support services to be provided through AFCC providers themselves. This provides an Inherent conflict of Interest. 

QUESTIONS REMAIN ... 

Have GALs (whose influence to a large degree control the flow of money and overall cost to cases) become the outsource of judicial authority? 

Have GALs used their power to request an attorney for themselves as a weapon of financial terrorism to silence and have a chilling effect on parents with 

legitimate complaints and concerns In a court'that offers little to no oversight? 

Have GALs' actions hurt more than helped the best interest of the child by the financial destruction of families - who find themselves in large measure supporting 

the cottage industry built around the CT Family Court system? 
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Attachment 1 

Cost of Supervision Required by ~~.-;;;~ 
Day Rate 87 so /hr Phase I 

Phase II 
Phase Ill 
Phase IV 

Sample Supervised Visitation Costs 
~.~~u uu 
7,86125 

11,472 50 
' 90 00 ;assumed apphes 8 p m to 8 a m ) fh r 

4000 t'hi\t 
Night Rat2 

Travel ~har~e (per visit) 

Total 22,723.75 Phase I Saturdays 9to 7 and Mondays & Wednesdays 1:30 to 6:30. 
"• 

Total 

Supervision Day Date Start End Hours Day Hours Day Cost Night Hours Night Cost Costs TravelTime Total Saturday 28-Jan-12 900AM 700PM 10.00 10.00 875.00 875.00 4000 91500 Monday 30.Jan·12 130PM 6.30PM 500 400 350.00 350.00 40.00 390.00 Wednesday 1-Feb-12 130PM 630PM 500 400 35000 350.00 40.00 39000 Saturday 4-Feb-12 9:00AM 7·00PM 10.00 10.00 875.00 875.00 40.00 915.00 Monday 6-Feb-12 1.30PM 6:30PM 500 400 35000 35000 4000 39000 Wednesday S.Feb·12 1:30PM 630PM 5.00 400 35000 35000 4000 39000 
Total Cost of This Phase: 3,390.00 

Phase II (as altered by Winter Break) Saturdays 9 to Sunday at11:30 and Mondays & Wednesdays 1:30 to 6:30. 
Aiteia'tlb~'forWinter Break: Feb.16 from 1:30 to about 9 a.m. Feb. 17; visitations then resume on Wed. Feb. 29). 

Total 
Supervision Day Date Start End Hours Day Hours Day Cost Night Hours Night Cost Costs TravelTime Total Weekend 11-Feb-12 9 00 AM Sunday 26.50 14.50 1,268 75 12.00 1,080.00 2,348.75 40.00 2,388.75 Monday 13-Feb-12 1.30PM 6:30PM 5.00 5.00 437.50 437 50 4000 4n5o Wednesday 15-Feb-12 1.30 PM 6 30PM 500 500 437.50 437.50 40.00 477.50 Thursday 16-Feb-12 1 30 PM Fnday 19.50 7.50 656.25 12 00 656.25 4000 696.25 Wednesday 29-feb-12 1·30 PM 6 30PM 500 5.00 437.50 437.50 4000 477.50 

Weekend 9 00 AM Sunday 26.50 14.50 1,268.75 12 00 1,080.00 2,348.75 4000 2,388.75 Monday 5·Mar·12 1·30PM 6·30PM 500 500 437.50 437 so 4000 4n.so Wednesday 7-Mar-12 1"30PM 6.30PM 500 5.00 437.50 437.50 40.00 4nso 
Total Cost of This Phase: 7,861.25 

Phase Ill 
Alternating weekends from 4 on Friday untll7 on Sunday plus Mondays & Wednesdays 1:30 to 6:30 '~.. .. .,. •)i: 

Total 
Supervision Cl\G< ~ Day Date Start End Hours Day Hours Day Cost Night Hours Night Cost Costs Travel 'Hale Total Weekend 3-Mar-12 Fnday Sunday 53.50 2950 2,58125 24 00 2,160.00 4,741.25 40.00 4,781.25 Monday 5-Mar-12 130PM 6.30PM 500 500 437.50 437.50 40.00 4n.50 Wednesday 7-Mar-12 130PM 6·30PM 5.00 5.00 437.50 437.50 4000 4n.so Weekend 10.Mar-12 Friday Sunday 53.50 29.50 2,581.25 24 00 2,160 00 4,741.25 40.00 4,781.25 Monday 12-Mar-12 1:30PM 6.30PM 500 5.00 437.50 437.50 4000 4n.so Wednesday 14-Mar-12 .1·30PM 6·30PM 500 5.00 437.50 437 so 4000 4n.so 

Total Cost of This PhiiSe: 11,472.50 

i 
------------~-
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APPENDIX 8 

WRITTEN TESTIMONY SUBMITTED TO "TASK FORCE TO STUDY LEGAL 

DISPUTES INVOLVING THE CARE AND CUSTODY OF MINOR CHILD" 

-FROM PUBUC HEARING JAN. 9, 2014. 
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TESTIMONY of MAUREEN M. MARTOWSKA 
2 Edgewater Dr. 

Lakeville, MA 02347 
January 9, 2014 

TO: Task Force to Study Legal Disputes lnvoMng the Care and Custody 
of Minor Child 

Madame Chair, Members of the Committee: 

1 

I am here to testify as a grandmother on the lade of accountability by GALs and 
the failure of the courts to obtain It AND to state my support of Issue# 3 re: the 
presumption of shared parenting In law per 
Substitute House Bill No. 6685, Special Act # 13-24. 
In particular, I will be using my personal family experience as It relates to my 
granddaughter, Meghan Martowska-Whlte (8 years old), who has not seen her 
father (my son) for over 1 year and has endured a string of successive 
patchwork visitations over the last 8 years despite a final parenting plan being 
ordered In october 2007. 

This Is my opinion alone as a grandmother, as a mother, and as a party who 
holds a J.D. degree with not only personal experience, but significant legal 
knowledp. 

3 critlq~l points: 

1} If one were t" draw up a hierarchy of human rights protected by the Constitution, I 
would have thought that very near to the top would be the right of a child, while he or 
she Is growing up. to have meaningful partldpatlon by both of his/her parents In 
his/her upbringing. 

2} Parents who cannot agree {'high canfll~} should not be ultldzed, demonized, and 
marginalized simply bemuse they hold deeply felt beliefs on what they fee/Is In their 
child's best Interest that prevent them from reaching compromise. They come to the 
courts for the purpose of resolution -fiOt for rounds of counseling and therapy that come 
much too late In the game and at much great expense, a process further exacerbating 
emotion, conflict, financial burdens, and stress that destabilize and destroy families. 

3} There Is a competing dynamic that Inherently creates a conflict of Interest between 
GALs and parents: 

• A GAL HAS A FINANCIAL INCENTIVE FOR NOT RESOLVING ISSUES
"BILLABLE HOURS"' 

e THE OBJECTIVE OF THE PARENTS IS TO OBTAIN A SPEEDY, LESS COffiY 
RESOLUTION TO RESOLVE ISSUES, INCLUDING OBTAINING ACCESS TO THEIR 
CHILD. 

-- - ·---~- -., 

.L -..1____ ~.__ --- -- ~J 
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2 
I. DESCRIPTION OF SON'S PARnCULAR CASE 

• Custody action started 8 years ago. 

• Both parents were Indigent. 

• The minor was assigned a GAL shortly after a custody action was filed. 

• The minor's grandparents paid for the representation of the parties. 

• The case from the get·go was labeled "high conflict" simply because on~ -
party wanted equal visitation, the other did not (and would have 
preferred If the father and paternal family weren't Involved In minor's life 
and continues to hold that position). 

• My son submitted his detailed proposal for a parenting plan to both the 
other parent and the GAL and asked for their Input so that they could 
focus their time on the areas of disagreement. No response was ever 
received from either, Including the proposed holiday schedule within 
which was effectively the same as what the court would ultimately order. 

• My son has been very flexible in trying to negotiate agreements, but Is 
described In court by the GAL as being equally at fault In not reaching 
agreements with the other parent, a person striving to minimize contact 
with the father and paternal family, does only what the court forces her 
to do via court order when it comes to visitation, and as even the GAL 
admits, Is a difficult person from whom to get a response to simple 
questions. 

• Final parenting plan ensued In 2007. 

• 2 % yrs later one party was going through a divorce with a 3nl party and 
that was used by one of the parents to leverage no visitation. 

• The GAL was carried over post judgment and has been at every hearing 
since first assigned to the case In 2005. 

• The GAL sought consolidation of a separate name change case of the 
minor·child filed in Superior Court. 

• The GAL sought consolidation of the father's divorce case concerning 
another relationship and minor (with her own GAL) unrelated to the child 
custody case filed In 2005. 

• 1 year of supervised visitation ensued after false allegations made by 
father's spouse and his subsequent filing for divorce 

• Son drove twice a week 5·hr round trips each time for visitation not 
exceeding 1.5 hours, paying for gas and the visitation Itself. 
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II. HOW HAS CHILD'S UFE BEEN IMPACTED 

1.5 yrs of no visitation {February 28, 2010 through August 27, 2011) 
fighting false claims by a divorcing spouse and getting the resulting criminal 
charges dismissed, 

1 year of supervised visitation (August 27, 2011 through August 13, 2012) 
done by stipulated agreement to afford the mother a degree of comfort after 
false allegations made by divorcing spouse and despite the Enfield Court order 
(ref. App. A17) restoring the October 9, 2007 order and unsupervised visitation 
as defined therein. and 

4 months of stepped visitation (beginning August 13, 2012) 
following a 2-day trial held on July 16 and August 13, 2012, unsupervised 
visitation that would subsequently cease as of December 1, 2012 per unilateral 
decision by the Defendant 

Over 1 year of no visitation (December l, 2012 to current) 
Mother curtailed visitation despite excellent progress because Mother felt 
empowered to do so once an Appeal was filed regarding enforcement of the 
visitation plan per the court order of 2007 and the release of psych evaluations 
performed on both parents DESPITE a court order providing for comparable 
visitation. Two Motions to Enforce visitation as ordered In 2007were made, both 
were denied (and no alternative visitation schedule recommended by the GAL or 
ordered by the Court when Father last asked for visitation of any sort). 

TOTAL nME CHILD HAS NOT SEEN FATHER DURING HER UFE = 2 H+ vears and 
countlnR 

Ill. IMPACT UPON FAMILY 
A. STIGMATIZE THEM WITH THE LABEL "HIGH CONFUCT" 

When one wishes to MARGINAUZE parents who can't agree: 
a. Label them with a badge of "high conflict" without defining It 
b. Declare them as the 11minority" of cases 

B. COSTS TO OUR FAMILIES 
Financially penalize/punish them for their "unwillingness to compromise" 

Private representation at $350/hr 
- GAL at $250/hr 

Supervised visitation at $585/month ($7,020/yr) ($67.50/visit; 2 visits 
weekly) 
Cost of travel at $372/month ($4,464/yr) (244 ml round trip x 8.67 brief 
visits monthly) 
Cost of unpaid medical bills 
Cost of psych evaluation ($3,000 plus additional costs for court 
appearance) 
Cost of couples therapy, child therapy (reduced rate of $150/hr), family 
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therapy 
- Psychiatrist bills 
- Cost of a potentlal"coordlnator" 

Foreclosure 
Loss of college funds 

- Loss of retirement funds of minor's grandparents 
- Loss time from work 

Emotional stress with Increased flnandal burdens and no access to 
children 
Minor's loss time with extended families 

- Children's loss of family (grow up without knowing their siblings or 
feeling their parent doesn't want access) 
Loss of holiday time and bonding time- and memories 

- Disrupt family bonding with parents and extended families 
Wreak financial devastation -loss of home, loss of college funds 

4 

IV. PERSONAL EXPERIENCES WITH GAL 

~' -----~ 

Calls not returned to parties or their attorney 
- Status conferences called as a pretext to moving forward GALs own agenda 

(misuse of court to get expedited access) 
- GAL who sits by when a Motion to Reargue Is erroneously dted by the judge as 

already having been addressed I yet he acknowledges to us he knew It at the 
time but did not speak up 

- GAL escalates costs by attending a deposition and appeal hearing Instead of 
getting transcripts (the latter requiring sitting through multiple hearings) 

- GAL consolidated an unrelated divorce case with this custody case 
- GAL consolidated a separate name change case filed In Superior Court with this 

custody case 
- GAL felt that name sharing both parents last name was a ,Badge of Conflict" 

(child was under age 2 at the time); judge disagreed with GAL 
- GAL who falls to timely follow up to arrange for psych evaluations, thereby 

extending limited visitation schedule unneccessarlly 
GAL who fails to timely follow up to arrange for psychologist 

- GAL unethically retained refunded monies from the psychologist who was 
returning monies to the grandparents who paid psychologist directly for her 
services (and continues to hold those funds) 

- GAL never spoke to child In over a year 
- Never In 4 years picked up the phone to speak with the Boston psychiatrist 

even though my son signed a release allowing him to do so 
(judge disagreed) 
GAL who Instructs noncustodial parent and grandparents that you can never 
say: 

o Oaddylovesyou,or 
o Talk of activities In the future with the child 

- GAL prevented son from accessing records of minor child with child therapist 
though he had joint custody 

··-··±• 
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5 
- GAL walked a thin line In making recommendations much reduced from that 

of the psychologlsrs own recommendations when he has no license as a 
practitioner and may actually be doing more harm -there Is dange~ In GALs 
who have been doing this for so long they step In the shoes of other 
professional/clinicians w/o even having a license. 

- GAL states that though both parties are Indigent he did not want to see a 
HUSKY therapist provider selected because of the 

o "Inferiority of the panel of doctors" 
o "Delay of 6 months to get an appointment" BOTH WERE INCORRECT 

- GAL excludes son from participating In selection of a child therapist despite 
numerous verbal AND written requests to do so 

- GAL recommends and custodial parent selects a child therapist without vetting 
(discovered the therapist was served with a show cause by licensing authorities 
in MA as to why she should not have her license pulled for unprofessional 
conduct and breach of confidentiality- something that was readily available 
had the GAL Inquired) 

- GAL recommends he coordinate visitation of a 2"d minor child from a different 
relationship where a divorce was pending in a different state and has court 
adopt recommendation and In an order dated Aug. 12, 2012 In pertinent part 
states: 

"Once father has access to his daughte~ Olivia, father will provide 
Guardian all information regarding father's contact with Olivia arranged 
by the Massachusetts court." 

- GAL recommends to court and Court adopts In an order dated Aug. 12, 2012 
that during the unsupervised visitation by noncustodial father that: 

11The Father shall come up with a plan to engage the child. 
Recommendations for this plan Include activities such as going to the 
park, Connecticut Children's Science Museum, or Six Flags. @e Guardiqn 
wl/1 gpprove the activities undertaken during these visits beforeband." • • 
• • • . • [aka "Disney Dad") 

- GAL who refused to engage the father In selection of a therapist despite 
numerous written requests to do so. 

- GAL who slips in his billing Into a court hearing at the last minute without 
previously sending bill to parent 

- GAL ignores numerous requests to supply regular Invoices 
- GAL Increase billable hours by sitting in on depositions and the appeal to the 

CT appellate case. 
- · GAL warned my son that If he filed his appeal such that It included holding up 

the release of the psychological evaluation that he wouldn't see his daughter 
for the year it would take for the appeal case to conclude and would have to 
start phasing In visitation all over again. (The GAL was previously made privy to 
a prior psych evaluation performed on my son and had no expectation of 
receiving a less positive report.) 

\ I 
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Too much hearsay gets introduced by GALs.- as we all learned In law school 
hearsay Is Inadmissible in most situations because of its "untrustworthiness" 
yet we accept It routinely In the case of GALs 

- There Is no report given to the court, only verbal testimony In most cases, 
preventing both parties from having time to supplement the report where 
needed. 

6 

- The verbal testimony provided In court has is inconsistent with the position he 
expresses to the parties prior to the hearing just prior to Its start 

- A GAL that knew temp visitation order was going well but when other party 
stopped visitation: 

a. GAL remained unresponsive when asked by the Court for his 
recommendation 

b. GAL did not request a status hearing -WHY?- We speculate because he 
was no longer getting paid by my son who was Indigent. 

- Son had a GAL assigned with costs Impossible to pay. Ironically after court 
approved GAL's fees as reasonable, shortly thereafter Court reduced GAL fees 
to state rates retroactive approx. 2 years In accord with a prior court order 
when GAL consolidated the divorce and custody case and agreed to take state 
rates. 

- When Invoiced fees were questioned (such as travel time to court being 
hours), my son was told that he would be billed for the time to checking Into 
the records and making appropriate corrections 
Grandparents took on other jobs to pay for legal and other expenses and are 
now living geographically apart to locate where the higher paying jobs are In 
order to pay some of the legal fees still owed. 

V. CURRENT FAIUNGS OF GAL & COURT SYSTEM 
A. No OVersight 
B. No Accountability 
C. Immunity 
D. Scope and duration of GAL rarely defined 
E. No TIMELY Follow up 
F. Unresponsiveness 
G. Lack of metrics to determine quality of services to child 
H. Micromanagement 

1. GAL substitutes his/her judgment for therapist/psychologist 
2. does not respect paramount authority of parents 
3. hinders/Interferes with parents' ability to work with one another 

1. GAL's stated function of serving "best Interest of the child" (expeditious 
resolution) Is often at odds with GAL's objective of BILLABLE HRS (delays and 
continued conflict increases billable hours when GAL refuses to simply decide 
what his recommendation to the court will be and advises the parties of that 
recommendation) 

J. Hearsay persistently introduced by GAL 
K. Quasi judidal aura/role of the GAL 
L See multiple judges- families are retraumatized multiple times by reliving 

the history each time they get to court- extreme stress on 2 fronts: loss of a 



004255 

relationship and loss of access to children -If you didn't have it before 
arriving to court, heightened risk of depression, PTSD, acute stress disorder, 
transitional disorder, etc. 

7 

M. Perception that judges are delegating their authority to the GAL possibly due 
to the overload of cases. GALS SHOULD INVESTIGATE ONLY. THEY SHOULD 
NOT USURP THE JUDIOARY ROLE OF INDEPENDENT DECISION MAKING-

N. Court orders for sole custody are more easily obtained when there Is an 
assertion of the inability of a couple to work together/cooperate. A few 
parents leverage false accusation of "Inability to cooperate" to obtain sole 
custody and deny access of the other parent. 

0. Many times court orders are NOT enforced. Instead, motions are continued 
until further testimony, etc. 

P. Many court orders and recommendations from GALs are poorly crafted -by 
being too vague, perhaps meant to allow parties to reach an agreement. 
HOWEVER many times this works to Infuse more conflict and Is to the 
detriment of the child. 

Q. Hasty agreements resulting In retuns to court for years at great expense. 
R. Many orders for supervised visitation mandate one parent pay for It even 

though that parent has not been deemed a risk to the child. It should be both 
parents paying for It so there Is Incentive by both parties to move beyond It 
as soon as possible. (Exceptions can be made In the cases of child abuse by a 
parent.) 

VI. RECOMMENDAnONS 
1. Establish criteria for when and how GALs will be assigned. 
2. Provide a metric to measure: 

o what types of cases GALs are assigned to (pro se vs represented) 
o what charges are assessed to each party 
o what fees the GALs are charging 
o how many GALs are full time 
o how many on the GAl list are used and have repeat assignments 

and how frequently they are rotated 
o track what othe~ 3nl party sources the parties are engaging on a fee 

basts {e.g., child therapist, couple counseling, coordinator, psych 
evaluators, etc.) 

o outcome of Family Services intervention (e.g. any resolution or 
agreements prior to walking Into court} to keep judges currently 
informed of financial burdens upon families and stress level to child. 

3. Define "high conflict." 
4. Demand that once a GAL Is assigned that the order MUST define the 

scope, duration, deliverables (stipulated agreement or recommendation}, 
and how a GAL will be paid. 

5. Prior to each hearing. the court file shall be marked with the last time the 
child saw each parent and when the GAL last spoke with the child. 

6. Require a written report be submitted by the GAL to the court with 
supporting documentation - RESTRICTING hearsay- that requires the GAL to 
note when they last met with the child, when they last spoke to the 
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8 
parents, and require that parties shall be In receipt of such 5 days in 
advance of any court hearing to provide adequate notice for rebuttal at the 
hearing. 

7. The GAL should be able to be cross examined and questioned as to how he 
arrived at his findings. 

8. Eliminate full time GAls if they exist. 
9. Establish a uniform fee for GAls so as not to burden hardworking families 

more than they are already and so as to assure GAls of payment for their 
work but on par with the realization that GAls are only to be assigned for a 
limited scope, purpose, and duration. 

10. Require that GAls provide updated invoices to the'court and the parties 5 
days prior to any court hearing. 

11. Dispose of the notion that more skilled GAls are assigned based on 
complexity of case and a party's ability to pay and replace It with the 
presumption that all certified GAls are deemed equal in their ability to 
advocate for the best interest of the child. 

12. Establish uniform criteria, training, and evaluation of all GALS that will put 
all those that pass and are placed on a GAl list equal opportunity to be 
selected on a rotation basis. This shall include mandatory Internships. 
(Note: This should be done to restore confidence and credibility In capability 
of GALs re: training and abilities to provide services and remove perception 
of favoritism by judges.) 

13. Develop measurements to review and analyze a GAL's performance on a 
routine and periodic basis. 

14. Provide a complaint avenue on GAls for parents that Is Independent of the 
judiciary and holds representation by parents by which corrective 
measures can be taken, Including reprimand, sanctions, removal or 
replacement 

15. Provide a rehabilitation avenue for underperforming GAls. 
16. Make public claims brought against GAls and ensuing corrective actions. 
17. Perform a release/termination mechanism for those GAls who have 

egregiously failed to abide by the standards established. 
18. Remove immunity for GAls realizing that there is a cost benefit analysis 

that must apply.ls It more Important that GAls be protected from litigation 
or more important to serve the public good that they be held accountable 
for actions -oR INACTIONs- that deprive families of their constitutional 
rights? 

19. Have 1 case/1 judge. 
20. Articulate the need for judges to craft clearer and more precise instructions 

to eliminate conflict and confusion. 
21. Split equally the costs of the GAL. 
22. Instruct the Court on the need to enforce court orders. 

We must acknowledge the constitutional rights of the parents and child: 
• The child's liberty right of association. 
• The parent's constitutional right to parent. 
o BOTH SHOULD BE VIEWED WITH STRICT SCRUTINY. 
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VII. REGARDING ISSUE #3 OF THE PRESUMPTION OF SHARED PARENTING 

I believe a presumption of shared parenting is the right approach. 

The welfare of the child] will be furthered by involvement in the child's upbringing of 
each parent of the child who can be involved in a way not adverse to the child's safety. 
It sets the dynamics for the parents to work with each other, NOT AGAINST! It supports, 
rather than undermines, the parents' ability to parent. It places parents on equal footing 
without making them further adversaries, despite allegations and absent 
Incontrovertible evidence. 

There Is a core legal principle that parents have "paramount authority" (a legal term 
rarely acknowledged anymore) over their children. Parents are given that authority 
because there is a presumption that they will operate in the "best interest" of their 
children. The Court has the burden to overcome that presumption in proving that such 
Is not the case before asserting its Parens Patriae (a doctrine that grants the inherent 
power and authority of the Court to protect persons who are legally unable to act on 
their own beha/f-i.e.1 the children) authority by assigning a GAL. Arguing that a case is 
"high conflict" does not necessarily meet that burden. The state/court must first be 
able to define "high conflict" and next be able to pass a strict scrutiny test 
demonstrating that the parents are not working in the child's best interests before 
asserting its authority. A hearing should be held for that purpose. 

This Is why the 3rd issue the Task Force has to deal with on presumption of shared 
parenting is so important. It keeps in tact the constitutional right of each parent and 
places the burden on the opposing party to prove otherwise. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Maureen M. Martowska 
2 Edgewater Dr. 
Lakeville, MA, 02347 

AITACHMENTS 
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(pgs A1-A25) 

MAUREEN M. MARTOWSKA 
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Lakeville, MA 02347 

January 9, 2014 
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RE: Task Force To Study Legal Disputes Involving the care and Custody 
of Minor Child 

Substitute House Bill No. 6685, Special Act # 13-24 

1) Invoices from GAL, Barry Armata 

2) Letters/Emails from Counsel, Parent, & 
Grandparent to GAL re: GAL's Repeated 
Unresponsiveness 

3) GAL's Request for Status ~onference 

-, 
' ' ·~ 
I ___ ., ... -
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Reply to Hartford 

August 21 , 2012 

Matthew Martowska 
c/o Maureen Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

Re: Matthew Martowska vs. Kathryn White 
Docket No. HHD FA 05 4017673 S 

Dear Matthew: 
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With regard to the above-captioned, enclosed please find a copy of all invo!ces 
prepared by Brown, Paindiris & Scott LLP: 

Invoice #46924 
Invoice #51180 
Invoice #65198 
Invoice #65199 
Invoice #65513 
Invoice #66779 
Invoice #67570 
Invoice #67767 

Sincerely yours, 

. : .' ' 
/ ! \ 

\ 
i'_ 

1
1 I 

Barry F. Armata 

BFNfec 
Enclosures 

~ 
' -!.,,/-. . ' ,. 

cc. Attorney John P. Clifford, Jr. Fax# 860-527-4968 

..:.t:! \ ,l, ,. 1• ! 

AI 
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Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP 

2252 Main Street 
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033 

(860) 659-0700 (860) 659-8292 
TIN: 06-I 067209 

Matthew Martowska 
c/o Maureen Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

Re: Guardian Ad Litem - Father 500/o 

DATE DESCRIPTION 

Jul-02-09 Balance forward from The Law Office of Barry 
Annata. 

Aug-17-09 Write-off Services/Non-payment 

Totals 

Total Fees and Disbursements 

Previous Balance 

Previous Payments 

Balance Due Now 

Inv. Date: 

File#: 

Inv. #: 

HOURS INIT 

BFA 

0.00 BFA 

0.00 

DUE AND PAYABLE UPON RECEIPT 

-~----. 

PLEASE REFERENCE YOUR FILE i# ON YOUR CHECK 
VISA, MASTERCARD & AMERICAN EXPRESS ACCEPTED 

Jul2/2009 

09-851a 

46924 

$90.15 

$90.15 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$90.15 
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-- --~--. ·~~-~, _____ -··· ----·--- -~-OOA.2.61.-

Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP 

2252 Main Street 
Glastonbwy, Connecticut 06033 

(860) 659-0700 (860) 659-8292 
TIN: 06-1067209 

Matthew Martowska 
c/o Maureen Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakeville, MA 0234 7 

Re: Guardian Ad Litem- Father 50% 

DATE DESCRIPTION 

Mar-29-10 Telephone call with Atty Tarpey; time includes prior 
calls with Atty Tarpey and Clifford- re meeting and 
access time for Martoskas 

Apr-06-10 Travel to and form meeting with Attys re cmrent 
situation 

May-05-10 Review email and letter funn Atty Tarpey; discussion 
with Margaret Romanik 

Jun-01-10 Telephone call to Attorney Tarpy re: Meeting. 
Telephone call to Attorney Clifford re: Meeting. 

Jun-14-10 Meeting with parties, attorneys and Family Relations 
[Margaret Romanik] 

Jun-28-10 Travel to and from and meeting with Megan and 
discussions with Katherine White re Marten 
Martowska access 

Jun-30-10 Meeting with Maureen and Marl!: Martowsk and 
Katherine White 

Totals 

Inv. Date: Jun30/2010 

File#: 09-85la 

Inv. #: 51180 

HOURS INIT 

0.50 BFA 

0.75 BFA 

0.20 BFA 

0.13 JLH 

1.00 BFA 

1.00 BFA 

1.00 BFA 

4.58 $1,141.25 



Invoice#: 

004262 

51180 Page 2 June 30,2010 

Total Fees and Disbursements 

Previous Balance 

Previous Payments 

Balance Due Now 

DUE AND PAYABLE UPON RECEIPT 
PLEASE REFERENCE YOUR FILE #I ON YOUR CHECK 

VISA. MASTERCARD & AMERICAN EXPRESS ACCEPTED 

$1,141.25 

$90.15 

$90.15 

$1,141.25 

( 
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Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP 

2252 Main Street 
Glastonbwy, Connecticut 06033 

(860) 659-0700 (860) 659-8292 
TIN: 06-1067209 

Matthew Martowska 
c/o Maureen Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

Re: Guardian Ad Litem - Father 500/o 

DATE DESCRIPTION 

Jul-19-10 Telephone call with Katherine re Maureen 
Martowska phone contact 

Aug-04-10 Meeting with counsel and parties on case, including 
meeting with Margaret Romanik 

Aug-07-10 Letter to parties 

Oct-28-10 Telephone call with John Clifford 

Nov-01-10 Travel to and from court re hearing; meeting with 
attorneys and parties; discussion re Megban, 
Martowska access, Matthew, psych reports; 
telephone call with Dr. Christinana, etc. 

Jan-04-11 Telephone call with Atty Tarpey 

Jan-30-11 Telephone call with Maureen and Michael 
Martowska re access to Meghan and issues 

Jan-31-11 Telephone call to Atty Tarpey re access, counseling, 
etc. 

Feb-01-11 Telephone call Atty Tarpey re Martowska request 

Feb-04-11 Letter 

Feb-28-11 Review letter from Maureen Martowska to Atty 
Tarpey 

May-10-11 Travel to and from court re motions; meeting with 
Family Realtions; meeting with Judge Taylor 
argument to Judge Olear; obtain pre-trial and trial 
dates 

May-13-11 Draft letter, memo; Affidavit of fees 

Jul-11-11 Travel to and from court re status conference with 
Judge Olear; discussions with counsel re access; 
review correspondence from Atty Clifford, including 
motions; telephone call to Atty Clifford re social 
secmity dependency allowance for Meghan 

004263 

c 

Inv.Date: Nov30/2011 

File#: 09-8518 

Inv. #: 65198 

HOURS JNIT 

0.20 BFA 

2.50 BFA 

0.20 BFA 

0.15 BFA 

1.75 BFA 

0.20 BFA 

0.25 BFA 

0.10 BFA 

020 BFA 

0.20 FEC 

025 BFA 

1.50 BFA 

0.25 FEC 

1.00 BFA .. 

AS' 



004264 
Invoice#: 65198 Page 2 November 30, 2011 ( . Jul-13-11 Travel to and from court; meeting with parties, 2.50 BFA 

counsel; family relations; argument to court '"' 
[Adelman,J.] attempts to facilitate access 

Jul-14-11 Telephone calls with Dr. Christianna ; obtain dates 025 BFA 
and rates re case; Michael Martowska and left 
messages fro Attys Tarpey and Clifford 

Jul-18-11 Telephone call with Atty Tarpey re Dr. Cbristianna 0.15 BFA 

Jul-21-11 Letter following-up several phone calls 0.20 FEC 

Jul-22-11 Review Email 0.10 BFA 

Letter 0.15 FEC 

Jul-23-11 Review email 0.20 BFA 

Jul-25-11 Telephone calls with Martowskas- Michael and 0.40 BFA 
Maureen; telephone call to Atty Tarpey re counseling 
for Meghan; telephone call to Dr. Christiana- left 
message 

Aug-02-11 Telephone call with Martowskas- Maureen and 025 BFA 
Michael; discussion with Atty Tarpey 

Aug-08-11 Letter to Attys and parties re counseling and 0.20 BFA 
reunification 
Letter 0.40 FEC 

Aug-15-11 Review emails re court on Tuesday 8/16/11 0.20 BFA 

Aug-21-11 Letter to counsel re pension evaluation; access, 0.25 BFA 
reunification, etc. 

Aug-23-11 Letter to Counsel 0.25 FEC 

Aug-30-11 Travel to court re: Motion for Contempt 0.50 BFA 
discussionwith attorneys; review agreement; 
presentation to court (Olear, J.) 

Aug-31-11 Discussion with Atty Tarpey re court; access; 0.25 BFA 
depositions; evaluation, etc. 

Oct-10-11 Review Deposition of Dr. Grimaldi and Kathryn 0.50 BFA 
White 

Oct-24-11 Trial Prep 0.50 BFA 

Home visit in Somers to see Megban 1.00 BFA 

Nov-07-11 Telephone call with court re status conference; 020 BFA 
telephone call to Atty Tarpey re same 

Nov-08-11 Travel to court re Status conference; 0.50 BFA 

Nov-17-11 Review correspondence from Atty Clifford 0.10 BFA 

Nov-22-11 Telephone call to Atty Tarpeyre status conference; 0.20 BFA 
telephone call with Kian Jacobs 

Nov-23-11 Travel to and from court for status conference with 1.75 BFA 
Judge Wetstone and Attorneys 

Nov-30-11 Email to counsel re case 0.10 BFA 

A~ 



Invoice#: 

004265 
65198 

Totals 

Page 3 November 30, 2011 

Total Fees and Disbursements 

Previous Balance 

Previous Payments 

Balance Due Now 

19.85 

DUE AND PAYABLE UPON RECEIPT 
PLEASE REFERENCE YOUR FILE# ON YOUR CHECK 

VlSA. MAS'IER.CARD & AMERICAN EXPRESS ACCEPTED 

$5,162.25 

$5,162.25 

$1,603.25 

$0.00 

S6,76S.SO 



• Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP 

2252 Main Street 
Gl~onbU[y,Connecticut06033 

(860) 659-0700 (860) 659-8292 
TIN: 06-1067209 

Matthew Martowska 
c/o Mameen Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

Re: Guardian Ad Litem- Father 50% 

DATE DESCRIPTION 

Dec-02-11 Meeting with Katherine White; Telephone call with 
Atty Tmpey; prior email review 
Meeting with Katherine 

Dec-05-11 Discussion and meeting with counsel; travel to court 
for Ex parte Motion and continuance request 

Dec-06-11 Telephone calls with Dr. Smith re Meeting with all; 
review report 

Dec-09-11 Summit meeting with all and Dr. Smith 

Dec-16-11 Travel to court re interim parenting plan and access; 
related issues, meeting with cotmsel; Kathy Service; 

Dec-20-11 
Judge Wetstone 
Telephone call with John Clifford 

Dec-21-11 Adjustment due to entries billed at $275 and $300 
per hour that should have been at $250 per hour 

Totals 

004266 

Inv. Date: Dec 2112011 

File#: 09-851a 

Inv.#: 65199 

HOURS INIT 

0.75 BFA 

0.50 BFA 

2.50 BFA 

0.50 PFA 

3.00 BFA 

1.25 BFA 

0.15 BFA 

BFA 

8.65 $1,375.00 



• Invoice#: 

004267 

65199 Page 2 December 21, 2011 

Total Fees and Disbursements 

Previous Balance 

Previous Payments 

Balance Due Now 

DUE AND PAYABLE UPON RECEIPf 
PLEASE REFERENCE YOUR FILE# ON YOUR CHECK 

VISA, MASTERCARD & AMERICAN EXPRESS ACCEP'IE> 

$1,375.00 

$6,765.50 

$0.00 

58,140.50 



Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP 

2252 Main Street 
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033 

(860) 659-0700 (860) 659-8292 
TIN: 06-1 o6nog 

Matthew Martowska 
c/o Mameen Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

Re: Guardian Ad Litem - Father SO% 

DATE DESCR1PTION 

Dec-05-11 GAL Proposed Orders; Letter to school; Letter to 
Pediatrician; Letter to Therapist 

Dec--21-11 Travel to and from court re status conference with 
Judge Wetstone and discussions with Attys and 
parties 
Discussions with Martowskas- and Atty Davies- no 
charge 

Dec-22-11 Email to Attys re resolution ideas 

Dec-30-11 Letter 

Jan-10-12 Telephone call with Atty Clifford re case; re send 
email re options 

Totals 

Total Fees and Disbursemena 

Previous Balance 

Previous Payments 

Balance Due Now 

Inv. Date: 

File#: 

Inv. #: 

HOURS 

0.50 

1.25 

0.35 

0.20 

0.15 

0.20 

2.65 

, , ([ s;,: a 

004268 

Jan 1212012 

09-8Sla 

65513 

INIT 

FEC 

BFA 

BFA 

BFA 

FEC 

BFA 

$464.50 

$464.50 

$8,14P.50 

$0.00 

$8,60S.OO 

DUE AND PAY ABLE UPON RECE1PT 
PLEASE REFERENCE YOUR FD..E 1# ON YOUR CHECK. 

VISA, MASTERCARD & AMERICAN EXPRESS ACCEPTED 

1\lO I 
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Invoice #: 65513 Page 2 

Jan-04-12 

TRUST STATEMENT 

Received From: PC Ck. 1106 

Retainer/on acc't. 

Total Trust 

Trust Balance 

004269 

January 12,2012 

Disbursements 

$0.00 

Receipts 
200.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

l 
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Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP 

2252 Main Street 
GI~on~,Connecticut06033 

(860) 659-0700 (860) 659-8292 
TIN: 06-1 06?209 

Matthew Martowska 
c/o Maureen Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

Re: Guardian Ad Litem - Father 50% 

DATE DESCRIPTION 

Feb-07-12 Travel to court re status conference and motions; 
meeting in chamber with Judge Olear; review interim 
agreement; telephone call to Dr. Smith re Evaluation; 
transmittal of order to Dr. Smith. 

Feb-10-12 Email Dr. Smith re evaluation and her call 

Feb-27-12 Prepare stipulation off email from Dr. Smith 

Stipulation; emails 

Mar-16-12 Telephone call with Atty Clifford re stip, etc. 

Mar-22-12 Travel to and attend status conference at comt; revise 
authorization for Dr. Smith 

Mar-23-12 Review email re Courtney and authoriation; email to 
all re options 

Mar-29-12 Travel to and attend status conference with Judge 
Wetstone and col.DlSCI re Psych Exam and issues 

Apr-03-12 Work on file including ammging for contact 
Humphrey Center; making great relative to new 
therapist for Meghan; coordinate for EIP including 
contacting special masters Attorney Kim Duel and 
Dr. Sidney Horwitz 

Apr-04-12 Review e-mail from attorney Clifford 

Apr-05-12 Telephone call with Atty Clifford 

Apr-09-12 Letter to counsel re EIP program; telephone call with 
John Clifford re email 

Apr-30-12 Telephone call and discussion with Attys re Special 
Master's date 

Totals 

Apr-10-12 State Comptroller Ck. 13744621 

004270 

@ 

Inv.Date: AprJ0/2012 

File#: 09-851a 

Inv.#: 66779 

HOURS 1NIT 

1.00 BFA 

0.10 BFA 

0.15 BFA 

0.25 FEC 

0.10 BFA 

1.00 BFA 

0.20 BFA 

0.50 BFA 

0.20 BFA 

0.10 BFA 

0.10 BFA 

0.15 BFA 

0.20 BFA 

4.05 $970.00 

$988.12-. A'\ 



Invoice#: 

__ QQ4271 --<~ 

66779 Page 2 April 30, 2012 @ Total Fees and Disbursements 

Previous Balance 

Previous Payments 

Balance Due Now 

DUE AND PAYABLE UPON RECEIPT 
PLEASE REFERENCE YOUR FILE f# ON YOUR CHECK 

VISA, MASTERCARD & AMERICAN EXPRESS ACCEPTED 

----
$970.00 

$8,605.00 

$0.00 

$8,605.00 



Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP 

2252 Main Street 
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033 

(860) 659...()700 (860) 659-8292 
TIN: 06-1067209 

Matthew Martowska 
c/o Maureen Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

Re: Guardian Ad Litem- Father 50% 

DATE DESCRIPTION 

Apr-10-12 Letter 

May-09-12 Meetings with counsel on case 

Jul-10-12 Travel to court re status conference with Judge 
Wetstone 
Draft proposed o~stip 

Jul-15-12 Prepare for hearing 

Jul-16-12 Travel to court for hearing on Motion for access 

Guardian Ad Litem Orders 

Jul-23-12 Meeting with Meghan in Glastonbury 

Jul-25-12 Affidavit of Fees, Request for Payment 

Totals 

Total Fees and Disbursements 

Previous Balance 

Previous Payments 

Balance Due Now 

Inv. Date: 

File#: 

Inv. #: 

HOURS 

0.20 

0.75 

0.75 

0.25 

1.50 

3.25 

0.20 

0.50 

0.25 

7.65 

DUE AND PAYABLE UPON RECEIPT 

004272 

Jul26/2012 

09-851a 

67570 

INIT 

FEC 

BFA 

BFA 

BFA 

BFA 

BFA 

FEC 

BFA 

FEC 

$1,802.00 

$1,802.00 

$8,605.00 

$100.00 

$10,288.88 

PLEASE REFERENCE YOUR FILE# ON YOUR CHECK 
VISA, MASTERCARD&. AMERICAN EXPRESS ACCEPTED 



Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP 

2252 Main Street 
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033 

(860) 659-0700 (860) 659-8292 
TIN: 06-1067209 

Matthew Martowska 
clo Mameen Martowska 
2 Edgewater Drive 
Lakeville, MA 02347 

Re: Guardian Ad Litem- Father 50% 

DATE DESCRIPTION 

Aug-12-12 Preparation for hearing 

Totals 

Total Fees and DisbDI'Sements 

Previous Balance 

Previous Payments 

Balance Due Now 

Inv.Date: 

File#: 

Inv. #: 

004273 

Aug 13/2012 

09-85la 

67767 

HOURS INIT 

0.50 BFA 

0.50 $125.00 

$125.00 

$10,288.S8 

$0.00 

$10,413.88 

DUE AND PAYABLE UPON RECEIPT 
PLEASE REFERENCE YOUR FILE# ON YOUR. CHECK 

VISA. MAS'IERCARD & AMERICAN EXPRESS ACCEP'IED 
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004274 

October 5, 2012 

Dear Barry, 

Thank you for making yourself available for me to meet you at your office so I could 
review your billing Tuesday. I hope that you will be able to provide me with the 
corrections. as we discussed, including some of which we did not have time to cover. 

Below is an itemized list for your attention, all are from the eight invoices noted in your 
August 21, 2012 letter which was sent to me in response to my request for a d~tailed 
itemizations of your billing . 

1) Please clarify the hourly mte at which JLH bills. 

2) There appears t9 be an invoice missing between the June 30,2010 invoice and the 
November 30,2011 invoice because the balance carried c;>verreflects $1,603.26 not 
the $1,141.23 from the June 30 invoice. This leaves $462 ($1,603.25-$1,141.25) 
unaccounted for. Please advise. 

3) Invoice #65 199 dated Dec. 21, 2011) on the last entry indicates that an adjustment 
was made to entries due to erroneous overbilling at $275 and $300/hr. Please advise 
specifical1y'which entries were adjusted. (Note: It appears you credited $787.50 on 
this invoice.) 

4) Invoice #65513 dated Jan. 12, 2012 indicates $200 from "PC." Which did not show 
as a charge or a credit What is this? 

5) Invoice 66779 dated Apr. 30,2012 -last line item reads "State Comptroller Ck. 
13744621 $988.12" What was this check about? 

6) Invoice #66779 dated Apr. 30, 2012 seems to have ove~harged by $45 (should be 
$925 not $970). I believe the ermr can be found in the hourly mte charged by FEC 
(which should be $80/hr). 

7) Invoice #67570 dated July 16,2012 shows an exorbitant amount of monies charged 
($812) just for tmveling to court, however, I believe this included time in court. 

Thanks for your help. 
Matthew Martowska 



.--

004275 

.ti>wska v White: Invoice clarificatioa https://mail.google.comlmaiU?ui=2&ik=cS9ad8Cd3b&V1ew=p~ear. 

Maureen Martowska <maureen.martowska@gmall.com> 

Martowska v White: Invoice clarification 
2 messages 

Matthew Martowaka <matthewmartowska@gmail.com> 
To: Barry Armata <barmata@bpslawyers.com> 
Bee: maureen. martowska@gmall.com 

Hi Barry, 

Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 1:39PM 

....,_ Thanks again for making time to meet Tuesday. Please see attached for edits/ clarification to Invoice. 

Thanks, 
Matthew Martowska 

t!) Barry_Armata_lnvolce_Ciarlflcatlon_10_5_2012.docx 
12K 

Maureen Martowsk.a <maureenmartowska@gmaD.com> 
To: Michael Martowska <mlchael.s.martow~@gmall.com> 
CC: Michelle Miceli <mlchelle.mlceli7~gmall.com> 

fyi 

--- Forwarded message---
From: Matthew Martowska <matthewmartowska@gmall.com> 
Date: Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 1:39PM 
Subject Martowska v White: Invoice clarifiCation 
To: Barry Armata <barmata@bpslawyers.com> 

Hi Barry, 

Frl, Oct 5, 2012 at 1:47PM 

Thanks again for making time to meet Tuesday. Please see attached for edits/ clarification to Invoice. 

Thanks, 
Matthew Martowska 

@ Barry .;:Armata_lnvolce_Ciariflcatlon_1 0_5_2012.docx 
12K 

10/5/2012 4:44 I 
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004276 
I.~ o -~ a.• ...._~ --•~..._ • •• - -~ _..._..__, __] 

nail • Re: Martowska v White: Invoice clarification https://mail.google.comlmaiV?ui=2&ik=c89ad80d3b&view=pt&sear. 

Maureen Martowska <maureen.martowska@gmalLcom> 
.... ,1, 

Re: Martowska v White: Invoice clarification 
1 message 

Matthew Martowsalka~::::::=!llllll~ 
To: Barry Armata 41 
Bee: • ' - :, • • ,' '• : • '• : •• ,·~ •I •' • ~. l \. ' 

HI Barry, 

Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 4:18PM 

I have not heard back from you regarding ffrllnqulrles attached or phone messages. In an attempt to obtain 
answers to my bUIIng Inquiries, I have gone through ffr1 records to Inquire about ffr1 prestmed financial 
obligations by the court both past and future to pay counsel for minor fees/or G.Al fees and I seem to be 
missing anv oostludOment private enaagement or reaooolntment by the court as required under 
Connecticut's General Statute's. 

Would you have a copy of auch an aforementiQned engagement/order that you could please send 
me? This wiU be helpful in addressing how the court Is expecting me to pay for whichever scope of services 
for Counsel for minor/or G.Al both past and future; even though, es you know from affidavits and my 
discussions In meeting with you, I have no means to pay except to beg ffr1 family and not pay other 
necessities such as, but not limited to, medical expenses. Meanwhlle. anv clarification you bave to mv b!IRng 
!nau!r!es. which I have attached again for your cqnven!ence. would be very welcomed. 

Thank you, 
Matthew Martowska 

On Frl, Oct 5, 2012 at 1:39PM, Matthew Martowska <matthewmartowska@gmall com> wrote: 
HI Barry, 

Thanks again tor making time to meet Tuesday. Please see attached for editS/ clarification to Invoice. 

Thanks, 
Matthew Martowska 

.@,) Barry_Annata_lnvolce_Ciarlflcatlon_10_5_2012.docx 
12K 

10/?1/?01? d·?'l PI 



Manj. R:bJne 
John P. Clifford, Jr.~ 
Steven L. Katz"'~ 
Allan W. Koerner 

WMdy ]. Davies 
Joel M. Ellis 
Johnj. Robacynski 
Elizabeth A. Srrole 
Nathan ~I. lvlayhew "" .. 
• A1n1 mlllliHII/ itt FIDrfda 
"Aim mfmi!INI in MtJunt/)lmUt 

June 12, 2012 

Via Facsimile: (860) 522-2490 
Barry Armata, Esq. 
Brown Paindiris & Scott, LLP 
100 Pearl StrP,et 
Hartford, CT 06106 

. ·-~.: ... 
irdfl~~\··; Rome Clifford Katz 
:i.'G'-~l'.!~~'A~~ & Koerner, LLP 

~-,:~··· , .t, ,.,,' ;-' I• AT fi)I\NI!VS ,\'f LAW 

Re: Matthew Marto\Vska v. Kathryn White 

Dear Att'Jmey Armata: 

004277 

214 Main Srrec 
Hartford, CT 0610 

Tel860.527.704 
Pu 860.521.496 

www.rckklaw.cor 

Notpaving hea·d ftr.m you in response to my earlier correspondence, I am writing to update you as to what I 
tftt11k ic the statue oftius 111atter. \\'hen we met with Judge Wetstone on March 29,2012, she bad recommended 
that the visit.ltiou tetween Matthew and his daughter transition out of Klingberg on an unsupervised basis as all 
agreed continued visitations at the Klingberg Center were no longer in the best interests ofMegban. So far, this 
transition has not occurred. Judge Wetstone also suggested an alternative therapist for Meghan with whom the 
Judge had some familiarity as a result of a recent I rial. I understand you did follow up with Ann Webb, MSW 
in Wethersfield but I have heard nothing beyond that. Now that we have received confirmation that Meghan is 
no longer seeing K.ian Jacobs, MSW, LCSW, please let me know whether there are plans for Megban to see an 
alternative therapist. Yratthew has indicated on several occasions that he desires to be part of the process of 
selecting an appropriate therapist. 

It was also suggested that the parents take ad\'antage of the program pro\ ided through the Humphrey Center at 
UCONN in Storrs. We did investigate that program and provided you with infonnation as well as the name and 
phone nurarer tb1 contects, in addition to asking Ms. Doris LaPlante, former Director of the Hwnphrey Clinic, 
to forward information to you. The new Director, Denise Parent, has indicated that the Humphrey Clinic cannot 
mo,·e fo(Ward without some authorization and direction from you. Finally, since we were unable to utilize the 
previous work and report rendered by Dr. Linda Smith (though Matthew had prepaid her for his portion of the 
psych evaluations in regard to the Martowska/White case), you suggested another psychologist, Dr. Leite, for 
purposes of psychological exams associated with the Martowska!White matter. Asain, not having heard from 
you, Matthew has attempted to make arrangements directly with Dr. Leite's·office to get the process started1nd 
iS"jrrepared to submit'to whateYer e,·aluation and testing is required. Unfortunately, Dr. Leite has indicated that 
she is unable to proceed until she hears directly from you for authorization. Please let me know if there is 
anything else Matthew should be doing at this stage. lfwe don't hear from you, we will assume that you feel no 
further action is necessary and will stand by your recommendations as set out in your letter of ApriJ 9, 201 i 
regarding the move to unsupervised visitation between Matthew and his daughter. 



004278 

E::~·: ::ed is the most updated report dated ~lay I. '.:,jl2 from Kathy Service of Klingberg regarding the status of 
:t.; qsitation process. 

I:: order to try and move these issues to a head. I am filing the enclosed Motion with the Court. 

F:nally, when you have the opportunity, I would like to review your file in this matter. Please ~.J.·, ~ your office 
.:0nract me with some dates that are convenient 

JPC·kas 

cc: KeiTy Tarpey, Esq. 
Matthew Martowska 



004279 
rizon I My'krizon 2.0 I Verizon Message Center- Re:Psych_Eval_... http://mail. verizon.comlweb!T'.aiVpublic/printjsp?wid=vz_ widget_M. 

~~ 
Verlzon Message Center 

From:Matthew Martowska <matthewmartowska@gmaD.com> 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: Re:Psych_Eval_ Court_ Ordered 

Hi Barry, 

Thursday, May 31 at 2:43 PM 

John Clifford 

H has now been several months since the court order was Issued in February to conduct psych evaluations on 
Kathryn and me as well as securing recommended counseling. Neither has been accomplished. Three weeks ago, 
Kathryn herself indicated her desire to move forward with the psych evaluation at our last court date on May 9. I 
am disappointed that nothing has moved forward despite my and Kathryn's desire to do so, let alone the fact that 
there is already a court order in place. I would appreciate It if you could timely get back to me on why we are not 
moving forward on these Issues so that I can timely address them in an appropriate manner. 

Please note that I contacted Dr. Stephanie Leite In an effort to prepare for these evaluations. Not having heard 
from you, I followed up with Dr. Leite to get the process moving and to schedule my evaluation. Unfortunately, Dr. 
Leite Indicated that she has never heard from you and therefore could not go any further without authorization and 
direction from you. 

I also have heard nothing from you regarding rescheduling the EIP which was originally scheduled on May 14 and 
then cancelled as a result of Attorney Duell's unavailability. 

Also, as you recall, the Humphrey Center was recommended by Judge Abery-Wetstone as a program which we 
should consider for counseling between me and Kathryn. My mother and I contacted the program many weeks ago 
and received very positive feedback. Accordingly, we asked that they send Information to you so that upon your 
return from vacation it would facilitate your review of this organization and the services they provide so that we aU 
can move forward. I am hopeful that you received this infolmatton. I also thought it might be helpful if you and the 
other parties would be willing to meet with the Humphrey Center for an informational meeting and therefore have 
made a request to them for such. Though you mentioned Anne Webb as a possible therapist, she was only one 
source of counseUng referenced for Meghan. ~you know, I travel 5 hours round trip twice a week for Meghan's 
limited one and one half hour visit with me. I have now made approximately 75 such round trips and counting. 
Since it Is my intention to participate in the selection and choice with whichever therapist is used for Meg han, 
location of the therapist does bear some consideration. Ms. Webb Is located further out, and I am concerned 
whether she wm be able to provide the continuity and level of care that Meghan may require in the future along 
With the concern that Ms. Webb possesses less credentials (I.e., a social worker rather than a psychologist such 
as Dr. Christiana) than originally desired and originally agreed upon with first selections 1.'/hich was later reneged 
upon by Kathryn. 

Lastly, I would like to be Included in the selection of any provider for Meghan and have previously advised Kathryn 
of such. Ms Jacobs has recommended (per her letter dated 5/28112to you) that Kathryn pursue another provider 
for Meghan. I am. concerned that her recommendation to Kathryn did not include engaging me In that selection 
process. Again, I have concerns that this provider w1ll be unilaterally selected without my input as was previously 
done when selecting Klan Jacobs and not being notified until my daughter had already been brought to her for 
visits. In the past, I have been left out of this process, though I took the step of providing you and Kathryn with 
many names of other providers within Husky and despite prior attempts to exclusively engage a professional of 
higher credential, i.e., a child psychologist. I have not heard from either you or Kathryn. Once again, I want you to 
know that it Is my desire to participate in the selection of and treatment by a provider to my daughter. ~ mentioned 
In previous conversations, I reiterate the request that moving forward, I would hke to not be left out but rather to be 
present upon the initial meeting of any provider as I am sure Kathryn plans to be in order to have both parties 
treated equally. 

~ you know Barry, I want Meghan's s•ster and Myself to have as much of an opportunity to be a family with At\ 
5/31/2012 3:02 p~ 



Maureen Martowska 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject 

maureen.martowska@verlzon.net 

Wednesday, April25, 20121:41 AM 

barmata•••••• 

Meghan Martowska-Whlte 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status: Completed 

'Dear Barry, 
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As 1 sit here lonfght. 1 lind II dlfllcult to understand why Meghan must conUnue to attend supervised visits and morelmpoltanlly why nothing haa changed since 
Oecember. 

For quite 601IIB lime now we all have been aware of Or. Smtih's recommendallontl'or unsujleNised visits back In December 2011. Ye\ hll!9 we are aJmoat 4 
months later, still In \he ldenllcal slluallon we found Mllghan In back In December. Four monthtln the Hfe of a child 18 an e!emlly .. I don1 lhlnk Or. Smith would 
be at aD pleased to leam of how lhls case has remained slagna!e with regard to Meghan and theVBIY llmltad accesa 8ha has been given to her talhar and 
patemal family. 

A\ this point, II Is not only allamehll but reprehensible that Meghan conllnuee to be pravented from assimilating back Into a normal talhert daughter 
relationship. 

I recently had the oppoltllnity 10 vlsl\ wtlh and observe Meghan dumg 1aat Saturday's vlslta1lon. I am disappointed and extremely saddened thai Ghll continues 
to ba brought to lhesa supervised vlsllll whare aha Is restricted to one room, a sagging sofa. and games and toys that are tar below har age level. That Is not 
to be construed as a cr11c1sm agalnat tha Klingberg center, for I know they do lha beat they can wtlh whatllmlled resources are available. However, lhe tact 
thai my granddaughter Is subjected twice a weak to the physical constraints of remaining In lha same room for 1.6 ho11111lnstead of enjoying lhe outdoors or 
engaging In olher ecllvillealhat child ran of her age have the freedom to engage In Is extremely dlslurblng. Surely, we can do better than lhla. Baing 
sequestered In a room with such lillie stimulation can only 5eJV8 to undennlne e child's freedom to discover. Paatac:tMtles have Included building a volcano, 
decorating an Easter egg cookie, reading. ftngarpalnting, making "magic:" wands, eto. These are aD adlvltlea that Matthew brought In despite hla meager 
ftnances. However, evan now Matthew strugglee to lind new ldaaa lo keep Meghan from being completely bored out of h3r mind. Ills painful to watch. 

As you know, Maghan Is prevented from partlclpalng In outdoor activltlee and Is conllned to 8 very amaD labia with 4 chalra suitable for younger children. Her 
father cannot even sit at the same table with her unlesa he crouc:hel down to Join In any activities, which he always does. Addllloll811y, whenever Msghan 
needa to use lhe restroom, she must be ascortad by a rnonllor to do ao. I wonder lUSt what aha thinks about now that 8ha Is et an age where aha 1110111 fully 
obsaiVBII end appredates her surrouncfmgs. I wonder Just what message lhls Is conveying lo her. This II not 8 good slluatlon. 

I once again em aaldng you to ~tlfl! taka acllon. I havelrled for lhe life of me to understand how Maghen Ia allowed to conUnue under 
lhasa circumstances. What mattara now Is whether serving Meghan'a "beallntarests• are only words. Certainly, 8tlhle point a question Ia raised as ID why 
this slluatlon Is being aDowed to linger. 

Maureen Martowska 

A t"'tJC t"'tn 1 .., 
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memories as Kathryn has had the opportuhity. Meghan has missed having a normal relatlonshlp with her sister and 
myself for quite some time now. I am hopeful that we can work together to provide the best for Meghan. I am doing 
my best to accomplish that, but I need your help as opposed to any Indifference or Inaction. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew Martowska 

P.S. Kathy SeNicll and I have agreEi'd to make ourselves available to sit down with you should you have any 
questions regarding how these, supeNised visits have been going. 

S/31/2012 3:02 Ptv' 
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Maureen Martowska 

From: Maureen Martowska 

Sent: Friday, February 24,2012 4:00PM 

To: barmat·----.-; ••••••~'~ 
Cc: 'John Clifford' 

Subject: Martowska - Dr. Smith udpate 

Importance: High 

Barry, 

I, Matthew, and John Clifford have made several attempts to find out the necessary lnformat,lon need~ to move 
forward so that we can tJr:nely coordinate the psych evaluation that the Court ordered earlier this month. Several 
weeks have gone by. By this time, I would have anticipated that we would at least have had a date In hand ... 
whatever that might be. 

Meanwhile, Meghan is continually stuck In a time warp that binds her to a single secluded room at the Klingberg 
center with a monitor constantly observing her and Matthew's every move ... a·situatlon that sends forth its own 
message to Meghan as to how she is allowed to visit, Interact, and relate to and wilt\ her father .•. a situation if 
my memory serves me correctly that has transpired since late summer last year. At some point this can work to 
its own detriment. Supervised visitation has been going on much longer than Is n~ed or r~mmended, as 1 am 
sure you are aware of Dr. Smith's recommendations. It is hard to compreh~nd how ongoing supervised visitation 
at Klingberg serves Meghan's BEST interest. I can think of many other environments that wo~ld be better suited 
tor her, and I am disheartened that all the parties that profess to be looking out for her best Interest have not 
addressed the current situation in a manner that best comports to serve Meghan's {not Kathryn's) best interest .. 
. Including the type of visitation currently taking place. 

We would appreciate your timely response to our Inquiry as soon as you are able. 

Thank you. 

2/24/2012 
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2 Edgewater Drive. LabvUI-. 11A 02347 459 Four Bridges Road, Somers, CT 08071 

As court-appointed guardian ad litem for the minor childlren In this matter, I request a status 
conference be scheduled by the court with all parties and counsel present 

I represent to the court that 

< 
This is an urgent matter affecting the children: 

?, 1!1_ Regarding the safety of the chUdren. 

• fia Reg~rding compliance with eXisting court orders. 

lB. This Is not an urgent matter but requires the court's attention. - . 
0 This matter Is about fees. 

0 This matter Is on appeaL I am requesltng the appointment of an attorney under Section 67-13 of 
the Connecticut Practice Book. 

I eel'!lfy liw a ecpy of this doc:umlflt wa• mailed or delivered elecfronk:dy or nan-e1etJ1ron1c on (tiMe) 0111!/2012 roaD attmnays 
8J1d alt-npreaented partl.es d recant and lha1 writlen can sent for 1leclronlc clelivefy was raceiWd tmm aD allotne)'a and selkepresented 
part1es receMIIg electtonlc dellvtl)'. 
Name lllld addrua of eadl party n 111tomey 111a1 ctlf11 wa lllillhd 01 dtllvlred to• 
AttomeyJoM P. Cliffofd.Jr. Eaq..214 Main Street, Hartford. CT 01101 
AtlorniY Keny Tarpey l!!q., 11 South Road, P.O. Box 400, Somm. CT 06071 
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Bill Mulready 
bmulready7@yahoo.com 

March 30, 2014 

Judiciary Committee 

RE: 1.) testimony for Raised Bill 494; 2.) Justice for Justina Pelletier 

My second comment first: Justice for Justina; Free Justina; or give the parents and public 
proof of The Commonwealth of Massachusetts compelling State Interest over Parents 
objections? And in this case, citizens of the State of Connecticut kidnapped by the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. What are you doing, and if nothing shame on you each 
and why not? 

II 

Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) provides: 

Sec. 12132. Discrimination 

Subject to the provisions of this subchapter, no qualified individual with a disability shall, by 

reason of such disability, be excluded from participation in or be denied the benefits of 

services, programs, or activities of a public entity, or be subjected to discrimination by any 

such entity 

A 

IMPORTANCE and relevance to this committee hearing 

a. Americans with Disabilities Act, is not an option, it is the LAW; 

b. Discrimination to one is discrimination to all; 

c. The mandates but more important the purposes and awareness raised by and 

addressed by The Americans with Disabilities Act has made everyone's life better, 

disabled and non-disabled. Everyone is rewarded by the inclusion of those 

individuals who have been historically shamefully excluded and shunted from society 

for too long. 

-- ( ' 
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d. Our Connecticut Judicial Branch still enforces "ugly laws" oppinions long since 

outlawed; 

e. It is overtime past due for better, for equal and the same 

f. Are you Judiciary Committee consulting with the various disabled communities to 

ensure self-evaluations of your work is non discriminating? If not, your work and any 

law from your work is non-binding on the disabled! 

8 

My primary purpose today is that I want my babies back today, kidnapped by the 31 

lies of the Bigoted, Biased, Prejudice Walter M. Pickett, Jr. Trial Judge Referee, a man 

accused by citizens of his home community of being a DRUNKARD. 31 lies and Bigoted, 

Biased, Prejudice, proved! DRUNKARD?, that's a question raised, no one confirms and no 

one denies, and The People, and my children and I have a Right to know? Was 31 liar 

Walter M. Pickett JR., Trial Judge Referee QUI? Opinionating Under the Influence? Any lie 

by a Judge; any Bigotry, Bias, Prejudice by a Judge and any Drunk Judge removesthe 

Judge from Constitution Article lll"judges in good behavior''! And you are each 

individually and collectively obligated to do so right now, not later and not passed 

over or refered to the Court. The Court may not discriminate and neither can you. 

Can I appeal, well maybe I could have, but those are subject to different rules and 

practices. Straight up disability discrimination is against the law and constifition. 

Give me back my babies, my property, my past present future life liberty property and 

pursuit of happiness, my Great name, my right to vote for the people and issues I 

wish to vote for, and my respect for that black robe back today, right now. 

2 
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31 Liar; Bigoted, Biased; Prejudice Walter M. Pickett, Jr. Trial Judge Referee and the State 

of Connecticut Judicial Branch discriminated against me by reason of gender bias, and is 

highlighted by discrimination against me by disability! By the way, Plaintiff has admitted in 

open Court under Direct Examination by her Attorney to making false allegations against 

me, not with intent, but by effect of disability, along the lines of Sensorial Defensiveness'. 

I have further proved that The State of Connecticut Judiciary Branch and each of its entities, 

Courts, and Judges and Justices are non-compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

That puts the State of Connecticut at risk of losing ALL its Federal Monies! 

Judiciary Committee members, individually and collectively: I want my Fundamental 

Constitutional Right to my babies back today, I want my Fundamental Constitutional Right to 

my property back in full today, I want my Fundamental Constitutional Right to my Great 

Name back today, I want my Fundamental Constitutional Right to my past, present and 

future life liberty property and happiness back today, I want my Fundamental Constitutional 

Right to Vote for the people and issues I wish to Vote for back today, I want my 

Fundamental Constitutional Right to respect that black robe back today. 

That's why I'm here! And as overseers of the Judiciary Branch and as obligators to Equal 

and the Same Americans with Disabilities Act non-discrimination of disabled Laws and 

gender Civil Rights Act Laws, you do have both the power, and authority and 

responsibilities' to enforce the ADA and the Civil Rights Act LAWs Not an option, 

responsibility to obay both the LAW and The Rule of LAW. 

3 
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Do you committee have a non -discrimination policy that we the people may see? Does the 

Judicial Branch have a non-discrimina~ion policy that we the people can see, and use and 

rely on? Please bring it forward. And bring forward all the reports to the Govorner and this 

committee on the Judicial Branch compliance with the ADA? Have you seen Judge 

Carroll's Public Access Committee's web page and propaganda? ADA says no one is 

excluded; Judge Carroll excludes litigants, in writing for the whole world to see. So what do 

you expect from GALS and the high price ones at that, stealing from the rich and also the 

poor, who historically and statistically include the disabled. Go for it Committee. Your 

•, names are now on the list of complaints against. You are now on the record for all your 

'con·stitueiicies to see and vote. 

Yea or Nay, you say and 'we say! 

-Where is my ADA Notice from this Committee? 28 CFR PART 35.106, effectively 

communicated? 28 CFR PART 35.160. Who is this Committee's Designated Responsible 

Employee to ensure the Committee's compliance with Title II? 28 CFR PART 35.1 07(a). 

And mayl have a copy of this Committee's Written Grievance Policy? 28 CFR PART 

35.107(b). 

Where is my ADA Notice from the Judicial Branch on April 19, 1995? 28 CFR PART 35.106, 

effectively communicated? 28 CFR PART 35.160. Who is the Designated Responsible 

- I 
Employee to ensure the Judicial Branch compliance with Title II? 28 CFR PART 35.107(a) 

and who was the person on April 19, 1995 and provide both persons written job 

descriptions' and training. And mayl have a copy of the Judicial Branch Written Grievance 

4 
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Policy? 28 CFR PART 35.1 07(b) and a copy of the Judicial Branch Writen Grievance Policy 

on April19, 1995. 

Judiciary Committee, each individual, who used the elevator and or escalator today? How 

about curb ramp or curb step? Did you ever thank a disabled individual for making your life 

better? As you look up from your doodling and out among the people assembled here 

today, or any day, can you tell who is with and who is without disability? 

The Americans with Disabilities Act 
Title II Technical Assistance Manual http://www.ada.gov/taman2.html 

11-8.0000 ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
/ 

11-8.1000 General. 
11-8;2000 Self-evaluation. 
11-8.3000 Transition plan. 
11-8.4000 Notice to the public. 
11-8.5000 Designation of responsible employee and development of grievance 
procedures. 

What should a self-evaluation contain? A self-evaluation is a public entity's assessment of 
its current policies and practices. The self-evaluation identifies and corrects those policies 
and practices that are inconsistent with title ll's requirements. As part of the self-evaluation, 
a public entity should: 

1) Identify all of the public entity's programs, activities, and services; and 

2) Review all the policies and practices that govern the administration of the public entity's 
programs, activities, and services. 

Normally, a· public entity's policies and practices are reflected in its laws, ordinances, 
regulations, administrative manuals or guides, policy directives, and memoranda. Other 
practices, however, may not be recorded and may be based on local custom. 

If a public entity identifies policies and practices that deny or limit the participation of 
individuals with disabilities in its programs, activities, and services, when should it make 
changes? Once a public entity has identified policies and practices that deny or limit the 
participation of individuals with disabilities in its programs, activities, and services, it should 

5 
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take immediate remedial action to eliminate the impediments to full and equivalent 
participation. Structural modifications that are required for program accessibility should be 
made as expeditiously as possible but no later than January 26, 1995. 

11-8.4000 Notice to the public. A public entity must provide information on title ll's 
requirements to applicants, participants, beneficiaries, and other interested persons. The 
notice shall explain title ll's applicability to the public entity's services, programs, or 
activities. A public entity shall provide such information as the head of the public entity 
determines to be necessary to apprise individuals of title ll's prohibitions against 
discrimination. 

,. 

What methods can be used to provide this information? Methods include the publication of 
information in handbooks, manuals, and pamphlets that are distributed to the public to 
describe a public entity's programs and activities; the display of informative posters in 
service centers and other public places; or the broadcast of information by television or 
radio. In providing the notice, a public entity must comply with the title II requirements for 
effective communication, including alternate formats, as appropriate. 

11-8.5000 Designation of responsible employee and development of grievance 
procedures. A public entity that employs 50 or more persons shall designate at least one 
employee to coordinate its efforts to comply with and fulfill its responsibilities under title II, 
including the investigation of complaints. A public entity shall make available the name, 
office address, and telephone number of any designated employee. 

See also $tat Statutes: 

Sec. 46a-68. (Formerly Sec. 4-61s). State affirmative action plans; filing; monitoring; 
re'poris; affirmative action officers; review and investigation of discrimination 
complaints; regulations. 

Sec. 46a-69. Discriminatory practices by state. It shall be a discriminatory practice to 
violate any of the provisions of sections 46a-70 to 46a-78, inclusive. 

Sec. 46a-71. (Formerly Sec. 4-61d). Discriminatory practices by state agencies 
prohibited. (a) All services of every state agency shall be performed without discrimination 
based upon race, color, religious creed, sex, marital status, age, natio1_1al origin, ancestry, 
mental retardation, mental disability, learning disability or physical disability,. including, but 
not limited to, blindness. 
(b) No state facility may be used in the furtherance of any discrimination, nor may any state 
agency become a party to any agreement, arrangement or plan which has the effect of 
sanctioning discrimination. 
(c) Each state agency shall analyze all of its operations to ascertain possible instances of 
noncompliance with the policy of section~ 46a-70 to 46a-78, inclusive, and shall initiate 
comprehensive programs to remedy any defect found to exist. 

6 
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Sec. 46a-77. (Formerly Sec. 4-61j). Cooperation with commission required of state 
agencies. Compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act. (a) All state agencies shall 
cooperate with the Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities in their enforcement 
and educational programs. 
(b) All state agencies shall comply with the commission's request for information concerning 
practices inconsistent with the state policy against discrimination and shall consider its 
recommendations for effectuating and implementing that policy. 
(c) Each state agency shall comply in all of its services, programs and activities with the 
provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (42 USC 12101) to the same extent that it 
provides rights and protections for persons with physical or mental disabilities beyond those 
provided for by the laws of this state. 
(d) The commission shall continue to augment its enforcement and education programs 
which seek to eliminate all discrimination. 

Sec. 46a-78. (Formerly Sec. 4-61 k). Annual agency reports to Governor. Review by 
commission. (a) All departments, agencies, commissions and other bodies of the state 
government shall include in their annual report to the Governor, activities undertaken in the 
past year to effectuate sections 46a-70 to 46a-78, inclusive. 
(b) Such reports shall cover both internal activities and external relations with the public or 
with other state agencies and shall contain other information as specifically requested by 
the Governor. 
(c) The information in the annual reports required under the provisions of this section shall 
be reviewed by the Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities for the purpose of 
monitoring compliance with the provisions of sections 46a-70 to 46a-78, inclusive. 

Sec. 46a-96. Hearings take precedence. Hearings in the court under this chapter shall 
take precedence over all other matters, except matters of the same character. 

·-· 

Sec. 46a-97. Failure to post notices. Penalty. (a) Any employer, employment agency or 
labor organization which fails to post such notices of statutory provisions as the commission 
may require pursuant to subsection (13) of section 46a-54 shall be subject to a fine of not 
more than two hundred fifty dollars.(b) Any person who fails to post such notices of statutory 
provisions as the commission may require pursuant to subsection (14) of section 46a-54 
shall be fined not more than two hundred fifty dollars. 

Sec. 46a-99. (Formerly Sec. 4-611). Discriminatory state practice: Cause of action; relief. 
Any person claiming to be aggrieved by a violation of any provision of sections 46a-70 to 
46a-78, inclusive, or sections 46a-81h to 46a-81o, inclusive, may petition the Superior Court 
for appropriate relief and said court shall have the power to grant such relief, by injunction or· 
otherwise, as it deems just and suitable. 

Yours For Barrier Free Courts With Honest And Sober Judges, And Non Discriminating 
Attorneys': Bill Mulready 

7 
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Thank you for allowing me to speak before you today. My name is James S. 
Kreitler, and I am here today to share my experience as a father who is dealing 
with alienation from my kids. Let me first start by stating the following: I recognize 
that these issues are highly emotional, with wounded feelings and a lot of anger on 
both sides. Divorce is by nature difficult and highly charged. 

My purpose here is not to substitute emotion and anger for a reasoned approach to 
the problem of parent alienation. My purpose is simply to communicate to the 
Juduciary Committee, through my experiences, the fundamental idea that kids need 
both parents in their lives, and to offer a couple of ideas towards a solution. I hope 
we can all agree that kids have the best opportunity to live a full and happy life 
when they are loved and nurtured by both parents having an active presence in 
their lives, and let this simple yet powerful notion guide the work of the Task Force. 

Here is my story: 

My divorce was finalized in September 2010. My ex-wife and I have joint legal 
custody, and according 'to the divorce decree she has the kids for 18 nights out of 

<, "· every 28 day cycle, and I have 10. I also get one dinner per week. We both live in 
Fairfield, cr. 

My ex-wife and I started to have significant financial conflict in late 2012, when I 
inquired about her boyfriend co-habitating with her at her residence, and the 
financial support that by all appearances he was giving to her and the kids. I also 
requested 50/50 parenting time. Irrespective of the facts or merits of her position 
or mine on these matters, there is no way any of these issues should have been 
aired in front of the kids, or discussed with them. At the time, the kids ranged in 
age between 18 and 11. My ex-wife did air our disagreements with the kids, and as 
a result, my then 16 year old son announced to me on January 15, 2013 that he 
was not going to stay at my house anymore. My then 14 year old daughter followed 
suit on January 24, 2013 by walking out of the house that night (and being picked 

http://owa.edwardjones.com/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABj2DzOZLjEQia. .. 3/31/2014 
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up by her mother's boyfriend). Specifically, my ex-wife told the kids that Dad was 
"suing" her and trying to ruin her financially. She told them she could not afford our 
son's tuition at a special school he was attending at the time due to Dad trying to 
come after her financially. This is from a person who had purchased a new home in 
November 2012 for $800,000 while still owning the marital residence I had deeded 
over to her which was worth another $900,000. She also found the money to go on 
vacation numerous times in 2013 with her boyfriend and the kids to locales such as 
Mexico (twice), Florida and elsewhere. 

I went from seeing my kids as much as the divorce agreement allowed, to going for 
over six months without seeing my now 15 year old daughter and five months 
without seeing my son. During that time, I missed several important events in their 
lives, including formal dances and which also included a phone call my daughter 
placed to me telling me not to contact her again. 

I tried to hire a parenting coordinator to somehow improve how we worked 
together. We have a signed court order but my ex-wife blew off that process after 
only a few weeks, with no penalty. 

I am reduced to texting my kids and in essence begging to get together for dinner 
or other short visits, and take whatever time I can get. My ex-wife has created 
alliances with the kids by lavishing them with material things and giving them 
undue freedom as to where they are and who they are with, in exchange for pitying 
her and excluding me. I find out about things like a sports injury when I get the bill 
a month later from the radiologist's office. 

The bottom line is that my kids need both parents. My kids do not have that. They 
have something much less, and an arrangement that will possibly damage them in 
the future and which is allowed by our legal system. 

But there is one part of the divorce agreement that the legal system sees as 
inviolable; that is my obligation to pay alimony and otherwise uphold all of my 
responsibilities under the divorce agreement, which I do. My ex-wife can damage 
the kids by alienating me from them and there is no penalty the legal system 
appears willing to hand out. I tried to find a remedy in court and it cost me $60,000 
and I got nowhere. She used the court system to run out the clock on my role as 
father. Her tactics gave her time to fully insinuate herself with the kids, which 
rendered my attempts to gain more parenting time worthless as a practical matter. 
And yet, if I were to flout my responsibilities under the agreement, I would be 
penalized swiftly and severely. It is a completely asymmetrical legal system and 
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leaves the kids bereft of an extremely important person in their lives. 

In closing, my hope is that the Task Force can make recommendations for 50/50 
default parenting arrangements, rather than through outdated and antiquated 
notions, based on precedent or biology, about which parent should be the primary 
caregiver. Further, lawyers, GALs and others should be held to a standard of 
conduct and care matching that of any of the highest professions such as doctors, 
so that decisions can be made with the utmost respect for the kids, rather than for 
other reasons. Instead, parental anger and "winning" are allowed and indeed 
encouraged to drive the process, and encourages using the kids as weapons 
against the other parent. The more we take the divorce and the parenting process 
out of the current adversarial legal format and more into a mandatory mediative/ 
therapeutic format, the better off the kids will be. 

Thank you. 
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Raised S.B. No. 494: AN ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND 
ATTORNEYS FOR MINOR CHILDREN IN FAMILY RELATIONS MATTERS 

Judiciary Committee Testimony of Pamela D. Eisenlohr dated March 31, 2014 regarding 
the proposed Raised S.B. No. 494 presented for Public Hearing on March 31, 2014 by 
email deliver-Y to: jud.testimony@cga.gov 

I want to thank the Judiciary Committee for responding so quickly to the concerns 

raised by our National and Local Connecticut Citizens, Parents, Legislators, and by the 

Task Force to Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care & Custody of Minor Children 

including those presented at the Public Hearing of January 9, 2014. 

Please note that I DO NOT support the proposed Raised S.B. No. 494: AN ACT 

CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND ATTORNEYS FOR MINOR CHILDREN 

IN _FAMILY RELATIONS MATTERS as it is presented for Public Hearing on March 31, 

2014. This proposed S.B. No. 494 is excessively passive and needs a stronger .._ ____ ------

implementation utilizing all the "best interest" standards for children including with 

serious regard, focus, and to clarify the law in place now of any ambiguity as to whether 

a Guardian ad litem or an Attorney for Minor Children needs to be appointed at all over 

that of the child's parents. 

The proposed_ Raised S.~. ~No. 494, whether by the officers who drafted it or by 

those persons that will do the serving for children; gives no real relevance to the best 

interest standards for children, requirements for education, processes, delays, 

performance of duties, rights of the family, or to the developmental stages of the 

children that may need to be served. The -~a~s~~ S.B. No. 494 does nothing to safe 

guard or implement and protect the constitutional rights of children and parents, to 

fundamental liberty interest of fit parents, rehabilitated parents, to the care, custody and 

companionship of our children and rights to familiar associations upheld by our U.S. 
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Supreme Court decisions. The state may not "force the breakup of a natural family over 

the objections of the parents and their children, without some showing of unfitness 

warranting the removal of children by DCF/CPS and for the sole reason that to do so 

was thought to be in the children's best interests. 

1. In regard to Bill #494, Sec. 1: Families and children do not need 

appointments of GALs and AMCs simply because there is a dissolving of a 

marriage or custody dispute as long as both parents are fit parents. The 

public needs a clear definition as to what level of severity of any wrongdoing 

or behavior concerns would raise to a level to allow Courts to remove a child 

from its parents when a DCF/CPS agency does not or has not removed a 

child- absent any removal action by DCF/CPS and that of clear, 

documented, and convincing evidence should not lend to allow counter action 

on simple preponderance of the evidence, voiced claim of opinion- that is a 

gap that lends to excessive discretion and without such evidence, that gap 

needs to be closed. I also believe that this Committee should take a look 

back to review why GALs/AMCs were expanded from the Probate Court an~ 

Juvenile Courts into Family Courts and if those Probate Courts and Juvenile 

Courts are the more appropriate forum for GALs/AMCs assignments. 

2. In regard to _Bill #494, Sec. 1 (c) & Sec. 6: There needs to be base line 

assignments across the board for all GALs/AMCs and caps on fees charged 

by GALs/AMCs including for financial concerns/ability for the parties to pay 

and for keeping in mind that many families involved in a dissolving marriage 

or custody dispute are already likely facing financial hardships. This 

Committee should look to how qther States across the nation who have 

drafted statutes, regulations, and methods for monitoring fees including for 

implementing base line assignments for GALs/AMCs -whether or not the 

Court will require more direction for those fact finding assignments, whether 

they are needed in the Court room, etc.- there needs to be baseline 

expectations, financial caps, proper relevant education over the thirty hours, 
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oversight, uniformities for certifications as to the accreditations and 

performances as GALs/AMCs given the public interests in these family 

matters. 

3. I also believe that this Committee should take a look back to review why 

GALs/AMCs were expanded from the Probate Court and Juvenile Courts, 

also to review those fees and caps were not more than $500.00 retainer with 

oversight on flat rate hourly fees ther~after. There is a great need for the 

preservation and protection of assets, educational funds, and insurance 

policies for the benefit of the child as well as for the parent. If the parents 

cannot pay for services - then no sliding scale is going to work for that short 

fall and these parents should not be deprived of their relationship with their 

child because of it. 

Connecticut launched a Task Fo~ce to Studv Legal Disputes Involving 

the Care & Custody of Minor Children including that many concerned 
' ~ • I I 

citi~ens presented ~estimony at the Public Hearing of January 9, 2014 

offering concerns, remedy, and valuable recommendations and reports -. ' ,.., . 
manv. of.whiC?h have been overloo.ked in this Bill #494- please review 

and reconsider those valuable recommendations for implementation in 

this raised S.B. #494. 

I would also ask that this Committee take a close look at how other States 

regulate GALs/AMCs including that Our Sister State of Virginia has 

implemented a 66 page program for GALs/AMCs that offers many relevant 

procedures for caps on fees, procedure, and oversight that could easily be 

implemented in Connecticut and refined to make Connecticut a model State 

in the face of urgently needed reform for family matters and GALs/AMCs. 

Please See: 

http://www.courts.state.va.us/courtadmln/aoc/cip/programs/gal/ch_ildren/advocacy In 

motion.pdf (also attached as a secondary reference pdf document ~ith this testimony) 
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4. In regard to Bill #494, Sec. 4: A tracking system should be implemented for 
---==--

all GALs/AMCs through a public access registry which includes their 

background, education, training, experience, assignments, and Court 

locations for assignment.. As a certified GAUAMC on this registry, the 

GAUAMC should include at least a resume, a CV (curriculum vitae) or a bio 

(career biography) along with the certification information that they hold. 

There should be a rotational plan for assignments and locations to help 

eliminate any bias, favoritism, or potential conflicts of interest in assignments. 

5. An impartial agency should be established for GAUAMC oversight as a 

critical component for enforcement, for compliances, and for removal 

procedures of any GAUAMC. It is crucial that there be avenues for 

transparency and for enforcement of GALs/AMCs actions and for 

implementing mandates including for reprimands, sanctions and for removal 

from service. For example; disregarding reasons for mandated reporting, 

domestic violence and/or arrests, any withholding critical evidence such as 

doctor reports, or for misleading investigations, or for allowing bias, or for 

absences to Court hearings, or refusal to answer Appellate Justices inquiries, 

or for allowing unnecessary delays, and for false billings - Should all be 

grounds for dismissal and should allow for retroactive recourses should such 

discovery be made or harm caused after the fact and by Court decisions. 

Consideration for this agency membership should be independent of the legal 

circle or any GALs/AMCs. 

6. I believe it is in the public interest that the GAL be well educated know about 

family structures and child protection including prior education in such matters 

come before being given any placement on the registry or assigned with any 

family or in any court including a requirement for yearly ongoing training 

programs for recertification focusing on child development, domestic abuse, 
I 

parental alienation, coercive behaviors, and realistic family dynamics that 

affect children and families. 
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The training should expanded to include a minimum two year apprenticeship 

assignment under an experienced accredited and registered GAUAMC, 

DCF/CPS case worker, Social worker, or Forensic psychologist who has a 

minimum of 5 consecutive years of active participation tenure in child custody 

matters. The GALs/AMCs should also be mandated to submit a written case 

study involving their active participation in a DCF/CPS family case within two 

years from the date of their first certification date or lose their certification 

altogether until the case study is submitted and until the initial GAUAMC 

training program is successfully completed a second time. 

A GALs/AMCs training and education should also incorporate mandated 

steps for in-depth relevant training focused on ongoing training, mandated 

reporting, record keeping, and disclosure, policies for interviewing and actual 

fact finding, for transparency, and shorten time delays well below that of the 

suggested six months reviews should be cut down to a few weeks, 

incorporate immediate parenting time and communicate obvious concerns 

through mandated meetings with Family services before the tearing apart of 

families and before th~ loss of parenting time and before damage to 

parent/child bonds and before financial ruin -this should be done 

immediately within weeks- not months- not years I The ability or inability of 

a parent to pay a bill should never interfere with parent's right to be a parent 

to their child and spend time with their child. 

The reform of the GALs/AMCs, their oversight, and their affiliated programs 

including S.B. #494 is of great public interest including the children they serve 

will reap the benefits of their commitment and of their completing the 

mandates put on them for their continuing education and transparency as 

they focus on child development, social work, forensic psychology, high 

conflict therapy, family preservation, family reunification , and the presumption 

of shared parenting allowing the child to have both parents involved in their 
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lives and for parents to remain involved in their child's lives and in their 

parenting. 

7. In regard to Bill #494, Sec. 3: I am also concerned with this paragraph----which has very little to do with GAUAMC reform, allowing a third party to 

enter the case, and/or allowing the judiciary to award custody to that· third 

party over the parents- this paragraph expands where custody can be given 

to any third party with no focus on the child's immediate parents and 

immediate family first over all others- right of parents are eliminated, 

marginalized, and not even mentioned-please rethink this avenue because it 

will open up more abuse of discretion within the Courts and allow selective 

more vagueness of "best interests" to rule and reign over our children and 

under the color of law while eliminating the rights of children and parents. This 

allowance will perhaps cause more undue harnesses on families even 

eliminating other rights, liberties, and Federal protections under the US 

Constitution to decide for our families. Please review the recent 

Massachusetts Justina Pelletier case where an out of state Judge gave 

permanent custody of a Connecticut child to a third party CPS agency which 

also involves two warring medical facilities- one of which literally removed a 

child from contact with her family, from their care, from their decision making, 

from her families chosen physicians, from her educators, from her friends, 

and from her clergy. 

In Conclusion: Please focus on the considerations and recommendations made by 

many for revising this very important Bill S.B. #494 and please listen to the urgent public 

calls for Connecticut Family Court Systems reform including for reforming GALs/AMCs 

system that we currently have in place. Please do so before more rights are eliminated 

and before one more family and one more childhood is destroyed by this broken 

system. I am a Mother, and the Defendant, Appellant, and a Self-Represented Party in 

a family custody case. This past year, the Court proclaimed that our family custody 

case is one of the largest files in the Litchfield district. I testified at the Custody Task 
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Force hearing on January 9, 2014 about my case and in support of reform (which I have 

also attached). I have orders for access for holidays, information, and for reunification 

that have denied and/or not been allowed to go forward. Since then, I have filed a 

second Appellate Appeal and like many other parents; I have not seen my daughter 

since August 2012. 

Thank you for your time and considerations. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

(Vla email delivery to· 1ud test1mony@cga gov) 

Pamela D. Eisenlohr 

http://www.cga.ct.gov/judlldccffestimony/January%209/Eisenlohr,%20Pamela.pdf Jan. 9, 1014 

Litchfield District Family Case Name: Eisenlohr, Scott v. E1senlohr, Pamela, LLI- FA03-0091072S 

Connecticut Appellate Appeals No(s) AC33390 filed 4121/11, disposed 5/8/12, AC36302 filed 11/18/2013 

http //www courts. state va.us/courtadmin/aoc/cip/programs/gallchildren/advocacy in motion. pdf (also 
attached as a secondary reference pdf document with this testimony) 
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PUBLIC HEARING JANUARY 9. 2014 TESTIMONY OF PAMELA EISENLOHR 

My name Is Pamela Eisenlohr. I am a Mother, and the Defendant, Appellant, and a Self Represented 
Party In this family custody case. This past year, the Court proclaimed that our family custody case Is one 
of the largest files In the Litchfield district. 

My child and I lived together since the child's birth until nearly age 9 unUI temporary orders to change 
custody were issued December 1, 2010 along wllh accusations that! was alienating my child from her 
father. All orders In our Separation Agreement were eliminated by the Court as well. My child had walked 
Into her school two months earlier In October 2010 after a 4 day weekend with her father end took her 
teacher aside after finishing a school subject lesson about the word 'WORRY"; took off her shirt to show 
her teacher bruises, claimed that her father beat her up, and that she was •worried" that her father would 
beat her up again because she was going with him that day. My child spoke thl$ claim of fear to her 
teacher, school nurse, social worker, principal, music teacher. The school reported the abuse to DCF and 
the local police launching an Investigation and reports that included from the child's doctors, Dr. Nina 
Livingston from the Children Medical Center, State Pollee, and DCF during which father agreed to DCF 
not to see the child until the conclusion of the investigation, also worked with mother on a safety plan. 
Father recanted against DCF and filed for sole custody. 

A year earlier in 2009 we were ordered to a $5000.00 evaluation with Dr. Kreiger of Connecticut 
Resource Group and my child's therapist at the time was Heather Paluso, PhD. Which was covered by 
father's Insurance. Also In 2009, the GAL reported to DCF that my child was claiming to be abused by 
her father. 

In 2010, Dr. Paluso, PhD reported to DCF that my daughter had been abused by her father. Following 
this, father pulled the medical releases from b(?lh my daughter's therapist, Dr. Paluso and also from Dr. 
Krieger at Connecticut Resource Group. Neither therapist was able to treat the child or finish the 
evaluation. At the time, Dr. Krieger was requesting that father finish his required testing and asked for an 
additional fee above the required $5000.00 we paid out of pocket. In November 2010, the GAL filed a 
motion to help get our dau~hter back Into therapy for her diagnosed anxiety and separation Issues which 
was granted- our daughter child was ordered to undergo weekly therapy sessions with Dr. Lauren Ayr, 
PhD with Connecticut Resource Group, which was covered by Insurance. 

At the end of November 2010 end prior to DCF concluding their Investigation, Judge Munro denied our 
referral to Special Masters in Middletown and Judge Gionocchlo ordered my daughter Immediately 
removed from my custody to temporary sole custody with father citing me with alienating my daughter 
from her father despite reports of abuse al'ld discounting reports from Dr. Livingston of non-accidental 
bruising and did so with no report from DCF noting we had trial dates calendared. The GAL testified that 
she her changed she position -It had to be mom, not dad causing the child to act out. The Court clUed 
that mom had manipulated the GAL, DCF workers, doctors, fiVe school personnel, pollee and falsified a 
DCF report. Mom was ordered to supeJVised visitation with Angelo Farenga of Litchfield Visitation 4 Y. 
hrs. per week and Into therapy and parenting classe$ for months. Marcia Camp of Family SeJVices 
surmised that mom was causal to father's anger actions, negatively relied on her maternal instincts, and 
that the child had adjusted within six weeks to father's home and to her school, and was settled speaking 
less and less of her maternal family. The child never changed schools and cried for months to come 
home to mom during visits, including mom could not get any consistent time with the child only got less 
and less time. The child was diagnosed with Systemic Juvenile Rheumatoid Arthritis In 2003, currently In 
remission - mom could not manage to ever manipulate father Into giving her a current insurance card 
even with the GAL's helpful demand on father. To date father still has no medical insurance for the child, 
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Is unempl~yed, and has gone through 7 attorneys since 2003. 

The DCF report came In a month later on December 22,2010 after the fact, substantiating both parents 
with emotion neglect, father refused to cooperate with his prior agreement not to see the child, safety plan 
In place, mom wants child in thefapy, DCF did not remove the child from mom's care. 

In January 2011, Judge Glonocchlo recused himself after father Introduced our daughter to him at aT J
Max and thanked him for giving him custody. Judge Danaher took over our case and ordered a 
continuance of 3 months at father's Insistence to March 2010 pending a report from the chfld's new 
therapist, mother's therapist Dr. Heath, PhD was criticized for her report favoring concern for the chDd 
being removed as a harmful "draconian measure• and for mom to have increased time with· the child . 
Father ~~d refused an invitation to meet with Dr. Heath, PhD. mom and child. The Court suggested that 
mom change therapists, father and GAL demanded a change of therapists. The calendared trial dales 
disappeared and the case "morphed" Into something else. Mom changed to Dr, Mlchela Kauffmman also 
of ConnecticUt Resource· Group who requested the testing records from Dr. Krieger via Interoffice. Dr. 
Krieger evaluation records request' was denied to mom's therapist and also to mom at a later request as 
being court sealed, for which I have no record of any sealing. Dr. Kauffmann re-taste~ mom finding no 
ls~ues, discharged mom, and wrote a favorable report to the Court mom to have Increased time with her 
child. 

In March 2011 a hearing was held. On April1, 2011, Judge Danaher having agreed with Judge 
Gionocchlo that mom was l"flanipulating several professional individuals Including the GAL and Judge 
Glonocchlo, also caused DCF: investigations, unnecessary doctor exams, and caused the child to draw 
abusive drawings of father af!d finalized sole physical custody to father with reduced supervised visitation 
for mom now with Thoma~t9~ ~ounseling, reduced to 2 % hours per week and further ordered no filing of 
motions for 6 months under Taft 1(, Bettcher. There was no report from the child's therapl~t unt1l months 
after the custody switch,.Dr. Ayr, PhD reported it's just the child's personality and that she pendulums 
between parents, inci_Udlflg many months later in December 2011, recommending reunification for the 
child and her mom for t~e rv,!>ther/Daughter relationship also provided a list of appointments showing 
numerous cancellations by father often with months between scheduled actual face time appointments. 
One month later in April 2011, father was arrested for a domestic assault against his second wife, for 
Injuring her, and stealing her. car. The GAL. voiced no concerns that father's behavior and his arrest 
affected our child who w~s· now living with her Father. Father's second wife retracted her story to 
Torrington police and voiced her anger at police for arresting her husband as reporteq In published by the 
Waterbury Republican and the Register Citizen newspapers. The silence from the GAL, Family Evaluator, 
and the Court was deafening! 

The Child and mom had a very close and loving Mother/Child relationship and visits went well when they 
occurred regularly. However, since the custody change and Court orders Aprll1, 2011; the father has 
changed therapists and/or agencies at least five Urnes since 2011 Including father has delayed/refused 
releases and/or refused recommendations, communications, and disallowed mom and child access to 
each other Including that the Court denied multiple motions as "vexatious" In mom's attempts to salvage 
her relationship with the child thus leaving the child and mom In dire straits with no consistent access time 
to each 'other and for unreasonable prolonged periods Including for the last 17 months, since last August. 
2012. The child Is angry and acts out against mom and family and friends. In many documents and 
reports given to the Court previously; various therapists, agencies, Family Services, and the child's 
guardian ad litem have m11de It clear that the Mother/Daughter relationship Is Important for the child's 
welfare and normal development and that reunification for the Mother/Child Is In child's best interests; the 
Court so order it in March 2012 in the child's best interests. 

There 1$ nothing In the record to show that visits between Child and Mother cause harm to either nor is 
there anything in the record from any therapist or visitation supervisor, Guardian ad litem, Family Services 
or from the Court to indicate that such Mother/Daughter relationship should not continue, that it was not 
beneficial or contrary to the child's best interests or have such visits revealed that mom had any negative 
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parenting skills or that mom caused any negative behaviors In the child. Father and/or attorneys have 
become •gate keepersD to block mom access to the child, control the orders, control agencies 
role/decisions, Interfered with and/or eliminated agencies, and also when father expressed opposition 
with all therapisUagency credentials, and wllh scheduling Issues with each visitation agency, and with 
threatening police Intervention against the agencies, and including the father's continued protests with 
agencies roles and responsibilities, and with going against the agencies and against mom for keeping 
consistent time with the child and for keeping personal connections, holiday dates, and for exchanging 
gifts and memorabilia with the child. The Court has also cited several Umes Including In the Ruling of 
March 20, 2013, that the problems are minor Issues, that we two parents, primarily mom has quotient 
disagreements with father, as not being cooperative, and the child Is occasionally misbehaving. 

In March 2012, mom sought to modify orders to add reunification therapy for the Mother/Child relationship 
In addition to parenting time with the child. Father has repeatedly sought to modify the April1, 2011 
orders against mom's time with the child. The GAL reported among other Issues In her court ordered 
Investigation report, December 2012 that the mom refused to give the family cat to the child. Thereafter 
In March 2012, Ms. Gorra, MS LMFT, of Thomaston Counseling, testified In favor of mom and also to 
oppositional and problematic Issues with Father and Stepmother Including concerns for the child, her 
anxiety, parental conflict, also reporting that she was told by the Father In session with the child, that he 
and his wife were denying the child her cat " ... the cat was not going to their house ... u referencing her 
report dated January 6, 2012 and many other reports given to the Court prior, all the while Father and his 
wife deliberately mislead the child, mom, Including the supervisor, for months. Ms. Gorra, also testiRed 
that Father and Stepmolher refused to allow mom to give the child her birthday gifts, or allow mom other 
personal connectlons with the child. Ms. Gorra further reported that Father and Stepmother had 
threatened pollee Intervention with claims that she was holding the child against her will Including that the 
child was privy to custody information that was harmful to her vlew of her mom. Ms. Gorra and 
recommended "Reunification Therapyo agreeing with the child's therapist Dr. Ayr, PhD. because this has 
had a negative ripple effect on the child and with her relationship with her mother. The GAL was prior 
ordered in December 2011 to Investigate Issues with Thomaston Counseling and the child's reactions 
was also heard - the GAL recommended reunification combined with visits for the child's deteriorating 
relationship regardless of why It was happening. Father was also in opposition with Ms. Gorra's 
credentials, her not being a "PhDD, questioned her conduct, and employment with Thomaston Counseling 
including that Father had requested to reduce Mother/Child time and another change to a third agency, 
which was granted even though the Court cited the parents' conflict and child's misbehavior. In the Court 
orders dated March 20, 2012; Judge Danaher, Ill Indicted that the child misbehaves and that the parties 
should be able to work together on simple routine Issues. The Court ordered to reunification services for 
daughter and mother with Laura Erhrdt of Visitation Solutions for only 1 hour per week. Within 1 month; 
Laura Erhardt reported that she does not do reunification and made alternate recommendations 
reunification. She would stay on as a supervisor. Father refused to acknowledge the orders for 
reunification for over a year and refused to allow any change In therapist. In September 2012, Laura 
Erhrdt ended her services until the parents could agree to do right by their child recommending that the 
child undergo EMDR trauma theropy. Father refused. 

The Court thereafter, denied to calendar several other motions filed by mom In her efforts to salvage her 
relationship with the child end placed further restrictions against the defendant for access and to file 
motions -often for 6 months at a time under Tan vs Bettcher. A year later, at a "reargue• hearing in April 
2013, Judge Danaher Inquired as to the status of the Mother/Child reunification. Mom testified that the 
Mother/Child reunification had not yet occurred due to Father's refusal to allow it which brought about 
Court orders to proceed with reunification for mother and daughter dated Aprll23, 2013 and subsequent 
orders July 15, 2013 after mom flied Court motions for orders and contempt against father for denying 
access. The Court denied EMDR trauma therapy and any other favorable recommendations to mom 
given by supervisors. The child's therapist Dr. Ayr, PhD had released the child In November 2012 without 
Issue other than the child's reactions were secondary to parental conflict, and the child did not want to go 
to therapy anymore. The Court finally ordered weekly reunification with Louisa Krause, LMFT In July 
2013 by agreement after meeting with Roger Frigon of Family Services, which never occurred because 

. the child announced she would not get out of the car to go to Reunification. The therapist emai!ed Mr. 
Frigon In September 2013 after just 2 sessions noting that the Court should lift Its' mandate for 
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reunification "at this age" for the child and It is not her role to determine the causes. The child is eleven. 
The Court further wrote to deny mom's motions for "reargue• refusing a Parallel Parenting Plan, denied 
any further evaluation with Mr. Frigon Including the Court denied avenues to salvage her relationship with 
the child, set schedules for access, and to minimize parental conflict summarizing In his decision that Ills 
somehow too late, caused by mom's actions, and that mom Is trying to destroy father's marriage. There 
are Court orders in place. Mom's telephone calls to reach her child are call blocked to father's cell phone 
of record since July 2013, Christmas was denied, and the child stated on January 8, 2014 that she has 
not received Christmas cards and gifts sent to her from family and friends. In review of Gardeners' PAS 
theory checklists, this would be reverse parental alienation, Gate keeping, and likely the less friendly 
parent In charge to protect the child's relationship with the other parent. 

A Guardian ad litem, Dina Menchettl, Is assigned to this case, since July 2008; however, mom Is not 
aware that the GAL has been directly involved with the child during the first year after the custody change 
nor since her Court ordered Investigation report dated December 2011 Including the GAL did not 
Interview mom. Father cancelled his appointment with the GAL for that ordered Investigation. The GAL 
based her Investigation on emalls between Mother and Father and also after her extensive review of 
mom's therapy file (which she obtained nellher without mom's knowledge nor by mom's signed release). 
The GAL had telephone discussion with mom's therapist (the therapists comments and reports were 
favorable for mom to have parenting lime with her child, released morn without concern and with 
favorable recommendations to the Court Including the therapist expressed opposition and past 
documented anger Issues on the part of Father as being problematic for mom to have a relationship and 
make new memories with the child). I have never abandoned my daughter, nor have I been declared an 
unfit parent. The GAL has been notified since that the child has not had any personal face time contact 
with her mom for 17 months since August 2012. 

In 2012, the Court asked the GAL If she wanted to be released from our case -she declined. The GAL did 
not attend three scheduled hearings In April2013, July 2013, and October 2013. To date I owe the GAL 
$ 22,475.83. 

The Family Court System here and across the country destroys families as It operates now and the 
complaints from families will keep coming, demanding reform, In the "Best Interest" their children. My 
case may seem small, even "low level" In the big picture of Family Court chaos, delays, denials, 
destroyed lives and eliminated bank accounts In comparison to other cases brought to light at this hearing 
but It Is just as painful and unreasonable. 

Children will only ever have one mom and one dad and deserve to "FOREVER" have both parents In their 
lives over any •quotient dls£Jgreement• parents may have between them. In cases of "Parental Alienation• 
accusatlons or lnslnuatlons such as is my case, then It Is the parents that need be separated from each 
other (I) not for Courts to resolve parental accusations or disagreement Issues by ripping a child away 
from their home or from their securities of parental and family ties Including that standards for "Family 
Reunification• plans and progression must be clearly defined and overseen In such deplorable cases 
where Family Courts have allowed children to continue to be separated from parents for weeks, months 
and even years as In my case; My daughter and I have not seen each other for well over a year. For 
example; there are "Parallel Parenting Piens" designed to disengage parents from each other, , 
eliminates "high conflict", and Includes both parents In the lives of their children while Insuring the children 
have consistent contact, balance, and a home base with both parents. DCF and Correctional Facilities 
have clearly have better "Family Reunification" plans and definitions then does the Fam[ly Courts offer for 
those families that are not Involved with DCF or have an open case with DCF, or for parents that have not 
been convicted of any crime, or for those that lack insurance coverage or are Indigent, or otherwise 
plagued with delays and continuances through the Courts. The Family Courts harm and wrong families to 
color the "Best Interests• standards and/or to pick and choose through the "Best Interests" standards to 
meet the best Interests or an observation of the day (since the last order) Is a wrongful "Catch 22" against 
children's best interests for their long term welfare. Children do not stay Children forever. Childhood 1s 
brief and very fragile and only loaned to us for a short while. 
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"The role and responsibility of the GAL is to represent, 

as an attorney, the child's best interests before the court. 

The GAL_is a full and active participant in the proceedings 

who independently investigates, assesses and advocates 

for the child's best interests." 

-Introductory Comment, Standards to Govern the 
Performance of Guardians Ad !.:item for Children 
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Purpose 
The Standards to Govern the Performance of Guardians Ad Litem for Children ("Performance 

Standards") were approved by the Judicial Council of Virginia in June 2003, reviewed by 
the Supreme Court of Virginia in July 2003 and became effective September 1, 2003. The 
Performance Standards were designed to address case types in which the trial courts 
appoint guardians ad litem for children {GAL), and to provide for a comprehensive 
approach to best practices for child representation. The purpose of this Guide is to provide 
attorneys serving as a GAL with practice tips to assist them with keeping advocacy in 
motion. The effective and efficient implementation of the Performance Standards helps 
ensure that the best interests of the child are appropriately represented. The practice tips 
are not required procedures for GALs. 

In addition to the practice tips provided, this Guide includes ethical considerations 
attorneys should be aware of when serving as a GAL. It also provides a description of 
when a GAL should or may be appointed by the juvenile and domestic relations district 
court or circuit court; the duration of the GAL's appointment; and the duties and authority 
of the GAL as provided in Rule 8:6 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, the DC· 514, 
ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT OF GUARDIAN AD LITEM, and the selected judicial opinion, Stanley v. 

Fairfax County Department of Social Services. Information on how attorneys maintain their 
GAL qualification, as well as information about GJ;\L compensation and the compensation 
of experts, is also included. 

Finally, in an effort to assist GALs with reporting their efforts to comply with the 
Performance Standards to the court, a sample "Guardian "Ad Litem Performance Standards 
Checklist" has been developed. Use of this checklist is left to the discretion of the GAL. 

6 ADVOCACY IN MOTION 

However, it is recommended that GALs 
contact the courts in which they serve 

and inquire about any requirements the 
court may have for reporting compliance 
with the Performance Standards. 
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Appointment of Guardians Ad Litem 

The appointment of a guardian ad litem (GAL) by a juvenile and domestic relations district 
court is mandatory in certain cases and permissive in others. Virginia Code§ 16.1-266 
provides that a juvenile and domestic relations district court shall appoint a GAL in any 
case involving a child who is: 

• alleged to be abused or neglected. 

• the subject of an entrustment agreement. 

• the subject of a petition seeking termination of residual parental rights. 

• the subject of a proceedmg where the parent(s) seeks to be relieved of the child's 
care or custody. 

A juvenile and domestic relations district court shall also appoint a GAL in cases involving 
a child who is: 

• the subject of a foster care plan review or a hearing to review the child's status in 
foster care.§ 16.1-281. 

• seeking emancipation.§ 16.1-332. 

• the subject of a proceeding by parents seeking to commit an objecting minor, 

14 years of age or older, to a psychiatric facility.§ 16.1·339· 

• the subject of a petition for involuntary commitment.§ 16.1-341. 

The court may appoint a GAL in other cases, which in the discretion of the court require 
a GAL(§ 16.1-266). These include certain custody cases where parents or persons claiming 
a right to custody are represented by counsel (§ 16.1-266), as well as those cases in which 
a petition is filed by a juvenile seeking judicial authorization for a physician to perform an 

abortion(§ 16.1-241). 

The circuit court may appoint a GAL for a child in a custody, visitation or support case 
being litigated incident to divorce proceedings. The circuit court is authorized by§ 16.1-266 
to appoint a GAL in appeals of cases from the juvenile court(§ 16.1-296 1). 

ADVOCACY IN MOTION 7 
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Duration of Guardian Ad Litem Appointment 

Virginia Code § 16.1-268 provides that the attorney appointed as a GAL for a 
child "shall represent the child ... at any such hearing and at all other stages of the 
proceeding unless relieved or replaced in the manner provided by law." Standard J 

of the Performance Standards contemplates the GAL continuing representation of the 
child through the conclusion of any appeal. This is supported through amendments 
to the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, which provide for GAL participation 
in the appellate process. (See Rules 5A:1, 5A:19, 5A:24 and 5A:28.) Please note that 
upon learning of an appeal to the circuit court, it is the responsibility of the attorney 
appointed to serve as the GAL in the juvenile court to seek a new appointment as the 
GAL in the matter appealed to the circuit court. Similarly, reappointment as a GAL 
should be sought in any appeal to the Court of Appeals of Virginia or the Supreme 
Court of Virginia. 

Duties and Authority of Guardians Ad Litem 

In addition to the Performance Standards, the following sources give rise to the duties 
and authority of the GAL 

• Virginia Supreme Court Rule 8:6- The Roles of Counsel and of Guardians Ad Litem 
When Representing Children. 

Rule 8:6 provides that "When appointed for a child, the guardian ad litem 
shall vigorously represent the child, fully protecting the child's interest 
and welfare. The guardian ad litem shall advise the court of the wishes of the 
child in any case where the wishes of the child conflict with the opinion of the 
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guardian ad litem as to what is in 
the child's interest and welfare." 
[Emphasis added.] 
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• DC-514, ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT OF GUARDIAN AD LITEM 

This Order provides that the GAL is appointed "to protect and represent 
the interests of [the child] in connection with all proceedings involved in the 
matter[,]" and orders that the GAL "perform the duties and have access to the 
parties and documents specified on the reverse and incorporated by referenced 
into [the] order." (See page 54 for a full copy of the Order.) 

Virginia State Bar Legal Ethics Opinion 1729 (1999) addresses those duties 
"incorporated by reference" as follows: 

1. Represent the child in accordance with Rule 8:6 of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court of Virginia. 

2. Advise the court relative to the following: (a) the results of the 
guardian ad litem investigation of the case; (b) ~he guardian ad litem 
recommendation as to any testing necessary to make an effective 
disposition of the case; (c) the guardian ad litem recommendation 
as to the placement of the child and disposition of the case; (d) the 
results of the guardian ad litem monitoring of the child's welfare and 
of the parties' compliance with the court's orders; (e) the guardian ad 
litem recommendation as to the services to be made available to the 
child and family or household members. 

The Order also authorizes the GAL "to appear at the Family Assessment and 
Planning Team and at panel revi~w hearings conducted by the local department 

of social services pursuant to § 63.2-907." 

• Judicial Opinion. 

Stanley v. Fairfax County Department of Social Services, 242 Va. 6o, 62, 405 S.E.2d 
621 (1991). Provides that a GAL can file "affirmative pleadings necessary to 
protect the ward's interest." 

Please review the above-referenced opinion for additional information. 

ADVOCACY IN MOTION 9 
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About the Performance Standards 

These standards apply to all attorneys serving as guardians ad litem for children 
in child protection\ custody and visitation, juvenile delinquency, child in need of 
supervi~ion, child in need of services, status offense and other appropriate cases, as 
determined by the court, in juvenile and domestic relations district courts, circuit 
courts, the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court of Virginia. These standards 
augment the policies governing the qualification of attorneys as guardians ad litem. 

Introductory Comment: 

Many of the competencies required to represent children are the same as those required 
for many other types of litigation. There are skills, abilities and actions expected of 
attorneys in all cases such as conducting interviews, framing and evaluating pleadings, 
engaging In discovery techniques, thoroughly preparing for trial, and negotiating on 
behalf of a client. These skills are of equal importance to other types of civil cases such 
as labor, tort, contract or family law. The need for practices such as comprehensive client 
interviews is present in every case. Likewise attorneys involved in any form of litigation 
must make choices and determine strategic options. For example, the need to interview 
non-parties depends on the nature of the case and the litigator's goal. Hence, qualifying 
phrases like "as appropriate" or "in so far as po~sible" are found In several standards and 
commentaries. 

Representing children, however, is also different from other forms of litigation. The 
importance of the dispositional process and the potential for court proceedings to 
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"'Child protection cases" Includes cases where 

a pubhc or private child welfare agency Is 

involved and concern children who are the 

subject of any of the followmg petitions: 

child abuse or neglect; child at-risk for abuse 

or neglect; approval of an entrustment 

agreement or for relief of custody; foster 

care review; permanency planning and 

termination of parental nghts 
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affect the very nature of a family provide the basis for these distinctions. The long-term 
consequences to the child client make the role of a guardian ad litem (GAL) as crucial at 
the dispositional stage as at any other phase of the case. These consequences demand 
full attention to the formulation and articulation of well-supported arguments and 
appropriate recommendations, a.s well as critical evaluation of plans proposed by others. 

The GAL acts as an attorney and not a witness, which means that he or she should not be 
cross-examined and, more importantly, should not testify. The GAL should rely primarily 
on opening statements, presentation of evidence and closing arguments to present the 
salient information the GAL feels the court needs to make its decisions. 

The implicit set of checks and balances operative in non-juvenile cases is generally not 
likely to work for children. In a civil action involving adults, the successful party knows 
when a judgment is paid or a court order is implemented. In proceedings involving 
children this may not be so; the child may be too young to understand or monitor 
orders, or the legal proceedings may be too complex for the child to understand. Thus, 
these standards incorporate provisions regarding communication with the child, the 
implementation of orders and appeals. 

Attorneys who serve as GALs are subject to the Rules of Professional Conduct 
promulgated by the Virginia State Bar as they would be in any other case, except when 
the special duties of a GAL conflict with such rules. For example, an attorney would follow 
the general conflict rule (1.7) to determine if there would be a possible conflict of interest 
if'the attorney served as GAL But unlike the Rules for Professional Conduct as they 
apply to confidentiality, there may be times when attorneys serving as a GAL must, in 
furtherance of their role as GAL, disclose information pr'ovided by the child to the court. 
A GAL appointed to represent siblings should be alert to potential conflicts and, when 
appropriate, request that the court appoint a separate GAL for each child. 

The role and responsibility of the GAL is to represent, as an attorney, the child's best 
interests before the court. The GAL is a full and active participant in the proceedings 
who independently investigates, assesses and advocates for the child's best interests. 
Decision-making power resides with the court 

In fulfilling the duties of a Guardian ad litem (GAL), an attorney shall: 

ADVOCACY IN MOTION 11 
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Ao Meet face~to-face and interview the child. 

COMMENT: The first duty of the GAL is to establish a relationship with the child client, as an 
attorney would with any client. This interview should be conducted face-to· face at a time 

and place that allows the GAL to observe the child and ascerta_in: the child's wishes, the safety 

and adequacy of the child's current placement, and the need for further testing, evaluation 
or interim judicial relief. Such interviews are best conducted on a date prior to the first court 

appearance and at a location other than the courthouse. It is important to meet with the child 
in a private setting, such as the GAL's office, the child's home, school or placement, away 

from the litigants so that the child can talk openly. 

There should be sufficient time between the interview and court appearances for the GAL 

to fully analyze the information gleaned, take appropriate actions and formulate meaningful 
arguments and recommendations. 

The content and direction of the interview should take into account the child's age, 

maturity and potential stress created by the circumstances of the case and prior interviews, 
especially in cases involving allegations of sexual or other abuse. In such cases, GALs should 

rely upon videotapes of forensic Interviews or attend interviews of the child conducted by 
trained experts rather than conducting their own independent investigation and interviewing 

the child about the facts of their alleged victimization. 

As appropriate, children should be encouraged to articulate their concerns and views. In 

custody and visitation cases, care should be taken so that the child never feels compelled to 
state a preference or choose between parents or placements. 

In juvenile delinquency, child in need of supervision, child in need of services, and status offense 
cases, the GAL should exercise caution when talking to the child about the circumstances of 

the offense and advise the child about the limitations on confidentiality that may apply. 

Young children present a challenge, but the age and verbal ability of the child do not abrogate 

the responsibility to meet face-to-face with the child. In meetings with young children, and with 
children with limited language abilities or those with disabilities, the GAL will rely much more 

heavily on observation. Conducting such meetings at the child's home or placement allows 

the GAL to observe the surroundings and the child's interactions with others, as well as to 
interview the child's caretaker. 

If the child expresses wishes that are contrary to the GAL's assessment of the child's interests 
and welfare, the GAL is obligated to inform the court of these wishes. If appropriate, the GAL 

should request that an attorney be appointed to serve as counsel for the child. If the child is 
uncooperative or appears to have been influenced by a parent or custodian, the GAL should 
inform the court of these circumstances. 

12 ADVOCACY IN MOTION 



1!1 Prior to interviewing the child, speak with professionals (i.e. 
teacher(s) or other school officials, school guidance counselor, 
daycare provider(s), doctors, mental health or other h·ealth 
professional(s)), as appropriate, who have worked with the child. 
This provides the opportunity to learn about the personality and 
presentation of the child and any emotional, mental or physical 
limitations that might impact the interview process. If necessary, 
ask those professionals to assist with the interview. 

rn For younger children, be willing to "get down" on their level and 
build a rapport with them. Pose questions in a non-threatening 
manner, using concrete terminology and focused, open-ended 
questions that will allow the child to tell his/her story. For 
example, it may be appropriate for the GAL to: 

• Keep in his/her office, a basket of toys, drawing/coloring 
paper, coloring pens/pencils, or games to use with the child. 

• Keep In his/her office, child-appropriate drinks and _foods (i.e. 
animal crackers, juice boxes). (Note: Before giving food to a 
child, always seek permission of the parent/can;taker.) 

• Create an area in his/her office that provides space to get 
down on thrfloor with the child to play and talk. It may be 
helpful for the GAL to avoid uncomfortable environments 
for the child, which may prevent open communication (i.e. 
the hallway at the courthouse), as well as barriers between 
himself/herself and the child (i.e. a desk). 

• Ask questions that begin with who, what, where, when, why, 
and how. Avoid suggesting answers in questions. As the 
attention span of younger children is less than older children, 
avoid long interviews. Have multiple meetings with the child 
of smaller duration in multiple settings (i.e. the GAL's office, 
the child's school, the child's therapist's office, the child's 
home). · 

• Reaffirm to the child where the parent/caretaker will be 
waiting when taking the young~r child to the interview room. 

• Orient the young child to the office environment by showing 
the young child and parent/caretaker around and, where 
appropriate, making introductions. This may help the child 
feel more comfortable. 

004318 
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1'1.1 For older children, be tolerant of pauses and silences. A child 
may sometimes come to a complete stop in narration just before 

I 

expressing deep feelings or revealing important facts. Consider 
communicating to the older child that he/she will not be required 
to hand over his/her "loyalty card" for a parent/caretaker. 

E:l Be willing to allow questions to go unanswered. Do n~t force the 
older child to answer. Likewise, because the child "said so" does 
not necessarily make it so. Similar to the younger child, use open
ended questions that will require the child to give particularized 
facts that can be investigated and validated by collateral sources. 
It may also be appropriate for the GAL to: 

• Meet with the child in his/her office, the child's school, the 
child's therapist's office, or the community (i.e. with the 
parent's/caretaker's permission, take the child to eat at a local 
restaurant). 

• Advise the older child of when the child and GAL will meet 
again. If any representations are made to the child, follow
through. If It is necessary to miss a meeting, IE~t the child 
know beforehand. Doing so will build trust. 

• Avoid the appearance of drawing a judgment-based upon 
an older child's answer. Listen as opposed to speaking. Be 
genuine. 

1!1 Be aware of any speech, cognitive or emotional limitations/ 
challenges that may limit the child's ability to communicate and, 
when necessary, speak in simple sentences, even if the child is a 
teen. 

Iii Never forego the interview process, even if a child is unable to 
communicate verbally. Conduct the meeting at the child's home, 
other placement, daycare facility, therapist's office, or in the 
community to observe the child's surroundings and interaction 
with others. As previously suggested, ask professionals to assist 
with the interview to ensure a proper determination of the child's 
wishes and the child's best interests. 

lrllnterview the child at various stages of the court process, not 
only prior to court appearances. This will provide an opportunity, 
as indicated In Standar~ C, to monitor the child's welfare and the 
parties' compliance with court orders. 

Ill Follow the requirements provided by Standard C and Standard K 
when communicating with the child. 
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66
voung children present a challenge, but the age and verbal 

ability of the child do not abrogate the responsibility to meet 

face-to-face with the child. In meetings with young children, 

and with children with limited language abilities or those 

with disabilities, the GAL will rely much more heavily on 

observation. Conducting such meetings at the child's home or 

placement allows the GAL to observe the surroundings and 

the child's interactions with others, as well as to interview the 

child's caretaker.~ 3 

- Comment, Standard A 
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B. Conduct an independent investigation in order to 
ascertain the facts of the case. 

COMMENT: The GAL shall review any and all relevant records, which may include court, 
social service, medical, mental health, and school records. The GAL should attach a copy 
of the Supreme Court of Virginia's Form DC-514, ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT OF GUARDIAN 
AD LITEM, to any written request for records since it delineates the statutory authority for 
access to records. 

The GAL shall interview the parties to the dispute and any other persons with relevant 
knowledge of the child and the facts that gave rise to the allegations. Such other persons 
would include, for example, the child's parents, current caretaker including foster 
parents, an assigned Court-Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) worker, social worker, 
child care provider, clergy, neighbors, relatives, school personnel, and health and mental 
health providers. When the child is young, there is a greater need to seek independent 
sources of information and obtain verification of salient facts. Such interviews are best 
conducted on a date prior to the court appearances and at a location other than the· 

courthouse. 

GALs should communicate their role and responsibilities clearly to the parents and/ 
or other party's attorneys including the GAL's legal status in the proceeding and 
responsibility to participate fully to protect the child's interests and express the child's 

wishes. 

In juvenile delinquency, child in need of supervision, child in need of services, and status 
offense cases, the GAL should contact the child's defense attorney. 

There should be sufficient time between the interview and court appearances for the 
GAL to fully analyze the information gleaned, take appropriate actions such as issuing 
subpoenas, filing motions for temporary or protective relief or appointment of an 
independent expert to evaluate the child, and formulate a meaningful strategy. 

If the home environment is at issue, the GAL should visit the child's home and any 

proposed alternative placement. 

GALs should independently evaluate all allegations of child abuse or neglect, or of risk to 
the child's safety or welfare, including but not limited to physical or mental abuse, sexual 
abuse, lack of supervision, educational neglect, and exposure of the child to domestic 
violence or substance abuse, regardless of whether such abuse or neglect or risk is 
identified in the parties' pleadings. 
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~ Consider developing processes, procedures, and protocols that 
evidence neutrality and that will be employed in each and every 
case upon appointment. Be open-minded and willing to adapt these 
processes, procedures and protocols to the needs of a particular case. 
For example: 

• Create a form introductory letter that may be sent to all parties 
involved in the case. Include contact information, a description 
of the GAL's role in the process, and a request that each party 
be in contact with the GA.L to schedule a meeting. It may also be 
helpful to include a copy of the DC-514, ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT OF 
GUARDIAN AD LITEM, received from the court. 

• If a party is represented by counsel, contact the attorney and 
determine the type of access that will be allowed to his/her client 
(i.e. open-ended communication without a need to contact counsel, 
communication with counsel present, etc.). 

• Create a tickler system for sending follow-up correspondence to 
Individuals who do not make t~e requested contact. 

• In the initial meeting with the parties, explain what the role of 
the GAL is and is not, and the processes that will be employed to 
perform that role. 

c Review the court file for the reason(s) a petition was filed with the 
court, and to determine if previous petitions Involving the child client 
have been filed and whether any adjudications have been made 
involving the child, any siblings, or any of the parties to the case. The 
intake summary/statement may contain the identity of witnesses or 
sources of documentary evidence. 

tl As part of the independent investigation, review, at a minimum, 
the following: 

• Initial report of abuse. 

• Initial intake report. 

• Reports by agencies mandated to investigate to gather information. 

• Agency follow-up reports. 

• Police reports. 

• Medical, psychological and/or psychiatric evaluations and home 
studies. 

• Central registry records of founded child abuse and neglect reports. 

• Photographs, x-rays, and other medical information. 

• School records (including attendance or disciplinary records). 
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D Present a copy or certified copy of the DC-514, ORDER FOR 
APPOINTMENT OF GUARDIAN AD LITEM, when requesting records from 
state and local agencies, health care providers, etc., because the 
agency or provider may require this authorization to release the 
requested records. If necessary, a subpoena duces tecum may be 
issued by the attorney, or, upon motion, be issued by the court. 

004323 

fJ Interview persons who have a relationship with the child. Such 
persons may include, but not be limited to, relatives (i.e. the child's 
parents, grandparents, and siblings), current caregiver (i.e. foster 
parents), friends, neighbors, social worker, mental health care 
providers, teachers, coaches, clergy, and CASA. Prior to interviewing 
the parents, determine if they are represented by legal counsel and 
obtain any necessary permissions. Be willing to meet with a party in 
the presence of that party's counsel. 

l!l Do not hesitate to request assistance from experts. The Virginia Code 
specifically authorizes the court to order psychiatri~, psychological 
and physical evaluations of a child alleged to have been abused, the 
child's siblings, and the parents or guardian. 

D As provided in Standard I, contact the CASA volunteer assigned to 
the case and coordinate all aspects of the investigation with him/her. 
CASA can offer significant information and assistance to the GAL, 
such as interviewing hard-to-reach witnesses. CASA may also be able 
to supplement information gathered by the GAL Meeting the child 
with the CASA may also be appropriate. 
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~ 6rhe GAL shall interview the parties to the dispute 

and any other persons with relevant knowledge of 

the child and the facts that gave rise to the alle'gations . 

.. .. There should be sufficient time between the 

interview and court appearances for the GAL to fully 

analyze the information gleaned, take appropriate 

actions such as issuing subpoenas, filing motions for 

temporary or protective relief or appointment of an 

independent expert to evaluate the child, 

and formulate a meaningful strategy. ~ 7 

- Comment, Standard B 

004324 
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C. Advise the child, in terms the child can understand, 
of the nature of all proceedings, the child's rights, the 
role and responsibilities of the GAL, the court process 
and the possible consequences of the legal action. 

COMMENT: The GAL shall make every effort to ensure that the child understands, by 
using language appropriate to the child's age and verbal abilities, the nature of the 
proceedings, the consequences which may result, the possibility of future modifications, 
the attorney's responsibilities as a GAL, and how to contact the GAL. If the child has 
significant emotional problems, the GAL should consult with a mental health specialist or 
the child's therapist in order to determine the best manner to present this information. 

In juvenile delinquency, child in need of supervision, child in need of services, and status 
offense cases, the GAL should explain how the GAL's role and responsibilities differ 
from that of the child's defense attorney and advise the child about the limitations on 
confidentiality that may apply. 

The GAL must inform the child that there may be circumstances when confidentiality will 
apply to communication between the child and GAL, and circumstances when it may not. 
The GAL may use information received from the child to further the child's best interest. 
For example, the GAL may learn from the child that a custodian is taking illegal drugs and 
may use that information to request that the court order drug testing .of the custodian. 

The GAL should keep the child apprised of any developments in the case and actions 
of the court or parties involved. The GAL shall maintain meaningful contact with the 
child throughout the term of the case to monitor the child's welfare and the parties' 
compliance with court orders. 
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El When speaking with the child, use age appropriate language and 
communicate in terms he/she can understand. Avoid the use of legal 
terminology. If necessary, use diagrams and put information on paper 
to help the child understand possible options and outcomes. 

!3 Explain to the child the GAL's role of representing the child's best 
interest. For example, compare and contrast the role of the GAL with 
that of the child's attorney, if applicable, or the role of the child's 
parent's attorney, 

c Explain to the child the GAL's responsibility to inform the court 
of the child's expressed wishes, if such are contrary to the GAL's 
determination of what is in the child's best interest. Ask if there is 
anything he/she would like communicated to the court. 

Ill Explain the term "confidentiali~y" to the child and let the child know 
that there may be instances in which information provided by the 
child may not remain confidential.. 

l3l Speak with the child before and after court proce~dings; before to let 
the child know what is expected to happen during the proceeding and 
after to inform the child of (or if the child is present, clarify for the 
child) any court rulings and service requirements (i.e. visitation with 
parents or siblings). 

!1il Bear in mind that a child may be aware of an upcoming court 
proceeding. Waiting until the last minute (i.e. right before court) to 
speak with the child will not help the GAL's rapport with the child. 

Ell While continuances are possible, they can be very upsetting to a child 
wh~ is expecting the court to make a final decision at a particular 
proceeding. Continuances should be avoided, unless granted under 
extenuating circumstances. 

E:l Provide the child and, if necessary, the child's caregiver, with current 
contact information (i.e. phone number, e-mail address, mailing 
address, etc.). Business cards are a great way to provide current 
contact information, and they can be given out after every meeting. 
This is essential for children because they often lose or easily misplace 

things. 
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D. Participate, as appropriate, in pre-trial conferences, 
mediation.,and negotiations. 

COMMENT: The GAL should be involved, as appropriate, in all pre-trial conferences 
and negotiations including phone calls, formal or informal conferences and mediation. 
Additionally, the GAL should take any action necessary to attempt to resolve the case in 
the least adversarial manner possible; however, a GAL should clarify, when necessary, 
that he or she is not acting as a mediator. 

The GAL's role in such meetings is to represent and advocate for the best interests of the 
child. A GAL who participates in mediation is bound by the confidentiality rules governing 
mediation as found in § 8.01-576.10 of the Code of Virginia. As a general rule, the GAL 
should encourage settlements. In exceptional cases where the GAL reasonably believes 
that a proposed settlement would be contrary to the welfare of the child, the GAL should 
first discuss these concerns with the parties and their counsel. If these concerns are not 
addressed, the GAL should bring the facts that led to the concerns about the settlement 
to the court's attention by filing a motion to vacate the agreement in accordance with 
§ 8.01-576.12 of the Code of Virginia. Any proposed settlement which is deleterious to the 
child should be opposed despite the agreement of the other parties. 
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~ Be an active, not passive, participant in the child's case by attending, 
as appropriate, pre-trial conferences, mediation sessions, and other 
negotiations or meetings to ensure the child's best interests are 
represented. Standard I references other negotiations and meetings 
involving legal, educational (i.e. school disciplinary and Individualized 
Education Plan (IEP) meetings and parent-teacher conferences) and 
therapeutic issues (i.e. Family Assessment and Planning Team (FAPT) 
and other service coordination meetings) that the GAL may attend, 
as such are appropriate to the child's needs and consistent with the 
direction of the court. 

!.!J Participate in Family Partnership Meetings (FPM) arranged by the 
local department of social services. The Virginia Department of 
Social Services (VOSS), as part of the Ci)ildren's Services System 
Transformation, implemented FPM as the family engagement model 
in Virginia. As a party appointed by the court to represent the child's 
best interest, the GAL should be invited to the FPM. If the GAL is 
invited to attend the FPM but is not available, the meeting may 
go forward, particularly if the date scheduled is convenient to the 
child's family. However, the GAL may provide comments prior to the 
meeting and request that he/she be notified after the meeting of any 
decisions or plan of action impacting his/her client. 

If the GAL is not being invited to these meetings, he/she may speak 
with the social worker assigned to the child's case or, if necessary, the 
social worker's supervisor. 

r::l Review any settlement and/or mediation agreements developed 
by the other parties to ensure the provisions are in the child's best 
interest. Note any concerns with the agreement to the parties and, if 
not addressed, inform the court of the concerns. 
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Eo Ensure the child's attendance at all proceedings 
where the child's attendance would be appropriate 
and/or mandated. 

COMMENT: In so far as possible, the GAL should assure the meaningful participation of 
the child in all phases of the proceedings which would include attendance at appropriate 
court hearings. 

The GAL should consult the child, ca~etaker, therapist and any other relevant individuals 
to determine the appropriateness of the child's attendance at a hearing. A decision to 
exclude the child from a hearing should be based on a particularized determination. In 
making this determination, the GAL should consider the age, maturity and desires of the 
child; the purpose of the hearing; the advice of those consulted; and the potential risk of 
trauma to the child evoked by such attendance. 

In cases when the child has the right to attend hearings, the GAL should ensure that the 
child is informed of that right. As appropriate, the child should be provided sufficient 
information about such hearings to make an informed decision about whether to attend. 
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t:l Ensure the child's meaningful participation in court proceedings. 
Depending upon the child's age, the GAL is the child's voice in court 
proceedings. 

rll Advise the child of his/her right to attend court proceedings. In 
doing so, inform the child of the nature of the court proceedings, 
as required by Standard C, to allow the child to make an informed 
decision as to whether he/she wants to attend the court proceeding. 

II When determining whether a child should attend a particular 
proceeding, consider the child's age, maturity, and wishes, as well as 
information received from persons consulted, such as mental health 
professionals, and the purpose of the court proceeding. 

El If the child attends a court proceeding, considering the child's age and 
development level, try to prevent the child from having to wait for 
long periods of time for the proceeding. It may be appropriate to ask 
the court to take into account the reasons for the child's attendance 
first and allow the child to leave. 

rJ If the child would like to provide input at court proceedings but is not 
comfortable attending, recommend that the child write a statement 
t<? the court to communicate his/her wishes. If the child cannot miss 
school to attend court, suggest the proceeding be scheduled at a 
time that would not interfere with the child's school day. 

IB If it is believed that the information provided during the proceeding 
would be traumatic for the child to hear, request that the child 
be excused from the courtroom during the time the traumatic 
information is produced, or recommend that the child not attend the 
court proceeding. 

El If the child Is called to testify, consider discussing the environment 
under which the child will testify with counsel and unrepresented 
parties and offer possible alternatives. For example, meeting with 
the judge in chambers; meeting with the judge and GAL in the 
courtroom but not in the presence of the parties and/or counsel; 
meeting with the judge, GAL and counsel in the courtroom but not in 
the presence of the parties; or testifying in open court without any 
accommodations. (See§§ 18.2-67.9, 16.1-252 D, 63.2-1521 and 20-124.2:1 
(applicable in circuit court only).) 
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004331 

-F. Appear in court on the dates and times scheduled for 
hearings prepared to fully and vigorously represent 
the child's interests. 

COMMENT: As in any case, the GAL is expected to act as an advocate for the client 
child. This demands attendance at all hearings with the intention of presenting a well 
formulated position based on the facts. This position should be supp'orted by the GAL's 
independent investigation, and through the development of a theory and strategy for the 
case. The GAL should prepare, present and cross-examine whnesses, offer exhibits, and 
provide independent evidence as necessary. Althou'gh the child's position may overlap 
positions of other parties such as the parents, the GAL should be prepared to participate 
fully in every hearing and not merely defer to or endorse the, positions of other parties. 
The GAL acts as an advocate and uses every attorney skill appropriate to further a 
result favorable to the child's best interest. The GAL should never engage in ex parte 
communications with_ the court or submit written, m.aterial to the court without promptly 
delivering a copy to the .other parties and their counsel. 
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1'3 Prior to accepting appointment as a GAL, ensure your availability 

for subsequent court proceedings. Consider planned vacations, 
I 

upcoming trials, due dates for appellate briefs, etc. that might 
interfere with the completion of required duties. Although specific 
dates may not be available at the time of appointment, consider the 
time linJe. requirements for child dependency cases, particularly those 
occurr.ing within the first Bo days, and carefully assess whether to 
accept the appointment. If there is a potential C9.t;~flict, ~dvise the 
court so that a decision can be made.abo!Jt ~hether another attorney 
s~ould be appointed to the case. 

rn Remind the parties and counsel of the GAL's entitlement to notice of 
all proceedings, as well as a copy of any and all pleadings filed with 

. the court. 

til Be prepared for court proceedings. Have a theory ahd strategy 
for the case. Present opening re'marks, cross·examine witnesses, 
milke objections, present evidence, when appropriate, and present 
closing remarks. If required by the court, submit, as indicated by 
Standard H, a written report to the court and provide this report to 
the parties and counsel at least 5 days prior to the scheduled court 
date. Provide the court with findings and recommendations resulting 
from completion of the Interview with the child and Independent 
investigation required by Performance Standards A and B. 

IJ If a written report is not required, organize a statement to the court 
as to findings, recommendations, services, etc. 

UIJ Be familiar with the statutorily mandated hearings for child 
dependency cases and with the types of court orders entered In these 
proceedings. Review any court orders placing the child in foster care 
to ensure the following: 

• The court has stated the basis for its det!'!rmination. 

• The court noted that continued placement in the home would be 
contrary to the welfare of the child. 

• The court noted that reasonable efforts to prevent removal were 
made. 
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Note: If these findings are not Included on the first order placing the 
child into foster care, the child's entire stay in foster care may be 
ineligible to receive federal financial assistance. The first order placing 
a child in foster care may be an emergency removal order, preliminary 
removal order, or disposition order, If the child has not previously been 
removed from the home, or enters foster care for a reason other than 
abuse or neglect. 

D Review the foster care review hearing order and permanency 
planning order to ensure that the court has stated the factual basis 
for its determination as to whether ~easonable efforts to reunite 
the child with his/her parents were made, or reasonable efforts are 
not required, or as to whether or not reasonable efforts to finalize a 
permanent plan were made. 

Note: If these findings are not made, the child's stay from ·the date the 
findings should have been made, may be ineligible to receive federal 
financial assistance in foster care maintenance. 

D If contrary to the GAL!s assessment of the child's best interests, 
inform the court of the child's expressed ~ishes. 

t:l Review the Comment provided as a part of Standard H, as it includes 
items that the GAL!s arguments to the court should address. 
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&&The GAL should prepare, present and cross-examine 

witnesses, offer exhibits, and provide independent 

evidence as necessary. Although the child's position may 

overlap positions of other parties such as the parents, 

the GAL should be prepared to participate fully in every 

hearing and not merely defer to or endorse the positions 

of other parties. The GAL acts as an advocate and uses 

every attorney skill appropriate to further a result 

favorable to the child's best interest.'~ 

-Comment, Standard F 
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Go Prepare the child to testify, when necessary and 
appropriate, in accord with the child's interest and 
welfare. 

COMMENT: The GAL should determine whether to call the child as a witness based 
on consideration of the child's need or desire to testify, developmental and verbal 
capabilities of the child and the child's ability to withstand cross-examination. For some 
children testifying is therapeutic and empowering, while for others it may be very 
traumatic. The GAL must determine the possible benefits and repercussions of testifying 
and the necessity of the child's direct testimony. The GAL shall consult a mental health 
specialist or therapist working with the child, if there is one, to assist in evaluating 
whether testifying will cause trauma to the child. Consideration should also be given to 
the availability of other evidence or hearsay exceptions that may substitute for direct 
testimony. 

If the child does not wish to testify or would, in the GAL's opinion, be harmed by being 
forced to testify, the GAL should seek an agreement of the parties not to call the child as 
a witness or utilize other remedies such as an order from the court to limit the scope or 
circumstances of the testimony. 

If the child is compelled to testify, the GAL should seek to minimize the adverse 
consequences by seeking appropriate accommodations as allowed by law, such as 
testimony taken by closed circuit television in accord with§ 63.2-1521 of the Code of 
Virginia or an "in camera" interview of the child in the judge's chambers. The GAL should 
prepare the child for "in camera" interviews or testimony by explaining the nature and 
purpose of the proceeding and the use or disclosure that may be made of the information 
that the child provides during the proceeding. 

In juvenile delinquency, child in need of supervision, child in need of services, and status 
offense cases, the child's defense attorney will take responsibility for preparing the child 
to testify when necessary. 
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• Consider should the child testify, as well as the advantages and 
disadvantages of the child testifying. For example, does the child 
want to testify? Would testifying be harmful to the child and, if so, is 
there other evidence available that would alleviate the need for the 
child's testimony? Will the child be able to effectively communicate 
information to the court? 

• If the child is required to testify, consider a request to testify by 
closed-circuit television or in camera with a judge. (See §§ 18.2-67.9, 
16.1-252 D, 63.2-1521 and 20-124.2:1 (applicable in circuit court only).) 
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H. Provide the court sufficient information including 
specific recommendations for court action based 
on the findings of the interviews and independent 
investigati.on. 

COMMENT: The GAL is obligated to assure that all facts relevant to the case, available 
dispositional remedies and possible court orders are presented to the court. The GAL's 
arguments to the court should address every appropriate aspect of the litigation 
including: analysis of any allegations of abuse, neglect or risk; analysis of factors to be 
considered in a determination related to custody and visitation; placement of the child; 
services to be made available to the child and family; dispositional alternatives for the 
child or parents in juvenile delinquency, child in need of supervision, child in need of 
services, status offense cases and custody and visitation arrangements; and any other 
orders the GAL deems to be in the child's interest. Recommendations for placements 
outside the home should take into consideration the availability and appropriateness 
of placement with relatives or friends, parental visitation and keeping a sibling group 
together. 

The GAL's arguments should contain, but not be limited to, an analysis of and comment 
on plans presented by other parties such as the Department of Social Services, court 
services staff; or as a result of mediation. 

In certain circumstances, a summary of the GAL's findings with recommendations and 
the basis for those recommendations may be presented to the court. Such circumstances 
include the dispositional phase of a case involving both an adjudicatory and dispositional 
phase or, at the request of the court, in a custody/visitation case. This summary may be 
written or oral. If written, copies of the summary should be provided to the other parties 
and their counsel at least five days prior to the hearing unless otherwise directed by the 
court. 

In foster care placement, permanency planning, foster care review proceedings, and 
mediated agreements, the GAL should be aware of the proposed plans, should consult 
with the child about the proposal, and explore any alternatives the GAL believes are more 
appropriate. If the GAL disagrees with such plans, the court should be advised of this 
disagreement supported by evidence or information gleaned from the GAL's independent 
investigation. 
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0 For those jurisdictions where the GAL accepts appointments, know 
the court's approach and expectations regarding written reports. 

GJ Present a case to the court that includes findings and 
recommendations and argue those findings and recommendations 
during the closing argument. GALs are not a rubber stamp for the 
beliefs and arguments of any party, whether the local department of 
social services, a parent, a third party, the Commonwealth's Attorney, 
etc. 

D If the child is the subject of a protective order, advise the court of 
conditions needed to p_rotect the life, health, safety and normal 
development of the child while remaining in the home. 

o Provide recommendations to the parties and/or counsel prior to the 
hearing date and time. Be willing to defend the recommendations, 
but also be willing to modify the recommendations, as appropriate, 
based upon new or revised Information acquired during the court 
proceedings. When appropriate, be willing to admit error. 

- -
[] If representing siblings, consider separate recommendations for each 

child. 

El Review § 20-124.3, which provides a list of items to consider when 
determining the best interests of the child in custody or visitation 
arrangements. Additionally, understand child development issues 
and develop custody/visitation recommendations based on the age 
and needs of the child, as well as the circumstances of the family. 
Consider consulting with professionals, as appropriate, to screen 
recommendations. Actively filter biases and be willing to challenge 
personal assumptions. Do not allow personal life experiences to 
become the lens through which matters related to the child are 

considered. 

D As provided in the Standard, "assure that all facts relevant to the 
case, available dispositional remedies and possible court orders are 
pr~sented to the court." 
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I. Communicate, coordinate and maintain a professional 
working relationship in so far as possible with all 
parties wit~out sacrificing independence. 

COMMENT: Whenever it is appropriate to the child's needs and consistent with the 
direction of the court, the GAL should attend all meetings or hearings involving legal, 
educational and therapeutic issues specifically relate~ to the case. These would include 
meetings of the Family Assessment and Planning Team, Individualized Education Plan 
(IEP) meetings, school disc!plinary or other educational meetings, and foster care 
placement and review meeti!lgs. The GAL can present the child's perspective, gather 
information necessary to proper representation, and potentially achieve a negotiated 
settlement of all or some issues of the case at sucJ:i meetings. 

The GAL should contact any CASA volunteer assigned to the case and coordinate 
all aspects of the investigati~n with the CASA volunteer. Such volunteers can offer 
significat:~t information and assistance to the GAL. 

The GAL shoulc;l contact the attorneys for the other parties to the case as soon as possible 
and at least seventy-two hours prior to any hearing. Counsel for other parties to the 
case may have information not included in any of the available records and can provide 
their respective clients' perspectives. Appropriate communication should be maintained 
between the GAL and all agencies and professionals involved in the case . 
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!lJ Listen on behalf of the child, but also be a voice for the child. 
The information gathered during the course of a case will provide 
opportunities to recommend and advocate new and innovative 
solutions to issues that will promote the child's best interests. 

El In jurisdictions that have a CASA program, it is important to contact the 
CASA volunteer assigned to the case and to coordinate all aspects of 
the investigation with the CASA. CASA can offer significant information 
and assistance, including interviewing hard-to-reach witnesses and 
supplementing information relevant to the case. However, do not 
relinquish the responsibility to investigate by leaving it solely up to the 
CASA volunteer. The GAL works jointly and cooperatively with CASA. 
CASA does not work at the pleasure of the GAL. 
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J. File appropriate petitions, motions, pleadings, 
briefs, and appeals on behalf of the child and ensure 
the child is represented by a GAL in any appeal 

I 

involving the case. 

COMMENT: The GAL should make appropriate motions, Including motions in limine and 
evidentiary objections, to advance the child's best interest in court and during other 
proceedings. When necessary, the GAL should file briefs in support of legal issues. The 
GAL should file a show cause against a party who is not following a court order or a 
motion under§ 16.1-278 to compel an agency to provide services if it is not doing so as 
ordered. 

If the GAL believes the court's determination is contrary to the child's interest or welfare, 
after considering the wishes of the child, a notice of appeal should be filed and measures 
taken to assure that the appeal is perfected expeditiously. The GAL shoutd file any 
appropriate pleadings on behalf of the child, including responses to pleadings of other 
parties. 

The GAL should also ensure that the child has representation in any appeal related to the 
case regardless of who files the appeal. During an appeal process initiated by another 
party, the GAL for a child may file a brief and participate fully at oral argument. 

If the GAL feels he or she lacks the necessary experience or expertise to handle an appeal, 
the GAL should notify the court and seek to be replaced. 
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II Be an active, not passive, participant in court proceedings. Ensure 
petitions, motions, pleadings, briefs, and appeals are filed in a timely 
manner and that a hearing date is obtained as soon as possible. Court 
dockets, particularly juvenile court dockets, can be congested and 
waiting until the last minute will not provide for timely proceedings. 

• Work with the other parties to solve problems. If it is in the child's 
best interest, be a "peacemaker." 

• Timely note any appeal on behalf of the child and actively participate 
in any matters that are appealed. This includes cases appealed de 
novo to the circuit court and on the record to the Court of Appeals of 
Virginia and the Supreme Court of Virginia. 

II If representation of the child has come to an end, consider having 
termination of representation language Inserted into any final order 
entered by the court. 
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K. Advise the child, in terms the child can understand, 
of the court's decision and its consequences for the 
child and others in the child's life. 

COMMENT: The GAL should review all orders to ensure they conform to the court's verbal 
orders and statutorily required findings and notices. The GAL should discuss all such 
orders and their consequences with the child. T~e child is entitled to understand what the 
court has done and what that means to the _child. The GAL should explain whether the 
order may be modified or whether the actions of the parties may affect how the order 
is carried out. For example, an order may permit an agency to return the child to the 
parents if certain goals are accomplished. 
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Cl The role of the GAL extends to meeting with the child and explaining 
to him/her the outcome of the court proceedings and court ruling(s). 

Q Speak with the child as soon as possible after court proceedings are 
concluded to explain any court rulings, services to be provided, etc. If 
the child is present, meet with_ him/her at the court. If the child is not 
present, arrange to speak with the child by phone. For a child who is 
in a residential setting, It may be appropriate to coordinate the call 
with the resident counselor or therapist. Be as straightforward as 
possible in explaining the court's ruling(s) to the child. 

~When informing the child of court proceedings, do so based on the 
ability of the child to understand. Be clear and simple and invite him/ 
her to ask questions when there is an aspect of the explanation that 
is unclear. If the community has a handbook for court-involved youth 
that will help the child better understand the court process, provide a 
copy to the child. 

IJ As appropriate, have the child appear in court with the parties and/or 
counsel and ask the court to explain the outcome of the proceedings 
to the child. 
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Ethical Considerations for Attorneys 
Serving as Guardians Ad Litem 

Rules of Professional Conduct- Virginia State Bar 

• RULE 1.1: COMPETENCE: As a general rule, attorneys must 
competently represent their clients. Rule 1.1 defines competent 
representation as having "the legal knowledge, skill, 
thoroughness and preparation reasonably necessary for the 
representation." 

004345 

II RULE 1.2: SCOPE OF REPRESENTATION: The GAL must provide to 
the court what he/she believes is in the child's best interest, not 
the child's expressed wishes. In doing so, the GAL must consider 
the child's position. This requires an assessment of the child's 
age, maturity, mental capacity, competence, and environment. 

This duty conflicts with the traditional role of an attorney 
and is inconsistent with the attorney's responsibility under 
Rule 1.2 of the Rules of Professional Conduct, which requires 
an attorney to "abide by a client's decisions concerning the 
objectives of representation, .... " However, the GAL is required 
by statute to present to the court what he/she believes is in 
the child's best interest, as well as the reasoning behind such 
assessment, regardless of what the child client has expressed. 
Additionally, the GAL has a duty to inform the court of any 
wishes expressed by the child that are inconsistent with the 
GAL's assessment of what is in the child's best interest. 

Ill RULE 1-3. DILIGENCE: paragraph (a) of Rule 1.3 requires an attorney 
to "act with reasonable diligence and promptness in representing a 
client." Comment [1] further demands action "with commitment 
and dedication to the interests of the client and with zeal in 
advocacy upon the client's behalf." 

Ill RULE 1.4: COMMUNICATION: As previously provided, Virginia 
Supreme Court Rule 8:6 requires the GAL to protect the child's 
"interest and welfare." Standard C further provides that the 
GAL shall "advise the child, ... , of the nature of all proceedings, 
... the court process and the possible consequences of the legal 
action." The child's interest and welfare should take precedence 
over communication requirements if the GAL believes that the 
information, if shared, would be detrimental to the child. 

El RULE 1.6: CONFIDENTIALITY: Attorneys who serve as GAL are often 
unsure about the level of confidentiality that should be given to 
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certain conversations with the child. A strict reading of Rule 1.6 
of the Rules of Professional Conduct would prevent the GAL from 
disclosing information shared by the child that the child does not want 
qisclosed to his/her parents or other parties. This would be true even 
if the GAL believed the information would be important for the court 
to consider in determining the child's best interest under the statute. 

However, not disclosing certain information may hinder the GAL's 
statutory duty to advocate for the child's best interest. As such, there 
are strategies the GAL may consider to alleviate concerns of a breach 
of confidentiality. These strategies include: (i) the GAL requests the 
permission of the court to redact the GAL's written report of the 
sensitive information and (ii) the GAL requests that the court issue 
a protective order to allow only counsel to review the sensitive 
information. 

If the child Is old enough to understand the limitations on confidentiality, 
the GAL should ensure that the child is aware of these limitations from the 
beginning of the representation. 

If questions regarding confidentiality remain, Legal Ethics Opinion 1844 
(2008) further addresses the issue. It notes that Rule 1.6 (b)(1) allows an 
attorney to disclose information protected by Rule 1.6 if such disclosure is 
necessary " ... to comply with law or court order." Compliance, therefore, 
with the Performance Standards and Virginia Supreme Court Rule 8:6 
justify disclosure. 

The Opinion further provides, based on the Performance Standards, 

that the duties of a GAL may extend further than those anticipated by 
the typical lawyer/client relationship, as the GAL not only serves as the 
child's advocate but is obliged to identify and recommend the outcome 
that best serves the child's interests. Therefore, the GAL needs to 
investigate information obtained from and about the child in order 
to ascertain certain facts. The GAL must interview parties and other 
persons who have relevant knowledge of the child and facts that give 
rise to the allegations ..... 

Only after this investigation can the GAL independently make an 
evaluation. Through this Independent investigation, the GAL assesses 
the risk of probable hanrn to the child. That assessment then leads 
to the determination of whether the GAL has a duty, as an advocate 
for the child's best interests, to disclose to the court or appropriate 
authority information necessary to safeguard the best interests of the 
child. That disclosure would be permitted in light of the Committee's 
analysis ... of Rule 1.6(b)(1), where a lawyer can reveal protected 
information to the extent reasonably necessary to comply with law. 
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II RULE4.2: COMMUNICATIONS WITH PERSONS REPRESENTED BY 
COUNSEL: This rule applies even though the represented person 
initiates or consents to the communication. Therefore, even if a parent 
approaches a GAL with questions or comments about the case, the GAL 
must immediately end communication unless the GAL obtains consent 
from the parents' attorney to speak with the parent. 

Additionally, because the parties to child dependency cases work 
together closely outside of court, difficulty arises when applying 
Rule 4.2. The caseworker and child's counsel, in particular, have 
extensive contact with parents and the child, which is almost always 
outside the presence of attorneys. Issues arise not only when an 
attorney Is preparing for court, but during home visits, educational 
meetings, case staffings, and other routine activities. It is best for 
GALs to get a clarification at the beginning of their appointment 
about when and how communication with parents may occur when 
parents' counsel is not present. 

Parents' attorneys who are concerned about protecting their clients, 
especially in the pre-adjudication phase when allegations have not 
been sustained, should make clear to GALs, caseworkers, the agency's 
attorney, and the child's attorney, if applicable, that they are not 
consenting to any contact with their client outside of their presence. 
This rule also precludes parents' counsel from meeting with the minor 
child without the GAL's permission, because It prohibits ex parte 
communications with "persons'' rather than "parties." 

As to communications with caseworkers, the caseworker is not 
the "client" of the agency attorney, because the agency attorney 
represents the child welfare agency, not the individual caseworker. 

Additional Ethical Considerations 

• CONFLICTS & REPRESENTATION OF MULTIPLE CHILDREN: A GAL may 
face a different conflict analysis when representing multiple children of 
the same family. These conflicts, however, are viewed differently than 
traditional conflicts by the GAL whose duty is to protect the interests of 
the child even if contrary to the child's wishes. Because the GAL's role 
differs from that in the traditional attorney-client relationship, the GAL's 
unique role complicates resolving traditional ethics conflicts. 

From the GAL's perspective, when representing multiple children, 
there may be no conflict of interest because the arguments for 
placing the children, although seemingly contradictory, ultimately 
serve their best interests. Possible conflicts may arise when the 
sibhngs want different outcomes in the case, such as wanting to 
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live with different parents. Advocating for the best Interest of 
one sibling may compromise the best interests of another sibling. 
Contrary to traditional ethics conflict analysis, where an attorney 
should withdraw from both cases when a conflict arises, that analysis 
may differ where a GAL is involved. A GAL may be able to continue to 
represent one child and ask the court to appoint a different GAL for 
the second child. 

In LEO 1725, the attorney/GAL raised the question of what to do 
when a GAL has a conflict in a case. The opinion indicates that in such 
situations the GAL must go to the appointing court to resolve the 
conflict. Because the relationship between the GAL and the "ward" 
is not the same as a traditional attorney-client relationship, and 
because the "ward" is a juvenile, the GAL cannot have the appropriate 
discussion to disclose the conflict and cannot get the consent that 
may be necessary to resolve a conflict. 

• GAL AS A WITNESS: Because of the special nature of GAL appointments 
and the role of the GAL, the GAL may continue to represent a child and 
also testify as to disputed issues of material fact. However, as provided 
in the Introductory Comment to the Performance Standards, 

the GAL acts as an attorney and not a witness, which means that 
he or she should not be cross-examined and, more importantly, 
should not testify. The GAL should rely primarily on opening 
statements, presentation of evidence and closing arguments to 
present the salient information the GAL feels the court needs to 
make its decisions. 

The guardian ad litem should minimize his/her personal statements 
to the court to include only those events that the guardian ad litem 
personally witnessed, as well as recommendations that are based 
upon evidence, which has been admitted. 

As to the issue of .calling the GAL as a witness; LEO 1729 opines 
that there is a conflict between the attorney's ethical obligations 
under the "witness-advocate" rule and the attorney's duty as a 
GAL to report facts to the court that were learned during the GAL's 
appointment and investigation, and to make recommendations to the 
court based upon such facts. If the GAL cannot report to the court 
what the GAL has observed or learned during the visitation, for fear of 
violating the "witness-advocate" rule, then the GAL cannot discharge 
the legal obligations of his/her appointment. The GAL is charged with 
the duty of "fully protecting the child's interest and welfare." (See 
Virginia Supreme Court Rule 8:6.) 
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1:1 THE CHILD WITH "DIMINISHED CAPACITY": Determination of a client's 
capacity to make decisions and understand each issue relevant to the 
representation is not an easy task, nor is it one for which most attorneys 
are trained. Further, unlike the concept of "competency," "capacity" 
occurs along a continuum; therefore, capacity can be "diminished" but 
still exist. 

Capacity refers to a client's ability to understand information 
relevant to the case and the ability to appreciate the consequences 
of a decision. Does the client really know what the case is about, 
what is na·ppenlng, and what consequences might result from 
certain actions or inactions? Again, capacity refers to ability and 
comes In various degrees. 

Competence is a legal standard, and denotes a specific level of skill, 
knowledge, or ability; a legal status the client either possesses or 
does not possess. 

Factors to consider when assessing client capacity include: 
cognitive ability, emotional and mental development and stability, 
ability to communicate, ability to understand consequences, 
consistency of ~ecisions, strength of wishes, and the opinions 
of oth~rs that play a role in the child's life. The child's age and 
developmental stage need to be taken into consideration with 
these factors. 

To the extent possible, the GAL should attempt to maintain a 
relationship with the child that consists of regular communication, 
interviews, advice and coordination with other parties. 

Rule 1.14(b) provides guidance in those events where capacity 
issues are problematic. 

When the lawyer reasonably believes that the client has 
diminished capacity, is at risk of substantial physical ... or other 
harm unless action is taken and cannot adequately act in the 
client's own interest, the lawyer may take reasonable necessary 
protective action, including consulting with individuals or entities 
that have the ability to take action to protectthe client .... 

!:!! CHILD HAS AGALAtill DEFENSE COUNSEL:Thedefenseattorneycannot 
deny the GAL access to his/her client. However, it may be reasonable for 

-a GAL to conclude that a child's right to competent defense and right to 
due process of law is an important consideration in the best interests of 
the child and takes precedence over other considerations. Best practice 
supports postponing an interview with the child until the GAL has had an 
opportunity to confer with defense counsel. 
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• REQUESTS FOR THE GAL'S FILE: The GAL acts as a fact-finder, 

investigator, and then, ultimately, as an advocate for the best interests 
of the child. The GAL can only tum over a copy of his/her file with the 
permission of the court. If the GAL receives a subpoena for a copy of his/ 
her file or materials, the GAL should file a formal Motion to Quash the 

subpoena and let the court decide if anyone receives ac<:ess to the file. 

8 GIFTS TO CHILD CLIENTS: In LEO 1830, the Legal Ethics Committee 
found that it was not improper for a criminal defense attorney to 
provide nominal funds for commissary purchases to his/her criminal 
client on an occasional basis as long as it did not impair the attorney's 
independent judgment. Similar to the above, the critical issue in a GAL 
giving a gift to a child he/she is representing would be the attorney's 
independent judgment. (See Rule 2.1.) 

The GAL is acting as an arm of the court in carrying out his/her 
duties. As such, the GAL is required to act independently and 
to maintain a professional working relationship with all parties. 
The GAL should be mindful of his/her role as an advisor, pursuant 
to Rule 2.1, and his/her duty of independence and advocacy and 
not confuse that with a more personal role of involvement with 
the child. While the rules would not preclude a GAL from giving 
a nominal gift to a child, the greater duty of maintaining the 
independence of the role and relationship leads to foregoing such 

gifts unless very specific circumstances exist. 

• LAW FIRM ASSOCIATES SHARING GAL DUTIES AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES: When completing the DC-514, ORDER FOR 
APPOINTMENT OF GUARDIAN AD LITEM, the court specifies the name 

of an attorney to "protect and represent the interests" of the child. 
The order does not provide for a specific law firm to represent the 
child. Therefore, it is not permissible for attorneys working together 
in a law firm to determine who will serve as the child's GAL or share 

in the duties of the GAL based on caseload and availability, even if all 
are qualified as GALs. Only the attorney whose name is referenced on 

the order may "perform the duties and have access to the parties and 

documents specified on the ... order.'' 

The Rules of Professional Conduct may be accessed through the Virginia State 
Bar's website at http://www.vsb.org/pro-guidelines/index.php. For additional 
information about the above-referenced eth1cal considerations, or to discuss 
other ethics related issues involving the duties as a GAL, please contact the 

Virginia State Bar at 804.775.0500. 
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Court of Appeals of Virginia Rulings Related to 
Guardian Ad Litem Representation 

004351 

Selected Court of Appeals of Virginia rulings related to the representation of children by 
guardians ad litem are provided below. Included are the issue addressed by the court and 
the court's specific ruling. It is recommended that each case be reviewed for the factual 
basis of the ruling. 

GAL Appointment 

Ferguson v. Grubb, 39 Va. App. 549, 560, 574 S.E.2d 769, 774 (2003). "[B]oth the J&DR and 
circuit courts specifically found that this was a 'foster care prevention case,' requiring 
the continued intervention of the court, through the guardian ad litem, to protect the 
best interests of the children at issue. Under these circumstances, we find no error in the 
court's order directing the continued appointment of the guardian ad litem." 

Duties of the GAL 

Norfolk Division of Social Services v. Unknown Father, 2 Va. App. 420, 425 n.5, 345 S.E. 
2d 533, 536 n.5 (1986). Footnote 5 provides that "the duties of a guardian ad litem 
when representing an infant are to defend a suit on behalf of the infant earnestly and 
vigorously and not merely in a perfunctory manner. [The guardian ad litem] should fully 
protect the interest of the child by making a bona fide examination of the facts and if he 
does not faithfully represent the interest of the infant, he may be removed, .... " 
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GAL as a Witness 

Hernandez v. Chesterfield-Colonial Heights Department of Social Services., Memorandum 
Opinion, Court of Appeals of Virginia, Record# 2203-08-2, page 4, May 12, 2009 
(unpublished opinion). "By overruling mother's objection, the trial court stated that it 
was accepting the guardian ad /item's statements about the children because 'it's a basis 
for her recommendation.' At this point in the trial, the guardian ad litem was explaining 
her recommendation to the circuit court. She was not testifying, as mother alleges." 

Role and .Responsibilities of the GAL in Termination of Parental Rights Cases 

Stanley v. Fairfax County Department of Social Services, 10 Va. App. 596, 603, 395 S.E.2d 
199, 202 (1990). " ... Code§ 16.1-283 does not restrict the guardian ad litem from initiating a 
termination petition as long as the required foster care plan recommending termination 
has also been filed.'' 

M.G. v. Albemarle County Department of Social Services, 41 Va. App. 170, 177, 593, S.E.2d 
761, 764 (2003). "[l]n a suit involving a termination of parental rights, a guardian ad litem 
for the child or children is an indispensable party to the appeal and, thus, qualifies as 
an 'opposing counsel' under Rule 5A:6(a), to whom the appellant has a duty to mail or 
deliver a copy of the notice of appeal.'' 

This ruling was reaffirmed in_ Watkins v. Fairfax County Department of Family Services, 
42 Va. App. 760, 595 S.E.2d 19 (2004). 
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Re-qualificat1on Requirements for Guard1ans Ad Litem 

The requirements to re-qualify as a GAL are provided in Section 8.2 of the Standards to 
Govern the Qualification of Guardians Ad Litem for Children ("Qualification Standards"). 
Section 8.2 states, in part, 

Complete six hours of approved continuing education biennially [after initial 
qualification] on any topic related to the representation of children as a guardian 
ad litem. Credit for repeating the basic training class, "Representation of Children as a 
Guardian Ad Litem" will be approved once within a six-year period. A maximum of six 
hours will be approved within a six-year period for programs designed especially for 
attorneys specializing in adoption. 

In order to provide flexibility in fulfilling this biennial requirement, a two-year 
carry-over of credit hours is permitted, so that accrued credit hours in excess of the 
two-year requirement may be carried forward from one two-year period to meet 
the requirement for the next two-year period. However, a maximum of six credit 
hours may be carried forward from one two-year period to the next two-year period. 
[Emphasis added.] 

Upon completing a course carrying continuing education credit for GALs, submit the 
Certification of Attendance to the Guardian Ad Litem Program, 100 N. 9th Street, 3rd 
Floor, Richmond, VA 23219, or by facsimile at 804-786-1301. 

The biennial timeframe noted above begins from the date of initial qualification, which 
is provided to the attorney in a letter from the Office of the Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court of Virginia, confirming receipt of the information required to qualify the 
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attorney as a GAL. There are four 
possible qualification dates- January 1, 
April1, July 1, and October 1. Thus, if the 
GAL's qualification date is October 1, 2010, 
the GAL is required to complete six hours 
of approved continuing education prior 
to October 1, 2012, and submit evidence 
of the completion of this requirement 
to the address above ten days prior to 
that date. 
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Qualification Standard F.1.b provides that failure to complete the continuing education 
requirement outlined in Standard B.2 shall result in the GAL's removal from the list of 
qualified GALs. Qualification Standard F.2 provides that an attorney removed from the list 
of qualified GALs may again be included on the hst of attorneys eligible for appointment 
by submitting the following: 

a. }'Vi~hjn ooe year of being r~m~ved, frqm the list, certification of attendance 
indicating completion of the r!!quired six (6) hours of continuing education. 

b. If more than one year passes since removal from the list, certification of 
attendance indicating completion of seven (7) hours of approved continuing 
education. 

c. If more than f1ve years pass since removal from the list, complete the initial 
qualification process as outhned in Standards A, 8.1, C, D, and E.1 .... 

The Office of the Executive Secretary will notify the GAL six months prior to the end of 
the biennial timeframe if the GAL has not completed the required six hours of continuing 
education. Thus, a GAL with a qualification date of October 1, 2010 will be notified on 
or about Apri11, 2012 that the GAL must complete the required six hours of continuing 
education to remain qualified after October 1, 2012. 

The Standards to Govern the Qualification of Guardians Ad Litem for Children are available 
online at http://www.courts.state.va.usfcourtadmin/aoc/cip/programs/galfchildren/home.html 
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Continuing Education Courses for Guardians Ad Litem 

Courses meeting the continuing education requirement are approved by the Office of the 
Executive Secretary, Supreme Court of Virginia. A list of approved courses is available online 
at http://www.courts.state.va.us/courtadmin/aoc/cip/programs/gal/children/home.html. If the 
GAL has attended a course that is not included on the list and believes it will satisfy the 
continuing education requirements for guardians ad litem for children, the GAL may submit 
the complete agenda, any course/session descriptions, and speaker biographies to the 
Guardian Ad Litem Program, 100 N. 9th Street, 3rd Floor, Richmond, VA 23219, or by 
facsimile at 804-786-1301. 

Compensation of Guardians Ad Litem 

Guardians ad litem are compensated at the rate of $75 per hour for in-court service and 
$55 per hour for out-of-court service, a rate approved by the Supreme Court of Virginia. 
The documentation method for payment as a GAL is the same as that used for court· 
appointed counsel, the DC -40, LIST OF ALLOWANCES, which must be approved by the 
appointing trial judge. However, if the amount of reimbursement exceeds $500, GALs 
submit an itemized statement that details the dates, times and tasks performed for 
the hours claimed (e.g., "meeting with client," interviewing parent," etc.). The court is 
authorized to pay for the reasonable expenses of a GAL incurred in representing a child. 

Chapter 7 of the Court-Appointed Counsel Procedures and Guidelines Manual provides 
additional information regarding payment of attorneys serving as a GAL. The Court
Appointed Counsel Procedures and Guidelines Manual is available online at http://www. 
courts.state.va.us/legal.html. 
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Compensation of Experts 

Section 17.1-612 authorizes "Every witness who qualifies as an expert witness, when 
compelled to attend and testify, shall be allowed such compensation and mileage as the 
court may, if requested in its discretion, order without regard to any limitation described 
[in this section] but the same shall be paid by the party in whoseoehalf he shall testify." 

An opinion by the Virginia Attorney General provides for compensation of expert witnesses 
in child abuse cases in the juvenile court. (See 1979-80 Op. Va. Atty. Gen. 401.) 

Before engaging any expert witness, the GAL should obtain prior approval from the trial 

judge. 

The documentation method for payment of an expert witness is the DC -40, LIST OF 
ALLOWANCES, which must be approved by the trial judge. A court order qualifying the 
individual as an expert witness and an itemized invoice is required and must be submitted 

with the DC -40. 
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On-line Resources for Guardians Ad Litem 

Children's Services System Transformation 

www.vafamilyconnections.org 

004357 

Stay connected about Virginia's Children's Services System Transformation. Included is 
the Children's Services Practice Model, which sets forth a vision for the services that are 
delivered by all child-serving agencies in Virginia. 

Virginia's Comprehensive Services Act (CSA) 

www.csa.state.va.us 
Learn more about the Comprehensive Services Act for At-Risk Youth and Families. 
Information includes the CSA Manual and other publications, statewide statistics, and 
local contacts. 

Virginia's Court Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) Program 

www.dcjs.virginia.gov/juvenilefcasa 
Become familiar with CASA programs in Virginia. Information includes a description of 
Virginia's CASA program, including a listing of operational local CASA programs. 

Virginia Department of Social Services 

www.dss.virginia.gov 
Provides local agency contact information, as well as a description and information 
about the various programs and services for children. 
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Virginia's Judicial System 

www.courts.state.va.us 

004358 

Provides general information about Virginia's court system and court administration. 

Guardian Ad Litem for Children Program 

www.courts.state.va.us/courtadmin/aoc/cip/programs/gal/chlldren/home.html 
Information used to administer the GAL program in Virginia is included here. 
Provided are links to the Standards to Govern the Appointment of Guardians Ad 
litem for Children, forms required for submission of continuing education credit, 
a list of courses approved for GAL continuing education credit, and listings of 

currently qualified GALs for children. 

Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Courts 

www.courts.state.va.us/courts/jdr/home.html 
General information about the juvenile courts is provided. Included are links to 
individual court home pages, forms, programs, manuals (i.e. Court-Appointed 
Counsel Procedures and Guidelmes Manual, District Court Judges' Bench book, 
Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court Manual, etc.) and other resources 

and reference materials. 

Virginia State Bar 

www.vsb.org 
The Member's Area provides Virginia attorneys with more than 30 selected circuit and 
district court forms. These forms include the DC- 5 oo series, which are used in child 
dependency cases before the juvenile and domestic relations district courts. 
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Sample Checklist for Attorneys Serving as a Guardian Ad litem 
for Children 

Commonwealth of Virginia: 

City/County 
[ ) CIRCUIT COURT 
[ ) JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS 

DISTRICT COURT 
lnre: __________________________ __ Case No: _________________ _ 

GUARDIAN AD LITEM PERFORMANCE STANDARDS CHECKLIST 

Pursuant to the Standards to Govern the Performance of Guardians Ad Litem for Children 
("Performance Standards") adopted by the Judicial Council of Virginia, effective 
September 1, 2003, I Guardian Ad Litem (GAL) for the above-
referenced child, certify that I have completed the followi~g actions in compliance with 
the Performance Standards: 

1. 
0 Upon receiving an order for appointment as the GAL in this case, I met face to 

OR 

face with the child on to discuss this proceeding. In 
doing so, I made every effort to ensure that the child understands, by using age 
appropriate language, the nature of this proceeding, the child's rights, my role and 
responsibilities as GAL, the court process, the possible consequences of the legal 
action, the circumstances under which confidentiality may and may not apply, and 
how to contact me. 

0 Since the last court proceeding, which was held on --------------------J 

OR 

I have maintained meaningful contact with the child to monitor his/her w~lfare and 
the parties' compliance with court orders. As a part of this communication, I have 
continued to ensure that the child understands, by using age appropriate language, 
the nature of this proceeding, the child's rights, my role and responsibilities as GAL, 
the court process, the possible consequences of the legal action, the circumstances 
under which confidentiality may and may not apply, and how to contact me. This 

contact occurred on (please list all dates that apply)-------------------

0 I have not met with the child regarding this proceeding. The following specific facts 
detail the reason: 
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2. 
D I have conducted an independent investigation to ascertain the facts of the case. 

This includes interviewing parties to the dispute and other persons with relevant 
knowledge of the child and the facts that gave rise to the allegations, and reviewing 
relevant records. Details of this Investigation follow. 

Persons interviewed Date(s) Records Reviewed Date(s) 

OR 
D I have previously provided the court with the findings of my independent 

Investigation in this case. As additional information is gathered through continued 
contact with the child, DSS, the child's parents, the child's current caregivers, 
education professionals, medical professionals, CASA, (if applicable) etc., action will 
be taken and information will be provided to the court to ensure the child's best 
interests are considered. 

3· 
D Since the last court proceeding I have filed the following petitions /motions/ 

pleadings/ briefs/ and appeals on behalf of the child. 

4· 
D I have made arrangements to meet with the child at the conclusion of this hearing to 

explain to the child the court's decision and consequences for the child. 
OR 
D I have not made arrangements to meet with the child after this hearing for the 

following reasons: 

Date Signature of Guardian Ad Litem 
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DC-514, ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT OF GUARDIAN AD LITEM 

ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT 
OF GUARDIAN AD LITEM 
CornmonweahbofV~rguua VA CODE1161-266 

Court Case No -

] C1rcU1I Court 

004361 

OTY OR COUNTY ] Juvemle and Domesuc Relat1ons D1stnct Court 

In re 
IUVENIU 

v 
PETITlONEA 

Th1s proceedmg mvolves a Pet1t10n/Mohon regardmg 

[ 1 custody 

[ 1 vis1tat1on 

[ 1 ch1ld support 

[ 1 paternity 

[ 1 consent to adoption 

and the Court finds that· 

[ 1 ch1ld abuse or neglect 

[ 1 termmallon of parental rights 

[ 1 entrustment 

[ 1 fam1ly abuse protective order 

[ 1 other 

RESPONDENT 

[ 1 delmquency 

[ 1 ch1ld m need ofserv1ces 

[ 1 ch1ld tn need of superviSIOn 

[ 1 rehef of custody by pareot 

[ ] the Juvenile named above is entitled to the appomtment of a guard1an ad litem pursuant to § 16 1-266 of the 

Code of Virginia, and the best mterests of the ch1ld are not adequately protected by the part1es or the 

appomtment of a guard1an ad litem IS otherw1se required by law. 

OR 

[ } the [ ] Pet11toner [ ] Respondent [ ] Defendant named above is a person under a d1sab1hty and 1s 

unable to protect h1slher mterest m th1s proceedmg and IS enhtled to the appomtment of a guard tan ad litem 

pursuant to§ 16.1-266 of the Code ofVtrgm1a because of the following d1snb1hty. 

[ ] incarceration 

[ ] mental illness 

The Court Orders that. 

NAME OF ATTOlNEY 

and represent the mterests of 
mvolved m th1s maller 

[ ] mental retardation 

[ ] minor [ ] other 

The date and time for the next heanng IS 

is hereby appomted as guardian ad litem to protect 

in connectiOn wtth all proceedmgs 

The Court further orders that the guard1an ad litem perform the dulles and have access to the parties and 
documents spec1fied on the reverse and mcorporated by reference mto this order 

So Ordered. 

DATE JUDGE 

FORM OC-S14tFRONT) REVISED 7/0l 
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In conforming to the following standnrds of performance, guard1ans ad IJtem shall comply With Rule 8 6 of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court of V1rg1ma and shall be further mfonned of their duties and responsibilities by the 
commentary of the Standards to Govern the Performance of Guardians Ad htemfor Ch1ldren as adopted by the 
Judicial Counc1l ofVirgima effecbve September I, 2003 

In fulfilling the dulles of a guardian ad litem as appointed pursuant to this Order, an attorney shall: 
A Meet face to face and mterview the ch1ld 

B Conduct an mdependent invesbgabon m order to ascertam the facts of the case 

C AdVJse the ch1ld, m terms the ch1ld can understand, of the nature of all proceedmgs, the child's 
nghts, the role and responsibilities of the guard1an ad /Item, the court process and the poss1ble 
consequences of the legal action 

D. Part1c1pate, as appropnate, m pre-tnal conferences, med1at1on and negotmtlons. 

E. Ensure the child's attendance at all proceedmgs where the ch1ld's attendance IS appropnate and/or 
mandated 

F Appear m Court on the dates and bmes scheduled for heanngs prepared to fully and vigorously 
represent the ch1ld's interests 

G Prepare the child to testify, when necessary and appropnate, m accord with the child's mterest and 
welfare 

H Provide the court sufficient mformabon includmg specific recommendations for court acbon based 
on the findmgs of the mterviews and mdependcnt mvesllgation 

I. Communicate, coordmate and mamtain a professional workmg rela110nsb1p, m so far as posSible, 
With all parties Without sacnlicmg mdependence. 

File appropnate petitions, motions, pleadmgs, bnefs and appeals on behalf of the child and ensure 
that the child is represented by a guard1an ad litem m any appeal mvoiVJng the case 

K Advise the child, in terms the child can understand, of the court's deCISIOn and its consequences for 
the cbild and others in the child's hfe. 

Decision-making power resides with the court. 

Failure to perform these dulles may result In the appointing court's refusal to authorize payment of 
the fees requested by the guardian ad litem or a reduction of the payment requested, removal from the 
assigned case or removal from the court's Guardian Ad Litem Appointment List. 

The guardian ad litem IS authonzed to appear at the Family Assessment and Plarmmg Team and at panel 
review hearings conducted by the local department of soc1al serv1ces pursuant to V1rgmia Code § 63.2-907 

The guardian ad litem appomted to represent the child shall have access to the followmg persons and 
documents w1thout further Order of the Court· 

A The ch1ld 

B Parties to the proceedmg 

C Court Appomted Special Advocate (CASA), local department of social serv1ces and court services 
umt worker in the case, and school personnel mvolved w1th the ch1ld 

Upon presentation by the guardian ad litem of this order, the guardian ad litem shall have access to 
any records relating to the child held by any state or local agency, department, authority or Institution and 
any school, hospital, physician or other health or mental health provider who shall permit the guardian ad 
l1tem to mspect and copy such records without the consent of the child or his parents. Upon the request of a 
guardian ad litem made at least seventy-two hours In advance, a mental health provider shall make himself 
available to conduct a review and Interpretation of the child's treatment records which are specifically 
related to the Investigation. Such a request m~y be made in lieu of or In addition to inspection and copying 
of the records. 

FORM DC-S 14 (REVERSE) REVIS EO 9/03 
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The following resources were heavily relied upon in the development of the Standards to 
Govern the Performance of Guardians Ad Litem for Children: 

• American Bar Association Standards of Practice for Lawyers Who Represent 
Children in Abuse and Neglect Cases. approved by the American Bar Association 
House of Delegates, February 5, 1996. 

• American Bar Association Family Law Section Standards of Practice for Lawyers 
Representmg Children in Custody Cases. Committee final draft approved April 24, 
2003, and approved by the Section Council on May 2, 2003. 

• The New York State Bar Association Committee on Children and the Law: Law 
Guardian Representation Standards. Volume II, Custody Cases, November 1999. 

• Representing Children: Standards for Attorneys and Guard1aos Ad litem in Custody 
and Visitation Proceed10gs. American Academy of Matrimonial lawyers, 1995. 

• American Bar Association Standards of Practice for Lawyers Who Represent 
Children in Abuse and Neglect Cases (NACC Revised Version), National Association 
of Counsel for Children, February 1996. 

• Richmond Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court Guardian Ad Litem 

Standards. 
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Notes 
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Standards to Govern the Performance of 
Guardians Ad litem for Children 

004366 

In conforming with the standards of performance, guardians ad litem shall comply 
with Rule 8:6 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia and shall be further 
informed of their duties and responsibilities by the commentary of the Standards to 
Govern the Performance of Guardians Ad Litem for Children as adopted by the Judicial 
Council of Virginia. 

A. Meet face-to-face and interview the child. 

B. Conduct an independent investigation in order to ascertain the facts of 
the case. 

C. Advise the child, in terms the child can understand, of the nature of all 
proceedings, the child's rights, the role and responsibilities of the GAL, 
the court process and the possible consequences of the legal action. 

D. Participate, as appropriate, in pre-trial conferences, mediation and 
negotiations. 

E. Ensure the child's attendance at all proceedings where the child's 
attendance would be appropriate and/or mandated. 

F. Appear in court on the dates and times scheduled for hearings prepared 
to fully and vigorously represent the child's interests. 

G. Prepare the child to testify, when necessary and appropriate, in accord 
with the child's interest and welfare. 

H. Provide the court sufficient information including specific 
recommendations for court action based on the findings of the 
interviews and independent investigation. 

I. Communicate, coordinate and maintain a professional working 
relationship in so far as possible with all parties without sacrificing 
indep~ndence. 

J. File appropriate petitions, motions, pleadings, briefs, and appeals on 
behalf of the child and ensure the child is represented by a GAL in any 
appeal involving the case. 

K. Advise the child, in terms the child can understand, of the court's 
decision and its consequences for the child and others in the child's life. 

Decision-making power resides with the court. 



Time Line- Child Abuse, Neglect and Foster Care Cases 
Virginia Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Courts 

HEARING I Ex Parte Hearing for Preliminary Chnd 
TYPE Protective Order 

Emergency Removol 

STATUTE I §§ 16.1-153,16.1-251 

TIMING J Upon Filing of Petition 
(PPO·Abuse or Neglect) 
(ERO) 

Hearing for Preliminary Child Protective Order 

Preliminary Removal 

§§ 16.1·253; 16.1·252 

Within 5 business days: 

After the Issuance of the ex parte PPO 

After the physical removal of the ch1ld. 

TIM lNG I Within 6 months of approving another planned penmanent living arrangement {APPLA), 
or within 11 months of orderlng: pennanent foster care; Independent living*; or permanent goal 
w/TPR. {Adoption Progress Report reviewed, 1f plan Is adopt1on) 

go;al option for foster care ph1ns approved forchndren 

AdJ~dlcatlon 

§§ 16 1-153 F; 16.1-252 G 

Within 30 days of the preliminary hearlng,JL 
no adJudi(lltJan at the time of the preliminary 
hearing. 

Disposition (Initial foster care plan reviewed) . 

§§ 16.1·278-2.; t6.1·18t; 16.1·177.01; 16.1·177.02, 
16.1·278-3 

Within 75 days of PRO, PPO with abuse or 
neglect petition, or Initial hearing on relief 
of custody; or to dispose of child at·rlsk, o~ 
Within 45 days (75 for Order of Publication) of 
filing of petition for approval of entrustment 
agreement. 

Flied every 6 months from date of final order tenmlnatlng parental rights 

CIP/0£5/SCv-July 1, 2011 

0 
0 
~ 
UJ 
m 
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1 TO: ~~~ THE T. FORCE ON CHILD CUSTODY CASES 

2 CC: THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT - JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 

3 

4 FROM: PETER T. SZYMONIK 

5 GLASTONBURY, CT 

6 

7 DATE: 09 JANUARY 2014 

8 RE: TESTIMONY 

9 

10 My name is Peter Szymonik, I am a Polish immigrant and have lived in 

11 Connecticut most of my life. I have spent most of my career working in or 

12 for the legal industry and worked for six years as part of the Executive 

13 Board of Cummings & Lockwood, the law firm that produced Sen. Blumenthal, 

14 Justice Bright, Supreme Court Justice McLachlan and Chief State Justice 

15 Rogers. Our law firm prided and distinguished itself by requiring the 

16 highest possible level of ethical standards and professional behavior from 

17 our partners, attorneys and staff. 

18 I sit before you as someone with a diverse background, set of 

19 experiences, and expertise, directly related to the issues before this Task 

20 Force. Over the course of my career, I have worked with literally hundreds of 

21 law firms and attorneys and sat on and chaired many local and national legal 

22 industry committees. I am an expert in legal operations, legal bill review, 

23 legal spend management and business process improvement. 

24 I am Polish immigrant whose family came to this country, worked very 

25 hard, and always placed family and education f~rst. I am a father of two 

26 wonderful young boys; my older son is on the autistic spectrum. s~nce my 

27 divorce in 2008, I became engaged. My fiance and I combined households and 

28 are raising our three sons together as a new fam~ly. My fiance came to this 
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1 country 17 years ago, also from Eastern Europe, and raised a son by herself 

2 as a single mother. Her son is attending UCONN and we are very proud of him. 

3 Where we come from, family, children and education are always first. No one 

4 in my family has ever divorced. 

5 I have joined with hundreds of other parents, business leaders, 

6 concerned legislators, progressive family law attorneys and mental health 

7 professionals in this state. We all met and organized using the power of 

8 social media to tell our stories, exchange ideas and to promote positive 

9 reforms of our state's family court system. As Attorney Rutkin noted in a 

10 'recent CT Law Tribune article, our family court system is broken, and no 

11 longer working for the people of this state. 

12 I became part of this effort because for over seven years, my sons, my 

13 family, and I, have been financially and otherwise devastated by the problems 

14 in our family court system. This not due to the re.sult of any "high 

15 conflict" between myself and my former spouse, but due to the operational 

16 dysfunction, violations of due process, and inherent patronage and corruption 

17 which have undermined and crippled our state's family court system. 

18 Speaking frankly and with some authority on this subject, this 

19 operational dysfunction was self-inflicted by the divorce industry and family 

20 court system in this state, on itself. What the divorce industry has done in 

21 this state is not only to the detriment of our state, to our children, and to 

22 our families, but also to the detriment of the practice of family law itself. 

23 It is a direct result of the undue influence a private corporation known as 

24 the AFCC, and its members, have had on family court operations in this state. 

25 The AFCC in Connecticut is comprised of a very small group of family 

26 law attorneys, GALs and "court appointed experts." This small group of 

27 indiv1duals has worked directly with family court judges to control court 

28 operations and to establish court policies. They have dictated how 
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1 leg~slation favorable to them is drafted and written. They control the flow 

2 of millions of dollars' worth of state and federal dollars. And they make 

3 payments to a select few vendors and "court appointed experts" they opt to 

4 engage -and who agree to promote the AFCC's agenda in this state. 

5 All of this has happened with absolutely no input from the legislature, 

6 parents or citizens of this state. Parents and taxpayers who are the 

7 consumers of the court's services and paying for court operations with a very 

8 reasonable expectation of very high performance standards, adherence to the 

9 word and intent of our laws, to promote ethical and professional behavior, 

10 and excellence, and to do good - especially since children are involved. 

11 Instead, family court policy and practice has been driven by horribly 

12 dated divorce industry funded "studies" which have no real scientific or 

13 empirical evidence behind them, all of which have been repeatedly debunked by 

14 the scientific and medical communities as being based on junk science. 

15 The Bar Association in this state has unfortunately done very little 

16 except work to protect the personal financial interests of these select few 

17 individuals, and simply repeating the now well-worn divorce industry slogans. 

18 The Bar Association is not promoting the best interests of family law 

19 attorneys and the legal industry in this state as whole. Contrast this to 

20 the New York State Bar, which pro-actively conducted its own study and made 

21 very positive recommendations for reform to that state's legislature. 

22 As the Task Force Chairs have tried to do - any attempt to gather 

23 meaningful information and current and concrete data and rnetrics to examine 

24 the actual facts and evidence, is-immediately attacked and deemed irrelevant 

25 and "not needed." 

26 These dated policies have accomplished very little across th~s country 

27 to promote the welfare of children and to support families. They have 

28 instead created a generation of children of divorce who grew up without the 
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1 benefit of having both parents in their lives for no good reason, other than 

2 that this condition was used to promote and encourage conflict the divorce 

3 industry could exploit in the name of profit and greed. Many of these adult 

4 children of divorce are here testifying today. 

5 Frankly speaking - the blame for what is happening in our family court 

6 system rests entirely and squarely in the shoulders of the AFCC and its 

7 membership in this state. Parents, citizens and taxpayers - are not the ones 

8 to blame. Well-meaning and progressive family law attorneys, whose primary 

9 focus is on the actual best interests of their clients and their children and 

10 their families, are not to blame. 

11 "High conflict" cases are not to blame. Courts have dealt with "high 

12 conflict" cases for decades without 8 5% of parents being Pro Se. Family 

13 courts in many other states also deal with "high conflict" cases, many more 

14 than Connecticut does in terms of number and volume - and yet their family 

15 courts have not broken down and they do not have the same operational 

16 problems we do here in Connecticut. 85% of the parents in those states are 

17 not Pro Se. Their hearing wait times have not approached 4-5 months as they 

18 have here in Connecticut. 

19 In fact, the term "high conflict case" is nothing more than another 

20 stale divorce industry slogan that should stop being used and be forever 

21 relegated to the dustbin of history. Just as the term "custody" should also 

22 be forever stricken from our vocabulary and law books. 

23 What caused the problems in our state's family courts is that our 

24 family courts have been co-opted by AFCC members - a very small group of 

25 attorneys, GALs, and "court appointed experts." These individuals have 

26 worked in concert to funnel business to each other, as they are desperately 

27 been trying to maintain their cash flows and lifestyles in the wake of long-

28 term aftermath of the implos1on of Wall Street. 
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1 They are doing this because the number of parents who can pay their 

2 outrageous and unrealistic hourly fees is shrinking each and every year. 

3 This perfectly mirroring what h~ppened in the corporate legal world after 

4 2008 and as corporations dramatically cut back their outside counsel legal 

5 spends. This small group of attorneys was left untouched by the economic 

6 downturn. They seem completely oblivious to the fact that millions of 

7 parents lost their jobs, lost their retirements and lost their homes during 

8 the last recession - a recession unlike anyone our nation has experienced 

9 before. A recession from which our state has not even come close to 

10 recovering from. 

11 This is what caused all of the money that once used to fuel the 

12 dysfunction, to literally vanish overnight. Gone are the days when people 

13 could tap easy money home equity loans, max out their credit cards, or borrow 

14 money from the elderly parents to pay their attorneys and the costs the court 

15 imposed on them. The same house of cards that caused Wall Street to collapse 

16 -has had a ripple effect. It is what is causing the.divorce industry to 

17 collapse across the country today. 

18 This is why 85% of all parents are now Pro Se. It's not because, as 

19 the Task Force Chairs have tried to portray - that parents "do not want to 

20 hire attorneys" or that the courts have "made it too easy for Pro Se parents 

21 to divorce" - it is because no one can afford to hire attorneys anymore. 

22 Now add to this equation the family court's piling on GALs and AMCs and 

23 "court appointed experts".and their draconian costs on any custody case which 

24 comes their way and involves a parent showing up with an attorney by their 

25 side -'the assumption being that there is money to be made. 

26 We heard testimony from the Task Force Chair that if a parent has an 

27 attorn~y - then the parents can afford a GAL. Noth~ng could be further from 

28 reality and the truth. All of the hundreds of family law attorneys out there 
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1 who have lost clients or been forced to leave the practice of family law 

2 because their clients could no longer afford to pay them - know this full 

3 well. That the engagement of an AMC and/or GAL, means they will never be 

4 paid. That given the horrendous delays in court caused by Pro Se parties, 

5 the parent is very likely to be bankrupted or be forced to go Pro Se 

6 themselves before their attorney is paid. 

7 Chief Justice Rogers recently gave a speech where she mentioned the 

8 threat the public court syst~ faces because it is perceived as being "too 

9 costly, too inefficient and too slow". Nowhere is this more true than in the 

10 family court system. 

11 By promoting the AFCC agenda in this state, this small group of AFCC 

12 affiliated attorneys and the GALs they work with, and how they have directly 

13 influenced judges and court operations in this state, have in fact destroyed 

14 the livelihoods of own their peers and forced them to leave the practice of 

15 family law. This has created a vicious death spiral which has made the 

16 situation in the family courts progressive worse each and every year. 

17 We have already lost an entire generation of young and eager family law 

18 attorneys who enter and quickly leave the practice of family law. They are 

19 shunned and shut of "the club" and the inner workings of the family court. 

20 They quickly become dismayed and disgusted at what the family courts have 

21 become and the very real harm they see being done to their clients and 

22 especially their families and children. 

23 The industry has openly admitted a widespread problem with depression 

24 and substance abuse impacting the legal profession - and this is one major 

25 reason why. My praise goes out to those who remain in spite of the monumental 

26 challenges they find themselves facing. 

27 

28 
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1 As the number of parents who can afford legal services has dropped 

2 dramatically and keeps dropping, the court system has not responded in a 

3 posit~ve manner, but instead a~celerated the problem. 

4 The court system has worked in concert with the AFCC and its membership 

5 to advantage of the ever shrinking number of parents who have any assets left 

6 by extracting as much money as possible from them. In part, by needlessly 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

prolonging their cases so they can profit from them - children and families 

be damned. 

As soon as a case is labelled "high conflict" - the court system is on 

auto-pilot and automatically begins to engage AMCs, GALs, conflict managers, 

therapists for both parents, therapists for the children, court ordered 

evaluators, add an attorney for the GAL for good measure and if the parents 

dare to file an appeal. 

This has created a "perfect storm" as the number of custody cases has 

increased by 20% and from 3,000 to 3,600 in just a few short years. This has 

as more and more parents want to be equal parts of their children's lives and 

as more fathers have opted to stay horne to raise their children due to the 

poor economy and societal changes. 

This means more opportunity for the attorneys to encourage disputes and 

"high conflict" and more money to be made by everyone the court forces onto a 

case. As Judge Dolan once wisely remarked: 'These people can barely afford 

their own attorneys, who do you think is going to pay for all of this crap?' 

23 

24 

25 

We heard testimony that the court believes that financially devastating 

and punishing parents is a means to and end and perhaps the best way to cause 

parents to stay out court or to encourage them to agree. I would argue that 

26 financially devastating parents, jailing them for being unable to pay the 

27 draconian costs imposed on them, costing them the~r jobs due to the 

28 requirements of constantly having to be in court, and taking their children 
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1 from them unless they pay, is horribly misguided, unethical, immoral and just 

2 plain wrong. 

3 And what is truly unfortunate is that if any real effort were made to 

4 examine them, the majority of so called "high conflict" cases, in fact 

5 reflect that one parent is trying to do the right thing, has moved on, and is 

6 trying to focus on the best interests of their children and the future. But 

7 that the other parent is continually forcing them to return to Court in 

8 endless custody grabs - encouraged by their attorneys, who are try~ng to keep 

9 the case activity going as they exploit the system and use it against the 

10 other parent. 

11 For the unfortunate parents who are targeted in this manner, there is 

12 no way out of the system - no way to stop the financial terrorism and 

13 bleeding imposed on them by the courts. They are damned if they follow the 

14 court's orders, they're children are taken from them if they don't. 

15 We heard testimony from Attorney Oldham that many attorneys like and 

16 encourage this. This behavior by attorneys and Officers of the Court should 

17 not be tolerated by our judges or our family courts, at all. Instead, it's 

18 dismissed way, if not encouraged and supported. Very often the well-meaning 

19 parent will find themselves being asked to pay every court cost imaginable, 

20 especially and most notably the GAL's fees (which are somehow labelled 'in 

21 the nature of child support') -even if the other parent is repeatedly found 

22 to be at fault or just keeps filing baseless motion after baseless motion. 

23 The AFCC and divorce industry's answer to all of this is direct blame 

24 and any accountability away from themselves. They hold themselves and their 

25 unethical behaviors, and the Judiciary, blameless and harmless. They instead 

26 blame the one group that has never had a vice in any of this: parents, 

27 citizens and taxpayers. Parents are somehow blamed for everything that ails 

28 the family court system. 
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1 It is like watching a home improvement show where the focus of the show 

2 is pity for the shady contractor who destroyed a homeowner's kitchen and left 

3 it in shambles, as he walks away with all of the homeowner's money and blames 

4 the homeowner tor hiring him. 

5 It is simply unacceptable that BOTH parents are automatically and 

6 immediately deemed by the family courts and everyone involved of being 

7 invalid and incapable of being parents and in such dire need of all of the 

8 "experts" engaged on their case, solely for daring to approach the court to 

9 ask for help and resolution. 

10 The state and court automatically assumes it is a better parent, than 

11 either parent is. Regardless of whether or Qot one (or both) of the parents 

12 are otherwise loving, caring and responsible parents for their children, in 

13 spite of the disputes that ~ay exist between them. 

14 This would be akin to the courts deeming that two businesspeople who 

15 are engaged in a business dispute in the civil court, are somehow unable to 

16 continue conducting business simply because of the litigation - so the court 

17 system takes over their companies and send in "business experts" to drain all 

18 of their company's assets to pave for their services and as they drive their 

19 companies into bankruptcy. 

20 What we have in this state is a family court system that is pu~osely 

21 designed to take advantage of and financially exploit already suffering 

22 parents, children and families - not to offer them meaningful and effective 

23 resolution or closure, and certainly not in a timely manner. 

24 The most serious problem we face in this state is the manner in which 

25 Guardian ad Litems are allowed to operate and charge what one judge recently 

26 described in a case as a "K~ng' s Ransom." 

27 Outrageous sums of money taken from parents with no measureable benefit 

28 to their children of any kind, as most Guardian ad Litems spend the vast 
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1 maJority of their time in cases talk~ng with the attorneys about the disputes 

2 between the parents, not with the children they have been assigned to 

3 represent. 

4 They charge thousands of dollars s~tting and listening to testimony as 

5 witnesses, which is not otherwise allowed of any other witness in a court 

6 proceeding. They spend almost no time at all with the children they have 

7 been assigned to, while performing completely cursory and generic 

8 "evaluations" and "investigations" costing tens of thousands of dollars. Is 

9 any person's opinion based on spending two hours with a child worth $25,000+, 

10 the cost of a year in college, or the price of a new car? These GALs 

11 essentially hit the lottery each and every time they are assigned to a case. 

12 They are deemed immune and somehow infallible - simply for taking a few 

13 days' worth of state fundrng training classes. At the end of which there is 

14 no test and everyone passes Just for showing up. With no follow up of kind 

15 to determine if they are doing what they are supposed to do or how good of a 

16 job they are doing. And yet we unleash these people without any kind of 

17 management oversight, licenses, or operational safeguards in place - to work 

18 with and make life altering decisions directly impacting children! 

19 And as soon as they are assigned to a case, both parents are 

20 automatically deemed to be invalid and incapable of being parents from a 

21 legal perspective - which is never explained to the parents before the 

22 assignment is made. GALs typ~cally remain on the case for the life of the 

23 child - regardless of actual need, with no way to remove them no matter how 

24 egregious their behavior, and no matter how poor their performance. There is 

25 no one to complain to, no one to turn to, and no one cares to hear the 

26 complaints of the parent, or in many cases - the ch~ld. 

27 There are numerous documented cases where children themselves have 

28 questioned who the GAL is, why they need to meet with these strangers, and 
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1 why they are asking them such personal questions about themselves and their 

2 parents. Many older children do not want to and even refuse to meet with 

3 their "guardians." This speaks' volumes .abou~ how b~d the system is. This in 

4 and of itself, is damaging to children, the emotional stability, and their 

5 relationships with their parents, and not in their or anyone's best interests 

6 - save for the GAL charging $250+/hour for this. 

7 Money is forcibly taken from parents by judges (most of whom used to be 

8 GALs) under the threat of imprisonment and without any cons1deration of a 

9 ~arent's actual ability to pay, or the very damaging long term financial 

10 implications on them and their children. These are forced liquidations of 

11 retirement and savings accounts and even children's college funds -

12 children's college funds- which took the parent's years to amass. Many 

13 parents leave the courthouse not even understanding what has happened to them 

14 until days later. Then the go through the five stages of denial and emotion 

15 and are left in a state of shock. · If they dare complain -or challenge any of 

16 this - they are ordered into therapy as if they their anger about what just 

17 happened to them, reflects poorly on them and they are somehow flawed for 

18 daring to show any emotion or to question any of this. 

19 The court's opinion is that "these funds can be replenished"- which 1s 

20 outrageous, unacceptable, and beyond any realm of common sense and reason 

21 given the other draconian and very long term costs the courts routinely 

22 impose on parents. In behav1ng as it does, our family court has itself 

23 become a source of abuse - causing permanent damage to parents and preventing 

24 any opportunity for financial recovery. This is simply not sound public or 

25 social policy. Nor is it reflective of any action which is in the best 

26 interests of a child. 

27 Judges are automatically forcing the l1quidation of any and every asset 

28 a parent may have available to them, without any prior warning or notice to 
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1 the parties, without any regard to the long term financial damage this 

2 causes. All solely in order to funnel money to GALs and the "court appointed 

3 experts" they associate with in AFCC gatherings and meetings. 

4 These forced payments are funneled to GALs and "court appointed 

5 experts" for services they either do not perform, perform poorly, or perform 

6 in direct violation of every known professional code of conduct and standard, 

7 and in violation of the GAL training recently established at taxpayer expense 

8 and which Quinnipiac University profits from. 

9 This is also in violat~on of due process as the family courts hand GALs 

10 quasi-judicial authority, as judges automatically order whatever a GAL may 

11 recommend without any opportunity for critical review by either parent or 

12 their attorneys. The court protects these GALs and their personal financial 

13 interests first and foremost, rather than protecting the best interests' of 

14 parents, children, families, citizens and taxpayers. 

15 This situation and "shake down" of parents has spiraled so completely 

16 out of control - judges have o~dered that grandparents, who are not parties 

17 to cases, pay Guardian ad Litems fees when their children's assets are 

18 exhausted and the parents can no longer pay. 

19 Elderly grandparents and retirees have given up their own life savings 

20 and retirements in order to try and help their children. There are notable 

21 cases where GALs have told gr~ndparents that unless they paid them directly -

22 they would not be able to help them see their grandchildren. This is beyond 

23 exploitation and horrific. And yet knowing this, our judges turn a blind eye 

24 and deaf ear to all of this and parent's complaints. 

25 Judges have recently started assigning attorneys to represent GAL-

26 attorneys to "protect" them - forcing parents to pay for even a fourth 

27 attorney assigned to a custody case (or fifth of the case also has an AMC.) 

28 Judges are ordering that GALs be paid even ahead of child support. 

Szymonik Testimony - Task Force on Ch~ld Custody Cases - Page 12 



004381 

I 
I 1 

I 
2 I 

FIVE attorneys, engaged on a custody case, at rates of $250/hour or 

more. And then we wonder why 85% of parents in court are Pro Se, why parents 

.I 3 

4 

I 5 

are routinely being jailed solely for an inability to pay, why they are 

unable to assuming the devastating financial burdens and recurring costs the 

court imposes on them and as their cases drag on for months and even years. 

I 6 One wonders what will be next - an attorney for the attorney for the GAL? 

7 When will this end? At what point does it become too much? 

8 All of this under the outrageous claim that any of this is being 

9 ordered or done "in the best interests of a child" or that "the court will 

10 always protect the children first." Not as a court financially devastates 

11 both parents and eliminates their ability to provide for their child, 

12 liquidates their retirement accounts and savings, liquidates all of a child's 

13 college funds, causes parents to lose their jobs due to all of the time away 

14 from work to attend endless court hearings and status conferences, and costs 

15 t.hem their homes - all because the sole focus of the court is demanding that 

16 parents pay the attorneys and small army of "court appointed experts" the 

17 court piles into custody cases in this state. 

18 The focus and incentive of the attorneys, the GAL and the courts is 

19 unfortunately not to resolve the issues between the parents. It is not to 

20 seek and issue effective rulings that would help make a difference and offer 

21 the parents and their families even some sense of closure or resolution. It 

22 is to completely ignore parents when they often have the very best solutions. 

23 It is prolong cases. It is to become insulted if a parent dares challenge or 

24 offers anything which may actually be constructive or help. 

25 In many cases, even when parents are in agreement and want orders 

26 issued they both want for themselves and their children - the GAL and 

27 attorneys and court will change them so they don't work and so that the 

28 
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1 parents will need to return to court time and time again to make even simple 

2 corrections and changes. 

3 As a result, there is absolutely no focus on the children and what they 

4 are made to suffer. Children who are not suffering because of disputes 

5 between the parents, but suffering because of the very real trauma and harm 

6 the court system itself imposes on their parents as a matter of standard 

7 court practice and policy. 

8 This is also having the impact of throwing parents and children into 

9 state aid programs by the hundreds and thousands, which is directly contrary 

10 to the court's sole statutory mandate and mission- which ~s to ensure that 

11 both parties and their children do not become wards of the state. 

12 How this possible and how did this all happen? Because there are 

13 'absolutely no legislatively mandated operational standards, license 

14 requirements, certifications in regards to Guardian ad Litems and "court 

,.·,', 15 appointed experts" in Connecticut. There is no independent management or 
.-

16 oversight over the engagement, costs, performance and operations of Guardian 
,, 

17 ad Litems or "court appointed experts" in this state. There is no place for 

18 any parent with a grievance to turn and have it properly heard and addressed 

19 in a timely and cost effective manner. 

20 Instead, any compliant a parent may file, involves the GAL continuing 

21 to bill the parent for the privilege to respond to the compliant. In what 

22 other professional practice is this allowed? 

23 Judge Murphy very recently noted that there isn't even a functional 

24 description of what a "Guardian ad Litem" is in statutes which judges and 

25 parents could to use and refer to. 

26 Imagine the impact this has on the faith parents, citizens and 

27 taxpayers, and legislators have in our state's judiciary and the legal 

28 industry to act and issue orders which reflect the actual best interests of 
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1 children and famLlies. Imagine the impact when what parents experLence in 

2 the court system, represents anything but people in positions of authority 

3 and responsibility and in cases involving children, operating and being held 

4 to the highest possible level of ethical standards and professional behavior. 

5 The crisis in our state's family court mirrors what is also happening 

6 in New York, New Jersey and Ohio - other states where Guardian ad Litems are 

7 also allowed to operate with impunity, in an ineffective 'manner, and without 

8 any system of checks and balances or meaningful oversight in place. Other 

9 states w~ere the AFCC has had an undue influence on judges and family court 

10 operations. 

11 Yet, not every state has this issue or problem - with the notable 

12 difference that their GALS are monitored and do not report to the judiciary. 

13 In these states, the role of a GAL has not been co-opted by the divorce 

14 industry and attorneys. GALs in these states are largely citizen and parent 

15 volunteers from all walks of life with no financial interest in prolonging 

16 cases. In these states, GALs spend the majority of their time with the 

17 children and their families - not talking with attorneys and sitting in 

18 court. 

19 (Because after all, the only real requirements a GAL needs to be a very 

20 effective and powerful advocate for a child, is to be of sound ethical and 

21 moral character, have experience being a parent, and being able spend time 

22 listening to a child and what concerns them. One veteran family law attorney 

23 recently told me she remembers the days when children knew their GALs by 

24 their first name and would ask to call and speak with them - that is not true 

25 today.) 

26 In these states, GALs are paid per diem like jurors, and do not bill 

27 endlessly at attorney rates. In these states, the role of an AMC or GAL and 

28 
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1 what they may (and may not) do is very clearly defined by statute and 

2 judicial discretion has been moderated by legislation. 

3 In these states, shared parenting has become a standard and.the norm-

4 rather than something which divorced parents are forced to fight for to the 

5 point of being permanently financially devastated, which is the case in th1s 

6 .state. 

7 Our state can and must be far better in the actual best interests of 

8 our children, parents, grandparents and families. Our state can and must be 

9 far better for our citizens and taxpayers. 

10 If we wish to make positive changes to the benefit of parents, 

11 families, children, citizens and taxpayers in this state, we must do what 

12 other states have already done and not remain a legal backwater and near the 

13 bottom of the list in this country and in fact, internationally when it comes 

14 to family court reform. 

15 Israel is about to make shared parenting a national standard and has 

16 completely re-written their family laws based on the United Nations 

17 International Rights of a Child. 

18 The Chief Justice of Canada has publically stated that their family 

19 court is "beyond the point of simple repair and needs to be replaced by 

20 something else." A Royal Commission is now working on what that "something 

21 else" may be and how it would operate. 

22 Food for thought, and thank you. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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DIVORCE INDUSTRY ATTACKS ON PARENTS AND CITIZENS 

IS THERE REALLY "NO PROBLEM" IN OUR FAMILY COURTS? 

A LOOK AT THE FACTS AND STATISTICS 

The divorce industry in this state has unfortunately opted not to work with parents, citizens and 

taxpayers to try and reform our state's broken family court system, but to target us instead. 

This serves to respond to and address the misinformation and propaganda that there "no 

problem" in our family courts and that all of this is solely about a "small number of disgruntled 

litigants" it is not. 

The attached reflects the number of cases the family court system receives by type. So last 

year, the family court system received 34,000 new cases. But you'll note, the vast majority of 

these cases are procedural in nature. They involve either a simple one-time filing at the Clerk's 

office, or a single. hearing lasting less than an hour. They don't require much court time at all. 

For example - 14,000 of those cases were parents who just filed for divorce and walked out the 

door. Most of them probably didn't even have attorneys at all. These are not the problem. 

The problem is in the 3,400 custody cases. These are the ones that take 90% of the court 

systems' time <fnd resources to resolve. These are the ones that have private pay GALs 

assigned, and where the financial incentive is to purposely prolong cases. Parents caught in this 

category- are being taken advantage of and devastated. This is where all of the family law 

attorneys make their money. 

So when the divorce industry Claims that "90-95% of cases are resolved quickly" and only a 

"small number" of cases are "high conflict" and it's all the parent's fault- this is not simply 

true. 90-95% of all cases, of any type, that come before the court are resolved quickly

because they are simple and procedural in nature. 

But the majority of the 3,400 custody cases, have very serious issues and problems. This is 

where the problem is. 

Chief State Justice Rogers mentic;med in her Hartford Courant article that over the past two 

years, over 11,557 cases were returned to the family court system. That's huge considering 

that t~e vast majority of these cases are the 3,400 or so custody cases- not the ones that 

require simply filings. Imagine if this volume of business disputes were returned to the civil 

courts. 

This does not reflect a problem with a "small number of high conflict cases"- this reflects a 

serious problem with the orders the court is issuing in custody cases- causing parents to have 

~ -·--~ ---~---' . 
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DIVORCE INDUSTRY ATIACKS ON PARENTS AND CITIZENS 

IS THERE REALLY "NO PROBLEM" IN OUR FAMILY COURTS? 

A LOOK AT THE FACTS AND STATISTICS 

to come back to court over and over and over again. I'm two years in just to address the 

compliant I filed in March of 2012 - with no end in sight. And all of the money is gone, and the 

attorneys are leaving because neither I nor my ex can afford to pay them anymore, again .. I'm 

about to join the 85% of parents who are ProSe. 

All of the complaints from parents- are from these 3,400 custody cases, not the whole universe 

of family court cases. And when 700 parents hav~ the courage to sign a petition asking for GAL 

reform, that'~ ~ pretty powerful sign of the issue and problem . 
• 

This is why the Task Force Chairs didn't want to get any hard facts and figures to reflect the 

above reality. The excuse was that the Judiciary "does not have the data available." Yes they 

do- they just didn't want to share it. (And we have recently acquired it.) 

It may have been noticed during a recent NPR Radio interview that an noted Attorney-GAL 

became very quie_t,when it mentioned that GALs in Florida are all unpaid parent volunteers 

from all w_aJk~ of life and that Florida doesn't have the same problem we do with 85% of 

parents b$l~g proSe and not being able to afford attorneys (or the same kinds of GAL issues

becau~e t~at,state also has oversight.) 

This is because the Attorney-GAL and spokesperson for the divorce industry is from Florida and 

is licensed to practice there. H~ knows this and how much better the GAL system in Florida is. 



FAMILY CASES ADDED BY CASE TYPE FOR THE YEARS 1994-95 TO 2011-12 

- .. -
FAMILY -· '' 94-!!_5 95-~6' 96-97 ' ~7-98 ' 98-99 99-00. ' OQ-01 ' : 01-02 02'-03· 03-04 04-05 05..06 ' 06-0,7 

- -

DISSOLUTION 14,036 13,340 13,506 13,409 13,624 14.451 13,656 14,260 13,641 13,665 13,654 13,695 13,659 

-LEGAL SEPARATION 266 243 267 261 275 301 276 264 277 236 253 205 217 

ANNULMENT 33 46 63 76 47 61 56 51 56 56 62 64 56 

CHANGE OF NAME 40 70 63 66 103 66 65 56 76 63 31 45 53 

CUSTODY 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 1,710 1,664 1,976 2,166 2,136 2,322 

DISSOLUTION.CML UNIONS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 32 

REUEF FROM PHYS. ABUSE 5,450 5,269 5,256 5,326 5,502 5,536 6,002 5,961 6,694' 7,374 7,611 6,475 6,479 

FOREIGN JUDGMENTS 162 126 156 142 150 160 146 153 156 152 153 139 149 

VISITATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 427 449 423 423 379 360 

UNIFORM CHILD CUST 
26 17 23 35 41 41 56 22 21 10 27 17 26 

JURIS 

PAT ACK WITH SUP 
4,605 3,996 4,512 4,616 9,661 1,657 271 270 204 127 142 10 41 

AGREEMENT 

PATERNITY PETITION 4,022 4,777 4,939 4,001 4,130 2,719 2,326 2,006 1,970 1,616 1,763 1,629 1,754 

SUPPORT PETITION 1,672 1,739 1,950 1,797 2,062 3,529 4,445 4,955 4,644 4,424 5,006 5,063 5,265 

AGREEMENT TO SUPPORT 301 202 161 156 140 208 210 170 130 125 129 126 136 

ALL OTHER 799 956 1,070 1,327 1,606 1,609 2,004 241 159 147 220 136 102 

- ~ 

TOTA~ FAMILY., 31,614: ·, 3,01803: 3~:~88: }1,236: ~~.~81j ' 30,560,. ',,'29,812 ,I :. 30,60_8, 30;7~3·: .'~0~396 ! 31,884 : ~2,377 32,871,. 
- - ' 

I J 

• Restated to reflect a new methodology for capturing family staUsUcs ("Total Family" added changed from 34,927 to 34,926) 

07-08 08-09 .,-~~-10,' 

13,621 13,756 14,533 

256 236 256 

59 66 90 

45 30 26 

2,605 2,912 3,115 

46 50 54 

6,145 6,514 9,211 

132 154 149 

395 425 502 

29 32 25 

46 39 27 

1,713 1,591 1,522 

5,466 5,241 5,070 

123 140 76 

105 76 72 

-· '. 
' 3~,8.10. 33,288 .34,730 

.. -
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ConnecticutiLawTribune 

Opinion: Family Court System Expensive, lneffici_ent And Abusive 

@ ctlawtribune.com/id=1202645822956/0pinion+Family+Court+System+Expenslve+lnefficient+And+Abusive 

On Feb. 26, t~ere was a hist«;~ric vote at the state Capitol in which family court Judge leslie Olear was only narrowly reappointec 
by the legislature. This vote came after public protests which gained media attention and after legislators were called into action 
to address the serious problems in our state's family courts. After this vote, some members of the legal community 
understandably rushed to defend Judge Olear, claiming that the votes against her were politically mobvated and only in responSJ 
to complaints' being expressed by a ~small number of family court critics." This is simply not the case. 

' 
This vote cam~ after.scores of parents. adult children of divorce, grandparents, attorneys and business executives testified unbl 
the early morning hours in front of a task force In January, after more than 630 parents signed a petition demanding legislative 
reforms of the family court's broken guardian ad litem (GAL) system, and after legislators were Inundated with thousands of 
complaints about our family courts from parents, as consumers of the family court system's services. 

In an op;-ed piilC;e s.ubm.itt_esi to the law Tribune', Kimberly Knox, president of the Connecticut Bar Association, fell back on well
worn industry rhetoric trying to blame the actual victims in this scenario -the thousands of parents and families who have been 
financially devastated and unfairly denied access to their children solely due the problems in our family courts. The vote on Feb. 
26 was not about a judge and what was in her best interests. The vote was about parents, children, families, citizens and 
taxpayers and what Is In our best interests. The protests and the vote reflected how expensive, ·ineffective, abusive and 
damaging our family courts have become. 

Unfortunately, Olear did not come before the legislature with a stellar record. In 2011, the state Supreme Court overturned a 
custody case ruling made by Olear where Chief Justice Chase Rogers expressed strong constitutional concerns. The opinions 
of the family law -attorneys who testified in favor of Olear have a vested interest in doing so. The question should be asked how 
many parents and adult children of. divorce testified -those impacted by the judge's rulings. It is quite unfortunate that these 
voices and opinions are seldom solicited or heard. 

What legislators heard (and responded to) were complaints about children being arbitranly separated from their parents and 
parents forced to pay for supervised visitations to see them. Parents being jailed for not being able to pay outlandish GAL fees. 
Parents losing their homes and jobs and being ordered to liquidate their retirement accounts and children's college funds. This 
same scenario has become the operational norm in our family courts, not one only associated with a small number of "high
conflict cases." 

The majority of the family courts' time is consumed by the growing number of 3,400 or so custody cases it hears. It is the 
underlying politics and misguided policies of the family court itself which created this crisis- and one which is harming parents, 
children and families. 

The vote signaled that citizens are no longer tolerating the status quo and expecting far better of our legislature and judiciary. It 
reflects a historic shift in attitudes and approaches towards family law happening not just here in Connecticut, but nationally and 
internationally as well. Connecticut Is characteristically late to the game. 

Many states have already enacted sweeping changes in their family laws and made shared parenting a standard. Maine 
reformed its GAL system last summer, following states such as Maryland, which eliminated GAL immunity. The chief justice of 
New York State and a task force in Delaware both proposed opening their family courts in order to "eliminate the atmosphere of 
corruption." The chief justice of Canada called the country's family courts "beyond the point of simple repair" and a Royal 
Commission Is examining ways to replace their system with "something else." 

Connecticut's family courts are in a state of operational dysfunction solely due to a self-Inflicted legal monstrosity it created and 
of epic proportions. We have the largest Practice Book in the country, as our judiciary has essentially been allowed to write self
serving legislation. 

None of the people in the fast growing fam1ly court reform movement deny that custody cases can be difficult. This is not the 
issue. The issue is that in this state, we have allowed a very small group of family law attorneys and GAls to directly and 
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adversely impact family court operations in a manner designed to personally enrich them at the expense of parents and families 
This has created a situation where 85 percent of the cases before the court involve a pro se party, as no one can afford the 
agenda being promoted by these individuals. To be dear, this group does not represent mainstream legal thought in this state 
and many attorneys are increasingly speaking out about this. 

Our state's GALs are almost exdusively fam1ly law attorneys who enjoy complete Immunity and been granted quasi-judicial 
authority- this is not common elsewhere in the country. Our GALs are not held to any standard of perfonnance or ex~llence ar 
they are not licensed or monitored. They are allowed to bill with impunity with the expected results. GALs in this state legally 
trump a parent's right to be a parent as soon as they are assigned to case. These Individuals are allowed to make life-altering 
decisions directly impacting children and families as judges routinely outsource their judicial authority to them -for the entire life 
of a case and child. This is misguided, unethical and simply wrong. 

Too many of our judges operate with the misguided belief that parents are to blame and inherently flawed, invalid, and incapable 
of parenting solely because they have dared to approach the Court for help or have a dispute with the other parent. Instead of 
making effective rulings, even simple cases are allowed to drag on for months and years as children and families suffer and 
parents are literally bankrupted In process. Concerns for their dients expressed to the family court by well-meaning attorneys an 
professionals, fall of deaf ears as these people are shut out of the system. 

Along with many others, I attended and watched the recent hearings of a task force assigned to study the costs of custody case: 
Ms. Knox did not. This task force failed its legislative mandate as it was chaired by two "full-time GALs" who blocked every effor1 
by other task force members to collect and analyze meaningful financial cost and operational metrics data related to custody 
cases. This may explain why many legislators have little faith in what the task foree ultimately recommended. 

In summary, the legal industry and judiciary need to recognize that the world has changed. As with many other movements, 
social media has brought together thousands of parents, progressive lawyers, fanner judge:s, concerned mental health 
professionals, business executives and legislators on Facebook, Linked In and Twitter, uniting us In a common cause. A cause 
which cuts across all political lines, all social and economic dasse:s, all genders and race dassifications. 

' 

We have three branches of government because when one of these branches goes astray and operate:s in a manner which 
violates the Constitution and ignores basic civil and due proce:ss rights, the other two must step in to take correction action. 
Having no other recourse, citizens have properly turned to the legislature and the legislature is responding -which mirrors what 
has happened in many other states. 

Parents who have suffered for years due to the problems in our family courts are the actual experts and our voice:s must be heal 
- not just those of the legal industry. This is the very best way to run a government and court system -for the people, of the 
people, and by the people. 

Peter T. Szymonik is a portfolio manager at UnitedHealthcare, where he works as a liaison between business technology 
executives and the legal and compliance teams. He is a former member of the executive board at Cummings & Lockwood and 
has seNed as the state chair of the Council of Litigation Management. He is also the father of two young sons and has been 
working with state legislators on family courl reform for many years. 
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(a) Generally. Unless _the appointing judge authorizes departure from these ~tandards for good cause, these 
standards apply when the judge appoints a guardian ad litem for a child in a ca~e under the Revised Kansas Code 
for Care of Children, K.S.A. 38-2201 et seq.; the Revised Kansas Juvenile Justice Code, K.S.A. 38- 2301 et seq.; and 
the Kansas Family Law Code, K.S.A. Chapter 23. The judge must: 

(1) issue an order appointing the guardian ad litem on a form substantially in compliance with the judicial 
council form; and 
(2} ensure compliance with this rule. 

(b) Prerequisite and Continuing Education. 
(1} Requirements. 

(A) Number of Hours; Timeframe. As a prerequisite to appointment, a guardian ad litem must 
comp'i'ete at least 6 hours of education, including 1 hour of professional responsibility. An appointed 
guardian ad litem also rTliJSt participate in continuing education consisting of at least 6 hours per 
year. 
(B) Areas of Education. Areas of education should include, but are not limited to: 

• dynamics of abuse' and neglect; 
, I 

• 'roles and re~pon~ibilities; 
• cultural awareness; 
• communication skills, including communication with children; 
• Information gathering and investigatory techniques; 
• advocacy skills;' 

• child development; 
• m~ntal health issues; 
• permanency and the law; 
• corruriunicy.iesources; 

• professional' responsibility; 
• special education law; 
• substance abuse Issues; 
• schoollaw;'and 
• the revised code for care of children. 

(2} Waiver of Prerequisite. The appointing judge may waive the prerequisite education when necessary to 
make an emergency temporary appointment. The educational requirements must be completed within 6 
months after appointment. 
(3} Continuing Education Requirements; Judicial Approval. If approved by the Continuing Legal Education 
Commission, the education hours required by paragraph ( 1) also can be counted to satisfy Supreme Court 
Rule 803's continuing legal education requirements. These standards do not modify the minimum total 
hours annually required under that rule. The appointing judge may approve prerequisite education and 
continuing education hours not otherwise approved by the Continuing Legal Education Commission. 
(4} Recordkeeping. Each guardian ad litem must maintain a record of the guardian's participation in 
prerequisite and continuing education programs. Upon request of the appointing judge, the guardian must 
provide evidence of compliance with this subsection. 

(c) Guardian Ad Litem Duties and Responsibilities. A guardian ad litem must comply with the following standards: 
(1} Conducting an Independent Investigation. A guardian ad litem must conduct an independent 
investigation and review all relevant documents and records, including those of social service agencies, 
police, courts, physicians, mental health practitioners, and schools. Interviews- either in person or by 
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telephone- of the child, parents, social workers, relatives, school personnel, court-appointed special 
advocates (CASAs), caregivers, and others having knowledge of the facts are recommended. Continuing 
investigation and ongoing contact with the child are mandatory. 
(2) Determining the Best Interests of the Child. A guardian ad litem must determine the best interests of 
the child by considering such factors as: 

• the child's age and sense oftime; 
• the child's level of maturity; 
• the child's culture and ethnicity; 
• degree of. the child's attachment to family members, including siblings; 
• continuity; 
• consistency; 
• perman~ncy; 

• the child's sense of belonging and identity; and 
• results of the investigation. 

(3) Representing In Court. A guardian ad litem must: 
(A) file appropriate pleadings and other papers on the child's behalf; 
(B) represent the best interests of the child at all hearings; 
(C) pre~ent all relevant facts, lncludmg the ~hild's posi~ion; 
(D) submit the re~ults of the guardian's independent investigation and the guardian's 
recommendations regarding the child's best Interests; and 
(E) vigorously advocate for the child's best interests by: 

~calling, examining, and cross-examining witnesses; 
lil~ submitting and responding to other evidence; and 
i!ill making oral and written arguments based on the evidence that has been or is expected to 
be presented. 

(4) Explaining to the Child. A guardian ad litem must explain the court proceedings and the guardian's role 
in terms the child can understand. 
(5) Making Recommendations for Services. A guardian ad litem must recommend appropriate services for 
the child and the child's family. 
(6) Monitoring. A guardian ad litem must monitor Implementation of service plans and court orders. 

(d) When Recommendation Conflicts With Child's Wishes. If the child disagrees with the guardian ad litem's 
recommendation, the guardian must inform the court of the disagreement. The court may, for good cause, 
appoint an attorney to represent the child's expressed wishes. If the court appoints an attorney for the child, 
that individual serves in addition to the guardian ad litem. The attorney must allow the child and the guardian to 
communicate with one another but may require the communications to occur in the attorney's presence. 

(e) Participation Limited by Rules of Professional Conduct. An attorney in a proceeding in which the attorney 
serves as guardian ad litem may submit reports and recommendations to the court and testify only as permitted 
by Kansas Rule of Professional Conduct 3.7(a). 
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Chapter 38: Minors 
Article 22: Revised Kansas Code For Care Of Children 
Statutes: 

• 38-2201: Citation; construction of code; policy of state. 
• 38-2202: Definitions. 
• 38-2203: Jurisdiction; age of child, presumptions. 
• 38-2204: Venue. 
• 38-2205: Right to counsel; guardian ad litem 
• 38-2206: Appol~tment of special advocate. 
• 38-2207: Citizen review boards; members. 
• 38-2208: Same; duties and powers. 
• 38-2209: Confidentiality of child In need of care records; penalties; immunities. 
• 38-2210: Parties exchanging information. 
• 38-2211: Access to official and social file; preseNation of records. 
• 38-2211a: 
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• 38-2212: Appropriate and necessary access; exchange of information; court ordered disclosure; limited 
public information. 

• 38-2213: Records of law enforcement agencies; limited disclosure; exchange of Information; access; 
court ordered disclosure. 

• 38-2214: Duties of county or district attorney. 
• 38-2215: Docket fee and expenses. 
• 38-2216: Expense of care and custody of child. 
• 38-2217: Health seNices. 
• 38-2218: Educational decisions; educational advocates for exceptional children. 
• · 38-2219: Evaluation of development or needs of child. 
• 38-2220: Parentage. .~ 

• 38-2221: Fingerprints and photographs. 
• 38-2222: Public information and educational program; reporting of suspected abuse or neglect. 
• 38-2223: Reporting of certain abuse or neglect of children; persons reporting; reports, made to whom; 

penalties; immunity from liability. 
• 38-2224: Same; employer prohibited from Imposing sanctions on employee making report or 

cooperating in investigation; penalty. 
• 38-2225: Same; reporting of certain abuse or neglect of children In institutions operated by the 

secretary; rules and regulations. 
• 38-2226: Investigation of reports; coordination between agencies. 
• 38-2227: Child advocacy centers. 
• 38-2228: Multidisciplinary team. 
• 38-2229: lnvestigati~n of abuse or neglect; subpoena; request to quash. 
• 38-2230:"Same; duties of SRS. 
• 38-2231: Child under 18, when law enforcement officers or court seNices officers may take into custody; 

sheltering a runaway. 
• 38-2232: Child under 18 taken Into custody; duties of officers; referral of cases for proceedings under this 

code and interstate compact on juveniles; placed In shelter facility or with other person; application of 
law enforcement officer; release of child. 
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o 38-2233: Filing of petition on referral by SRS or other person; filing by Individual. 
• 38-2234: Pleadings. 
• 38-2235: Procedure upon filing of petition. 
• 38-2236: Summons; persons to be served; notice of hearing. 
• 38-2237: Service of process. 
• 38-2238: Proof of service. 
• 38-223.9: Service of other pleadings. 
• 38-2240: Subpoenas; witness fees. 
• 38-2241: Additional parties. 
• 38-2242: Ex parte orders of protective custody; application; de~ermlnation of probable cause; period of 

time; placement; procedures; orders for removal of child from custody of parent, limitations. 
• 38-2243: Orders of temporary custody; notice; hearing; procedure; findings; placement; orders for 

removal of child from custody of parent, limitati~ns. 
• . 38-2244: Order for Informal supervision; restraining orders. 
• 38-2245: Discovery. 
• 38-2246: Continuances. 
• 38-2247: Attendance at proceedings; confidentiality. 
• 38-2248: Stipulations and no contest statements. 
• 38-2249: Rules of evidence. 
• 38-2250: Degree of proof. 
• 38-2251: Adjudication. 
• 38-2252: Predlspositional alternative; placement with person other than child's parent; conference; 

recommendations; Immunity. 
• 38-2253: Dispositional hearing; purpose; time. 
• 38-2254: Same;·notice. 
• 38-2255: Authorized dispositions. 
• 38-2256: Rehearing. 
• 38-2257: Permanency planning at disposition. 
• 38-2258: Change of placement; removal from home of parent, findings by court. 
• 38-2259: Emergency change of placement; removal from home of parent, findings of court. 
• 38-2260: Placement; order directing child to remain In present or future placement, application for 

determination that child has violated order; procedure; authorized dispositions; limitations on facilities 
used for placement; computation of time limitations. 

• 38-2261: Reports made by foster parents. 
• 38-2262: Placement; testimony of certain children. 
• 38-2263: Permanency planning. 
• 38-2264: Permanency hearing; purpose; procedure; time for hearing. 
• 38-2265: Same; notice. 
• 38-2266: Request for termination of parental rights or appointment of permanent custodian. 
• 38-2267: Procedure upon receipt of request. 
• 38-22GB: Voluntary relinquishment; voluntary permanent custodianship; consent to adoption. 
• 38-2269: Factors to be considered In termination of parental rights; appointment of permanent 

custodian. 
• 38-2270: Custody for adoption. 
• 38-2271: Presumption of unfitness, when; burden of proof. 
• 38-2272: Appointment of permanent custodian. 
• 38-2273: Appeals; procedure; verification. 
• 38-2274~ Temporary orders pending appeal; status of orders appealed from. 
• 38-2275: Fees and expenses. 
• 38-2276: Prohibiting detainment or placement of child in jail. 
• 38-2277: Determination of child support. 
• 38-2278: Journal entry for child support. 
• 38-2279: Withholding order for child support; filing; service. 
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• 38-2280: Remedies supplemental not substitute. 
~ 38-2281: Family services and community Intervention fund; child in need of care, purpose of expenditure 

of moneys. 
• 38-2282: Newborn Infant protection act. 
• 38-2283: Application to existing cases. 

• 38-2201: Citation; construction of code; policy of state. K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2201 through 38-2283, and 
amendments thereto, shall be known as and may be cited as the revised Kansas code for care of children. 

(a) 'Proceedings pursuant to this code shall be civil in nature and all proceedings, orders, judgments 
and decrees shall be deemed to be pursuant to the parental power of the state. 

(b) The code shall be liberally construed to carry out the policies of the state which are to: 
(1) Consider the safety and welfare of a child to be paramount in all proceedings under the code; 
(2) provide that each child who comes within the provisions of the code shall receive the care, custody, 

guidance control and discipline that will best serve the child's welfare and the interests of the state, 
preferably in the child's home and recognizing that the child's relationship with such child's family Is 
important to the child's well being; 

(3) make the ongoing physical, mental and emotional needs of the child decisive considerations in 
proceedings under this code; 

(4) acknowledge that the time perception of a child differs from that of an adult and to dispose of all 
proceedings under this code without unnecessary delay; 

(5) encourage the reporting of suspected child abuse and neglect; 
(6) investigate reports of suspected child abuse and neglect thoroughly and promptly; 
(7) provide for the protection of children who have been subject to physical, mental or emotional 

abuse or neglect or sexual abuse; 
(8) provide preventative and rehabilitative services, when appropriate, to abused and neglected 

children and their families so, if possible, the families can remain together without further threat to the 
children; 

(9) provide stability in the life of a child who must be removed fr~m the home of a parent; and 
(10) place children in permanent family settings, in absence of compelling reasons to the contrary. 
(c) Nothing in this code shall be construed to permit discrimination on the basis of disability. 
(1) The disability of a parent shall not constitute a basis for a determination that a child is a child in 

need of care, for the removal of custody of a child from the parent, or for the termination of parental rights 
without a specific showing that there is a causal relation between the disability and harm to the child. 

(2) In cases involving a parent with a disability, determinations made under this code shall consider the 
availability and use of accommodations for the disability, including adaptive equipment and support 
services. 

H1story: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 1; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2202: Definitions. As used in the revised Kansas code for care of children, unless the context otherwise 
indicates: 

(a) "Abandon" or "abandonment" means to forsake, desert or, without making appropriate provision 
for substitute care, cease providing care for the child. 

(b) "Adult correction facility" means any public or private facility, secure or nonsecure, which is used 
for the lawful custody of accused or convicted adult criminal offenders. 

(c) "Aggravated circumstances" means the abandonment, torture, chronic abuse, sexual abuse or 
chronic, life threatening neglect of a child. 

(d) "Child in need of care" means a person less than 18 years of age at the time of filing of the petition 
or issuance of an ex parte protective custody order pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2242, and 
amendments thereto, who: 

(1) Is without adequate parental care, control or subsistence and the condition is not due solely to the 
lack of financial means of the child's parents or other custodian; 

(2) is without the care or control necessary for the child's physical, mental or emotional health; 
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(3) has been physically, mentally or emotionally abused or neglected or sexually abused; 
(4) has been placed for care or adoption in violation of law; 
(5) has been abandoned or does not have a known living parent; 
(6) is not attending school as required by K.S.A. 72-977 or 72-1111, and amendments thereto; 
(7) except in the case of a violation of K.S.A. 21-4204a, 41-727, subsection U) of K.S.A. 74-8810 or 

subsection (m) or (n) of K.S.A. 79-3321, and amendments thereto, or, except as provided in paragraph (12), 
does an act which, when committed by a person under 18 years of age, is prohibited by state law, city 
ordinance or county resolution but which is not prohibited when done by an adult; 

(8) while less than 10 years of age, commits any act which if done by an adult would constitute the 
commission of a felony or misdemeanor as defined by K.S.A. 21-3105, and amendments thereto; 

(9) Is willfully and voluntarily absent from the child's home without the consent of the child's parent or 
other custodian; 

(10) is willfully and voluntarily absent at least a second time from a court ordered or designated 
placement, or a placement pursuant to court order, if the absence is without the consent of the person 
with whom the child is placed or, if the child is placed in a facility, without the consent of the person in 
charge of such facility or such person's designee; 

(11) has been residing in the same residence with a sibling or another person under 18 years of age, 
who has been physically, mentally or emotionally abused or neglected, or sexually abused; 

(12) while less than 10 years of age commits the offense defined In K.S.A. 21-4204a, and amendments 
thereto; or 

(13) has had a permanent custodian appointed and the permanent custod1an Is no longer able or 
willmg to serve. 

(e) "Citizen review board" is a group of community volunteers appointed by the court and whose 
duties are prescribed by K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2207 and 38-2208, and amendments thereto. 

(f) "Court-appointed special advocate" means a responsible adult other than an attorney guardian ad 
litem who is appointed by the court to represent the best interests of a child, as provided in K.S.A. 2009 
5upp. 38-2206, and amendments thereto, In a proceeding pursuant to this code. 

(g) "Custody" whether temporary, protective or legal, means the status created by court order or 
statute which vests in a custodian, whether an Individual or an agency, the right to physical possession of 
the child and the right to determine placement of the child, subject to restrictions placed by the court. 

(h) "Extended out of home placement" means a child has been in the custody of the secretary and 
placed with neither parent for 15 of the most recent 22 months beginning 60 days after the date at which a 
child in the custody of the secretary was removed from the home. 

(i) "Educational Institution" means all schools at the elementary and secondary levels. 
· ij) "Educator" means any administrator, teacher or other professional or paraprofessional employee of 

an educational institution who has exposure to a pupil specified In subsection (a) of K.S.A. 72-89b03, and 
amendments thereto. 

(k) "Harm" means physical or psychological injury or damage. 
(I) "Interested party" means the grandparent of the child, a person with whom the child has been 

living for a significant period of time when the child in need of care petition Is filed, and any person made 
an interested party by the court pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2241, and amendments thereto or Indian 
tribe seeking to Intervene that Is not a party. 

(m) "Jail" means: 
(1) An adult jail or lockup; or 
(2) a facility in the same building or on the same grounds as an adult jail or lockup, unless the facility 

meets all applicable standards and licensure requirements under law and there Is: (A) Total separation of 
the juvenile and adult facility spatial areas such that there could be no haphazard or accidental contact 
between juvenile and adult residents in the respective facilities; (B) total separation in all juvenile and adult 
program activities within the facilities, including recreation, education, counseling, health care, dining, 
sleeping and general living activities; and (C) separate juvenile and adult staff, including management, 
security staff and direct care staff such as recreational, educational and counseling. 

(n) "Juvenile detention facility" means any secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody 
of accused or adjudicated juvenile offenders which must not be a jail. 
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(o) "Juvenile intake and assessment worker" means a responsible adult authorized to perform intake 
and assessment services as part of the Intake and assessment system established pursuant to K.S.A. 
75-7023. and amendments thereto. 

(p) "Kinship care" means the placement of a child in the home of the c;hild's relative or in the home of 
another adult with whom the child or the child's parent already has a close emotional attachment. 

(q) "Law enforcement officer" means any person who by virtue of office or public employment is 
vested by law with a duty to maintain pub!ic order or to make arrests for crimes, whether that duty 
extends to all crimes or is limited to specific cnmes. 

(r} "Multidisciplinary team" means a group of persons, appointed by the court under K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2228, and amendments thereto, which has knowledge of the circumstances of a child in need of care. 

(s) "Neglect" means acts or omissions by a parent, guardian or person responsible for the care of a 
child resulting In harm to a child, or presenting a likelihood of harm, and the acts or omissions are not due 
solely to the lack of financial means of the child's parents or other custodian. Neglect may include, but shall 
not be·limited to: 

(1) Failure to provide the child with food, clothing or shelter necessary to sustain the life or health of 
the child; 

(2) failure to provide adequate supervision of a child or to remove a child from a situation which 
requires judgment or actions beyond the child's level of maturity, physical condition or mental abilities and 
that results'in bodily Injury or a likelihood of harm to the child; or 

(3) failure to use resources available to treat a diagnosed medical condition if such treatment will 
make a child substantially more comfortable, reduce pain and suffering, or correct or substantially diminish 
a crippling condition from worsening. A parent legitimately practicing religious beliefs who does not 
provide specified medical treatment for a child because of religious beliefs shall not for that reason be 
considered a negligent parent; however, this exception shall not preclude a court from entering an order 
pursuant to subsection (a)(2) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2217, and amendments thereto. 

(t) "Parent" when used in relation to a child or children, includes a guardian and every person who Is 
by law liable to maintain, care for or support the child. 

(u) "Party" means the state, the petitioner, the child, any parent of the child and an Indian child's tribe 
intervening pursuant to the Indian child welfare act. 

(v) "Permanency goal" means the outcome of the permanency planning process which may be 
reintegration, adoption, appointment of a permanent custodian or another planned permanent living 

arrangement. 
(w) "Permanent custodian" means a juclicially approved permanent guardian of a child pursuant to 

K.S.A: 2009 Supp. 38-2272, and amendments thereto. 
(x) "Physical, mental or emotional abuse" means the Infliction of physical, mental or emotional harm 

or the causing of a deterioration of a child and may include, but shall not be limited to, maltreatment or 
exploiting a child to the extent that the child's health or emotional well-being is endangered. 

(y) "Placement" means the designation by the individual or agency having custody of where and with 
whom the child will live. 

·(z) "Relative" means a person related by blood, marriage or adoption but, when referring to a relative 
of a child's parent, does not include the child's other parent. 

(a a) "Secretary" means the secretary of social and rehabilitation services or the secretary's designee. 
(bb) "Secure facility" means a facility which is operated or structured so as to ensure that all entrances 

and exits from the facility are under the exclusive control of the staff of the facility, whether or not the 
person being detained has freedom of movement within the perimeters of the facility, or which relies on 
locked rooms and buildings, fences or physical restraint in order to control behavior of its residents. No 
secure facility shall be in a city or county jail. 

(cc) ~·sexual abuse" means any contact or interaction with a child in which the child is being used for 
the sexual stimulation of the perpetrator, the child or another person. Sexual abuse shall include allowing, 
permitting or encouraging a child to engage in prostitution or to be photographed, filmed or depicted in 
pornographic material. 

(dd) "Shelter facility" means any public or private facility or home other than a juvenile detention 
facility that may be used in accordance with this code for the purpose of providing e1ther temporary 
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placement for children in need of care prior to the issuance of a dispositional order or longer term care 
under a dispositional order. 

(ee) "Transition plan" means, when used in relation to a youth in the custody of the secretary, an 
individualized strategy for the provision of medical, mental health, education, employment and housing 
supports as needed for the adult and, if applicable, for any minor child ofthe adult, to live Independently 
and specifically provides for the supports and any services for which an adult with a disability is eligible 
Including, but not limited to, funding for home and community based services waivers. 

(ff) "Youth residential facility" means any home, foster home or structure which provides 24-hour-a
day care for children and which Is licensed pursuant to article 5 of chapter 65 of the Kansas Statutes 
Annotated, and amendments thereto. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 2; L. 2008, ch. 169, § 1; L. 2009, ch. 99, § 1; July 1. 

• 38-2203: Jurisdiction; age of child, presumptions. (a) Proceedings concerning any child who may be a child 
iiJ need of care shall be governed by this code, except in those instances when the court knows or has 
reason to know that an Indian child is involved In the proceeding, in which case, the Indian child welfare 
act of 1978 {25 U.S.C. §1901 et seq.) applies. The Indian child welfare act may apply to: The filing to Initiate 
a child In need of care proceeding (K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2234, and amendments thereto); ex parte custody 
orders (K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2242, and amendments thereto); temporary custody hearing (K.S.A. 2009 
Sypp. 38-2243, and amendments thereto); adjudication (K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2247, and amendments 
thereto); burden of proof (K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2250, and amendments thereto); disposition (K.S.A. 2009 
Supp. 38-2255, and amendments thereto); permanency hearings (K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2264, and 
amendments thereto); termination of parental rights (K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2267, 38-2268 and 38-2269, 
and amendments thereto); establishment of permanent custodianship (K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2268 and 

· 38-2272, and amendments thereto); the placement of a child in any foster, pre-adoptive and adoptive 
home and the placement of a child In a guardianship arrangement under chapter 59, article 30 ofthe 
Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto. 

(b) Subject to the uniform child custody jurisdiction and enforcement act, K.S.A. 38-1336 through 
38-1377, and amendments thereto, the district court shall have original jurisdiction of proceedings 
pursuant to this code. 

(c) The court acquires jurisdiction over a child by the filing of a petition pursuant to this code or upon 
Issuance of an ex parte order pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2242, and amendments thereto. When the 
court acquires jurisdiction over a child in need of care, jurisdiction may continue until the child has: (1) 
Become 18 years of age, or until June 1 of the school year during which the child became 18 years of age if 
the child is still attendmg high school unless there is no court approved transition plan, in which event 
jurisdiction may continue until a transition plan Is approved by the court or until the child reaches the age 
of 21; (2) been adopted; or (3) been discharged by the court. Any child 18 years of age or over may 
request, in writing to the court, that the jurisdiction of the court cease. The court shall give notice of the 
request to all parties and interested parties and 30 days after receipt of the request, jurisdiction will cease. 

(d) When it is no longer appropriate for the court to exercise jurisdiction over a child, the court, upon 
its own motion or the motion of a party or interested party at a hearing or upon agreement of all parties or 
interested parties, shall enter an order discharging the child. Except upon request of the child pursuant to 
subsection (c), the court shall not enter an order discharging a child until June 1 of the school year during 
which the child becomes 18 years of age if the child is In an out-of-home placement, Is still attending high 
school and has not completed the child's high school education. -

(e) When a petition is filed under this code, a person who is alleged to be under 18 years of age shall 
be presumed to be under that age for the purposes of this code, unless the contrary is proved. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 3; L. 2008, ch. 169, § 2; L. 2009, ch. 99, § 2; July 1. 

• 38-2204: Venue. (a) Venue of any case involving a child in need of care shall be in the county of the child's 
residence or in the county where the child Is found. 

(b) Upon application of any party or interested party and after not1ce to all other parties and 
interested parties, the court in which the petition was originally filed alleging that a child is a child in need 
of care may order the proceedmgs transferred to the court.ofthe county where: (1) The child is physically 
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present; {2) the parent or parents reside; or (3) other proceedings are pending in this state concerning 
custody of the child. The judge of the court in which the case is pending shall consult with the judge of the 
proposed receiving court prior to transfer of the case. If the judges do not agree that the case should be 
transferred or if a hearing is requested, a hearing shall be held on the desirability of the transfer, with 
notice to parties or Interested parties, the secretary and the proposed receiving court. If the judge of the 
transferring court orders the case transferred, the order of transfer shall include findings stating why the 
case is being.transferred and, if available, the names and addresses of all Interested parties to whom the 
receiving court should provide notice of any further proceedings. The receiving court shall accept the case. 
Upon a judge ordering a transfer of venue, the clerk shall transmit the contents of the official file and a 
complete copy of the social file to the court to which venue is transferred, and, upon receipt of the record, 
the receiving court shall assume jurisdiction as if the proceedings were originally filed in that court. The 
transferring judge, if an adjudicatory hearing has been held, shall also transmit recommendations as to 
disposition. The court may return the case to the court where it originated if the child is not present In the 
receiving county or, the receiving county is not the residence ofthe child's parent or parents. 

History:· L. 2006, ch. 200, § 4; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2205: Right to counsel; guardian ad litem . (a) Appointment of guardian ad litem and attorney for child; 
duties. Upon the filing of a petition, the court shall appoint an attorney to serve as guard1an ad litem for a 
child who Is the subject of proceedings under this code. The guardian ad litem shall make an independent 
investigation of the facts upon which the petition Is based and shall appear for and represent the best 
interests of the child. When the child's position is not consistent with the determination ofthe guardian ad 
litem as to the child's best interests, the guardian ad litem shall inform the court ofthe disagreement. The 
guardian ad litem or the child may request the court to appoint a second attorney to serve as attorney for 
the'child, and the court, on good cause shown, may appoint such second attorney. The attorney for the 
child shall allow the child and the guardian ad litem to communicate with one another but may require 
such communications to occur in the attorney's presence. 

(b) Attorney for parent or custodian. A parent of a child alleged or adjudged to be a child in need of 
care may be represented by an attorney, in connection with all proceedings under this code. At the first 
hearing in connection with proceedings under this code, the court shall distribute a pamphlet, designed by 
the court, to the parents of~ child alleged or adjudged to be a child in need of care, to advise the parents 
of their'rights In connection with all proceedings under this code. 

{1) If at any stage of the proceedings a parent desires but Is financially unable to employ an attorney, 
the court shall appoint an attorney for the parent. It shall not be necessary to appoint an attorney to 
represent a parent who fails or refuses to attend the hearing after having been properly served with 
process In accordance with K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2237, and amendments thereto. A parent or custodian 
who is not a minor, a mentally ill person or a disabled person may waive counsel either in writing or on the 
record. 

(2) The court shall appoint an attorney for a parent who is a minor, a mentally ill person or a disabled 
person unless the court determines that there Is an attorney retained who will appear and represent the 
interests of the person in the proceedings under this code. 

{3) As used in this subsection: (A) "Mentally ill person" shall have the meaning ascribed thereto in 
K.S.A. 59-2946, and amendments thereto; and (B) "disabled person" shall have the meaning ascribed 
thereto in K.S.A'. 77-201, and amendments thereto. 

(c) Attorney for interested parties. A person who, pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2241, and 
amendments thereto, is an interested party in a proceeding involving a child alleged to be a child in need 
of care may be represented by an attorney in connection with all proceedings under this code. At the first 
hearing in connection with proceedings under this code, the court shall d1stribute a pamphlet, designed by 
the court, to interested parties in a proceeding involving a child alleged or adjudged to be a child In need of 
care, to advise interested parties of their rights in connection with all proceedings under this ~ode. It shall 
not be necessary to appoint an attorney to represent an interested party who fails or refuses to attend the 
hearing after having been properly served with process in accordance with K S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2237, and 
amendments thereto. If at any stage of the proceedmgs a person who is an Interested party under 
subsection (d) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2241, and amendments thereto, desires but is financially unable to 
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employ an attorney, the court may appoint an attorney for the interested party. 
(d) Continuation of representation. A guardian ad litem appointed to represent the best interests of a 

child or a second attorney appointed for a child as provided in subsection (a), or an attorney appointed for 
a parent or custodian shall continue to represent the client at all subsequent hearings in proceedings under 
this code, including·any appellate proceedings, unless relieved by the court upon a showing of good cause 
or upon transfer of venue. 

(e) Fees far counsel. An attorney appqinted pursuant to this section shall be allowed a reasonable fee 
for services, which may be assessed as an expense In the proceedings as provided in K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2215, and amendments thereto. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 5; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2206: Appointment of special advocate. (a) The court at any stage of a proceeding pursuant to this code 
may appoint a special advocate for the child who shall serve until discharged by the court and whose 
primary duties shall be to advocate the best interests of the child and assist the child in obtaining a 
permanent, safe and homelike placement. The court-appointed special advocate shall have such 
qualifications and perform such specific duties and responsibilities as prescribed by rule of the supreme 
court. 

(b) Any person participating in a judicial proceeding as a court-appointed special advocate shall be 
presumed prima facie to be acting in good faith and in so doing shall be immune from any civil liability that 
otherwi~e might be incurred or Imposed. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 6~Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2207: Citizen review boards; members. (a) Subject to the availability of funds in the permanent families 
account of the family and children investment fund for citizen review boards, and subject to a request from 
a judicial district,.there shall be citizen review boards in judicial districts, or portions of such districts. 

(b) The chief judge of the judicial district, or another judge designated by the chief judge, shall appoint 
three to seven citizens from the community to serve on each citizen review board. Such members shall 
represent the va'i'lous socioeconomic and ethnic groups of the judicial district, and shall have a special 
Interest in children ... Such judge may also appoint alternates when necessary. 

(c) The term.of appointment shall be two years and members may be reappointed. 
(d) Members shall serve without compensation but may be reimbursed for mileage for out-of-county 

reviews. 
(e) Each citizen review board shall meet quarterly and may meet monthly if the number of cases to 

review requires such meetings. 
(f) Members and alternates appointed to citizen review boards shall receive at least six hours of 

training before reviewing a case. 
History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 7; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2208: Same; duties and powers. (a) The citizen review board shall have the duty, authority and power 
to: 

(1) Review each case referred to them, and such additional cases as the board deems appropriate, of a 
child who is the subject of a child in need of care petition or who has been adjudicated a child in need of 
care, receive verbal information from all persons with pertinent knowledge of the case and have access to 
materials contained In the court's files on the case; 

(2) 'determine the progress which has been made to acquire a permanent home for the child in need of 
care; 

(3) suggest an alternative case goal if progress has been insufficient; and 
(4) make recommendations to the judge regarding further actions on the case. 
(b) The initial review by the citizen review board may take place any time after a petition is filed for a 

child in need of care. 
(c) The citizen review board will review each referred case at least once each year. 
(d) The judge shall consider the Citizen review board recommendations in making an authorized 

dispositional order pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2255, and amendments thereto, and may incorporate 
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the citizen review board's recommendations into an order in lieu of a hearing. 
(e) Three members of the citizen review board shall be present to review a case. 
(f) The court shall provide a place for the reviews to be held. The citizen review board members shall 

travel to the county of the family residence of the child being reviewed to hold the review. 
History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 8; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2209: Confidentiality of child in need of care records; penalties; immunities. (a} Confidentiality 
requirements. In order to protect the privacy of children who are the subject of a child in need of care 
record or report, the records identified in this section shall be confidential and shall not be disclosed 
except as provided in K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2210 through 38-2213, and amendments thereto. Confidential 
records that are disclosed pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2210 through 38-2213, and amendments 
thereto, shall not be further disclosed except to persons or entities authorized to receive them as provided 
in those sections, or by being presented as admissible evidence. 

(1} Court records. Court records include both the offic!al file and the social file. 
(A} Official file. The official file of proceedings pursuant to tliis code shall consist of the pleadings, 

process, service of process, orders, writs and journal entries reflecting hearings held and judgments and 
decrees entered by the court. The official file shall be kept separate from other records of the court. 

(B) Social file. The social file of proceedings pursuant to this code shall consist of reports and 
information received by the court, other than the official file. The social file shall be kept separate from 
other records of the court. 

(2} Agency records. Agency records shall consist of all records and reports in the possession or control 
of the secretary or any agent of the secretary or of a juvenile intake and assessment agency concerning 
children alleged or adjudicated to be in need of care. 

(3} Law enforcement records. Law enforcement records shall consist of all records and reports in the 
possession of a law enforcement agency concerning children alleged or adjudicated to be in need of care 
and shall, to the extent practical, be kept separate from other records held by a law enforcement agency. 

(b) Penalties for improper disclosure of confidential records. No individual, association, partnership, 
corporation or other·entity shall willfully or knowingly disclose, permit or encourage disclosure of the 
contents of records or reports in violation ofthe confidentiality requirements <?fthis section. The court in·a 
child in need of care proceedmg may impose a civil penalty of_ up to $1,000 on any person or entity that 
violates this section. Violation of this section is a class A nonperson misdemeanor. 

(c) Immunity. The following immunities shall apply to the disclosure of confidential information: 
(1} Anyone who participates in providing or receiving information without malice under the provisions 

of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2210 through 38-2213, and amendments thereto, shall have immunity from any 
civil liability that might otherwise be incurred or imposed. Any such participant shall have the same 
immunity with respect to participation in any judicial proceedings resulting from providing or receiving 

information. 
(2} The sharing of any information pursuant to this code by any person licensed or registered by the 

behavioral science regulatory board shall not be subject to review.under any rules or regulations adopted 
by the behavioral sciences regulatory board. 

(d) Risk of harm to child or others. Access to or disclosure of information pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 SUJ?P· 
38-2210 through 38-2213, and amendments thereto, is not required if the person or entity in possession of 
a record or report has reason to believe the person requesting such information may harm a child or other 
person as a result of such access or disclosure. The court may enter an order compelling or prohibiting 
access to, or disclosure of information. · 

History: L. 2004, ch. 178, § 1; July 1. 

• 38-2210: Parties exchanging information. To facilitate investigation and ensure the provision of necessary 
services fo children who may be in need of care and such children's families, the following persons and 
entities with responsibilities concerning a child who is alleged or adjudicated to be in need of care shall 
freely exchange information: 

(a} The secretary. 
(b) The commissioner of juvenile justice. 
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(d) Members of a court appointed multidisciplinary team. 
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(e) An entity mandated by federal law or an agency of any state authorized to receive and investigate 
reports of a child known or suspected to be in need of care. 

(f) A military enclave or Indian tribal organization authorized to receive and investigate reports of a 
child known or suspected to be In need of care. 

(g) A county or district attorney with responsibility for filing a petition pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2214, and amendments thereto. 

(h) A court services officer who has taken a child Into custody pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2231, 
and amendments there'to. 

(i} An intake and assessment worker. 
U} Any community corrections program which has the child under court ordered supervision. 
(k} The department of health and environment or persons authorized by the department of health and 

environment pursuant to K.S.A. 65-512. and amendments thereto, for the purpose of carrying out 
responsibilities relating to licensure or registration of child care providers as required by article 5 of 
chapter 65 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto. 

History: L. 2004, ch. 178, § 2; July 1. 

• 38-2211: Access to official and social file; preservation of records. (a} Access to the official file. The 
following persons or entities shall have access to the official file of a child in need of care proceeding 
pursuant to this code: 

(1} The court having jurisdiction over the proceedings, including the presiding judge and any court 
personnel designated by the judge. 

(2} The parties to the proceedings and their attorneys. 
(3} The guardian ad litem for a child who is the subject of the proceeding. 
(4} A court appointed special advocate for a child who is the subject ofthe proceeding or a paid staff 

member of a court appointed special advocate program. 
(5} Any individual, or any public or private agency or institution, having custody of the child under 

court order or providing educational, medical or mental health services to the child or any placement 
provider or potential placement provider as determined by the secretary or court services officer. 

(6} A citizen review board. 
(7} The commissioner of juvenile justice or any agents designated by the commissioner. · 
(8} Any other person when authorized by a court order, subject to any conditions imposed by the 

order. 
(9} The commission on judicial performance in the discharge of the commission's duties pursuant to 

article 32 of chapter 20 ofthe Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments' thereto. 
(b) Access to the social file. The following persons or entities shall have access to the social file of a 

child in need of care proceeding pursuant to this code: 
(1} The court having jurisdiction over the proceeding, including the presiding judge and any court 

personnel designated by the judge. 
(2} The attorney for a party to the proceeding or the person or persons designated by an Indian tribe 

that is a party. 
(3} The guardian ad litem for a child who is the subject of the proceeding. 
(4} A court appointed special advocate for a child who is the subject of the proceeding or a paid staff 

member of a court appointed special advocate program. 
(5} A citizen review board. 
(6} The secretary. 
(7} The commissioner of juvenile justice or any agents designated by the commissioner. 
(8} Any other person when authorized by a court order, subject to any conditions imposed by the 

order. 
(c) Preservation of records. The Kansas state histoncal society shall be allowed to take possession for 

preservation in the state archives of any court records related to proceedings under the Kansas code for 
care of children whenever such records otherwise would be destroyed. No such records in the custody of 
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the Kansas state historical society shall be disclosed directly or indirectly to anyone for 70 years after 
creation of the records, except as provided in subsectaons (a) and (b). Pursuant to subsections (a)(8) and (b) 
(8), a judge of the district court may allow inspection for research purposes of any court records in the 
custody of the Kansas state historical society related to proceedings under the Kansas code for care of 
children. 

History: l. 1982, ch. 182, § 6; l. 1988, ch. 139, § 1; L. 1992, ch. 318, § 1; l. 1996, ch. 229, § 32; L. 2004, 
ch. 178, § 3; L. 2008, ch. 145, § 7; L 2009, ch. 143, § 15; July 1. 

• 38-2211a: 
History: l. 1982, ch. 182, § 6; l. 1988, ch. 139, § 1; L 1992, ch. 318, § 1; l. 1996, ch. 229, § 32; L. 2004, 

ch. 178, § 3; L:2008, ch.169, § 3; Repealed, L. 2009, ch. 143, § 37; July 1. 

• 38-2212: Appropriate and necessary access; exchange of Information; court ordered disclosure; limited 
public information. (a) Principle of appropriate access. Information contained in confidential agency 
records concerning a child alleged or adjudicated to be in need of care may be disclosed as provided in this 
section. Disclosure shall in all cases be guided by the principle of providing access only to persons or 
entities with a need for information that is directly related to achieving the purposes of this code. 

(b) Free exchange of information. Pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2210, and amendments thereto, 
the secretary, agents of the secretary and juvenile intake and assessment agencies shall participate in the 
free exchange of information concerning a child who is alleged or adjudicated to be in need of care. 

(c) Necessary access. The following persons or entities shall have access to information from agency 
records. Access shall be limited to information reasonably necessary to carry out their lawful 
responsibilities, to maintain their personal safety and the personal safety of individuals in their care, or to 
educate, diagnose, treat, care for or protect a child alleged to be in need of care. Information authorized to 
be disclosed pursuant to this subsection shall not contain information which identifies a r~porter of a child 
who Is alleged or adjudicated to be a child In need of care. ' 

(1) A child named in the report or records, a guardian ad litem appointed for the child and the child's 
attorney. 

(2) A parent or other person responsible for the welfare of a child, or such person's legal 
representative. 

(3) A court-appointed special advocate for a child, a citizen review board or other advocate which 
reports to the court. 

(4) A person licensed to practice the healing arts or mental health profession in order to diagnose, care 
for, treat or superVise: (A) A child whom such service provider reasonably suspects may be In need of care; 
(B) a member of the child's family; or (C) a person who allegedly abused or neglected the child. 

(5) A person or entity licensed or registered by the secretary of health and environment or approved 
by the secretary of social and rehabilitation services to care for, treat or supervise a child in need of care. 

(6) A coroner or medical examiner when such person is determining the cause of death of a child. 
(7) The state child death review board established under K.S.A. 22a-243. and amendments thereto. 
(8) An attorney for a private party who files a petition pursuant to subsection (b) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 

38-2233, and amendments thereto. 
(9) A foster parent, prospective foster parent,· permanent custodian, prospective permanent 

custodian, adoptive parent or prospective adoptive parent. In order to assist such person's In making an 
informed decision regarding acceptance of a particular child, to help the family anticipate problems which 
may occur during the child's placement, and to help the family meet the needs of the child in a 
constructive manner, the secretary shall seek and shall provide the following information to such person's 
as the information becomes available to the secretary: 

(A) Strengths, needs and general behavior of the child; 
(B) circumstances which necessitated placement; 
(C) information about the child's family and the child's relationship to the family which may affect the 

placement; 
(D) important life experiences and relationships which may affect the child's feelings, behavior, 

attitudes or adjustment; 
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(E) medical history of the child, Including third-party coverage which may be available to the child; and 
(F) education history, to include present grade placement, special strengths and weaknesses. 
(10) The state protection and advocacy agency as provided by subsection (a)(10) of K.S.A. 65-5603 or 

subsection (a)(2)(A) and (B) of K.S.A. 74-5515, and amendments thereto. 
(11) Any educational Institution to the extent necessary to enable the educational institution to 

provide the safest possible environment for its pupils and employees. 
{12) Any educator to the extent necessary to enable the educator to protect the personal safety of the 

educator and the educator's pupils. 
(13) Any other federal, state or local government executive branch entity or any agent of such entity, 

having a nee'd for such information in order to carry out such entity's responsibilities under the law to 
protect children from abuse and neglect. 

(d) Specified access. The following persons or entities shall have access to information contained in 
agency records as specified. Information authorized to be disclosed pursuant to this subsection shall not 
contain information which Identifies a reporter of a child who is alleged or adjudicated to be a child in need 
of care. 

(1) Information from confidential agen-cy records of the department of social and rehabilitation 
services, a law enforcement agency or any juvenile intake and assessment worker of a child alleged or 
adjudicated to be In need of care shall be available to members of the standing house or senate committee 
on judiciary, house committee on corrections and juvenile justice, house committee on appropriations, 
senate committee on ways and means, legislative post audit committee and any joint committee with 
authority to consider children's and families' issues, when carrying out such member's or committee's 
official functions in accordance with K.S.A. 75-4319 and amendments thereto, in a closed or executive 
meeting. Except in limited conditions established by 2/3 of the members of such committee, records and 
reports received by the committee shall not be further disclosed. Unauthorized disclosure may subject 
such member to discipline or censure from the house of representatives or senate. The secretary of social 
and rehabilitatjon services shall not summarize the outcome of department actions regarding a child 
alleged to be a child in need of care in information available to members of such committees. 

(2) The secretary of social and rehabilitation services may summarize the outcome of department 
actions regarding a child alleged to be a child in need of care to a person having made such report. 

(3) Public disclosure of information from confidential reports or records of a child alleged or 
adjudicated to be a child in need of care shall be limited to: 

(A) Confirmation of factual details with respect to how the case was handled, provided, however, that 
· the information does not violate the privacy of the child, or the child's siblings, parents or guardians. 

(B) Confidential information may be released to the public only with the express written permission of 
the individuals involved or their representatives. 

(e) Court order. Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, a court of competent jurisdiction, after 
in camera inspection, may order disclosure of confidential agency records pursuant to a determination that 
the di~closure is in the best interests of the child who is the subject of the reports or that the records are 
necessary for the proceedings of the court and otherwise admissible as evidence. The court shall specify 
the terms of disclosure and impose appropriate limitations. 

(f) (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the contrary, except as provided in paragraph (2), 
in the event that child abuse or neglect results in a child fatality or near fatality, reports or records of a 
child in need of care received by the department of social and rehabilitation services, a law enforcement 
agency or any juvenile intake and assessment worker shall become a public record and subject to 
d1sclosure pursuant to K.S.A. 45-215. and amendments thereto. Within seven days of receipt of a request 
in accordance with the procedures adopted under K S.A. 45-220, and amendments thereto, the secretary 
shall notify any affected individual that an open records request has been made concerning such records. 
The secretary or any affected individual may file a motion requesting the court to prevent disclosure of 
such record or report, or any select portion thereof. If the affected individual does not file such motion 
within seven days of notification, and the secretary has not filed a motion, the secretary shall release the 
reports or records. in reviewing such motion, the court shall consider the effect such disclosure may have 
upon an ongoing criminal investigation, a pending prosecution, or the privacy of the child, if living, or the 
child's siblings, parents or guardians. Nothing herein is intended to require that an otherwise privileged 
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communication lose its privileged character. lfthe court grants such motion, the court shall make written 
findings on the record justifying the closing of the records. For reports or records requested pursuant to 
this subsection, the time limitations specified in this subsection shall control to the extent of any 
inconsistency between this subsection and K.S.A. 45-218. and amendments thereto. As used in this section, 
"near fatality" means an act that, as certified by a person licensed to practice medicine and surgery, places 
the child in serious or critical condition. 

(2) Nothing in this subsection shall allow the disclosure of reports, records or documents concerning 
the child and such child's biological parents which were created prior to such child's adoption. 

History: L. 1982, ch. 182, § 7; L. 1983, ch. 140, § 14; L. 1985, ch. 145, § 1; L. 1988, ch. 138, § 2; L. 1990, 
ch. 147, § 1; L. 1992, ch. 318, § 2; L. 1996, ch. 229, § 33; L. 1997, cH. 156, § 41; L. 1998, ch. 171, § 7; L. 1999, 
ch. 116, § 43; L. 2000, ch. 150, § 5; L. 2002, ch. 135, § 1; L. 2004, ch. 178, § 4; July 1. 

• 38-2213: Records of law enforcement agencies; limited disclosure; exchange of information; access; court 
ordered disclosure. (a) Principle of limited disclosure. Information contained in confidential law 
enforcement records concerning a child alleged or adjudicated to be in need of care may be disclosed as 
provided in· this section. Disclosure shall in all cases be guided by the principle of providing access only to 
persons or entities with a need for information that is directly related to achieving the purposes of this 
code. 

(b) Free exchange of information. Pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2210, and amendments thereto, a 
law enforcement agency shall participate in the free exchange of information concerning a child who is 
alleged or adjudicated to be in need of care. 

(c) Access to information in law enforcement records. In order to discharge their official duties, the 
following persons or entities shall have access to confidential law enforcement records concerning a child 
alleged or adjudicated to be in need of care. 

(1) The court having jurisdiction over the proceedings, including the presiding judge and any court 
personnel designated by the judge. 

(2) The secretary. 
(3) The commissioner of juvenile justice. 
(4) Law enforcement officers or county or district attorneys or their staff. 
(5) Any juvenile intake and assessment worker. 
(6) Members of a court-appointed multidisciplinary team. 
(7) Any other federal, state or local government executive branch entity, or any agent of such entity, 

having a need for such information in order to carry out such entity's responsibilities under law to protect 
children from a~use and neglect. 

(8) Persons or entities allowed access pursuant to subsection (f) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2212, and 
amendments thereto. 

(d) Necessary access. The following persons or entities shall have access to information from law 
~nforcement records when reasonably necessary to carry out their lawful respo'nsibilities, to maintain their 
personal safety and the personal safety of individuals in their care, or to educate, diagnose, treat, care for 
or protect a child alleged or adjudicated to be in need of care. Information authorized to be disclosed In 
this subsection shall not contain information which identifies a reporter of a child alleged or adjudicated, to 

be a child in need of care. 
(1) Any individual, or public or private agency authorized by a properly constituted authority to 

diagnose, care for, treat or supervise a child who is the subject of a report or record of child abuse or 
neglect, including physicians, psychiatrists, nurses, nurse practitioners, psychologists, licensed social 
workers, child development specialists, physician assistants, community mental health workers, alcohol 
and drug abuse counselors, and licensed or registered child care providers. 

(2) School administrators shall have access to but shall not copy law enforcement records and may 
disclose information to teachers, paraprofessionals and other school personnel as necessary to meet the 
educational needs of the child or to protect the safety of students and school employees. 

(3) The department of health and environment or persons authorized by the department of health and 
environment pursuant to K.S.A. 65-512. and amendments thereto, for the purposes of carrying out 
responsibilities relating to licensure or registration of child care providers as requ1red by article S of 
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chapter 65 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto. 
(e) Legislative access. Information from law enforcement records of a child alleged or adjudicated to 

be in need of care shall be available to members of the standing house or senate committee on judiciary, 
house committee on corrections and juvenile justice, house committee on appropriations, senate 
committee on ways and means, legislative post audit committee and any joint committee with authority to 
consider children's and families' Issues, when carrying out such member's or committee's official functions 
in accordance with K.S.A. 75-4319 and amendments thereto, in a closed or executive meeting. Except in 
limited conditions established by 2/3 of the members of such committee, records and reports received by 
the committee shall not be further disclosed. Unauthorized disclosure may subject such member to 
discipline or censure from the house of representatives or senate. 

(f) Court order. Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, a court of competent jurisdiction, after 
in camera inspection, may order disclosure of confidential law enforcement records pursuant to a 
determination that the disclosure Is In the best interests of the child who Is the subject of the reports or 
that the records are necessary for the proceedings of the court and otherwise admissible as evidence. The 
court shall specify the terms of disclosure and impose appropriate limitations. 

History: L. 1982, ch. 182, § 8; L. 1983, ch. 140, § 15; L. 1984, ch. 153, § 2; L. 1992, ch. 318, § 3; L. 1996, 
ch. 229, § 35; L. 1997, ch. 156, § 42; L. 2004, ch. 178, § 5; July 1. 

• 38-2214: Duties of county or district attorney. It shall be the duty of the county or district attorney or the 
county or district attorney's designee to prepare and file the petition alleging a child to be a child in need 
of care, and to appear at the hearing on the petition and to present evidence as necessary, at all stages of 
the proceedings, that will aid the court in making appropriate decisions. The county or district attorney or 
the county or district attorney's designee shall also have the other duties required by this code. Pursuant 
to a written agreement between the secretary and the county or district attorney, the attorneys for the 
secretary may perform the duties of the county or district attorney after disposition has been determined 
by the court. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 9; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2215: Docket fee and expenses. (a) Docket fee. The docket fee for proceedings under this code, if one is 
assessed as provided in this section, shall be $34. Only one docket fee shall be assessed In each case. 
Except as provided further, the docket fee established in this section shall be the only fee collected or 
moneys in the nature of a fee collected for the docket fee. Such fee shall only be established by an act of 
the legislature and no other authority is established by law or otherwise to collect a fee. On and after July 
1, 2009 through June 30, 2010, the supreme court may Impose an additional charge, not to exceed $10 per 
docket fee, to fund the costs of non-judicial personnel. 

(b) Expenses. The expenses for proceedings under this code, including fees and mileage allowed 
witnesses and fees and expenses approved by the court for appointed attorneys, shall be paid by the board 
of county commissioners from the general fund of the county. 

(c) Assessment of docket fee and expenses. (1) Docket fee. The docket fee may be assessed or waived 
by the court conducting the initial dispositional hearing and the docket fee may be assessed against the 
complaining witness or person initiating the proceedings or a party or interested party other than the 
state, a political subdivision of the state, an agency of the state or of a political subdivision of the state, or a 
person acting in the capacity of an employee of the state or of a political subdivision of the state. Any 
docket fee received shall be remitted to the state treasurer pursuant to K.S.A. 20-362. and amendments 
thereto. 

(2) Expenses. Expenses may be assessed against the complaining witness, a person initiating the 
proceedings, a party or an interested party, other than the state, a political subdivision of the state, an 
agency of the state or of a political subdivision of the state or a person acting in the capacity of an 
employe·e of the state or of a political subdivision of the state. When expenses are rec~vered from a 
person against whom they have been assessed the general fund of the county shall be reimbursed in the 
amount of the recovery. If it appears to the court in any proceedings under this code that expenses were 
unreasonably incurred at the request of any party the court may assess that portion of the expenses 
against the party. 
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(d) Cases in which venue is transferred. If venue is transferred from one county to another, the court 
from which the case is transferred shall send to the receiving court a statement of expenses paid from the 
general fund of the sending county. If the receiving court collects any of the expenses owed in the case, the 
receiving court shall pay to the sending court an amount proportional to the sending court's share of the 
total expenses owed to both counties. The expenses of the sending county shall not be an obligation of the 
receiving county except to the extent that the sending county's prop-ortion of the expenses is collected by 
the receiving court. All amounts collected shall first be applied toward payment of the docket fee. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 10; L. 2008, ch. 95, § 9; L. 2009, ch. 116, § 17; July 1. 

• 38-2216: Expense of care and custody of child. (a) How paid. (1) If a child alleged or adjudged to be a child 
in need of care is not eligible for assistance under K.S.A. 39-709, and amendments thereto, expenses for 
the care and custody of the child shall be paid out of the general fund of the county in which the 
proceedings are brought. For the purpose of this section, a child who is a nonresident of the state of 
Kansas or whose residence is unknown shall have residence in the county where the proceedings are 
instituted. 

(2) When a law enforcement officer has taken a child into custody as authorized by subsection (b) of 
K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2231, and amendments thereto, and delivered the child to a person or facility 
designated by the secretary or when custody of a child is awarded to the secretary, the expenses of the 
care and custody of the child may be paid by the secretary, even though the child does not meet the 
eligibility standards of K.S.A. 39-709. and amendments thereto. 

(3) When the custody of a child is awarded to the secretary, the expenses of the care and custody of 
the child shall not be paid out ofthe county general fund. 

(4) Nothing In this section shall be construed to mean that any person shall be relieved of legal 
responsibility to support a child. 

(b) Reimbursement to county general fund. (1) When expenses for the care and custody of a child 
alleged or adjudged to be a child in need of care have been paid out of the county general fund, the court 
may fix a time and place for hearing on the question of requiring payment or reimbursement of all or part 
of the expenses by a person who by law is liable to maintain, care for or support the child. 

(2) The court, after notice to the person who by law is liable to maintain, care for or support the child, 
may hear and dispose of the matter and may enter an order relating to payment of expenses for care and 
custody of the child. If the person willfully fails or refuses to pay the sum, the person may be adjudged in 
contempt of court and punished accordingly. 

(3) The county may bring a separate action against a person who by law is liable to maintain, care for 
or support a child alleged or adjudged to be 'a child in need of care for the reimbursement of expenses paid 
out of the county general fund for the care and custody of the child. 

(c) Reimbursement to secretary. (1) When expenses for the care and custody of a child alleged or 
adjudged to be a child in need of care have been paid by the secretary, the secretary may recover the 
expenses pursuant to K.S.A. 39-709, 39-7i8b or 39-755, and amendments thereto, or as otherwise 
provided by law, from any person who by law is liable to maintain, care for or support the child. 

(2) The secretary shall have the power to compromise and settle any claim due or any amount claimed 
to be due to the secretary from any person who by law is liable to maintain, care for or support the child. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 11; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2217: Health services. (a) Physical or mental care and Ueatment. (1) When a child less than 18 years of 
age is alleged to have been physically, mentally or emotionally abused or neglected or sexually abused, no 
consent shall be required to medically examine the child to determine whether the child has been abused 
or neglected. Unless the child is alleged or suspected to have been abused by the parent or guardian, the 
investiga,ting officer shall notify or attempt to notify the parent or guardian of the medical examination of 
the child. 

(2) When the health or condition of a child who is subject to jurisdiction of the court requires it, the 
court may consent to the performing and furnishing of hospital, medical, surgical or dental treatment or 
procedures, including the release and inspection of medical or dental records. A child, or parent of any 
child, who is opposed to certam medical procedures authorized by this subsectiOIJ may request an 
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opportunity for a hearing thereon before the court. Subsequent to the hearing, the court may limit the 
performance of matters provided for in this subsection or may authorize the performance ofthose matters 
subject to terms and conditions the court considers proper. 

(3) The custodian or agent of the custodian Is the personal representative for the purpose of 
consenting to disclosure of otherwise protected health Information and may give consent to the following: 

(A) Dental treatment for the child by a licensed dentist; 
(B) diagnostic examinations of the child, including but not limited to the withdrawal of blood or other 

body fluids, x-rays and other laboratory examinations; 
(C) releases and Inspections of the child's medical history records; 
(D) immunizations for the child; 
(E) administrati<m of lawfully prescribed drugs to the c~ild; 
(F) examinations of the child including, but not limited to, the withdrawal of blood or other body fluids 

or tissues for the purpose of determining the child's parentage; and 
(G) subject to limitations in K.S.A. 59-3075(e)(4), (5) and (6), and amendments thereto, medical or 

surgical care determined by a physician to be necessary for the welfare of such child, If the parents are not 
available or refuse to consent. 

(4) When the court has adjudicated a child to be in need of care, the custodian or an agent designated 
by the custodian Is the personal representative for the purpose of consenting to disclosure of otherwise 
protected health information and shall have authority to consent to the performance and furnishing of 
hospital, medical, surgical or dental treatment or procedures or mental care or treatment other than 
inpatient treatment at a state psychiatric hospital, including the release and inspection of medical or 
hospital records, subject to terms and conditions the court considers proper and subject to the limitations 
·of K.S.A:59-3075 (e)(4), (5) and (6), and amendments thereto. 

(5) Any health care provider who in good faith renders hospital, medical, surgical, mental or dental 
· care or treatment to any child or discloses protected health information as authorized by this section shall 

not ~e liable in any civil or criminal action for failure to obtain consent of a parent. 
'·(6) Nothing in this section shall be construed to mean that any person shall be relieved of legal 

responsibility to provide care and support for a child. , 
(b) Care and treatment requiring court action. If it is brought to the court's attention, while the court is 

exercising jurisdiction over the person of a child under this code, that the child may be a mentally ill person 
as defined in K.S.A. 59-2946. and amendments thereto, or a person with an alcohol or substance abuse 
problem as defined in K.S.A. 59-29b46. and amendments thereto, the court may: 

(1) Direct or authorize the county or district attorney or the person supplying the information to file 
the petition provided for in K.S.A. 59-2957, and amendments thereto, and proceed to hear and determine 
the issues raised by the application as provided in the care and treatment act for mentally ill persons or the 
petition provided for in K.S.A. 59-29b57, and amendments thereto, and proceed to hear and determine the 
issues raised by the application as provided in the care and treatment act for persons with an alcohol or 
substance abuse problem; or 

(2) authorize that the child seek voluntary admission to a treatment facility as provided in K.S.A. 
59-2949, and amendments thereto, or K.S.A 59-29b49, and amendments thereto. , 

The application to determine whether the child is a mentally ill person or a person with an alcohol or 
substance abuse problem may be filed in the same proceedings as the petition alleging the child to be a 
child in need of care, or may be brought in separate proceedings. in either event, the court may enter an 
order staying any further proceedings under this code until all proceedings have been concluded under the 
care and treatment act for mentally ill persons or the care and treatment act for persons with an alcohol or 
substance abuse problem. 

History: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 12; l. 2008, ch. 169, § 4; July 1. 

• 38-2218: Educational decisions; educational advocates for exceptional children. (a) When the court has 
granted legal custody of a child in a hearing under the code to an agency, association or individual, the 
custodian or an agent designated by the custod1an shall have authority to make educational decisions for 
the child if the parents of the child are unknown or unavailable. When the custodian of the child is the 
secretary, and the parents of the child are unknown or unavailable, and the child appears to be an 
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exceptional child who requires special education, the secretary shall immediately notify the state board of 
education, or a designee of the state board, and the school district in which the child is residing that the 
child Is in need of an education advocate. As used in this section, a parent is unavailable if: 

(1) Repeated attempts have been made to contact the parent to provide notice of an IEP meeting and 
secure the parent's participation and such attempts have been unsuccessful; 

(2) having been provided actual notice of an IEP meeting, the parent has failed or refused to attend 
and participate in the meeting; or 

(3) the parent's whereabouts are unknown so that notice of an IEP meeting cannot be given to the 
parent. As soon as possible after notification, the state board of education, or its designee, shall appoint an 
education advocate for the child. 

(b) 'If the secretary changes the placement of a pupil from one school district to another or to another 
school within the same district, it shall be the duty of the secretary to transfer, or make provision for the 
transfer, of all school records of such pupil to the district or school to which the pupil is transferred. Such 
school records shall be transferred at the same time that the pupil is transferred or as soon _as possible 
thereafter. 

(c) As used in this section, the terms "exceptional child", "special education", and "education 
advocate" have the meanings respectively ascribed thereto in the special education for exceptional 
children act, K.S.A: 72-961 et se'q., and amendments thereto. The term "pupil" means a child living in a 
school district as a result of a'placement therein by the secretary pursuant to this code. 

History:' L. 2006, ch. 200, § 13; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2219: Evaluation of development or needs of child. (a) Of the child. (1) Psychological or emotional. 
During proceedings under this code, the court, on its own motion or the motion of the guardian ad litem 
for the child, a party or interested party, may order an evaluation and written report of the psychological 
or emotional development or needs of a child who is the subject of the proceedings. The court may refer 
the child to a state institution for the evaluation If the secretary advises the court that the facility Is a 
suitable place to care for, treat or evaluate .the child and that space Is available. The expenses of 
transportation to and from the' state facility may be paid as a part of the expenses of temporary care and 
custody. The child may be referred to a mental health center or qualified professional for evaluation and 
the expenses of the evaluation may be considered as expenses of the proceedings and assessed as 
provided in this code. If the court orders an evaluation as provided in this section, a parent of the child 
shall have the right to obtain an independent evaluation at the expense of the parent. 

(2) Medical. During proceedings under this code, the court may order an examination and report of 
the medical condition and needs of a child who is the subject of the proceedings. The court may also order 
a report from any physician who has been attending the child stating the diagnosis, condition and 
treatment afforded the child. 

(3) Educational. During proceedings under this code, the court may order the chief administrative 
officer of the school which the child attends or attended to provide to the court Information that is readily 
available which the school officials believe would properly indicate the educational needs ofthe child. The 
order may direct that the school conduct an educational needs assessment of the child and send a report 
of the assessment to the court. The educational needs assessment may include a meeting involving any of 
·the following: The child's parents; the child's teachers; t~e school psychologist; a school special services 
representative; a representative of the secretary; the child's court-appointed special advocate; the child's 
foster parents, legal guardian and permanent custodian; a court services officer; and other persons that 
the chief administrative officer of the school or the ·officer's designee' considers appropriate. 

(b) Physical, psychological or emotional status of parent or custodian. During proceedings under this 
code, the court may order: (1) An examination, evaluation and report of the physical, mental or emotional 
status or.needs of a parent, a person residing with a parent or any person being "Considered as one to 
whom the court may grant custody; and 

(2) written reports from any qualifie~ person concerning the parenting skills or ability to provide for 
the physical, mental or emotional needs and future development of a child by a parent or any person being 
considered as one to whom the court may grant custody. 

(c) Confidentiality of reports. (1) Reports of court ordered exammation or evaluation. No confidential 
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relationship of physician and patient, psychologist and client or social worker and client shall arise from an 
examination or evaluation ordered by the court. 

(2) Report from private physician, psychologist or therapist. When any interested party or party to 
proceedings under this code wishes the court to have the benefit of information or opinion from a 
physician, psychologist, registered marriage and family therapist or social worker with whom there is a 
confidential relationship, the party or interested party may waive the confidential relationship but restrict 
the Information to be furnished or testimony to be given to those matters material to the issues before the 
court. If requested, the court may make an in camera examination of the proposed witness or the file of 
the proposed witness and excise any matters that are not material to the issues before the court. 

(d) Reports prepared by a court-appointed special advocate or by the secretary. All reports prepared by 
a court-appointed special advocate or by the secretary shall be filed with the court and shall be made 
available as provided in subsection (e). 

(e) Availability of reports. (1) All reports provided for In this section shall be filed with the court and 
shall be made available to counsel for any party or Interested party prior to any scheduled hearing on any 
matter addressed by the report. If any party or interested party is not represented by counsel, the report 
shall be made available to that party. 

(2) All reports provided for in this section may be read by the court at any stage of a proceeding under 
this code, but no f9ct or conclusion derived from a report shall be use_d as the basis for an order of the 
court unless the information has been admitted into evidence following an opportunity for any party or 
interested party to examine, under oath, the person who prepared the report. If the court is In possession 
of a report that has not been offered into evidence, the court shall inquire whether there is an objection to 
admitting the report into evidence. If there is no objection, the court may admit the report into evidence . 

. History: <l:·2~~' ~h:200, § 14; l: 2007, ch. 57,§ 2; Apr. 5 . 
• ! , ' 

•, 38-2220: Parentage. (a) If the court determines that the information contained in the petition concerning 
parentage of the child may be Incomplete or incorrect, the court shall determine whether the question has 
been previously adjudicated and whether service of process should be made on some additional person. 

(b) Jf,it appears that the Issue of parenta~e needs to be adjudicated, the court shall stay child support 
proceedings, If any are pending in the case, with respect to that alleged parent and child relationship, until 
the dispute is resolved by agreement, by a separate action under the Kansas parentage act, K.S.A. 38-1110 
et seq., and amendments thereto, or otherwise. Nothing In this subsection shall be construed to limit the 
power of the court to carry out the purposes of the code. 

History: l. 2006,,ch. 200, § 15; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2221: Fingerprints and photographs. (a) Fingerprints Qr photographs of a person alleged or adjudicated 
to be a child in need of car'e may be taken: 

(1) By a person authorized to Investigate an allegation or suspicion of child abuse or neglect to obtain 
and preserve evidence or to determine the identity of a child; 

(2) as authorized by K.S.A. 38-1611, and amendments thereto; or 
(3) if authorized by a judge of the district court having jurisdiction. 
(b) Fingerprints and photographs taken under subsection (a) (3): (1) Shall be kept separate from those 

of persons ofthe age of majority; and 
(2) may be sent to a state or federal repository only if authorized by a judge of the district court having 

jurisdiction. 
(c) Nothing in this section shall preclude the custodian of the child from authorizing photographs or 

fingerprints of the child to: 
(1) Be used in any action under the Kansas parentage act; 
(2) <!SSist in the apprehension of a runaway child; 
(3) assist in the adoption or other permanent placement of a child; or 
(4) provide the child or the child's parents with a history of the child's life and development. 
(d) For purposes of this section, the term photograph means an image or likeness of a child made or 

reproduced by any medium or means. 
History: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 16; Jan. 1, 2007. 
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• 38-2222: Public information and educational program; reporting of suspected abuse or neglect. The 
secretary shall conduct a continuing public information and educational program concerning the reporting 
of suspected abuse or neglect for local staff of the department of social and rehabilitation services, for 
persons required to report under this code and for other appropriate persons. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 17;Jan.1, 2007. 

• 38-2223: Reporting of certain abuse or neglect of children; persons reporting; reports, made to whom; 
penalties; immunity from liability. (a) Persons making reports. (1) When any of the following persons has 
reason to suspect that a child has been harmed as a result of physical, mental or emotional abuse or 
neglect or sexual abuse, the person shall report the matter promptly as provided In subsections (b) and (c); 

(A) The followi_ng persons providing medical care or treatment: Persons licensed to practice the 
healing arts, dentistry ~nd optometry; persons engaged In postgraduate training programs approved by the 
state board of healing arts; licensed professional or practical nurses; and chief administrative officers of 

• - medical care facilities; 
• (B) ..;the following persons licensed by the state to provide mental health services: Licensed 

· psychologists,' licensed masters level psychologists, licensed clinical psychotherapists, licensed social 
· workers, licensed marriage and family therapists, licensed clinical marriage and family therapists, licensed 
· professional counselors, licensed clinical professional counselors and registered alcohol and drug abuse 

counselors; · . • I 
(C) teachers, school administrators or other employees of an educational institution which the child Is 

attending and persons licensed by the secretary of health and environment to provide child care services 
or the employees of persons so licensed at the place where the child care services are being provided to 
the child; and ·· 

(D) firefighters, emergeni:y"medical services personnel, law enforcement officers, juvenile intake and 
assessment workers,: court se_rvices officers and community corrections officers, case managers appointed 
under K.S.A. i3-1001 et seq., and amendments thereto, and mediators appointed under K.S.A. 23-602. and 
amendments thereto. 

·(2): ln•additio'n .to the reports required under subsection (a)(l), any person who has reason to suspect 
that a'child fllay be a·child in need of care may report the matter as provided in subsection (b) and (c). 

'(b)1·'form of report. (1) The report may be made orally and shall be followed by a written report if 
requested. Every report shall contain, if known: The ·names and addresses of the child and the child's 
parents or other persons responsible for the child's care; the location of the child If not at the child's 
residence; the child's gender, race and age; the reasons why the reporter suspects the child may be a child 
in neetl of care; if abuse or neglect or sexual abuse is suspected, the nature and extent of the harm to the 
child, including any evidence of previous harm; and any other information that the reporter believes might 
be helpful-In· establishing the cause of the harm and the identity of the persons responsible for the harm. 

(2) When reporting a suspicion that a child may be in need of care, the reporter shall disclose 
protected health information freely and cooperate fully with the secretary and law enforcement 
throughout the Investigation and any subsequent legal process. 

(c) To wliom made. Reports made pursuant to this section shall be made to the secretary, except as, 
follows: 

(1) When the department of social and rehabilitation services is not open for business, reports shall be 
made to the appropriate law enforcement agency. On the next day that the department is open for 
business, the law enforcement agency shall report to the department any report received and any 
investigation initiated pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2226, and amendments thereto. The -reports may 
be made orally or, on request of the secretary, in writing. 

(2) Reports of child abuse or neglect occurring in an institution operated by the secretary of social and 
rehabilitation services or the commissioner of juvemle justice shall be made to the attorney general. All 
other reports of child abuse or neglect by persons employed by or of children of persons employed by the 
department of social and rehabilitation services shall be made to the appropriate law enforcement agency. 

(d) Death of child. Any person who is required by this section to report a suspicion that a child is in 
need of care and who knows of information relating to the death of a child shall immediately not1fy the 
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coroner as provided by K.S.A. 22a-242. and amendments thereto. 
(e) Violations. (1) Willful and knowing failure to make a report required by this section is a class B 

misdemeanor. It is not a defense that another mandatory reporter made a report. 
(2) Intentionally preventing or interfering with the making of a report required by this section is a class 

B misdemeanor. 
(3) Any person who willfully and knowingly makes a false report pursuant to this section or makes a 

report that such person· knows lacks factual foundation is guilty of a class B misdemeanor. 
(f) Immunity from liability. Anyone who, without malice, participates in the making of a report to the 

secretary or a law enforcement agency relating to a suspicion a child may be a child in need of care or who 
participates in any activity or investigation relating to the report or who participates In any judicial 
proceeding resulting from the report shall have immunity from any civil liability that might otherwise be 
incurred or Imposed. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 18; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2224: Same; employer prohibited from imposing sanctions on employee making report or cooperating 
· In Investigation; penalty. (a) No employer shall terminate the employment of, prevent or Impair the 

practice or occupation of, or impose any other sanction on, any employee because the employee made an 
oral or written report to, or cooperated with an investigation by, a law enforcement agency or the 
secretary relating to harm inflicted upon a child which was suspected by the employee of having resulted 
from the physical, mental or emotional abuse or neglect or sexual abuse of the child. 

(b) Violation of this section is a class B misdemeanor. 
History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 19; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2225: Same; reporting of certain abuse or neglect of children in institutions operated by the secretary; 
rules arid regulations. The secretary shall adopt rules and regulations governing the reporting of suspected 
child abuse or neglect that occurs in an institution operated by the secretary. Such rules and regulations 
shall specify' those types of incidents which are required to be reported. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 20; Jan. 1, 2007. 
• 38-2226: Investigation of reports; coordmation between agencies. (a) Investigation for child abuse or 

neglect. The secretary and law enforcement officers shall have the duty to receive and Investigate reports 
of child abuse or neglect for the purpose of determining whether the report is valid and whether action is 
required to protect a child. Any person or agency which maintains records relating to the involved child 
which are relevant to any investigation conducted by the secretary or law enforcement agency under this 
code shall provide the secretary or law enforcement agency with the necessary records to assist In 
Investigations. In order to provide such records, the person or agency maintaining the records shall receive 
from the secretary or law enfo~cement: (1) A written request for Information; and (2) a written notice that 
the investigation Is being conducted by the secretary or law enforcement. If the secretary and such officers 
determine that no action is necessary to protect the child but that a criminal prosecution should be 
considered, such law enforcement officers shall make a report of the case to the appropriate law 
enforcement agency. 

(b) Joint investigations. When a report of child abuse or neglect indicates: (1) That there is serious 
physical harm to, serious deterioration of or sexual abuse of the child; and (2) that action may be required 
to protect the child, the Investigation shall be conducted as a joint effort between the secretary and the 
appropriate law enforcement agency or agencies, with a free exchange of information between them 
pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2210, and amendments thereto. If a statement of a suspect is obtained 
by either agency, a copy ofthe statement shall be provided to the other. 

(c) Investigation of certain cases. Suspected child abuse or neglect which occurs in an institution 
operated by the secretary shall be Investigated by the attorney general. Any other suspected child abuse or 
neglect by persons employed by the department of social and rehabilitation services shall be investigated 
by the appropriate law enforcement agency. 

(d) Coordmation of investigations by county or district attorney. If a dispute develops between 
agencies investigating a reported case of child abuse or neglect, the appropriate county or district attorney 
shall take charge of, direct and coordinate the investigation. 
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(e) Investigations concerning certain facilities. Any investigation involving a facility subject to licensing 
or regulation by the secretary of health and environment shall be promptly reported to the state secretary 
of health and environment. 

(f) Cooperation between agencies. Law enforcement agencies and the secretary shall assist each other 
in taking action which is necessary to protect a child regardless of which agency conducted the initial 
investigation. 

(g) Cooperation between school personnel and investigative agencies. (1) Educational institutions, the 
secretary and law enforcement agencies shall cooperate with each other In the Investigation of reports of 
suspected child abuse ,or neglect. The secretary and law enforcement agencies shall have access to a child 
In a setting designated by school personnel on the premises of an educational institution. Attendance at an 
interview conducted on such premises shall be at the discretion of the agency conducting the interview, 
giving consideration to the best interests of the child. To the extent that safety and practical considerations 
allow, law enforcement officers on such premises for the purpose of investigating a report of suspected 
child abuse or neglect shall not be In uniform. 

(2) The secretary or a law enforcement officer may request the presence of school personnel during an 
interview if the secretary or officer determines that the presence of such person might provide comfort to 
the child or facilitate the Investigation. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 21; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2227: Child advocacy centers. (a) A child advocacy center in this state shall: 
(1) Be a private, nonprofit incorporated agency or a governmental entity. 
(2) Have a neutral, child-focused facility where forensic interviews take place with children in 

appropriate 'cases of suspected or alleged physical, mental or emotional abuse or sexual abuse. All agencies 
shall have a place to interact with the child as investigative or treatment needs require. 

(3) Have a minimum designated staff that is supervised ~nd approved by the local board of directors or 
governmental entity. 

(4) Have a multidisciplinary team that meets on a regularly scheduled basis or as the case load of the 
community requires. The team shall include, but not be limited to, representatives from the state or local 
office prosecuting such case, law enforcement, child protective services, mental health services, a victim's 
advocate, child advocacy center staff and medical personnel. 

(5) Provide case tracking of child abuse cases seen through the center. A center shall also collect data 
on the number of child abuse cases seen at the center, by sex, race, age, and other relevant data, the 
number of cases referred for prosecution, and the number of cases referred for medical services or mental 
health therapy. 

(6) Provide medical exam services or mental health therapy, or both, on site at the child advocacy 
center, or provide referrals for medical exams or mental health therapy, or both, to a facility not on the 
site of the child advocacy center. 

(7) Have an interagency commitment, in writing, covering those aspects of agency participation in a 
multidisciplinary approach to the handling of cases involving physical, mental or emotional abuse. · 

(8) Provide that child advocacy center employees and volunteers at the center are trained and 
screened in accordance with K.S.A. 65-516. and amendments thereto. 

(9) Provide training for child advocacy center staff who Interview children in forensic children's 
interview technique. 

(b) Any child advocacy center within this state that meets the standards prescribed by this section shall 
be eligible to receive state funds that are appropriated by the legislature. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 22; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2228:.Multidisciplinary team. The court on its own motion or upon request may, at any time, appoint a 
multidisciplinary team to assist in gathering information regarding a child who may be or is a child in need 
of care. The team may be a standing multidisciplinary team or may be appointed for a specific child. Any 
person appointed as a member of a multidisciplinary team may decline to serve and shall incur no civil 
liability as the result of declining to serve. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 23; Jan. 1, 2007. 
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• 38-2229: Investigation of abuse or neglect; subpoena; request to quash. (a) The secretary, a law 

enforcement officer, or a multidisciplinary team appointed pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2228, and 

amendments thereto, may request disclosure of documents, reports or information in regard to a child, 

who is the subject of a report of abuse or neglect, by making a written verified application to the district 
court. Upon a finding by the court that there is probable cause to believe the information sought will assist 

in the investigation of a report of child abuse or neglect, the court may issue a subpoena, subpoena duces 
tecum or an order for the production of the requested documents, reports or information and directing the 

documents, reports or information to be delivered to the applicant at a specific time, date and place. 

{b) The time and date of delivery shall not be sooner than five days after the service of the subpoena 

or order, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and holidays. The court issuing the subpoena or order shall keep all 

applications fi[ed pursuant to this subsection and a copy of the subpoena or order in a special file 

maintained for that purpose. Upon receiving service of a subpoena, subpoena duces tecum or an order for 

production pursuant to this section, the person or agency served shall give oral or written notice of service 
to any person known to have a right to assert a privilege or assert a right of confidentiality in rega-rd to the 

documents, reports or information sought at least three days before the date of delivery. 

(c) Any parent, child, guardian ad litem, person or entity subpoenaed or subject to an order of 

production or person or entity who claims a privilege or right of confidentiality may request in writing that 

the court issuing the subpoena or order of production quash the subpoena, subpoena duces tecum or 

order for production issued pursuant to this section. The request shall automatically stay the operation of 

the subpoena, subpoena duces tecum or order for production and the documents, reports or information 

requested shall not be delivered until the issuing court has lield a hearing to determine if the documents, 

reports or information are subject to the claimed privilege or right of confidentiality, and whether it is in 

the best interests of the child for the subpoena or order to produce to be honored. The request to quash 

shall be filed with the district court issuing the subpoena or order at least 24 hours prior to the specified 
time and date of delivery, excluding Saturdays, Sundays or holidays, and a copy of the written request must 

be given to the person subpoenaed or subject to the order for production at least 24 hours prior to the 

specified time and date of delivery. 
History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 24; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2230: Same; duties of SRS. Whenever any person furnishes information to the secretary that a child 

appears to be a child in need of care, the department shall make a preliminary inquiry to determine 

whether the interests of the child require further action be taken. Whenever practicable, the inquiry shall 

include a preliminary investigation of the circumstances which were the subject ofthe information, · 

including the home and environmental situation and the previous history of the child. If reasonable 

grounds to believe abuse or neglect exist, immediate steps shall be taken to protect the health and welfare 

of the abused or neglected child as well as that of any other child under the same care who may be 

harmed by abuse or neglect. After the inquiry, if the secretaty determines it is not otherwise possible to 

provide those services necessary to protect the interests of the child, the secretary shall recommend to the 

county or district attorney that a petition be filed. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 25; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2231: Child under 18, when law enforcement off1cers or court services officers may take into custody; 

sheltering a runaway. (a) A law enforcement officer or court services officer shall take a child under 18 
years of age into custody when: 

(1) The law enforcement officer or court services officer has a court order commanding that the child 

be taken into custody as a child in need of care; or 
(2) the law enforcement officer or court services off1cer has probable cause to believe that a court 

order commanding that the child be taken into custody as a child in need of care has been issued in this 

state or in another jurisdiction. 
(b) A law enforcement officer shall take a child under 18 years of age into custody_ when: 
(1) The law enforcement off1cer reasonably believes the child will be harmed if not immediately 

removed from the place or residence where the child has been found; or 
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(2) when the officer has probable cause to believe that the child is a missing person and a verified 
missing person entry for the child can be found in the national crime information center missing person 
system. 

(c) (1} If a person provides shelter to a child whom the person knows is a runaway, such person shall 
promptly report the child's location either to a law enforcement agency or to the child's parent or other 
custodian. 

(2) If a person reports a runaway's location to a law enforcement agency pursuant to this section and a 
law enforcement officer of the agency has 'reasonable grounds to believe that it is in the child's best 
interests, the child may be allowed to remain in the place where shelter is being provided, subject to 
subsection (b), in the absence of a court order to the contrary. If the child is allowed to so remain, the law 
enforcement agency shall promptly notify the secretary of the child's location and circumstances. 

(d) A law enforcement officer may temporarily detain and assume temporary custody of any child 
subject to compulsory school attendance, pursuant to K.S.A. 72-1111. and amendments thereto, during the 
hours school is actually in session and shall deliver the child pursuant to subsection (g) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2232, an~ amendments thereto. 

History: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 26; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2232: Child under 18 taken into custody; duties of officers; referral of cases for proceedings under this 
code and interstate compact on juveniles; placed in shelter facility or with other person; application of law 
enforcement officer; release of child. (a) To the extent possible, when any law enforcement officer takes 
into custody a child under the age of 18 years without a court order, the child shall forthwith be delivered 
to the custody of the child's parent or other custodian unless there are reasonable grounds to believe that 
such action would not be in the best interests of the child. Except as provided in subsection (b), if the child 
is not delivered to the custody of the child's parent or other custodian, the child shall forthwith be 
delivered to a shelter facility designated by the court, court services officer, juvenile intake and assessment 
worker, licensed attendant care center or other person or, if the child is 15 years of age or younger, or 16 
or 17 years of age if the child has no identifiable parental or family resources or shows signs of physical, 
mental, emotional or sexual abuse, to a facility or person designated by the secretary. If, after delivery of 
the child to a shelter facility, the person in charge of the shelter facility at that time and the law 
enforcement officer determine that the child will not remain in the shelter facility and if the child is 
presently alleged, but not yet adjudicated, to be a child in need of care solely pursuant to subsection (d}(9} 
or (d}(10} of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2202, and amendments thereto, the law enforcement officer shall 
deliver the child to a juvenile detention facility or other secure facility, designated by the court, where the 
child shall be detained for not more than 24 hours, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. No 
child taken into custody pursuant to this code shall be placed in a juvenile detention facility or other secure 
facility, except as authorized by this section and by K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2242, 38-2243 and 38-2260, and 
amendments thereto. It shall be the duty of the law enforcement officer to furnish to the county or district 
attorney, without unnecessary delay, all the information in the possession ofthe officer pertaining to the 
child, the child's parents or other persons interested in or likely to be interested in the child and ail other 
facts and circumstances which caused the child to be taken into custody. 

(b) When any law enforcement officer takes into custody any child as provided in subsection (b}(2} of 
K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38,-2231, and amendments thereto, proceedings shall be initiated in accordance with the 
provisions of the interstate compact on juveniles, K.S.A. 38-1001 et seq., and amendments thereto, or 
K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-1008, and amendments thereto, when effective. Any child taken into custody 
pursuant to the interstate compact on juveniles may be detained in a juvenile detention facility or other 
secure facility. 

(c) Whenever a child under the age of 18 years is taken into custody by a law enforcement officer 
without a court order and is thereafter placed as authorized by subsection (a), the facility or person shall, 
upon written application ofthe law enforcement officer, have physical custody and provide care and 
supervision for the child. The application shall state: 

(1) The name and address of the child, if known; 
(2) the names and addresses of the child's parents or nearest relatives and persons with whom the 

child has been residmg, if known; and 
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(3) the officer's belief that the child is a child in need of care and that there are reasonable grounds to 
believe that the circumstances or condition of the child is such that the child would be harmed unless 
placed in the immediate custody of the shelter facility or other person. 

(d) A copy of the application shall be furnished by the facility or person receiving the child to the 
county or district attorney without unnecessary delay. 

(e) The shelter facility or other person designated by the court who has custody of the child pursuant 
to this section shall discharge the child not• later than 72 hours following admission, excluding Saturdays, 
Sundays and legal holidays, unless a court has entered an order pertaining to temporary custody or 
release. 

(f) In absence of a court order to the contrary, the county or district attorney or the placing law 
enforcement agency shall have the authority to direct the release of the child at any time. 

(g) When any law enforcement officer takes into custody any child as provided in subsection (d) of 
K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2231, and amendments thereto, the child shall forthwith be delivered to the school in 
which the child is enrolled, any location designated by the school in which the child is enrolled or the 
child's parent or other custodian. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 27; L. 2009, ch. 99, § 3; July 1. · 

• 38-2233: Filing of petition on referral by SRS or other person; filing by individual. (a) Whenever the 
secretary or any other person refers a case to the county or district attorney for the purpose of filing a 
petition alleging that a child is a child In need of care, the county or district attorney shall review the facts, 
recommendations and any other evidence available and determine if the circumstances warrant filing a 
petition. 

(b) Any individual may file a petition alleging a child is a child In need of care and the individual may be 
represented ,by the individual's own attorney in the presentation of the case. 

(c) When a petition is filed alleging an infant surrendered pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2282, and 
amendments thereto, is a child in need of care, the petition shall include a request that the court find that 
reintegration is not a viable alternative. Such petition also shall include a request to terminate the parental 
rights of, the parents of such infant. An exped1ted hearing shall be granted on any petition filed pursuant to 
this subsection. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 28; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2234: Pleadings. (a) Filing and contents of petition. (1) A petition filed to commence an action pursuant 
to this code shall be filed with the clerk of the district court and shall state, if known: 

(A) The name, date of birth and residence address of the child; 
(B) the name and residence address of the child's parents; 
(C) .the name and address of the child's nearest known relative if no parent can be found; 
(D) the name and residence address of any persons having custody or control of the child; and 
(E) plainly and concisely in the language of the statutory definition, the basis for the petition. 
(2) The petition shall also state the specific facts which are relied upon to support the allegat1on 

referred to in the preceding paragraph including any known dates, times and locations. 
(3) The proceedmgs shall be entitled: "In the Interest of------
(4) The petition shall contain a request that the court find the child to be a child in need of care. 
(5) The petition shall contain a request that the parent or parents be ordered to pay child support. The 

request for child support may be omitted with respect to a parent already ordered to pay child support for 
the child and shall be omitted with respect to one or both parents upon written request of the secretary. 

(6) If the petition requests custody of the child to the secretary or a person other than the child's 
parent, the petition shall specify the efforts known to the petitioner to have been made to maintain the 
family and prevent the transfer of custody, or it shall specify the facts demonstrating that an emergency 
exists which threatens the safety to the child. 

(7) If the petition requests removal of the child from the child's home, in add1t1on to the information 
required by K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2234 (a)(6), and amendments thereto, the petition shall specify the facts 
demonstrating that allowing the child to remain in the home would be contrary to the welfare of the child 
or that placement is in the best interests of the child and the child is likely to sustain harm if not removed 
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from the home. 
(8) The petition shall contain the following statement: "If you do not appear in court the court will be 

making decisions without your input which could result In: 
(A) The permanent or temporary removal of the child from the custody of the parent or present legal 

guardian; 
(B) an order requiring one or both parents to pay child support until the permanent termination of one 

or both of the parents parental rights; 
(C) the permanent termination of one or both of the parents parental rights; and 
(D) the appointment of a permanent custodian for the child. 
If you cannot attend the hearing you may send a written response to the petition to the clerk of the 

court." 
(9) The petition shall contain the following statement: "You may receive further notices of other 

hearings, proceedings and actions in this case which you may attend. These notices will be sent to you by 
first class mail to your last known address or an address you provide to the court. It is your responsibility to 
keep the court informed of your current address." 

(b) Motions. Motions may be made orally or in writing. The motion shall state with particularity the 
grounds for the motion and shall state the relief or order sought. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 29; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2235: Procedure upon filing of petition. (a) Upon the filing of a petition under this code the court shall 
proceed by one of the following methods: 

(1) The court shall issue summons pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2236, and amendments thereto, 
setting the matter {or hearing within 30 days of the date the petition is filed. The summons, with a copy of 
the petition attached, shall be served pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2237, and amendments thereto. 

(2) If the child has been taken Into protective custody under the provisions of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2242, and amendments thereto, and a temporary custody hearing is held as required by K.S.A. 2009 
Supp. 38-2243, and amendments thereto, a copy of the petition shall be served at the hearing on each 
party and interested party In attendance and a record of service made a part of the proceedings. The court 
shall announce the time of the next hearing. Process shall be served on any party or interested party not at 
the temporary custody hearing pursuant to subsection (a)(1). Upon the written request of the petitioner or 
the county or district attorney, separate or additional summons shall be issued to any party and Interested 
party. 

(b) If the petition requests custody to the secretary, the court shall cause a copy of the petition to be 
provided to the secretary upon filing. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 30; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2236: Summons; persons to be served; notice of hearing. (a) Persons to be served. The summons and a 
copy ofthe petition shall be served on: 

(1) The child alleged to be a child in need of care by serving the guardian ad litem appointed for the 
child; 

(2) the parents or parent having legal custody or who may be ordered to pay child support by the 
court; 

(3) the person with whom the child is residing; and 
(4) any other person designated by the county or district attorney. 
(b) A copy of the petition and notice of hearing shall be mailed by first class mail to the child's 

grandparents with whom the child does not reside. 
History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 31; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2237: Service of process. Summons, notice of hearings and other process may be served by one of the 
following methods: 

(a) Personal and residence service. Personal and residence service is completed by service in 
substantial compliance with the provisions of K.S.A. 60-303. and amendments thereto. Personal service 
upon an individual outside the state shall be made in substantial compliance with the applicable provisions 
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of K.S.A. 60-308. and amendments thereto. 
(b) Service by return receipt delivery. Service by return receipt delivery is completed upon mailing or 

sending only in accordance with the provisions of subsection (c) of K.S.A. 60-303. and amendments 
thereto. 

(c) First class mail service. Service may be made by first class mail, addressed to the individual to be 
served at the usual place of residence of the person with postage prepaid, and is comple~ed upon the 
person appearing before the court in response thereto. If the person fails to appear, the summons, notice 
or other process shall be delivered by personal service, residential service, certified mail service or 
publication service. 

(d) Service upon confined parent. If a parent of a child who is the subject of proceedings under this 
code is confined in a state or federal penal institution, state or federal hospital or other institution, service 
shall be made by return receipt delivery to addressee only to both the person In charge of the Institution 
and the confined parent in care of the person in charge of the institution or that person's designee. 
Personal service on a confined parent who is present In the courtroom cures any defect In notice to the 
person in charge of the institution. 

(e) Service by publication. If service cannot be completed after due diligence using any other method 
provided in this section, service may be made by publication in accordance with this subsection. Before 
service by publication, the petitioner, or someone on behalf of the petitioner, shall file an affidavit which 
shall state the aff1ant has made an attempt, but unsuccessful, with due diligence to ascertain the names or 
residences, or both,-of the persons. The notice shall be published once a week for two consecutive weeks 
in the newspaper authorized to publish legal notices in the county where the petition is filed. If a parent 
cannot be served by other means and due diligence has revealed with substantial certainty that the parent 
Is residing in a particular locality, publication shall also be in a newspaper authorized to publish legal 
notices in that locality. 

Histoiy: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 32; l. 2007, ch. 36, § 1; l. 2008, ch. 169, § 5; July 1. 

• 38-2238: Proof·of service:Proof of service shall be made as follows: 
(a) Personal or residential service. (1) Every officer to whom summons or other process is delivered for 

service within the state shall make written report of the place, manner and date of service of the process. 
(2) Every officer to whom summons or other process shall be delivered for service outside this state 

shall make written report of the place, manner and time of service. 
{3) If the process is, by order of the court, delivered to a person other than an officer for service that 

person shall report the place, manner and time of service by affidavit. 
(b) Service by mail. The clerk or a deputy clerk shall make a written report of service by mail. 
(c) Publication service. Service by publication shall be reported by an affidavit showing the dates upon 

and the newspaper in which the notice was published. A copy of the published notice shall be attached to 
the affidavit. 

(d) Amendment of report. The judge may allow an amendment of a report of service at any time and 
upon terms as are deemed just to correctly reflect the true manner of service. 

History: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 33; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2239: Service of other pleadings. (a) Proceedmgs upon filing. Upon the filing of a subsequent pleadmg, 
other than a petition, Indicating the necessity for a hearing, the court shall f1x the time and place for the 
hearing. 

(b) Notice. The notice of hearing shall be given by the clerk, unless otherwise ordered by the court. The 
notice shall be dated the day it is issued, contain the name of the court and the caption in the case. 

(c) Notification by first class mail. Unless other provisions of this code expressly require service of 
process, notice of motions and other pleadings filed subsequent to the petition in connection with the case 
and any hearings to be held on such motions or other pleadings may be provided by first class mail, 
postage prepaid, to any party or interested party who has been served in accordance with K.S.A. 2009 
Supp. 38-2237, and amendments thereto. Such notice shall be sent to the last address provided to the 
court by the party or interested party in question. Failure to appear shall not invalidate notice by f1rst class 
mail. Notice by mail is not required if the court orally notifies a party or interested party of the time and 
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place of the hearing. 
History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 34; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2240: Subpoenas; witness fees. (a) Subject to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2241, and amendments thereto, a 
party or Interested party shall be entitled to the use of subpoenas and other compulsory process to obtain 
the attendance of witnesses .. Except as otherwise provided by this code, subpoenas and other compulsory 
processes shall be issued and served in the same manner and the disobedience thereof punished the same 
as in other civil cases. . 

(b) The court shall have the power to compel the attendance of witnesses from any county in the state 
for proceedings under this code. 

(c) Only witnesses who have been subpoenaed shall be allowed witness fees and mileage. No witness 
shall be entitled to be paid fees or mileage before the witness' actual appearance at court. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 35; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2241: Additional parties. (a) Jurisdiction of the court. Parties and interested parties In a child in need of 
care proceedings are subject to the jurisdiction ofthe court. 

(b) Rights of parties. Subject to the authority of the court to rule on the admissibility of evidence and 
provide for the orderly conduct of the proceedings, the rights of parties to participate In a child in need of 
care proceeding include, but are not limited to: 

(1) Notice in accordance with K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2236 and 38-2?39, and amendments thereto; 
(2) present oral or written evidence and argument, to call and cross-examine witnesses; and 
(3) representation by" an attorney in accordance with K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2205, and amendments 

thereto. 
(c) Grandparents as interested parties. (1) A grandparent of the child shall be made an interested party 

to a child In need of care proceeding if the grandparent notifies the court of such grandparent's desire to 
become an interested party. Notification may be made In writing, orally or by appearance at the initial or a 
subsequent hearing on the child in need of care petition. 

(2) Grandparents with interested party status shall have the participatory rights of parties pursuant to 
subsection (b), except that the court may restrict those rights if the court finds that it would be in the best 
Interests of the child. A grandparent may not be prevented under this paragraph from attending the 
proceedings, having access to the child's official file in the court records or making a statement to the 
court. 

(d) Persons with whom the child has been residing as interested parties. (1) Any person with whom the 
child has resided for a significant period of time within sill months of the date the child in need of care 
petition is filed shall be made an interested party, if such person notifies the court of such person's desire 
to become an Interested party. Notification may be made in writing, orally or by appearance at the initial 
or a subsequent hearing on the child in need of care petition. 

(2) Persons with Interested party status under this subsection shall have the participatory rights of 
parties pursuant to subsection (b), except that the court may restrict those rights if the court finds that it 
would be in the best interests of the child. 

(e) Other interested parties. (1) Any person with whom the child has resided at any time, who is within 
the fourth degree of relationship to the child, or to whom the child has close emotional ties may, upon 
motion, be made an interested party ifthe court determines that it is in the best interests of the child. 

(2) Any other person or Indian tribe seeking to intervene that is not a party may, upon motion, be 
made an interested party if the court determines that the person or tribe has a sufficient relationship with 
the child to warrant interested party status or that the person's or tribe's participation would be beneficial 
to the proceedings. 

(3) The court may, upon its own motion, make any person an interested party if the court determines 
that interested party status would be in the best interests of the child. 

(f) Procedure for determining, denymg or terminating interested party status. (1) Upon the request of 
the court, the secretary shall investigate the advisability of granting interested party status under this 
section and report fmdings and recommendations to the court. 

(2) The court may deny or terminate interested party status under this subsection if the court 
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determines, after notice and a hearing, that a person does not qualify for interested party status or that 
there is good cause to deny or terminate interested party status. 

(3) A person who is denied interested party status or whose status as an interested party has been 
terminated may petition for review of the denial or termination by the chief judge of the district in which 
the court having jurisdiction over the child in need of care proceeding is located, or a judge designated by 
the chief judge. The chief judge or the chief judge's designee shall review the denial or termination within 
30 days of receiving the petition. The child in need of care proceeding shall not be stayed pendmg 
resolution of the petition for review. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 36; L. ioo8, ch. 169, § 6; July 1. 

• 38-2242: Ex parte orders of protective custody; application; determination of probable cause; period of 
time; placement; procedures; orders for removal of child from custody of parent, limitations. (a) The court, 
upon verified application, may issue ex parte an order directing that a child be held In protective custody 
and, if the child has not been taken into custody, an order directing that the child be taken into custody. 
The application shall state for each child: 

(1) The applicant's belief that the child Is a child in need of care; 
(2) that the child is likely to sustain harm if not immediately removed from the home; 
(3) that allowing the child to remain in the home is contrary to the welfare of the child; and 
(4) the facts relied upon to support the application, Including efforts known to the applicant to 

IT)aintain the family unit and prevent the unnecessary removal of the child from the child's home, or the 
specific facts supporting that an emergency exists which threatens the safety of the child. 

(b) (1) The order of protective custody may be issued only after the court has determined there is 
probable cause to believe the allegations in the application are true. The order shall remain in effect until 
the temporary custody hearing provided for in K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2243, and amendments thereto, 
unless earlier rescinded by the court. 

(2) No child shall be held in protective custody for more than 72 hours, excluding Saturdays, Sundays 
and legal holidays, unless within the 72-hour period a determination is made as to the necessity for 
temporary custody in a temporary custody hearing. The time spent in custody pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 
Supp. 38-2232, and amendments thereto, shall be included in calculating the 72-hour period. Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed to mean that the child must remain in protective custody for 72 hours. If 
a child is in the protective custody of the secretary, the secretary shall allow at least one supervised visit 
between the child and the parent or parents within such time period as the child Is in protective custody. 
The court may prohibit such supervised visit if the court determines it is not in the best interest of the 
child. 

(c) (1} Whenever the court determines the necessity for an order of protective custody, the court may 
place the child in the protective custody of: 

(A) A parent or other person having custody of the child and may enter a restraining order pursuant to 
.subsection (e); 

(B) a person, other than the parent or other person having custody, who shall not be required to be 
licensed under article 5 of chapter 65 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto; 

(C) a youth residential facility; 
(D) a shelter facility; or 
(E) the secretary, if the child is 15 years of age or younger, or 16 or 17 years of age if the child has no 

identifiable parentt;!l or family resources or shows signs of physical, mental, emotional or sexual abuse. 
(2) If the secretary presents the court with a plan to provide services to a child or family which the 

court finds will assure the safety of the child, the court may only place the child in the protective custody of 
the secretary until the court finds the services are in place. The court shall have the authority to require 
any person or entity agreeing to participate in the plan to perform as set out in the plan. When the child is 
placed in the protective custody of the secretary, the secretary shall have the discretionary authority to 
place the child with a parent or to make other suitable placement for the child. When the child is presently 
alleged, but not yet adjudicated, to be a child in need of care solely pursuant to subsection (d)(9) or (d)(10} 
of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2202, and amendments thereto, the child may be placed in a juvenile detention 
facility or other secure facility pursuant to an order of protective custody for a period of not to exceed 24 
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hours, excludmg Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. 
{d) The order of protective custody shall be served pursuant to subsection {a) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 

38-2237, and amendments thereto, on the child's parents and any other person having legal custody of the 
child. The order shall prohibit the removal of the chi I~ from the court's jurisdiction without the court's 
permission. 

{e) If the court issues an order of protective custody, the court may also enter an order restraining any 
alleged perpetrator of physical, sexual, mental or emotional abuse of the child from residing in the child's 
home; visiting, contacting, harassing or intimidating the child, other family member or witness; or 
attempting to visit, contact, harass or intimidate the child, other family member or witness. Such 
restraining order shall be served by personal service pursuant to subsection {a) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2237, and amendments thereto, on any alleged perpetrator to whom the order is directed. 

{f) {1) The court shall not enter an order removing a child from the custody of a parent pursuant to this 
section unless the court first finds probable cause that: {A){i) the child is likely to sustain harm If not 
immediately removed from the h~me; 

{ii) allowing the child to remain in home Is contrary to the welfare of the child; or 
{iii) Immediate-placement of the child is in the best interest of the child; and 
{B) reasonable efforts have been made to maintain the family unit and prevent the unnecessary 

removal of the child from the child's home or that an emergency exists which threatens the safety to the 
child. 

{2) Such findings shall be included in any order entered by the court. If the child is placed in the 
custody of the secretary, the court shall provide the secretary with a written copy of any orders entered 
upon making the order. 

History: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 37; l. 2009, ch. 99, § 4; July 1. 

• 38-2243: Orders of temporary custody; notice; hearing; procedure; findings; placement; orders for removal 
of child from custody of parent, limitations. {a) Upon notice and hearing, the court may issue an order 
d1recting who shall have tem'porary custody and may modify the order during the pendency of the 
proceedings as will best serve the child's welfare. 

{b) A hearing pursuant to this section shall be held within 72 hours, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and 
legal holidays, following a· child having been taken into protective custody. 

{c) Whenever It ls"determined that a temporary custody hearing is required, the court shall 
immediately set the time and place for the hearing. Notice of a temporary custody hearing shall be given to 
all parties and interested parties. . 

{d) Notice of the temporary custody hearing shall be given at least 24 hours prior to the hearing. The 
court may continue the'hearing to afford the 24 hours prior notice or, with the consent of the party or 
interested party, proceed with the hearing at the designated time. If an order of temporary custody is 
•entered and the parent or other person having custody of the child has not been notified of the hearing, 
did not appear or waive appearance and requests a rehearing, the court shall rehear the matter without 
unnecessary delay. 

{e) Oral notice may be used for giving notice of a temporary custody hearing where there is insufficient 
time to give written notice. Oral notice is completed upon filing a certificate of oral notice. 

{f) The court may enter an order of temporary custody after determining there is probable cause to 
believe that the: {1) Child is dangerous to self or to others; {2) child is not likely to be available within the 
jurisdiction of the court for future proceedings; or {3) health or welfare of the child may be endangered 
without further care. 

(g) {1) Whenever the court determines the necessity for an order of temporary custody the court may 
place the child in the temporary custody of: _ 

{A) A parent or other person having custody of the child and may enter a restraining order pursuant to 
subsection {h); 

{B) a person, other than the parent or other person having custody, who shall not be required to be 
licensed under article 5 of chapter 65 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto; 

{C) a youth residential facility; 
{D) a shelter facility; or 
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(E) the secretary, if the child is 15 years of age or younger, or 16 or 17 years of age if the child has no 
Identifiable parental or family resources or shows signs of physical, mental, emotional or sexual abuse. 

(2) If the secretary presents the court with a plan to provide services to a child or family which the 
court finds will assure the safety of the child, the court may only place the child in the temporary custody 
of the secretary until the court fmds the services are In place. The court shall have the authority to require 
any person or entity agreeing to participate in the plan to perform as set out In the plan. When the child is 
placed in the temporary custody of the secretary, the secretary shall have the discretionary authority to 
place the child with a parent or to make other suitable placement for the child. When the child is presently 
alleged, but not yet adjudicated to be a child In need of care solely pursuant to subsection (d)(9) or (d)(10) 
of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2202, and amendments thereto, the child may be placed in a juvenile detention 
facility or other secure facility, but the total amount oftime that the child may be held in such facility 
under this section and K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2242, and amendments thereto, shall not exceed 24 hours, 
excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. The order of temporary custody shall remain in effect 
until modified or rescinded by the court or an adjudication order is entered but not exceeding 60 days, 
unless good cause Is shown and stated on the record. 

(h) If the court issues an order of temporary custody, the court may also enter an order restraining any 
alleged perpetrator of physical, sexual, mental or emotional abuse of the child from residing in the child's 
home; visiting, contacting, harassing or intimidating the child; or attempting to visit, contact, harass or 
intimidate the child, other family members or witnesses. Such restraining order shall be served by personal 
service pursuant to subsection (a) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2237, and amendments thereto, on any alleged 
perpetrator to whom the order is directed. 

(i) (1) The court shall not enter an order removing a child from the custody of a parent pursuant to this 
section unless the court first fmds probable cause that: (A)(i) the child is likely to sustain harm if not 
Immediately removed from the home; 

(ii) allowing the child to remain in home is contrary to the welfare of the child; or 
(iii) ·immediate placement of the child is in the best Interest of the child; and 
(B) reasonable efforts have been made to maintain the family unit and prevent the unnecessary 

removal of the child from the child's home or that an emergency exists which threatens the safety to the 
child. 

(2) Such findings shall be Included in any order entered by the court. If the child is placed in the 
custody of the secretary, upon making the order the court shall provide the secretary with a written copy. 

Ul If the court enters an order of temporary custody that provides for placement of the child with a 
person other than the parent, the court shall make a child support determination pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 
Supp. 38-2277,· and amendments thereto. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 38; L. 2008, ch. 169, § 7; L. 2009, ch. 99, § 5; July 1. 

• 38-2244: Order for Informal supervision; restraining orders. (a) At any time after filing a petition, but prior 
to an adjudication, the court may enter an order for continuance and informal supervision without an 
adjudication if no party objects. Upon granting the continuance, the court shall include in the order any 
conditions with which the parties and interested parties are expected to comply and provide the parties 
and Interested parties with a copy of the order. The conditions may include appropriate dispositional ' 
al,ternatives authorized by K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2255, and amendments thereto. 

(b) An order for informal supervision may remain in force for a period of up to six months and may be 
extended, upon hearing, for an additional six-month period for a total of one year. For a child under an 
order for informal supervision who remains in the custody of such child's parent, such one-year period may 
be extended if no party objects, upon hearing, for up to an add1tional one year, with reviews by the court 
occurring at least every six months. 

(c) The court after notice and hearing may revoke or modify the order with respect to a party or 
interested party upon a showing that the party or interested party, being subject to the order for informal 
supervision, has substantially failed to comply with the terms of the order, or that modification would be in 
the best interests of the child. Upon revocation, proceedings shall resume pursuant to this code. 

(d) Persons subject to the order for Informal supervision who successfully complete the terms and 
period of supervision shall not again be proceeded against in any court based solely upon the allegations in 
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the original petition and the proceedings shall be dismissed. 
(e) If the court issues an order for informal supervision pursuant to this section, the court may also 

enter an order restraining any alleged perpetrator of physical, mental or emotional abuse or sexual abuse 
ofthe child from residing in the child's home, visiting, contacting, harassing or intimidating the child, other 
family member or witness; or attempting to visit, contact, harass or intimidate the child, other family 
member or witness. The restraining order shall be served by personal service pursuant to subsection (a) of 
K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2237, and amendments thereto, on any alleged perpetrator to whom the order is 
directed. 

(f) ·lack of service on a parent shall not preclude an informal supervision under the provisions of this 
section. If an order of informal supervision is entered which effects change in custody, any parent not 
served pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2237, and amendments thereto, who has not consented to the 
informal supervision, may request reconsideration of the order of informal supervision. The court shall 
hear the request without unnecessary delay. If the informal supervision order effects a change in custody, 
efforts to accomplish service pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2237, and amendments thereto, shall 
continue. 

History: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 39; l. 2008, ch. 169, § 8; July 1. 

• 38-2245: Discovery. (a) After a hearing and a finding that discovery procedures, as described in K.S.A. 
60!226 through 60-237, and am-endments thereto, will expedite the proceedings, the judge may allow 
discovery subject to limitations. 

(b) Upon' request of any party or interested party, any other party or interested party shall disclose the 
names of all potential witnesses. 

History: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 40; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2246: Continu·ances.:AII proceedings under this code shall be disposed of without unnecessary delay. 
Coritilfuances shall not be granted unless good cause is shown. 

·History: 'l~ 2006, ch. 200, § 41; Jan. 1, 2007. 
r I , ,r ·' 

• 38-2247: Attendance at proceedings; confidentiality. (a) Adjudication. Proceedings prior to and including 
aciju'ditation 'under this code shall be open to attendance by any person unless the court determines that 
closed proceediri(Wor the exclusion of that person would be in the best interests of the child or is 
neces"sar'y to protect'the privacy rights of the parents. 

(1) The court may not exclude the guardian ad litem, parties and interested parties. 
'(2) -. Memb'ersof the news media shall com ply with supreme court rule 10.01. 
'(b) Disposition. Pro~eedmgs pertaininji: to the disposition of a child adjudicated to be in need of care 

shall be closed to all persons except the parties, the guardian ad litem, interested parties and their 
attorneys, officers of the court, a court appointed special advocate and the custodian. 

(1) Other persons may be permitted to attend with the consent of the parties or by order of the court, 
if the court determines that it would be in the best interests of the child or the conduct of the proceedings, 
subject to such limitations as the court determines to be appropriate. 

(2) The court may exclude any person if the court determines that such person's exclusion would be in 
the best interests of the child or the conduct of the proceedings. 

(c) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and (b) of this section, the court shall permit the attendance at the 
proceedings of up to two people designated by the parent of the child, both of whom have participated in 
a parent ally orientation program approved by the judicial administrator. 

(1) Such parent ally orientation program shall include, but not be limited to, information concerning 
the confidentiality of the proceedings; the child and parent's right to counsel; the definitions and 
jurisdiction pursuant to the Kansas code for care of children; the types and purposes of the hearings; 
options for informal supervision and dispositions; placement options; the parents' obligation to financially 
support the child while the child is in the state's custody; obligations of the secretary of social and 
rehabilitation services; obligations of entities that contract with the department of social and rehabilitation 
services for family preservation, foster care and adoption; the termination of parental rights; the 
procedures for appeals; and the basic rules regardmg court procedure. 

KSPage35 



I o-ollll_2_6 __ j 

(2) The court may remove the parent's ally or allies from a proceeding if such ally becomes disruptive 
in the present proceeding or has been found disruptive In a prior proceeding. 

(d) Preservation of conftdentiality. If information required to be kept confidential by K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2209, and amendments thereto, is to be Introduced Into evidence and there are persons in attendance 
who are not authorized to receive the information, the court may exclude those persons during the 
presentation of the evidence or conduct an in camera inspection of the evidence. 

History: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 42; l. 2008, ch. 169, § 9; July 1. 

• 38-2248: Stipulations and no contest statements. (a) In any proceedings under this code, parents, persons 
with whom the child has been residing pursuant to subsection (d) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2241, and 
amendments thereto, and guardians ad litem may stipulate or enter no contest statements to all or part of 
the allegations in the petition. 

(b) Prior to the acceptance of any stipulation or no contest statement, other than to names, ages, 
parentage or other preliminary matters, the court shall ask each of the persons listed in subsection (a) the 
following questions: 

(1) Do you understand that you have a right to a hearing on the allegations contained in the petition 
(2) Do you understand that you may be represented by an attorney and, if you are a parent and 

financially unable to employ an attorney, the court will appoint an attorney for you, If you so request · 
(3} One of the following: (A} Do you understand that a stipulation Is an admission that the statements 

in the petition are true or (B) Do you understand that a no contest statement neither admits nor denies the 
statement in the petition but allows the court to find that the statements in the petition are true 

(4) ·Do you understand that, If the court accepts your stipulation or no contest statement, you will not 
be able to appeal that finding, the court may find the child to be a child In need of care and the court will 
then make further orders as to the care, custody and supervision of the child 

(S} Do you understand that, if the court finds the child to be a child in need of care, the court Is not 
bound by any agreement or recommendation of the parties as to disposition and placement of the child 

(c) Before accepting a stipulation the court shall find that there is a factual basis for the stipulation. 
(d) Before an adjudication based on a no contest statement, the court shall find from a proffer of 

evidence that there is a factual basis. 
(e) In proceedings other than termination of parental rights proceedings under this code if all persons 

listed in subsection (a) do not stipulate or enter no contest statements, the court shall hear evidence as to 
those persons, if they are present. The case may proceed by proffer as to persons not present, unless they 
appear by counsel and have instructed counsel to object. 

(f) In evidentiary hearings for termination of parental rights under this code, the case may proceed by 
proffer as to parties not present, unless they appear by counsel and have instructed counsel to object. 

History: l. 2006, ch. 200, § 43; l. 2008, ch. 169, § 10; July 1. 

• 38-2249: Rules of evidence. (a) In all proceedings under this code, the rules of evidence of the code of civil 
procedure shall apply, except that no evidence relating to the condition of a child shall be excluded solely 
on the ground that the matter is or may be the subject of a physician-patient privilege, psychologist-client 
privilege or social worker-client privilege. 

(b) The judge presiding at all hearings under this code shall not consider or rely upon any report not 
properly admitted according to the rules of evidence, except as provided by K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2219, 
and amendments thereto. 

(c) In any proceeding in which a child less than 13 years of age is alleged to have been physically, 
mentally or emotionally abused or neglected or sexually abused, a recording of an oral statement of the 
child, or of any witness less than 13 years of age, made before the proceeding began, is admissible in 
evidence if: 

(1} The court determines that the time, content and circumstances of the statement provide sufficient 
indicia of reliability; 

(2) no attorney for any party or interested party is present when the statement is made; 
(3) the recording is both visual and aural and is recorded on film, videotape or by other electronic 

means; 
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(4) the recordmg equipment is capable of making an accurate recording, the operator of the 
equipment is competent and the recording is accurate and has not been altered; 

(5) the statement is not made in response to questioning calculated to lead the child to make a 
particular statement or is clearly shown to be the child's statement and not made solely as a result of a 
leading or suggestive question; 

(6) every voice on the recording is identified; 
(7) the person conducting the interview of the child In the recordmg is present at the proceeding and 

is available to testify or be cross-examined by any party or interested party; and 
(8) each party or interested party to the proceeding is afforded an opportunity to view the recordmg 

before it is offered into evidence. 
(d) On motion of any party to a proceeding pursuant to the code in which a child less than 13 years of 

age Is alleged to have been physically, mentally or emotionally abused or neglected or sexually abused, the 
court may order that the testimony of the child, or of any witness less than 13 years of age, be taken: 

(1) In a room other than the courtroom and be televised by closed-circuit equipment in the courtroom 
to be viewed by the court and the parties and interested parties to the proceeding; or 

(2) outside the courtroom and be recorded for showing In the courtroom before the court and the 
parties and Interested parties to the proceeding if: 

(A) The recording is both visual and aural and Is recorded on film, videotape or by other electronic 
means; 

(B) the recording equipment Is capable of making an accurate recording, the operator of the 
equipment is competent and the recording is accurate and has not been altered; 

(C) every voice on the recording is identified; and 
(D) each party and Interested party to the proceeding is afforded an opportunity to view the recording 

before it is shown in the courtroom. 
(e) At the taking of testimony under subsection (d): 
(1) Only an attorney for each party, interested party, the guardian ad litem for the child or other 

person whose presence would contribute to the welfare and well-being of the child and persons necessary 
to operate the recording or closed-circuit equipment may be present in the room with the child during the 
child's testimony; 

(2) only the attorneys for the parties may question the child; and 
(3) the persons operating the recording or closed-circuit equipment shall be confined to an adjacent 

room or behind a screen or mirror that permits such person to see and hear the child during the child's 
testimony, but does not permit the child to see or hear such person. 

(f) If the testimony of a child is taken as provided by subsection (d), the child shall not be compelled to 
testify in court during the proceeding. 

(g) (1) Ahy objection to a recording under subsection (d)(2) that such proceeding is Inadmissible must 
be made by written motion filed with the court at least seven days before the commencement of the 
adjudicatory hearing. An objection under this subsection shall specify the portion of the recording which Is 
objectionable and the reasons for the objection. Failure to file an objection within the time provided by 
this subsection shall constitute waiver of the right to object to the admissibility of the recordmg unless the 
court, in Its discretion, determines otherwise. 

(2) The provisions of this subsection shall not apply to any objection to admissibility for the reason that 
the recording has been materially altered. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 44; L. 2007, ch. 57,§ 1; Apr. 5. 

• 38-2250: Degree of proof. The petitioner must prove by clear and convincing evidence that the child is a 
child in need of care. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 45; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2251: Adjudication. (a) If the court finds -that the child is not a child in need of care, the court shall enter 
an order dismissing the p_roceedmgs. 

(b) If the court finds that the child is a child in need of care, the court shall enter an order adjudicating 
the child to be a child in need of care and may proceed to enter other orders as authorized by this code. 
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(c) A findmg that a child subject to this code is a child in need of care shall be entered without undue 
delay. If the child has been removed from the child's home, an order of adjudication shall be entered as 
soon as practicable but not more than 60 days from the date of removal unless an order of informal 
supervision or an order of continuance for good cause has been entered. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 46; L. 2008, ch. 169, § 11; July 1. 

• 38-2252: Predispositional alternative; placement with person other than child's parent; conference; 
recommendations; Immunity. (a) Before placement pursuant to this code of a child with a person other 
than the child's parent, the secretary, the court or the court services officer, at the direction of the court, 
may convene a conference of persons determined by the court, the secretary or the court services officer 
to have a potential interest in determining a placement which is in the best interests of the child. Such 
persons shall be given any information relevant to the determination of the placement of the child, 
including the needs of the child and any other information that would be helpful in making a placement in 
the best interests of the child. After presentation of the information, such persons shall be permitted to 
discuss and recommend to the secretary or the court services officer the person or persons with whom it 
would be in the child's best Interest to be placed. Unless the secretary or the court services officer 
determines that there is good cause to place th'e child with a person other than as recommended, the child 
shall be placed In accordance with the recommendations. 

(b) A person participating in a conference pursuant to this section shall have immunity from any civil 
liability" that might otherwise be incurred or imposed as a result of the person's participation. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 47; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2253: Dispositional hearing; purpose; time. (a) At a dispositional hearing, the court shall receive. 
testimony and other relevant information with regard to the safety and well being ofthe child and may 
enter orders regarding: 

(1) Case planning which sets forth the responsibilities and timelines necessary to achieve permanency 
for the child;· and 

(2) custody ofthe child. 
(b) An order of disposition may be entered at the time of the adjudication if notice has been provided 

pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2254, and amendments thereto, but shall be entered within 30 days 
following adjudication, unless delayed for good cause shown. 

(c) If the dispositional hearing meets the requirements of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2265, and amendments 
thereto, the dispositional hearing may serve as a permanency hearing. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 48; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2254: Same; notice. (a) Unless waived by the persons entitled to notice, the court shall require notice of 
the time and place of the dispositional hearing be given to the parties. 

(b) The court shall require netic~ and the right to be heard as to proposals for living a·rrangements for 
the child, the services to be provided the child and the child's family, and the proposed permanency goal 
for the child to the following: 

(1) The child's foster parent or parents or permanent custodian providing care for the child; 
(2) preadoptive parents for the child, If any; 
(3) the child's grandparents at their last known addresses or if no grandparent is living or if no living 

grandparent's address is known, to the closest relative of each of the child's parents whose address is 
known; 

(4) the person having custody of the child; and 
(5) upon request, by any person having close emotional ties with the child and who is deemed by the 

court to be essential to the deliberations before the court. 
(c) The notice required by this subsection shall be given by first class mail, not less than 10 business 

days before the hearing. 
(d) Individuals receiving notice pursuant to subsection (b) shall not be made a party or interested party 

to the action solely on the basis of this notice and the right to be heard. The right to be heard shall be at a 
time and m a manner determined by the court and does not confer an entitlement to appear In person at 
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government expense. 
(e) The provisions ofthis subsection shall not require additional notice to any person otherwise 

receiving notice of the hearing pursuant to K.S.A.· 2009 Supp. 38-2239, and amendments thereto. 
History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 49; l. 2008, ch. 169, § 12; July 1. 

• 38-2255: Authorized dispositions. (a} Considerattons. Prior to entering an order of disposition, the court 
shall give consideration to: 

(1} The child's physical, mental and emotional condition; 
(2} the child's need for assistance; 
(3} the manner in which the parent participated In the abuse, neglect or abandonment of the child; 
(4} any relevant information from the intake and assessment process; and 
(5} the evidence received at the dispositional hearing. 
(b) Placement with a parent. The court may place the child in the custody of either of the child's 

parents subject to terms and conditions which the court prescribes to assure the proper care and 
protection of the child, Including, but not limited to: 

(1} Superv-ision of the child and the parent by a court services officer; 
(2} participation by the child and the parent in available programs operated by an appropriate 

individual or agency; and 
(3} ai1Y special treatment or care which the child needs for the child's physical, mental or emotional 

health and safety. 
(c) Rerifoval of a child from custody of a parent. The court shall not enter an order removing a child 

from the custody of a parent pursuant to this section unless the court first finds probable cause that: (l}(A) 
The child is likely to sustain harm if not immediately removed from the home; 

(B) allowing the child to remain in home is contrary to the welfare of the child; or 
·(C) immediate placement of the child Is in the best interest of the child; and 
· (2} reasonable efforts have been made to maintain the family unit and prevent the unnecessary 

removal of the child from the child's home or that an emergency exists which threatens the safety to the 
child. 

(d) Custody of a child removed from the custody of a parent. If the court has made the findings 
required by s·ubsection (c), the court shall enter an order awardmg custody to a relative of the child or to a 
person with whom the child has close emotional ties, to any other suitable person, to a shelter facility, to a 
youth residential facility or, if the child is 15 years of age or younger, or 16 or 11 years of age if the child 
has no identifiable parental or family resources or shows signs of physical, mental, emotional or sexual 
abuse, to the secretary. Custody awarded under this subsection shall continue until further order of the 
court. 

(1} When custody is awarded to the secretary, the secretary shall consider any placement 
re~ommendation by the court and notify the court of the placement or proposed placement of the child 
within 10 days ofthe order awarding custody. 

(A} After providing the parties or interested parties notice and opportunity to be heard, the court may 
determine whether the secretary's placement or proposed placement is contrary to the welfare or In the 
best interests of the child. In making that determination the court shall consider the health and safety 
needs of the child and the resources available to meet the needs of children in the custody of the 
secretary.lfthe court determines that the placement or proposed placement is contrary to the welfare or 
not in the bes·t interests of the child, the court shall notify the secretary, who shall then make an 
alternative placement. 

(B) The secretary may propose and the court may order the child to be placed in the custody of a 
parent or parents if the secretary has provided and the court has approved an appropriate safety action 
plan which includes services to be provided. The court may order the parent or parents and the child to 
perform tasks as set out in the safety action plan. 

(2} The custodian designated under this subsection shall notify the court in writing at least 10 days 
prior to any planned placement with a parent. The written notice shall state the basis for the custodian's 
belief that placement with a parent is no longer contrary to the welfare or best interest of the child. Upon 
reviewing the notice, the court may allow the custodian to proceed with the planned placement or may set 

KSPage39 



I 
I_ 

004430 

the date for a hearing to determine if the child shall be allowed to return home. If the court sets a hearing 
on the matter, the custodian shall not return the child home without written consent of the court. 

(3) The court may grant any person reasonable rights to visit the child upon motion of the person and 
a finding that the visitation rights would be in the best interests of the child. 

(4) The court may enter an order restraining any alleged perpetrator of physical, mental or emotional 
abuse or sexual abuse of the child from residing in the child's home; visiting, contacting, harassing or 
intimidating the child, other family member or witness; or attempting to visit, contact, harass or intimidate 
the child, other family member or witness. Such restraining order shall be served by personal service 
pursuant to subsection (a) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2237, and amendments thereto, on any alleged 
perpetrator to whom the order is directed. 

(5) ~he court shall provide a copy of any orders entered within 10 days of entering the order to the 
custodian designated under this subsection. 

(e) Further determinations regarding a child removed from the home. if custody has been awarded 
under subsection (d) to a person other than a parent, a permanency plan shall be provided or prepared 
pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2264, and amendments thereto. If a permanency plan is provided at the 
dispositional hearing, the court may determine whether reintegration is a viable alternative or, if 
reintegration is not a viable alternative, whether the child should be placed for adoption or a permanent 
custodian appointed. In determining whether reintegration is a viable alternative, the court shall consider: 

(1) Whether a parent has been found by a court to have committed one of the following crimes or to 
have violated the law of another state prohibiting such crimes or to have aided and abetted, attempted, 
conspired or solicit.ed the commission of one of these crimes: Murder in the first degre~, K.S.A. 21-3401. 
and amendments thereto, murder in the second degree, K.S.A. 21-3402. and amendments thereto, capital 
murder, K.S.A. 21-3439. and amendments thereto, voluntary manslaughter, K.S.A. 21-3403, and 
amendments thereto, or a felony battery that resulted in bodily injury; 

(2) wh.ether.a parent has subjected the child or another child to aggravated circumstances; 
(3) whether a parent has previously been found to be an unfit parent in proceedings under this code 

or in comparable proceedings under the laws of another state or the federal government; 
(4) whether the child has been In extended out of home placement; 
(5) whether the parents have failed to work diligently toward reintegration; 
(6) whether the s·ecretary has provided the family with services necessary for the safe return of the 

child to the home; and 
(7) whether It is reasonable to expect reintegration to occur within a time frame consistent with the 

child's developmental needs. 
(f) Proceedings if reintegration is not a viable alternative. If the court determines that reintegration is 

not a viable alternative, proceedings to terminate parental rights and permit placement of the child for 
adoption or appointment of a permanent custodian shall be initiated unless the court fmds that compelling 
reasons have been documented in the case plan why adoption or appointment of a permanent custodian 
would not be in the best interests of the child. if compelling reasons have not been documented, the 
county or district attorney shall file a motion within 30 days to terminate parental rights or a motion to 
appoint a permanent custodian within 30 days and the court shall hold a hearing on the motion within 90 
days of its filing. No hearing is required when the parents voluntarily relinquish parental rights or consent 
to the appointment of a permanent custodian. 

(g) Additional Orders. In addition to or in lieu of any other order authorized by this section: 
(1) The court may order the child and the parents of any child who has been adjudicated a child in 

need of care to attend counseling sessions as the court directs. The expense of the counseling may be 
assessed as an expense in the case. No mental health provider shall charge a greater fee for court-ordered 
counseling than the provider would have charged to the person receiving counselmg if the person had 
requested counseling on the person's own initiative. 

(2) If the court has reason to believe that a child is before the court due, in whole or in part, to the use 
or misuse of alcohol or a violation of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 21-36a01 through 21-36a17, and amendments 
thereto, by the child, a parent of the child, or another person responsible for the care of the child, the 
court may order the child, parent of the child or other person responsible for the care of the child to 
submit to and complete an alcohol and drug evaluation by a qualified person or agency and comply with 
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any recommendations. If the evaluation is performed by a community-based alcohol and drug safety 
program certified pursuant to K.S.A. 8-1008. and amendments thereto, the child, parent of the child or 
other person responsible for the care of the child shall pay a fee not to exceed the fee established by that 
statute. If the court finds that the child and those legally liable for the child's support are indigent, the fee 
may be waived. In no event shall the fee be assessed against the secretary. 

(3) If child support has been requested and the parent or parents have a duty to support the child, the 
court may order one or both parents to pay child support and, when custody is awarded to the secretary, 
the court shall order one or both parents to pay child support. The court shall determine, for each parent 
separately, whether the parent is already subject to an order to pay support for the child. If the parent is 
not presently ordered to pay support for any child who is subject to the jurisdiction of the court and the 
court has personal jurisdiction over the parent, the court shall order the parent to pay child support in an 
amount determined under K.S.~. 2009 Supp. 38-2277, and amendments thereto. Except for good cause 
shown,. the court shall iss·ue an immediate income withholding order pursuant to K.S.A. 23-4.105 et seq., 
and amendments thereto, for each parent ordered to pay support under this subsection, regardless of 
whether a payor has been identified for·the parent. A parent ordered to pay child support under this 
subsection shall be notified, at,the hearing or otherwise, that the child support order may be registered 
pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2279, and amendments thereto. The parent shall also be informed that, 
after registration, the income withholding order may be served on the parent's employer without further 
notice to the parent and the child support order may be enforced by any method allowed by law. Failure to 
'provide this notice shall not affect the validity of the child support order. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, §SO; l. 2009, ch. 99, § 6; l. 2009, ch. 143, § 16; July 1. 

• 38-2256: Rehearing. After the entry of any dispositional order, the court may rehear the matter on its own 
rilbti'on· or the motion of a party.o'r interested party. Upon notice, pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2254, 
and im1endments thereto; ·and after the rehearing, the court may enter any dispositional order authorized 
by this 'code, except that a child support order which has been registered under K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2279, 
and am·endinents thereto~ may only be modified pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2279, and amendments 
ttiereto. 
· ·· History: l. 2006, ch. 200, §51; Jan. 1, 2007. 

'• I I \ 

• 38-2257:'Permanency planning at disposition. If a child is placed outside the child's home at the 
dispositional hearing and no permanency plan is made a part of the record of the hearing, a written 
.permanency plan shall be prepared pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2263, and amendments thereto. 

· History: L. 2006, ch. 2!)0, §52; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2258: Change of placement; removal from home of parent, findings by court. (a) Except as provided in 
K.S.A. 2009 Slipp. 38-22SS(d)(2) and 38-2259, and amendments thereto, if a child has been in the same 
foster home or shelter facility for six months or longer, or has been placed by the secretary in the home of 
a parent or relative, the secretary shall give written notice of any plan to move the child to a different 
placement unless the move is to the selected preadoptive family for the purpose of facilitating adoption. 
The notice shall be given to: (1) The court having jurisdiction over the child; (2) each parent whose address 
is available; (3) the foster parent or custodian from whose home or shelter facility it is proposed to remove 
the child; (4) the child, if 12 or more years of age; and (S) the child's guardian ad litem. 

(b) The notice shall state the placement to which the secretary plans to transfer the child and the 
reason for the proposed action. The notice shall be mailed by first class mail 30 days in advance of the 
planned transfer, except that the secretary shall not be required to wait 30 days to transfer the child if all 
persons enumerated in subsection (a) (2) through (S) consent in writing to the transfer. 

(c) Within 10 days after receipt of the notice, any person receiving notice as provided above may 
request, either orally or in writing, that the court conduct a hearing to determine whether or not the 
change in placement is in the best interests of the child concerned. When the request has been received, 
the court shall schedule a hearing and immediately notify the secretary of the request and the time and 
date the matter will be heard. The court shall give not1ce of the hearing to persons enumerated in 
subsect1on (a) (2) through (5). The secretary shall not change the placement of the child, except for the 
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purpose of adoption, unless the change is approved by the court. 
(d) When, after the notice set out above, a child In the custody ofthe secretary is removed from the 

home of a parent after having been placed in the home of a parent for a period of six months or longer, the 
secretary shall request a finding that: (1){A) The child is likely to sustain harm if not immediately removed 
from the home; 

(B) allowing the child to remain in home Is contrary to the welfare of the child; or 
(C) immediate placement of the child is In the best interest of the child; and 
(2) reasonable efforts have been made to maintain the family unit and prevent the unnecessary 

removal of the child from the child's home or that an emergency exists which threatens the safety to the 
child. 

{e) The secretary shall present to the court In writing the efforts to maintain the family unit and 
prevent the unnecessary removal of the child from the child's home. In making the findings, the court may 
rely'cin dpcumentation submitted by the secretary or may set the date for a hearing on the matter. If the 
secretary requests such finding, the court, not more than 45 days from the date of the request, shall 
provide the secretary with a written copy of the findings by the court for the purpose of documenting 
these order-s. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, §53; L. 2008, ch. 169, § 13; July 1. 

• 38-2259: Emergency change of placement; removal from home of parent, findings of court. (a) When an 
emergency exists requiring immediate action to assure the safety and protection of the child or the 
secretary is notified that the foster parents or shelter facility refuse to allow the child to remain, the 
secretary may transfer the child to another foster home or shelter facility without prior court approval. The 
secretary shall notify the court of the action at the earliest practical time. When the child is removed from 
the' home of a parent after having been placed in the home for a period of six months or longer, the 
secretary. shall present to the court in writing the specific nature of the emergency and reasons why it is 

,contrary to' the welfare of the child to remain in the placement and request a finding by the court whether 
, remaining in the home is contrary to the welfare of the child. If the court enters an order the court shall 
make a finding as to whether an emergency exists. The court shall provide the secretary with a copy of the 
order. In making the finding, the court may rely on documentation submitted by the secretary or may set 
the date for a hearing on the matter. If the secretary requests such a finding, the court shall provide the 
secretary with a written copy of the finding by the court not more than 45 days from the date of the 
request. 

(b) The court shall not enter an order approving the removal of a child from the home of a parent 
pursuant to this section unless the court first finds probable cause that: (1)(A) The child is likely to sustain 
harm if not immediately removed from the home; 

(B) allowing the child to remain in home is contrary to the welfare of the child; or 
(C) immediate placement of the child is in the best interest of the child; and 
(2) reasonable efforts have been made to maintain the family unit and prevent the unnecessary 

removal of the child from the child's home or that an emergency exists which threatens the safety to the 
child. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 54; L. 2008, ch. 169, § 14; July 1. 

• 38-2260: Placement; order directing child to remain in present or future placement, application for 
determination that child has violated order; procedure; authorized dispositions; limitations on facilities 
used for placement; computation of time limitations. {a) Valid court order. During proceedings under this 
code, the court may enter an order directing a child who is the subject of the proceedings to remain in a 
present or future placement if: 

(1) The child and the child's guardian ad litem are present in court when the order is entered; 
(2) the court finds that the child has been adjudicated a child in need of care pursuant to subsections 

(d){6), (d)(7), (d)(S), (d){9), (d)(10) or (d)(12) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2202, and amendments thereto, and 
that the child is not likely to be available within the jurisdiction of the court for future proceedings; 

(3) the child and the guardian ad litem receive oral and written notice of the consequences of violation 
of the order; and 
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(4) a copy of the written notice is f1led in the official case file. 
(b) Application. Any person may file a verified application for determination that a child has violated 

an order entered pursuant to subsection (a) and for an order authorizing holding the child in a secure 
facility or juvenile detention facility. The application shall state the applicant's belief that the child has 
violated the order entered pursuant to subsection (a) without good cause and the specific facts supporting 
the allegation. 

(c) Ex parte order. After reviewing the application filed pursuant to subsection (b), the court may enter 
an ex parte order directing that the child be taken into custody and held in a secure facility or juvenile 
detention facility designated by the court, if the court finds probable cause that the child violated the 
court's order to remain in placement without good cause. Pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2237, and 
amendments thereto, the order shall be served on the child's parents, the child's legal custodian and the 
child's guardian ad litem. 

(d) Preliminary hearing. Within 24 hours following a child's being taken into custody pursuant to an 
order issued under subsection (c), the court shall hold a preliminary hearing to determine whether the 
child admits or denies the allegations of the application and, if the child denies the allegations, to 
determine whether probable cause exists to support the allegations. 

(1) Notice of the time and place of the preliminary hearing shall be given orally or In writing to the 
child's parents, the child's legal custodian and the child's guardian ad litem. 

(2) At the hearing, the child shall have the right to a guardian ad litem and shall be served with a copy 
of the application. 

(3) If the child admits the allegations or enters a no contest statement and if the court finds that the 
admission or no contest statement is knowledgeable and voluntary, the court shall proceed without delay 
to the placement hearing pursuant to subsection (f). 

(4) lfthe child denies the allegations, the court shall determine whether probable cause exists to hold 
the child in a secure facility or juvenile detention facility pending an evidentiary hearing pursuant to 
subsection (e). After hearing the evidence, if the court finds that: (A) There is probable cause to believe 
that the child has violated an order entered pursuant to subsection (a) without good cause; and (B) · 
placement in a secure facility or juvenile detention facility is necessary for the protection of the child or to 
assure the presence of the child at the evidentiary hearing pursuant to subsection (e), the court may order 
the child held in a secure facility or juvenile detention facility pending the evidentiary hearing. 

(e) Evidentiary hearing. The court shall hold an evidentiary hearing on an application within 72 hours 
of the child's being taken into custody. Notice of the time and place of the hearing shall be given orally or 
In writing to the child's parents, the child's legal custodian and the child's guardian ad litem. At the 
evidentiary hearing, the court shall determine by a clear and convincing evidence whether the child has: 

(1) Violated a court order entered pursuant to subsection (a) without good cause; 
(2) been provided at the hearing with the rights enumerated in subsection (d)(2); and 
(3) been informed of: 
(A) The nature and consequences of the proceeding; 
(B) the right to confront and cross-examine witnesses and present evidence; 
(C) the right to have a transcript or recording of the proceedings; and 
(D) the right to appeal. 
(f) Placement. (1) If the child admits violating the order entered pursuant to subsection (a) or if, after 

an evidentiary hearing, the court finds that the child has violated such an order, the court shall 
immediately proceed to a placement hearing. The court may enter an order awarding custody of the child 
to: 

(A) A parent or other legal custodian; 
(B) a person other than a parent or other person having custody, who shall not be required to be 

licensed under article 5 of chapter 65 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto; 
(C) a youth residential facility; or 
(D) the secretary, if the secretary does not already have legal custody of the child. 
(2) The court may authorize the custodian to place the child in a secure facility or juvenile detent1on 

facility, if the court determines that all other placement opt1ons have been exhausted or are inappropriate, 
based upon a written report submitted by the secretary, if the child is in the secretary's custody, or 
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submitted by a public agency independent of the court and law enforcement, if the child is in the custody 
of someone other than the secretary. The report shall detail the behavior of the child and the 
circumstances under which the child was brought before the court and made subject to the order entered 
pursuant to subsectio.n (a}. 

(3) The authorization to place the child in a secure facility or juvenile detention facility pursuant to this 
subsection shall expire 60 days, inclusive of weekend and legal holidays, after its Issue. The court may grant 
extensions of such authorization for two additional periods, each not to exceed 60 days, upon rehearing 
pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2256, and amendments thereto. 

(g) Payment. The secretary shall only pay for placement and services for a child placed in a secure 
facility or juvenile detention facility pursuant to subsection (f) upon receipt of a valid court order 
authorizing secure care placement. 

(h) Limitations on facilities used. Nothing in this section shall authorize placement of a child in an adult 
jail or lockup. 

(i) Time limits, computation. Except as otherwise specifically provided by subsection (f), Saturdays, 
Sundays and legal holidays shall not be counted in computing any time limit imposed by this section. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 55; L. 2008, ch. 169, § 15; July 1. 

• 38-2261: Reports made by foster parents. The secretary shall notify the foster parent or parents that the 
foster parent or parents have a right to submit a report. Copies of the report shall be available to the 
parties and Interested parties. The report made by foster parents shall be on· a form created and provided 
by the department of social and rehabilitation services. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, §56; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2262: Placement; testimony of certain children. At any hearing under the code, the court, if requested 
by the child, shall hear the testimony of the child as to the desires of the child concerning the child's 
placement, if the child is 10 years of age and of sound intellect. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 57; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2263: Permanency planning. (a) The goal of permanency planning is to assure, in so far as is possible, 
that children have permanency and stability in their living situations and that the continuity of family 
relationships and connections is preserved. In planning for permanency, the safety and well being of 
children shall be paramount. 

(b) Whenever a child is subject to the jurisdiction of the court pursuant to the code, an initial 
permanency plan shall be developed for the child and submitted to the court within 30 days of the initial 
order of the court. If the child is in the custody of the secretary, or the secretary is providing services to the 
child, the secretary shall prepare the plan. Otherwise, the plan shall be prepared by the person who has 
custody or, if directed by the court, by a court services officer. 

(c) A permanency plan is a written document prepared, where possible, in consultation with the child's 
parents and which: 

(1} Describes the permanency goal which, if achieved, will most likely give the child a permanent and 
safe living arrangement; 

(2) describes the child's level of physical health, mental and emotional health, and educational 
functioning; 

(3) provides an assessment of the needs of the child and family; 
(4} describes the services to be provided the child, the child's parents and the child's foster parents, if 

appropriate; 
(5} includes a description of the tasks and responsibilities designed to achieve the plan and to whom 

assigned; and 
(6) includes measurable objectives and time schedules for achieving the plan. 
(d) In addition to the requirements of subsection (c), if the child is in an out of home placement, the 

permanency plan shall include: 
(1) A plan for reintegration of the child's parent or parents or if reintegration is determined not to be a 

viable alternative, a statement for the basis of that conclusion and a plan for another permanent living 
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arrangement; 
(2) a description of the available placement alternatives; 
{3) a justification for the placement selected, including a description of the safety and appropriateness 

of the placement; and 
{4) a description of the programs and services which will help the child prepare to live independently 

as an adult. 
(e) If there is a lack of agreement among persons necessary for the success of the permanency plan, 

the person or entity having custody of the child shall notify the court which shall set a hearing on the plan. 
(f) A permanency plan may be amended at any time upon agreement of the plan participants. If a 

permanency plan requires amendment which changes the permanency goal, the person or entity having 
custody of the child shall notify the court which shall set a permanency hearing pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 
Supp. 38-2264 and 38-2265, and amendments thereto. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, §58; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2264: Permanency hearing; purpose; procedure; time for hearing. (a) A permanency hearing is a 
proceeding conducted by the court or by a citizen review board for the purpose of determining progress 
toward accomplishment of a permanency plan as established by K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2263, and 
amendments thereto. 

(b) The court or a citizen review board shall hear and the court shall determine whether and, if 
applicable, when the child will be: 

(1) Reintegrated with the child's parents; 
(2) placed for adoption; 
(3) placed with a permanent custodian; or 
{4) ifthe secretary has documented compelling reasons why it would not be in the child's best 

interests for a placement in one of the placements pursuant to paragraphs (1), (2) or {3) placed in another 
planned permanent arrangement. 

(c) The court shall enter a finding as to whether the person or entity having custody of the child has 
made reasonable efforts to accomplish the permanency plan in place at the time of the hearing. 

(d) A permanency hearing shall be held within 12 months of the date the court authorized the child's 
removal from the home and not less frequently than every 12 months thereafter. 

(e) If the court determines at any time other than during a permanency hearing that reintegration may 
not be a viable alternative for the child, a permanency hearing shall be held no later than 30 days following 
that determination. 

(f) When the court finds that reintegration continues to be a viable alternative, the court shall 
determine whether and, if applicable, when the child will be returned to the parent. The court may rescind 
any of its prior dispositional orders and enter any dispositional order authorized by this code or may order 
that a new plan for the reintegration be prepared and submitted to the court. If reintegration cannot be 
accomplished as approved by the court, the court shall be Informed and shall schedule a hearing pursuant 
to this section. No such hearing is required when the parents voluntarily relinquish parental rights or 
consent to appointment of a permanent custodian. 

(g) If the court finds reintegration Is no longer a viable alternative, the court shall consider whether: (1) 
The child is in a stable placement with a relative; (2) services set out in the case plan necessary for the safe 
return of the child have been made available to the parent with whom reintegration is planned; or {3) 
compelling reasons are documented in the case plan to support a finding that neither adoption nor 
appointment of a permanent custodian are in the child's best interest. If reintegration is not a viable 
alternative and either adoption or appointment of a permanent custodian might be in the best interests of 
the child, the county or district attorney or the county or d1strict attorney's designee shall file a motion to 
terminate parental rights or a mot1on to appoint a permanent custodian within 30 days and the court shall 
set a hearing on such motion within 90 days of the filing of such motion. 

(h) If the court enters an order termi,nating parental rights to a child, or an agency has accepted a 
relinquishment pursuant to K.S.A. 59-2124. and amendments thereto, the requirements for permanency 
hearings shall continue unt1l an adoption or appointment of a permanent custodian has been 
accomplished. If the court determines that reasonable efforts or progress have not been made toward 
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findmg an adoptive placement or appointment of a permanent custodian or placement with a fit and 
willing relative, the court may rescind its prior orders and make others regarding custody and adoption 
that are appropriate under the circumstances. Reports of a proposed adoptive placement need not contain 
the identity ofthe proposed adoptive parents. 

History: L..2006, ch. 200, §59; l. 2008, ch. 169, § 16; July 1. 

• 38-2265: Same; notice. (a) The court shall require notice of the time and place of the permanency hearing 
be given to the parties and interested parties. The notice shall state that the person receiving the notice 
shall have the right to be heard at the hearing. 

(b) The court shall require notice and the right to be heard to the following: 
(1) The child's foster parent or parents or permanent custodian providing care for the child; 
(2) preadoptive parents for the child, if any; 
{3) the child's grandparents at their last known addresses or, if no grandparent is living or if no living 

grandparent's address is known, to the closest relative of each of the child's parents whose address is 
known; 

(4) the person having custody of the child; and 
{5) upon request, by any person having close emotional ties with the child and who is deemed by the 

court to be essential to the deliberations before the court. 
(c) The notices required by this subsection shall be given by first class mail, not less than 10 business 

days before the hearing. 
(d) Individuals receiving notice pursuant to subsection (b) shall not be made a party or interested party 

to the action solely on the basis of this notice and the right to be heard. The right to be heard shall be at a 
time and in a manner determined by the court and does not confer an entitlement to appear in person at 
government expense. 

(e) The provisions of this section shall not require additional notice to any person otherwise receiving 
notice of the hearing pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2239, and amendments thereto. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 60; l. 2008, ch. 169, § 17; July 1. 

• 38-2266: Request for termination of parental rights or appointment of permanent custodian. (a) Either in 
the original petition filed under this code or in a motion made in an existing proceeding under this code, 
any party or interested party may request that either or both parents be found unfit and the parental 
rights of either or both parents be terminated or a permanent custodian be appointed. 

(b) Whenever a pleading is filed requesting termination of parental rights or appointment of a 
permanent custodian, the pleading shall contain a statement of specific facts which are relied upon to 
support the request, including dates, times and locations to the extent known. 

(c) In any case in which a parent of a child cannot be located by the exercise of due diligence, service 
by publication notice shall be ordered upon the parent. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 61; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2267: Procedure upon receipt of request. (a) Upon receiving a petition or motion requestmg 
termination of parental rights or appointment of permanent custodian, the court shall set the time and , ' 
place for the hearing, which shall be held within 90 days. A continuance shall be granted only if the court 
finds it is in the best Interests of the child. Upon motion of a party, the chief judge shall reassign a petition 
or motion requesting termination of parental rights from a district magistrate judge to a district judge 
pursuant to subsection (e) of K.S.A. 20-302b, and amendments thereto. 

(b) (1) The court shall give notice of the hearing: {A) To the parties and interested parties, as prov1ded 
in K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2236 and 38-2237, and amendme~ts thereto; (B) to all the child's grandparents at 
their last known addresses or, if no grandparent is living or if no living grandparent's address is known, to 
the closest relative of each of the child's parents whose address is known; (C) in any case in which a parent 
of a child cannot be located by the exercise of due diligence, to the parents nearest relative who can be 
located, if any; and (D) to the foster parents, preadoptive parents or relatives providing care. 

(2) This not1ce shall be given by return receipt delivery not less than 10 business days before the 
hearing. Individuals receiving notice pursuant to this subsection shall not be made a party or interested 
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party to the action solely on the basis of this notice. 
{3) The provisions of this subsection shall not require additional service to any party or interested 

party who could not be located by the exercise of due diligence in the initial notice of the filing of a petition 
for a child in need of care. 

(c) At the beginning of the hearing the court shall determine that due diligence has been used in 
determining the Identity and location of the persons listed in subsection (b) and in accomplishing service of 
process. 

(d) Prior to a hearing on a petition, a motion requesting termination of parental rights or a motion for 
appointment of a permanent custodian, the court shall appoint an attorney to represent any parent who 
fails to appear and may award a reasonable fee to the attorney for services. The fee may be assessed as an 
expense in the proceedings. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 62; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2268: Voluntary relinquishment; voluntary permanent custodianship; consent to adoption. (a) Prior to a 
hearing to consider the termination of parental rights, if the child's permanency plan is either adoption or 
appointment of a custodian, with the consent of the guardian ad htem and the secretary, either or both 
parents may relinquish parental rights to the child, consent to an adoption or consent to appointment of a 
permanent custodian. 

(b) Relinquishment of child to secretary. (1) Any parent or parents may relinquish a child to the 
secretary, and if the secretary accepts the relinquishment In writing, the secretary shall stand in loco 
parentis to the child and shall have and possess over the child all rights of a parent, including the power to 
place the child for adoption and give consent thereto. 

{2) All relinquishments to the secretary shall be in writing, in substantial conformity with the form for 
relinquishment contained in the appendix of forms following K.S.A. 59-2143. and amendments thereto, 
and shall be executed by either parent ofthe child . 

. {3) ·The relinquishment shall be in writing and shall be acknowledged before a judge of a court of 
record or before an officer authorized by law to take acknowledgments. If the relinquishment is 
acknowledged before a judge of a·court of record, it shall be the duty.of the court to advise the 
relinquishing parent of the consequences of the relinquishment. 

· {4) Except as·otherwise provided, in all cases where a parent has relinquished a child to the agency 
pursuant to K.S.A. 59-2111 through 59-2143, and amendments thereto, all the rights of the parent shall be 
terminated, including the right to receive notice in a subsequent adoption proceeding involving the child. 
Upon such relinquishment, all the rights of the parents to such child, including such parent's right to inherit 
from or through such child, shall cease. 

· {5) If a parent has relinquished a child to the secretary based on a belief that the child's other parent 
would relinquish the child to the secretary or would be found unfit, and this does not occur, the rights of 
the parent who has relinquished a child to the secretary shall not be terminated. 

{6) A parent's relinquishment of a child shall not terminate the right of the child to inherit from or 
through the parent. 

(c) Permanent custody. {1) A parent may consent to appointment of the secretary or an individual as 
permanent custodian and if the secretary or individual accepts the consent, the secretary or Individual' 
shall stand in loco parentis to the child and shall have and possess over the child all the rights of a legal , 
guardian. When the consent Is to the secretary, the secretary shall have the right to place the child in the 
permanent custody of an individual who Is appointed permanent custodian. 

(2) All consents to appointment of a permanent custodian shall be in writing and shall be executed by 
either parent of the child. 

{3) The consent shall be in writing and shall be acknowledged before a judge of a court of record or 
before an off1cer authorized by law to take acknowledgments. If the consent is acknowledged before a 
judge of a court of record, it shall be the duty of the court to advise the consenting parent of the 
consequences of the consent. 

{4) If a parent has consented to appointment of a permanent custod1an based upon a behef that the 
child's other parent would so consent or would be found unfit~ and this does not occur, the consent shall 
be null and void. 
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(d) Adoption. If the parental rights of one parent have been terminated or that parent has relinquished 
parental rights to the secretary, the other parent may consent to the adoption of the child by persons 
approved by the secretary or approved by the court. The consent shall follow the form contained in the 
appendix of forms following K.S.A. 59-2143, and amendments thereto. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 63; l. 2008, ch. 169, § 18; July 1. 

• 38-2269: Factors to be considered in termination of parental rights; appointment of permanent custodian. 
(a) When the child has been adjudicated to be a child in need of care, the court may terminate parental 
rights or appoint a permanent custodian when the court finds by clear and convincing evidence that the 
parent is unfit by reason of conduct or condition which renders the parent unable to care properly for a 
child and the conduct or condition is unlikely to change in the foreseeable future. 

(b) In making a determination of unfitness the court shall consider, but is not limited to, the following, 
if applicable: 

(1) Emotional illness, mental illness, mental deficiency or physical disability of the parent, of such 
duration or nature as to render the parent unable to care for the ongoing physical, mental and emotional 
needs of the child; 

{2) conduct toward a child of a physically, emotionally or sexually cruel or abusive nature; 
{3) the use of intoxicating liquors or narcotic or dangerous drugs of such duration or nature as to 

render the parent unable to care for the ongoing physical, mental or emotional needs of the child; 
{4) physical, mental or emotional abuse or neglect or sexual abuse of a child; 
(S) conviction of a felony and imprisonment; 
{6) unexplained injury or death of another child or stepchild of the parent or any child in the care of 

the parent at the time of injury or death; 
(7) failure of reasonable efforts made by appropriate public or private agencies to rehabilitate the 

family; 
(8) lack of effort on the part of the parent to adjust the parent's circumstances, conduct or conditions 

to meet the needs of the child; and 
{9) whether the child has been in extended out of home placement as a result of actions or inactions 

attributable to the parent and one or more of the factors listed in su'bsection (c) apply. 
(c) In addition to the foregoing, when a child is not in the physical custody of a parent, the court, shall 

consider, but is not limited to, the following: 
(1) Failure to assure care of the child In the parental home when able to do so; 
(2) failure to maintain regular visitation, contact or communication with the child or with the 

custodian of the child; 
{3) failure to carry out a reasonable plan approved by the court directed toward the integration of the 

child into a parental home; and 
{4) failure to pay a reasonable portion of the cost of substitute physical care and maintenance based 

on ability to pay. 
In making the above determination, the court may disregard Incidental visitations, contacts, 

communications or contributions. 
(d) A finding of unfitness may be made as provided in this section if the court finds that the parents 

have abandoned the child, the custody ofthe child was surrendered pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2282, and amendments thereto, or the child was left under such circumstances that the identity of the 
parents is unknown and cannot be ascertained, despite diligent searching, and the parents have not come 
forward to claim the child within three months after the child is found. 

(e) If a person is convicted of a felony in which sexual intercourse occurred, or if a juvenile is 
adjudicated a juvenile offender because of an act which, if committed by an adult, would be a felony in 
which sexual Intercourse occurred, and as a result of the sexual intercourse, a child is conceived, a finding 
of unfitness may be made. 

(f) The existence of any one of the above factors standing alone may, but does not necessarily, 
establish grounds for termination of parental rights .. 

(g) (1) If the court makes a finding of unfitness, the court shall consider whether termination of 
parental rights as requested in the petition or motion is in the best interests of the child. In making the 
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determination, the court shall give primary consideration to the physical, mental and emotional health of 
the child. If the physical, mental or emotional needs of the child would best be served by termination of 
parental rights, the court shall so order. A termination of parental rights under the code shall not terminate 
the right of a child to inherit from or through a parent. Upon such termination all rights of the parent to 
such child, including, such parent's right to_ Inherit from or through such child, shall cease. 

(2) lfthe court terminates parental rights, the court may authorize adoption pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 
Supp. 38-2270, and amendments thereto, appointment of a permanent custodian pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 
Supp. 38-2272, and amendments thereto, ·.or continued permanency planning. 

{3) If the court does not terminate parental rights, the court may authorize appointment of a 
permanent custodian pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2272, and amendments thereto, or continued 
permanency planning. 

(h) If a parent is convicted of an offense as provided In subsection (a)(7) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2271, 
and amendments thereto, or is adjudicated a juvenile offender because of an act which if committed by an 
adult would be an offense as provided In subsection (a)(7) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2271, and amendments 
thereto, and if the victim was the other parent of a child, the court may disregard such convicted or 
adjudicated parent's opinions or wishes in regard to the placement of such child. 

(i) A record shall be made of the proceedings. 
Ul When adoption, proceedings to appoint a permanent custodian or continued permanency planning 

has been authorized, the person or agency awarded custody of the child shall within 30 days submit a 
written plan for permanent placement which shall include measurable objectives and time schedules. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 64; L. 2008, ch. 169, § 19; July 1. 

• 38-2270: Custody for adoption. (a) When parental rights have been terminated and it appears that 
adoption is a viable alternative, the court shall enter one ofthe following orders: 

(1) An order granting custody of the child, for adoption proceedings, to the secretary or a corporation 
organized under the laws of the state of Kansas authorized to care for and surrender children for adoption 
as provided in K.S.A. 38-112 et seq., and amendrAents thereto. The person, secretary or corporation shall 
have authority to place the child In a family home, and give consent for the legal adoption of the child 
which shall be the only consent requir~d to authorize the entry of an order or decree of adoption. 

(2) An order granting custody of the child to proposed adoptive parents and consenting to the 
adoption of the child by the proposed adoptive parents. 

(b) In making an order under subsection (a), the court shall give preference, to the extent that the 
court finds it Is In the best Interests of the child, first to granting such custody for adoption to a relative of 
the child and second to granting such custody to a person with whom the child has close emotional ties. 

(c) Discharge upon adoption. When an adoption decree has been filed with the court in the child in 
need of care case, the secretary's custody shall cease, the court's jurisdiction over the child shall cease and 
the court shall enter an order to that effect. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 65; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2271: Presumption of unfitness, when; burden of proof. (a) It is presumed in the manner provided in 
K.S.A. 60-414. and amendments thereto, that a parent Is unfit by reason of conduct or condition which 
renders the parent unable to fully care for a child, if the state establishes, by clear and convincing 
evidence, that: 

(1) A parent has previously been found to be an unfit parent in proceedings under K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2266 et seq., and amendments thereto, or comparable proceedings under the laws of another 
jurisdiction; ' 

(2) a parent has twice before been convicted of a crime specif1ed in article 34, 35, or 36 of chapter 21 
of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments thereto, or comparable offenses under the laws of 
another jurisdiction, or an attempt or attempts to commit such crimes and the victim was under the age of 
18 years; 

(3) on two or more prior occasions a child in the physical custody of the parent has been adjudicated a 
child in need of care as defmed by subsection (d){l),(d){3), (d)(5) or (d)(ll) of K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2202, 
and amendments thereto, or comparable proceedmgs under the laws of another jurisdiction. 

KSPage49 



'' ~. 
I 

004440 

{4) the parent has been convicted of causing the death of another child or stepchild of the parent; 
(5) the child has been in an out-of-home placement, under court order for a cumulative total period of 

one year or longer and the parent has substantially neglected or willfully refused to carry out a reasonable 
plan, approved by the court, directed toward reintegration of the child Into the parental home; 

(6) (A) the child has been in an out-of-home placement, under court order for a cumulative total 
period of two years or longer; (B) the parent has failed to carry out a reasonable plan, approved by the 
court, directed toward reintegration ofth~ child into the parental home; and (C) there is a substantial 
probability that the parent will not carry out such plan in the near future; 

(7) a parent has been convicted of capital murder, K.S.A. 21-3439. and amendments thereto, murder 
in the first degree, K.S.A. 21-3401. and amendments thereto, murder in the second degree, K.S.A. 21-3402. 
and amendments thereto, or voluntary manslaughter, K.S.A. 21-3403. and amendments thereto, or 
coni parable proceedings under the laws of another jurisdiction ~r. has been adjudicated a juvenile 

·offender because of an act which if committed by an adult would be an offense as provided in this 
subsection, and the victim of such murder was the other parent of the child; 

(8) a parent abandoned or neglected the child after having knowledge of the child's birth or either 
parent has been granted immuf!ity from prosecution for abandonment of the child under subsecti~n (b) of 
K.S.A. 21-3604. and amendments thereto; or 

{9) ·.a parent has made no reasonable efforts to support or communicate with the child after having 
knowle'dge of the child's birth; 

·{10) "a father, after having knowledge of the pregnancy, failed without reasonable cause to provide 
support for the mother during the six months prior to the child's birth; 

(11) a father abandoned the mother after having knowledge of the pregnancy; 
(12) ·a parent has been convicted of rape, K.S.A. 21-3502. and amendments thereto, or comparable 

proceedings under the laws of another jurisdiction resulting in the conception of the child; or 
, '{13) · a parent has failed or refused to assume the duties of a parent for two consecutive years next 
preceding the filing of the petition. In making this determination the court may disregard incidental 
visitations, contacts, communications or contributions. 
\(b) Th'e burden of proof is ori the parent to rebut the presumption of unfitness by a preponderance of 

the evidence. In the absence of proof that the parent Is presently fit and able to care for the child or that 
the parent will be fit and able to care for the child in the foreseeable future, the court shall terminate 
parental rights in proceedings pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2266 et seq., and amendments thereto. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 66; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2272: Appointment of permanent custodian. (a) A permanent custodian may be appointed: 
(1) With the consent and agreement of the parents and approval by the court; 
{2) after a finding of unfitness pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2269, and amendments thereto; or 
{3) after termination of parental rights pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2270, and amendments 

thereto. 
(b) Upon the appointment of a permanent custodian, the secretary's custody of the child shall cease. 

The court's jurisdiction over the child shall continue unless the court enters an order terminating 
jurisdiction. 

(c) Subject to subsection (d), a permanent custodian shall stand in loco parentis and shall exercise all of 
the rights and responsibilities of a parent except the permanent custodian shall not: 

(1) Consent to an adoption of the child; and 
(2) be subject to court ordered child support or medical support. . 
(d) When the court retains jurisdiction after appointment of a permanent custodian, the court, In its 

order, may impose limitations or conditions upon the rights and responsibilities of the permanent 
custodian including, but not limited to, the right to: 

{1) Determine contact with the biological parent; 
(2) consent to marriage; 
{3) consent to psychosurgery, removal of a bodily organ or amputation of a limb; 
{4) consent to sterilization; 
{5) consent to behavioral and medical experiments; 
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(8) consent to placement in a psychiatric hospital or an institution for the developmentally disabled. 
(e) Absent a judicial finding of unfitness or court-ordered limitations pursuant to subsection (d), a 

. permanent custodian may share parental responsibilities with a parent of the child as the permanent 
custodian determines is in the child's best interests. Sharing parental responsibilities does not relieve the 
permanent custodian of legal responsibility for the child. 

----~ --.. --:;:::" ------

(f) Parental consent to appointment of a permanent custodian shall be on the record or executed by 
the parent of the child and acknowledged before a judge of a court of record. It shall be the duty of the 
court before which the consent is acknowledged to advise the consenting parent of the consequences of 
the consent, including the following: 

(1) Do you understand that your parental rights are not being terminated and you can be ordered to 
pay child support and medical support for your child 

(2) Do you understand that to get the rights you still have with your child, you must keep tfie court up 
to date about how to contact you? This means that the court needs to always have your current address 
and telephone number. 

(3) Do you understand that if your child is ever placed for adoption, the court will try to let you know 
by using the information you have given them? If your address and telephone number are not up to date, 
you might not know your child is placed for adoption. 

(4) Do you understand that if you want information about your child's health or education, you will 
have to keep the information you give the court about where you are up to date because the information 
will be sent to the latest address the court has 

(5) Do you understand that you may be able to have some contact with your child, but only if the 
permanent custodian decides it is in the child's best interests and if the court allows the contact 

(6) Do you understand that unless the court orders differently, the permanent custodian has the right 
to make the following decisions about your child: The amount and type of contact you have with the child; 
consent to your child's marriage; consent to medical treatment; consent to mental health treatment; 
consent to placement in a psychiatric hospital or an institution for the developmentally disabled; consent 
to behavioral and medical experiments; consent to sterilization and consent to withholding life-prolonging 
medical treatment 

(g) hl A consent is final when executed, unless the parent ~ose consent is at issue, prior to issuance 
of the order appointing a permanent custodian, proves by clear and convincing evidence that the consent 
was not freely and voluntarily given. The burden of proving the consent was not freely and voluntarily 
given shall rest with that parent. 

(2) If a parent has consented to appointment of a permanent custodian based upon a belief that the 
child's other parent would so consent or would be found unfit, and this does not occur, the consent shall 
be null and void. 

(h) If a permanent custodian is appointed after a judicial finding of parental unfitness without a 
termination of parental rights, the parent shall retain only the following rights and responsibilities: 

(1) The obligation to pay child support and medical support; and 
(2) the right to inherit from the child. 
(3) The right to consent to adoption of the child. 

All other parental rights transfer to the permanent custodian. 
(i) If a permanent custodian is appointed after termination of parental rights, the parent retains no 

right or responsibilities to the child. 
Ul Prior to appointing a permanent custodian, the court shall receive and consider an assessment of 

any potential permanent custodian as prov1ded in K.S.A. 59-2132, and amendments thereto. In making an 
order appointing a permanent custodian the court shall give preference, to the extent that the court finds 
it in the child's best interests, to first appointing a permanent custodian who is a relative of the child or 
second a person with whom the child has close emotional ties. 

(k) If permanent custodians are divorced, such custodian's marriage is annulled or the court orders 
separate maintenance, the court in that case has jurisdiction to make custody determinations between the 
permanent custod1ans. 
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H1story: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 67; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2273: Appeals; procedure; verification. (a) An appeal may be taken by any party or interested party 
from any order of temporary custody, adjudication, disposition, finding of unfitness or termination of 
parental rights. 

(b) An appeal from an order entered by a district magistrate judge shall be to a district judge. The 
appeal shall be heard on the basis of the record within 30 days from the date the notice of appeal is filed. If 
no record was made of the proceedings, the trial shall be de novo. 

(c) Procedure on appeal shall be governed by article 21 of chapter 60 ofthe Kansas Statutes 
Annotated, and amendments thereto. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the contrary, appeals under this section shall have 
priority over all other cases. 

(e) Every notice of appeal, docketing statement and brief shall be verified by the appellant if the 
appellant has been personally served at any time during the proceedings. Failure to have the required 
verification shall result in the dismissal of the appeal. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 68; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2274: Temporary orders pending appeal; status of orders appealed from. (a) Pending the determination 
ofthe appeal, any order appealed from shall continue in force unless modified by temporary orders as · 
provided in subsection (b). 

(b) The court on appeal, pending a hearing, may modify the order appealed from and may make any 
temporary orders concerning the care and custody of the child that the court considers advisable. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 69; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2275: Fees and expenses. (a) When an appeal is taken pursuant to this code, fees if the guardian ad 
litem or of an attorney appointed to rep _resent a parent shall be fixed by the district court. The fees, 
together with the costs of transcripts and records on appeal, shall be taxed as expenses on appeal. The 
court on appeal may assess the fees al)d expenses against a party or interested party or order that they be 
paid from the general fund of the county. · 

(b) When the court orders the fees and expenses assessed against a party or interested party, such 
fees shall be paid from the county general fund, subject to reimbursement by the party or interested party 
against whom the fees were assessed._ The county may enforce the order as a civil judgment, except the 
county shall not be required to pay-the docket fee or fee for execution. 

History: L. 2006, ch:200, § 70; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2276: Prohibiting detainment or placement of child in jail. No child under 18 years of age shall be 
detained or placed in any jail pursuant to the code. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 71; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2277: Determination of child support. (a) In determining the amount of a child support order under the 
code, the court shall apply the Kansas child support guidelines adopted pursuant to K.S.A. 20-165. and 
amendments thereto. 

(b) If the appropriate amount of support under the Kansas child support guidelines cannot be 
determined because any necessary fact is not proven by evidence or by stipulation of the appropriate 
parent, the court shall apply one or more of the following presumptions: 

(1) Both parents have only gross earned income equal to 40 hours per week at the federal minimum 
wage then in effect; 

(2) neither parent's income is subject to adjustment for any reason; 
(3) the number of children is as alleged if") the petition; 
(4) the age of each child is as alleged in the petition or, if unknown, is between seven and 15 yea_rs; 
(5) no adjustment for child care, health or dental insurance or income tax exemption is appropriate; or 
(6) neither parent is entitled to any other credit or adjustment. 
(c) If the county or district_ attorney determines that: (1) A parent will contest the amount of support 
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resulting from application of the guidelines; (2) the parent is or may be entitled to an adJustment pursuant 
to the guidelmes; and (3) it is in the child's best interests to resolve the support issue promptly and with 
minimal hostility, the county or district attorney may enter into a stipulation with the parent as to the 
amount of child support for that parent. The amount of support may be based upon one or more of the 
presumptions in subsection (b). Except for good cause or as otherwise provided in K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 
38-2279, and amendments thereto, a stipulation under this subsection shall be binding upon the court and 
all parties or Interested parties. The criteria for application of this subsection shall be incorporated into the 
journal entry or judgment form. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 72; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2278: Journal entry for child support. When child support is ordered pursuant to the code, a separate 
journal entry or judgment form shall be made for each parent ordered to pay child support. The journal 
entry or judgment form shall be entitled: 

"In the matter of and---------

(obligee's name) (obligor's name) 
and shall contain no reference to the privileged official file or social file In the case except the facts 
necessary to establish personal jurisdiction over the parent, the I) a me and date of birth of each child, and 
finpings offact and conclusions of law directly related to the child support obligation. lfthe court issues an 
income withholding order for the parent, it shall be captioned in the same manner. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 73; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2279: Withholding order for child support; filing; service. (a)_ A person entitled to receive ch1ld support 
under an order issued pursuant to the code may file with the clerk of the district court in the county in 
which the judgment was rendered the original child support order and the original income withholding 
order, ·if any. If the original child support or Income withholding order is unavailable for any reason, a 
certified or aut~enticated copy of the order may be substituted. The clerk of the district court shall number 
the child support order as a case filed under chapter 60 ofthe Kansas Statutes Annotated, and 
amendments thereto, and enter the numbering of the case on the appearance docket of the case. 
Registration of a child support order under this section shall be without cost or docket fee. 

(b) If the number assigned to a case under the code appears in the caption of a document filed 
pursuant to this section, the clerk of the district court may obliterate that number and replace it with the 
new case number assigned pursuant to this section. 

(c) The filing of the child support order shall con'stitute registration under this section. Upon 
registration of the child support order, all matters related to that order, including, but not limited to, 
modification of the order, shall proceed under the new case number. Registration of a child support order 
under this section does not confer jurisdiction in the registration case for custody or visitation issues. 

(d) The person registering a child support order shall serve a copy of the registered child support order 
and Income withholding order, If any, upon the party or interested parties by first-class mail. The person 
registering the child support order shall file, in the official file for each child affected, either a copy of the 
registered order showing the new case number or a statement that includes the caption, new case number 
and date of registration ofthe child support order. 

(e) If the secretary is entitled to receive payment under an order which may be registered under this 
section, the county or district attorney shall take the actions permitted or required In subsections (a) and 
(d) on behalf of the secretary, unless otherwise requested by the secretary. 

(f) A child support order registered pursuant to this section shall have the same force and effect as an 
original child support order entered under chapter 60 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated, and amendments 
thereto, including, but not limited to: 

(1) The registered order shall become a lien on the real estate of the judgment debtor in the county 
from the date of registration; 

(2) execution or other action to enforce. the registered order may be had from the date of registration; 
(3) the registered order may itself be registered pursuant to any law, includmg, but not limited to, the 

umform interstate family support act, K S.A. 23-9,101 et seq., and amendments thereto; 
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(4) if any installment of support due under the registered order becomes a dormant judgment, it may 
be revived pursuant to K.S.A. 60-2404, and amendments thereto; and 

(5) the court shall have continuing jurisdiction over the child support action and the parties thereto 
and subject matter and, except as otherwise provided in subsection (g), may modify any prior support 
order when a material change in circumstances is shown irrespective of the present domicile of the child or 
parents. The court may make a modification of child support retroactive to a date at least one month after 
the date that the motion to modify was filed with the court. 

(g) If a motion to mod1fy the child support order is filed within three months after the date of 
registration pursuant to this section, if no motion to modify the order has previously been heard and if the 
moving party shows that the support order was based upon one or more of the presumptions provided in 
K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2277, and amendments thereto, or upon a stipulation pursuant to subsection (c) of 
K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2277, and amendments thereto, the court shall apply the Kansas child support 
guidelines adopted pursuant to K.S.A. 20-165, and amendments thereto, without requiring a showing that 
a material change of circ~,tmstances has occurr~d, without regard to any previous presumption or 
stipulation used to determine the amount of the child support order and irrespectiye of the present 
domicile of the child or parents. Nothing in this subsection shall prevent or limit enforcement ofthe 
support order during the three months after the date of registration. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 74; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2280: Remedies supplemental not substitute. The remedies provided in this code with respect to child 
support are in addition to and not in substitution for any other remedy. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 75; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2281: Family services and community intervention fund; child in need of care, purpose of expenditure 
'of moneys.•There is hereby established in the state treasury the family services and community 
intervention fund which shall be administered by the secretary. The secretary may accept money from any 
source for the purposes for which money in the family services and community intervention fl:md may be 
expended: Moneys received shall be remitted to the state treasurer in accordance with the provisions of 
K.S.A. 75-4215, and amendments thereto. Upon receipt of each such remittance, the state treasurer shall 
deposit th'e entire amount in the.state treasury to the credit of the family services and community 
intervention fund. All moneys in the family services and community intervention fund shall be used for the 
purpose of assisting state, county or local governments or political subdivisions thereof or community 
agencies to provide services, intervention and support services to children alleged or adjudged to be a child 
in need of care, especially those youth at risk because of such child's own actions or behaviors and not due 
to abuse or neglect by a parent, guardian or other person responsible for such child's care. The purpose of 
the family services and community intervention fund shall be to enhance the ability of families and 
children to resolve problems within the family and community by the collaboration of governmental and 
local service providers that might otherwise result in a child becoming subject to the jurisdiction of the 
court. All expenditures from the family services and community intervention fund shall be made in 
accordance with appropriation acts upon warrants of the director of accounts and reports issued pursuant 
to vouchers approved by the secretary or by a person or persons designated by the secretary. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 76; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2282: Newborn infant protection act. (a) This section shall be known and may be cited as the newborn 
infant protection act. 

(b) A parent or other person having lawful custody of an infant which is 45 days old or younger and 
which has not suffered bodily harm may surrender physical custody of the mfant to any employee who is 
on duty at a f1re station, city or county health department or medical care facility as defined by K.S A. 
'6S-425. and amendments thereto. Such employee shall take physical custody of an infant surrendered 
pursuant to this section. 

(c) As soon as possible after a person takes physical custody of an infant -under this section, such 
person shall notify a local law enforcement agency that the person has taken physical custody of an infant 
pursuant to this section. Upon receipt of such notice a law enforcement officer from such law enforcement 
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agency shall take custody of the infant as an abandoned child. The law enforcement agency shall deliver 
the infant to a facility or person designated by the secretary pursuant to K.S.A. 2009 Supp. 38-2232, and 
amendments thereto. 

(d) Any person, city or county or agency thereof or medical care facilitY taking physical custody of an 
Infant surrendered pursuant to this section shall perform any act necessary to protect the physical health 
or safety of the infant, and shall be immune from liability for any injury to the Infant that may result 
therefrom. 

(e) Upon request, all medical records ofthe infant shall be made available to the department of social 
and rehabilitation services and given to the person awarded custody of such infant. The medical facility 
providing such records shall be immune from liability for such records release. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 77; Jan. 1, 2007. 

• 38-2283: Application to existing cases. (a) In addition to all actions concerning a child in need of care 
commenced on or after January 1, 2007, this code also applies to proceedings commenced before January 
1, 2007, unless the court finds that application of a particular provision of the code would substantially 
interfere with the effective conduct of judicial proceedings or prejudice the rights of a party or an 
interested party, In which case the particular provision of this code does not apply and the previous code 
applies. 

(b) If a right is acquired, extinguished or barred upon the expiration of a prescribed period that has 
commenced to run under any other statute before January 1, 2007, that statute continues to apply to the 
right, even if it has been repealed or superceded. 

History: L. 2006, ch. 200, § 78; Jan. 1, 2007. 
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3.1 Advocate: Meritorious Claims and Contentions 

004446 

Return to im 

A lawyer shall not bring or defend a proceeding, or assert or controvert an issue therein, unless there is a basis 
for doing so that is not frivolous, which includes a goo'd faith ~rgument for an extension, modification or reversal 
of existing law. A lawyer for the defendant in a criminal proceeding, or the respondent in a proceeding that could 
result in incarceration, may nevertheless so defend the proceeding as to require that every element of the case 
be established. 
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Comment 

m The advocate has a duty to use legal procedure for the fullest benefit of the client's cause, but also a duty not 
to abuse legal procer;lure. The law, both procedural and substantive, establishes the limits within which an 
advocate may proceed. However, the law is not always clear and never is static. Accordingly, In determining the 
proper scope of advocacy, account must be taken of the law's ambiguities and potential for change. m The filing of an action or defense or similar action taken for a client is not frivolous merely because the facts 
have not first been fully substantiated or because the lawyer expects to develop vital evidence only by discovery. 
What is required of lawyers, however, is that they inform themselves about the facts of their clients' cases and 

- the applicable law and determine that they can make good faith arguments in support of their clients' positions. 
Such action is not frivolous even though the lawyer believes that tbe client's position ultimately will not prevail. 
The action is frivolous, however, if the client desires to have the action taken primarily for the purpose of 
harassing or maliciously injuring a person or if the lawyer is unable either to make a good faith argument on the 
merits of the action taken or to support the action taken by a good faith argument for an extension, modification 
or reversal of existing law. 

3.2 Advocate: Expediting Litigation 

A lawyer shall make reasonable efforts to expedite litigation consistent with the interests ofthe client. 

-Comment 

fij Dilatory practices bring the administration of justice into disrepute. Delay should not be indulged merely for 
the cciiwenience of the advocates, or for the purpose of frustrating an opposing party's attempt to obtain rightful 
redress or repose.-lt is not a justification that similar conduct is often tolerated by the bench and bar. The 
question is whether a competent lawyer acting in good faith would regard the course of action as having some 
substantial purpose other than delay. Realizing financial or other benefit from otherwise improper delay in 
litigation is not a legitimate interest cif the client. 

3.3 Advocate: Candor Toward the Tribunal 

(a) A lawyer shall not knowingly: 
(1) make a false statement of fact or law to a tribunal or fail to correct a false statement of material fact or 
law prevfously made to the tribunal by the lawyer; 
(2) fail to disclose to the tribunal legal authority in the controlling jurisdiction known to the lawyer to be 
directly adverse to the position of the client and not disclosed by opposing counsel; or 
(3) offer evidence that the lawyer knows to be false. If a lawyer, the lawyer's client, or a witness called by 
the lawyer has offered material evidence and the lawyer comes to know of its falsity, the lawyer shall take 
reasonable remedial measures, including, if necessary, disclosure to the tribunal. A lawyer may refuse to 
offer evidence, other than the testimony of a defendant in a criminal matter, that the lawyer reasonably 
believes is false. 

(b) A lawyer who represents a client in an adjudicative proceeding and who knows that a person intends to 
engage, is engaging or has engaged in criminal or fraudulent conduct related to the proceeding shall take 
reasonable remedial measures, including, if necessary, disclosure to the tribunal. 
(c) The duties stated in paragraphs fill and ill continue to the conclusion of the proceeding and apply even if 
complia~ce requires disclosure of information otherwise protected by Rule 1.6. 
(d) In an ex parte proceeding, a lawyer shall inform the tribunal of all material facts known to the lawyer which 
will enable the tribunal to make an informed decision, whether or not the facts are adverse. 
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Comment 

lij This Rule governs the conduct of a lawyer who Is representing a client in the proceedings of a tribunal. See 
Rule l.O(n) for the definition of "tribunal." It also applies when the lawyer is representing a client in an ancillary 
proceeding conducted pursuant to the tribunal's adjudicative authority, such as a deposition. Thus, for example, 
paragraph .@}ill requires a lawyer to take reasonable remedial measures If the lawyer comes to know that a 
client who is testifying In a deposition has offered evidence that is false. 
BI This Rule sets forth the special duties of lawyers as officers of the court to avoid conduct that undermines the 
integrity of the adjudicative process. A lawyer acting as an advocate In an adjudicative proceeding has an 
obligation t~ present the client's case with persuasive force. Performance ofthat duty while maintaining 
confidences of the client, however, is qualified by the advocate's duty of candor to the tribunal. Consequently, 
although a lawyer in an adversary proceeding is not required to present an impartial exposition of the law or to 
vouch for the evidence submitted in a cause the lawyer must not allo.w the tribunal to be misled by false 
statements of law or fact or evidence that the lawyer knows to be false. 
Representations by a Lawyer 
WAn advocate is responsible for pleadings and other documents prepared for litigation, but is usually not 
required to have personal knowledge of matters asserted therein for litigation documents ordinarily present 
assertions by the client, or by someone on the client's behalf, and not assertions by the lawyer. Compare Rule 
3.1. However, an assertion purporting to be on the lawyer's own knowledge, as in an affidavit by the lawyer or in 
a statement in open court, may properly be made only when the lawyer knows the assertion is true or believes it 
to be true on the basis of a reasonably diligent inquiry. There are circumstances where failure to make a 
disclosure is the equivalent of an affirmative misrepresentation. The obligation prescribed in Rule 1.2(d) not to 
counsel a client to commit or assist the client in committing a fraud applies in litigation. Regarding compliance 
with Rule 1.2(d). see the Comment to that Rule. See also the Comment to Rule 8.4(b). 
Legal Argument 
iij Legal argument based on a knowingly false representation of law constitutes dishonesty toward the tribunal. 
A lawyer is not required to make a disinterested exposition of the law but must recognize the existence of 
pertinent legal authorities. Furthermore, as stated in paragraph ~ an advocate has a duty to disclose directly 
adverse authority in the controlling jurisdiction which has not been disclosed by the opposing party. The 
underlying concept is that legal argument is a discussion seeking to determine the legal premises properly 
applicable to the case. 
Offering Evidence m Paragraph .@}ill requires that the lawyer refuse to offer evidence that the lawyer knows to be false, 
regardless of the client's wishes. This duty is premised on the lawyer's obligation as an officer of the court to 
prevent the trier of fact from being misled by false evidence. A lawyer does not violate this Rule if the lawyer 
offers the evidence for the purpose of establishing its falsity. · 
l§j If a lawyer knows that the client intends to testify falsely or wants the lawyer to introduce false evidence, the 
lawyer should seek to persuade the client that the evidence should not be offered. If the persuasion is Ineffective 
and the lawyer continues to represent the client, the lawyer must refuse to offer the false evidence. If only a 
portion of a witness' testimony will be false, the lawyer may call the witness to testify but may not elicit or 
otherwise permit the witness to present the testimony that the lawyer knows is false. rn The duties stated in paragraphs wand l.!ll apply to all lawyers, including defense counsel in criminal cases. in 
some jurisdictions, however, courts have required counsel to present the accused as a witness or to give a 
narrative statement lfthe accused so desires, even if counsel knows that the testimony or statement will be 
false. The obligation of the advocate under the Rules of Professional Conduct is subordinate to such = requirements. S~e also Comment W· 
00 The prohibition against offering false evidence only applies if the lawyer knows that the evidence Is false. A 
lawyer's reasonable belief that evidence is false does not preclude its presentation to the trier of fact. A lawyer's 
knowledge that evidence is false, however, can be inferred from the circumstances. See Rule l.O(e). Thus, 
although a lawyer should resolve doubts about the veracity of testimony or other evidence in favor of the chent, 
the lawyer cannot ignore an obvious falsehood. 
~Although paragraph .@}ill only prohibits a lawyer from offering evidence the lawyer knows to be false, it 
permits the lawyer to refuse to offer testimony or other proof that the lawyer reasonably believes is false. 
Offering such proof may reflect adversely on the lawyer's ability to discriminate in the quality of evidence and 
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thus impair the lawyer's effectiveness as an advocate. Because of the special protections historically provided 
criminal defendants, however, this Rule does not permit a lawyer to refuse to offer the testimony of such a client 
where the lawyer reasonably believes but does not know that the testimony will be false. Unless the lawyer 
knows the testimony will be false, the lawyer must honor the client's decision to testify. See also Comment~ 
Remedial Measures _ 
[!j)j Having offered material evidence in the belief that it was true, a lawyer may subsequently come to know 
that the evide~ce Is false. Or, a lawyer may be surprised whe':l the lawyer's client, or another witness called by 
the lawyer, offers testimony the lawyer knows to be false, either during the lawyer's direct examination or in 
response to cross-examination by the opposing lawyer. In such situations or if the lawyer knows of the falsity of 
testimony elicited from the client during a deposition, the lawyer must take reasonable remedial measures. In 
such situations, the advocate's proper course Is to remonstrate with the client confidentially, advise the client of 
the lawyer's duty of candor to the tribunal and seek the client's cooperation with respect to the withdrawal or 
correction of the false statements or evidence. If that fails, the advocate must take further remedial action. If 
withdrawal from the representation is not permitted or will not undo the effect of the false evidence, the 
advocate must ma~e such disclosure to the tribunal as is reasonably necessary to remedy the situation, even if. 
doing so requires the lawyer.to reveal information that otherwise would be protected by Rule 1.6. It is for the 
tribunal then to determine what should be done-making a statement about the matter to the trier of fact, 
ordering a mistrial or perhaps nothing. 
U!fj The disclosure of a cl1ent's false testimony can result In grave consequences to the client, including not only 
a sense of betrayal but also loss of the case and perhaps a prosecution for perjury. But the alternative is that the 
lawyer cooperate In deceiving the court, there~y subverting the truth-finding process which the adversary 
system is designed to implement. See Rule 1.2(d). Furthermore, unless it is clearly understood that the lawyer 
will act upon the duty to disclose the existence of false evidence, the client can simply reject the lawyer's advice 
to reveal the false evidence and insist th13t the lawyer keep silent. Thus, the client could in effect coerce the 
lawyer into being a party to fraud on the court. 
Preserving Integrity of Adjudicative Process 
(gj Lawyers have a special obligation to protect a tribunal against criminal or fraudulent conduct that 
undermines the integrity of the adjudicative process, such as bribing, intimidating or otherwise unlawfully 
communicating with a witness, juror, court official or other participant in the proceeding, unlawfully destroying 
or concealing documents or other evidence or failing to disclose information to the tribunal when required by 
law to do so. Thus, paragraph J..!!.l requires a lawyer to take reasonable remedial measures, including disclosure if 
necessary, whenever the lawyer knows that a person, including the lawyer's client, Intends to engage, Is 
engaging or pas engaged in criminal or fraudulent conduct related to the proceeding. 
Duration of Obligation 
[i3j A practical time limit on the obligation to rectify false evidence or false statements of law and fact has to be 
established. The conclusion of the proceeding is a reasonably definite point for the termination of the obligation. 
A proceeding has concluded within the meaning of this Rule when a final judgment in the proceeding has been 
affirmed on appeal or the time for review has passed. 1 

ril!P.@ll!strf!treiai~~ 
ffi1 Ordinarily, an advocate has the limited responsibility of presenting one side of the matters that a tribunal 
should consider in reaching a decision; the conflicting position is expected to be presented by the opposing 
party. However, in an ex parte proceeding, such as an application for a temporary restraining order, there Is no 
balance of presentation by opposing advocates. The object of an ex parte proceeding is nevertheless to yield a 
substantially just result. The judge has an affirmative responsibility to accord the absent party just consideration. 
The lawyer for the represented party has the correlative duty to make disclosures of material facts known to the 
lawyer and that the lawyer reasonably believes are n~cessary to an informed decision. 
Withdrawal 
{!sj Normally, a lawyer's compliance with the duty of candor imposed by this Rule does not require that the 
lawyer whhdraw from the representation of a client whose interests will be or have been adversely affected by 
the lawyer's disclosure. The lawyer may, however, be required by Rule 1.16(a) to seek permission of the tribunal 
to withdraw if the lawyer's compliance with this Rule's duty of candor results in such an extreme deterioration of 
the client-lawyer relationship that the lawyer can no longer competently represent the client. Also see Rule 
1.16(b) for the circumstances in which a lawyer will be permitted to seek a tribunal's permission to withdraw. In 
connection with a request for permission to wit~draw that is premised on a client's misconduct, a lawyer may 
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reveal information relating to the representation only to the extent reasonably necessary to comply with this 
Rule or as otherwise permitted by Rule 1.6. 

[History: Am. effective July 1, 2007.] 

3.4 Advocate: Fairness to Opposing Party and Counsel 

A lawyer shall not: 

(a) unlawfully obstruct another party's access to evidence or unlawfully alter, destroy or conceal a document or 
other material having potential evidentiary value. A lawyer shall not counsel or assist another person to do any 
such act; 
(b) falsify evidence, counsel or assist a witness to testify falsely, or offer an inducement to a witness that Is 
prohibited by law; . · 
(c) knowingly disobey an obligation under the rules of a tribunal except for an open refusal based on an assertion 
that no valid obligation exists; . 
(d) in pretrial procedure, make a frivolous discovery request or fail to make a reasonably diligent effort to comply 
with a legally proper discovery request by an opposing party; 
(e) in trial, allude to any matter that the lawyer does not reasonably believe Is relevant or that will not be 
supported by admissible evidence, assert personal knowledge of facts In Issue except when testifying as a 
witness, or state a personal opinion as to the justness of a cause, the credibility of a witness, the culpability of a 
civil litigant or the guilt or innocence of an accused; or 
(f) request a person qther than a client to refrain from voluntarily giving relevant information to another party 
unless: 

(1} the person Is a relative or an employee or other agent of a client; and 
(2} the lawyer reasonably believes that the person's interests will not be adversely affected by refraining 
from ~iving such information. 

Comment 

m The procedure of the adversary system contemplates that the evidence in a case is to be marshalled 
competitively by the contending parties. Fair competition in the adversary system Is secured by prohibitions 
against destruction or concealment of evidence, improperly influencing witnesses, obstructive tactics in 
d1scovery procedure, and the like. m Documents and other items of evidence are often essential to establish a claim or defense. Subject to 
evidentiary privileges, the right of an opposing party, including the government, to obtain evidence through 
discovery or subpoena is an important procedural right. The exercise of that right can be frustrated If relevant 
material is altered, concealed or destroyed. Applicable law in many jurisdictions makes it an offense to destroy 
material for purpose of impairing its availability in a pending proceeding or one whose commencement can be 
foreseen. Falsifying evidence is also generally a criminal offense. Paragraph till. applies to evidentiary material 
generally, including computerized information. m With regard to paragraph Th}, it is [lOt improper to pay a witness' expenses or to compensate an expert 
witness on terms permitted by law. The common-law rule in most jurisdictions is that it is improper to pay an 
occurrence witness any fee for testifying and that It is Improper to pay an expert witness a contingent fee. 
W Paragraph ill permits a lawyer to advise employees of a client to refrain from giving information to another 
party, for the employees may identify their interests with those of the client. See also Rule 4.2. 

3.5 Advocate: Impartiality and Decorum of the Tribunal 

A lawyer shall not: 
(a) give or lend anything of value to a judge, official, or employee of a tribunal except as permitted by Section 
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0(5) of Canon 4 of the Code of Jud1cial Conduct as it may, from time to time be adopted in Kansas, nor may a 
lawyer attempt to improperly influence a judge, official or employee of a tribunal, but a lawyer may make a 
contribution to the campaign fund of a candidate for judicial office in conformity with Section C(2) and (4) of 
Canon 5 of the Code of Judicial Conduct; 

(b) communicate or cause another to communicate with a member of a jury or the venire from which the jury 
will be selected about the matters under consideration other than in the course of official proceedings until after 
the discharge of the jury from further consideration of the case; 
(c) communicate or cause another to communicate as to the merits of a cause with a judge or official before 
whom an adversary proceeding is pending except: · 

(1) in the course of official proceedings in the cause; 
(2) in writing, if the lawyer promptly delivers a copy of the writing to opposing counsel or to the adverse 
party if unrepresented; · 
(3) orally upon adequate notice to opposing counsel or the adverse party if unrepresented; 
(4) as otherwise authorized by law or court rule; 

(d) engage in undignified or discourteous conduct degrading to a tribunal. . 

Kansas Comment 

W Rule 3.5 has imposed an absolute prohibition upon a lawyer giving or lending anything of value to a judge or 
official; except as permitted by the Code of Judicial Conduct. In other words, a lawyer may ethically give what a 
judge may ethically receive. 

[History: Am. (a) effective July 1, 2007.] 

3.6 Advocate: Trial Publicity 

(a) A lawyer who is participating or has participated in the investigation or litigation of a matter shall not make an 
extrajudicial statement that the lawyer knows or reasonably should know will be disseminated by means of 
public communication and will have a substantial likelihood of materially prejudicing an adjudicative proceeding 
in the matter. 
(b) Notwithstanding·paragraph .Lru a lawyer may state: 

(1) the claim or defense involved and, except when prohibited by law, the identity of the persons involved; 
(2) information contained in a public record; 
(3) that an investigation of the matter is in progress; 
(4) the scheduling or result of any step in litigation; 
(5) a request for assistance in obtaining evidence and information necessary thereto; 
(6) a warning of danger concerning the behavior of a person involved, when there is reason to believe that 
there exists the likelihood of substantial harm to an individual or to the public interest; and 
(7) in a criminal case, in addition to subparagraphs (1) through (6): 

ii) the identity, residence, occupation and family status of the accused; 

ill if the accused has not been apprehended, information necessary to aid in apprehension of that 
person; 
~the fact, time and place of arrest; and 
lM the identity of investigating and arresting officers or agencies and the length of the investigation. 

(c) Notwithstanding paragraph (a), a lawyer may make a statement that a reasonable lawyer would believe is 
required to protect a client from the substantial undue prejudicial effect of recent publicity not initiated by the 
lawyer or the lawyer's ci1ent. A statement made pursuant to this paragraph shall be limited to such information 
as is necessary to mitigate the recent adverse publicity. 
(d) No lawyer associated in a firm or government agency with a lawyer subject to paragraph tiD. shall make a 
statement prohibited by paragraph .Lru. 
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Comment 

mIt is difficult to strike a balance between protecting the right to a fair trial and safeguarding the right offree 
expression. Preserving the right to a fair trial necessarily entails some curtailment of the information that may be 
disseminated about a party prior to trial, particularly where trial by jury is involved. If there were no such limits, 
the result would be the practical nullification of the protective effect of the rules of forensic decorum and the 
exclusionary rules of evidence. On the other hand, there are vital social interests served by the free 
dissemination of information about events having legal consequences and about legal proceedmgs themselves. 
The public has a right to know about threats to its safety and measures aimed at assuring its security. It also has a 
legitimate interest in the conduct ot'judicial proceedings, particularly in matters of general public concern. 
Furthermore, the subject matter of legal proceedings is often of direct significance in debate and deliberation 
over questions of public policy. 
iij Special rules of confidentiality may validly govern proceedings in juvenile, domestic relations and mental 
·disability proceedings, and perhaps other types of litigation. Rule 3.4(c) requires compliance with such Rules. rn The Rule sets forth a basic general prohibition against a lawyer's making statements that the lawyer knows ~r 
should know will have a substantial likelihood of materially prejudicing an adjudicative proceeding. Recognizing 
that the public value of informed commentary is great and the likelihood of prejudice to a proceeding by the 
commentary of a lawyer who is not involved in the proceeding is small, the rule applies only to lawyers who are, 
or who have been, involve~;! i.n the investigation or litigation of a case, and their associates. 
mJ Paragraph l!!l identifies specific matters about which a lawyer's statements would not ordinarily be 
considered to present a substantial likelihood of material prejudice and should not in any event be considered 
prohibited by the general prohibition of paragraph W- Paragraph l!!l is not intended to be an exhaustive listing 
of the subjects upon which a lawyer may make a statement, but statements on other matters may be subject to 
paragraph W. rn There are, on the other hand, certain subjects that are more likely than not to have a material prejudicial 
effect on a proceeding, particularly when they refer to a civil matter triable to a jury, a criminal matter, or any 
other proceeding that could result in incarceration. These subjects relate to: 

(1) the character, credibility, reputation or criminal record of a party, suspect in a criminal investigation or 
witness, or the identity of a witness, or the expected testimony of a party or witness; 
(2) in a criminal case or proceeding that could result in incarceration, the possibility of a plea of guilty to 
the offense or the existence or contents of any confession, admission, or statement given by a defendant 
or suspect or that person's refusal or failure to make a statement; 
(3) the performance or results of any examination or test or the refusal or failure of a person to submit to 
an examination or test, or the identity or nature of physical evidence expected to be presented; 
(4) any opinion as to the guilt or Innocence of a defendant or suspect in a criminal case or proceedmg that 
could result in incarceration; 
(5) information that the lawyer knows or reasonably should know is likely to be inadmissible as evidence in 
a trial and that would, if disclosed, create a substantial risk of prejudicing an impartial trial; or 
(6) the fact that a defendant has been charged with a crime, unless there is included therein a statement 
explaining that the charge is merely an accusation and that the defendant is presumed innocent until and 
unless proven guilty. 

!rnj Another relevant factor in determining prejudice is the nature of the proceeding involved. Criminal jury trials 
will be most sensitive to extrajudicial speech. Civil trials may be less sensitive.• Nonjury hearings and arbitration 
proceedings may be even less affected. The Rule will still place limitations on prejudicial comments in these 
cases, but the likelihood of prejudice may be different dependmg on the type of proceeding. 
lTI Finally, extrajudicial statements that might otherwise raise a question under this Rule may be permissible 
when they are made in response to statements made publicly by another party, another party's lawyer, or third 
persons, where a reasonable lawyer would believe a public response is required in order to avoid prejudice to 
the lawyer's client. When prejudicial statements have been publicly made by others, responsive statements may 
have the salutary effect of lessening any resulting adverse impact on the adjudicative proceeding. Such 
responsive statements should be limited to contain only such information as is necessary to mitigate undue 
prejudice created by the statements made by others. 
00 See Rule 3.8(f) for additional duties of prosecutors in connection with extrajudicial statements about criminal 
proceedings. 
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3.7 Advocate: Lawver as Witness 

(a) A lawyer shall not act as an advocate at a trial in which the lawyer is likely to be a necessary witness except 
where: 

(1) the testimony relates to an uncontested issue; 
(2) the testimony relates to the nature and value of legal services rendered in the case; or 
(3) disqualification of the lawyer would work substantial hardship on the client. 

(b) A lawyer may act as an advocate in a trial in which another lawyer in the lawyer's firm is likely to be called as 
a witness unless precluded from doing so by Rule 1.7 or Rule 1.9. 

Comment 

m Combining the roles of advocate and wit~ess can prejudice the tribunal and the opposing party and can also 
involve a conflict of interest between the lawyer and client. 
Advocate-Witness Rule 
B}Th'e tribunai has proper objection when the trier of fact may be confused or misled by a lawyer serving as 
both advocate and witness. The opposing party has proper objection where the combination of roles may 
prejudice that party's right in the litigation. A witness is required to testify on the basis of personal knowledge, 
while an advocate is expected to explain and comment on evidence given by others. It may not be clear whether 
a statement by an advocate-witness should be taken as proof or as an analysis of the proof. rn To protect the tribunal, paragraph W prohibits a lawyer from simultaneously serving as advocate and 
necessary witness except in those circumstances specified in paragraphs .rnll!l through~- Paragraph Will 
recognizes that ifthe testimony will be uncontested, the ambiguities in the dual role are purely theoretical. 
Paragraph tru1n recognizes that where the testimony conc~rns the extent and value of legal services rendered in 
the action in which the testimony is offered, permitting the lawyers to testify avoids the need for a second trial 
with new counsel to resolve that issue. Moreover, in such a situation the judge has first-hand knowledge of the 
matter in issue; hence, there is less dependence on the adversary process to test the credibility of the testimony. 
iii Apart from these two exceptions, paragraph ~recognizes that a balancing is required between the 
interests of the client and those ofthe tribunal and the opposing party. Whether the tribunal is likely to be 
misled or the opposing party is likely to suffer prejudice depends on the nature of the case, the importance and 
probable tenor of the lawyer's testimony, and the probability that the lawyer's testimony will conflict with that of 
other witnesses. Even if there Is risk of such prejudice, in determining whether the lawyer should be disqualified 
due regard must be given to the effect of disqualification on the lawye(s client. It is relevant that one or both 
parties could reasonably foresee that the lawyer would probably be a witness. The conflict of interest principles 
stated in Rules !:L 1.9 and 1.10 have no application to this aspect of the problem. m Because the tribunal is not likely to be misled-when a lawyer acts as advocate in a trial in which anot~er 
lawyer in the lawyer's firm will testify as a necessary witness, paragraph .l!:!l permits the lawyer to do so except in 
situations involving a conflict of interest. 
Conflict of Interest 
ffi In determining if it is permissible to act as advocate in a trial in which the lawyer will be a necessary witness, 
the lawyer must also consider that the dual role may give rise to a conflict of interest that will require compliance 
with Rules 1.7 or 1.9. For example, if there is likely to be substantial conflict between the testimony of the client 
and that of the lawyer, the representation involves a conflict of interest that requires compliance with Rule 1.7. 
This would be true even though the lawyer might not be prohibited by paragraph W from simultaneously serving 
as advocate and witness because the lawyer's disqualification would work a substantial hardship on the client. 
Similarly, a lawyer who might be permitted to simultaneously serve as an advocate and a witness by paragraph 
~might be precluded from doing so by Rule 1.9. The problem can arise whether the lawyer is ~ailed as a 
witness on behalf of the client or is called by the opposing party. Determining whether or not such a conflict 
exists is primarily the responsibility of the lawyer involved. If there is a conflict of interest, the lawyer must 
secure the client's informed consent. confirmed in writing. In some cases, the lawyer will be precluded from 
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seeking the client's consent. See Rule 1.7. See Rule 1.0(b) for the definition of "confirmed in writing" and Rule 
l.O(f) for the definition of "informed consent." · 
ffi Paragraph (b) provides that a lawyer is not disqualified from serving as an advocate because a lawyer with 
whom the lawyer is associated in a firm Is precluded from doing so by paragraph .@1. If, however, the testifying 
lawyer would also be disqualified by Rule 1.7 or Rule 1.9 from representing the client in the matter, other 
lawyers in the firm will be precluded from representing the client by Rule 1.10 unless the client gives informed 
consent under the conditions stated in Rule 1.7. 

3.8 Advocate: Special Responsibilities of a Prosecutor 

The prosecutor in a criminal case shall: 
(a) refrain from prosecuting a charge that the prosecutor knows is not supported by probable cause; 
(b) make reasonable efforts to assure that the accused has been advised of the right to, and the procedure for 
obtaining, counsel and has been given reasonable opportunity to obtain counsel; 
(c) not seek to obtain from an unrepresented accused a waiver of important pretrial rights, such as the right to a 
preliminary hearing; 
(d) make timely disclosure to the defense of all evidence or information known to the prosecutor that tends to' 
negate the guilt of the accused or mitigates the offense, and, in connection with sentencing, disclose to the 
defense and to the tribunal all unprivileged mitigating information known to the prosecutor, except when the 
prosecutor is reliev_ed of this responsibility by a protective order of the tribunal; and 
(e) not subpoena a lawyer in a grand jury or other criminal proceeding to present evidence about a past or 
present client unless the prosecutor reasonably believes: . 

(1) the Information sought is not protected from disclosure by any applicable privilege; 
(2) the·evidence sought is essential to the successful completion of an ongoing investigation or 
prosecution; and 

, (3} there is no other feasible alternative to obtain the informatio,n; 
(f) except·for statements that are necessary to inform tlie public of the nature and extent of the prosecutor's 

· action and that s~rve a legitimate law enforcement purpose, refrain from making extrajudicial comments that 
have a substantial likelihood of heightening public condemnation of the accused and exercise reasonable care to 
prevent investigators, law enforcement personnel, employees or other persons assisting or associated with the 
prosecutor in a criminal case from making an extrajudicial statement that the prosecutor would be prohibited 
from making under Rule 3.6 or this Rule. 

Comment 

i!j A prosecutor has the responsibility of a minister of justice and not simply that of an advocate. This 
responsibility carries with it specific obligations to see that the defendant Is accorded procedural justice and that 
guilt is decided upon the basis of sufficient evidence. Precisely how far the prosecutor is required to go in this 
direction is a matter of debate and varies in different jurisdictions. Many jurisdictions have adopted the ABA 
Standards of Criminal Justice Relating to Prosecution Function, which in turn are the product of prolonged and 
careful deliberation by lawyers experienced in both criminal prosecution and defense. Applicable law may 
require other measures by the prosecutor and knowing disregard of those obligations or a systematic abuse of 
prosecutorial discretion could constitute a violation of Rule 8.4. 
fgj In some jurisdictions, a defendant may waive a preliminary hearing and thereby lose a valuable opportunity 
to challenge probable cause. Accordmgly, prosecutors should not seek to obtain waivers of preliminary hearings 
or other- important pretrial rights from unrepresented accused persons. Paragraph W does not apply, however, 
to an accused appearing prose with the approval of the tribunal. Nor does it forbid the lawful questioning of an 
uncharged suspect who has knowingly waived the rights to counsel and silence. rn The exception in paragraph !91 recognizes that a prosecuto'r may seek an appropriate protective order from 
the tribunal if disclosure of informat1on to the defense could result in substantial harm to an individual or to the 
public interest. m Paragraph {rl is intended to limit the issuance of lawyer subpoenas in grand jury and other criminal 
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proceedings to those situations in which there is a genuine need to intrude into the client-lawyer relationship. m Paragraph ill supplements Rule~ which prohibits extrajudicial statements that have a substantial 
likelihood of prejudicing an adjudicatory proceeding. In the context of a criminal prosecution, a prosecutor's 
extrajudicial statement can create the additional problem of increasing public condemnation of the accused. 
Although the announcement of an indictment, for example, will necessarily have severe consequen~es for the 
accused, a prosecutor can, and should, avoid comments which have no legitimate law enforcement purpose and 
have a substantial likelihood of increasing public opprobrium of the accused. Nothing in this Comment is 
intended to restrict the stateme~ts which a prosecutor may make which comply with Rule 3.6(b) or 3.6(c). 
['§jUke other fawyers, prosecutors are subject to Rules 5.1 and g which relate to responsibilities regarding 
lawyers and nonlawyers who work for or are associated with the lawyer's office. Paragraph ill reminds the 
prosecutor of the importance of these obligations in connection with the unique dangers of Improper 
extrajudicial statements In a criminal case. In addition, paragraph ill requires a prosecutor to exercise reasonable 
care to prevent persons assisting or associated with the prosecutor from making Improper extrajudicial 
statements, even when such persons are not under the direct supervision of the prosecutor. Ordinarily, the 
reasonable care standard will be satisfied if the prosecutor issues the appropriate cautions to law -enforcement 
personnel and other relevant individuals. 

' I 

[History: Am. (e) and (f) effective July 1, 2007.) 

3.9 Advocate: Advocate in Nonadjudicative Proceedings 

A lawyer representing a client before a legislative or administrative tribunal in a nonadjudicative proceeding shall 
disclose that the appearance is in a representative capacity and shall conform to the provisions of Rules 3.3(a) 
through (c), 3.4(a) through (c), and 3.5. 

Comment 

[Ij In representation before bodies such as legislatures, municipal councils, and executive and administrative 
agencies acting In a rule-making or policy-making capacity, lawyers present facts, formulate issues and advance 
argument in the matters under consideration. The decision-making body, like a court, should be able to rely on 
the integrity of the submissions made to it. A lawyer appearing before such a body should deal with the tribunal 
honestly and in conformity with applicable rules of procedure. m lawyers have no exclusive right to appeqr before nonadjudicative bodies, as they do before a court. The 
requirements of this Rule therefore may subject lawyers to regulations inapplicable to advocates who are not 
lawyers. However, legislatures and administrative agencies have a right to expect lawyers to deal with them as 

' they deal with courts. 
W This Rule does not apply to representation of a client in a negotiation or other bilateral transaction with a 
governmental agency; representation in such a transaction is governed by Rules 4.1 through 4.4. 

KS Page 65 



I 
,I 

I 
I 

, I 
! 

I 

004456 

Terms 
Friday, September 20, 2013 
9.12 AM 

Training 

Return to inc 

At the time of publ)cation there was no clear time frame as to how much training a person needed to have in 
order to become a GAL in Kansas. According to Rule 110A a person who wants to become a Guardian ad litem in 
the state is required to complete "at least" 6 hours of education and 1 hour of professional responsibility. To 
continue with the role as a Guardian ad litem the person m~st complete an additional 6 years per year of 
continuing education. 

The question should be asked is if essentially 7 hours of training enough to make left altering decisions. Would 
you as a consumer want a Judge to decide a case based on 7 hours of training or a Doctor to operate on you with 
only 7 hours oftraining. Electricians and plumbers have years of apprenticeship before being licensed. 

Further detail: 
Kansas Legal Services -this is course has passed by but it does have the course materials. 

J~es~.lnterest of the Child 
At best there is no definition of the term but there is a lot of ambiguity. It is largely based on the opinion of the 
Guardian ad litem (GAL) who has a minimum of training. This opinion Is going to be swayed by the cultural bias 
and prejudice that the GAL has. It can be affected by such thanks as a parent being a Republican and the GAL is a 
Democrat and as a result may view that parent as not being in the child's best interest. This term "Best interest 
of the child" is abused .. A better standard my be "Is the child safe? Is there child endangerment?" these terms are 
more easily defined. The reference material here is provided for better understanding. 

Childwelfare.gov -Determining the Best Interests of the Child 

State statutes frequently reference overarching goals, purposes, and objectives that shape the analysis in making 
best interests determinations. The following are among the most frequently stated guiding principles: 

• The importance of family integrity ar:td preference for avoiding removal of the child from his/her home 
(approximately 28 States, American Samoa, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands) 
• The health, safety, and/or protection of the child (19 States and the Northern Mariana Islands) 
• The importance of timely permanency dedsions (19 States and the U.S. Virgin Islands) 
• The assurance that a child removed from his/her home will be given care, treatment, and guidance that 
will assist the child in developing into a self-sufficient adult (12 States, American Samoa, and Guam) 

Approximately 21 States and the District of Columbia list in their statutes specific factors for courts to consider in 
making determinations regarding the best interests of the child. While the factors vary considerably from State 
to State, some factors commonly required include: 

• The emotional ties and relationships between the child and his or her parents, siblings, fam1ly and 
household members, or other caregivers (15 States and the District of Columbia) 
• The capacity of the parents to provide a safe home and adequate food, clothing, and medical care (nine 
States) 
• The mental and physical health needs of the child (eight States and the District of Columbia) 
• The mental and physical health of the parents (eight States and the District of Columbia) 
• The presence of domestic violence in the home (eight States) 
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Sa nata Clara University - The Best Interest of the Child 

Legal Match -Child's Best Interest Standard 

What Factors are Used to Determine their Best Interests? 

Child custody laws vary by state, but courts will generally consider the following in order to determine what Is In 
the child's best Interest: 

• The child's background including age, gender, and mental and physical health 
• The child's own preference, If they are of a certain age of maturity, usually 12-14 years or older 
• Environmental considerations such as quality of schools, community safety, and extra-curricular 

opportunities 
• The health and maturity of each parent 
• Each parent's ability to provide financially and emotionally for the child 
• The degree of each parent's willingness to encourage contact between the child and the other party 
• Whether there are any siblings or Important family members Involved 
• Social backgro~nd and lifestyle of each parent 

return Determining the Best Interests of the Child 

Informed Consent- waiver/release 

In many cases by signing a waiver/ release to a Guardian ad litem (GAL) these Is little or no disclosure as to how 
that Information may or may not be used against the parent signing the release. We have seen instances where 
parents are in effect testifying against themselves as a result of the information being used In court. In almost 
every case there is no "informed consent". 
Informed consent n. agreement to do something or to allow something to happen only after all the relevant facts 
are known. In contracts, an agreement may be reached only if there has been full disclosure by both parties of 
everything each' party knows which is significant to the agreement. A patient's consent to a medical procedure 
must be based on his/her having been told all the possible consequences, except in emergency cases when such 
consent cannot be obtained. A physician or dentist who does not tell all the possible bad news as well as the 
good, operates at his/her peril of a lawsuit if anything goes wrong. In criminal law, a person accused or even 
suspected of a crime cannot give up his/her legal rights such as remaining silent or having an attorney, unless 
he/she has been fully informed of his/her rights. (See: consent, Miranda warning) 

Further detail 
Legal Dictionary 

Ex Parte 
[Latin, 0!1 one side only.] Done by, for, or on the application of one party alone. 

Further detail 
Legal Dictionary 
Legal Information Institute 
W•kipedi'A- Ex parte 
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PARENTS AND CITIZENS TASK FORCE ON CHILD CUSTODY CASES 

Constitutional Rights Violations by the Family Courts and Guardian ad Litems 

The history of Guardian ad Litem programs in the United States is founded in a 1974 George 
McGovern bill designed to provide states with federal funding. This funding was to have been 
used by the states to provide free or low cost legal representation to minor children in divorce 
and custody cases, and only extreme cases where both parents have been deemed by a Court 
to be incapable of parenting and raising their children. 

The reason why Guardian ad Litem programs are so ve.ry different from state-to-state,.is that 
- the federal government enacted these programs and provided the states with funding, without 

providing corresponding rules or guidelines regarding how th~se programs should be 
implemented by the states. As such, the operation of Guardian ad Litem programs is radically 
different from state to state. 

It is perhaps no surprise that the states where the family court system are in a current state of 
complete break down and dysfunction, with the longest bearing wait times, 80%+ of parents 
ProSe, and the largest number of complaints being heard by legislators about family court 
operations and rulings, are the ones where there are no standards, no monitoring, and no 
oversight of any kin~ into how Guardian ad Litems are engaged by the state on a case or 
operate. (i.e. Connecticut, Ohio, New Jersey, New York.) 

In states where Guardian ad litems are closely managed and monitored, they do not have 
immunity; fees are capped or controlled, Guardian ad Litems are volunteers paid per diem and 
engaged like jurors, and do not report the Judiciary, there are no problems. There are no long 
delays for hearings times, and the average cost and length of divorce and custody cases are 
much lower. (i.e. California, Florida, Maryland.) 

There is clearly and direct correlation between how Guardian ad Litems are run, the family 
court's overall operational performance, and ultimate outcomes for families, children, citizens 
and taxpayers, between the states. 

Returning to the constitutional issue, one of the most troubling aspects of the engagement of a 
Guardian ad Litem into case is that when this happens, the Court immediately and 
inappropriately operates under the legal assumption and standard that both parents are 
incapable, and in fact invalid. 

This is in conjunction with the legal standard that the Guardian ad Litem is not only immune, 
but also deemed infallible and far better able to determine and establish what is best for the 
minor children- than either of the parents, (or both of them.) 
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This in spite of the fact that the Guardian ad Litem is a disengaged and disinterested party that 
typically spends, on average, just a few hours with the children during the course of their 
engagement, often ignoring family ml:lmbers, and receiving only the most cursory and generic 
information from teachers, 'doctors, church leaders and other important people in a child's life. 
All of this while billing tens of thousands of dollars. 

The engagement of a Guardian ad Litem is immediately legally, contractually and 
constitutionally problematic in that t_here is no informed consent offered to either parent prior 
to the Guardian ad Litem being engaged. Further, neither the family court, nor the Guardian ad 
Litem, offer or obtain valid informed consent from either parent prior to a Guardian ad Litem 
being formally engaged onto a case, when it becomes too late to question this. 

When any other state agency is engaged in a family situation, both parents are offered and 
given informed consent before any services are provided, in part, so their questions can be 
listened to and answered. When a Guardian ad Litem is engaged by the family court, there is 
no contract presented for critical review, no pamphlet explaining what the legal or other 
implications of the Guardian ad Liter's engagement are, and no opportunity for either parent to 

ask any questions. 

The Guardian ad Litem's services are instead contracted on behalf of the parents by the Court 
and imposed on both parents without this critical step, a step designed to preserve a parent's 
and citizen's basic human, civil and parental rights. 

Because of this, there is no instruction or guidance offered to either parent in regards to who' or 
what the Guardian ad Litem is and what role they will play in the case. There is no advance 
notice regarding the dramatic and drastic change in the legal standing of the parents in regard 
to their rights from a'legal perspective when the Guardian ad Litem is engaged. 

There is no advance notice provided about the possible risks and hazards associated with a 
Guardian ad Litems engagement onto a case, or any opportunity for an examination of their 
background, history of performance, or qualifications, and perhaps most notably- their costs. 

There is no advance notice, or notice of any kind provided to the parents explain the Guardian 
ad Litems operational boundaries, what they can and cannot do, what they are obligated to do; 
the specifics of what they are being asked to do by the Court, what standards of performance 
are expected by the Court, who to complain to if there is a problem, how to seek correction 
action if there is concern or dispute, or when or how services will be terminated. 

The entire goal and process is steeped in an obvious desire by the Court to impose a Guardian 
ad Litem onto case as quickly as possible with this critical step, as once this is done, it becomes 
too late to question any of this and both parents are often permanently locked into accepting 
the Guardian ad Litem's services and costs, no matte,r what they may ultimately result in or be. 
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The Judiciary may claim that all of this information is readily available for the asking, or on a 
web site, or that the obligation to explain all of this resides with the parent's counsel. However, 
this is often explained and presented when it's too late and when the Guardian ad litem has 
already been engaged -it is not explained at the very start of a divorce or custody proceeding. 

This written information is also sorely lacking in explaining all of the dimensions and depth of 
control the Guardian ad litem is assigned as they are interjected between the relationship a 
parent has over their own child, or the very close association and professional relationships 
between Guardian ad litems, the attorneys engaged on a case, and the Court itself, in states 
where Guardian ad litems are predominately also family law attorneys. 

We also have the problem and issue where many family law attorneys are themselves part-time 
Guardian ad litems, and many sitting family court judges also used to be Guardian ad litems. As 
such, there is powerful incentive to engage a Guardian ad litem onto a case as quickly and 
easily as possible. In part, because the attorneys this is the only means by which a Court would 
ever grant a change in custody, in part because the judges routinely outsource their judicial 
authority to Guardian ad litems, as this was the norm and what was granted to them when 
they were Guardians ad litems. 

This lack of informed consent and deprivation of basic human, civil, parental and contractual 
rights sets off a chain reaction the persists throughout the remaining divorce and custody 
proceedings. In stark contrast, in criminal court, people and citizens enjoy the protection of 
Miranda rightS- basic civil and due process rights are not afforded to parents in the family 
court, or they are immediately and completely stripped of them as soon as a Guardian ad Litem 
is assigned. 

It is important to remember, that these actions are routinely being imposed on parents and 
average, normal people and individuals experiencing and being subjected to nothing more than 
a dispute, and approaching the Court when they have no other option or alternative, and for 
some kind of resolution and closure. 

Parents who find themselves in the family court are not there because they want to be there. 
They are not criminals and very seldom, if ever, are guilty of any crime. Vet the family court 
system treats them as worse than criminals. This blatant violation of the basic civil rights and 
rights to due process and individual liberties and freedoms, becomes very hard to rationalize or 
comprehend, except in the context of being convenient to the Court. 

CIVIL RIGHTS VIOLATIONS 

Parents are not informed in advance that though the parents are paying for their services, and a 
Guardia'n ad litem may be an attorney, that the Guardian ad litem has no obligation to keep 
anything a parent may tell them privileged or confidential. As such, parents are not informed 
that anything they may relate to a Guardian ad litem can be used against them in Court as a 
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means to impact their custody of their children. Because of this, parents are not made aware 
that whatever they may tell a Guardian ad Litem, can be used as testimony against them. This 
immediately creates a violation of Fift~ Amendment rights, as the parent is unaware that they 
may be testifying against themselves. 

Parents are not made aware that this extends into any written information they may provide to 
a Guardian ad.Litem, and often requested by the Guardian ad Litem. This is especially 
concerning and troubling when the Guardian ad Litem seeks access to a parent's or child's 
personal medical and/or mental health records. Highly sensitive documents whose information 
can also be used against a paren~ by a Guardian ad Litem, without an oppo~unity for objection 
once they have been provided to the Guardian ad Litem. 

Guardian ad Litems often present parents with HIPAA authorization forms to obtain this 
informatlor:J from medical services providers- with parents not realizing or being told that 
Guardian ad Litems are not mandated to keep such information confidential or privileged in any 
way. Parents sign these forms believing .that they have the same protections in place as when 
they sign these forms at their doctor's office- but this is not true. 

Parents are not made aware that a Guardian ad Litems are not under any obligation to keep 
what other'Wise be federally protected information provided to them, or which they may obtain 
from re!eases the parents are as~ed (or forced and ordered to) sign confidential in aoy way, and 
that the Guardian ad Litem may keep and retain such records and information as long as they 
wish. There are no controls or limitations around a Guardian ad Litem sharing information from 
obtained from a parent's therapist with their child's pediatrician, or vice versa, for example. 

Paradoxically, Guardian ad Litems are under no obligation to consider, accept, rely on, or to 
even report to the Court the findings of other professionals who may be engaged with the 
parents or children in a case, regardless of their tenure on a case or whatever professional 
conclusion and determinations they may have already made. 

This creates a situation where a Guardian ad Litem has a personal incentive to bill time in order 
to "investigate", when such investigations have already been conducted and concluded by 
professionals with formal backgrounds and training around the investigations being conducted. 

As an example, Guardian ad Litems will often ignore, instead of report to Court and rely on, 
findings of unsubstantiated abuse determined and established by child protective service 
agencies, or child therapists, or doctors and pediatricians. Instead, the Guardian ad Litem will 
often find cause to deny one (~md almost always just one) parent access to their children solely 
based on their own personal beliefs or bias against a parent. 

This often results in an extremely troubling situation where a parent's right to see their children 
(as well as the child's internationally recognized right to see their parent), is denied without any 
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independent justification, basis, reason or cause- aside from the Guardian ad Litem's own 
personal perception and conjecture. 

This is further troubling.when placed in the contact that the Guardian ad Litems make these 
kinds of life-altering determinations based solely on their own personal opinion, independently, 
and with and with no critical oversight, or managerial checks and balances, having only spent a 
few hours with the child and the families, and often completely ignoring and not listening to 
what the parent targeted and adversely impacted may have to offer or say. 

This is sharp contrast to services provided by child protection agencies, who spend dozens, if 
not hundreds of hours performing their case work working directly with a child and all of their 
family members, in a professional manner, often using a team approach so no one individual 
has complete control, and requiring managerial signoffs prior to any determination being made. 
The quality of work product being far greater, at a fraction of the cost to what the Guardian ad 
Litem may have billed for their completely duplicative "investigative" effort. 

Guardian ad Litems and family courts have no statutory grounds to make medical 
determinations or typically any ca-use to order medical procedures. Yet Guardian ad Litems 
routinely "recommend" that both parents and the minor children are immediately engaged in 
individual or joint therapy. 

This regardless of the cost or ability to pay for these services, or any consideration given to the 
time away from work the parents will be burdened with to comply with such recommendation. 
This even though no indication of any kind or validation from any source, most notably the 
parent's or child's physicians, that such medical services would be beneficial or required. The 
Courts, automatically order these services, again assuming that both parents are incapable and 
invalid. 

This has been recently even further extended to include and force the parents to engage in: 
anger management therapy, when "anger'' is not deemed to be a medical or mental disorder by 
the medical profession, or anything which needs to be and can be "cured." Co-parenting 
therapy, when forcing the parents to work together when their relationship has irrevocably 
broken down and they have often already spent years in court, has the predictable results and 
almost always serves solely to inflame, rather to resolve issues between the parents and 
impacting the minor children. Conflict management, with the same flawed intent. 

All of the above "therapies" mandated and forced onto the parents having no scientifically 
proven benefit behind them, no studies proving their effectiveness, no report establishing a 
benefit of any kind in a divorce or custody case. And yet all of these substantially adding to the 
cost and length of a divorce and custody case, as most of these services are not covered by 
health insurance- and directly and adversely impacting the parents and children given the time 
away from work and school all of these mandates "therapies" require. 
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Th~rapies which mirror the engagement of a Guardian ad litem onto a divorce or custody case 
in that these therapies are initiated with no defined aim or goal, no plan, no measurement of 
success or failure, no definable end point, and allowed to continue forever or the parents be 
found to be defying the Guardian ad litem's recommendations and be found in contempt of 
Court. 

There is perhaps no more horrifying experience than an individual being forced to undergo and 
invasive medical procedure they do not require, at a cost they cannot possibly afford, and yet 
this is the exact scenario Guardian ad litems arid the family courts force onto parents- as well 
as children. In effect, manufacturing trauma for the parents as a means to justify the 
engagement of mental health services in a self-serving pattern of parental abuse. The parents 
are deemed "guilty" and in dire need of services, even though they are not guilty of any 
"crime.". 

In many ongoing and so called "high conflict" cases, it is not uncommon for a parent to have 
complied with the Guardian ad litem's recommendation and the court's orders to engage in 
therapy, even to their own extreme financial and other detriment but in order to please the 
Court, been told by a therapist that they no longer need therapy, and yet face a mandate to 
comply and face the exact same generic recommendation of a "need to engage therapy'' the 
next time they find themselves in Court. 

This process is further exacerbated when Guardian ad litems demand, and family courts order, 
parents to hand over their medical and very personal psychiatric records to the Guardian ad 
litem. Records which the Guardian ad litem will then share the details of with opposing 
counsel and describe in open court. 

This reflects a monumental violation of medical privilege and patient confidentiality. In 
addition, this action defats the entire basis of success therapy which is grounded on the strict 
need to maintain patient-doctor confidentiality. Once this is violated by the family court and 
Guardian ad litem, any corresponding benefit of the therapy sessions is also defeated and the 
expenditure wasted. It is inexcusable that the family court either ignores or does not 
appreciate the extremely harmful nature of what forcing parents to sign releases and hand over 
medical records has on them. Or the trauma caused when parents are found in contempt for 
not doing so- and this is used a basis for keeping their children from them. 

12/5/2013 
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March 31, 2014 In Support of Raised Bill494 with Amended Language 

Testimony by: Jerry Mastrangelo- Authorized for public viewing 

Actors in the Mastrangelo v. Mastr<i?gelo case: 

GAL Lynn Pellegrino, .AMC .Anrle Epstein, Dr. Sidney Horowitz, Dr. Michael Pines and 
Dr. Don Heibel 

Thank you to the Judiciary Committee for holding this public hearing. My family has 
been involved with the CT family court system since July 2005 with dissolution in 
December 2007. I am a proud father of 14 year old triplets whom I love dearly. I was a 
very involved father enjoying a joint legal physical custody parenting plan. My 
children and I spent approximately 40% of our time together doing things we enjoyed 

doing together. 

In April2010, this all began to change; my children's mother filed multiple motions; 

motion for sole custody, reduced parenting time, psychological testing and an increase 
in child support. Alth~ugh I tried to convince their mother we should not go back to 

court and try to work things out, she declined. In June 2010 in front of Judge 
Whetstone, I advocated for family therapy and objected to psychological testing as it 

would damage our children and our family. I was granted co-parenting therapy and 
my children's mother was granted psychological testing for all five of us. After 
subjecting our children to such invasive testing and a $15,000 bill, Dr. Sidney Horowitz 
recommended no change in custody .. He also stated that unlike what my ex portrayed 
to the court, my children and I have a close bond and enjoy our time together. 
However, it was also noted that our children were being coached by their mother and 
felt the need to protect her. These were all the signs of parental alienation, which I have 
been pointing out to our GAL since 2006. In fact, after a very extensive Family 
Relations Evaluation by Andrew Spurrier, in 2006, our GAL still didn't do anything to 
help the situation. Andrew Spurrier identified the excessive involvement with our 
children and my soon to be ex's boyfriend during our high conflict divorce proceedings 
was not in the best interest of our children. Our GAL was aware of this and she didn't 

do anything. In fact, when I filed a motion to prevent my ex and her boyfriend from 
going on family vacations with my 7 year old children, our GAL testified in court that 
she was fine with the vacation because my children were looking forward to it and they 
would be disappointed if they didn't go. I don't understand why we had a very 
extensive family evaluation conducted on taxpayers' dollars but yet a court-appointed 
individual ignored this evaluation. In fact, fast forward to 2011 when I disclosed that I 
would have Andrew Spurrier testify as to his findings during his three evaluations; the 

---------
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second court-appointed individual, AMC Anne Epstein overzealously argued that 
Andrew Spurriers evaluations would not prove beneficial since they were from 2006 

and 2007. Needless to say, Judge Gould agreed with the AMC. This proved to me that 
'-

the GAL, AMC and the Judge eithe~ didn't understand alienation or it was not about 
the best interest of my childr~ but winning at all costs. Needless to say, when Dr. 
Sidney Horowitz made his recommendation for no change in custody, my children no 
longer wanted to see me, talk to me or have anything to do with my side of the family. 

Examples of my GAL failing my family and contributing to a need for GAL Reform: 

1. Ignored family relations recommendations and observations 
2. Never visited my home 
3. Never saw me with my children 

4. Lack of morals 
5. Never met with anyone in my family 
6. When my girlfriend contacted the GAL to share h~ perspective, GAL Lynn 

Pellegrino didn't talk to her nor did she make any attempt to meet with Jennifer. 
In fact, when Jennifer asked her why she didn't want to talk to her, Pellegrino 
lied and told her they did speak. Actually, Pellegrino charged me $30 for her 
paralegal calling Jennifer to find out why she wanted to meet with Pellegrino. 

7. Never told me when she met with my children, only learned once I received her 

bill 
8. GAL would not heed any recommendations or feedback from the Reunification 

Therapy; the therapist testified that the GAL was bias. 
9. GAL never made the court aware of court orders not being followed by my ex

wife 
10. GAL never reported back to the court after the Psychological Testing was 

complete 
11. GAL didn't have any sense of urgency once contact stopped between me and my 

children; she made us wait 6 weeks befor~ she could attend a meeting 

12. She didn't have any idea about alienation 
13. She was more interested in what I did to contribute to the alienation 

14. Testified on June 29,2010 that our family was beyond counseling and didn't 
recommend it, however, the Judge didn't follow the recommendation 

15. Once my ex-wife stopped attending co-parenting therapy, which was a court 
order, the GAL didn't do anything to bring this to the courts attention. GALs 
have one form to complete and provide to the court but yet she didn't do this. 
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The only forms my GAL completed was for authorizations to add more 
individuals to the payroll and motions for her fees. 

16. When my ex-wife couldn't get our children to Reunification Therapy, the GAL 
didn't alert the 'court that court orders were not being followed. 

I 

17. I suspect our GAL wanted to prove her June 29,2010 testimony was correct so 
she didn't do anything to help my family. 

18. When my ex-wife's counsel filed a last minute motion on October 24,2011 for an 
AMC, I objected as a self-represented party but when Judge Gould asked the 
GAL her opinion, she stated that my 12 year old children should have their own 
attorney. The GAL didn't give any reasons and the Judge didn't inquire. When I 
tried to communicate the reasons why I objected, he didn't want to hear from 
me. Whatever the GAL wants the GAL gets. 

19. Our GAL went on home visits with the AMC on a regular basis 
20. My GAL took a lot of notes, billed over $60,000 

I could show many more examples of how a GAL should not have so much power over 

the outcome of any proceeding. A GAL should only assist the court in gathering facts 
without adding their recommendations. High conflict cases are hard cases and a GAL 
should not be allowed to make any recommendations; they're not experts. In my 

opinion, they should act as an investigator and this is what they should be called. I 
understand a judge can't possibly take court time trying to ascertain all the facts of a 
case, therefor~ appointing an "investigator" to obtain the facts and report back to the 
court. It appears as if GAls have more power than judges. The fact that our judicial 
system doesn't have any oversight, accountability or caps on what a GAL can charge is 
very disturbing. The higher the assets on a financial affidavit the higher the credit card 

limit is for the GAL. 

My recm_nmendation is to implement the following: 

1. GALs are appointed by the Judge, not lawyers. Lawyers should be able to file a 
motion for a GAL but the Judge should review the reasons, even if both parties 
agree to a GAL before granting. The Judge should explain to both parties the 
financial burden a GAL will be regardless of financial means. A fact sheet 
should be handed to the parties regarding the GAL along with five names of 
eligible GALs. All eligible GALs should have their credentials on the Judicial 
Branch website so that parents can investigate the names provided by the Judge. 
Before a Judge grants a motion for a GAL, parents should be well informed of the 
pros and cons of having a GAL. A Judge could also ID.ake recommendations to 
avoid the parties from employing a GAL. 
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2. When a Judge ~ppoints a GAL, the Judge will give an assignment to the GAL 

with a report back date. Once the GAL has completed the task at hand, the 

assignment is comp~ete. H another assignment comes up, the GAL will be 

requested to investigate ano~er issue if need be. 

3. Immunity should only apply to assignments ordered by the Judge. H a GAL goes 

outside the scope of his or her assignment, immunity does not apply. As long as 

the GAL follows the direction of the court, immunity will apply. 

4. GALs do not need to attend hearings or trials once the report back is completed. 

The purpose of having an independent investigator or expert is to conduct their 

work outside of the court not inside the court. H cross exalnination needs to take 

place, the GAL is to be the first witness so that the parties are not paying for a 

GAL to sit in court listening to testimony. H a GAL is a witness, I am not sure 

why he/ she would be part of the proceedings. 

5. GAL fees: $75 per hour with a 30 hour cap for more involved investigations 

6. Implement oversight, accountability and a valid system to have a GAL removed. · 

Financial Burden: 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

Spent nearly $300,000 since 2005 with the majority of this money spent in an 

attempt to be an active father to my children 

GAL - $300 per hour - $60,000 in total 

AMC - $300 per hour- $90,000 in total 

Dr. Sidney Horowitz- $375 per hour- .$15,000 testing- $25,000 in total 

Dr. Michael Pines -'$190 per hour- $26,000- out of network provider 

Dr. Jeff Zimmerman- $250 per hour- $3000- does not consider himself as a 

family therapist therefore all out of pocket expenses - considers himself a 

"consultant" although therapy was requested in my motion and granted. 

~ Dr. Don Heibel- $200 per hour- $20,000 

~ My attorneys - $300 per hour 

It cost an average of $1915 per hour to employ the above, with my portion averaging 

$1550 per hour. 

All the above were employed by my family over the course of our family court 
experience. This does not include my ex-wife's expenses. As much as I was fighting to 

see my children, my ex-wife and her husband were fighting to keep them away from 

me. 

In my opinion, issues facing Connecticut families/residents such as the budget, 

education, taxes, gun control and minimum wage are no more important than 

L-----~ ---~ -- --- ---- --========:! 
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protecting our children and families. I believe our children deserve more; families 

deserve more. We need to make significant changes to our family court system but we 
need to start with GAL Reform. Guardians Ad Litem and even Attorneys for Minor 
Children have too much power and they're not experts. Parents are experts when it 
comes to their children, not strangers. I appreciate the goodwill and dedication of the 
legislative body when the GAL system was designed nearly20 years ago; however, we 
have people abusing the system. Our GAL system needs to be Reformed today. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry Mastrangelo 

Mastrangelojerry@yahoo.com 



TESTIMONY FOR PUBLIC HEARING- Bill # 494 

Connecticut Legislature 
Legislative Judiciary Committee Office 
Legislative Office Building/Office 2500 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Dear Members: 

Good Morning I Afternoon to the panel and Thank you for providing the opportunity to speak 
on these important matters. 

I am grateful for this opportunity. Just as important, I am grateful this issue has risen to this 
level and has prompted change. 

"The mother" is shrewdly aware of his vulnerability and is an expert ~trcher.·My brief 
experience with "the M~ther" lef~ ~e with th~ i~pre&sion thfit she is the_ architect of th_e 
majority of their perpetual feuds. In my professional experience I often see moth~rs' 
with "this mothers" degr~~ ofinfluenc~ ~ell_ their ftilldren to go to s~hool when they:~re 
anxious and avoidan~ ~o ·they do n.~( de:v~l(jp a pattern of."s~nctioned" s.chool ~v~J4-~nce. 
Healthy mothe~s.instruct tl;teir· chil~ren to_have pa!ent-chil~ relationships with the 
estranged parent·even wh~n the two pa~ents no lm,ger love _mie another, knowing that 
the love betWeen a. parent and' child ·is d~fferent from wha~ hecame corrupte~ ,betwe.t(n 
the individualS who were the_so,u'rce o_f_tbeir creation. '.ti~ilis mother" do~n't prorttote 
that type of alignment be~een·.the children and their father. 

As highlighted above, an·(J iri prl~r ses_si~il'¥ b_etW_ee·!l~~o_n·and Pet_e~, it is .CI'ea~ly .~v-ideo( 
that the the mother does not believe in 'or support the ~oncept t_hat the biological father
has a right to regular and unfettered access to their ;~iiild.ren: 

That is an excerpt of a letter (with names withheld) written by the court approved therapist 
and provided to the GAL on my case. The letter was written in September 2011. The letter 
went on to on to recommend a normal parenting plan of weekend and weekday overnights, 
something that I enjoyed for many years with my children. It also provided monetary 
penalties if the mother continued to violate access. This therapist's ability to make a 
recommendation was stipulated several months prior to this letter to the GAL, as part of a 
court order for me to reunify with my children through a therapeutic process. 

The GAL, Attorney Tom Fiorentino of Manchester CT has been on my case since May 2010, 
a year and four months prior to the therapist's letter. At the time of the GAL's appointment, I 
was seeing both of my children on a regular basis. As I stand before you today, I have only 
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seen my children for a few hours since May 2011, despite the therapist's recommendation and 
despite various court orders providing a parenting plan. My family has not seen my children 
for over 3 years. 

The GAL has been unwilling to address the apparent Parental Alienation and the mother's 
unwillingness to abide by court orders ,and the parenting plan. The GAL has willfully 
ignored these issues, neglecting his role and duty to assess the Best Interest of the minor 
children. 

When brought to the attention of a Judge, I was told the GAL had no obligation to adhere to a 
therapist's recommendations, despite the orders for the therapist to make such 
recommendation. 

Based on my experience and not just limited to list short testimony, GALs are protected, they 
have such extensive immunity, to the point where they have the ability to exploit parents; and 
Judges support and endorse these actions. There is no accountability on the activities of a 
GAL. A parent has nobody to turn to, nobody to complain to. There is no supervision and 
no evaluation of the job a GAL is doing or in many case, not doing. 

Often, there has been no accountability on non compliance of court orders when one parent is 
unwilling to abide by those orders. 

Per Dr. Roeder a parent's non compliance can be detrimental to the child and possibly that 
child's relationship with one parent. I believe the panel's questions to Dr. Roeder on how to 
deal with a parent restricting assess was appropriate. 

However, given the criteria of Best inte!est of a Child, it is the GALs responsibility to bring 
light to the court if a parent is non compliant. However, the courts are not holding that 
person responsible or accountable. Nor are the courts requiring GALs to follow CT Statute 
46b-56( c), Best Interest of a child 

The court is creating some of the problems that have prompted the need for this task force by 
backing the GALs lack of willingness and ability to bring a parent's non compliance to light. 
Sadly, this exploitative practice by many GALs is driven by greed, the benefit of increased 
billings and is done at the expense of family relationships, college funds and the well being of 
the children they are being paid to protect. With extensive immunity and nobody for parents 
to turn to, many GALs continue this highly unethical practice. 

Something that was mentioned during the panel's hearings, Post judgment matters drag on, 
there is no case management. There is no consistency and no controlling judicial personnel 
to monitor a case. Although some of my peers may disagree, there needs some judicial 
control of a case, at a minimum, a summary should be provided to each case file for the next 
judge to have the ability to pick up a file and be equipped with what has happened in prior 
hearings. Rehashing or the inability for cases to have a history provides an opportunity for 
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those not complying with orders to continue that trend. 

Regarding Shared Custody; Although the task force has yet not had the opportunity to cover 
this matter at length .... I fully support shared custody as well as relevant access to both 
parents. If both parents are taking responsibility for a child or children and are willing to 
care for these children, shared custody should be a given. I believe there are plenty of studies 
available, and as Dr. Roeder testified during the task force hearings, children positively thrive 
when they maintain full and healthy relationships with both parents. 

Thank you very much. 

Peter J. Nicita 
Burlington CT 
(860) 985-4490 
Nicitap@aol.com 
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Senate Bill 494 should be categorically rejected by the judiciary committee membership. 
Its adoption would create "An Act to Perpetuate Stranger Danger in the Family Courts of 
Connecticut." 

On January 9, 2014, scores of parents testified to a Task Force about egregious court 
ordered fee income for GALs, AMCS, court appointed psychologists, psychiatrists, conflict 
managers and "monitored supervision" of parenting time in the State of Connecticut. 

Today, we again stand up with righteous indignation in defense of our rights to love our 
children without the interference of government. 

_S.B. 494 does nothing to protect the constitutional rights of parents and children, to 
fundamental "liberty interests" of "fit parents" to the "care, custody and companionship" of our 
children and rights to familial associations upheld by the 2005 U.S. Supreme Court decision in 
Troxel v. Granville. 

~.B. 494 doesn't pass the smell test, because it was written by lawyers elected as 
legislators and perpetuates the employment of "insider traders" who operate in a corrupt family 
court system which fails to serve "the best interests of our children". 

S.B: 494 merely endorses a continuation of income based discrimination criteria based 
on financial affidavits employed by family court judges who award existing racketeering style 
fees AMCs and GALs and their "framilies" for non-regulated services, and the trafficking of 
parental custody rights for private contractor profiteering. 

Where in this legislation, Senator Kissel, is a Code of Ethics with disbarment sanctions 
for GALs and AMCs who violate our children's rights to informed consent? 

According to Michael Bowler, despite hundreds of grievance complaints filed against 
GALs and AMCs since 2007, including my 52 page complaint against AMC Reich attached to 
my written testimony, there has never been a sanction issued against an AMC by the Statewide 
Bar Counsel for violating a child's right to informed consent. 

In fact, S.B. 494 would codify a family court authority to appoint GALs, which heretofore 
was only legally sanctioned in probate court and juvenile court proceedings. Instead of 
conducting "hearings" required by C.G.S.§ 51-14 (b), ranking members of the legislative 
judiciary committee have been meeting clandestinely with judges to pass rules such as C.P.B. 
Rule 25-62 which created a JUdicial discretion to make GAL appointments. 

I had joint legal and physical custody for five years, until AMC Veronica Reich, without 
the knowledge or consent of my 13 and 15 year old children, filed an "Emergency" Ex Parte 
Order for Custody Modification, in which there were no claims of abuse or neglect. 

1 
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In my post judgment case alone, court ordered fees totaled $250,000 without factoring in 
over $125,000 of federal income taxes and state income taxes accrued from the liquidation of 
IRA funds, forced after seven days of incarceration for contempt for non-payment and under a 
threat to pay a $10,000 per week fine ordered by Judge Robert Malone. 

Simply stated, absent custody cases involving abuse or neglect verified by DCF, there is 
no need for GALs or AMCs in the State of Connecticut to be appointed in family courts. 

We honor Patrick Henry's patriotic oratory today, our voices of unification today rising in 
a crescendo to this legislature: "Restore our liberty rights to parent without the interference of 
government, or give us death." 

Submitted by: 

Michael Nowacki 

319 Lost District Drive 

New Canaan, CT 06840 

(203) 273-4296 

Owner and founder of www.no-wackileaks.com 

Attachments to Testimony: 

Letter to Task Force dated November 6, 2013 

Complaint to Statewide Bar Counsel on Attorney Veronica Reich 

Billing Statements of Attorney Veronica Reich 

Billings Statements of Dr. Kenneth Robson, Dr. Frank Stoll, Dr. Harry Adamakos and Dr. 
Douglas Anderson 

2 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
JUDICIAL BRANCH 

231 Capltol Avenue 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106 

(860) 757-2270 Fax (860) 757-2215 

Testimony of the Ho~orable Patrick L. Carroll III 
Judiciary Committee Public Hearing 

March 31,2014 

S.B. 494, An Act: Concerning Guardians Ad Litem and 
Attorneys for Minor Children in Family Relations Matters 

Senator Coleman, Representative Fox, Senator Kissel, Representative Rebimbas and 

members of the Judiciary Committee, my name is Patrick Carroll and I am the Chief Court 

Administrator. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to talk to you about S.B. 494, An Act 

Concerning Guardians Ad Litem and Attorneys for Minor Children in Family Relations 

Matters. 

As I know you are aware, our family courts handle some of the most difficult cases to be 

found in Connecticut's court system. In family court, matters of the most personal nature are 

subjected to the scrutiny of attorneys, court personnel, judges, and others. It is a difficult process 

for the litigants to go through, and sometimes, both parties end up being unhappy with the 

resolution of their case. 

It is important to note though that each year, many thousands of cases proceed through 

the system without difficulty and without complaint. 

There are times when parents can agree upon what is in the best interests of their children 

and their cases routinely and quickly move through the system. 

There are other cases where, with the minimal assistance and intervention of an already 

overburdened Family Relations Officer, the parents can get past their personal differences and 

agree upon what is in the best interests oftheir children, and collaboratively dispose of their 

cases. 

~------
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And then, there are those cases where the differences between the parents are so 

significant, where the positions and feelings of the parties with respect to their children are so 

firmly held and so deeply believed, where the conflict is so high between the parties, that they 

will simply never be able to agree upon what is in the best interests of their children. 

In those cases, the court needs to do something, to avoid the need to dr'ag young children 

into a courtroom and require them to testify and subject them to cross examination by their own 

parents. None of us wants to put any child through that. 

So, in those cases, a guardian is appointed. The vast majority of individuals who take on 

this demanding and difficult role, do so professionally and competently under difficult 

circumstances. 

I understand that sometimes, parties who are engaged in these difficult and emotional 

disputes do not readily welcome the presence of a GAL in their lives. But the court relies on the 

GAL to provide critical information that Judges need in order to make decisions about the cases 

before them. 

In considering the work of our family court system, I would acknowledge that we should 

never ignore an opportunity to make changes and improvements. But, I would note that we are 

fortunate in this state to have extremely capable judges who diligently and courageously perform 

the work of the family courts- always with the goal of doing what is in the best interests of the 

children. 

We are also fortunate to have excellent lawyers and mental health professionals who have 

devoted their life's work to helping families get through these difficult time in their lives. 

Over the past several months, concerns about GALs and the family court have been 

brought to your attention. The Task Force on the Care and Custody of Minor Children filed a 

report, which contained a large number of recommendations and a minority report. Many of the 

recommendations of the Task Force are included in this bill. 

Much of what is in the bill address the concerns raised in the Task Force Report and can 

be introduced into the family court system, but we do have concerns with some of the provisions 

of the bill. 
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Section 4 would allow the parties to file a motion that seeks removal of the GAL. While 

we recognize the purpose· of this change, it has the potential to allow a party to use this type of 

motion to delay the process and prolong the proceedings by filing repetitive motions for removal. 

We would suggest that there be a requirement that the moving party show cause that any motion 
I 

to remove is based on some identified impropriety or deficiency on the part of the GAL and that 

any such motion to remove not be based solely upon a recommendation that has been made or a 

position taken by the GAL in the matter. 

Section 5 (b) indicates that payment for the fees due to an AMC/GAL cannot be taken 

from a minor child's college savings account or qualified tuition program. This provision makes 

sense for the benefit of the child but there should be a provision that any such college savings 

account or qualified tuition program should have been created prior to the filing of the action in 

order to benefit from the protection this section provides. 

The Judicial Branch stands read~ to work with the legislature to implement meaningful 

and reasonable measures to heJp improve the system and the lives of the children and parents in 

Connecticut. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

3 
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Members 

Task Force To Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody of Minor 

Children 

Connecticut Legislature 

c/o Legislative Judiciary Committee Office 

Legislative Office Building/Office 2500 

Hartford, CT 06106 

Dear Task Force Members: 

November 6, 2013 

Like many other parents whose custody rights have been severed through the 
efforts by those who have been appointed by the courts as AMC's, GAL's and court 
appointed court evaluators, we hold hopes that the "invited" testimonial you have 
permitted to be provided to date by Attorney Sally Stark Oldham will not be given 
inordinate weight in the early deliberations of recommendations to be made by this task 
force. 

The focus on the November 7 hearing is to be centered on the role of AMC's in 
the custody evaluation process. 

I submit this letter as a matter of public record to be posted as testimony. 

We witnessed last week testimony from Attorney Sally Stark Oldham on the 
manner in which these GAL appointments have been ordered. Attorney Oldham 
provided one person's assessment that generally most GAL assignments do not result 
in "economically" devastating fees. 

In addressing the issue of these court appointed "experts", Attorney Oldham 
made no mention that a judge first looks at the financial affidavits of the parents to 
determine the "afford ability" of these appointments and that the attorneys are allowed 
access to that financial information. 

Attorney Oldham made no mention of retainers and per hour fee schedules 
which the court orders the parties to pay, and sign contracts to pay, as an accumulated 
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amount. Attorney Oldham made no references to the statutory authority of the court to 
order the liquidation of "retirement funds", "college education funding" or the tax 
consequences of these ordered liquidations to the parents. 

Attorney Oldham made no reference to the difference between a post judgment 
orders or pre-judgment o~ders for these appointments and the impact on the potential 
liquidation of the primary home of the children in order to pay these ordered fees. 

At no point in time did the task force ask a question about whether GAL's 
advocates for joint legal and physical custody-one of the three assessment prongs of 
this task force's legislative mission. 

Many of us have been watching the coverage of the hearings of this task force on 
CT-N either live on our local cable channel or on the internet replay. 

We would encourage the task force hearings to continue to be cablecast as a 
matter of public interest. 

This letter provides a specific recounting of my case in Stamford, FST FA 04 
02012765 and the abuse of the limited statutory authority of an appointed AMC, 
Attorney Veronica Reich of firm of Bai, Pollock, Blueweiss and Mulcahey. 

C.G.S. §46 (b)-129a(2) defines the role of the attorney for the minor child (AMC): 

"The primary role of any counsel for the child including the counsel who also serves as 
guardian ad litem, shall be to advocate for the child in accordance with the Rules of 
Professional Conduct. When a conflict arises between the child's wishes or position 
and that which the counsel for the child believes is in the best interest of the child, the 
court shall appoint a guardian ad litem for the child. The guardian ad litem shall speak 
on behalf of the best interest of the child and is not required to be an attorney-at-law but 
shall be knowledgeable about the needs and protection of children. In the event that a 
separate guardian ad litem is appointed, the person previously serving as both counsel 
and guardian ad litem for the child shall continue to serve as counsel for the child and a 
different person shall be appointed as guardian ad litem, unless the court for good 
cause also appoints a different person as counsel for the child. No person who has 
serve as both counsel and guardian ad litem for a child shall thereafter serve solely as 
the child's guardian ad litem. 

In re: Tayquon H. 76 App. 693, 821 A. 796 (2003), the Appellate Court 
stated: 

"It also is clear ... that the obligation of the person appointed as counsel is shaped by the 
Rules of Professional Conduct, which in pertinent part, obligate counsel to abide by a 
client's decisions concerning the objectives of representations ... It is when counsel 
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perceives that this obligation is in conflict with the child's best interest that counsel must 
bring that to the courts' attention, and the court, in turn, must appoint a separate 
guardian ad litem to protect and to promote the child's best interests in the process." 

C.G.S. 46b-56a(b), modified. in 2007 states: 

"There shall be a presumption, affecting the burden of proof, that joint custody is in the 
best interests of the minor child where the parents have agreed to an award of joint 
custody or so agree in open court at a hearing for the purpose of determining the 
custody of the minor child or children of the marriage. If the court declines to enter an 
order awarding joint custody pursuant to this subsection, the court shall state in its 
decision the reasons for denial of an award of joint custody." 

From June 29, 2005 until December 2, 2009, by agreement of the parents in a 
shared joint legal and physical custody plan in place signed on January 18, 2005, my 
children had in place the equal access to the love and devotion to both of their parents. 

On December 2, 2009, Attorney Veronica Reich, without authority or consultation 
from either of her clients, filed an Ex Parte Motion for Order to Modify Custody without a 
hearing-despite a statutory obligation of Attorney Reich to abide by the Rules of 
Professional Conduct that involves providing children with the same rights of an adult
for advised consent. 

The task force needs to consider this one fact (gleaned from a Freedom of 
Information request made of Michael Bowler of the Statewide Grievance Committee, 
which is required to investigate upon sworn applications, violations of the Code of 
Professional Conduct): 

"Despite hundreds of complaints made against court appointed attorneys who serve as 
AMC's over the years, there has never been a finding of lawyer misconduct by the 
Statewide Grievance Committee for violating the "advised consent" rules on the 
representation of children in custodial matters." 

In my case, FST FA 02 0401276S, after she was appointed by the family court at 
a fee of $425.00 per hour, Attorney Veronica Reich of Bai, Pollock, Blueweiss and 
Mulcahey, abused the limits of her statutory authority defined in C.G.S. §46b-129a(2) 
with malice. 

Attorney Reich, over the course of her nearly two year appointment as an AMC, 
without regard for the respecting the objectives of the stated representations of her 
clients, engaged in the "malicious neglect" of the rights of her clients to "advised 
consent" at ages 13 and 15. 
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Attorney Reich filed motions in family courts in both Stamford and Middletown, 
Connecticut, which violated the Rules of Professional Conduct because she pursued a 
course of legal action to interfere with the established joint legal and physical custody 
rights of one parent, without any consultation or permission from her clients. 

I 

Despite the conflicted agenda of Attorney Reich with her clients objectives of 
representation, it wasn't until February 2010, that Attorney Reich applied to the court 
for the appointment of a. Guardian Ad Litem. That motion for a GAL appointment was 
never marked "ready" for a hearing--- which violated the provisions in the General 
Statutes that required her to seek such an appointment. 

The billing records of Attorney Reich demonstrate she had no consultations with 
her clients regarding the filing of Ex Parte Motions in December 2009 and February 
2011. 

Attorney Reich operated with shameless disregard for the economic and 
emotional impact on her clients during the course of her representations and made 
every effort to destroy the loving and devoted relationship of this father with his two 
children-with no accountability for her actions. 

During her two years of misrepresentations of the well-articulated objectives of 
representations outlined by her clients in September 2009 (which were to leave the 
custody arrangement in place) Attorney Reich deemed her "lawyer-client confidentiality" 
relationship with her clients as superordinate to the "confidant" relationship this father 
had with his children. 

Despite the filing in September 2010 of a highly detailed 57 page attorney 
complaint citing a litany of violations by Attorney Reich of the Rules of Professional 
Conduct with the Statewide Bar Counsel, the grievance against Attorney Reich was 
dismissed without a panel assignment. 

There has been no enforcement of the Rules of Professional Conduct by the 
Statewide Bar Counsel-thus promoting the abuse by AMC's such as Attorney Reich of 
the mandates of C.G.S. §46b-129a(2). 

Attorney Reich in May 2012 sought the incarceration of me for the refusal to pay 
the $154,066 (80%) of outstanding fees (which included a compound interest of 10% 
per annum) for the misrepresentation of the informed consent of my children for profit of 
her firm. Because this extorted payment was made from IRA holdings (not liquid assets 
as Attorn.ey Reich suggested in her pleadings), the taxes owed on the distribution of 
these funds totaled another $50,000 in federal and state income taxes. 
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I was in jail for seven days in May 2012 until the extortion of payments was 
completed under the threat that the court would fine me $10,000 per week if the 
payments were not made. 

Add in the $_14,500 (one half of the fees) paid previously to Attorney Reich in 
2009, the nearly $12,500 (one half) of fees assessed by Dr. Robson (at $350.00 per 
hour) and Dr. Frank Stoll (for psychological testing) and another $7,000 (half) to the 
GAL, Dr. Harry Adamakos, ($275.00 per hour) appointed in March 2011, and you can 
begin to understand that the system of family court injustice resembles "racketeering". 

After investigating Dr. Kenneth Robson's credentials submitted to the court in his 
"curriculum vitae," it turned out that his "hospital appointments" with the Hartford 
Healthcare Corporation had been severed in 2004. 

In addition to the above, I hired my own forensic psychiatrist, Dr. Douglas 
Anderson, who largely contested Dr. Robson's assessment, for $10,000. 

Attorney Oldham suggested last week at your hearings that parents were the 
source of the .conflicts resulting in fee escalations. 

No, Attorney Oldham, perhaps you should review the Connecticut Law Tribune 
article posted by your partner Arnold Rutkin which suggested that the very spirit of the 
legal profession involves "conflict". 

There would be little question, my home and entire lifetime retirement savings 
would have been liquidated to pay legal fees had I not chose self-representation in 
these post judgment modification hearings. 

During the course of her representation, Attorney Reich amassed, combined fees 
from this one assignment, of nearly $250,000 in combined fees for both parents for 
herself, the court appointed psychiatrisUpsychologist and the GAL. 

Now the question is for this task force to consider: How did any of this advance 
the best interests of the children? 

There has been no contact between Attorney Reich with my two children since 
she was "removed" at the end of the custody proceedings. 

Couldn't these funds, which were extorted from these court appointees for their 
unmonitored and egregious fees, have been better served in educating my two 
children? 

Couldn't these funds which are now in their pockets, have been better utilized in 
my children's ability to fund their their children's educations rather than court appointees 
who have no legal authority or involvement in children's lives after the age of 18? 
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It is the failure of our legislators in the judiciary committee to have held public 
hearings since 1969, concerning the Connecticut Practice Book Rules, which were 

"\ 

required by C.G.S. §51-14, which assisted in the promotion of the growth of family court 
system filled with corrupt practitioners. 

The unlawful seizure of family assets by these court practitioners, who have no 
accountability for the economic and emotional harm inflicted on parents and children in 
the State of Connecticut is unprecedented. 

The suggestion by Attorney Oldham that parents are at the root cause of these 
escalating legal fees is refuted by reviewing the thousands of pages of transcripts, court 
motions, Ex Parte Motions for Order, denial of due process and equal protection rights 
of just my case file FST FA 04 0201276S. 

This task force needs to look no further than· the third prong of your legal review 
to Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody of Minor Childre . 

This task force needs to focus its attention on the adoption of legal mandates in 
the State of Connecticut for any court appointed official to forge joint legal and physical 
custody parenting plan in the State of Connecticut--for all parents who represent no risk 
of harm of from physical or emotional abuse to their children. 

By adopting such a legal reform, by filing motions for an appointment of a GAL or 
AMC (or any sua suponte order of the court), the courts and parents will be committing 
themselves to joint parenting plans as the outcome favorable for our children and bring 
an end to GAL's and AMC's profiting from the creation of custodial conflict for profit. 

I look forward to watching the task force hearings and look forward to my three 
minutes to testify at a public hearing in January 2014. 

Cordially, 

Michael J. Nowacki 

319 Lost District Drive 

New Canaan, CT 06840 

(203) 273-4296 

mnowacki@aol. com 
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Attorney Christopher Slack 

Statewide Grievance Committee 

287 Main Street 

East Hartford, Ct. 06118 
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Re: Grievance Complaint #1 0-0716 

Dear Attorney Slack: 
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September 13, 2010 

This letter will provide greater detail on the grievance complaint form 
assigned case #1 0-0716 which has been filed at the Statewide Grievance 
Committee on Attorney Veronica Reich. 

This letter is being sent to you in advance of the September 16 arbitrary 
deadline which you set for identifying a more specific complaint than the 
one which your form does not permit because of space limitations. 

This letter from my best recollections the various in court transgressions of 
Attorney Reich listed on my original complaint which used the standard 
form to list the alleged violations of the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

A more specific supplementary letter will be sent to the Grievance Panel 
which will contain the specific page numbers of court transcripts where 
Attorney Reich provided false information in her statements in court which 
involved substantial misrepresentations of fact, an effort to engage in the 
hiding of evidence of crimin,al behavior by the mother of the children 
Attorney Reich represented as an AMC, refusing to review evidence of 
such misconduct, and substantial and intentional efforts to use her position 
as an AMC to misstate the informed consent of her clients. 
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The two "litmus" tests that must be met by the Grievance Committee 
processes are "substantial" non-compliance with the Professional Rules of 
Conduct and "knowingly" making those statements to mislead tribunals. 

Not only will these tests be passed in this first letter, but the "substantial" 
standard will be met when a second letter is sent with references to specific 
court motions filed which were misrepresentations in court of her own 
client's statemerts as minor children, billing records which will support the 
allegations being made herein, falsified statements in court regarding 
meetings never held with the children in advance of hearings in which 
Attorney Reich participated in family court and criminal court, and efforts 
which Attorney Reich has made to improperly influence an expert witness 
testimony which violates Connecticut Statutes about witness tampering. 

Attorney Reich has so abused her two minor aged clients that they wanted 
to "fire" her but carried no rights to do so. 

Attorney Reich spoke to the psychologist of Tim Nowacki and then ignored 
requests of the Defendant to ask certain questions of the psychologist as it 
related to comments Tim made in regards to preferring to have the financial 
resources going to legal fees, dedicated to his education instead. 

Such questions would have put Attorney Reich's mission of using her 
appointment to increase her billings in conflict with her client's mission to 
use those financial resources for his benefit instead. 

Such conflicts of interests plagued Attorney Reich's involvement in this 
case from day one of her appointment and resulted in a Motion to Dismiss 
her appointment which was filed on or about July 20 by this complainant 
and self represented party in family case FST FA 04 0201276S. 

Not only has Attorney Reich abused the Rules of Professional Conduct in 
the course of her appointment, but she has also desiccated the Attorney's 
Oath in the process: 

"You solemnly swear and sincerely affirm, as the case may be that you will 
do nothing dishonest and will not knowingly allow anything dishonest to be 
done in court, and that you will inform the court of any dishonesty of which 



004486 

you have knowledge; that you will not knowingly maintain or assist in 
maintaining any cause of action that is false or unlawful; that you will not 
obstruct any cause of action for personal gain or malice; but that you will 

·exercise the office of attorney in any court in which you may practice, 
according to the best of your learning and judgment, fa.ithfully to both your 
client and the court, so help you God, under the penalty of perjury" 

Let's face it, the profession of law has a low public esteem because 
lawyers are deemed as inured from accountability for their actions in court 
when they are less than transparent because lawyers generally do not 
report other lawyers for misconduct. 

Therefore, when you look at the cases which are reviewed in the Grievance 
Committee hearings, the exception to the rule is lawyers applying the 
grievance process to their colleagues. The result is that the clients pay the 
pnce. 

The vast majority of cases heard at the Grievance Committee for probable 
cause are clients who take action against unethical practices by their own 
attorney or the law firm for which they work. 

Seldom does the Grievance Committee process handle an investigation on 
a complaint of unethical conduct which is lodged by an opponent to a 
lawyer who is Pro Se. 

I have studied the ledger of complaints which are posted on the website. 

With the composition of the grievance panel being two lawyers and one 
public member, the odds of getting a probable cause hearing by a ProSe 
litigant filing a cause of action against an attorney is like the Myth of 
Sisyphus-pushing the rock of justice uphill is no easy task. 

However, when an AMC is appointed, there is wide latitude provided to 
lawyers to misrepresent their clients, because their. clients are not heard 
from directly in court. 

In this case, the children are ages 14 and 12 at the time of the appointment 
of Attorney Reich in early July 2009. Attorney Reich not only ignored her 
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client's informed consent to pursue the continuation of the existing 
parenting plan in place, but she abused her clients by misrepresenting their 
desires by taking positions which were diametrically opposed to the 
children's expressed desires. 

The plan for parenting was put in place in 2005 and was operating in the 
best interests of the children. Grades in school, comments from teachers, 
and the letters from parents who were shocked by the filing of motions to 
appoint a lawyer for the children and begin a battle for custody was 
u nwa rra nted. 

However, lawyers make money at this process and that theme is truly a 
public travesty of the miscarriage of the responsibilities of the AMC. 

Not only have Tim Nowacki's grades plummeted, but Attorney Reich has 
managed to create obstacles which make her money and do not represent 
the vested best interests of the children. 

The existing parenting plan was working; to preserve that custody 
arrangement would not make either Attorney Collins or Attorney Reich fee 
income. Such a tactic violates the Attorney's Code and malice has now 
become the weapon of retaliation in this case. 

The nexus of the dispute was a modification of children's related expenses. 

What was discovered along the way was tax fraud by the Plaintiff and her 
) 

family in sequestering assets overseas to avoid paying lawful inheritance 
taxes. The scheme was developed by the Trustee of the Estate (Elliot 
Cohen) of the maternal grandmother of Suzanne Sullivan and the uncle of 
Suzanne Sullivan, Richard Mulligan Jr. Richard Mulligan Jr. is an attorney 
himself in Jackson Hole, Wyoming who advises the landed gentry on tax 
avoidance matters in addition to handling criminal defense cases. 

Richard Mulligan Jr. and the Patricia Mulligan Sullivan were the two 
children of Jane O'Donnell Mulligan, who died on March 21, 2003. The 
Trustee. of the Estate had over the years permitted Richard Mulligan Jr. to 
borrow $342,000 against his future inheritance. The documents to validate 
these statements were acquired from the Surrogate Court in New Jersey 



and a copy of the Revocable Trust Agreement of Jane O'Donnell Mulligan 
will be provided to the reviewing committee once this case is assigned to a 
Grievance Panel which is not filled with conflicts of interest. 

The tax returns of Suzanne Sullivan in evidence in this case, which 
Attorney Reich refused to review, show on Form 1116 of the tax returns of 
2006, 200? and 2008, foreign dividend income being paid to foreign 
governments (various) that were not declared on the sworn financial 
affidavits of Suzanne Sullivan. This foreign dividend income was derived 
from an asset which was not declared on the financial affidavit. · 

That asset is the inheritance which Suzanne Sullivan and her sister Stacy 
Sullivan received via a generational skipping trust feature available to the 
mother, Patricia Mulligan Sullivan, as noted in the Revocable Trust and the 
last will and testament of Jane O'Donnell Mulligan signed on June 27, 
2002, less than nine months before her death from cancer. 

Suzanne Sullivan accepted that inheritance of zero priced shares of J&J 
stock which were moved overseas by the Trustee to avoid having to 
declare such income at the point in time of the probating of the will, which 
occurred in early August 2003. 

Attorney Reich refused to review the financial records of even her clients
whose trust accounts were moved to the SRI group in 2006. There was no 
evidence which was provided to this complainant via court order to validate . 
that the custodial accounts of Tim Nowacki and Kerry Nowacki have had 
income taxes paid on them since 2005, when the accounts were managed 
domestically by Dan Paduano at Neuberger and Berman. 

Attorney Reich has refused to inspect or ask for the tax returns for the 
children's accounts, has refused to inspect or ask for the children's 1099's 
regarding the investments in those custodial accounts which are overseen 
by Suzanne Sullivan, and refused to investigate the origin of assets 
transferred into the children's accounts of zero price J&J shares. 

As a result, on June 9, 2010, the Deputy Chief State Attorney's Office has 
opened a case of the criminal obstruction of justice on Attorney Reich, 
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Attorney Collins, and all those who have participated in the covering up of 
the legal misconduct of these Attorneys. 

Lawyers cannot hide tax fraud. The Practice Book clearly says that 
lawyers cannot hide evidence of criminal behavior. Yet, Attorney Collins 
and Attorney Reich have participated in the hiding of evidence of tax fraud 
by failing to provide court ordered documents and the refusal to accept 
copies of documents which validates these allegations. 

Furthermore, Attorney Reich has refused to investigate the transfer of the 
children's assets to a foreign country to avoid paying taxes in the United 
States. 

Attorney Reich has participated in the failure to protect her clients interests 
because it would undermine the preexisting view of Attorney Reich that 
Suzanne Sullivan's denials of these allegations constitute the truth based 
on evidence. 

Attorney Reich finally accepted the documents which became part of the 
court record on February 11, 2010 when Judge Stanley Novack was 
presiding on a status conference hearing which was originally scheduled 
with Judge Schofield, who was out ill that day. 

When Attorney Reich accepted the evidence of wrongdoing on that date, 
she was contacted by email by this complainant. Attorney Reich's 
response was defensive. She wrote in an email to me that the children 
would go to foster care, rather than be with their father. 

Such outrageous overstepping of her responsibilities to have followed the 
evidence rather than the misguidance being provided by Attorney Collins, 
who is also under a grievance complaint for the second time for filing a 
fraudulent financial affidavit again which failed to list the foreign dividend 
income and the foreign asset producing that income . 

I The hiding of tax fraud schemes by lawyers is even more scurrilous !a behavior when the assets for children are moved overseas to allow those 
~• assets to grow by failing to pay U.S. taxes on those investments. 
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Pre.serving wealth by such illegal maneuvers is being tackled at the Federal 
Court level (see Forbes Magazine article of August 9, 2010). 

However, if lawyers at the state level are allowed to abridge court orders for 
production then the legal com'llunity is participating in the violation of the 
lawful implementation of tax laws in this country and using the 
attorney/client privilege in a manner inconsistent with the Rules of 
Professional Conduct which require lawyers, including those who sit on 
Grievance Complaint evaluation, to observe and protect the laws. 

The Grievance Committee has a grave responsibility to report lawyers who 
engage in illegal behaviors from practicing law. Sequestering of evidence 

I 

of wrongdoing is illegal when a court orders production of tax returns, 
1099's and then lawyers attempt to cover up activities by failing to provide 
documents as required. 

Attorney Reich has refused to review such evidence and refused to 
investigate matters which were outlined in the letter to Deputy Chief State 
Attorney Leonard Boyle. 

The letter to Attorney Michael Bowler is also being provided to you which 
details the allegations of misconduct by the first grievance panel who did 
not review the evidence of misconduct by Attorney Collins with a valid 
panel including a public (non-lawyer) member. 

Would a jury be composed of 8 members, all of whom have conflicts of 
interest which weren't declared and consider that a fair trial? 

The Grievance Panel deliberations should consist of equal numbers of 
citizen members ana lawyers and the ties should go to citizen making the 
complaint to have a public hearing of misconduct where the testimony is 
sworn and therefore subject to perjury allegations. 

Attorney Reich will no doubt hire an attorney who will just deny these 
allegations. The grievance panel will have to commit hours of tedious 
review of evidence which consists of thousands of pages of documents 
which will validate my claim that Attorney Reich has acted unlawfully and 
therefore in non-compliance with the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

- I 
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Attorney Reich was not appointed as a legal guardian but as a lawyer to 
represent the infornJed consent of her two clients, Tim Nowacki, now aged 
nearly 16, and Kerry Nowacki, now nearly 14. Both are perceptive children, 
weU spoken, not shy about expressing their views and clea~ly supported 
continuation on the joint legal and physical custody arrangement which 
benefitted their best interests in meetings held with Attorney Reich. 

From the very beginning of the service of Attorney Reich as the AMC, 
Attorney Reich appeared to be on a mission to make money on this case 
by refusing to return phone calls, by creating conflict zones to increase her 
billings, and was determined to destroy the family infrastructure that' had 
provided the children a balanced life where the children did not have to 
choose between time with both parents as evenly divided. 

This father asserts he was a devoted father who volunteered for extra time 
with his children who benefitted from individual time with the "off primary 
duty" parent. By volunteering for such duty, each of the children were able 
to spend time with each parent and have additional attention. 

Everything was copacetic with the children until Attorney Reich entered the 
scene. Within months of her appointment, Attorney Reich ignored her 
clients expressed desires and after December 27, 2009 had no contact with 
her clients for over six months. Yet she represented in court that she had 
contact which was completely fabricated commentary in court. The billing 
statements to be provided will validate my assertions when combined with 
the corresponding transcripts. 

There are over 31 transcripts to make copies of in which Attorney Reich 
participated, hundreds of pages of emails exchanged between this 
complainant and Attorney Reich, and emails and letters from her clients 
which validate these assertions. 

In addition, there are allegations of witness tampering with Dr. Kenneth 
Robson which will be presented in great detail in the second letter. 
Attorney Reich contacted Dr. Robson before he started his evaluation and 
attempted to create a culture of fear surrounding the Defendant, including 
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suggesting to Dr. Robson that his safety might be in danger before he ever 
initiated meetings with the Defendant as the court appointed psychi'atrist. 

That contact with Dr. Ro~son was a further illustration of Attorney Reich's 
ambitious campaign to influenqe the psychological reports of Dr. Robson. 

Attorney Reich lied to the Defendant about the second visit by Suzanne 
Sullivan was to be scheduled with Dr. Robson in an email exchange held 
just after the holidays in 2009. 

That second meeting didn't occur with Dr. Robson because of time 
constraints applied by pressure brought by Attorney Reich to issue a report 
which was not balanced or fair. 

Dr. Robson was informed by Attorney Reich that he was not required to 
review evidence of misconduct and illegal conduct by Suzanne Sullivan. 

I Such misdirection was supplied by Attorney Reich to Dr. Robson and was 
~ ., nothing short of witness tampering. 

Attorney Reich has had continual substantial conflicts of interest in this 
case, from which Attorney Reich refused to step down based upon those 
conflicts. 

Included now are the allegations made to the Chief State Attorney Kevin T. 
Kane, who appointed the Deputy Chief State Attorney Leonard Boyle to 
investigate the judges and lawyers in this case, that Attorney Reich 
engaged in the criminal obstruction of justice and failure to report criminal 
tax fraud after reviewing the evidence in this case. Three copies of the 
letter to Attorney Boyle are included for your review. 

Attorney Reich is under investigation by the Chief State Attorney's Office 
and the Whistleblower Office of the IRS for her failure to report that 
Suzanne Sullivan, as the custodian of the accounts managed at Neuberger 
and Berman and transferred to the SRI group (alleged to be an offshore 
fund set up to sequester U.S. based assets to be transferred overseas to 
avoid the payment of lawful taxes in the U.S.) failed to report income taxes 
on the investment income of these children custodial trust accounts. 
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In failing to inspect the documents in question and in failing to have the 
competence to evaluate such documents, Attorney Reich engaged 
knowingly in the commission of a criminal tax fraud. 

Such tax evasion was accomplished by moving the children's custodial 
accounts to the SRI group, thus avoiding the scrutiny of the IRS in the filing 
of necessary taxes on the children's custodial accounts. 

Furthermore, Attorney Reich refused to inspect upon request the W-2's for 
the children's child care providers. Taxes were paid to Suzanne Sullivan to 
be filed with the proper government agencies. The withholding taxes for 
Hailey McMullen and Katelyn Waters for the tax year 2009 were paid to the 
child care providers as additional income . 

No proper taxes were paid based on records made available to the 
Defendant even though that money was collected from the Defendant. 

Attorney Reich refused to inspect those W-2's for the child care providers 
and then sent emails suggesting that such W-2's were seen by her. 

When asked to provide a copy of those documents she inspected, Attorney 
Reich refused to do so. 

The failure of Suzanne to file income taxes on the children's trust accounts 
was not investigated by Attorney Reich. Attorney Reich refused to conduct 
such an investigation and thus comprom'ised her client's financial interests 
because the interest and penalties being accrued in the children's accounts 
on past due tax bills is viewed by Attorney Reich as "meaningless" to her. 

Suzanne Sullivan failed to declare income on her sworn financial affidavits 
where foreign dividend income was not listed on a multiple sworn 
documents filed in court filed from June 2005 through July 22, 2010. 

Those sworn affidavits are the basis on which Attorney Reich's fees were 
being allocated. 

Attorney Reich refused to investigate the filing of the proper tax returns for 
her clients, refused to inspect any evidence provided to her despite offers 
to meet with her to review such evidence, and finally refused to question 
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Suzanne Sullivan or her Attorney about these tax avoidance schemes 
developed for the custodial trust accounts managed by the SRI Group. 

This complainant asserts, Attorney Reich refused to inspect the bank 
records that validated the existence of a foreign account of the plaintiff 
because if she did so it would have her required her to report such 
illegalities to the proper authorities. 

Instead, Attorney Reich ignored the Rules of Professional conduct and 
actively participated in misrepresenting facts, misrepresented her clients as 
minor children, and filed a complaint with the Stamford Police Department 
for "threats and harassment" to her professional career. 
/ 

The world of "half truths" is worth nothing more than the "half lies" which 
are going to be revealed in this complaint in detail. 

The substantial non-compliance with the Rules of Professional Conduct 
include but are not limited to: 

1) The failure of Attorney Reich to abide by the Attorney's Oath and do 
"knowingly nothing dishonest" in court without taking measures to 
correct such errors when they were requested to be corrected by this 
complainant in the Motion for Order filed by Attqrney Reich on 
December 2, 2010 that resulted in a change of custody. 

2) The evisceration of the Rule 1.0 (c) "Confirmed in writing" when used 
in reference to the informed consent of a person, denotes "informed 
consent" that is given in writing by the person or a writing to a lawyer 
properly transmits to a person confirming an oral informed 
consent. .. and if not feasible to obtain or transmit informed consent 
then the lawyer must obtain or transmit it within a reasonable period 
of time thereafter. Attorney Reich did not take notes in meetings 
with the children as reported to me by the children. Attorney Reich 
has never represented matters in court accurately in terms of the 
context of the conversations. The selective editing of Attorney 
Reich's meetings with the children when presenting in court was not 
only a misrepresentation but often edited materials which preceded 
the selection of quotations which she then misquoted. 
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3) The abuse of Rule 1.0 (e) in her actions in court: 

"Fraud" or "Fraudulent" denotes content that is fraudulent under the. 
substantive or procedur~l law of the applicable law of the applicable 
jurisdiction and has a purpose to deceive." 

Attorney Reich used the fraudulently filed financial affidavit of the 
Plaintiff for the purposes of making false statements in court relating 
to the allocation of the fees of the AMC. Attorney Reich made 
fraudulent statements in court which dealt with the nature of her fees 
and their legitimacy. 

Attorney Reich was accused of fraudulent conduct in the execution of 
her responsibilities in a lawsuit for legal malpractice filed on 
December 14, 2010. A new lawsuit will be commenced shortly 
relating to Attorney's Reich's involvement in the hiding of assets in a 
foreign country by Suzanne Sullivan, one of the two payers of the 
fees for her services. 

The contempt motion for the payment of the fees of Attorney Reich 
was continued by the Court. 

Attorney made absolutely false state_ments to the trial court in regards 
to fees which she "allocated" to me regarding the firm's costs to 
defend itself against a lawsuit for criminal misconduct in failing to 
supervise the work of Attorney Reich. The costs of defending the 
law firm from its culpability for failure to supervise the work of 
Attorney Reich is the responsibility of the firm, not the client to defend 
themselves from the allegations of misconduct filed on December 14, 
2009 by the Defendant. 

The billing charges and statements made by Attorney Reich on 
August 6 in a hearing presided by Judge Marylouise Schofield is just 
another example of the "fraudulent" statements made in court by 
Attorney Reich. 
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The decision about Attorney Reich's fees has been appealed after 
Judge Schofield allocated over 80o/o of the fees to the Defendant after 
Attorney Reich made false statements about the estimated allocation 
of the time spent on matters associated with the Defendant. The 
Defendant time allocation by Attorney Reich was not only misstated 
on August 6, but did not reflect that the contested nature of Attorney 
Reich's misstatements and her refusal to correct them resulted in her 
spending more time with matters ·involving the Defendant. 

Attorney Reich never represented her client's views of wanting the 
existing parenting plan to be kept intact. 

In representing the opposite of the expressed desires of her clients to 
maintain the parenting plan, is nothing short of a fraudulent and 
abusive treatment of her role as an AMC. 

Attorney Reich did not correct misstatements on the court record and 
therefore the statements which she made become "knowingly" false 
at the point in time that refuting evidence was supplied to her. 
Attorney Reich's failure to correct the record on her misstatements is 
not an optional exercise because it would undermine her credibility. 

Instead, Attorney Reich abused the requirements stated in the 
Attorneys Oath which requires her to "inform the court of any 
dishonesty of which you have knowledge." 

4) The obliteration of Rule 1.0 (f) "informed consent" which: 

"denotes the agreement by a person to a proposed course of conduct 
after the lawyer has communicated adequate information and 
explanation about the material risks and reasonably available 
alternatives to a proposed course of conduct." 

Attorney Reich failed in her duties to ever express to the court that 
her client's positions differed from her own. Under the provisions of 
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Schaeffer vs. Schaeffer, Attorney Reich was required to appoint a 
GAL. Attorney Reich repeatedly told me that I didn't know what I was 
talking about. She refused to go to the court and propose a GAL be 
appointed because it would decrease her influence and her fee 
income as she was trying to get started at her new law firm which she 
had just joined. There are no other lawyers,who were engaging in 
matrim_oniallaw at the firm of Bai, Pollock, Blueweiss and Mulcahey 
and Attorney Reich viewed this ·case as an opportunity to bill 
significant amounts by creating conflict zones in stepping outside the 
boundaries of her defined responsibilities by law. 

Attorney Reich did not secure the "advised consent" of her clients; in 
fact she turned her back on listening to her clients and representing 
their preferences. 

Attorney Reich instead overstepped her boundaries as defined by 
case law and showed her incompetency in the process. 

5) Rule 1.1 Competency-

"A lawyer shall provide competent representation to a client. 
Competent representation requires the legal knowledge, skill, 
thoroughness and preparation reasonably necessary for the 
representation." 

The first words after the perfunctory acknowledgment of her presence 
in the courtroom from Attorney Reich in the August 3, 2009 hearing 
with Judge Malone were the words, "I don't understand" the 
connection between foreign wire transfers and custody. This wasn't a 
custody matter as initiated; it was a financial matter which became a 
custody matter in motion filed by the Plaintiff and her Attorney on 
June 11, 2010. It was these four motions filed on June 11, 2010 
which turned a modification of children's related expenses into a 
battle for custody. 
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The Defendant did not seek full custody because the existing joint 
legal and custody arrangement was working to the benefit of the best 
interests of the children. 

However, if Attorney Reich had preserved the status quo of shared 
joint legal and physical custody, her fee·income would not have been 
as high. 

Attorney Reich did not understand the world of foreign accounts, 
foreign wire transfer fees, SWIFT networks, how to read Form 1116 
of the Federal tax returns of Suzanne Sullivan and David Barrington, 
how to read a brokerage st~tement to cross reference matters to tax 
returns, and refused to sit with the Defendant to review evidence of 
criminal wrongdoing by the Estate of Jane Mulligan. 

Attorney's Reich competency compromised the best interests of the 
children. Attorney Reich overstepped her boundaries and entered 
into the world of incompetency which compromised her client's best 
interests and increase her fee income at the expense of her client's 
best educational interests. 

Attorney Reich did not acknowledge that by virtue of the Weinstein 
vs. Weinstein case overturned by Appellate Court in 1989, she had 
no rights to have filed a Motion for Order on an Ex Parte basis to 
change legal and physical custody of the children. Attorney Reich 
defended her actions and indicated that the Defendant was incorrect 
in his observations about her competency as an attorney. 

Attorney Reich was not knowledgeable, made false statements in a 
sworn affidavit filed on December 2, 2009 and refused to correct the 
record when these errors were determined. Such conduct by 
Attorney Reich indicates that she is not competent to understand that 
court precedents matter in the conduct of her duties as an AMC and 
that she had a responsibility to go to the trial court and ask for an 
appointment of a GAL to represent the children's best interests. 
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Attorney Reich refused to ask for such an appointment until she 
received notice of the Deputy Chief State Attorney's investigation into 
her misconduct when she received a copy of the documents sent to 
Attorney Boyle dated Jur:te 9, 2010. Attorney Reich received a copy 
on June 22, 2010 of that document written to Attorney Boyle. 

It was only then that a motion to appoint a GAL was filed on June 29, 
2010, exactly one year from the date that the Defendant was 
presenting argument to Judge Malone to not release Lacey Bernier 
as the GAL. 

6) Rule 1.2 (a) Scope of Representation and Allocation of Authority 
between Client and Lawyer: 

"subject to subsections (c) and (d), a lawyer shall not counsel a client 
to engage or assist a client, in conduct that the lawyer knows is 
criminal or fraudulent, but a lawyer may discuss the legal 
consequences of any proposed course of conduct with a client and 
may counsel or assist a client to make a good faith effort to determine 
the validity, scope, meaning or application of the law." 

In allowing her clients to be engaging in tax avoidance schemes that 
will compromise the financial well being of her client's custodial 
accounts, Attorney Reich limited the scope of her responsibilities. 

In doing so, Attorney Reich has engaged herself in the aiding and 
abetting of a crime with assets that are managed by the SRI group of 
Neuberger and Berman. 

The failure of the Plaintiff to provide documentation that the tax 
returns of the children's accounts were filed was augmented by the 
refusal of the AMC to secure the information concerning the tax 
returns being filed by the Plaintiff who is the custodian of the account. 
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The Plaintiff has refused to also comply with the Separation 
Agreement provisions to supply an annual copy of the statements of 
the custodial accounts since this issue was discovered in September 
2009, when the court ordered documents were turned over to me. 

The custodial accounts of the children were turned over to me as well 
as the bank statements of the joint accounts and the individual 
accounts of Suzanne Sullivan and David Barrington. In none of the 
records turned over to me was there a validation that the tax returns 
of the children were filed, capital gains declared, or any payment of 
taxes on their trust accounts which were moved to the SRI group in 
2006. 

The movement of the accounts of the Plaintiff to the SRI group 
resulted in no income taxes paid on the sales of securities in the 
account numbers with Neuberger which were opened post divorce 
bearing the names of Suzanne Sullivan and David Barrington. 

On Form 1116 of the Federal tax returns, credits were taken which 
relate to dividend income being paid on J&J shares which were in the 
account bearing the name of Suzanne Sullivan alone being held at 
Neuberger and Berman. 

Attorney Reich in failing to investigate the sheltering of the children's 
custodial accounts in a foreign country post divorce and the failure of 
Attorney Reich to investigate on behalf of her clients the movement of 
that money by the custodian constitutes the abridgement of her 
responsibilities to protect the financial well being of those accounts in 
the administration of the custodian's responsibilities to pay taxes on 
behalf of the minor children. 

Attorney Reich refused to investigate any matter which would have 
undermined her already stated bias towards the Plaintiff. 
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The constant telephone conferences between hearings with Attorney 
Collins suggests there was an alignment of the positions of Attorney 
Collins and Attorney Reich. 

The refusal to meet with the Defendant to present the evidence of 
wrongdoing of the mother of her clients and the refusal to accept the 
evidence presented in court in September 2009 that validates that 
criminal conduct violated the responsibility of Attorney Reich to fairly 
evaluate "the truth" about the sequestering of the assets of her own 
clients. 

The conduct of Attorney Reich compromised the best interests of her 
clients which she was obliged to uphold. 

In failing to represent her clients preference for custody and 
misrepres~nting the Defendant in the Motions for Order filed on 
December 2 to change custody, Attorney Reich was in clear non
compliance with the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

7) Rule 1.16 (a) Declining or Terminating Representation: 

"Except as stated in subsection (c), a lawyer shall not represent a 
client or where representation has commenced shall withdraw from 
the representation of a client if (1) The representation will result in a 
violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct or other law." 

Repeatedly, Attorney Reich was reminded of her responsibilities to 
her clients was being continuously underserved when Attorney Reich 
was providing misrepresentations to both family and criminal courts. 

In virtually every hearing where Attorney Reich represented matters 
in court, Attorney Reich violated the Rules of Professional Conduct. 
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On December 2, 2009, there were 37 factual errors of significance 
that filled the 40 points she submitted in the Ex Parte Motion for 
Order which were never corrected on the record. 

Perjury allegations were leveled against Attorney Reich for filing false 
affidavits about her clients preferences. 

It is also believed that Attorney Reich violated under subsection (f) of 
Rule 1.6, which requires that an Attorney must disclose the fact that 
the lawyer's services are being paid by a third party. Attorney Reich's 
fees may have been paid via a check by Suzanne Sullivan. However, 
Attorney Reich never revealed to the court that Suzanne Sullivan had 
borrowed $25,000 from her parents to assist in the payment of 
Attorney Reich's fees. 

Attorney Reich's fees have been paid either directly or indirectly from 
funding supplied indirectly by Suzanne Sullivan's parents. Attorney 
Reich refused to supply the records of the payment of her fees. 

The payment of Attorney Reich's fees is now under appeal with the 
Appellate Court because of the numerous and substantive abuse of 
the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

Attorney Reich does not have carte blanche to file any charge she 
wanted to bill the Defendant, including overnight transcripts which 
tripled the costs allocated to the Defendant of the exorbitant fees up
charged by Attorney Reich. 

Attorney Reich has repeatedly delayed reports requested to validate 
the fees she has billed. Attorney Reich then bills additional hours 
about her fraudulent bills where Attorney Reich was billing multiple 
parties for the same short calendar dates . 

Attorney Reich refused to provide the Plaintiff with records of other 
clients which would indicate that she billed multiple clients for the 
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It wasn't until this matter was brought to her attention that Attorney 
Reich modified the manner in which she was allocating short 
calendar day hearings, where she would be working on her 
blackberry and responding to other client matters and then billing 
both clients for that time spent. · 

Such conduct is tantamount to overbilling more than one client at an 
auto body shop while charging multiple clients to watch paint dry at a 
per hour rate of $425.00 per hour. 

Sitting in a conference room, Attorney Reich had the guards called 
when I asked to speak with her about matters she refused to inspect 
or return calls about. Yet she would bill for that time without working 
on the case or would sequester herself in a conference room with 
Attorney Collins to discuss their legal strategies in court. 

Attorney Reich was not an independent representative of the 
children's best interests and continually sided with each and every 
position staked out by Attorney Collins. 

The transcripts will clearly demonstrate that Attorney Reich became 
an assistant counsel to Attorney Collins and in the process 
compromised the integrity of her responsibilities to her clients. 

8) Rule 3.3 was absolutely violated by Attorney Reich on multiple 
occasions: 

(a) "A lawyer shall not knowingly make a false statement" Attorney 
Reich's litany of false statements will be documented in the 
December 2 filing by Attorney Reich in a sworn affidavit. 
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An illustration of the misstatements by Attorney Reich was in the 
matter about contacting the State Department about dual 
citizenship passports. It was Attorney Reich's assistant, Linda 
Cino, who suggested that the State Department be contacted 
about such a matter. 

Attorney Reich then scolded her assistant in an email saying that 1 
had no right to address such matters with her assistant. Linda 
Cino was contacted regularly because Attorney Reich refused to 
return phone calls on a regular basis. Of course the failure to 
return such phone calls represents a violation of the Rules of 
Professional Conduct. 

When Attorney Reich filed her Ex Parte Motion for Order to Judge 
Schofield on December 2, she attributed the contact with the State 
Department to me rather than her assistant who provided that 
counsel. 

Such false attributions were numerous in the statements made in 
the Ex Parte Motion for Order filed as a sworn document by 
Attorney Reich. There has never been a hearing where Attorney 
Reich's Ex Parte Motion for Order has been able to have been 
challenged in Court. 

9) Rule 3.3- (3) 

"A lawyer shall not offer evidence known to be false." 

Attorney Reich submitted false representations in court in the 
filing of the Ex Parte Motions for Order which attributed to her 
clients statements which her clients did not make. Such 
misrepresentations of her clients were done so with full 
knowledge that her statements were false and misleading. 
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Yet Attorney Reich showed no conscience to making such false 
statements under oath. Filing of false billing statements and 
allocating 80°/o of the costs of those billings was a "fabrication" 
of fact by Attorney Reich. Nearly half the time Attorney Reich 
has billed to date involved short calendar matters, not 
sch~duled hearings. Attorney Reich continues to make false 
statements to protect her interests to avoid being sued for legal 
malpractice for the substantial misrepresentations of her clients. 

(b) "A lawyer who represents a client in an adjudicative proceeding 
and who knows that a person intends to engage or is engaging or 
has engaged in criminal or fraudulent conduct related to the 
proceeding shall take the responsible remedial measures, 
including, if necessary, disclosure to the tribunal." 

Attorney Reich refused to report Attorney Collins for his numerous 
and substantial misstatements of facts concerning foreign dividend 
bearing accounts and the asset producing that foreign dividend 
income for which taxes are being paid to "various" countries, as 
noted on Form 1116 of the joint tax returns for the years 2006, 
2007 and 2008 filed by Suzanne- Sullivan and David Barrington. 

The refusal of Attorney Reich to review such records until 
February 11, 2010 resulted in significant financial damage to the 
educational reserves of the clients which she was obliged to serve. 

Attorney Reich only realized the degree of her complicity when she 
read the letter sent to the Deputy Chief State Attorney Leonard 
Boyle on June 22, 2010. Attorney Collins refused to read or 
accept the same document because it would create a conflict of 
interest for him . 

Attorney Reich's reaction to the criminal allegations was to file a 
Motion to Appoint a GAL, something she refused to do in 
November 2009. In November 2009, Attorney Reich was accused 
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of having a conflict of interest with her clients when she indicated 
that she was supporting a change of custody, which conflicted with 
her clients stated position. 

In emails exchanged with this complainant, Attorney Reich 
steadfastly refused her obligation to recognize that a GAL must be 
requested to be appointed in such circumstances, as dictated by 
the guidelines which are posted by Chief Law Librarian Lawrence 
Cheeseman on the official Connecticut judiciary website. 

In the refusal to appoint a GAL, in a timely fashion, Attorney Reich 
violated her responsibilities to properly represent her clients, 
Attorney Reich engaged in fraudulent conduct which was desi~ned 
to put her financial interests for billings to be more important than 
the best interests of the children. 

The failure to apply the law to herself and the failure to understand 
that obligation was in and of itself fraudulent conduct by Attorney 
Reich. 

On the November 3 hearing, Attorney Reich expressed in 
statements made on the record more concerns about the IRS 
matters and the impact on her career than have focused on the 
impact of such matters on her clients she was there to represent. 

Attorney Reich refused to look at the evidence, and then 
improperly instructed Dr. Robson that he didn't need to review the 
evidence which was handed to him. Such witness tampering by 
Attorney Reich is illegal under Connecticut Statutes. 

Dr. Robson has now been implicated in the investigation by the 
Chief State Attorney's Office. Dr. Robson refused to inspect the 

·evidence provided to him of the criminal allegations of fraudulent 
conduct by Suzanne Sullivan which is a pattern of behavior. 
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Attorney Reich's participation in this cover-up is not an 
insignificant oversight on her part. It was a knowing effort on 
~ttorney Reich's part to not investigate the truth about Suzanne's 
behavior being criminal in constitution. 

10) Rule 3.3 (d): 

"In Ex Parte Proceedings, a lawyer shall inform the tribunal of all 
material facts known to the lawyer that will enable the tribunal to 
make an informed decision whether or not the facts are adverse." 

Attorney Reich not only made false statement$ knowingly on 
December 2, 2009 in the Ex Parte Motion for Order, but she was by 
court precedent not to have made such an motion to change 
custody. The Weinstein vs. Weinstein decision clearly limited the 
ability of an AMC to file such an order. Howeyer, by taking such a 
motion for order to a judge under judicial review and circumventing 
the processes of the clerk's office, Attorney Reich participated in a 
"custody coup" and then provided a mechanism to collect "ransom" 
money from the Defendant to construct parenting time with the 
children. 

Attorney Reich's Motion for Order and resulting witness tampering 
with Dr. Robson and his report resulted in a decision by Judge 
Schofield to remove the rights of self representation for the · 
Defendant, and thereby cancel the rights to have the Motion for 
Order to be heard in a timely fashion as is required by the Practice 
Book Rules that stipulate such Ex Parte Motions for Order to be 
heard in a timely fashion. 

On January 4, the Defendant filed an Ex Parte Motion for Order to 
reverse the custody change and that hearing was set down for 
January 25. On January 22, Judge Schofield removed the 
Defendant's rights for self representation. Therefore, the Defendant 
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was deprived of his Constitutional Rights to parent without the 
unlawful interference of government and his Constitutional Rights to 
represent his children's future development and the Constitutional 
Rights of KerrY and Tim to have time with both of their parents. 

Yet, Attorney Reich took matters into her own hands and 
misrepresented the facts in the filing of her Motion for Order. 

The Defendant stood up at St. Thomas More Church to get the 
pastor to remove a Jesuit priest who was referenced in a criminal 
indictment for providing financial resources to fund a good will 
mission to Haitian children. 

Attorney Reich suggested that the Defendant stood up while his 
children were present in the church. That was a patently false 
statement. Every single matter involving the efforts by this parent 
to ensure that Father Paul Carrier was removed from further 
contact with Tim Nowacki's confirmation class was made to protect 
the safety of the children. 

The Executive Director of that Haiti Fund project, Douglas Perlitz, 
just entered plea bargain in August 2010 and will be sentenced for 
child molestation and sentenced on December 21. 

This parent stood up to protect the children of his Parish from the 
false messaging of Father Paul Carrier who is under investigation 
for money laundering and fronting the money for the bribing of 
children of Haiti to buy their silence of the abuse they were 
suffering. 

This father is also working on the discovery initiatives of fraudulent 
fundraising by St. Thomas More parish and the diversion of money 
to an alternate charity in hopes of raising the money necessary to 
reopen the shelter for homeless children in Cap Haitien, Haiti. 
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Attorney Reich refused to correct her errors in her Ex Parte Motion 
for Order related to this incident and instead alleged incorrectly that 
the children's father had humiliated them rather than seeing this as 
an act to protect not just my children but the children of all 
parishioners of the Parj.sh. 

Attorney Reich in her Ex Parte Motion for Order also misattributed 
comments made by Suzanne Sullivan's father to my son Tim 
Nowacki about the tax fraud allegations. Attorney Reich refused to 
investigate the source of that comment was from Jack Sullivan 
which she attributed this father having made to his son about his 
mother going to jail. Not only did Attorney Reich get the story 
wrong in what she reported to the court, she refused to correct her 
miss~atements and therefore violated the Attorney's Oath in her 
sworn affidavit filled with 37 errors which are detailed in the 
preliminary lawsuit filed on December 14 for legal malpractice. 

A copy of that document will accompany the second letter and the 
other documents detailing the level of incompetency of Attorney 
Reich to get facts reported correctly. 

Attorney Reich ignored to mention the 37 letters which she received 
copies of from various people who wrote to the Superior Court 
judges in support of the parenting skills of this complainant. In her 
failure to mention these letters, Attorney Reich did not mention a 
single fact which was adverse to her Motion for Order and in doing 
so, she discredited her adherence to the Rule of Professional 
Conduct 3.3 (d). 

11) . Rule 3.4-Fairness to Opposing Party 

This rule is designed to address the "falsifying of evidence" or 
"o.bstruct" the discovery of evidence which is relevant to the case. 
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Attorney Reich's refusal to pursue a course of action to validate the 
allegations of foreign accounts held by her own clients and the lawful 
payment of taxes related to the custodial responsibilities of Suzanne 
Sullivan to manage those accounts in a lawful manner cr~ated 
significant allegations that Attorney Reich was not operating in 
fairness to this parent, who became an opposing party to the actions 
taken by Attorney Reich to modify custody without a hearing. 

The Weinstein vs. Weinstein decision made by the Appellate court in 
1989 (18 Conn. App 622, 561, A.2d 443)(emphasis added) "NO 
AUTHORITY IS GIVEN to court appointed counsel to issue orders 
affecting parties or their children or to resolve, in quasi-judicial 
fashion disputes between the parties concerning their children." 

Attorney Reich operated outside of her boundaries of her 
responsibilities and thereby violated the advised consent rules which 
are not voided because of the age of the children, which approach 
emancipation ages . .' 

Attorney Reich's Motion for Order violated the parameters of her 
appointment. 

One week after the first Ex Parte Motion for Order, Attorney Reich 
attempted a second such action and was refused by Judge Harrigan 
on December 8 from a similar petition of the Court. Attorney Reich's 
credibility as an attorney was under siege and Attorney Reich 
assumed a position of protecting her relationship with the minor 
children at the expense of the relationship with their father. Such was 
the enormous ego of Attorney Reich regarding her perceived role as 
an AMC. 

Attorney Reich is a lawyer, not a guardian of any kind who has been 
legally appointed to have the kind of authority she has exercised and 
how she has misrepresented her clients and their wishes. 
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Such conduct is abuse of Kerry Nowacki and Tim Nowacki and 
Attorney Reich has engaged in parental alienation which was 
prohibited in the Separation Agreement provisions of the parenting 
plans. 

Attorney Reich engaged in evidence suppression in her refusal to 
turn over exculpatory evidence contained in 5 hours of conversations 
on CO's with Kerry Nowacki and Tim Nowacki. Attorney Reich 
insisted on screening the tapes, charging for reviewing them, and 
then denied my rights to a copy of such evidence without paying fees 
to debate the delivery of the tapes to me. 

When it came to fairness matters to the opposing party, Attorney 
Reich in the filing of an Ex Parte Motion for Order eliminated all 
exculpatory evidence which would have undermined her position. In 
her refusals to turn over evidence that would exonerate the 
Defendant from her bias, Attorney Reich violated the Professional 
Rules of Conduct. 

12) Rule 3.4 (7) 

" No lawyer shall present, participate in presenting or threaten to 
present criminal charges solely to obtain and advantage in a civil 
matter." 

On December 14, Attorney Reich conspired with Attorney Collins to 
have me arrested for writing emails to Attorney Reich where she 
charged me with a criminal act in retribution for taking civil actions 
against Attorney Reich. 

As I was walking into the court in Stamford on December 14, she and 
Attorney Collins conspired to orchestrate my arrest so that Attorney 
Collins could try and incorporate that matter into the court record of 
December 14. Judge Schofield waived the attorney fees for Attorney 
Reich when it was revealed that I had agreed to pay my share of 
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Attorney Reich's fees and suddenly it dawned on Judge Schofield 
that the two attorneys had orchestrated my arrest to increase the fees 
of Attorney Reich. 

Attorney Reich refused to provide me with documents associated with 
the allegations and those were not provided to me until December 28. 
Those emails will be provided to you as will the statement of Attorney 
Reich which was not provided to me until a later date. 

The criminal charges which Attorney Reich leveled against me have 
been used by Attorney Collins in the civil case. There is no validity to 
the claims of Attorney Reich and they relate to the threats against her 
career in a civil matter. 

However, perjury is a criminal charge and Attorney Reich's fraudulent 
sworn affidavit was made under the penalty of perjury. The abjectly 
false statements made by Att~rney Reich are not just perjury on face 
value but represent perjury in the context of the Attorney's Oath. 

Upon review of the emails, there were an equal number of insults 
being hoisted by both sides after Attorney Reich continued on the 
path to deconstruct her client's relationship with their father. 

The alienation of a parent from any child would be considered abuse 
and depraved indifference to the needs of all children to have the 
unconditional love of both parents. Tim and Kerry Nowacki had the 
benefit of the unconditional love of both parents; due to the actions of 
Attorney Reich they have been stripped of the unconditional love of 
their father by the restrictions concerning parenting time involving just 
the father. 

Attorney Reich's actions of filing criminal charges tied to a civil matter 
not only was not in the best interests of the children, but has been 
used as commentary by Attorney Collins to attempt to degrade the 
father of Kerry and Tim Nowacki, who loves his children without 
conditions. 
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Rule 3.5-lmpartiality and Decorum 

Attorney Reich showed a bias from the first meeting with the 
Defendant and her partiality continues to permeate the proceedings 
in both criminal and civil court. Attorney Reich even forwarded false 
information to the State Attorney's Office to attempt to improperly 
advise State Attorney Mary SanAngelo and others to make false 
statements to the tribunal. · 

Such conduct by Attorney Reich was just as reprehensible as her 
many diatri~es against the Defendant, claiming he was "ill", "sick" and 
made disparaging comments to the children about their father. 

Furthermore, Attorney Reich even offered legal advice to one of the 
nannies, Katelyn Waters, concerning the signing of an employment 
agreement which Katelyn Waters agreed t9 upon her employment on 
9ctober 29, 2009. katelyn Waters signed the agreement on January 
1, 201 0 against the advice of Attorney Reich who then billed the 
parents for the advice which she offered to the nanny which was 
completely inappropriate interjection of her opinions in matters which 
were not a function of the appointment of Attorney Reich. 

Attorney Reich's decorum and behavior was obstreperous in its basic 
constitution, demeaning to the intelligenc.e and perceptiveness of this 
complainant, and degrading to his determination to fight against the 
forces of fear which Attorney Reich tried to instill in the children of 
their father and attempted to instill in Dr. Robson's report. 

A copy of my response to Dr. Robson's report will be included in the 
materials to be ,presented to the grievance panel. Due to HIP A rules, 
the release of Dr. Robson's report is not considered appropriate 
without seeking the consent of both parents and Dr. Robson based 
upon rules of the American Psychological Association Rules of 
Conduct. 

13) Rule 3.5-lmpartiality and Decorum 
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"A lawyer shall not communicate in an ex parte manner with a judges, 
jurors-, prospective jurors or other court officials unless permitted by 
court order or law." 

I 

"A lawyer shall not communicate in ex parte conversations with such 
persons during a proceeding unless permitted by law or by court 
order." 

In filing an Ex Parte Motion for Order directly with Judge Schofield 
and circumventing the court clerk's office, Attorney Reich violated 
these provisions of the Rules of Pr9fessional Conduct. Further 
violations occurred when Attorney Reich attached a sworn affidavit 
which was filled with errors. 

14) Rule 4.1-Truthfulness in Statements to Others 

"A lawyer shall not 

( 1) Make a false statement of material fact or· law to a third person." 

(2) Fail to disclose a material fact when disclosure is necessary to 
avoiding or assisting of a criminal or fraudulent act by a client unless 
disclosure is prohibited by Rule 1.6" 

Attorney Reich's made false statements to me during the course of 
these proceedings involving matters of law which related to her 
responsibilities as an AMC in this case. 

The refusal of Attorney Reich to inspect evidence of wrongful 
management of the children's trust accounts by Suzanne Sullivan is 
an example of a failure to disclose a material fact which avoided or 
assisted in a criminal or fraudulent act as a custodian for the 
children's accounts. 
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Attorney Reich was adamant that she had no obligation to reveal to 
the court even after February 11, 2010 when she was provided that 
evidence in court. 

Furthermore, when Attorney Reich received the letter sent to Attorney 
Leonard Boyle, the Deputy Chief State Attorney appointed to 
investigate these allegations of wrongdoing, she did not view this as a 
conflict of interest of a substantial nature as defined in the 1. 7 Conflict 
of Interests. 

Instead, Attorney Reich filed a motion for the court to appoint a GAL, 
one year to the date when Attorney Reich replaced GAL Lacey 
Bernier, who resigned the case after she became aware of the 
existence of a foreign account from which GAL Bernier may have 
been paid. 

The failure to disclose material facts which would have exonerated 
the Defendant from false allegations made on February 22, 201 0 to 
the NCPD is just another example of how Attorney Reich failed to 
disclose m;::1terial facts and evidence in her possession. 

The consistent misrepresentations as demonstrated on December 2 
Motion for Order filled with 37 errors will be filed with the evidence 
and the secondary letter to accompany that evidence of the 
misconduct allegations of Attorney Reich. 

15) . Rule 5.1-Responsibility of Partners, Managers and 
Supervisory Lawyers 

From the conversations had with the one partner who actually spoke 
with me about the lack of adherence to the Rules of Professional 
Conduct, Attorney Reich appeared to shield her supervisors and 
partners from the status update on this contested matter. 

. I 
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Attorney Reich refused to allow for time to be spent on questions 
raised by the Defendant, and created conflict zones by creating 
artificial barriers to parenting time with her clients. Attorney Reich 
was unwilling to moc;iify h.er own structure created for parenting time 
which would require the Defendant to hire a monitor at $100 per hour 
plus travel time. 

She selected a monitor who was on another case with Attorney 
Collins whose travel trme would be paid at $85.00 per hour. Attorney 
Reich seemed to believe she was providing a service to the 
Defendant by selecting a monitor with the greatest travel time 
required. 

Attorney Reich refused to allow for time to be spent on Christmas day 
with his children at the home of the Defendant, yet Attorney Reich 
was willing to allow the children to spend time with their father at 
someone else's home on Christmas day. Attorney Reich's entire 
strategy was to create a setting for the children so that in order to 
accomplish seeing the children, Attorney Reich would make money 
during the process. 

The children refused such monitored parenting time as being 
unnecessary and uncomfortable for them to have gone from joint 
legal and physical custody on one day and the next day be forced to 
have monitored parenting time with an absolute stranger. 

Attorney Reich's conduct was apparently never supervised in the 
filing of an Ex Parte Motion for Order. As a result, Attorney Reich 
was a renegade lawyer who was allowed to be a "bull in a china 
shop. 11-unruly and unm<?nitored by her partners. 

Attorney Reich never had any communication with her clients from 
early January 2010 until June 2, 2010, yet she represented in 
hearings in March that she had spoken to her clients when in fact she 
had not. Attorney Reich got caught in her own web of lies and those 
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of Attorney Collins who even lied to Judge Schofield to get a hearing 
moved because Attorney Collins had a conflict on his calendar which 
could have been filled by his associate counsel Attorney Ami Jayne 
Wilson. 

Attorney Collins walked into the Judge Schofield's chambers and was 
provided Ex Parte access which showed an access which was not 
provided to a Pro Se representative. 

There appeared to be no supervision of Attorney Reich's conduct by 
her supervisors, partners or managers at any time. 

16) Rule 8.4: It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: 

1) "Violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct, 
knowingly assist or induce another to do so through the acts of 
another" 

2) "Commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer's 
honesty, trustworthiness, or a fitness as a lawyer in other respects 

3) "Engage in condl)ct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or 
misrepresentations" 

4) '1Engage in conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice" 

5) Knowingly assist a judge or a judicial officer in conduct that is a 
violation of applicable rules of judicial conduct or other law 

Based upon the forgoing observations as indicated on the following 
transcript dates Attorney Reich was in non-compliance with the Rules 
of .Professional Conduct on the following dates: 

1. August 3, 2009, November 2, November 3, November 23, 
December 2 (Judge Adams and Judge Schofield Courtrooms), 
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December 14, January 5, January 19, January 22, February 11, 
February 19, March 18 (Judge Dennis), March 29, May 17, June 
15, June 16, June 22, June 25 (Judge Grogins), July 6, July 14, 
July 19, July 23, July 24, August 6, August 13, Attorney Reich 
made false statements on the court record which will be marked in 
yellow highlighted markers on those transcripts that will "yellow 
line" the misstatements of fact and refuting documents will be 
presented to contest the authenticity of comments made by 
Attorney Reich on behalf of her client's informed consent. 

Attorney Reich assisted Attorney Collins in making false 
statements by reinforcing those false statements. 

Attorney Reich improperly hid evidence of perjured financial 
affidavits by refusing to inspect evidence presented in three 
hearings on September 16, 24 and 30th for which Attorney Reich 
was not present at those financial related hearings tied to the 
modification of the children's related expenses. 

Attorney Reich in refusing to inspect evidence of mismanagement 
of the custodial accounts of her clients participated in a series of 
illegal maneuvers in court by Attorney Collins to sequester that 
evidence from discovery despite a court order to produce those 
documents was not complied with by Attorney Collins. 

Attorney Reich refused her responsibility to properly represent the 
informed consent of her clients in a forthright manner. By filing a 
Motion for Order which violated the boundaries of her 
responsibilities as defined by Weinstein vs. Weinstein, Attorney 
Reich violated the very essence of representation---which that a 
lawyer works for her clients, not for their own financial gain which
has compromised the educations of the clients she is required to 
serve. 
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Attorney Reich's misrepresentations of her clients positions are 
numerous and accretive to the pain and suffering brought to this 
parent and to the clients which she is obligated to serve. Attorney 
Reich's conduct has been knowingly dishonest, fraud, deceit and 
misrepresentations ofher clients. 

Attorney Reich appointed herself to a position to which she was 
not asked to fill-that of being a parent to Kerry Nowacki and Tim' 
Nowacki, who asked for Attorney Reich to be replaced through 
communications with their father. Attorney Reich then claimed this 
parent was interfering with the relationship of the Attorney with his 
children when in fact the Attorney was interfering with the 
relationship of this father with his children and was making money 
in creating that conflict which did not exist. 

Attorney Reich tampered with an expert witness in contacting Dr . 
. Robson and suggesting that Dr. Robson was in some sort of 
danger in the future contact with the Defendant, thus 
inappropriately interfering with the objectivity in Dr. Robson's 
report as noted on page one of Dr. Robson's report. 

Attorney Reich lied to this parent in regards to the second visit of 
Suzanne Sullivan with Dr. Robson. Attorney Reich did not return 
the phone call saying that she would look into it. By then Dr. 
Robson was informed by Attorney Reich that the report did not 
require that the evidence provided to Dr. Robson was not required 
to be inspected. 

In providing such misdirection to Dr. Robson, Attorney Reich has 
now endangered Dr. Robson's status as a licensed practitioner 
because he allowed Attorney Reich to penetrate the Rules of 
Conduct which governed Dr. Robson's evaluation. Attorney Reich 
actually argued in court that Dr. Robson was a psychiatrist and 
therefore the 51 page letter of complaint about the inaccuracies o"f 
his report should not be entered as evidence in the hearing held on 
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August 6 about the restoration of the Defendant's rights of self 
representation. 

The absurdity of Attorney Reich's position inasmuch as every 
psychiatrist must be licensed to practice by the state chapters of 
the Conn·ecticut Chapter of the American Psychologist Association. 

The lack of competency of Attorney Reich was stunning to this 
complainant and her attempts to suppress information which would 
invalidate the improper interference with Dr. Robson's 
independence is an example of how Attorney Reich tried to 
suppress evidence which could exonerate the Defendant from the 
allegations erroneously made in the conclusions of Dr. Robson 
and Dr. Stoll's report. A copy of that document will accompany the 
evidence and transcripts of the hearings . 

All of the hearings involving Attorney Reich and the Motion to 
Request the dismissal of Attorney Reich for Contempt of her 
responsibilities to protect the best interests of the children and to 
represent th'e children's "voice" in an accurate manner have been 
ordered and will be delivered as they are delivered to the 
complainant. 

The religious discrimination exhibited by Attorney Reich however is 
amply demonstrated in the manner in which Attorney Reich 
mocked the deep religious beliefs of the Defendant and his pursuit 
of a truthful reporting of matters in court by Attorney Reich. 

Attorney Reich has attempted to interject her values of moral 
relativism in the lives of her clients via the actions she has initiated. 
Such actions by an attorney to disrespect the values and the 

. norms of the family heritage of the surname of Nowacki was often 
mocked by Attorney Reich in court and in emails sent to this 
complainant. Dr. Robson's report and testimony also engaged in 
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religious commentary which smacked of religious discrimination 
promoted in the questions asked of Dr. Robson as well. 

Such discriminatory commentary by Attorney Reich was positioned 
by Attorney Reich in a 'derogatory manner and has no place in a 
courtroom of law where civil and constitutional rights must be 
protected. 

Finally, Attorney Reich's ex parte conversations with Judge 
Schofield on December 2 is a righteously indignant abrogation of 
the Rules of Professional Conduct in going around a proper 
hearing and cross examination of her sworn affidavit. The errors in 
that filing alone contained 37 misstatements of facts and 
attributions which have yet to be corrected by Attorney Reich. 

The Attorney's Oath has been violated by Attorney Reich in the 
process of not correcting those errors and the Rules of 
Professional Conduct have been defaced by her conduct. 

A lawyer must be held accountable in a public hearing for probable 
cause based upon the substantial allegations which will be 
supported by the emails and the transcripts which will validate all of 
the above allegations made in the violations of the Rules of 
Professional Conduct as outlined above. 

Attorney Reich has abused her discretion in her appointment as an 
Attorney for the Minor Children. 

This letter gives considerable background on my allegations that Attorney 
Reich has demonstrated a depraved indifference in the conduct of her 
duties representing the "best interests" of Tim Nowacki, born November 1, 
1994 (at the time of her appointment 15) and Kerry Nowacki, born 
November 8, 1996. Depraved indifference to a child's needs and 
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aspirations is tantamount to allegations of child abusive behavior by 
Attorney Reich in the conduct of her responsibilities. 

Attorney Reich, at no point in time has represented the "informed consent" 
of her clients in the conduct of \her duties to represent the children's best 
interests. · 

Attorney Reich has abused her responsibilities to represent what the 
children asked her to represent in court: that the children wanted to 
preserve the joint legal and physical custody arrangement which was put in 
place by agreement of the parents on January 18, 2005. 

Attorney Reich must be held accountable for the damage done to the 
clients to whom she was to have represent~d in court. Instead, Attorney 
Reich did not keep in touch with her clients, as noted on her bills. 

Attorney Reich in a hearing on March 18, represented that she had spoken 
to Tim Nowacki, and her bills clearly indicated that she had no such 
conversations about Tim's father attending the State semi-finals of the high 
school hockey championships being played at Yale even if accompanied by 
an off duty police officer. 

The bias and misrepresentations Attorney Reich must be held accountable 
for in a public hearing of probable cause for misconduct upon the review of 
the validation of these allegations via evidence to be reviewed once a 
proper grievance committee is assigned. 

Attorney Reich has therefore conducted· herself as an AMC in a manner 
inconsistent with the Appellate court rulings such as Weinstein vs. 
Weinstein which deals with the boundaries of Attorneys who are appointed 
for children. Attorney Reich believes that immunity is granted to an AMC 
appointment. Howeve,r, no lawyer is exempt from the consequences of the 
invalidation of the Professional Rules of Conduct. 

Attorney Reich was appointed by Judge Malone Robert Malone on or about 
July 3, 2009 after four motions were filed on June 11, 2009 by the Plaintiff, 
and her Attorney Kevin F. Collins. 
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Those four motions were: A Motion for Order to appoint an Attorney for the 
Minor Children, A Motion to Order to Order a Psychological Evaluation of 
Both Parents, A Motion for Order to Modify Custody, and a Motion for 
Order to Show Cause. 

' ' 

On June 29, 2009 Judge Robert Malone presided on a hearing where the 
GAL, who structured the custody plan, Lacey Bernier resigned as the GAL 
against the objection of this father. Lacey Bernier had structured the 
parenting plan which was signed by the parents on January 18, 2005 and 
incorporated into the Separation Agreement signed on June 29, 2005. 

Copies of all the supporting documents, including court transcripts will 
accompany the complaint ~t which point it time that this complaint is 
assigned to a Grievance Committee Panel. 

The Statewide Grievance Committee must provide assurances to this 
complainant that conflicts of interest statements will be signed by those 
sitting on this evaluation. The Statewide Grievance Committee was 
requested in a letter to Attorney Howard Emond to assign this complaint to 
an geographic area where there is no past working or in court relationship 
is in existence between Attorney Reich and anyone sitting on her 
Grievance Panel. 

All of these conflicts of interest provisions were set out in a letter sent to 
both Attorney Michael Bowler and Attorney Howard Emond. Attorney 
Bowler is under a Grievance filing by this complainant for failing to 
administer to the proper constitution of a grievance panel. 

The parenting plan which was in place for five years was benefitting the 
children's best interests. The report cards of the children, the comments 
from their teacher's and coaches, the parent letters which were given to 
Attorney Reich to review, and every other measurement criteria that 
validated that the shared joint legal and physical custody arrangement 

Of course, preserving the existing custody arrangement would not make 
Attorney Reich money. Since Attorney Reich had just changed legal firms 
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this was one of the first cases that she exploited to increase her fee income 
at the expense of her client's best interests. 

Attorney Reich had just moved to the law firm of Bai, Pollock, Blueweiss 
and Mulcahey. In fact the judicial notice of her appointment as the AMC on · 

' this case went to the wrong law firm. 

The transcript of the June 29, 2009 hearing will show that GAL Lacey 
Bernier provided less than authentic testimony under oath. Lacey Bernier 
indicated an intent to resign two weeks after she was noticed in an email 
from me on that Attorney Tom Colin had resigned as the legal counsel of 
Suzanne Sullivan within 24 hours after he was confronted with the 
existence of evidence that Attorney Colin was aware of a Swiss Bank 
account which the Plaintiff did not acknowledge on her financial affidavit. 

On March 12, Lacey Bernier was also noticed via email of the existence of 
a foreign account which resulted in Attorney Colin's resignation as Suzanne 
Sullivan's Attorney. Lacey Bernier noticed her intent to withdraw as a GAL 
on March 26, just after Attorney Collins filed an appearance on March 9 to 
be the Attorney to replace Attorney Collins. 

On June 29, Lacey Bernier was on the witness stand and was questioned 
about her statements that she had nothing to do with this case since 2005. 
As recent as February 2009, Lacey Bernier was involved in helping to 
assist the setting up of court appointments with Attorney Colin and the 
Defendant, as Pro Se. 

On August 3, there was a hearing conducted by Judge Robert Malone in 
regards to a number of outstanding issues relating to her appointment 
including a Motion to Dismiss Attorney Reich's appointment. A review of 
that motion will reveal that many of the observations of the Defendant have 
been proven to be true over the course of the next year. 

In addition, the August 3 hearing dealt with many matters including the first 
acknowledgment of the Whistleblower complaints filed with the IRS on July 
2, relating to the inheritance received by Suzanne Sullivan from the estate 
of Jane O'Donnell Mulligan. The Defendant asserted that Attorney Collins 
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was refusing to provide the documents ordered by the court because he 
was hiding the evidence of inheritance and estate tax avoidance in the 
sequestering of assets overseas to avoid discovery during the original 
divorce proceedings. 

The August 3 hearing not only involved attempts to get the court to force 
the Defendant into signing a confidentiality agreement that would have 
potentially implicated the Defendant in hiding fraud, but also dealt with the 
payment of Attorney Reich and the filing of a valid financial affidavit. 

Plaintiff came to court on August 3 with a falsely sworn affidavit which was 
four months outdated and Attorney Collins attempted to submit an outdated 
affidavit even for the Defendant. Plaintiff did not declare a $75,000 bonus 
she had received on July 30, even though the affidavit was signed on 
August 3 . 

A new affidavit was produced by the Plaintiff on August 7, which was 
signed by Attorney Ami Jayne Wilson. The affidavit which did not include 
foreign dividend income or the asset producing the foreign dividend income 
was never corrected until Attorney Collins was mandated to deliver a new 
financial affidavit dated July 1, 2010. That affidavit was fraudulent 
inasmuch as it did not include the foreign dividend income and the asset 
prodU<;;ing that income. 

Attorney Collins and Attorney Reich received a letter on or about July 10, 
where botr Attorneys were noticed there would be a no tolerance policy 
about filing another fraudulent financial affidavit which had been ordered to 
be produced on July 14. 

Attorneys Collins and Reich did not respond to the certified letter sent to 
them. Attorney Reich's complicity was defined when she failed to 
recognize in the filing of a fraudulent financial affidavit which did not include 
the foreign dividend income and the asset producing it, that the Plaintiff and 
her attorney had filed a fraudulent affidavit. 
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The failure of Attorney Reich to call attention to the filing of an affidavit 
which was fraudulent and being used to allocate her fees is another 
example of "enabling" another attorney in filing a fraudulent affidavit. 

Such complicity in violations of Rules of Professional Conduct was 
apparent in a considerable number of hearings where both Attorneys 
appeared. The lack of coordination of preparation was apparent on March 
29, when Attorney Wilson appeared on behalf of Attorney Collins. 

In that hearing, the misuse of Dr. Robson's report was transmitted to Judge 
Schofield and Attorney Wilson was instructed to deliver a message to 
Attorney Collins that use of a report which was never cross examined in 
court and therefore not validated, was an unlawful use of the report under 
HIPPA guidelines. 

AttornE?y Reich's first comments on August 3, 2009 indicated that she did 
not have the competence necessary to be an Attorney in this case, 
representing the children, when she said: "I don't understand". 

Attorney Reich lacked the competency to understand the implications of tax 
avoidance and perjured financial affidavits filed by the Plaintiff and her 
Attorney. 

When Attorney Reich met with the Defendant in offices in Stamford in 
August it was apparent to this Pro Se that Attorney Reich did not 
understand that the children's trust accounts had been moved overseas to 
preserve assets in their trust accounts. 

Attorney Reich was requested in August to investigate this matter involving 
the children's trust accounts for which Suzanne Sullivan was custodian. 

"\ 

Attorney Reich refused to investigate the illegal moving of accounts of the 
children to avoid paying lawful taxes in the United States. 

Attorney Reich therefore in this complaint is being alleged to have 
participated in the cover-up of a crime starting in August 2009 and 
continuing up to the present. 



004527 

Attorney Reich, after the evidence of wrongdoing was introduced in court 
hearings as evidence on September 16, 24 and 30 in hearings presided by 
Judge Stanley Novack , in late September 2009 and again after returning 
from vacation in late October 2009, refused to review the evidence 
presented in court of these criminal allegations concerning tax fraud. 

All of this is captured in em ails to Attorney Reich which commenced in 
great urgency and ignored by Attorney Reich. On October 30, 2009, 
Attorney Reich was notified that she had been reported to the 
Whistleblower Office in Washington for her role in hiding the tax avoidance 
in moving inheritance assets overseas to avoid discovery and the lawful 
payment of taxes ·on J&J shares. 

Even more grievous was Attorney Reich's misrepresentations in court of 
her client's desires to continue with the existing legal and physical custody 

- arrangements in place benefitting the children's best interests. 
' 
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When Attorney Reich met with the children to discuss their preferences 
concerning the parenting plan in September 2009, both children indicated 
to her that they wanted to preserve the existing custody plan. 

At no point in time, in ~ny court session, has Attorney Reich ever 
communicated to the court that the children wanted to keep the parenting 
plan in place-without modification. 

Furthermore, Attorney Reich refused to investigate the third party alienation 
which was being conducted by the father of the Plaintiff, Jack Sullivan. 

Tim Nowacki started to act rather bizarrely with his f«;lther. After observing 
the change of behavior, Tim admitted that his grandfather said that Tim's 
father was trying to get everyone in the family thrown in jail. 

When the Defendant found out about this third party alienation, Attorney 
Reich was contacted and asked to investigate this third party alienation. 

Attorney Reich refused to investigate this request about third party 
alienation. The parenting plan and the Separation agreement which was 
signed by both parents addresses the subject of parental alienation. 
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In each and every request made by the Defendant to investigate either 
criminal behavior by the Plaintiff and to investigate the attempts of Tim's 
grandfather to alienate Tim against his father, Attorney Reich said that she 
was not required to do anything which I requested her to do. 

Yet, Attorney Reich's billing records indicate an open access for Attorney 
Collins to speak with Attorney Reich on legal strategies all the time. 
Attorney Reich was not a neutral party to the proceedings in and out of 
court and it became apparent to this parent that Attorney Reich was out to 
increase her fee income at the expense of the best interests of the children. 

Attorney Reich refused to look at all evidence which was marked as 
evidence. Attorney Reich refused to speak to Tim about the conversations 
with his grandfather. 

When Attorney Reich appeared in court on November 2 and November 3, 
Attorney Reich had been notified that she had been reported to the IRS 
under the Whistleblower laws established in 2006, which allowed citizens to 
report allegations of tax fraud to the government for investigation. 

In the hearings on November 2 and November 3, it was apparent that 
Attorney Reich had spoken to Attorney Collins about the reporting of 
Attorney Collins for non-compliance with the Rules of Professional Conduct 
inasmuch as Attorney Collins was hiding the evidence of tax avoidance and 
tax fraud. 

On July 2, 2009, Attorney Collins was cited in a contempt motion (Motion 
211) for the failure to comply with the court orders to produce production 
without a confidentiality agreement which Attorney Collins was attempting 
to get the Defendant to sign. 

On October 13, 2009, Motion 217 after Judge Michael Shay refused to hear 
Motion 211. Judge Shay indicated that the Defendant had to resubmit the 
Motion and take it to Judge Robert Malone who had made a decision on 
August .13 to issue a Protective Order on the production issued by Judge 
Shay. 
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Motion 217 addressed the subject of the non-declaration of the foreign 
dividend income and the failure to disclose that income as well as the asset 
producing the foreign dividend income which was listed on Form 1116 of 
the Plaintiff's tax returns. The tax returns of 2006, 2007 and 2008 are all in 
ID exhibit status in the court record and the appropriate pages of the tax 
return will be submitted to the Grievance Panel as evidence that all of the 
financial affidavits filed since October 2008 were fraudulent documents. 

Attorney Reich refused to join the Defendant at the clerk's office to review 
evidence of filing fraudulent financial affidavits in advance of the hearings 
on November 2 and November 3. 

Attorney Collins grievance with the Statewide Grievance Committee was 
filed on October 21 and assigned to the Stamford/Norwalk grievance panel. 

Judge Schofield was noticed of her Judicial misconduct grievance on 
November 20, 2009 by certified mail from Executive Director of the JRC, 
Peter Clark. 

The retaliations by Judge Schofield and the two attorneys commenced 
almost immediately after the grievances were filed. 

Attorney Reich had already joined forces with Attorney Collins by 
November 2 and in doing so engaged in conduct which compromised her 
client's best interests by refusing to inspect the evidence of tax avoidance 
in the Plaintiff's tax returns and the children's custodial accounts. Suzanne 
Sullivan, the Plaintiff is the custodian on these accounts being held in the 
SRI group. 

Attorney Reich refused to inspect the bank statements of the Plaintiff which 
showed no demonstration that taxes had been paid on the sale of 
securities in the children's accounts since 2006 when the children's 
accounts were moved into the SRI group. 

The tax returns of Suzanne Sullivan and David Barrington (they were 
;e married in August 2006) do not list dividend income from the assets that 
~ they held in the SRI group on the dividend income statements of their joint 

tax returns for 2006, 2007 and 2008. 
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Even if her client's money was involved in a tax avoidance scheme, 
Attorney Reich refused to ask for the tax returns for her clients when she 
was requested to do so. If the activity was criminal, Attorney Reich would 
not investigate any matter involving the Plaintiff or Attorney Reich's client's 
accounts at Neuberger and se·rman. 

In the hearing held on November 3, the transcript showed that Attorney 
Reich did not mention the best interests of the children, but spend 
significant time on the record dealing with her potential legal liability for 
having been reported to the IRS for Attorney Reich's role in hiding the 
assets of the children's custodial account in a foreign country to avoid 
paying lawful taxes in the United States. 

Attorney Reich was asked to find out if some other person was paying the 
taxes on the children's trust accounts. Attorney Reich refused every 
request made of the Defendant. 

Instead, on November 3, Attorney Reich focused qn the appointment of a 
psychological evaluation of both parents. Attorney Reich made no 
reference to the preferences of the children to not make a change in 
custody in the hearings on November 2 and 3. Attorney Reich appeared to 
be on a course of action to participate in the deconstruction of the parenting 
plan which was serving the best interests of the children. 

Attorney Reich not only failed her clients expressed consent to pursue the 
preservation .of the existing shared legal and physical custody 
arrangements, but also failed in her duties to uphold the Rules of 
Professional Conduct in the manner in which she conducted her role. 

Attorney Reich was not appointed as a Guardian of the Children. She was 
appointed as the legal representative of the children and was obliged to 
maintain a position of neutrality on any dispute with the parent. The 
Weinstein and Weinstein decision indicated very clearly that Attorney Reich 
was no make no Motions for Order and to not resolve any dispute between ;e the two parents. 
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Attorney Reich refused to consider her client's state preferences in court 
and instead embarked on a campaign to raise her fees by supporting the 
Plaintiff's motions in virtually every court hearing in which she participated. 

The lack of neutrality of Attorn~y Reich was clear from the first hearing and 
meeting with the Defendant. Attorney Reich lacked the competence to 
review a tax return. Attorney Reich was well aware that if she promoted 
conflict, her fee income would increase. 

Attorney Reich suggested in a series of emails with the Defendant that this 
father had no right to ask her client's about the meetings held with Attorney 
Reich to verify that the children had requested that she represent in court 
that the children wanted no change in the current parenting plan. 

Attorney Reich lied to the court in her representations on numerous 
occasions. Attorney Reich lied to the Defendant on numerous occasions 
and repeatedly got caught on emails playing the foil for Attorney Collins . 

The notice of Attorney Collins, case being assigned to the 
Stamford/Norwalk Grievance Panel and Attorney Eugene Riccio was 
appointed to be the legal counsel for the Grievance Panel. 
Communications were to be held only with Attorney Riccio. 

The topic of the Grievance filed against Attorney Collins became a cause 
celebre in court. 

When Judge Marylouise Schofield, Judge Malone and Judge Shay were 
cited on November 10 in a letter to the Judicial Review Council for the 
hiding of the evidence of tax fraud in their refusal to hear Motion 217, the 
battle lines were firmly drawn that this citizen was determined to expose the 
insider trading that goes on in family court in Stamford. 

Judge Schofield began to interject herself in hearings where she had no 
prior involvement. 

During the month of November, Attorney Reich and the Defendant 
exchanged a number of very antagonistic emails regarding her failure to 
represent the best interests of the children. It was obvious that Attorney 
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Reich was interested in elevating her fee income and would be willing to 
sacrifice her client's interests to accomplish her goal. 

Attorney Reich knew by commissioning a psychological evaluation of the 
parents that it would increase her fee income by prolonging the processes. 

The Defendant objected to the misrepresentations made by Attorney Reich 
on November 2, 3, 23 made in court. Misrepresentations were that the 
Defendant was using the IRS to intimidate Attorney Reich. 

For instance, Attorney Reich was informed after the fact about being 
reported to the IRS for her role in the hiding of tax fraud in the children's 
accounts. The Defendant was justifiably upset that the AMC would have 
extensive conversations with Attorney Collins and then act in concert with 
him and fail to return phone calls of the Defendant which requested e Attorney Reich investigate illegal conduct by the Plaintiff .. 

On November 23, 2010, Attorney Collins suggested the grievances which 
were filed against the judges and Attorney Collins were done to try and 
construct a scenario where only Judge Novack could hear motions in 
Stamford. 

The reason why the grievan_ces were filed was because of unethical 
conduct which was being observed in and out of court by Attorney Collins, 
Attorney Reich and the judges in the case who were involved in the 
sequestering of evidence of foreign assets not declared in the financial 
affidavits filed by the Plaintiff and her Attorneys. 

Filing a perjured financial affidavit is illegal and violates the Rules of 
Professional Conduct. 

The Defendant filed an appeal on the appointment of Dr. Robson. Attorney 
Reich took umbrage to that appeal being filed. 

,e The De~endant objected to the appointment of Dr. Robson. Defendant 
1 asserted in court that the Defendant wanted his sessions with the 

psychologist taped-in the same way that a deposition would record the 
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sessions with Dr. Robson that would then provide a benchmarking tool for 
a cross examination of the expert witness. 

Attorney Reich then misreported to the court that I wanted all sessions to 
be taped in statements made to the court in a Ex Parte Motion for Order to 
change custody which Attorney Reich filed on December 2. 

On December 2, 2010, the lack of ethical conduct of Attorney Reich was 
demonstrated clearly. 

First, Attorney Reich worked in concert with Attorney Kevin Collins and 
Judge Marylouise Schofield to pull off a "custody coup" on December 2, 
2010, against the will of her own clients. 

On the morning of December 2 came to court with an Ex Parte Motion for 
Order to a custody change which violated the boundaries of the role of an 
AMC. The Appellate Court r,uling in Weinstein vs. Weinstein defined the 
following in its ruling: 

Despite multiple appeals made by the Defendant to the AMC, Attorney 
Reich refused to appoint a GAL to represent the children's best interests in 
the event Attorney Reich's position on a custody change differed from that 
of her clients. 

Connecticut State Law clearly defined that Attorney Reich's responsibilities 
to g9 to the court to file a motion for an appointment of a GAL. Not only did 
Attorney Reich refuse to appoint a GAL, but she shouted down in email the 
Defendant's right to confirm with her clients their informed consent about a 
custody change. 

Not only did Attorney Reich proceed in and out of court without consulting 
' . 

her clients when she took positions directly opposite of her minor children 
responsibilities, she also then misrepresented her client's positions in court. 

Kerry Nowacki and Tim Nowacki's positions have NEVER been stated in 
court by their court appointed Attorney. The positions represented to ·e change legal and physical custody via an Ex Parte Motion for Order filed on 

,1 
I 
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December 2, 2010 was a position diametrically opposite of what was in the 
best interests of the children. 

On December 2, 2010, Attorney Reich circumvented the proper court 
procedures for filing this Ex Parte Motion for Order. Attorney Reich did not 
submit such documents through the court clerk's office. The paperwork 
was never time stamped into the court clerk's office. The proper 
procedures are continually violated by lawyers, but the orchestration of this 
custody coup involved the judge in the case as well. 

The Ex Parte Motion for Order filed by Attorney Reich had the input of 
Attorney Kevin Collins as well. The construction of the Motion for Order 
included an acknowledgement that the Plaintiff, Suzanne Sullivan, was 
ready, willing and able to accept the full legal and physical custody 
assignment. 

• The transcript of the hearing on the morning of December 2 in the 
i courtroom of Judge Taggart· Adams indicated the dishonesty of Attorney 
! Reich when she said she had no reason to be in attendance at the financial 

hearing being conducted in the courtroom of Judge Taggart Adams. 
Attorney Reich asked to be excused from the courtroom and then went to 
Judge Schofield's chambers to file an Ex Parte Motion for Order with her. 

The sworn affidavit filed by Attorney Reich contained 37 errors which were 
identified to Attorney Reich. Attorney Reich refused to correct those errors 
and in doing so, Attorney Reich violated the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

The constant errors of Attorney Reich, the intentional effort to mislead the 
judges, and the pernicious abuse of the Rules of Professional Conduct 
resulted in a Legal Malpractice lawsuit which was filed on December 1.4, 
2009 against Attorney Reich and her law firm. 

Attorney Reich retaliated again by setting up an arrest of the Defendant in 
regards to a series of emails which referenced a series of emails where 

~- Attorney Reich was challenged by the Defendant for her duplicitous 
1 conduct both in and out of court. 
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In fact, Attorney Reich was not appointed as a legal guardian of Tim and 
Kerry Nowacki. She was appointed as a legal representative. 

As the children's representative, her role was to protect the legal interests 
of the children and to represent the children's expressed desire to preserve 
the existing parenting plans. 

According to the Practice Book Rules, Attorney Reich had a legal 
responsibility for correcting the errors in her sworn affidavit. Once she 
accomplished her goal of achieving a custody coup she refused to honor 
the Attorney's Oath and correct her mistakes. Such violations constitute 
perjury. 

The conduct of Attorney Reich is nothing less than a despicable example of 
how lawyers use the system of justice to create injustice. To misrepresent 
children in court, take money from a parent that could have been.better 
used for their educations, and to create the kind of conflict Attorney Reich 
did to destroy the working relationship between this father and his children 
is simply a grievous misuse of the AMC appointment. 

Attorney Reich created a structure for parenting time in the filing of her Ex 
Parte Motion for Order filed on December 2, which would have resulted in 
this parent to have had to hire a court appointed supervisor and pay that 
person to spend time with their father. 

Not only did the children reject that proposition, they did so with conviction. 
The children refused to participate in court monitored parenting time with a 
complete stranger. Their father refused to be humiliated by Attorney Reich 
or the court system. 

The nightly phone call with my children is taped. Attorney Reich actually 
has reviewed 4-Q hours of these taped conversations. Attorney Reich 
represents the very essence of a practitioner who puts her own financial 
interests ahead of those of her clients and has operated with "malice" and 
her own financial "best interests" at the expense of the educational funding 
of her two client's educational aspirations. 
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Attorney Reich filed a bizarre complaint with the Stamford Police 
Department as it related to threats and intimidation to her professional 
career. The emails exchanged with Attorney Reich were a reaction to the 
duplicitous manner she has conducted herself in this family case and in her 
role as the AMC. · 

Attorney Reich ha~ eviscerated the Rules of Professional Conduct in the 
manner she has conducted herself in this case and must be held 
accountable in a hearing of probable cause of legal misconduct and be 
removed from any further appointments as an Attorney for M·inor Children. 

Please refer to the· June 9 letter to Attorney Leonard Boyle which details 
the criminal allegations for misconduct for the failures of our judicial and 
legal systems for their appropriate contributions to legal and judicial 
misconduct. 

All of the participants in this case of insider trad_ing have been noticed for 
their contributions to the illegalities which have been perpetrated by 
lawyers covering for lawyers in the Grievance Committee processes and 
Judges covering for lawyers in making rulings which have eviscerated the 
Attorney's Oath and the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

As Sir Walter Scott scribed with quill in 1808 in his epic poem Marmion: 

"Oh what a tangled web we weave, when first we practice to deceive." 

Will the Grievance Committee have the courage to act on evidence of 
misrepresentation of children's unspoken voice in court proceedings by a 
lawyer who was more interested in her fee income than the protection of 
the truth? 

The gauntlet has been thrown and the penalty flag for roughing has been 
thrown onto your legal field of play. What is the penalty? Only a public 
hearing for probable cause will validate the authenticity of these claims. 

I am asking the Grievance Committee to assign this to a panel which will 
allow me to meet in person to insure the evidence is properly evaluated. 
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Respectfully Submitted, 

Michael Nowacki 

319 Lost District Drive 

New Canaan, Ct. 06840 

(203) 273-4296 (cell) 

(203) 966-6474 (home and fax) 

.e 
' 



e 
I BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 

ONe CoRPORAre DRIVI! 
SHELTON, CONNEcnCUT 06484-6275 

TELEPHONE 203.925.8100 
FAX 203.925.8101 

004538 

ARNow J. BAI (1931-1992) OF CoUNSEL 

PAUL E. PoLLOCK 
JEFFREY A. BLUBWEISS 
GARIE J. MULCAHEY • 
RAYMoND 1. PLOUFFE, JR. 
MICHAEL S. LYNCH 
GAILBI!N A. KAUFMAN 
JOHN P. MAIBwsKi 

CHARLEs W. FLEisCHMANN 
VERONICA E. REICH 
RoDD J. MANri!LL 

LINDA D. D'ALBIS 
THoMAS M. MCKEoN 
PAUL M. SHEARER 
SANDY T. RoUSSAS • 

SARAH J. GRABOWSKI • LEwis S. LERMAN 

'-...... 

~'--

,_ 

Mrs. Suzanne Sullivan 
183 Brushy Ridge Road 
New Cannan, CT 06840 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
310 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840 

RE: Nowacki v. Nowacki 
Attorney £or the minor 
File No: 43.090362 

Dear Mrs. Sullivan and Mr. 

0 ~ ADMmED !If NEW YoRK 

July 20, 2009 
6 ALSO ADMmED !If RHoDE IsLAND 

children 

Nowacki: 

As you know, I have been appointed by the court as the 
attorney for your minor children. I also note that Mr. 
Nowacki has filed a motion to re::1rgue the motion relating 
to that order. I enclosed herein a copy of my appearance 
and a copy of motion for order. I do not intend to devote 
an enormous amount of time until a retainer is paid. 

Upon receipt of this letter, please call my office so that 
we can set up appointments, for a time after the hearing on 
my motion, and I can plan to speak with you individually, 
at my office. Thereafter, I look forward to meeting your 
children. 

When you each come to my office, please bring those 
pleadings, court orders or other documentation that you 
consider to be pertinent or relevant. 
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Page Two 
July 20, 2009 

I look to working with you. Thanking you I am 

Very truly yours, 

VER/lc 
Enc. 

BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C . 

Cc: K. F. Collins, Esquire 
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BAJ, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

One Corporate Drive 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925.8100 
Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, ~chae1 

INTERIM BILLING: 7/20/09 - 7/31/09 

07/20/2009 VER Opening of file; filing appearance and motion for 
order re: payment of fee; correspondence to parties 

07/26/2009 VER Review of emails 

0· /2~09 VER Preparation for court; review of file and judgment '..__ 

09/04/2009 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

FEE PAYMENT - from retainer 

BALANCE DUE 

$11,777.50 balance o~ retainer 

HOURS HOURLY RA'l'E 
1. 70 $425.00 

Page: 1 
September 4, 2009 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No. : 1 

HOURS 

0.40 170.00 

0.50 212.50 

0.80 340.00 

\1,70 722.50 

'l'OTAL 
$722.50 

722.50 

-722.50 

$0.00 



• 

' 

-I 

004541 

/ BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C . 

-..___ 

Hr. ~lichael Nm•acki 
319 Lost Distric~ Drive 
Net-r Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowacki, suzanne v . Nowacki. , Mi.chael 

INTERIM BILLING: 7/31/09 - 8/31/09 

Preparation for short calendar; attendance at 
Superior Court, Stamford re: short calendar; 
conferences with Michael Nowacki and Suzanne 
Sullivan; memo to file; preparation of 
authorizations; correspondence to parties 

Meeting with Suzanne Sullivan; review of order re: 
psychological evaluation; telephone calls to (3) 
evaluators; telephone conference with Michael 
Nmracki; reviet> of emails; revie\'t of documents 
provided by Suzanne Sullivan 

VER Revie\'1 of motions filed 

08/10/2009 VER Email exchange re: travel with children 

08/11/2009 VER 1:'-ieeting \•lith Hichael Nmvacki; raview of notebook 
provided 

08/20/2009 VER Email exchange with SuzaP~e Sullivan; re~iew of 
order of protection, Malone, J. 

10/01/2009 --

FOR CURRENT SE~VICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

FEE PAYMENT - from retainer 

BALANCE DUE 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
11.50 $425.00 

Page: 1 
Octoher i, 2009 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 2 

HOURS 

5.80 2,465.00 

3.00 1,275.0,0 

1. 50 637.50 

0.50 212.50 

11.50 4,887.50 

TOTAL 
$4,887.50 

4,887.50 

-4,887.50 

$0.00 
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BAI, POLLOCK~ BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C, 

' \~. 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nbwacki-
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INT&RIM BILLING: 8/31/09 - 9/30/09 

09/03/2009 VER Telephone conference with Attorney Collins; review 
of all recent email exchanges 

O?.LQ9/2009 VER Meeting \-Tith Kerry and Tim Nowacki in New Canaan at 
mother's home; meeting with Hailey McMullin 

VER Review of file and all outstanding issues; telephone 
conference with Katie Brown; email to Kerry and Tim 
Nowacki 

09/11/2009 VER Telephone conference with Attorney Collins 

09/14/2009 VER Meet~ng with Tim and Kelly Nowacki in New Canaan at 
father's home; meeting with Michael Nowacki; review 
of references; memo to file 

09/16/2009 V~R Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re hear1ng 

09/30/2009 VER Review of outstanding motions; reclaiming motion 
for order 

11/02/2009 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

TOTAL CORRENT WORK 

FEE PAYMENT - from retainer 

BALANCE DUE 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
~ $425.00 

Page: 1 
October ~0, 2009 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Stat:ement No. : 3 

HOURS 

1. 20 510.00 

1. 50 637.50 

2.00 850.00 

0.40 170.00 

2. 20 935~':_" ,o 

o . 8 o 3 4 o· . ., oJ .-

0.?.0 85,00 

8.30 3,527.50 

TOTAL 
$3,527.50 

3,527.50 

-3,527.50 

$0.00 

' 
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$3362.50 balance on retainer 
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Page: 2 
October 30, 2009 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 3 



• 
004544 

BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C . 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, ~chael 

INTERIM BILLING: 9/30/09 - 10/31/09 

10/19/2009 VER Email from/to A~torney Collins; telephone conference 
with Suzanne Sullivan 

10/22/2009 VER Email to/from Michael Nowacki ; telephone conference 
with Suzanne Sullivan re: rescheduling of 
appointment; telephone conference with Tim Nowacki 

10/25/2009 VER Meeting with children at Suzanne Sullivan's home 

10/26/2009 VER Email to/from Attorney Collins; email to/from 
Michael Nowacki; email to/from Suzanne Sullivan; 
attendance at Superior Court, Stamford re: 
scheduling 

l0/21!2009 VER Ema1l from/to Michael Nowackl; ema1l from/to 
Attorney Collins; review of October 2009 emails 

VER Review of transcript re: deposition of Ruth Harmon; 
memorandum to file; memorandum to file re: meeting 
with children; correspondence to Michael Nowacki 

10/28/2009 VER Review of additional emails; review of defendant's 
motion for fees 

J0/30//009 VER Email to/from Tim Nowacki; email to/from paren~s; 
email to/from Attorney Collins; picking up documents 
from Federal Express office in Stamford; review of 
documents provided 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veron1ca E. Reich 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
7.40 $425.00 

Page: 1 
November 16, 2009 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 4 

HOURS· 

0.50 212.50 

0.70 297.50 

1. 00 425.00 

1. 00 425.00 

1. 80 765.00 

0.90 382.50 

0.50 212.50 

1. 00 425.00 

7.40 3,145.00 

TOTAL 
$3,145.00 
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11/16/2009 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

FEE PAYMENT - from retainer 

BALANCE DUE 

$217.50 balance on reta1ner 

004545 

Page: 2 
November 16, 2009 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 

3,145.00 

-3,145.00 

$0.00 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

One Corporate Drive 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki 1 Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 10/31/09 - 11/30/09 

11/02/2009 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re shor~ 
calendar; email to/from Attorney Collins; telephone 
conference with Attorney Nusbaum; telephone 
conference tvi th Attorney Collins 

l~.J/2009 VER A~tendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re hearing 
on psychological evaluation {Schofield J,) email 
to/from Michael Nowacki 

VER Correspondence to Dr. Kenneth Robson; ordering 
transcript of hearing 

11/09/2009 VER Telephone conference with Dr. Robson; emails to/from 
parties and counsel 

11/11/2009 VER Erna1l to/from Suzanne Sull1van; telephone 
conference with Katie Waters 

11/16/2009 VER Email to/from Tim Nowacki; email to parents; email 
to counsel 

11/19/2009 VER Email to/from Michael Nowacki and Attorney Collins; 
review of disclosure request; reveiw of Darien T1mes 
newspaper article 

11/20/2009 VER Email to/from Attorney Collins; email to/from 
Michael Nowacki 

11/23/2009 VER Emails to/from Michael Nowacki; email to/from 
Attorney Collins; attendance at Superior Court 1 

Stamford (Schofield 1 J.) memorandum to file; 
drafting and filing motion for fees; drafting rootion 
for order 

11/24/2009 VER Review of appeal filing and additional motions 

Page: 1 
December 24, 2009 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No. : 5 

HOURS 

1.30 552.50 

2.30 977. so 

0.40 170.00 

0. 40 170.00 

0.70 297.50 

0.50 212.50 

0.80 340.00 

0.80 340.00 

2.50 1,062.50 

0.80 340.00 
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Page: 2 
December 24, 2009 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 5 

,_ 

11/25/2009 VER Telephone conferences with counsel and court; email 
from Michael Nowacki; email to/from Suzanne 
Sullivan; review of file 

11/27/2009 VER Telephone conferences with clerk; emails to/from 
counsel and parties; drafting motion; preparation 
for court 

11/30/2009 VER Telephone conference with Dr. Cohen; emails to/from 
parties and counsel; drafting pleadings; review of 
emails as exhibits 

11/10/2009 

·~ 

12/24/2009 
12/24/2009 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
15.50 $425.00 

Pipina Plakopitas, Court Reporter - re transcript of 
proceeding, 11/3/09 
TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

FEE PAYMENT - from retainer 
COST REIMBURSEMENT 

TOTAL PAYMENTS 

BALANCE DOE 

$10,140.95 balance on retainer 

HOURS 

2.00 850.00 

1.30 552.50 

1. 70 722.50 
15.50 6,587.50 

TOTAL 
$6,587.50 

19.05 

19.05 

6,606.55 

-6,587.50 
-19.05 

-6,606.55 

$0.00 
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DOCKET NO: FA-04-0201276S SUPERIOR COURT 

SUZANNE NOWACKI J.D. OF NORWALK/STAMFORD 

V. AT STAMFORD 

~ 
0 

MICHAEL NOWACKI DECEMBER 14, 2009 
d 
z 
<f) 

a: 
:::> ...., POST JUDGMENT 

0 
0 

~ 
AFFIDAVIT OF ATTORNEY'S FEES 

cJN 
A:~ 

e i';i~ 
~: 
..... 

~~ 
cilo 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT) 
SS: Shelton 

~t; COUNTY OF FAIRFIELD ) 

L =>z 
iilz 
~0 
g~ 
:I~ 
~~ _,::r 

I the undersigned Attorney for the minor children, being 

duly sworn, deposes and state as follows: 
c(<n 
a:l 

~ 
1. I am over the age of 18 years and believe in the 

0: 
0 

~ obligation of an oath. 
0: 
0 
D.. 
0: 
0 
u 2. I am the Attorney on behalf of minor children 
w 
z 
0 

of the parties, appointed in July of 2009. 

3. I have been practicing law for (30) years, and 

virtually all of my practice is devoted to family litigation. I 

am a member of the American Bar Association, the Connecticut Bar 

Association, the Greater Bridgeport Bar Association and the 

Fairfield County Bar Association. 
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---

4. I maintain daily time records in increments of 10 

units per hour. 

~ 
5. My regular billing rate is $425.00 per hour. 

0 
0 
z 

6. With reference to my Post Judgment Motion for payment, 
C/) 

cc 
:::> ..., #225.00 dated November 30, 2009, I hereby represent that 

0 
0 
a; {44.40) pours of my professional time, has been spent, from 
,J, 

c.iN 
a:~ 

I >!'"' 

• w~ x-
~. 
..... 

i . ~~ 
ci:lo 

July 20, 2009 through November 30, 2009, exclusive of any final 

hearing . 

la~ 
v 
~ 

3'2--
IIIZ 

7. The current bill with for fees is in the amount of 

:.!0 
gU. 
:l~ OS 
o..w 
•X C(CI) 

$18,870.00 representing fees and $159.25 for costs. 

8. Total amount paid to date by Suzanne Sullivan is 
Ill 

w 
> 

$6,250.00. 
oc 
0 

~ 9. Total amount paid 
0: 

to date by Michael Nowacki is 
0 
D. 
0: 
0 
u $6,250.00. 
w z 
0 

10. Total amount due and owing is $6,529.25 through 

November 30, 2009. 

11. An itemized bill is attached hereto. 
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~ a: 
0 

~ 
0 
"a: 
0 
u 
w 
z 
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VERONICA E. REICH 
Attorney for the minor children 

Signer and ·sealer of the foregoing, and sworn before me this 
lOth day of December,2009 to be her free act and deed. 

Linda Cino, Notary Public 
My commission expires: 4/30/2012 

·e- -·---- ---------- -- ---
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P .C. 

,_ 

Attorneys and Couns'elors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

4lt 12/01/2009 VER 

.__ 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, ~uchael 

INTERIM BILLING: 12/1/09 - 12/31/09 

Drafting and filing of motion, affidayit and order; 
preparation of exhibits; review of all motions and 
scheduling; preparation for court ; drafting and 

· filing motion re: psychological evaluation; 
correspondence to Dr. Kenneth Robson 

12/02/2009 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re 
ex-parte motion (Adams J. and Schofield, J.); 
conference with clerk; telephone call to state 
marshal re: service; email to/from Michael Nowacki; 
ema~l to/from Suzanne Sullivan; email to/from· 
Attorney Collins; email to/from K. Waters; 
memorandum to file 

1~/03/2009 VER Email to/from Michael Nowacki; email to/from 
Attorney Collins; telephone confe!'ence with K. 
Waters 

12/04/2009 VER Email to/from Kerry Nowacki;email to/from Tim 
Nowacki; email to/from Suzanne Sullivan; email 
to/from Michael Nowacki; ema~l to/from Attorney 
Collins; telephone conferences with Suzanne Nowacki 

12/07/2009 VER 

12/08/2009 VER 

.19/2009 VER 

' . ...._ 

Re-drafting and fil1ng second ex-parte motion, 
affidavit and order; emails to/from parties; emails 
to/from Kerry and Tim Nowacki 

Email to/from Michael Nowacki; telephone conference 
with Attorney Collins; review of motion to dismiss 
appeal 

Attendance at Superior Court -Stamford - re ex-parte 
motion; telephone conferences with Attorney Collins; 
telephone conference with Officer Somoty; email from 
Michael Nowacki; telephone conference with Dr. 

Page: 1 
January 27, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 6 

HOURS 

3.00 1,275.00 

6.00 2,550.00 

0.80 340.00 

2.60 1,105.00 

2.00 8-50.00 

0.70 297.50 
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Page: 2 
January 27, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 6 

.,_ 

Kenneth Robson 

12/10/2009 VER Telephone conferences with Dr. Kenneth Robson, Dr. 
Joseph Cohen and Attorney Kevin Collins; email 
to/from Michael Nowacki and Suzanne Sullivan; review 
of let~ers written by Michael Nowacki; drafting 
motion for order 

12/11/2009 VER Preparation for short calendar; emails to/from 
counsel and both parties 

12/14/2009 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford (no charge 
per Schofield J.); emails to/from Michael Nowacki 
and Suzanne Sullivan; telephone conference with 
Suzanne Sullivan 

12/16/2009 VER Emails to/from Michael Nowacki, Suzanne Sullivan and 
Attorney Collins; review of complaint re: church; 
email to Dr. Kenneth Robson and K. Waters; revie.,.1 of 
second ex-parte motion to refile; telephone 
conference with Attorney Collins and K. Waters 

VER Emails with parties and counsel re: Christmas 
visitation 

12/17/2009 VER Telephone conference \-lith Dr. Robson 

12/18/2009 VER Telephone conference with Dr. Robson; telephone 
conference with A. McDonald; email to/from Attorney 
Collins; email to/from Suzanne Sullivan; email 
to/from Michael Nowacki re: Christmas visitation 

12/21/2009 VER Review of hand.,.;ritten correspondence and reclaim of 
(#217.00 pleading) from Michael Nowacki; email to 
Michael Nowacki re: request for copy of pleading 

VER Re-draft motion for order 

12/22/2009 VER Review of emails from Suzanne Sullivan; review of 
ernails from K. Waters; telephone conference with Dr. 
Robson re: psychological testing 

VER Telephone conference with Michael Nowacki 

12/23/2009 VER Telephone conference with Michael Nowacki 

1Zi24/2009 VER Email to/from Michael Nowacki; email to/from Suzanne 
Sullivan re: Christmas visitation 

~~ 28/2009 VER Review of Appeal fillng re: ex-parte order; email 
to/from Michael Nowacki; email to/from Suzanne 
Sullivan re: visitation with children; research re: 
deposition of minors; telephone conference with 
Michael Nowacki; telephone conference with Attorney 

HOURS 
2.30 

2.00 

1. 50 

0.50 

2.80 

0.60 

0.40 

2.20 

0.30 

0.20 

0.50 

0.50 

0.70 

0.30 

977.50 

850.00 

637.50 

212.50 

1,190.00 

255.00 

170.00 

935.00 

127.50 

85.00 

212.50 

212.50 

297.50 

127.50 
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Page: 3 
January 27, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 6 

Collins' office 

LDD Research re procedures for subpoenas as to minor 
children 

LDD Conference with Attorney Reich re motion for 
protective order 

12/29/2009 VER Telephone call to Dr. Robsori; email to/from Attorney 
Wilson 

12/30/2009 VER Telephone conference with Michael Nowacki; email 
to/from Michael Nowacki re: visitation with 
children; memorandum to file 

12/31/2009 VER Telephone conferences with Michael Nowacki; email 
to/from Michael Nowacki; email to/from Attorney 
Collins 

..__ 

01/27/2010 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
·r lMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
Linda D. D'Albis 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

FEE PAYMENT - from retainer 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
34.60 $425.00 

1.80 275.00 

HOURS 
1. 80 765.00 

1. 50 412.50 

0.30 8?.50 

0.20 85.00 

2.30 977.50 

0.40 170.00 

36.40 15,200.00 

TOTAL 
$14,705.00 

495.00 

15,200.00 

-10,140.95 

$5,059.05 

l 
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BAI~ POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAJ!EY, P.C. 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connect1cut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8 I 00 

Fax 203 925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowack~, ~chael 

INTERIM BILLING: 1/1/10 - 1/31/10 

01/03/2010 VEl\ Email to/from Kerry Nowacki; email to/from Michael 
Nowacki; email to/from Suzanne Sullivan; email 
to/from Attorney Collins; email to/from K. Waters; 
telephone conference with Sargent Ferris of New York 
City Police Departrnen~; telephone conference with 
Suzanne Sullivan; telephone messages from Michael 
Nowacki; memorandum to file ·-

01/04/2010 VER Telephone conference with K. Waters; email to/from 
Michael Nm-;acki; email to/from Amy Wilson; email 
to/from Suzanne Sullivan; review of fax from Dr. 
Stoll; review of notices from Appellate Court re: 
(2) pending appeals; email to Dr. Robson 

01/05/2010 VER Email to/from counsel and parties; email to/from Dr. 
Robson; ema~l to/from clerk of the court re: 
scheduling 

VER Emails to/from Attorney Collins; email to/from Dr. 
Robson; email to/from Michael Nowacki; telephone 
message from M1chael Nowacki 

VER Telephone conference with K. Encinas; email to/from 
K. Encinas and Suzanne Sullivan re: supervised 
visitation 

01/06/2010 VER Email to/from Michael Nat·lacki; email to/:rom Suzanne 
Sullivan; email ~a/from Kerry Nowacki 

01/07/2010 VER Telephone conference to Dr. Robson; ema~l to/from 
.M~chael Nowacki;email to/from Suzanne Sullivan 

3/2010 VER Telephone conferences with Dr. Robson; telephone 
·,- conference with A~torney Collins; review of ema1ls 

to Kerry Nowacki; email from J. Diamond, clerk of 

Page: . 1 
February 11, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 7 

HOURS 

3.30 1,402.50 

1. 30 552.50 

0.50 212.50 

0.70 297.'i0 

0.80 340.00 

1.10 4 67 . 5{) 

1. 00 425.00 
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Page: 2 
February 11, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 7 

Stamford Superior Court re: scheduling; email 
to/from Suzanne Sullivan 

01/10/2010 VER Review of motion for stay; emails of 1/8/10 -
1/10/10 to/from Suzanne ~ullivan, Attorney Collins, 
M~chael Nowacki and Mr. Diamond 

01/11/2010 VER Telephone conf€rence with Dr. Robson; email to/from 
Attorney Collins 

01/12/2010 VER Review of evaluation report from Dr. Robson 

01/14/2010 VER Review of email from K. Encinas; review of email 
and appeal motion from Michael Nowacki 

01/15/2010 VER Telephone conference with Michael Nowacki; email to 
K. Encinas; email from Suzanne Sullivan; 

VER Preparation fdr conference on 1/18/10; review of 
reports 

0' ·~.8/2010 VER 

01/19/2010 VER 

01/20/2010 VER 

01/21/2010 VER 

Meeting with Dr. Robson; preparation of testimony 
and review of curriculum vitae 

Review of diagnostic and custody information from 
Dr. Robson; email to Suzanne Sullivan 

Email to/fro~ Michael Nowacki 

Preparation for hearing 

01/22/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re hearing 
(Schofield J.); conference with Dr. Robson; 
conference with Attorney Collins; memorandum to file 

01/25/2010 VER Email to/from Michael Nowacki re deposition of Dr. 
Robson; email to Dr. Robson 

01/26/2010 VER Research of law re deposition of attorney for minor 
children/victi~ ~n criminal case; telephone 
conference with Michael Nowacki; telephone 
conference with Dr. Robson; 

01/28/2010 VER Email to/from Michael Nowack~ 

01/29/2010 VER Ema~l to/from Michael Nowacki; ema~l to/from Dr. 
Cohen; email to/from Suzanne Sullivan; review of 
appeal pleading from Michael Nowacki; telephone 
conference with M. Rubin 

~.--
FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
T!t1EKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
29.50 $425.00 

HOURS 

2.30 977.50 

2.00 850.00 

0.30 127.50 

1. 60 680.00 

0.40 170.00 

1. 00 425.00 

0.90 382.50 

2.20 935.00 

0.80 340.00 

0.20 85.00 

3.50 1,487.50 

3.50 1,487.50 

0.30 127.50 

0.40 170.00 

0.20 85.00 

1.20 510.00 

29.50 12,537.50 

TOTAL 
$12,537.50 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUI~WEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C . 
. \ttorncys and Counselors at Law 

< Jnc <. 'orporate Dnvc 
'ihclton. Conneuit:ul 064!:!4 

l'dcphonc 203.925.81 no 
Fax 203.925.8101 

liN 06-131)9861 

Mr. Mi~hdel Nowacki 
31 ') L•):>t lhstct<::t Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-~01~ 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 211/10-2128/10 

02/0212010 VER Telephone conference with Attorney Collins; review of emails re 
depositions; research 

~112010 VER Ematl to/from Michael Nowacki; ematl to/from Attorney Collins 

' 02105/2010 VER Legal research on P Toussant project; email to/from Attorney 
Collins; email to/from Michael Nowacki 

02/08/2010 VER Review of 218/1 0 em ails 

02109/2010 VER Emails to/from Attorney Collins and Michael Nowacki 

02/11/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court -Stamford - re status conference ( 
Novack J.); memorandum to file; meeting With James Diamond, 
family case flow clerk 

VER Review of documents submitted in court 

02/12/2010 VER Telephone messages to Dr. Stoll; email to/from Michael Nowackt 

02/16/2010 VER Review of correspondence from Dr. Frank Stoll; email to/from 
Michael Nowacki 

02/18/2010 VER Review of court dectsion (Taggart Adams , J); email from Michael 
Nowacki 

02119/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re status conference 
(Schofield J.) 

,~ VER Email to/from Suzanne Sullivan, Michael Nowacki and Attorney 
Collins re: nanny and ongoing issues 

,_-
02122/2010 VER Conference with Attorney Collins re schedulililg; review of emails re. 

P<q<?: 
t.IJa cch I 8, .~0 lO 

fn.:count No.: 13-0')0Jb l 

·;r.at~m<~nt No.: :1 

HOURS 

0.40 170.00 

0.20 85.00 

1.00 425.00 

0.20 85.00 

0.80 340.00 

140 595.00 

0.80 340.00 

0.50 212.50 

0.50 212 50 

0.40 170.00 

0 80 340 00 

060 255.00 



01/04/2010 

004557 

Page: 3 
February 11, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 7 

Jon T. Gallup, Marshal - re service of ex-parte order 

TOTAL EXPENSES 
140.20 

140.20 

TOTAL CORRENT WORK 12,677.70 

PREVIOUS BALANCE $5,059.05 

BALANCE DOE $17,736.75 

-· 

n ~-'---- __ --L-•---
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Page 2 
March 18, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO. 8 

incident with pollee; memorandum to file 

0212412010 VER Review of plaintiffs motion to dismiss appeal and supporting bnef 

02/25/2010 VER Teleconference with Attorney Collins; review of emails re nanny; 
rev1ew of criminal record re arrest of Michael Nowacki 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E Reich 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

· 0 balance on retainer 

RECAPITULATION 
HQURS HOURLY RATE 

9.00 $425.00 

HOURS 
0.50 212.50 

0.40 170 00 

0.50 212.50 

9.00 3,825.00 

TOTAL 
$3,825.00 

3,825.00 

$17,736 75 

$21,561 75 

---. I 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

One Corporate D1ive 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925.81 00 
Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Hichael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING· 3/1/10-3/31/10 

01/15/2010 VER Review of appeal documents 

01/19/2010 VER Review of appeal documents from Michael Nowacki 
,-....._ 

0 /2010 VER Email to/from Michael Nowacki, Suzanne Sullivan and Attorney 
' -- Collins; review of documents provided by Michael Nowacki; 

teleconference w1th Michael Nowacki 
) 

03/11/2010 VER Email to/from Suzanne Sullivan; review of additional appeal filed by 
Michael Nowacki re: financial orders 

03/15/2010 VER Teleconferences with M Sanangelo, Dr. Stoll, Dr. Robson and 
Attorney Collins; legal research re: 54-56b; email to/from Michael 
Nowacki 

03/16/2010 VER Teleconference with M Sanangleo; telephone conference with 
Attorney Collins 

VER Draft post-judgment- motion 'tor payment of fees 

03/17/2010 VER Teleconferences With Attorney Collins and M. Sanangelo; review of 
file for emergency hearing at GA Norwalk 

03/18/2010 VER Attendance at Norwalk GA (DennisJ.), ema11 to/from Suzanne 
Sullivan and Michael Nowacki 

03/25/2010 VER Review of court orders 1ssued and appellate decisions, preparation 
. of documents for court; ema1l to/from Michael Nowacki 

,---.. LC Drafting affidavit of attorney's fees 

...... 
VER Attendance at Supenor Court - Stamford - re motion for payment of 03/29/2010 

fees (Schofie\p J.) 

Page: 1 
April 30,_2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No. : 9 

HOURS 
0.10 42.50 

1.30 552.50 

1.50 637.50 

0.40 170.00 

1 20 510 00 

0.30 127 50 

0 20 85.00 

'1.10 467.50 

2 20 935 00 

0.80 340 00 

0.40 50.00 

1.00 425 00 
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FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

004560 

Page: 2 
Apnl30,2010 

ACCOUNT NO. 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO . 9 

HOURS 

10 50 4,342.50 

RECAPITULATION 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
Linda Gino 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
10.10 .$425.00 

. 0.40 125.00 

TOTAL 
$4,292.50 

'50 ·oo 

4,342.50 

$21,561.75 

$25,904.25 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

I 

i 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TlN 06-1369861-

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 3/1/10 - 3/31/10 

:41t 01/15/2010 VER Review of appeal documents 

:e 

01/19/2010 VER Review of appeal do~uments from Michael Nowacki 

03/2010 VER Email to/from Michael Nowacki, Suzanne Su1l~van and 
Attorney Collins; review of documents provided by 
Michael Nowacki; teleconference with Michael Nowacki 

03/11/2010 VER Email to/from Suzanne Sullivan; review of additional 
appeal filed by Michael Nowacki re: financial orders 

03/15/2010 VER Teleconferences with M. Sanangelo, Dr. Stoll, Dr. 
Robson and Attorney Collins; legal research re: 
54-56b; email to/from Michael Nowacki 

03/16/2010 VER Teleconference with M Sanangleo; telephone 
conference with Attorney Collins 

VER Draft post-judgment - motion for payment of fees 

03/17/2010 VER Teleconferences with Attorney Collins and M. 
Sanangelo; review of file for emergency hearing at 
GA Norwalk 

03/18/2010 VER Attendance at Norwalk GA (DennisJ.); email to/from 
Suzanne Sull~van and Michael Nowacki 

03/25/2010 VER 

LC 

Review of. court orders issued and dppellate 
decisions; preparat1on of documents for court; email 
to/from Michael Nowacki 

Drafting affidavit of attorney's fees 

0~~- 3/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court- Stamford-remotion 
for payment of fees (Schofield J.) 

Page: 1 
April 30, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 9 

HOURS 
0.10 

l. 30 

1. 50 

0.40 

1.20 

0.30 

0.20 

1.10 

2.20 

0.80 

0. 40 

1. 00 

42.50 

552.50 

637.50 

17 0. 00 

510.00 

127.50 

85.00 

467.50 

935.00 

340.00 

50.00 

425.00 



I 
I 

~ 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Re~ch 

Linda Cine 

TOTAL CURRENT ~·lORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 
10.10 ~425.00 

0.40 125.00 

004_5_62 

Page: .! 
April 30, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090361M 
STATEMENT NO: 'J 

HOURS 
10.50 4,342.50 

TOTAL 
~4,292.50 

50.00 

4,342.50 

$21,561.75 

$25,904.25 
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DOCKET NO: FA-04-0201276S SUPERIOR COURT 

SUZANNE NOWACKI J.D. OF NORWALK/STAMFORD 

v. AT STAMFORD 

MICHAEL NOWACKI MARCH 16, 2010 

POST JUDGMENT 

MOTION FOR PAYMENT OF FEES 

The undersigned respectfully represents that on or about July 

3, 2009, she was appointed as the :Attorney for the minor children by 

the Honorable Judge Robert Malone, with reference to the captioned 

matter. 

The undersigned respectfully further represents that orders 

entered whereby each party was to pay the sum of $6,250.00 for a 

total retainer of $12,500.00, and'additional orders entered whereby 

each party was ordered to pay additional sums for payment of fees 

and costs through November 30, 2009. 

The undersigned hereby represents that there is an outstanding 

bill due and owing as of February 28, 2010, in c.he amount of 

$22, 199.25 for fees, and requests that an order enter whereby the 
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) ) 

parties are ~o immediately remit same, and pay an additional 

retaJ.ner in the amount of $15,000.00 for this ongoing litigation, 

and that the court enter an order regarding allocation of same. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 
ATTORNEY FOR THE MINOR CHILDREN 

Juris #001440 
BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
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) 

ORDER· 

The foregoing motion having been heard, it is hereby GRANTED/DENIED. 

The Plaintiff is to pay the sum of $ ------------------- to the Attorney 

for the minor children within days. 

The Defendant is to pay the sum of $ ------------------- to the Attorney 

for the minor children within days. 

JUDGE/CLERK 

CERTIFI~ATION 

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been sent first 
class postage pre-paid mail to: Kevin F. Collins, Esquire, 1150 
Summer Street, Stamford, CT 06905 and Michael Nowacki, Pro Se, 319 
Lost District Drive, New Canaan, GT 06840 this 16th day of 
March, 2010. 

Veronica'E'OReich 
Commissioner of the Superior Court 
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DOCKET NO: FA-04-02012768 SUPERIOR COURT 

SUZANNE NOWACKI J.D. OF NORWALK/STAMFORD 

V. AT STAMFORD 

MICHAEL NOWACKI MARCH 29, 2010 

POST JUDGMENT 

AFFIDAVIT OF ATTORNEY'S FEES 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT) 
SS: Shelton 

COUNTY OF FAIRFIELD ) 

I the undersigned Attorney for the minor children, being 

duly sworn, deposes and Atate as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18 years and believe in the 

obligation of an oath. 

2. I am the Attorney on behalf of minor children 

of the parties, appointed in July of 2009. 

3. I have been practicing law for (30) years, and 

virtually all of my practice is devoted to family l~tigation. I 

am a member of the American Bar Association, the Connecticut Bar 

Associa~ion, the Greater Bridgeport Bar Association and the 

Fa1rfield County Bar Association. 
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) ·) 

4. I maintain daily time records 1n increments of 10 

units per hour. 

5. My regular billing rate is $425.00 per hour. 

6. With reference to my Post Judgment Motion for Payment, 

#251.00 dated March 16, 2010, I hereby represent that (119.30) 

hours of my professional time,· have been spent, from July 2009 

through February 28, 2010, exclusive of any final hearing. 

7. The total bill for fees incurred from July 2009 through 

February 28, 2010 is 1n the amount of $50,432.50 and $159.25 for 

costs. 

8. Total amount paid to date by Suzanne Sullivan is 

$14,515.00. 

9. Total amount paid to date by Michael Nowacki is 

$14,515.00. 

Total amount due and owing is $21,561.75 throug~ 
------------------ ---~-------

10. 

February 28, 2010. 

11. An itemized bill is attached hereto. 
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·J ) 

VERONICA E. REICH 
Attorney for the minor children 

Signer and sealer of the foregoing, and sworn before me this 

26th day of March,2010 to be her fr~e~ 

Linda Cine, Notary Public 
My commission exp~res: 4/30/2012 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Cotmselors at Law 

One Corporate Drive 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925.8100 
Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michae±-~owaek~-
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

04/14/2010 

04/19/2010 

-----
04720/2010 

04/28/2010 

04/30/2010 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 4/1/10-4/30/10 

VER Teleconference with Michael Nowacki 

VER Email to/from Suzanne Sullivan; email to Attorney Collins; file 
review 

VER Rev1ew of new appeal documents and bnef from Michael Nowacki, 
correspondence to Attorney Collins re· discovery and appeal 

VER Review of report cards for children, review of correspondence from 
Michael Nowacki to Attorney Collins 

VER Ema1ls to/from Suzanne Sull1van, Attorney Collins, and Michael 
Nowacki 

_FOR CURRENT.SERVLCES RENDERED -·-- __ _ 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E Reich 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retamer 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 

2.90 $425 00 

Page: 1 
May-24, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 10 

HOURS 
0.10 42 50 

0.90 382 50 

1 30 552.50 

0 20 85.00 

0.40 17000 

. 2 90 - 1)::\2.l:i.O . 

TOTAL 
$1,232 50 

1,232.50 

$25,904 25 

$27,136.75 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Dr1ve 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, ~chael 

INTERIM BILLING: 5/1/10 - 5/31/10 

05/13/2010 VER Email from Suzanne Sullivan; email to and from 
Michael Nowacki; telephone message to Michael 
Nowacki 

oc 'l4/2010 VER Teleconference with M1chael Nowacki, Suzanne 
Sullivan and S. Austin 

05/17/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford re short 
calendar (Malone J.) 

VER Emails re ongoing issues and possible visitat1on 
supervisor; review of resume; emails to and from 
Susan Austin 

05/21/2010 VER Review of emails to 5/23/10 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Re1ch 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on reta1ner 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
2.50 $425.00 

Page: 1 
June 18, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 11 

HOURS 

0. 40 

0. 40 

0. 90 

0.30 

0.50 

2.50 

TOTAL 
$1,062.50 

170.00 

170.00 

382.50 

127.50 

212.50 

1,062.50 

1,062.50 

$27,136.75 

$28,199.25 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

O~e-Corporate Dnve 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925 8100 

Fax 203.925.810 I 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Dr~ve 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING· 611/10-6/30/10 

06/02/2010 VER Drafting and filing motion for contempt; reclaiming motion for fees, 
review of mobons filed by Michael Nowacki; ema1l to and from 
Michael Nowacki, Suzanne Sullivan and Attorney Collins; 

-~ teleconference with Michael Nowacki; meeting with Nowacki 
children in New Canaan at mother's home ,_ 

06/03/2010 VER Ema1ls to and from Suzanne Sullivan and K Dibble 

06107/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re short calendar (Malone 
J.); conference with counsel 

06/08/2010 VER Review of em ails from Michael Nowacki; ema1l to and from Suzanne 
Sullivan and Attorney Collins 

06/09/2010 VER Preparation for short calendar on 6/15710;-revfew of file mater1~t: 
updating affidavit re· fees, emails to and from Michael Nowacki and 
counsel; 

LC Drafting affidavit of fees; ready marking for 6/15/10 

06/11/2010 VER Emails to and from Attorney Collins, Suzanne Sull1van and Michael 
Nowacki; memorandum re research, review of additional motions 
filed and reclaiming motion for fees 

06/14/2010 VER Review of CO's re phone caHs between children and father; review 
of recent emails re nannies and Tim's activities; rev1ew of court 
orders and transcnpts, drafting and fling (2) mot1ons for contempt 
and mobon for appointment of guardian ad litem, mtra-office 
conference re sanctions; email to and from Attorney Collins, 
Suzanne Sullivan and Michael Nowacki re outstandrng 1ssues and 
scheduling 

WH Intra-office conference with Attorney Veromca Re1ch re sanctions for 

Page: 1 
July 15, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No. : 12 

HOURS 

3 00 1,275 00 

0.20 85 00 

2 70 1,147.50 

0 70 297.50 

2.00 850 00 

040 50.00 

1 50 637 50 

4 80 2,040 00 



---- - --- -
WH 

WH 

06/15/2010 VER 

WH 

WH 

06/16/2010 VER 

VER 

06/17/2010 VER 

06/18/2010 VER 

06/21/2010 VER 

VER 

06/22/2010 VER 

06/24/2010 LC 

06/25/2010 VER 

VER 

06/28/2010 VER 
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Page:2 
July 15, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO. 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO. 12 

HOURS 
misconduct by pro se litigant 0 30 97 50 

l..egai" research re-sanctions for misconduct b·y pro se lrtigant ·3 go· ·-1,267 so· 

Drafting and filing objection re sanctions for misconduct by pro se 
litigant 2 20 715.00 

Attendance at Superior Court -stamford - re scheduling {Schofield 
J.); review of additional CD re telephone conversations between 
children and father, preparation for hearing, email to and from 
counsel and .parties, 340 1,445 00 

Research of law re pro se litigants and sanctions 310 1,007 50 

Preparation of file memorandum to Attorney Reich re pro se litigants 
and sanctions 1.90 617.50 

Attendance at Supenor Court - Stamford - re hearing {Malone J) 2.20 935 00 

Email to and from Michael Nowacki; correspondence to Michael 
Nowacki; ordering transcripts of criminal hearings ; rev1ew of report 
from Assistant Attorney General 0.90 382.50 

Teleconference With Attorney Colhns re Michael Nowacki arrests; 
receipt of ready marking from Michael Nowack1; marking mot1on for 
fees reaqy re 6122/10 short calendar; email to and from Suzanne 
Sullivan 0 50 212 50 

Teleconference wrth Michael Nowacki re his Issues; email to and 
from Michael Nowacki re criminal alleg~tlo_ns 0 20 85 00 

Emails from Attorney Collins and Michael Nowacki re court 
appearance and financial affidavits; rev1ew of motion to Appellate 
Court; review of recorded phone calls, preparation for court 2.90 1,232.50 

Teleconference Justina Moore (prosecutor) 0.30 127 50 

Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re short calendar hearing 
(Schofield J.); ordering transcript; review of appellate rule re 
automatic stay 0.60 255.00 

Telephone message from counsel, marking motions ready 0 10 12 50 

Attendance at GA cnminal court- Norwalk - re report back on 
protective order (Grogins, J.) 4 00 1,700 00 

Preparation for heanng on 6128/10 1.00 425 00 

Attendance at Superior Court- Stamford, conference w1th fam1ly 
caseflow re new date ass1ghment 1 00 425 00 



• 
VER Research, draftmg and filing appeal statement of attorney for the 

minor children, memorandum to file re hearing at Norwalk GA on 
6/25/10 

004573 

Page· 3 
July 15, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO. 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO 12 

HOURS 

110 467.50 

06/29/2010 VER Teleconference w1th Michael Nowacki, ema11 rescheduling to part1es 

06/16/2010 

and caseflow coordinator of Stamford Superior_ Court 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
Linda Cino 
William Hauptman -

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 

33.20 $425 00 
0.50 125.00 

11.40 - 325 00 

Usamah Khan, Court Reporter- re transcnpt of proceedmgs, 6/1/2010 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

0 20 85.00 ---
45 10 17,877 50 

TOTAL 
$14,110.00 

62.50 
3,705.00 

25.40 

2540 

17,902.90 

$28,199 25 

$46,102.15 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

I 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203 925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. M~chael Nowacki 
319 Lost D~strict Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

07/01/2010 VER 

0"'~2/2010 VER 

07/06/2010 VER 

07/08/2010 VER 

Nowack1, Suzanne v. Nowacki, M1chael 

INTERIM BILLING: 7/1/10 - 7/31/10 

Ema~ls to and from Attorney Collins and Suzanne 
Sullivan re scheduling, relative visits and review 
of New Canaan Advertiser article 

Telephone message from Justina Moore of the States 
Attorneys off~ce, Norwalk; email to Attorney Collins 

Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re status 
and hear~ng date assignment (Schof~eld J.) 

Email to and from Attorney Collins and Michael 
Nowack1 

07/14/2010 VER Attendance at Super1or Court Stamford (Schofield 
J.); memorandum to file 

07/22/2010 VER Rev1ew of f1le; preparatjon for hearing; review of 
emails to and from clerk of the court 

07/23/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re hearing 
(Schofield J.) ;Draft aff~dav~t of attorney's fees 

07/26/2010 VER Review and reorgan1ze file; preparat~on for 8/6/10 
hearing; memorandum to file re 7/23/10 orders; 
teleconference with Attorney Collins; review of 
record re appeal 

07/29/2010 VER Review of latest appeal documents, motion for 
m1strial and motion to reargue filed by Michael 
.Nowack~ 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPlTULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veron~ca E. Reich 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
8.70 $425.00 

------;r-o--..-

Page: 1 
August 25, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 13 

HOURS 

0.40 170.00 

0.20 85.00 

1. 00 425.00 

0.30 127.50 

0.70 297.50 

1. 30 552.50 

3.00 1,275.00 

0.80 340.00 

1.00 425.00 

8.70 3,697.50 

TOTAL 
.-$3,697.50 



07/09/2010 

07/09/2010 

07/09/2010 

07/14/2010 

08/10/2010 
08/10/2010 

Usarnan Khan, Court Reporter - re transcr~pt of 
proceeding, 3/18/2010 
Usamah Khan, Court Reporter - re transcr~pt of 
proceeding, 5/25/2010 
Sharon Haas, ~rt Reporter - re transcr~pt of 
proceed~ng, 6/16/2010 
Donna Bonenfant, Court Reporter - re transcript of 
p~oce_e~iJ.!.9S_,_ :U..!.Sl/2010 and 4/7/2010 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

FEE PAYMENT - received from Suzanne Sullivan 

004575 

Page: 2 
August 25, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 13 

349.60 

110.40 

37.01 

249.98 

746.99 

4,444.49 

$46,102.15 

-9,234.40 
COST REIMBURSEMENT - received from Suzanne Sullivan -165.60 

TOTAL PAYMENTS -9,400.00 

BALANCE DUE $41,146.64 

0 balance on reta1ner 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

Mr. Michael Nowack~ 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowack~, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 8/1/10 - 8/31/10 

08/05/2010 VER Preparation for hearing;draft affidavit of 
attorney's fees 

08/06/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court at Stamford re hearing 
' (Schofield, J) 

08/19/2010 VER Emails to and from Michael Nowacki; rev~ew of cover 
sheet re grievance; review of brief of appellant re 
AC32327; rev~ew of complaint re Dr. Robson and Dr 
Stoll; correspondence to Suzanne Sull~van 

08/24/2010 VER Rev1ew of appeal brief documents for AC 32327; 
review of appeals filed on 7/27/10; e~ails to and 
from M~chael NO\"Iacki; emails to and from Suzanne 
Sullivan re lunch w~th Tim Nowack~ 

08/25/2010 VER Emails to and from Michael Nowack~; emalls to and 
from Suzanne Sullivan; telephone conference with 
Attorney Colllns;correspondence to Michael Angers re 
appellate court re scheduling 

08/30/2010 VER Teleconference w~th Ch~ef Ed Nadriczny of New Canaan 
Police Department; review of CO's re phone calls 
with children; review of recent appeal documents 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 
16.30 $425.00 

Dorothy Bald~ng, Court Reporter - re transcr~pt of 
proceedings, 6/22/2010 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

Page: 1 
September 23, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 14 

HOURS 

2.70 1,147 50 

7.50 3,187 50 

1.80 765.00 

1. 60 680.00 

1. 00 425.00 

1. 70 722. 50 

16.30 6,927.50 

TOTAL 
$6,927.50 

130.38 

130.38 
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Page: 2 
September 23, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 14 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 7,057.88 

PREVIOUS BALANCE $41,146.64 

BALANCE DUE $48,204 52 

0 balance on reta1ner 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost D~strict Dr~ve 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys and C«,mnselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 9/l/10 - 9/30/10 

09/02/2010 VER Email to and from Attorney Collins: email to and 
from Suzanne Sullivan re contempt of Michael Nowacki 
and contact w~th children 

C ,7/2010 VER Review of motions for 9/20/10; preparation for court 

09/20/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re short 
calendar 

09/27/2010 VER Review of appeal documents and brief 

09/28/2010 VER Review of amended brief; email to M~chael Nowack1 re 
communication; reveiw of grievance filing; 
inter-office memo to Attorney Fleischmann re 
appeals; email to Chief Nadriczny 

--FOR-CIJ.RREN.T SERVICES RENDERED _ 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

TOTAL ~URRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on reta1ner 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 

6.60 $425.00 

Page: 1 
October 29, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No. : 15 

HOURS 

0.30 127.50 

0.50 212.50 

1. 80 765.00 

2.00 850.00 

2.00 850.00 

- ?.60 2,805.00 

TOTAL 
$2,805.00 

2,805.00 

$48,204.52 

$51,009.52 



004579 

BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

One Corporate Drive 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925.8100 
Fax 203.925.810 I 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 10/1/10 - 10/31/10 

10/03/2010 VER Emails to and from M~chael Nowack~ and Attorney 
Collins; review of reclaims, motions and amended 
appeal (9/24/10) filed by Michael Nowacki 

......... 
1' )/2010 VER Draft motion for counsel fee and expenses p~nding 

appeal; 

10/07/2010 LC Review of ready mark~ng and telephone message from 
M~chae1 NQwack~; correspondence to Attorney Collins, 
parties and Stamford fam~ly caseflow coordinator 

10/21/2010 VER Email to and from Suzanne Sullivan 

10/28/2010 VER Review of correspondence from Michael Nowacki re 
Senator McDonald; review of fax from Michael 
Nowacki; teleconference with Attorney Collins; 
telephone message from M~chael Nowacki 

10/30/2010 VER Correspondence - Michael Nowacki re Ruth Harmon 
review records 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
L~nda Cino 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS 

2.10 
0.30 

HOURLY RATE 
$425.00 
125.00 

Page: 1 
December 15, 2010 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 16 

HOURS 

0.80 

0.30 

0.10 

0.50 

0.30 

2.40 

TOTAL 
$892.50 

37.50 

340.00 

170.00 

37.50 

42.50 

212.50 

127.50 
---
930.00 

930.00 

$51,009.52 

$51,939.52 



0 balance on reta1ner 

004580 

Page: 2 
December 15, 2010 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 16 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY~ P.C. 

"--

Mr. Michael Nowack~ 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys an<! Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Dnve 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925 8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowack~, ~chael 

INTERIM BILLING: 11/1/10 - 11/30/10 

11/03/2010 VER Emails to and from Michael Nowacki re visitation; 
review of all emails and enclosures of October 2010 

11/04/2010 VER Review of additional materials sent by Michael 
Nowacki; review of information re recent criminal 
complaint 

11/11/2010 VER Teleconference with Attorney Collins; legal research 
and preparation for status conference 

11/12/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re status 
conference (Malone J.); conference with Suzanne 
Sul~ivan and Attorney Collins 

11/19/2010 VER Teleconference w1th M1chael Nowacki 

VER Rev~ew of defendant's appellate brief and letter 

VER Teleconference with Appellate Court Clerk re filing 
of brief, draft letter to Clerk's office 

VER Review and analysis of brief for issues and 
conclusion 

VER Correspondence - Alan Gannusc~o re appellant's 
appeal 
FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Re1ch 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
8.10 $425.00 

Page: 1 
January 4, 2011 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 17 

HOURS 

1. 30 552.50 

0.80 340.00 

2.00 850.00 

2.00 850.00 

0.20 85.00 

1.00 425.00 

0. 40 170.00 

0.30 127.50 

0.10 42.50 

8.10 3,442.50 

TOTAL 
$3,442.50 

3,442.50 



~ _._- --

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

-. 

0 balance on retainer 

004582 

Page: 2 
January 04, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 17 

$51,939.52 

$55,382.02 



---.--, 

BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

Mr. Michael Nowack~ 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
One Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax203 925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowack~, ~chael 

INTERIM BILLING: 12/1/10 - 12/31/10 

12/06/2010 VER Emails to and from Suzanne Sullivan; telephone 
message to Michael Nowacki; rev~ew of f~le 

12/07/2010 VER Teleconferences with Attorney Collins and Dr. Robson 

1.~ 8/2010 VER Teleconferences with Dr. Robson, and Attorney 
Collins: reveiw of motions filed; ema~l to Attorney 
Collins, Suzanne Sull~van and M1chael Nowacki 

VER Research re stay of appeal,practice book section 
61-ll,AMC fees as support and drafting motion for 
relief from stay 

12/10/2010 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re status 
conference Malone J.) ; conference with counsel 

12/13/2010 VER File reclaim with court on GAL motion; draft motion 
for order for payment of fees; motion for attorney 
fees/affidavit of support. 

12/16/2010 VER Emails to and from Attorney Coll~ns 

12/30/2010 VER Teleconference with Jeff Diamond (x2); review of 
file for material re M~ddletown ~nformation needed 

'---

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Re~ch 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 
~ $425.00 

Page: 1 
February 8, 2011 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 19 

HOURS 

0.80 340.00 

0.50 212.50 

1. 30 552.50 

2.90 1,232.50 

1.00 425.00 

1. 60 680.00 

0.20 85.00 

0.50 212.50 

8.80 3,740.00 

TOTAL 
$3,740.00 

3,740.00 

$55,382.02 



'-· 

BALANCE DUE 

\ .. __ 

0 balance on reta1ner 

004584 

Page: 2. 
February 08, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 19 

$59,122.02 



0045-85 
---~---~-------~~~~--~ ----

Date: Ol/06/2011 

Traal H Teod•/ 
Date T!ME P Tllk C04e 

eli ID U.0903U 

43.090363 01/07/l011 15 A 10 

43.090363 01/11/l011 35 A 

43.090163 01/lO/lOll 35 A 251 

43.090363 01/l4/l011 35 A 

43.090363 Ol/l5/l011 35 A 5 

43.090363 02/08/2011 35 A 

43.090363 Ol/10/l011 35 A 6 

43.090363 02/11/2011 35 A 

090363 02/14/2011 35 A 225 

43 09036] 02/15/2011 35 A 246 

43.090363 Ol/21/2011 35 A 2 

43 090363 02/24/2011 35 A 30 

43.090363 02/28/2011 67 A 263 

43.090363 02/28/2011 35 A 

43 090363 Ol/01/2011 35 A 

43 090363 Ol/02/2011 35 A 10 

43 090363 03/03/2011 35 A 

43 090363 03/04/2011 35 A 222 

'-43.090363 03/07/2011 35 A 5 

43 090363 03/08/2011 35 A 5 

Detail Feo Transaction File List 
IIAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P C. 

l'.Jqll!!ll J 

Rate 

425.00 

425.00 

425.00 

4~5.00 

425.00 

425.00 

425.00 

425.00 

425 00 

425.00 

425.00 

425.00 

125.00 

425 00 

425.00 

425.00 

425 00 

425.00 

425.00 

425.00 

IIOUZ'I 
tO 8111 

0' 30 

2.00 

0.60 

1.00 

-· 
writ of Mand4mua filed by Michael 
Nowacki 

127.50 Email to Michael Nowacki; email to 
Attorney colline; teleconference with 
Karen Franchi, clerk at the Regional 
Family Trial Docket In Middletown 

oso.oo Teleconferences with Attorney Collins, 
security and Police department; file 
review 

255.00 Legal research ra petition for writ 
Mandamus; teleconference with clerk of 
the Supreme Court 

Rei I 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 425.00 Review of emails to and from Attorney 
collins; correspondence to Dr. Kenneth 

--------------------~R~ebson, tedxafting and fi;IT!~n~g~mo~t~i~o~n~~-----------
for appointment of guardian ad litem, 

I SO 

1 00 

2 '40 

2 '30 

I. 10 

5' 30 

2.00 

1 30 

4.00 

2.80 

3.60 

0 60 

~-00 

2.50 

0 20 

1.80 

motion for order re updating of 
psychological evaluation and motion 
Cor payment of feee; reclaiming motion 
for relief from stay 

765 oo Teleconference clark at RFTD; 
teleconference with Dr. Kenneth 
Robson; email to Dr. Robson:emails to 
parties and counsel: 

425.00 Review of ready marking; email to K. 
Franchi, clerk at the Regional Family 
Trial Docket in Middletown; 
preparation for status conference; 
email to Michael Nowacki 

1020.00 Preparation for status conference; 
teleconference with Attorney Collins; 
filing motions With the Regional 
Family Trial Docket in Middletown 

977 so Preparation for status conference at 
Regional Family Trial Doc~et 
-Middletown 

467.50 Attendance at Superior Court 
Stamford- re off marking (Malone J.); 
email to and from Attorney Collins 

2252.50 Attendance at Regional Family Trial 
Docket at Middletown re status 
conference (Calmar, J,); conference 
with suzanne Sullivan 

850 00 Review of 12/2/09 affidavit; meeting 
with Suzanne Sullivan 

552.50 Drafting and filing motions for 
Regional Family Trial Docket in 
Middletown; teleconference with 
Michael Nowacki; email to Suzanne 
Sullivan 

500.00 Administrative Preparation of table 
of exhibits and exhibits: finalize ex 
parte motion and affidavit; and 
correspondence to Judge calmar, 
Attorney Kevin Collins and Michael 
Nowacki 

1190,00 COmplete drafting of Ex-Parte motion 
and affidavit; review of file and 
correspondence: preparation of 
exhibits 

1530.00 Review of motions filed by Michael 
Nowacki; teleconference with Attorney 
Collins; emails to and from Michael 
Nowacki and clerk at Regional Family 
Trial Docket 

255.00 Emails to and from Michael Nowacki, 
counsel and clerk of the court 

850 00 Preparation for and review of all 
motions flled for report back on 
3/4/11 at Regional Family Trial Docket 
in Middletown 

1062.50 Attendance at Reg1onal Family Trial 
Docket - Middletown - re report back 
(Calmar J.); emails among counsel and 
parties 

85.00 Teleconference with Justina Hoare of 
the prosecutor's office, Norwalk 

765.00 Teleconference Wlth Michael Nowacki: 
review of emails; teleconference with 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys· and Counselors at Law 

Two Corporate Drive 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925.8100 
Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost Distr1ct Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 2/1/11 - 3/31/11 

02/08/2011 VER Review of ready marking; email to K. Franchi, clerk 
at the Regional Family Trial Docket in M1ddletown; 
preparation for status conference; email to M1chael 
Nowack1 

0' )/2011 VER 
\.__ 

02/11/2011 VER 

02/14/2011 VER 

02/15/2011 VER 

02/21/2011 VER 

02/24/2011 VER 

02/28/2011 DK 

Preparation for status conference; teleconference 
with Attorney Collins; fil1ng motions with the 
Regional Family Trial Docket in Middletown 

Preparation for status conference at Regional Fam1ly 
Trial Docket -Middletown 

Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re off 
marking (Malone J.); email to and from Attorney 
Coll1ns 

Attendance at Regional Family Trial Docket at 
Middletown re statue conference (Calmar, J.); 
conference with Suzanne Sullivan 

Rev1ew of 12/2/09 aff1davit; meeting w1th Suzanne 
Sullivan 

Drafting and filing motions for Regional Family 
Trial Docket in Middletown; teleconference with 
Michael Nowackl; email to Suzanne Sullivan 

Administrative - Preparation of table of exh1bits 
and exhibits; final1ze ex parte motion and 
affidavit; and correspondence to Judge Calmar, 
Attorney Kevin Collins and Michael Nowacki 

VER Complete drafting of Ex-Parte motion and affidav1t; 
review of file and correspondence; preparation of 
exh1bits 

Page: 1 
April 19, 2011 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 21 

HOURS 

1.00 425.00 

2.40 1,020.00 

2.30 977.50 

1.10 467.50 

5.30 2,252.50 

2.00 a5o'oo 

l. 30 552.50 

4.00 500.00 

2.80 1,190.00 



l • ~ ,. 

004587 
,) 

Page: 2 
April 19, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 21 

03/01/2011 VER Review of motions filed by Michael Nowacki; 
teleconference with Attorney Collins; emails to and 
from Michael Nowacki and clerk at Regional Family 
Trial Docket 

03/02/2011 VER Emails to and from Michael Nowacki, counsel and 
clerk of the court 

03/03/2011 VER Preparation for and review of all motions filed for 
report back on 3/4/11 at Regional Family Trial 
Docket in Middletown 

03/04/2011 VER Attendance at Regional Family Trial Docket 
Middletown- re report back (Calmar J.); emails 
among counsel and parties 

03/07/2011 VER Teleconference w~th Justina Moore of the 
prosecutor's off~ce, Norwalk 

03/08/2011 VER ·Teleconference with Michael Nowacki; rev~ew of 
emails; teleconference with Attorney Collins; email 
to Suzanne Sullivan and Tim Nowacki; teleconference 
with Lacey Bern~er 

VER Research statute/case law on motion for 
reconsideration; reargument; Intra-office conference 
with Attorney Fleischmann re appellate hearing on 
Monday 

03/09/2011 VER Correspondence to Dr. Robson; emails to Attorney 
Collins and Suzanne Sullivan re Lacey Bernier; 
draft~ng object~on to remove guardian ad litem; 
drafting motion for order re d~scussion with 
ch~ldren; drafting motion to reargue; drafting 
motion for order re GAL; draft~ng motion to 
reconsider 

03/10/2011 VER Teleconference with Attorney Collins; redrafting 
motions 

03/11/2011 VER Teleconference with Dr. Robson; review of motions 
f~led by Michael Nowacki; review of briefs and 
emails among counsel and parties; preparation for 
appellate argument 

03/14/2011 VER Attendance and travel to United States Appellate 
Court - Hartford - re argument (DiPentima, Alvord 
arid Borden J. ) 

VER Rev~ew of additional mot~ons filed; preparation for 
court at Regional Family Tr~al Docket in Middletown 

03/15/2011 VER Attendance and travel to Superior Court Regional 
Fam~ly Trial Docket -Middletown - re trial (Calmar 
J.) (including travel time) 

HOURS 

3.60 1,530.00 

0.60 255.00 

2.00 850.00 

2.50 1,062.50 

0.20 85.00 

i. 80 765.00 

0.50 212.50 

3 00 1,275.00 

l. 00 425.00 

3.00 1,275.00 

5.00 2,125.00 

2.00 850.00 

8.00 3,400.00 



'• 
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Page: 3 
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ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 21 

03/16/2011 VER Teleconference with Dr. Adamakos; correspondence to 
Dr. Robson and Dr. Adamakos 

VER Research case law re removal of AMC 

03/17/2011 VER Emails to and from counsel and parties; memorandum 
to file re orders entered; preparation of file 
record 

03/18/2011 VER Draft Brief 

03/21/2011 VER Review of emergency petition for writ of mandamus; 
review ema1l exchange between Michael Nowacki and 
Attorney Collins; emails to and from Attorney 
Collins and Suzanne Sull1van 

VER Draft Brief 

03/23/2011 VER Rev1ew of redrafted brief re stand1ng, rev1ew of 
motions filed by plaintiff 

0 ':i/2011 VER 
'-

Review of emails of 3/24/11 through 3/28/11; 
response email 

03/28/2011 VER Review of motion for cont1nuance ; teleconferences 
with Mr. Pavia; emails to and from parties and 
counsel; email to Dr. Adamakos; review of file; 
correspondence to family caseflow coordinator; 
teleconference with Attorney Collins 

03/29/2011 VER Teleconferences with Attorney Collins' office; 
teleconference with M1chael Nowacki; review of 
mot1ons filed 

03/30/2011 VER Teleconference with T. Pavia; emails to and from 
Michael Nowacki 

03/31/2011 VER Correspondence to and from Dr. Adamakos; email to 
and from Michael Nowacki and Suzanne Sullivan; 
reclaiming mot1on 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
Donna Kistenmacher 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
71.00 $425.00 
4.00 125.00 

HOURS 

1.60 680.00 

2.80 1,190.00 

1 00 425.00 

0.70 297 50 

l. 20 510.00 

l. 20 510.00 

2.30 977.50 

2.00 850.00 

3.40 1,445.00 

0.80 340.00 

0.80 340.00 

l. 80 765.00 

75.00 30,675.00 

TOTAL 
$30,175.00 

500.00 

l8/2011 Photocop1es - pleadings, records, memoranda of law, etc. 
(ln-house) 1120 @ .15 168.00 

43.80 
21.32 
24 34 
25.60 

03/14/2011 
03/28/2011 
03/28/2011 
03/28/2011 

Edward Jurgelas, Marshal - re service of subpoena 
Federal Express - Hon, Harry Calmar, 2/28/2011 
Federal Express - Michael Nowacki, 2/28/2011 
Federal Express -Kevin s. Collins, Esq., 2/28/2011 



---------

03/28/2011 Federal Express - Kenneth Robson, M.D., 3/11/2011 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

004589 

Page: 4 
Apnl 19, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO· 21 

26.18 

309.24 

30,984.24 

$62,012.02 

$92,996.26 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

Two Corporate Dnve 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925.8100 
Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

03/17/201;1 VER 

04/04/2011 VER 

.'--
04/05/2011 VER 

VER 

04/08/2011 VER 

04/11/2011 VER 

04/13/2011 VER 

04/14/2011 VER 

O<~ '' 5/2011 VER 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 4/1/11 - 4/30/11 

Research on standing issue GAL cases; prepare draft 
br1ef 

Rev1ew of correspondence from Dr. Harry Adamakos; 
email to/from counsel and Michael Nowack1 

Meeting with Suzanne Sullivan; meeting with Tim 
Nowacki 

Review of defendant's emergency motion for 
continuance and (2) motions to reargue; 
teleconference with Clerk at (RFTD); telephone 
message to Attorney Collins; email to/from Suzanne 
Sullivan; emails to/from Attorney Collins and 
Michael Nowacki 

Preparation for court; email exchange re outstand1ng 
issues and scheduling 

Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re short 
calendar and mot1on for payment of fees (Wenzel J.); 
email and correspondence to Michael Nowacki re 
orders and b1lling statement 

Teleconferences w1th T. P~via, Dr. Robson and 
Attorney Collins; review of emails and orders from 
family caseflow 

Rev1ew of file; preparation for court; emails to 
counsel and parties 

Attendance at Superior Court - Regional Family Trial 
Docket , Middletown - re hearing 

VER Drafting and filing motion for continuance re 

Page: 1 
June 6, 2011 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 22 

HOURS 

3.70 1,572.50 

0.60 255.00 

1. 30 552.50 

1.20 510.00 

3.40 1,445.00 

3.50 1,487.50 

1.00 425.00 

1.00 425.00 

2.00 850.00 



Date· 01/0U/~011 

Trani H Tcode/ 
Date Tmkl' • Taak Code 

Cli ID 4),09036) 

43 090363 01/07/JOll 35 A 10 

43.09036) 01/11/2011 35 A 5 

43.090353 01/J0/2011 35 A 251 

43.090363 01/24/2011 35 A 2 

43 090363 Ol/J5/2011 35 A 5 

43 090353 02/08/2011 35 A 

43.090363 02/10/2011 35 A 

43 090363 02/11/2011 35 A 

090363 02/14/2011 35 A 2:25 

43.090363 02/15/2011 35 A 246 

43.090363 02/21/2011 35 A 

43.090363 02/24/2011 35 A 30 

43 090363 0~/28/2011 67 A 263 

43.090363 02/28/2011 35 A 

43.090363 03/01/2011 35 A 

43.090363 03/02/2011 35 A 10 

43 090363 03/03/2011 35 A 

43.090363 03/04/2011 35 A 222 

'-43.090363 03/07/J011 35 A 5 

43 090363 03/08/2011 35 A 

004591 

Datsil Foe Transaction File List 
IIAl, l'OLLOCK, llLUllWBIS8 ' MULCAHEY, P.C. 

Rate 

425.00 

425.00 

4~5.00 

4~5.00 

425.00 

425.00 

4~5.00 

4J5.00 

425.00 

4J5.00 

4J5.00 

425.00 

n5.oo 

425.00 

425.00 

425 00 

425.00 

425.00 

ns.oo 

425.00 

IIOUZ'I 
to &Ul 

0. 30 

2.00 

0.60 

l. 00 

1 80 

1 00 

~ 4 0 

2 30 

1 10 

5. 30 

~.oo 

l. 30 

4.00 

~.80 

3.60 

o. 60 

2.00 

2 so 

0.20 

l. 80 

Writ of Mandamua filed by Michael 
Nowacki 

127 SO Email to Michael Nowacki/ email to 
Attorney Collins: teleconference with 
Karen Franchi, clerk at tho Regional 
Family Trial Docket 1n Middletown 

uso.oo Teleconferences with Attorney Colllns, 
security and Police department/ file 
review 

255.00 Legal research re petition for Writ 
Mandamus, teleconference with clerk or 
the Supreme court 

425.00 Review or emails to and from Attorney 
Collins, correspondence to Dr. Kenneth 
Robson' redrafting and filing motion 
tor appointment of guardian ad litem, 
motion for order re updating of 
psychological evaluation and motion 
for payment of feee1 reclaiming motion 
for relief from stay 

765.00 Teleconference clerk at RYTD1 
teleconference with or. Kenneth 
Robeon1 email to or. Robeon;emails to 
parties and counsel1 

425.00 Review of ready marking 1 email to K. 
Franchi, clerk at the Regional Family 
Trial DOcket in Middletown, 
preparation tor status conference, 
email to Michael Nowacki 

1020.00 Preparation tor statue conference; 
teleconference with Attorney Collins, 
filing motions with the Regional 
Family Trial Docket in Middletown 

977.50 Preparation for status conference at 
Regional Family Trial ooc~et 
-Middletown 

467.50 Attendance at Superior court 
Stamford- re off marking (Malone J.); 
email to and from Attorney Collins 

2252.50 Attendance at Regional Family Trial 
Docket at Middletown re status 
conference (Calmar, J.); conference 
with suzanne Sullivan 

850.00 Review of 12/2/09 affidavit, meeting 
with suzanne Sullivan 

552.50 Drafting and filing motions for 
Regional Family Trial Docket in 
Middletown, teleconference with 
Michael Nowacki' email to Suzanne 
Sullivan 

500 00 Administrative - Preparation of table 
of exhibits and exhibits: finalize ex 
parte motion and affidavit; and 
correspondence to Judge calmar, 
Attorney Kevin Collins and Michael 
Nowacki 

1190.00 Complete drafting of Ex-Parte motion 
and affidavit; review of file and 
correspondence; preparation or 
exhibits 

1530.00 Review of motions filed by Michael 
Nowacki, teleconference with Attorney 
Collins; emails to and !rom Michael 
Nowacki and clerk at Regional Family 
Trial DOcket 

255.00 Emails to end from Michael Nowacki, 
counsel and clerk of the court 

850.00 Preparation for and review of all 
motions filed for report back on 
3/t/11 et Regional Family Trial Docket 
in Middletown 

1062.50 Attendance at Regional Family Trial 
Docket - Middletown - re report back 
(Calmar J.), emails among counsel and 
parties 

85.00 Teleconference Wlth Just1na Moore of 
the prosecutor's office, Norwalk 

765.00 Teleconference with Michael Nowacki, 
review of emails; tel~conference with 

Ret I 

IIRCK 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

ARCH 

AROI 

ARCH 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

Mr. Mlchael Nowacki 
319 Lost D1str1ct Drive 
New Canaan; CT 06840-2015 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
Two Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowacki, suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 2/1/11 - 3/31/11 

02/08/2011 VER Rev1ew of ready marking; email to K. Franchi, clerk 
at the Regional Fam1ly Trial Docket 1n Middletown; 
preparation for status conference; email to Michael 
Nowackl 

o· 1/2011 VER Preparation for status conference; teleconference 
with Attorney Collins; fil1ng motions with the 
Regional Family Trial Docket in Middletown 

\ 

'-

02/11/2011 VER Preparation for status conference at Regional Family 
Trial Docket -Middletown 

02/14/2011 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re off 
marking (Malone J.); email to and from Attorney 
Collins 

02/15/2011 VER Attendance at Regional Family Trial Docket at 
Middletown re status conference (Calmar, J.); 
conference with suzanne Sullivan 

02/21/2011 VER Review of 12/2/09 affidavlt; meeting with Suzanne 
Sullivan 

02/24/2011 VER Drafting and filing motions for Regional Family 
Trial Docket in Middletown; teleconference with 
Michael Nowacki; email to Suzanne Sullivan 

02/28/2011 DK Admlnistrative - Preparation of table of exhibits 
and exhlbits; finalize ex parte mot1on and 
affidavit; and correspondence to Judge Calmar, 
Attorney Kevin Colllns and Michael Nowacki 

VER Complete drafting of Ex-Parte mot1on and affidavit; 
rev1ew of f1le and correspondence; preparation of 
exhibits 

Page: 1 
April 19, 2p11 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 21 

HOURS 

1. 00 425.00 

2.40 1,020.00 

2.30 977.50 

1.10 467.50 

5.30 2,252.50 

2.00 850 00 

1. 30 552.50 

4.00 500 00 

2.80 1,190.00 
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03/01/2011 VER Review of motions filed by Michael Nowacki; 
teleconference w1th Attorney Collins; ema1ls to and 
from Michael Nowack1 and clerk at Regional Fam1ly 
Trial Docket 

03/02/2011 VER Emails to and from Michael Nowacki, counsel and 
clerk of the court 

03/03/2011 VER Preparation for and review of all motions filed for 
report back on 3/4/11 at Regional Fam1ly Tr1al 
Docket in Middletown 

03/04/2011 VER Attendance at Reg1onal Family Trial Docket 
Middletown- re report back (Calmar J.); emails 
among counsel and parties 

03/07/2011 VER Teleconference w1th Justina Moore of the 
prosecutor's office, Norwalk 

03/08/2011 VER Teleconference with Michael Nowacki; review of 
emails; teleconference with Attorney Collins; ema~l 
to Suzanne sullivan and Tim Nowacki; teleconference 
with Lacey Bernier 

VER Research statute/case law on motion for 
reconsideration; reargument; Intra-office conference 
w1th Attorney Fleischmann re appellate hearing on 
Monday 

03/09/2011 VER Correspondence to Dr. Robson; emails to Attorney 
Collins and suzanne sullivan re Lacey Bernier; 
drafting objection to remove guardian ad litem; 
drafting motion for order re discussion with 
children; drafting motion to reargue; drafting 
motion for order re GAL; drafting motion to 
reconsider 

03/10/2011 VER Teleconference with Attorney Collins; redrafting 
motions 

03/11/2011 VER Teleconference with Dr. Robson; review of motions 
f1led by Michael Nowacki; review of briefs and 
ema1ls among counsel and parties; preparation for 
appellate argument 

03/14/2011 VER Attendance and travel to United States Appellate 
court - Hartford - re argument (DiPent1ma, Alvord 
and Borden J. ) 

VER Rev1ew of addit1onal motions filed; preparation for 
court vat Regiono.1 Family Trlal Docket in Middletown 

03/15/2011 VER Attendance and travel to Superior Court Regional 
Family Tr1al Docket -M1ddletown - re tr1al (Calmar 
J.) (including travel time) 

HOURS 

3.60 1,530.00 

0.60 255.00 

2.00 850.00 

2.50 1,062.50 

0.20 85.00 

1. 80 765.00 

0.50 212.50 

3.00 1,275.00 

1. 00 425.00 

3.00 1,275.00 

5.00 2,125 00 

2.00 850.00 

8.00 3,400.00 
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~CCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
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03/16/2011 VER Teleconference with Dr. Adamakos; correspondence to 
Dr. Robson and Dr. Adamakos 

VER Research case law re removal of AMC 

03/17/2011 VER Emails to and from counsel and parties; memorandum 
to file re orders entered; preparation of file 
record 

03/18/2011 VER Draft Brief 

03/21/2011 VER Review of emergency petition for writ of mandamus, 
review email exchange between Michael Nowacki and 
Attorney Collins; emails to and from Attorney 
Collins and Suzanne Sullivan 

VER Draft Br1ef 

03/23/2011 VER Rev1ew of redrafted brief re standing; rev1ew of 
mot1ons filed by pla1ntiff 

0 :i/2011 VER 
'-

Rev1ew of ema1ls of 3/24/11 through 3/28/11; 
response ema1l 

03/28/2011 VER Review of motion for cont1nuance ; teleconferences 
w1th Mr. Pav1a; emails to and from parties and 
counsel; email to Dr. Adamakos; review of file; 
correspondence to family caseflow coordinator; 
teleconference with Attorney Collins 

03/29/2011 VER Teleconferences with Attorney Collins• office; 
teleconference with Michael Nowacki; rev1ew of 
motions filed 

03/30/2011 VER Teleconference with T. Pavia; emails to and from 
M1chael NowackJ. 

03/31/2011 VER Correspondence to and from Dr. Adamakos; email to 
and from Michael Nowacki and Suzanne Sullivan; 
reclaiming motion 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
Donna Kistenmacher 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
71.00 $425.00 
4.00 125.00 

HOURS 

1.60 680.00 

2.80 1,190.00 

1. 00 425.00 

0.70 297.50 

1 20 510.00 

1. 20 510.00 

2.30 977.50 

2.00 850.00 

3.40 1,445.00 

0.80 340.00 

0.80 340.00 

1.80. 765.00 

75.00 30,675.00 

TOTAL 
$30,175.00 

500.00 

l8/2011 Photocop1es - pleadings, records, memoranda of law, etc. 
(ln-house) 1120 ® .15 168.00 

43.80 
21.32 
24.34 
25.60 

03/14/2011 
03/28/2011 
03/28/2011 
03/28/2011 

Edward Jurgelas, Marshal - re serv1ce of subpoena 
Federal Express - Hon, Harry Calmar, 2/28/2011 
Federal Express - Michael Nowacki, 2/28/2011 
Federal Express - Kevin S. Collins, Esq., 2/28/2011 



. ..._ 

.'--

03/28/2011 Federal Express - Kenneth Robson, M.D., 3/11/2011 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

004595 
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26.18 

309.24 

30,984.24 

$62,012.02 

$92,996.26 
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Page: 2 
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ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 22 

5/23/11 hearing in Stamford 

04/21/2011 VER Drafting and f1ling motion to modify 

04/28/2011 VER Teleconference with Attorney Collins; teleconference 
with New Canaan Police Department; correspondence to 
Sargent Ogrinc; ema1l to Suzanne Sullivan 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 
19.50 $425.00 

HOURS 
0.20 

0.80 

0.80 

85.00 

340.00 

340 00 

19.50 8,287.60 

TOTAL 
$8,287.50 

8,287.50 

$92,996.26 

$101,283.76 



--
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

Two Corporate Drive 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925.8100 
Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Dr~ve 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 5/1/11 - 5/31/11 

05/04/2011 VER Review of judicial notice from Regional Family Trial 
Docket in Middletown re scheduling; emails to and 
from Dr. Kenneth Robson; correspondence to Dr. Harry 
Adamakos 

0" <;/2011 VER 
'x... 

Teleconferences with Dr. Robson; teleconference with 
Sergeant Ogrinc; telephone conference with Attorney 
Collins; emails re scheduling; preparation for 
hearing 

05/06/2011 VER Preparation for court; teleconference with Attorney 
Collins; telephone messages Sergeant Ogrinc and Mr. 
Pavia, principal 

05/09/2011 VER Meeting with Sergeant Ogrinc; teleconferences with 
Attorney Collins; teleconference with Dr. Robson; 
preparation for court and review of psychological 
reports; telephone message to Dr. Harry Adamakos 

DK Preparation of exhibits 

05/10/2011 VER Attendance at Regional Family Trial Docket -
Middletown- re hear~ng (Calmar J.) 

05/11/2011 VER Review of petition of habeas corpus, motions and 
additional documentation from Michael Nowacki; 
correspondence to and from Attorney Collins; 
teleconferences with Dr. Robson 

05/12/2011 VER Teleconference w~th Sergeant Ogrinc; teleconference 
w~th Michael Nowacki; telephone conference w~th Dr. 
Robson; email to and from Dr. Robson, preparation 
for hearing on 5/19/11 

VER Legal research re subpoena of child 

Page· 1 
June 27, 2 011 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No. : 2 3 

HOURS 

1.40 595.00 

2.00 850.00 

3.50 1,487.50 

4.00 1,700.00 

1.00 125.00 

6.50 2,762.50 

2.50 1,062.50 

1. 80 765.00 

0.50 212.50 



't,. 

BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

Two Corporate Drive 
Shelton, Connect1cut 06484 

Telephone 203 925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

004598 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Page· 1 
Augus~ 2, 2011 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No. : 24 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 6/1/11 - 6/30/11 

06/01/2011 VER Teleconference with Dr. Kenneth Robson; telephone messages 
to Dr. Harry Adamakos; teleconference with Suzanne 
Sullivan; review of emails, court orders of 5/19/11 and 
motion for continuance 

06~/2011 VER Emails re scheduling; email to Sergeant Ogrinc; preparation 
for meeting with Dr. Harry Adamakos 

06/03/2011 VER Meeting with Dr. Harry Adamakos in Shelton 

06/06/2011 VER Arrange emails/trial preparation 

VER Teleconference with Dr. Harry Adamakos; correspondence to 
Dr. Adamakos; preparation for trial 

06/08/2011 VER Research re witness testimony; draft memorandum 

06/13/2011 VER Teleconference with Dr. Harry Adarnakos; review of emails to 
and from Michael Nowacki and Attorney Collins; review of 
motion for disclosure of expert; ema~l to Tony Pav1a, 
principal 

06/14/2011 VER Meeting with Kerry & Tim Nowacki in New Canaan; review of 
emails from Attorney Collins, Michael Nowacki and Tony 
Pavia; teleconference with Attorney Collins; preparation 
for trial 

06/15/2011 VER Preparation for trial; updating bill and affidavit re fees 

06/16/2011 VER Emails to and from Dr. Anderson and Attorney Coll1ns; 
preparation of trial management documents and exhibits 

VER Research and draft memorandum - attorney as a witness 

06/17/2011 DK Commence preparation and assembly of exhibits 

HOURS 

1.60 680.00 

2.50 1,062'.50 

2.00 850.00 

0.60 255.00 

2.00 850 00 

2.20 935.00 

1.30 '552.50 

2 70 1,147 50 

1.00 425.00 

3.00 1,275.00 

2.00 850.00 

3.50 437.50 
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STATEMENT NO: 24 

VER Teleconference with Dr. Adamakos; review of emails re 
deposition, scheduling and trial preparation; 
teleconference with Attorney Collins;. emails to and from 
Michael Nowacki 

VER Preparation for trial * 

06/20/2011 DK Complete preparation and assembly of exhibits 

VER Teleconference with Attorney Collins; emails to and from 
counsel, parties and clerk of the court re scheduling of 
hearing and deposition; preparat~on for trial and 
deposition 

06/21/2011 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re hearing 
(Wenzel J.); attendance at deposition of Dr. Anderson in 
Stamford; trial preparation 

06/22/2011 VER Emails to and from Michael Nowacki; teleconference with Dr. 
Harry Adamakos; email to Dr. Kenneth Robson; teleconference 
with Attorney Collins; preparation for trial; drafting and 
flling motion for contempt re payment of fees; 

''--
06/23/2011 VER Emails to and from Attorney Collins and Michael Nowacki; 

teleconference with Dr. Harry Adamakos; preparation for 
trial 

06/24/2011 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re hearing 
(White, J. and Wenzel, J) 

06/26/2011 VER Research of law re admiss~bility of excerpt of a treatise 

VER Rev1ew of file from Dr. Harry Adamakos; review of phone 
recordings; preparation for trial; teleconference with 
Attorney Ruekert; telephone message to Dr. Kenneth Robson; 
teleconference with Dr. Harry Adamakos; drafting and filing 
amended exhibit list and amended proposed orders; research 
re psychological effects of bi-polar parent or parents 
with personality disorders; emails to Tim Nowacki; email to 
and from Michael Nowa9ki and Attorney Coll~ns 

06/27/2011 VER Attendance at Regional Family Trial Docket - Middletown -
retrial (Calmar, J.) 

VER Preparation for witnesses and review of testimony 

06/28/2011 VER Attendance at Regional Family Trial - Middletown - re trial 
( Calmar, J.) 

VER Research re best interest of child statute, prepare expert 
testimony packet 

06/29/2011 VER Email from Michael Nowacki; teleconference Wlth Dr. 
Adamakos; emails to C. Ogr1nc,, Princ1pal Tony Pavia and 

HOURS 

0.50 212.50 

5.70 2,422.50 

2.00 250.00 

3.80 1,615.00 

7.00 2,975.00 

3.80 1,615 00 

3.80 1,615.00 

3.00 1,275.00 

0.80 340.00 

7.50 3,187.50 

8.00 3,400.00 

3.00 1,275.00 

8.00 3,400.00 

0.40 170 00 



I 
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Page: 3 
August 02, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 24 

Dr. Kenneth Robson; re-organize file post-hearing 

VER Rev1ew appellate motion; telephone conference with Clerk of 
Supreme Court 

HOURS 
1. 50 637.50 

1.50 637.50 

06/30/2011 VER Emails from Michael Nowacki; emails to and from Attorney 
Kevin Collins; correspondence to Suzanne Sullivan and Dr. 
Anderson; email to Dr. Adamakos 1.80 765.00 

07 /2011 
07fz0/2011 

'--

VER Draft motion to d1smiss; review statutes 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
Donna Kistenmacher 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 
83.50 $425.00 
5.50 125.00 

FEE PAYMENT - received from Suzanne Sullivan 
COST REIMBURSEMENT - received from Suzanne Sull1van 

TOTAL PAYMENTS 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

TOTAL 
$35,487.50 

687.50 

2.50 1,062 50 

89.00 36,175.00 

36,175.00 

$118' 624.26 

-22,640.39 
-1,359.61 

-24,000.00 

$130,799 26 
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Page: 2 
June 27, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 23 

·-

05/13/2011 VER Email to and from Suzanne Sullivan; email from and 
teleconference with Dr. Kenneth Robson 

05/16/2011 VER Teleconference with Michael Nowacki; teleconference 
with Attorney Collins; preparation for court; review 
of emails from Dr. Kenneth Robson 

05/18/2011 VER Preparation for hearing in Middletown 

05/19/2011 VER Attendance at the Regional Family Trial Docket 
M1ddletown- re full day hearing !Calmar J.) 

05/25/2011 VER Review of all recent emails, pleadings f1led and 
appellate court decision; teleconference with Dr. 
Kenneth Robson , 

05/31/2011 VER Review of weekend emails and judicial notices; 
emails to Suzanne Sullivan; receipt and review of 
continuance request with enclosures; teleconference 
with Dr. Kenneth Robson; telephone message to Dr. 
Harry Adamakos 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 

HOURS 

0.80 340.00 

1.80 765.00 

3.00 1,275.00 

8.50 3,612.50 

2.00 850.00 

1.80 765.00 

41.10 17,167.50 

TIMEKEEPER 
veronica E. Re1ch 
Donna Kistenmacher 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
40.10 $425.00 
1.00 125.00 

TOTAL 
$17,042.50 

125.00 

05/02/2011 

05/09/2011 

Clerk, Superior Court - re motion for modification of 
custody 
Photocopies - pleadings, records, memoranda of law, etc. 
(in-house) 320 ® .15 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

125.00 

48.00 

173.00 

17,340.50 

$101, 283'. 76 

$118, 624.26 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

Mr M1chael Nowacki 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
Two Corporate Dnve 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925 8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Page: 1 
August 31, 2011 

319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 Account No .. 43-090363 

Statement No.: 25 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 6/1/11 - 6/30/11 

07/01/2011 VER Review of interim orders; email to Dr. Adamakos; drafting 
motion to dismiss 

VER Edit and re-draft Motion to Dismiss 

07,~/2011 VER Review of defendant's motion for mistrial 

07/07/2011 VER Draft of proposed correspondence to Douglas Anderson re 
deposition 

VER Draft motion for order 

07/08/2011 VER Drafting updated affidavit of fees; emails to and from 
Suzanne Sullivan and M1chael Nowacki 

J7/11/2011 VER Ema1ls to and from New Canaan Pollee Department; 
teleconferences with Dr. Adamakos and Attorney Collins; 
emails to Suzanne Sullivan; preparation for 
hear1ng;correspondence to Kenneth Robson re affidavit 

07/12/2011 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Middletown - re 
disqualification and attorney's fees; orders entered 
(Wenzel J.) 

VER Memorandum to file re orders of the court; research on 
litigat1on m1sconduct and perfecting !len/security orders; 
review of file 

07/19/2011 VER Drafting and f1l1ng motin for payment of fees re Dr. Robson 
and Dr. Adamakos; ema1ls to and from Suzanne Sullivan and 
Attorney Collins 

01~~-/2011 VER Travel to anp from New Canaan Town Clerk; search land 
records 

HOURS 

1. 80 765.00 

1.00 425.00 

0.30 127.50 

0.30 127.50 

0 20 85.00 

1.80 765 00 

1.50 637.50 

6.50 2,762.50 

0.50 212.50 

0 60 255 00 

1. 50 637 50 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

'--

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
Two Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203.925.8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowack~ 
319 Lost D1strict Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 8/1/11 - 8/31/11 

08/02/2011 VER Review of law re time for filing of appeal; email 
from Michael Nowack1; receipt of ready marking for 
8/11/11; drafting motion for contempt re 7/12/11 
orders 

08'~/2011 VER Rev1ew of continuance request and new appeal; f1ling 
motion to dism1ss late appeal; drafting 2 mot1ons for 
rel1ef from stay 

08/04/2011 VER Email to Michael Nowacki; email to and from L. 
Krolikowski 

08/08/2011 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re contempt 
hearing and orders payment to re guardian ad litem 
and evaluator (Malone J.); correspondence to Dr. 
Adamakos and Dr. Robson ; email from Michael Nowacki 

08/18/2011 VER Review of court orders re payment of fees; email to 
Suzanne Sullivan 

08/23/2011 VER Review of compla1nt filed in Federal Court; emails to 
and from M. Ruekert -counsel for New Canaan schools 

VER Review of Michael Nowacki video-You Tube re family 
courts (no charge) 

08/24/2011 VER Review of court orders; forward to counsel for New 
Canaan school; review of motion to re-argue (fam1ly 
case) and motion to dism1ss (cr1minal case) 

08/30/2011 VER Review of amended Appeal dated August 26, 2011; 
research re deficiencies in Appeal 

' -08/31/2011 VER Correspondence to Dr. Robson and Dr. Adamakos re 
Appeal; rev1ew of order from Federal Court; 

Page: 1 
October 7, 2011 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No. : 26 

HOURS 

1.10 467.50 

1. 80 765.00 

0.30 127.50 

4.50 1,912.50 

0.40 170.00 

1. 00 425.00 

1. 50 

2.10 892.50 

0 60 255.00 

--·----------



•, 

08/16/2011 
'• 

• 

interoffice conference re Appeal 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
Veronica E. Re1ch 

RECAPITULATION 

Postage 3 ® 1.88 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
1. 50 $0.00 

13.10 425.00 

004604 

Page: 2 
October 07, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO· 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO 26 

HOURS 
1.30 552.50 

14.60 5,567.50 

TOTAL 
$0.00 

5,567.50 

5 64 

5.64 

5,573.14 

$138,818.56 

$144,391.70 



,.. --.~----~ 

'- -· 

07/21/2011 VER Edit Judgment Lien cert1ficate; travel to New Canaan to 
file cert1f1cate 

07/26/2011 VER Ema1l from M1chael Nowack1; ema1l to Suzanne Sullivan 

07/28/2011 VER Revie~ of appellate hlstory/update on mot1on to dismiss 
FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

07/20/2011 
07/20/2011 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 
18.70 $425.00 

Federal Express - Clerk, Supreme Court, 7/1/2011 
Federal Express Michael Nowacki, 6/17/2011 
TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

004605 

Page: 2 
August 31, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO. 25 

TOTAL 
$7,947.50 

HOURS 

2.30 977.50 

0.20 85.00 

0.20 85.00 

18.70 7,947 so 

24.01 
47.79 

71.80 

8,019.30 

$130,799.26 

$1381 818,56 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

Two Corporate Drive 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925.81 00 

Fax 203.925 8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Dr~ve 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING. 9/1/11 - 9/30/11 

09/01/2011 VER Review orders entered on 3/15, 4/15 and 5/19/11; 
review and organize file 

VER Review of issues re amended appeal; review of motion 
and orders in Federal Court; reveiw of compile 
existing orders re custody and parenting ; 
correspondence to Suzanne Sullivan; Capt. 
Krolikowski, M.Breckert and D. Abbey 

09/02/2011 VER 

09/05/2011 VER 

09/06/2011 VER 

VER 

09/09/2011 VER 

09/12/2011 VER 

09/19/2011 VER 

Teleconference with Capt. Krolikowski; teleconference 
with D. Abbey; email to and from Suzanne Sullivan; 
receipt of ready marking from Michael Nowack~; review 
of pleadings filed 

Emails to counsel; email to Suzanne Sullivan; email 
to Michael Nowacki 

Rev~ew of defendant's mot~on to reargue; email to and 
from Suzanne Sullivan and Michael Nowacki; attendance 
in court - Stamford (Malone, J) marking matter off 
by defendant 

Review Supreme Court and Appellate Court judicial 
website for docketing info 

Review of emails to and from counsel, parties and 
police re T~m starting prepatory school 

Teleconference w~th Attorney Collins 

Review of Appellate Court decision and (2) motions re 
restrain~ng order; teleconference with Attorney 
Collins 

09/20/2011 VER Teleconference with Attorney Gabriele re interim 

----,...----..- --. ---

Page: 1 
November 8, 2011 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 27 

HOURS 

0.80 340.00 

2.20 935.00 

2.40 1,020.00 

0 40 170.00 

1. 00 425.00 

0.10 42.50 

0 40 170.00 

0.30 127.50 

0.60 255.00 



.• 
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Page· 2 
November 08, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO· 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO. 27 

emergency motion 

Q9/26/2011 VER Review of request to Supreme Court 

09/27/2011 VER Review of motion for reconsiderat~on; review of 
emails; legal research re stays in Appellate/Supreme 
Court 

09/02/2011 

VER Attendance at Superior Court - Middletown - re 22b 
hearing, (Holzberg J.), review of emails from M~chael 
Nowacki 

VER Westlaw research on 22b hearing, case law, Westlaw 
search of stay of execution 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 
15.10 $425.00 

Federal Express - Clerk, Appellate Court, 8/9/2011 
TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on retainer 

HOURS 
0.20 85.00 

0.30 127.50 

1. 60 680.00 

4.00 1,700.00 

0 80 340.00 

15.10 6,417.50 

TOTAL 
$6,417.50 

23.75 

23.75 

6,441.25 

$144,391.70 

$150,832.95 

-·~~-------
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

'--· 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
Two Corporate Dnve 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone 203 925.8100 

Fax 203.925 8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost Distr1ct Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 10/1/11 - 10/31/11 

06/28/2au JDG Travel to and from Middletown Superior Court 

10/05/2011 VER Review emails from Michael Nowacki and recent motions 
flled 

' 
10"----/2011 VER Review of documents provided by M1chael Nowackl; 

teleconference with Harry Adamakos 

10/24/2011 VER Teleconference with Attorney Collins; review of 
emails and mot1on for contempt 

10/25/2011 VER Teleconference with Attorney Collins; review of 
judgment; ema1ls to and from Suzanne Sullivan; emails 
to and from M1chael Nowacki 

I0/2G/201l VER Teleconfere~ce ~1th family casP.flow re scheduling 
before Judge Wenzel; recla1ming motions; forwarding 
judgment 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
Jim DeGiacomo 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
4.20 $425.00 
3.00 125 00 

Page: 1 
December 19, 2011 

Account No : 43-090363 
Statement No.· 28 

HOURS 
3 00 375 00 

0.30 127.50 

1.50 637.50 

0.40 170.00 

1. 50 637.50 

0.50 212.50 

7.20 2,160.00 

TOTAL 
$1,785 00 

375.00 

07/06/2011 J1m DeG1acomo - re local travel (6/28/2011, Middletown) 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

43.86 

43.86 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 2,203.86 

PREVIOUS BALANCE $150,832.95 



BALANCE DUE 

('. 

·-.._... 

''--

0 balance on reta1ner 

OOA-609 . .. 

Page. 2 
December 19, 2011 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO. 28 

$153,036.81 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

' Attorneys and Counselors at Law 
Two Corporate Drive 

Shelton, Connecticut 06484 
Telephone203.925 8100 

Fax 203.925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Nowacki, suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 11/1/11 - 11/30/11 

11/02/2011 VER Review of Appeal to Supreme Court; emai1s to and from 
Michael Nowacki; review of outstanding issues; 
preparation of aff~davit of debt 

11 1 ~/2011 VER Preparation for court; attendance at Superior Court-
'- Stamford- re short calendar (Malone J.); review of 

cont~nuance request and emails; teleconference with 
Attorney Collins 

11/08/2011 VER Review of motion/application to Supreme Court for 
direct appeal; review of Rules of Appellate 
Procedure; teleconference with Attorney Colllns; 
correspondence to court reporter's off1ce re 
transcript of 11/7/11; emall to and from Michael 
Nowacki 

11/09/2011 VER Ema1ls to and from M1chael Nowack1 ; rev1ew of 
obJection to application to Supreme Court filed by 
Attorney Colllns 

11/11/2011 VER Review of file; updating affidavit of fees; review 
of emails; preparation for court and calculation of 
interest 

11/14/2011 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re short 
calendar mark1ng (Malone & Wh1te J.); rev1ew of 
additional emails 

11/29/2011 VER Review of all recent pleadings and emails re contempt 
and appeals; preparat1on for court; drafting and 
f1l1ng additional motion for contempt re fees; rev1ew 
of appellate file 

'--
11/30/2011 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re motion 

for contempt re fees (Malone J ) 

Page: 1 
January 26, 2012 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No. . 2 9 

HOURS 

1 00 425.00 

2.00 850.00 

1.80 765.00 

1.10 467.50 

1.80 765.00 

2.60 1,105 00 

2 20 935.00 

4 50 1,912.50 



''-

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

BALANCE DUE 

0 balance on reta1ner 

RECAPITULATION 
HOURS HOURLY RATE 
17.00 $425.00 

004611 

Page: 2 
January 26, 2012 

ACCOUNT NO: 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO: 29 

HOURS 
17.00 7,225.00 

TOTAL 
$7,225.00 

7,225.00 

$153,036 81 

$160,261.81 
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BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCAHEY, P.C. 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

Two Corporate Drive 
Shelton, Connecticut 06484 

Telephone 203.925 8100 

Fax 203 925.8101 
TIN 06-1369861 

Mr. Michael Nowacki 
319 Lost District Drive 
New Canaan, CT 06840-2015 

Nowacki, Suzanne v. Nowacki, Michael 

INTERIM BILLING: 12/1/12 - 5/31/12 

12/05/2011 VER Review of Appeal documents 

12/06/2011 VER Emails and reclaim re contempt motion; review of 
supporting documentation; review of appeal issues 

12~/2011 VER Review of file and appeal notices re status and 
contempt issues; preparation for court 

12/12/2011 VER Attendance at Superior Court Stamford - re 
contempt marking (Malone J.); emails from Michael 
Nowacki 

12/14/2011 VER Preparation for contempt hearing and calculation of 
interest 

12/15/2011 VER Attendance at Superior Court 
contempt hearing (Malone J.) 

Stamford - re 

12/16/2011 VER Preparation for next hear1ng on contempt issues; 
memorandum re contempt argument 

12/20/2011 VER File judgment lien in New Canaan(NO CHARGE) 

01/02/2012 VER Review of appeal documents of 12/29/11 (AC 34041); 
drafting motion for order of payment of fees (8/20/11 
- 12/20/11) 

01/03/2012 VER Preparation for continued contempt hearing 

03/29/2012 VER Emails to and from counsel, M1chael Nowacki and 
family caseflow office; rev1ew of pending motions 

04~-/2012 VER Emails to and from M1chael Nowacki, drafting 
ob)ect1on to continuance request and rev1ew of f1le 

Page: 1 
June 18, 2012 

Account No.: 43-090363 
Statement No.: 31 

HOURS 
1.50 

0.80 

1.00 

0 60 

1.00 

637.50 

340.00 

425.00 

255.00 

425.00 

6.00 2,550.00 

1. 50 637.50 

1. 60 

1 40 595.00 

0.50 212.50 

0.40 170.00 

1. 00 425.00 
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Page: 2 
June 18, 2012 

ACCOUNT NO· 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO· 31 

04/24/2012 VER Ema~ls to and from M~chael Nowack~ and Attorney 
Collins re schedul~ng hearing for contempt on fees 

04/27/2012 VER Preparation for hearing; ema~ls re schedul~ng 

05/02/2012 VER Preparation for motion for fees 5/4/12 and appeal 
documents 

05/03/2012 VER Prepare file for hearing 

VER Emails to and from Michael Nowacki; review of 
continuance request and response thereto 

05/04/2012 VER Research in re JUdgment lien;draft release of 
judgment l~en;teleconference with Attorneys re 
lien (NO CHARGE) 

VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re 
contempt for payment of fees (Malone J.) 

05/07/2012 VER Draft release of lien; review research ~n re release 
of lien and lis pendens; draft file memorandum in re 
research of liens(NO CHARGE) 

05~/2012 VER Attendance at Superior Court - Stamford - re contempt 
on order repayment of fees (Malone J ); conference 
with counsel; preparation; correspondence to court; 
correspondence to Michael Nowacki and Attorney 
Crosland re court scheduling and release of judgment 
lien 

12/19/2011 

FOR CURRENT SERVICES RENDERED 

RECAPITULATION 
TIMEKEEPER 
Veronica E. Reich 
Veronica E. Reich 

HOURS HOURLY RATE 
5. 00 $0.00 

26.20 425 00 

Clerk, Town of New Canaan - recording fee re second 
judgment lien 

HOURS 

0.50 212.50 

1. so 637.50 

2.50 1,062.50 

0.10 42.50 

0.40 170.00 

2.10 

1. 00 425.00 

1. 30 

4.50 1,912.50 

31.20 11,135.00 

TOTAL 
$0.00 

11,135.00 

n/c 
01/06/2012 Attorney Reich - reimbursement re copy fees (New Canaan, 

12/20/2011) 5.00 
01/06/2012 

05/17/2012 

'--
05/11/2012 
05/11/2012 

Attorney Reich - re local travel (New Canaan, 
12/20/2011) 
Clerk, Town of New Canaan - release of two liens 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

TOTAL CURRENT WORK 

PREVIOUS BALANCE 

FEE PAYMENT - received from M~chael Nowack~ re fees 
COST REIMBURSEMENT - received from Michael Nowack~ re 
costs 

TOTAL PAYMENTS 

15.81 
n/c 

20.81 

11,155 81 

$160,261.81 

-140,049.55 

-145.05 

-140,194.60 
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BALANCE DUE 

)~ . ' 

0 balance on retainer 

··Q04614 

Page· 3 
June 18, 2012 

ACCOUNT NO. 43-090363M 
STATEMENT NO. 31 

$31,223.02 

·I 



BAI, POLLOCK, BLUEWEISS & MULCA.l.lEY, P.C. 

AR.'IOLO J. BAI (1931·1992) 

PAUL E. POLLOCK 
JE:FI'REY A. BLUEWEISS 

GARJE J. MULCAHEY * 
RAYMOND J. PlOUFFE, J'R. 
MICHAELS. LYNCH 
GAILEEN A. KAUfMAN 
LEWJSS. LERMAN 
THOMAS M. MCKEON 

Mr. Jeffrey Diamond 

A TIORNEYS AND COUNSELORS A 1" LAW 

Two CORPOJL.\TE DRIVE 

SHELTON, CONNECTICIJT 06484 
TELEPHONE 203.91S.8l0Q 

FAX .Z03,9.Z5,!ll Ol 

Ce46rat!I!IJ OUT 39tli~nnittersary 

V1a ellllj1l & fax (203) 965-5778 

May 17, 2012 

Family Caseflow Coordinator 
Superior Court 
123 Hoyt Street 
Stamford, CT 06905 

RE: Suzanne Sullivan v. ~cbael NOwacki 
Docket No: FA-04-02Dl2?6S 

Dear Mr. Diamond: 

004615 

OF COUNSEL 
c~-w. f41S.;:~WAN!'i 
V~\!O)'UCA ~- ~IC" 
C\.A,UDJA {l. {\EYIW\N** 

T <WA.I\A !'({. Nyp: 
US\VAHA,.~ 
1'1\(llltAS ~- NoQNI\1'(* 
(:;~,11'( ... VIITTEII.* 
MA,RT\NA l\l\I,A*** 

As per the order of the Court that entered on May 1~, 20~2, with r€ference 
to the captioned matter, I am advising you that Mr, :t{QWaQki t~pc;_lered te me a 
check in the amount of $154,066.16, and it has in fact cleared the b~nk. 

Therefore, the hearing that had been SGhedu'led for May 2S, 2012 may go off the 
calendar. Thank you. 

VER/lc 
Enc 
cc. M. Nowackl 

K. F. Collins, Esqu1re 
D Crosland, Esquire 

Ve~onica s. ~ei~h 
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March 31,2014 

r 
Dear Judiciary Committee, 

Thank you for taking time to read my testimony. My name is Michelle Tolmoff. I work 
with a family support group for divorced parents, am a trained Guardian Ad Litem and 
work as a professional for 10 years in financial services. I am hoping that raised bill H.B. 
No. 494 is approved with some details changed, modified, and other details added. I 
believe that GALs need to be feasible, have strict oversight, transparency, accountability, 
and be regulated much like other professionals. I do not understand why there is so much 
more regulation over financial matters than there is matters involving our youth. Why do 
we allow immunity with something as delicate as our children going through a very 
difficult transition of divorcing parents but in all other matters of our livelihood from 
adolescence, to adulthood, to geriatrics we have strict guidelines and methods for 
enforcement? 

I propose these revisions to this bill as a start: 

Section 1: The five names selected will be rotated and evenly distributed amongst the 
trained, background checked, continuing education up to date list of Gaurdian Ad Litems 
(GAL). A database will be maintained to give full transparency for the parents to make an 
informed decision of who they are selecting from the 5 names. This database shall 
provide the hourly fee this GAL charges, the standard items the GAL charges for, If they 
collect a retainer how much they ask for, the average cost a family incurs while this GAL 
works with a family, how long this GALs average case lasts, How many cases they are 
currently working on, How many cases they have been assigned to in the last 12 months, 
do they have any disciplinary history, what is the average parent rating of the 
performance of this GAL surveyed based on communication, amount of time with the 
child, cost vs how much time they felt they worked on the case, did they treat the parent 
professionally and courteously. 

Section 2: 
(a) When the court appoints a GAL without a motion they must give 5 names to the 

parties and follow rule in Section 1. 

Section 5: 
(a) GAL private pay fees can only be $25/hour above state rate fees if 

they continue to have immunity. OR if immunity is taken away 
they may charge $125/hour above state rate but MUST carry errors 
and omissions and or malpractice insurance and pay a state 
licensing and registration fee renewed every 2 years of $50. During 
license renewal the department of public defenders will continue to 
oversee the GALs and conduct a criminal, consumer, and civil 
background check. GALs must report any liens, bankruptcies, 
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foreclosures, short sales and child support arrearage like other state 
licensed professionals. GALs must complete 24 hours of 
continuing education every 2 years prior to being approved for 
license renewal. 6 of those hours must be ethics training. A GAL 
practice book with rules and procedures will be produced by 
October 1, 2014. Based on a financial affidavit provided by parents 
the GAL must understand that a fee and billing cap exists using 
child support and arrearage guidelines under the best interests of 
the child guidelines. Once the parties exhaust the fee cap the GAL 
understands a report must be filed and the full file disclosed for 
discovery and if they have not finished their work they continue on 
pro bono or are to be converted to a state rate case. All GALs will 
be paid with a 1099-Misc reported by the parents so the tax-ID 
must be disclosed to the parties for income tax purposes. 

(b) 529 College savings accounts and CHET plans may have a tax 
burden for liquidating and not being used for higher education 
purposes as well as other surrender charges and penalties these 
funds shall not be used to cover GAL expenses. Retirement account 
assets if the party is under 59 Y2 or is still working may have some 
tax burdens as well and shall remain untouched for GAL billing 
purposes. Otherwise the state should consider waiving the 
penalties, creating a credit, or deduction for the parents incurring 
the penalty to pay a state agent appointed to them by the court. The 
state agent should have to pay a special tax for assistance with fee 
collection. 

Thank you, 

Michelle Tolmoff, MBA 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT LEGISLATURE- JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 

Public Hearing- 31 March 2014 

. TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION TO S.B. (RAISED) 494-
AN ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND ATTORNEYS FOR MINOR 

CHILDREN IN FAMILY RELATIONS MATTERS 

My name is Daniel M. Lynch, born and raised in Waterbury and having now 

also lived in Trumbull for the last twenty years. I am a divorced father of two 

daughters, now 20 and 17 years old. While I have only been married once, I have 

already endured two divorce trials, as well as scores of post judgment hearings. 

I do not support the bill as being proposed and urge you to VOTE NO. The 

language .is flawed in numerous areas and while there is tremendous. pressure 

during this particular election year, the wording of this bill appears to be a step 

ba-ckwards rather than forward. Had the language, overall, been closer to 

something that represented a positive step for families of divorce, I might consider 

support with further refinements and would also detail my specific concerns here. 

Sadly, I am of the opinion that the language is so flawed in both concept and 

wording that any passage through committee hoping for refinements by the House 

and Senate is a critical mistake. One would certainly not begin construction ·of a 

new building without a proper blueprint from which to work- that is what we need. 

PRESUMPTION FOR EQUAL SHARED PARENTING 

It is my firm belief that ANY proposed bill addressing child custody matters 

much at long last include a legal presumption of equally shared physical and legal 

custody - absent documented cases of abuse or neglect. 

-1-
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MAY, SHALL, MUST 

As we have just recently learned in an important meeting before the Judiciary 
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Committee in the matter of Ms. Charla Nash vs. the Claims Commissioner, use of 
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the words may, shall, and must within our statutes are critical. There are currently 
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many statutes involved in dissolution of marriage and custody which use the word 
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"shall," but rather than be considered mandatory, it is viewed as directory and 
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therefore discretionary. This results in inconsistencies and prolonged, unnecessary 
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6 litigation which further harms parties and their children. 
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CRIMINAL ENTERPRISE 
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The broad discretion allowed by our current statutes has resulted in nothing 
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short of a criminal enterprise operating within the Connecticut Family Court system. 
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I fully recognize these are strong words, but there is clear and convincing evidence 
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of such conduct in hundreds of cases throughout our state. 
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0 While the current GAL and AMC abuses are among the most obvious 
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aspects of this enterprise, equally as troubling are the long-standing and consistent 
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failures of the Statewide Grievance Committee and Judicial Review Council in 
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:= addressing properly filed and detailed complaints about the underlying conduct. 
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Continued -litigation, pre and post-judgment, as well as appeals and 
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({"J certification may help drive revenue for a host of attorneys, but it wrongfully strips 

:X: divorcing parents and their entire families of assets that are critical for the future of 
u 
z 
>-
...J these children. In a public hearing on January 9, 2014, the Task Force charged with 
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w evaluating the issues and formulating recommendations heard testimony from 
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0 scores of parents, as well as a smaller number of grandparents. It is clear that 
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entire families - multi-generational wealth - is being siphoned from the accounts of 

families by less-than-ethical insiders who conspire to fuel conflict and leverage the 

nuances of the legal ease found within our statutes, as well as their relationships 

with certain family court judges, counselors and others. 

JUDICIARY MUST TAKE ACTION 

I respectfully suggest that the judiciary must take immediate action under its 

inherent authority to prioritize the formulation of a truly independent panel to 

investigate the claims brought forth regarding the underlying fraud,· corruption, and 

conspiracy which is ongoing in our family court system. 

These activities being experienced by a great number of families are a 

<3 violation of rights provided for in the Constitution of the United States, as well as our 
C? 

~ state Constitution. Unlike those insiders - including the heads of our Supreme 
0 

G Court and Connecticut Bar Association - this is not a rare occurrence being 
= ::; 
.0 

E experienced by just a select few "disgruntled litigants" unhappy with a specific result. 
2 
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~ The Judiciary should get the numbers and look at what is going on, in close 

0 
~ detail. Only then would it make sense to move forward with a bill that purports to 

~ 
provide oversight and protection, but actually codifies the financial drain and 

0 
8 provides a further mechanism for parental alienation and continued conflict. 
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TESTIMONY FOR JUDICIARY COMMITTEE PUBLIC HEARING 

Joint Committee on Judiciary 
Room 2500, Legislative Office Building 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Monday March 31, 2014 

Dear Judiciary Committee Members: 

004621 
P~?G£ 41 
Lt ~e. 1° 

Good morning and thank you for affording me the opportunity to 
speak before you today. This is the 51

h time I have testified since 
January 9, 2019 about the issues concerning the Family Courts. I refer 
you to my written testimony from January 9, February 14 and February 
19 public hearings. I have attached copies of my testimony here with for 
easy reference. 

I am here to speak against Bill# 494 as it is currently written. I am 
very disappointed in that it does not address many concerns brought up 
during the January 9, 2014 and many other public hearings. 

I understand many of you are reluctant to accept criticism of a 
system of which you may have been intimately involved in creating. But 
for any process, which over time has gone completely unsupervised and 
for which the participants have been granted complete immunity for their 
conduct, issues may arise, regardless of its original intentions. 
Therefore, any criticisms of that system in its current form, may not 
necessarily be a reflection of the original creators. 

Many of the issues brought up illustrate a system in which the 
participants such as GAL's and outside evaluators freely violate criminal 
statutes CGS 53a-156, Perjury, CGS 53a-192, Coercion and Conspiracy 
to commit Perjury and Coercion, CGS 53a-51. 

And because of immunity, many of the GAL's carry too much 
influence in the family law community. For instance On Oct. 10, 2013, 
the judge on my case issued vague orders making a 3rd party 
responsible· for access to my children. I feel this is an illegal passing on 
of judicial authority. However, I spoke to numerous persons at this 3rd 
party and none would accept the responsibility thrust upon them by the 
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judge. So I obtained a consult from a lawyer, Chris Storm of Bristol. He 
essentially told me I have to beg my GAL for time with my kids. I do not 
see anywhere in CGS 46b-56 where it is said that my time with my kids 
is based on me begging a GAL for time. 

In another example, I spoke to an individual whose own attorney 
told him to not testify today against the GAL on his case as it would hurt 
their case. That's coercion. 

I can go on for hours illustrating examples of where GAL's have 
exceeded their authority of just being witnesses and keeping an eye out 
for the children's best interest. But I am here to help you in coming up 
with revisions to Bill #494 to address all of these issues. 

Bill #494 does not go far enough to address the issues that have 
arisen with the Family Court system. The following are some of my 
suggestions. However, I implore you to listen to everyone's suggestions 
today including but not limited to those of Peter Szymonik, Mark 
Sargent, Elizabeth Richter, Jennifer Verraneault and Mike Nowacki. 
These persons have gone out of their way to analyze the system in a 
way I question whether anyone else has. 

1 . First and foremost, this bill codifies what I feel is illegal, PB 25-
62. Absent abuse or neglect or a determination that a parent is 
unfit, assigning a GAL without such determination is violation of 
the US Constitution and our due process. There is substantial 
case law to support my position. One example is Troxel v. 
Granville, in which it was established that the presumption is 
that parents are fit until proven otherwise. The current system 
of assigning a GAL in divorce matters automatically presumes 
the parents are unfit without due process. This is not the only 
example in which the State of Connecticut Judiciary is not in 
compliance with U.S. Supreme Court rulings. I sat during the 
public hearing for the proposed bill to revise the sentencing 
guidelines for juvenile offenders as the current ones in CT 
violate a Supreme Court ruling. The CT judiciary engages in 
many other unconstitutional practices- Please refer to my Feb. 
19, 2014 testimony concerning ADA violations. Alternately if 
the court knows the parents disagree about custody and 
concerns of abuse and neglect of the children are not raised, 
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the court should just immediately assign an evaluator who will 
report to the court directly, not a GAL. 

2. With respect to Sec 1 a: I do not believe that the selection of a 
GAL from 5 preselected ones by the court provides sufficient 
transparency to assure litigants that collusion is not occurring. It 
is very possible that the same 5 persons will be made available 
over and over and over again. This has the potential for 
malfeasance to occur as the 5 gal's have no reason to act 
ethically if they know their names will always be put forth 
regardless of their past conduct. This essentially codifies the 
current system of a select few individuals being used 
repeatedly I recommend that a lottery system be implemented. 
This will ensure transparency and remove any concerns over 
collusion. If the judiciary is concerned over the qualifications of 
the persons in the lottery, they can establish clear criteria for 
prequalification to the lottery. 

3. Sec. 1c: 

a. Does not provide guidance on what is acceptable scope of 
work for GAL. IT should specify that the INITIAL scope 
includes the following: 

i. Home visits 
ii. Meeting with children 
iii. Contact with children's teachers and doctors 
iv. Contact with relevant persons to ascertain the parents 

ability to perform their roles (i.e. their employer, 
physician) 

b. Does not provide guidance on what is acceptable excuse for 
extending the GAL appointment. 

c. Does not provide guidance on when the GAL appointment 
should end. 

d. It says it will check every 6 months on how the GAL is doing. 
This should be reduced to 4 months for 151 visit which is 1 
month after 90 day waiting period after filing for divorce. 

e. The initial fees GAL's can charge are not capped. It is 
ridiculous to pay $300 per hour to what amounts to an adult 
babysitter who intrudes on your life and tells you whether it is 
ok to take your kids away on weekend or not or even sillier 
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things. For the initial scope of work, the GAL's should be 
allotted 40 hours total. In this day and age, that is sufficient 
time to check the background of 2 individuals. 

4. Sec 2a: This section does not provide guidance should an 
AMC be appointed in a case in which parental alienation is 
alleged. Clear cut guidance must be provided to ascertain if the 
child(ren) is alienated and offer guidance to address that 
concern. 

5. Sec 4: It is already allowed to file a motion to recuse/remove 
GAL. So the wording in this section does not provide any 
additional protections. It is very vague on the grounds for 
removal of the GAL. There needs to be clearly defined criteria 
on what conduct allows the removal of the GAL. A Professional 
Code of Conduct for GAL's must be established or existing 
code of conduct referenced. As it stands, this language is not 
sufficiently strong enough to withstand the opposition of a judge 
who for whatever reason chooses to not acknowledge the 
GAL's unacceptable conduct.· In addition, no independent 
oversight authority is established. There needs to be an 
independent entity to provide oversight of the GAL's. The 
current grievance has yet to make a determination of 
misconduct against a GAL despite overwhelming evidence to 
the contrary. 

6. Sec 5b: The language is too soft. It uses the term "may" 
instead of "will". This allows the judicial authority to not follow 
this section and raid your kids college education to pay for 
GAL's/AMC's. The wording must be changed. (do you see the 
difference had I put in "may" in my sentence instead of "must") 

7. Sec 6: The judiciary currently has handouts available to 
litigants on many topics. However, the handouts do not cover 
controversial issues. I recommend that a well advertised public 
hearing(s) be held to discuss the content of any publication 
before it is released officially. 

8. I would like to point out also that there are some points made in 
the majority report of the recent Task Force that should be 
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included along with most if not all of the points made in the 
minority report. 

9. There are many other issues with respect to GAL's. They 
include but not limited to: 

a. They are known to be heavy handed when dealing with 
mental health professionals, teachers, sports coaches, and 
eve,ry other individual in the process. A Code of Conduct 
must be established in which their role of SOLELY being an 
information gatherer is clearly noted. 

b. They are allowed to admit hearsay into evidence, something 
no one else is allowed to do. This is not acceptable. They 
must not be allowed to admit hearsay. 

c. They are allowed to interfere in the admittance of crucial 
evidence concerning the children, claiming privilege over 
that information. How can an impartial assessment be made 
by a judge with the suppression of crucial evidence? This 
would not be tolerated in criminal or civil court. If the 
information is secretive, then a closed hearing ca~ be held to 
protect the minor children. Short of DCF involvement, 
concealing records from a parent who has not been found . 
neglectful by in a Juvenile Court, these records must be 
made available to the parents and not suppressed by GAL's. 

d. The GAL records are supposed to be discoverable but 
GAL's will use sympathetic judges to suppress their records. 

e. GAL's must be required to submit a report of findings before 
trial. Currently they do not and there is no uniform 
enforcement of GAL submission of recommendations. 

Thank you for your time. 

Hector Morera 
1198 House St. 
Glastonbury, CT 
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TESTIMONY FOR PUBLIC HEARING 

The Task Force to Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care & 
Custody of Minor Children 
Connecticut Legislature 
c/o Legislative Judiciary Committee Office 
Legislative Office Building/Office 2500 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Thursday, January 9, 2014 

Dear Task Force Members: 

Good morning. Thank you for allowing me to speak today and for 
taking time out of your busy schedules to work on this Task Force. 
As a professional engineer, I fully understand the time commitment 
required. My name is Hector Morera and I live in Glastonbury, CT. 

Please refer to my written testimony for additional information that I 
am omitting in my oral testimony due to time limitations. · 

I would rather .not be here today. I would rather be with my children, 
or working or hiking; anywhere other than here. I have been silent for 
over 4 _years as my first moral obligation is to my children but as I feel 
I have failed that, I must speak up about what happened to me, to 
meet my second moral obligation to my fellow Connecticut residents. 

On August 9, 2013 my children were stolen from me. The GAL in my 
case, Margaret Bozek perjured herself in an affidavit. Perjury in 
Connecticut is a Class D Felony pursuant to CGS 53a-156. In an 
attempt to come to a solution amicable to all parties, I reached out to 
Bozek and tried to negotiate with her a solution which overlooks her 
perjury. However, Bozek chose to recommend to restrict my' access 
to my children. I filed a motion for clarification 2 months ago and it yet 
has been addressed by the court. 

In the past 4 years I have experienced the following inappropriate 
GAL behavior: 
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1 . Attorneys. refusing to advocate for their client for fear of 
antagonizing an influential GAL. Lynn Ustach of New Britain 
went so far as to say that I would never find an attorney in all 
of Hartford County that would go up against Bozek. Lawyers 
must be allowed to freely advocate for their clients without 
fear of retribution from a GAL. 

2. GAL's are allowed to admit into evidence unsubstantiated 
hearsay, something no other party is allowed to do. . It is 
difficult for Pro Se's to submit evidence refuting these claims 
as: 

a. Pro Se's must know the rules for admitting evidence. 
b. Pro Se's do not have the money to subpoena witnesses 
c. Pro Se's must ask the court to subpoena witnesses. All 

my subpoenas were mysteriously rejected by the court. 
GAL's are aware of this inherent difficulty and will essentially 
tailor their testimony accordingly. GAL's must NOT be 
allowed to admit hearsay anymore. 

3. The Clerks at Hartford Superior Court are very helpful and 
treat Pro Se's with a compassion typically not seen in public 
employees. However, I have been intimidated by certain 
clerks and Family Services personnel from filing motions and 
presenting evidence to the court. At many times, motions I 

-filed were never calendared or removed from my file by 
some person in the clerk's office to keep the judges from 
seeing crucial and damaging evidence. The clerks and 
Family Services work for the State of CT, which is everyone 
in this room and must not be allowed to be intimidated by 
influential lawyers. 

4. Mental health professionals will collude with GAL's for 
whatever reason. The Psychological Evaluation in my case 
was prepared by a friend of Bozek, Stephen Humphrey. 
There are so many discrepancies in his evaluation, that 
either Humphrey is the most incompetent psychologist or he 
willfully colluded with Bozek to conceal her negligent 
handling of the case. A week before my trial, Bozek 
threatened me and told me that the court does not need to 
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see Humphrey's evaluation if I just settle right there and then 
and that most of her cases never go to trial. GAL's must not 
be allowed to interfere with court ordered evaluations. 

I can write a book about what I consider to be crimes committed 
during my divorce but I rather not. I rather see my children again and 
leave the courts to the persons who work there. But the court which 
hides behind the GAL refuses to do the right thing. 

As such I recommend the complete elimination of GAL's. If I was 
capable of taking of care of my children properly before divorce, I am 
capable of taking my children after the divorce. If there are real 
allegations of abuse or neglect, that's what DCF is for. We do not 
need a GAL who for whatever reason chooses not to be impartial and 
present all of the facts accurately to the court and then hides behind 
immunity. 

Thank you for your time. 

Hector Morera 
1198 House St. 
Glastonbury, CT 
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Additional Written Testimony: 

I filed for divorce 4 and % years ago after my ex wife had me arrested 
for Breach of Peace. The charges were dropped. But as Jackie 
Wilson told me, it worked to get me out of the house. I have a tape 
recording of that night and the effect it had on my daughter yet the 
GAL never once asked to listen to it even though she is fully aware of 
its existence. Is that the role of the GAL, to pick and choose which 
evidence she wishes to listen to? 

For the first 3 months my ex-wife's first attorney Leo Diana and my 
first attorney tried to get my ex-wife to come to agreement on a 
divorce. I worked from home and took care of the children 5 days per 
week; something that would easily be corroborated with discussions 
with school by any GAL. However, after 3 months, my ex-wife 
obtained a new lawyer, Ceil Gersten who brought in Bozek as a GAL. 
I objected to the fact that Gersten appeared to be too friendly with 
Bozek but my first attorney refused to acknowledge my concerns. 
That was four years ago. And since then Bozek has engaged in 
behavior which I feel is inappropriate. 

For instance, not once did Bozek bring my extensive involvement in 
school to the attention of the court. As a Pro Se, I tried to have 
countless emails admitted as evidence of my involvement in the 
children's lives but the judge in my trial refused to allow them to be 
submitted as evidence so Bozek refused to acknowledge them in her 
testimony. Is that the role of the GAL, to take advantage of the 
situation and pretend some evidence doesn't exist? 

During one hearing, I believe it was Co-Chair Coussineau who stated 
that GAL's hands are tied as to what they can testify about and can 
only answer questions. I respectfully disagree. It has been my 
experience that GAL's can essentially talk about anything they wish 
to discuss while on the stand. They need only be asked one simple 
question, "What are your recommendations for this case?" and they 
can go on a 2 hour monologue if the judge allows them. 

Because of my ex-wife's severe anxiety and fear of losing the 
children, the children were caught in the middle of her anxiety. I 
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pleaded with my first attorney to bring this to the attention of the 
court. He refused to do so, merely say Bozek is very influential with 
the court. Is that the role of the GAL, to intimidate lawyers from 
advocating for their clients? 

In addition, for 10 months Bozek allowed herself to be manipulated by 
my ex-wife. I instructed my first attorney to file for sanctions but he 
refused to do so. 

After a year of my first attorney not bringing my concerns to the 
attention of the court, I decided to get a new attorney. However, for 6 
months I tried to get a new attorney. I was honest with them and told 
them that for some reason Bozek was not bringing my concerns to 
the attention of the court. One after another, each attorney 
repeatedly told me that they do not want to take the case against 
Bozek. Lynn Ustach of New Britain went so far as to say that I would 
not find an attorney in all of Hartford County to take a case against 
Bozek. Is that the role of the GAL, to intimidate lawyers from taking 
cases? I am not a lawyer but this sounds very much like racketeering 
pursuant to RICO to me. 

As such, 15 months after I filed for divorce, I got despondent that no 
one would ever properly advocate for me and my children. Sadly 
Bozek picked up on this and took advantage of the situation and 
presumed I would stop advocating for my children and made some 
recommendations in January 2011, to the court in the hopes of 
washing her hands of a difficult case by not presenting all of the 
relevant facts to the court. Is that the role of the GAL? 

At this point I had obtained a second attorney from outside Hartford 
County who stated he would bring my concerns to the attention of the 
court. However, for some reason he chose not to address my 
concerns As such after 3 months of my 2"d attorney not bringing my 
concerns to the attention of the court, I confronted my second 
attorney and asked him why hadn't the motion I asked him to file not 
been heard by the court. He told me that it was not calendared. That 
was not true. I was still receiving the calendars as I had filed a Pro Se 
appearance and my second attorney for whatever reason chose to 
not even file an appearance (Attorney Hayes actually scolded him at 
a status conference for not filing an appearance). I told him that it did 
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in fact come up on the calendar and he did not mark it ready. My 2nd 

attorney could only respond by saying, "oh, you know about that?" 

Completely appalled by once again being betrayed by another 
attorney, I filed a 23 page motion (see Exhibit A) bringing to the 
attention of the court my concerns. However, a week after I filed my 
motion, on a Hartford Court short calendar day, I received a phone 
call from my second attorney instructing me that I had court that day 
for a motion he filed months earlier. This was the first I had heard of 
it. I was appalled that my attorney would do such a thing. 

I have heard complaints from Task Force members that it is difficult to 
schedule hearings and such in court. However, that has not been my 
experience. I have spoken to many of the clerks in Hartford court. 
For the most part, they are very helpful and compassionate and 
understanding to Pro Se's. It is my understanding, if two opposing 
attorneys agree, they can pretty much come to court any day of the 
week and squeeze in some time with a judge between cases. This 
has happened in my case at least 3 times. So this complaint of 
having difficulty scheduling dates is not necessarily true. It depends 
entirely on how motivated the opposing attorneys and GAL are. 

Finally almost 2 years after I filed for divorce a psychological 
evaluation was being conducted. However, I suspected from the 
onset that my concerns would not be addressed. I have a tape 
recording of a conversation with Bozek in which I contend she 
intimidated me against bringing certain concerns to the attention of 
the court. 

In the summer of 2011, almost 2 years after I filed for divorce, a 
concern I brought to the attention of both my attorneys early on in the 
divorce, a large amount of marital debt in my name for which I could 
not pay went to trial in civil court. A judge ordered a bank execution 
be performed and the creditor withdrew all the money I had in my 
bank accounts. I no longer could afford to pay my attorney or the 
final payment for the evaluation being performed by Humphrey. What 
does this have to do with the role of GAls? A lot. Had my attorney 
not been intimidated from pursuing the case in court, this issue would 
have been addressed a year earlier. 
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In the fall of 2011, after both my attorneys refused to address my 
concerns for 2 years, I started filing my own motions. Very strange 
things started happening then. My motions would not be calendared 
by the clerk's office. When I did appear before a judge, motions 1 
filed would mysteriously h~ve been removed from my file so the judge 
could not see my motions. This happened at least 6 times. A clerk 
friendly with the attorneys in my case tried to intimidate me from filing 
a motion saying I need permission from the other attorneys. A Family 
Service worker during a mediation session intimidated me from 
presenting damaging tape recordings which I have. This evidence 
caused Bozek much concern. But after the judge in my case refused 
to allow me to admit, Bozek approached me and said my case is 
over. Is that the role of GAL to only make recommendations based 
on evidence admissible in court? 

As I suspected, the psychological evaluation prepared by Stephen 
Humphrey did not address my concerns. I filed a motion on 
December 29, 2011 with my concerns (see Exhibit B) 

After I fired my second attorney I received numerous threatening 
emails from Bozek in which I feel she was threatening me from 
pursuing the case in trial. During trial, my evidence was not allowed 
to be admitted by Judge Carbonneau. Bozek approached me and 
said my case is over as my evidence is not admissible. Why do I 
have pay $30,000 for a GAL, over $6000 for evaluation if the GAL 
and evaluator are not going to present irrefutable evidence that I 
provid~d them. In what I feel was retaliation Bozek changed her 
recommendations from joint to sole custody. (see Exhibit C) 

I warned the court that if my ex-wife was awarded sole custody she 
would use it to eliminate the children from my life. A year later that is 
exactly what occurred despite the many motions I filed trying to bring 
to the attention my concerns. See Exhibits D through L. 

Page 7 of 1 L 
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Discussion on Shared Custody 

Shared custody is crucial as awarding sole custody enables a parent 
who wishes to remove the children from the other parent's life to do 
so. 

Since obtaining sole custody, my ex-wife has 

1 . Moved the children to another school system in violation of a 
court order against that. The new school system does not 
have knowledge of my extensive involvement in the 
children's lives. Despite my complaint to Bozek, she did 
nothing to address this concern. 

2. Placed the children in the care of mental health 
professionals 25 miles away from Glastonbury who spend 
more time talking to my ex-wife's attorney than they spend 
time talking to me. And when I ask a question, they claim 
privilege information but they gladly share information with 
Gersten. One of the mental health professionals is even 
unlicensed. Bozek is fully aware of that and condones this 

. and the fact that the two professionals are colleagues of a 
former patient of my ex-wife creates a serious conflict of 
interest. 

3. Moved my daughter out of the local CCD into a CCD in 
another town. I have volunteered numerous times with our 
town ceo and they are familiar with my involvement in the 
children's lives. Bozek is aware of this but did not present it 
to the court. 

4. Removed my daughter from Girl Scouts entirely under a 
false pretense after finding out that her Troop Leader asked 
me to be Treasurer. Bozek never investigated this issue. 

This is a pattern of alienating the children from their father that 
began before our divorce was finalized. Something Bozek did not 
bring to the attention of the courts. It also included the following: 
1 . Removing my daughter from dance class after the dance 

instructor asked her if I could bring our daughter to do make 
ups on a night in which she was with her mother. The dance 
instructor assured my ex-wife that it would only be to make up 
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dance class, not to give me more time with my daughter. The 
dance instructor knew I worked from home and had a more 
flexible schedule. Bozek never talked to the dance instructor to 
confirm this. 

2. Moving my daughter from one Girl Scout troop to another one 
c.omprised of parents who did not know my prior involvement in 
the children's lives. It took me two years for the new Girl 
Scouts troop to see my involvement in my children's lives and 
ask me to volunteer. 

3. Moving our children from a pediatrician in town to one located 
25 miles who was once a patient of my ex-wife, a serious 
conflict of interest. The pediatrician in town was very familiar 
with my involvement with the children. 

4. Placing my son in a daycare 25 miles from his home town, in a 
town where my ex wife used to work, rather than the one in 
town that my daughter attended and was very familiar with my 
involvement with the children. 

Page 9 of ll 
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Recommendations to the Task Force 

1 . No GAL be assigned unless a parent is found unfit in a court of 
law with the nece~sary evidence submitted. Judges make 
$160,000 per year. That makes them the top 1% wage earners 
in this country. They should be able to make decisions without 
a GAL's input. If they can not, they should not be reappointed 
and judges who realize that they are getting paid to take risks in 
proportion to their income should be appointed. 

2. When GAL's are appointed, they must adhere to strict rules as 
follows: 

a. No more than 30 hours billed to the parents. In this day 
and age, that is sufficient time to investigate two persons. 

b. At the time of the appointment of the GAL, a return date 
within 45 days maximum must be scheduled in order to 
allow for the GAL to present their findings and a 
determination whether the case will go to trial immediately 
or an agreement has been reached. Prolonging a case to 
satisfy the GAL's needs only creates unnecessary anxiety 
in the parents which is then used against the parents. 
This inappropriate. 

c. The GAL shall have limited or peripheral access to 
Psychological and Custody evaluators. These persons, if 
as ordered by the court should report solely to the court, 
not the GAL. There is too much room for collusion and 
corruption to occur when an unsupervised GAL can 
dictate what an evaluator can or can not look at. 

d. GAL's can not submit hearsay. They must provide 
documentation for all their contentions. 

e. All GAL records must be provided to each of the parties 
before trial as part of discovery. 

f. GAL must share the summary of each and every 
discussion with all parties. Currently, the GAL will talk 
exclusively to one attorney but not share the same 
information with the other party. 

g. A person responsible for investigating claims against 
GAL's must be established. This person must be 
independent enough so that they do not fear retaliation 
from a GAL. 
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h. The copies of the rules must be provided to each of the 
parties and method for filing complaints against a GAL 
who does not follow the rules must be established. 

3. Motions must be calendared within 4 weeks. GAL's must not 
interfere with calendaring of motions simply because the GAL 
does not like the content of the motion. 

4. Shared custody must be the norm unless the parent has been 
deemed unfit by set standards that can not be altered by the 
GAL. Sole custody just leads to abuse of one parent by the 
other. 

5. And with respect to Ceil Seretta Gersten, Family Services allow 
her to engage in inappropriate behavior such as screaming and 
cursing at Pro Se's and other Attorneys during a mediation 
session solely for the purpose to cause the mediation session 
to fail. This conduct would not be tolerated from other persons. 
As such, Family Services must put their foot down and instruct 
the Judicial Marshals to escort Gersten out of the court, in 
handcuffs if necessary to send a message that she does not 
have free reign of the courts, regardless of her family's 
connections with the court. 
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TESTIMONY FOR JUDICIARY COMMITTEE PUBLIC HEARING 

Joint Committee on Judiciary 
Room 2500, Legislative Office Building 
Hartford, CT 06106 · 

Wednesday February 19, 2014 

Dear Judiciary Committee Members: 

Good morning and thank you for affording me the opportunity to 
speak before you today. This is the 41

h time I have testified since 
January 9, 2019 about the issues concerning the Family Courts. I 
refer you to my written testimony from January 9 and February 14 
public hearings which were submitted to the judiciary previously. 

I am here to speak in general about some of the failings of the 
court system as allowed by Family Court judges and which have 
been brought to the attention of the Judiciary numerous times in the 
past by various parties. Many of these concerns are outlined in 
Federal lawsuits filed against the Connecticut judiciary. It is 
incumbent that the Judiciary committee look into the seriousness of 
the allegations made in these lawsuits and the many complaints 
made to the US Department of Justice. 

For example, despite the Judicial Branch's claim to be ADA 
compliant, ADA violations are rampant in the Connecticut Judiciary. 
One form of ADA violation is the rampant violations of the Prong 3 
test of the ADA by the Connecticut Family Court. Judges routinely 
exceed their authority by diagnosing a party with a false mental 
illness despite testimony to the contrary. The persons who are falsely 
accused are otherwise productive members of society. They are 
engineers, lawyers, teachers, etc. who contribute daily to our society 
as a whole by volunteering at church, PTO, Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, 
etc. But when they walk into a Family Court, they are deemed unfit 
due to so-called hidden mental illness with which the court deems 
suitable to diagnose the party. 

In my case in particular, on August 9, 2013 the GAL in my case 
falsely accused me of having a mental illness. This required that I 
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pay for a psychiatrist to evaluate me and produce a report and to pay 
for a mental health professional to testify on my behalf on August 29, 
2013. Yet despite the testimony provided to the contrary, both the 
GAL and judge insisted that I be evaluated by one of their "friends" if 1 
am to ever see my children ·again. The GAL's and judge's statements 
are in writing and irrefutable. I will gladly provide you any 
documentation you require. 

In another particular case with an egregious abuse of ADA 
protection by a CT judge, it is my understanding after reading the 
2012 judgment written by Judge Munro, Ms. Susan Skipp was falsely 
accused of having an undiagnosed mental illness by Judge Munro. 
The judgment written by Judge Munro is seriously flawed. First and 
foremost is that Judge Munro is not a qualified mental health 
professional to make such determination. In addition, Judge Munro 
makes many spurious statements in her judgment to support her 
false allegations. For instance, Judge Munro accused Ms. Skipp of 
harassing her ex-husband due to her undiagnosed mental illness as 
evidenced by Ms. Skipp allegedly sending 20+ emails per day for 
approximately13 months to her ex husband for an approximate total 
of 540 emails in that time. I understand that judges are not hired for 
their math skills. But anyone can easily see that a total of 540 emails 
over approximately 400 days is NOT 20+ emails per day. It is 
approximately 1.3 emails per day. This is a very normal amount 
when children are involved and two parents living in separate 
households are trying to coordinate issues with the children. Never 
mind that it is nowhere near Judge Munro's estimate of 20+ emails 
per day. Yet, Judge Munro used this clearly false allegation and 
many others to support her claim that Ms. Skipp has an undiagnosed 
mental illness. Ms. Skipp was a teacher that was courageous 
enough to work in prisons/ detention centers, places most people 
would avoid. She was recognized by the Judiciary CSSD for her 
efforts. None of these facts were taken into account in judgments in 
Ms. Skipp's case. 

This gross abuse of judicial discretion is upheld in the Appellate 
Courts as they defer to the original judge as the better trier of fact 
without taking into consideration compelling evidence to the contrary. 
In a recent case in Ohio, the Appellate court ruled that the original 
trier of fact did not take into account all of the evidence heard to 
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refute false allegations and remanded the case back to the trial court. 
I firmly believe that the CT Appellate courts follow suit. 

Many feel that there is collusion between the various vendors 
used by the court system in these types of situations as some 
members of the court have relationships with these vendors and 
appear to profit off the use of these vendors. 

In addition, no uniform standards are in place for protecting 
those accused of having a mental illness. Judges who are not 
qualified to make these decisions routinely impose restrictions solely 
on their discretion without any standards in place on the appropriate 
use of these restrictions. This leaves the affected party unsure on 
how to proceed as the application of these restrictions are haphazard 
at best. 

In summary, we need better mechanisms in place to ensure 
that entire judiciary enforces the ADA rules uniformly, ends the illegal 
discrimination against parties, ensures that the rules of the court are 
uniformly enforced and that the employees of the court are free to 
perform their duties without undue influence from outside 
stakeholders such as attorneys. 

Thank you for your time. 

Hector Morera 
1198 House St. 
Glastonbury, CT 

Page 3 of3 

~ _,......_._.., ---



004640--~ 

~\\.....\..~ Y~Y 

My name is Jeryl Gray. My Connecticut Residence is 29 Shoreline Drive, PO Box 695 Stratford CT the location where 1 was visi1ftl,g, b.£ L/; 
living, cohabit~t~n.g with ~y mot~er Dolo.res Gr~y: an on-~oingly assesse~ and M_edically Di~g_n_osed "Mentally Capable and J!ffO £_ :l 
Competent" VISiting Flonda- vot1ng, Flonda -dnvmg, Flonda home- ownmg Res1dent/Dom1c111ary who was violently abducted{-( tJ 
"granny -snatched " from my company by her physically violent, historically predatory son, a son whom she had completely 

d1sowned and disinherited, whom she considered to be a "monster" who she never wanted to see again and against whom she had 

obtained an attorney- created Protective Order. 

My Mom was violently abducted by Jay Gray of Milford CT and taken by him into unwilling captivity in his Milford house on October 

31, 2010 and has been so imprisoned there against her will, and per the predatory and irredeemably corrupt 

guardianship/conservatorship industrv of Connecticut, the guardianship/conservatorship racket of Connecticut, this woman has 

been permanently so impnsoned by the corrupt and predatory Probate/Family Judges who unlawfully, illegally, without due 

process, without representation or participation, have in secret ex parte actions that were engaged and participated in by all the 

predators but which excluded Mom and me, sentenced my Mom to permanent Imprisonment in the Milford house of her 

abductor Jay Gray under the ownership of themselves and their crony's, that being a permanent, illegally Installed Guardian ad 

Utem, and a permanently Installed involuntary conservator of estate, and a permanently installed involuntary conservator of 

person, and a perrnanently.installed involuntary attorney who was forced upon my mother against her will or consent as installed 

when they illegally terminated the Connecticut attorney that she already had when she was abducted. 

Each of these court-appointed owners of my mother also has their own court-appointed attorneys to represent them in court 

against my mother's interests. Jay Gray and my mother's predatory former attorneys from years ago, who are now, per probate 

judges, in place as my mother's opponents in representing Jay Gray against her, also are permanently in place via these probate 

judges, to receive continued pay for themselves to operate against her as they had been for years in having secretly been colluding 

with Jay Gray in robbing her of millions of dollars' worth of assets in the years prior to the current Probate court theft and robbing of 

her estate. 

All of these predators are being paid to do this to her via the probate court seizure of my mother's formerly $6 million dollar estate 

that was completely and solely earned by the mother- daughter business that Mom and I created and built together in working 60-

80 hour weeks together since 1971. As seized by this predatory racket, seized by them in this stripping her of all civil rights and all 

assets as they sentenced this fully mentally capable and competent visiting Florida home- owning domiciliary into their involuntary 

conservatorship and guardianship, as they have involuntarily seized, liquidated and redistributed into their own pockets her assets 

at the rate of $700,000.00 per year; this being the amount being robbed by them from her annually to pay themselves to do this 

·to her and can verified in one such Fiduciary Report that I am providing. They have created a permanent Order of Protection 

against me, her loving daughter from ever seeing my imprisoned mother again, even as I am her legally designated POA, Health Care 

Proxy, future chosen conservator in case of future incapacity, etc. As my mother is kept it total isolation and prevented all contact 

with anyone outside of the imprisonment in the Milford house of her abductor Jay Gray, the order also includes any prevention from 

any communication between Mom and me as she is court-prohibited from making any aud1o or written communication with me as I 

am likewise prohibited from any communication at all with her. The probate prisoner Dolores Gray is prohibited by court order from 

ma_king any and all outside contact with me in any form. Mom is in such dark and desperate despair that she seeks suicide to 

escape. 

This is what the guardianship and conservatorship industry of Connecticut is all about; it is a vile predatory 

racket of cronies who operate for one purpose only; to prey upon vulnerable targets so as to grab their 

assets for themselves. Connecticut is currently ranked as the worst state in America in many categories; Connecticut is ranked 

as the most corrupt state in America, Connecticut is ranked as having the worst fiscal budget performance of American states, 

Connecticut has more residents fleeing for relocation into other states than any other American state, Connecticut is rankled dead 

last as state to retire in per Connecticut's rank as havmg the most corrupt and predatory probate/ guardianship racket of all fifty 

states, a racket so corrupt and d1rty that Yale Law Professor John Langbein testified to you folks here in the Connecticut Legislature 

that the only recourse, the only solution to addressing this Irredeemably malignant and irredeemably corrupt predatory racket is to 

completely eliminate the corrupt predatory racket that !1 the Connecticut Probate and fold the operation and power these 

predators own into the real court system. 



Guardian 
Abase• 

004641-

·11 Wf!LCome to NA0U4!1' 
GuardlanshiP/Consnrvato·rsnrri~s IWLtor. ~ 

vour·lleaU~ and. wealiliF · -

GOOD LAW- GONE s·Aor 
The purpose of the law- known both as guardianship and 

- conservatotS&Ip • . · 

Is to "GUA!Ul" and •coNSERVB" 

•.To GUARD. ,ncompetenr people agalnsl 
. hanntng themselves or olhers; 

• To CONSERVE lhelt ~~sels and property 
(by means of prudept Investment; and 

• • To PROTECT lha taxpaying publlo frOm 
. that Individual beGomlng a "pubno charge. • 

BUY SOMETHING'S ~ONE TERRIBLY WRONGf . 

. . - -
Over lhe "ars· a growing uncaring and -urijusl judicial system- has help~d 
C:onvert gu~nshlplconservatohlhlp -from en .. appropriate law to one 
which, If misused, Is damaging to lha general publlo. At present. It operates 
to shSnafe lhe mosl vulnerable people In a larger and larger lniwRng mit. 

.• ~ lnt;f~ing·l!aos~ m~raly ph~~ ,ncapacltated•l It has ·~ma a 
ra~ ~11 To~ unathtca( lawyers ~ C?lher "11duclartas• appointed by the 
SOuriS o p ec:t. but many of.Whom ~ecome nothing mor:e thSQ predators. 

Wards;· Instead -~' barnf1 protected by lhe syate~. are -~zecf ·by lt. 

·Sin'l"ers are ~en to~ ·and absolute "control of life, liberty, and property of 
llm4if5t.' vFos or a sl8li @sa ali agJlt, lnY9Mnq se!f-dararmrasnaa, · 
Including: · 
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· CITI.ZEN'S OF STATE OF ·coNNECTICUT 
I 

& 
Cfl"@NS OF O~STATESVISITING IN CO~~ 

' 
·. 

. DID YOU!fNOW! 

YOUAREOOt'!t:P~~LETOAJ!'~&CORRUPTlND~ -TBEPROBATE INllUS'l'RY 
STRIPtlNG l'OlJ~.Ai.l,;Ol" YOURCIVJL IU~ANJ» AILOFYOURASSirrS WB;II..t YOU ARE~CAU,Y 
~CATJIDIN 'DiESTAmQB CONNEcnCIJ'I't. . 

. CO~~~·~~~ 11m I(~~A?VRY AND ·coRRlJPT J.!ROBA'FE- RACKET 01" ~J:liF'IXSTA'i"Es? 

~~t1LEltiAJI&Tlp~ARECO~AS_HAVINGWMOST .· 
¢.b~~~MH'.~_gA~t · ·. · . . . . . 

,.,.,.._.._.Cf\NNOT f()SSIBl.Y Qll~APH 
.. 

THE CAniVE VjCTIM IS THUS ROBJJtD OF ALL ASSETS so-AS TO .PAY THESE PIUDA:TOBS FOR . 
THEIR ~SERVICFS" OF STiUPPING TIIEVICl1M OF ALL CONSntunoNA CfVIL..iuGil1"S AND 
FR.i!:EDoMAND FOR THEIR."SERvicEs"-OF '111EIR sEIZURE O:V ALi. THE VICTIM'S.FINANCIAL 
ASSETs SO AS TO TRA.NsFER THE ASSETS INTO ritEIR OWN ril.CKETS. . . 

. - -~ 
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;·uardianships,_ Conseivatorships and Abuse: The Probate lndustri 

lo~ ~nter shuffles through family photd$ of her mother, whom $he has been unabie to see si(lce last Christmas. 
: ~orma. nurse and school board mei'iifMfr, Visited tfer 8~year.otd mother regufarfy at a. personal care home. The two woufd 

vatk hand bi hand through the home, stopping to hug each other. · 

fllen, In October 2012, Norma was.bannedfrom vlsHfng or calling her mother, Mary UWe, who has dementiq. 
Her visits. shews told, left her mother "sad·and depressed: · 

In_ Dec:ember, Norma d"ISCovered that her mother had been MoVed nearly 100 miles away to a nursing 11orne. 
• • 0 • 

All of these decisions were made by a court-appointee/ quanllan/conserwitor. 

: ·rrs terrible. I mean, you can't see the: person who roved you and raised you and sh.e n~s us now more than eyer,• 
Nonnasaid. 

Guardianstllps are especialfyopen.to abuse because there Is littfe regulation or.oversfght. 
. . . l 

Whilk guardian-ships are needed for-those. ~o can no longer care for themselves. the, 
I aJso1§.quire individuals to surre~der all their rig tits - in some cases to a total stranger. 

I 
In Norma·~ case, a probate Judge appofnted a nonprofit agency as guardian .CNe! Mary. 

I 

FIOJil there. an agency Caseworker had the power to dedde where me lived, what she ate,~ medical treatment she received, and 
whoshesaw. · 

"Yotlve gQt an elderfy, frail woman whets bellfg tom between childi-en, who has had her life turned ~pslde down and thrown aU about, 
·she doesn1 know f1c?w to make this controversy~: . . . . 

An induStry with little scrotiriy 

. . 

The National Center for State Courts estimated there were 1.5 million active · 
gua~dianships/coriservatorspips in the U.S. in 2011. 

·Some-· cases. ~viewed. by 2ublfcSource sh.ow the difficultJes that guai'dlanshfpslconservatorshfps often brfnq: 
. " ...-~-· .. - - ---- - . . -\ . . . . ..... 

For~ past five years, Rit3 Denmark, ~ flfelong PennsyJvanian, has been a captive ward of a Floridian guculr1811. 
· In !atei20()7, two of Rita Den~s children filed for guardianship of their mothEfr In two different states .-.one In 
Penn~anfa, where Rita was a lifelong resident, another In Aorida The dispute came to a head while RltS was visititJG 

. her son in FJOnda = · · . . . 

Attorneys engaged by the two children sugge$1ed an independent guardian serve .,or a short time." . . . 

Now, Rita has· been an unwilling ward of a guardian fn Port O~ng~, Fla., for more. than five years.: · 
Her ~aughter, Holly Peffer, has been trying ·to briog her 82-year-oJ~ mother b~ck home. · 

. . 

'~I had no Idea. hf:?W dangerous guardianship· is" Holly said. 
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1elley KuZiak said she was the primary caregiver for her mother, Miriam Kuziak. for several years. But through her 
tgagement of the probate court. Shelley's sister became gu~ian in 2006. Th~ sisters' opinions on how to care for their 
other differed. Shelley said she repeatedly fought in ~urt fcir visitation after being aceu$ed of coercing her mother to 
::cept medical treatment Shelley was not permitted to visit her mother In the years leading up to her 2008 death at age 17; 

hree people cc:iercively brought Grace Connors; who-was .suffering. from de~ntia~s c;;o_yntry ~her home in 
alifomia In 2001. One of them obtairted a fraud~lent power of attqmey to control her assets. Daughter Mary Claire · 
.onnors, who had cared for her mother l!'\ C~lifomia, trav.eled east to teclalm her, but a probate judge appointed a 
onprofit agency·as guardian. Mary CQnnors said ~t. ur:ader guanfteinshlp, her maUler's estate was depleted and she 
ras not allowed to visit without supervision. She said she spent at least $100,000 and \Wnt bankrupt trying to get her . 
10ther back. Gra~ aJed In 2006 at age 85. . 

~uardianshlp, M~rv said, ts·"ownershlp of a h.uman.being .... The~ is no escape." 

r:laine Renoire, president of tfle National Association to Stop Guardian Abuse_, said the gr~up 
teal'$ horror stories daily abqut people ~o can afford home/family care being unWillingly 
b~ into other facilities and ali of their assets·s~ited and llquidatefl; wives being denied a 
;ay·in. the medical treatment of husbands, family photos and he,lrlootns trashed or sold ••• 

..ack of oversiqht is repeatedly cited as guardianship's biggest problem. 

Renoire said the lax over&ight has allowed the· unserupulous to 
manipulate a good law ~ mQant to protect the elderly and others from 
abuse and neglect ...; into a profit hidustrv. 
Too .often, guardianship "promises to 'protect' them into indigence," she said. 

. . . . 

. r . • , . 

M~~ states don't keep tabs on h~w many residents hav' guardians/conservators. However, lndivldual ·• 
county courts tyP.~cally have an Idea. . · . · · 

, As of late 2010, a Federal Government Accountability Office report salcf, only 11 states·.require~ 
/ professional guardians to be certifi~. ·~ 

I "The victims neecf a voice; ~A i~t.Qf itt$ unethical. ~at would you want someone to cfo on 
· behaff of you?'" · · · · 

Regardless oi ~ny. qualiffec! M.edJ~I Evaluation and Dia~n~is of Pt!{ental Competency, H I~ a probate.'· . 
ju~g,that must be ~ked and who·b~ ~~~power~~ make the final decision to d~fe~Jne whether a 
pers~n Js.able to make sound declslo."'-a~out finan~. health and ~fety. It~ flds probate Judge who 
can _override-a-Medical -Diagnosls.otCompetenc.y and..cfiose_anctapp.olnt guardians/conservators~ ~ 
have filii control over a person and fuif control over their assets, thus e~abllng this judge ~rid these -
court-selected appointees total and unrestricted acceSs tcrthe un\YIIUng ward's asset$. 
Thus, ~n. ap~fntee· can be a friend, family member.oftfJe person ~r of tlie Judge, tan be a professlairal 

uaFdianlconservator associate .of..the u'd e ca ..and .oft.enJs a.total.skan the ui'l\¥fllln ward. . · · 
(Andfullbcickground.checksarenotrequl : :-~-~~-~ """-""'-~-~ .. --.. ·--...,.,,.,.., __ · -:--~_,...,.--~-~-
T-he. probate J~dge decides What fees ~~e court-forced guardians/conservators can collect. ' · 
Only the probate court can review a guardianship at any time and It Is only. the court who may choose· 
to revise, remove or sanction the. guardianSlcon~erva'tors. 

Nanna Carpenter, 55, would ~ve lQ ~for the court !0 review her co~nt that her ~er was unwflr~tgly plaCed In a -~cii"Jty ~ 
then movedsttfaraway-lhatitls1oo-costfyfor-herto-YISIL · . -· ·- ~ · - · - - · ·· -, -· ·. ·-- , 
She ~eves her: mother Is being Isolated and her assets depleted under an unnecessar)' gUardlanshlp, she said. But her main COnc:ef!l 
is first getli.!19 her IJlOther moved to a c;loser faality.as ~court kee~ her mother In unwilling Internment in th~ court-sel~ facmty. 

"I should be taking care of her after she toofc care of me for so many years and ~ such a good grandmother,..- she said. 
We want to do what tammes are supposed to do: . · ·. 
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Daniel Gross, an eighty-six-year-old resident of New York, weht to a Connecticut hospital for treatment of leg 

pro!llems and ended up, as a result of a con~ervator's appoi~tment, a locked ward of a nursing home where he 

unnecessarily remained for almost ten months. During that time, Gross charges that his assets were dissipated: 

Connecticut Conservatorship 

How Can This Happen? ?? 

I losing Control: Bringing Maydelle Home 

Maydelle Trambarulo's expected 30 to 60 stay in Connecticut lasted over three years: 

New Haven Probate Judge Jack Keyes ordered her estate to pay for-two lawyers to defeat her famfly's 

sttempts to get her freecff 

Judith Desautell was forced Into a nursing home, and her ho~e was so·ld to f)ay.for ft. Her things were thro~ 

1ut, her cat was taken to the pound and only 10 gafbage bags of her belongings were kept-a haphazard collection 

•f clothes (no shoes, no -coats), a dead plant and some ·material-scraps: losing Control 

f you ~re elderly and you are driving through or Visiting 
·elatives in -Connecticut and become sick, Official Connecticut 
vants to rip you and your heirs off: . 
~is unsafe for.Ainericans to live or even drive through Connecticut! 

1e as-yet unsuccessful push to substantfally reform tbi! state's Probate Court system in the past has been 

·opelled by studies showing part$ of ft to be Inefficient, Inequitable ~d, In some cases, u~professional: 

obGte woes becoming expensive. toa 

)Se quattro: A phalanx of court-appointed lawyers - actfng on her behalf and on her dfme - fs flghtfng 88 year 

:f Rose'Quattro and desire to live her remaining days with her son. ·criminals receive better treatment than 

aameful Abuse Of Probate 
t!J!Ot Claus: Alarmed German au~ritfes are askfng for an investfgatfon Into how Margot Claus, a German 

lzen,.~as taken from ~~~york and m.C?ved to Conllectfcut!:~oba~ cou_~:t.ludge_tn_february named_a Np~Jt 

ren woman, Linda Eger, conservator of Claus' ·sw,ble estate: 
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Probate Abuses Yet Again 

Dea~ and taxes are said to be the ~o things fn life that are Inevitable but fn Connecticut you can add going 

through the probate court system as well. The'system fs running out of money and if someone fn your family dies 

In the near future, you wfll probably pay m.ore because of ft: 

:alls to revamp probate svstem fn state: 

'When dtizens of our state ask me about Connecticut probate, 1 give this simple advice: 

rrv not to die in Connecticut" 
-he Scandal of Connecticut's Probate Courts 
ccordfng to an article about Daniel Gross who was placed fn a Connectiart conservatorship even though he had 

o legal connection to Connecticut, Yale Law School Professor John Langbein had this to say: 

rhe probate system rewards the judges' eats. 00 

rhese courts are venal and disqrace(ul." 

rhese argn't real judges.-

'"hese-people have no training or back1(round in the procedures and evidence appropri!lte_ to 

mtilating ;ssues of liberty ... 
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Fishy Smell in Connecticut I J Judge James ~~l~r, llie pr~bate c~urt ~~trator, gets the boot 

- -- -

-

~National Association to Stop Guardi~n Abuse 
Connecticut 

A public benefit civil rights organization founded by victims and for victims 

_Fishy Smell in Connecticut 

CONNECTICUT PROBATE JUboos· . ~ . - . - - "\ -
..... . -:. . ' 

Judge Jam~ ~~~Or, the probate OJUrt a~tor, gets -~ J>oot - .or rather} "made ·a deciSion to \ 
retire.t~,. accoreung to-Chief COUrt ~ator-Barbara-M: QUinn. WhatJn.~ does that send to our 
it7.different probate courts that have been ~riated for trampling the civil rights of the·C)Id, &ail'and 
ilnpov~ed! . . 

· La\flor has been .the _man pushing for chfmge &om inside, dragging renegade .~te. court i#se& ; 
kicking and screaming into the modern age, leading the char~ to farce them t~ conduct proa::ediri~ on · 
the ~:ecord, to. stop them &om rewarding ~es, to open for business at convenient hours and to r$lind 

, ~ involv~ thai:.p_ro~te .is a court,·not a f~ tro¥ ~lawY-ers. ~ . . . : · · 

John Lang~ Sterllng Professor of Law and Legal History at Yal~ Law SchOQl: · ~ · .,. ' 
"His oustershi!Jps the tm'oece oLthtT!!f'~ hul&,es~ . · .. · ·. · · . 
"Thefdini'fwlllit Teform, ~want to keep 11iei?CilstiY little ~res, lind theyY!fll fight off~ modest reforms" ! 
"The legislature 1uzs to stlmd up to these ,guys if there is IMJHeal reform"~ -- ~ · 

:t'ull Article and Source: 
~eformer's Exit Smells Fishy (http://www.courantcom/newsflocal/columnistslhc-
·green0718.artjul18.0.3695598.column) 

tick Green's column appears on Tuesdays and Fridays. He'can be reached at rgreen@courant.com 
mailto:rgreen®courantcom) 

:ee also: 
:ourt Administrator Resignation Qlttp:l/nasga-stopguard.ianabuse.blogspot.com/2008/07/court-
dministrato!-resignation.htmU . 

----- -------~ 

http· I /nasga. word press com/2008/07 I 18/fi shy-smell-in-conr,ecti cut/ 
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,-good explanation as-to how eJders are abused by pelJUon~ for guardianship- Boomers Agai~st Elder Ab~se 

Boomen Against Elder Abuse • 24,222 like this 
July 20 at 10:~2am • 

A good explanation as lo how efdeJS are abused by petitfans for guardianship. If deemed 
lncapadtated by the court, an elder's consUtutJonal rights 1o freedom, money, an~ Independent legal 

, recourse can be sb1pped. ~ are then seized and spent by others for thelr own enrfdunent. n 
happens every dayl It could happen to your http://Www.youtube.co~?Y=el..aJ87mffOY 

. \ 



004653 
. . 

How_ A Fraudulent Guardianship/~onservatorship 
Commences--And Continues byAnge!av.woodhuii,Ph.o.- · 

• -Originally published In ppjJ GazeHe 
· ® 2010-2011, Angela V. Woodhull. Ph.D. 

_ Used with -permission ~f the author January 2~~ 2611 · 
This site fs "suppeiiti:cfiriifmifrifiiineabythe f:aliaf Jusffi:tffciuncfiffiii1;- --- ---- .. _-- -

_ Added January 27,2011 
Last modified 6/17/13 

~ndex __ · 
;tee One: Eminent-danger-The Initial court pefiUon 
;tee Two: Thg.8xamlnlng commtHeg - . 
;tee Three: Ttfe 7easr begins . . 
low the vfcti-~;;:J 

1. Altom:Lsanship fees rot "seM:;es mitdered to 'Benstrthe t#ttt: 
2. Pufffnd lhtt ·moolh!v budget ' · ·-
3. Selgzq Uuf Wanfs• persona/ be.bnWos fqrbekJw matkst valuelhgn pocksl!nq the diff9!Fince 
"· Bl& Bl8 simply not oa!d 
5. Act:ounlitq Is not 8CC!J!!Ig 
8. Fak6 wi1;i 

tep Four; 'Q!e mystedous deaths 
redatorv guarcfl~ns; How courts are allowing professional guardlanslconseryators to rob vour assets 

ExampleS . . 
The qut!'!ilans n99fllo be walc/Jed 
An afattni!qttcommoa prad!cg 

ow ft all bealrts 
The shsdffs 8ITfwt 
The legal contest comnt81JC8.! -
Fan#lyfeud-or- an oRen ilvilat!xz for ttaudl 
Different namgs, same sforr 

Step One: Eminent danger-The Initial court petition 
The professl~n~ guardian ·-·(or. conservator), with the assistance of her attorneys. 

, ommences the embezzlement process by filing an emergency- petition In the probate courts to 
ecome the •emergency• "'telflpota~ guardian. 

Flori~ guardianShip statutes (Chapter 744). Ike many states. require lhat lhere be an "enliJ6nt danger' In order for lhe petitioner 
·become the •em81f18DCYiempcxarygu~ •. • - - · · 

The guardian oftentimes fabricates the •eminent danger by stating that lhere Is a neighbor or relative or stranger 
ho Is taking advantage of the_ elderly person. In some cases, lhls maY be a scmewhat lrue statement, albeit an exaggerated clal_m. In _ 
ost cases, upon rurther Investigation, there has been no •emil$nf d~wflatsoever. 

Step One takes away all of the victim's civil rights and therefore gives the guardian and her 
ttomeys fuH control over the victim and his or her assets. · · · 

--- ------ - . ----- . -- --Step rwo:flle "exarrilrifng colrimiHee___ - -- -- --
Once the professional guanllan has taken csntrol or I the ytcirm on • teinporarv basis the en!emencv terneornrv 

1ardlanshlp order explm Medical •pro(!S!Jionats• st$!0 In to =vertty= the alleqaUon of mental Incapacity. Oft8nllmes, lhe 
:tim Is administered a ~laDOf psychotropic ~s to enhance the dafms that he or she Is Incompetent: 
W~atzabelff FayFAtnotd,·foftn~n-c-ei'SiaJed; -"SfhBypchrffron--rlrvgs-tha!:~l-t:ouldn'l-evemWnember 

'name. Now that they haw a6 my mon~y. they doni medicate me thai way an~. • One of lhe three medical professionals must 
a psychiatrist and the victim Is generaDy always found to ~ mentally lncapac:itated. The guardian usuaDy has her O'M1 set of medical 

)fesslonals lha~ she utilizes on a rt:gUiar basis. For Instance, one professional guardian Is married to a medical doctor and therefore 
s an entire fteet of medical professional associates available to her. 

Back In the courtroom. soon after the medical proresslonals·tne their reports, there Is a capacity hearing. The 
:tirn-serdom-f!H!etmltted-to-altend-tbiS-hear:lnq..--!beJudge.qulckJ¥..scans the medltaLe.xamJn.atlQns that •verify" 
1t the- vrctim fs ."'lm!ntatly-aml/a1 physlcatlv /trea@cltated ... Tlnr 1mlg!" tffi!n· signs an o·ttrer · tlfat q1ves the 
,resslonal guardian full and permanent legal authority over the victim's person and property, J 
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Step T~ree: The "feast" beqfns 
f.toperfy Is sold (or below market vafue and_ lfre deeds ~tch and sydlch seyeraJ IF'!'es, (klcjf"ba(ks· are 
common,suspac~ac;IJ! . · • · . 

. Bank accounts, annqUies •. stodcs, and CertifJC:ata! o(Deposft are flgufdaled Info one blq guardianship account. . 
.. -- --·- -M • c - .. - - . '.3 .. -1-A'-1 • • ... - .. .. .. I • 

out ofthls farge bank accounr, the quaidlan fsexpe-ctad-to aanlHmlctf@!rbijlbfll!:gftmtfmas:qo,..unpafd;-:--. . . -
. . 

How the vfetlm's money Is spenJ 

1. Attomav:s fees arid guardfanshfp [ees rot. ~~"Saryfcas Rendered to 'BeDeffr the Ward'" 

~~·~=r..v!M~~...J:&....-~·:-~ 
• A ~lfon to selllhe ward's ~e. . · · :.r~':,.1,... · . 
• A molfon to lqufdafe 1tocfcj and Cettiftc:ata or Deposit. A• •• ,. aqrr. . . . ...... ... ~. 
• A molfon to lransfiN'Ihe ward to a dltrerent ntnlnf home. ~:'i.,.. .. ldlf 

. ,. .. CitliOifal'il 
• Amotion to sellhe Wanr1 llomntnded flo~ 111matraa f!l:tGIIIIDibt 
• A mo«on to open up a sar.ty deposl box. atlir malf~talll aa.-ta 

gach molfon eaa cost lh• =w.tnt= fn excess· or 12.000 begust lh• mot( on must Ill Mfcftn. msean:hed. orad, 
and lflen a htadnq fJ scbtdulecf. Oft!ntlmes. fh! motions cqsf mom fhan what Is lzelQqpetftfoned for. . . . 

2. p~nq_the monJhly budget 

3, Selfrna the "Ward's" personal belongings for below market value then poctcatfng th~ 
difference -

·n.. guaidr~ unct...tfm~l IHimOU(II of Ill• HI• ol ,.non II .a.m... auch a JewUy, palnUng., and anflque., tot the 
purpoH Gf the court ncord lnwnbf• .. lfr• ''he to re-p 1M dllfiiNIIC& Tllerelalltfl• ...ct oiiM no court OYVIfght. 

4. Bills are simply not paid . 
· otr.ritlma, ilr1 Mr. or Ill• ~.,. nat . ..,.. pafcl. Whan llle ~ cln, fire guanffM Unfllr plai:a an ad In an obsc:ln 

newipaJI«, It.,..,. .. monq r.tt --.... ro fij prob~ cndlfof'l do not ... ., ad and rue • dam lgafnst the •star. 
wftHn 30 d8)'ia. llleft dahlllf'8 b1Y« hrncl ni.O Ire Q&l8dJan wn Ole lo tool c:rwdlfcn llwllbscanct wftiiiM mon11 IIICI not·haw 
Co pay 1ny of llelrli1. If lire It a~·lhe dnpfy pay~ lhelliUs at lie c:tiiCiilln .mo caught her. Tin hqua1tfy lnducfet Medicaid. ' . , .. . 

5, Accounting Is not ac;curate 
. riiegul!dfan d.;_,: nnidr row.r amount olllquld ••uta than wbttlhe victim Ia actually WCHth IIICIIhen pocblllh• n•t. 
Example.: · 

• JuUe SW.eten4coo,OOJ.OO estate wrirtr •n alegad sao.ooo.oo remafnfn§ Mien SWeeten dled. Mote than $300.000.00 was SJitnt r, 
~.,.... . . . . 

· Lowe A Faho ;~;;;;, ~lh-lpp~f.il saOo.eoiil T~ mGna.srnro Ute guatd,.itllp. fiw guildlan Ned an ICCO~wtlt 
lhe ~ stafng lhal Falva wss worth onl'l san.ooo.oo. ShGrtly lberafttt. • bank sratement hm SanJc or America stated that Falvo 
now had i44t.OOO after aiiCCOUitls hid been ~ed. So. •ppnnlmatafy$200.000 lumed up mfsslnf, . · 

I ·. 

to 'Falfe·wllls , ~ . 
rn ws sc..-arto. lhe guwan daJmi.d that Jllle Sw.eten ~.;~·;;;;~~,.~~;~~tare t;; ;;;;k.":.A ~~~ -~JJ\¥as 8nteilci "-to Uie - ·- · 

rcotd. WadlcrAa Sank ttustee was then given sao.ooo tom lhe unconteslH, J~~Qbafed eslale. · · 

Step Four: The mysterious deaths 
Once lhe funds have been span~ lhe '\v...,. oftll1tfmO sudcf~ dies. . . . . 
_1!1~ '\y~_!'fes. whe~ lhet!_ ls~ril fl!tMly ol money -'it a huge probafe baar .. c_an commence, thereby fwlhtH entfchtng lilt 

,Jtf0lll8y.s and tJuat.dlan. - -- ··------ · ----~·-· ···---
·Jmplu: · 

arlisle Bos'horth di~ soan alter his S250,000 had been· 'Penl 

.Jm!JS Oe:.~ton ~ 55 m111ion. lhrP.e ye:us in probate. - SJ mrll112n in attorney's fees Ynlh a pllt.lnce finally paid oul lo his fafllily 
ncmbers · · .... , . 
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~A~GA, National Associatiort to Stop Guardianship Abuse, has adopted a three part theme 
to succinctly describe the legally .sanctioned exploitative guardianship process: 

lsofa.tir, Medieat~.--T-ak.e-tlte Estate ... --
. . 

Predatory guardians: How· courts are-allowing professional 
guardians/conservators to rob your.·a-ssets 

• 5 • 

I , 

• Mari~ Long~ Wl?rth $1.3 million~~ she suffered a stroke and c3trie ~nder the •pmtection• of a profE!Sslonal guanfsan. Three 
. short·years later, she Is penniless ~ $U~ng off. of a nleager social !tOOWity pension and Medicaid. . . · 

. : Louise A Faivo. 91, had accumulated neatfy one mfllion dollars Mien she was placed under a guardia~fp that was. i::Ommenced y,flh 

. ·: ~·_f9.rgery of her daughtel's signatu~ J;y a Pl"9bate attorney. Wdhin ~months, louise A FaJYo was dead. Two and a half years 
··-~at~. the guardianship remains open: The guarcfsan and her attorn• have, to date, been awarded b)' the judge more than 
~.000.00 of. Falvo's estate- 1o benefl the ~-who Is deceased. 

• CorreUa Brown was placed under guardianship when the Department of Children aod Fanlilies cflscovered that her home was 
uninhabitable. Today, Brown Is deceased, her assets have d"ISappeared (more than $100,000), and aD of her debts- to1armg more 
than $75,000 In nursing home costs, remain unpaid. The professional guardian, It was discovered. was not licensed and has since 
fted the s1ate of Ronda Wfh Brown~ assets. 

• Marie Sanduslcy signed a power of attorney to guarantee that her. beloved daughter, and not her rejected son, would manage her 
financial affairs and health care directives. Today, sandusky has a court-appointed guardian \Wio has spent more than $300,000 of 
sandusky's money In IJltomey's fees. The reason? Sandusky's rebuked son hired an attorney and together they made false 
allegations against Saildusky's beloved daughter. As the "Wheees of justice• move forward, Sandusky's money .Is legally used to fund 
the frivolous feud. · 

• Debra Duffield, 58, has been under the ~ntrol of a ,rofessional guanfsan fpr the last four years. She wa5 only 54-years old when an 
ii)VOiunlary guardianship was petitioned against her by a professi!)_nal guardian \Wio gleefully discovered (tip~ off by a social 
worker) D~eld's substantiVe worth when Duffield was hospitalized for anorexia and a broken hlp. During the last four years, the vast 
maJority of her assets Jtave been converted to attorney and guardian fees. Duffield, \Wio was diagnosed as merely bipolar, had 
alleg~ly been finandally exploited by a friend - hence, the rationale for the guardianship. S~ Is confined to a nursing home 
without ri!habilitation. She sits In a bed, smeUing of urine and fecal matter, watching television. The guardian and her attorney 
regularly and steadfasUy biU her account for merely 'teadirg her fie• or c:hedclng on the latest whereabouts of her former gilf(riend. 
Soon, Duffield, who once owned a fabulous house c:ompfete with expensive antiques, valuable lmportechugs and fine paintings, will 
be pennness. · 

When you hear the word •professional quarrllan, • what do you think? Do you think of someone who protects the 
elderly? Assists them with their daily needs? Guarantees they are protected from financial explottatfon and 
physical neglect? · 

Th1n7iaiiiim.- ~---~--------·:-·-------- -- ·------- ----·---=-------- ___ .:.. _____ ·-;- ------

The pristine image of professional cowt-appolnted guardians who a)legedly protect ·the elderly is being challenged. Grass root 
organizations, SUch as the National Assoclaflon to Stop Guardian Abuse fN.A.S.G.A..I and Advocates for NaUonaJ Guardianship 
Ethics and Refonp (A.N.G.E.R.l are c:lalritlng that 

f!F-OiessloDa/;guaqlianst-/b!!i! auo •. - andJ:!V.J!IJ _Judges;;;; ne_e,d,to.be_watcbed. _ __ -.. ~ .,. . _ .. 

• May 25, 2010. Latifa Rlng of Elder Abuse Victims Advocates addr~ the Committee on the ~~ary, Subcommittee on Crime, 
Terrorism and Homel~nd Security stati!'19, -~-- t~xp/olation iJ guarr:Danships Is rampant. If Is /argfly kept out of the public eye under, .. 
the qulse of'e«!Sdlon. • · - - . - - • -

•Family. members am podrayJ1d 1ili."::$!1ma Bin Laden• or the devil incarnate. • David Newman said, ·a guardian reform advocate. 
I -·-,- -~ ·----· ------

Th4;!Se B17d ollen false 8Jiegafions• commenee a _flurry of legal that can only be to Charles Oickinsorrs, 

The guardians need to be watched 
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e .~he legal contest commences 
Instead of making arrangements for their safe retum home, Kevin GaDagher suddenly found himself furiously searching for Aorid~ 

.ttomeys. Meanwhile, the guardia.n~s J~al_c:ounsel quickly filed papers to t?fock Kevin's attempts at removing his parents from Florida to 
~aine. A hotly contested guardi~nshfp soan convnenced with attorneys from both sides legally authorized to generously pay 
!}~elves from the Gal lag hers' assets. · 

--?.Thi'.sfOiV &airways ihe 'Sama,......sta~'lolewman;-a-guatdiaJBhfp-Jeform.advnc:ate '!A family member-' ~ts the guard!ilf!ship; then 
he family member later wms1 the contest- when al the assets have been spent in attorneys' fee+ • - ·-·- ·- -----

Three years passed. Kevin fo~d himself switching attorneys four times In an atfempt to get the leg at nightmare to stop 

Then, suddenly, it did stop. ~n w.as declared the winner of the contest 

4// of the assets. had been spent. 
· · ~e-y then placed my parents ~ a Birplane wirh a mgle ·sulcase with a broken zipper, • Kevin statell. •inside the sulcase wetu 

!attei-ed clothes that had the namqs of Ollrer peop/8 In Magic Marker nside the clothes. Evelything they had owned - even their 
#J:Ies -had been sold or trashed by~ guardian. • 

BOth Elst~ and Robert died shortly atlfN'Ietumlng to Maine. 

Family feud -or-an open invitation for fraud? 
Conine Branson, 82, had- been· happily living in M"~ Beach with th~ daDy assistance of a CNA when her grandson secr~Uy 

petitioned the court to become his grandmother's guardian. When B""'son learned that she was to be m~ 1nto a nursing home, she 
quickly phoned her beloved daughter, aunt to the grandson, who had been granted a springing power of altorney many years befon; 
Bonnie Reiter, with litU~ knowledge of g~rdianshlps or guarcf!CU1Shlp law, quickly hired an attorney who sqgg~ that a •professional 
guarrfian• be appointed during the Interim legal contest . · 

It turned out that the guardian he suggested works with hfrri on a regular basis. Reiter fired her attorney, hired another, and then 
moved for a court hearing which her mother planned to attend. 

"Two~ prior to the healing. my mother ended up mysteriously dead. • Reiter stated. 
The guardianship remained open after Branson's death with Reiter, alone, having spent $130,000.00 In attorneys' fees. 

"They took more than $800,000 of my mother's money In attorneys' fees. The guardianship, in which my mother had -never 
EMm been declared mentally incapacitated, lasted less than three months. This Is a racketeering scheme that needs to be 
Investigated. The F.B.r.should step ln.• · 

Different. Names, Same Story 
.. An Orange County court aU<flfor f;fiscovered $50,000.fJO missing three days before the want died. The judge ordered an "'trler to 

·Show ~se. • Prior to the hearing, the guardian and her attorney simply brought back the missing money and placed It back Vtfth the 
court The judge dropped the scheduled hearing. 

• Court rec:o"'s show that the guardi~ received $12,000 a month to pay the nursing home biDs for Carlisle Bosworth. However, the 
skiDed nursing home fac:irdy where he wa$ placed charges only $6,000 a month. No Investigation has ever been conducted regarding 
what happened to the extra $6,000 per month. Bosworth died shortly after an of his money had been spent, 

• Marion COpley was placed on Medicaid-even though. her guanf~an sold her home for more than $250,000. 

• In another case a professloqal guanfran petitioned the court to become an elderY ~n·s gll3l'C!ian when she discoYered the woman 
- had no living relatives. She told the judge that the woman, who was stiO living Independently In her home, had "bats flYing Bl1 over the 

inside of the house. • The aD~ation resulted In a guardianship and the victim was removed from her home. Neigtlbors later stated 
. _.that fll'l! f!!ld n~ seen "bats tfying an o~ (JJ~ ~ouse. • 

. • In yet another case~ prof~k;~.g~~;,-;bblJ,;; ~-giJardiarlshlp over ChriS.tian Van.treefrofn stating1hat-nelghbei5bacJ~Ioited -
him. ·A quick search of the property records sflowed that th~ neighbOrs who had aDegectly mcploited Van Beekum had aclUally sold 
their hbme and moved to another~ six year&·prtor. · 
. . 

• James Deaton had owned an extensive coin collection, an expensive baseball card coiJection, and his deceased mother'$ diamond 
·tfngs and pearl neciCiaCf!S, aeeon:fing..to-relati.Ves..Non&of~~ ~~~~!I§~ on the g~rdian's Inventory report 

• The Denver Post has-several tim~~) pubDshed l~gative ~rts ~sl~~ -~e-~bl~ v.ith the probate court ihere. 

• In July 2012 World News pcWecl a video by Usa Rurle and story about what has been done to Iter brother Mark in Florida probate 
courts. Unks to many citfter storfes of guardianshipfconservatorshlp fraud are available there as well · · 

law enforcement agents, .socl~ workers, and judges have been trained to maintain a watchful eye over explolta~ fantJly 
membeR>. ¥et...ao -9ne. ~ m be_g_uardi'll the guardians. Family members have complained to local law enforcement, the state 
attorneys' office, and even the F:a.J.wfthOutany~significant aCtion belngtaken.-~ - ·- -- -. 

The problems grow worse with time as the probate courts beco~e ever more dvsfunctional. 
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Take, for example, the recently widely publicized case of ~ay G_ree.w ancf Harql~~ul!~ a .gay couple who had cogently cohabit_ated 
together for more than 20 years, rendering mutual durable powers of attorney, wills, and other legal declarations upon one another. 
When Scull, 89, unelepecledly fell onto a stone patio, paramedics were caned and the local sh~ department tlqsbly alleged that 
Greene. had Intentionally shoved ScuD to the ground. Yet, d~ite the fact tf\at all chartJes Were sobsequenUy dropped, the pub~c 
.g.uanfianship_oflicaf.or.S.onoma County usedlhe alreadv,disprOved. ph.ysloai a.bUSJt allE~gjJtjo..o to ~«mc;e .an !PYDJ!l.ntaw 9.1F<!!lii~OShip 
against Scull. Sc!,JII was· rem~ to a nursing home, lsolat~ him from Greene, and the couPle's JOintlY owned propertY Wfi•Ch maaaea · 
valuable paintings, expenstve Persian rugs, antiques,. silverware, jewelry, and real estate....,... Wa.s. sold for far less than apprals~ value 
- at least a~rding to the CC?Urt records. It was later discovered th.at the items had been sold for far more by the pubfic guardianship 
office. 

These types of gu~infmnshlp Irregularities have spa{ked a guardianship task fon;e Spec;:ial ~mlttee o~ Aging, which reported, 
• ••• guardianship ... bas the pdential of harming older adulfs.rslherthan protecting them-. The-.contilfulng repOrts of the failure of 
courts._to praveni {financial} explolation of fncapacifated aduJrs bythelrguardians have.. long been-of concem to thlsCommltfH!I. • 

Greene sued tJ:te-public guardianship office who setfled with him for approximately $600,000.00 just days before trial. Amy T~d-
' Gher, Greene's a.ttc:m~~. stated: .. 

"This vfctol)! sends an unmistakable message that aU elders must be treated with respect and dignity._ and that those Who 
mistreat eld~ mt;Jst be held accountable: [But] Even as we celebrate this victory ... We are deeply troubled that the Sonoma 
[County] continues to refuse to take respo11slbifdy for their egregious misconduct... We urge fNeJY citizen ... to d~nd more 
oversight of the P.ublic Guardian's office. They need to be watched." . · 

An alarminf!ly common practice: 
Is elder. financial exploitation by professional guardians. and their attorneys -a 
commonpriice occurren·ce? 

According to John caravella, a·former d~ and office manager for Seniors vs. Crime. a special project of the Aorlda Attorney 
Generars Office, GainesviUe, Aorida, the answer is •yes_ • 

C~;~ravella became simultaneously Intrigued and disturbed by the court-sanctioned practices of prof~lonal guardians on their "wards• 
(the legal term du!Jb~ to those wtw have lost all of their civil rights under court-mandated guardianship) when one of his neighbors 
mysteriously _disappeared shorUy after receiving an inheritance of more than a quarter of a million dollars. ~ neighbor, referred to as 
•A£Jene•fn Caravella's book, Marked for Destruction, had been falsely induced by a stock broker, whom she had coosufted about her 
fledgfing inheritance money, to sign papers that authorized a professional guardian and her attorney to manage Adele's fir:mnces -If 

, she should become menially lncapacitited. Within a few weeks, the guardian and her attorney petitioned the court aDeging that Adele 
was not competent to manage her own atralrs. The court authorized that she be stripped of aD of her civil rights and placed In a nrnslng 
home. Soon thereafter, Adele's recently acquired $250,~ was quickly consumed by the attorney and guardian for •pro/"IJ8slonal 
seiYkes•fees. And Adele soon passed tNr.J.y. 

How it all begins 
Kevin GaDagher had a trusted, longstanding pact with his beloved parents: When the time was "right, • he would make 

arrangements for their safe return to Maine where they would reside In assisted riVing. That "tight tim8• came unexpectedly one day 
after Sunday serdces when Robert and Ssa GaDagher became sfightly disoriented In traffic when they happen-chanced upon orange 

. .con:es.Jn.a.olad. ihitnur Kevin aodl.isa. .de:lighte:dJo hear that their parents were ready to journey home. began ma.kfng aU.ol the __ ·- _ 
necessary arrangements. Kevin even phoned his estranged Orlando-.based sister, Lori, and asked If she would ~ply 'felspll(:JnB• Mom 
and Dad during the Interim. The· sister, however, consulted the Yellow Pages and telephqned a company, Geriatric Care 
Management. that specializes In elder care. · 

The_ sheriffs.arr.bm _ 
W~ ~ hours a p~fesslonal guardian, and owner of the elder care company, arrived at the G¢Jaghets doorstep with a court 

order ancf two deputy sheriffs. She had hastily petitioned to become the couple's •emergen(:y temporary guatrDan• after learning of their 
subsfantive assets. Upon her arriva~ the couple were forcefully removed from theft home and placed In separate nursing home 
facilities. Mrs. Gallagher, hysterical, secreUy phoned her daughter-In-law, her speech slurred, cryfng fQr help. She had been fora"bly 
administered psycholropic drugs. Three medical professionals quickly examined her while under the Influence of the nan:otics, and 
dedamd both sbe..aruf. ber busbarxf ~lm.ultaneou~ 100% mentally incapaatat~. The te!:!'l~ll gu~ _W31S then quickly appointed 
the permanent, plenary guardian.· · · -·--:- -· - ·-· 

. . 

The guardians first move was to encumber all of the couple~ assets . 
• 
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_Finandal Elder Abuse 

egr_egi~~s a~use and by court-appointed 

conservators contributes significantly to the widespread tnctdence of·elder financial abuse. 
- - . - - -- - . - - . -- - . -- ---

Rarely acknowledged or discussed, the illegal use of an elder's income or assets has 
become an increasingly common crime. 

Sadly. 2014 will bring more instances of elder financial abuse - a societal blight resulting in estimated annual losses 
of $2.9 billion. One of every six adults over the age of 65 has been a victim of elder financial abuse. 

Women are tWice as likely as men to be the victims, especially those who live alone and require assistance with health 
care or other "activities of daily living . ., 
The 2010 U.S. census recorded the greatest number and proportion of people age 65 and older in history: 40.3 million, constitu~ng 

13 percent of the total U.S. population. It is projected that by 2050, people 65 and ower will comprise 20 percent of the total U.S. 

population; the number of victims of elder finandal abuse is likely to greatly increase in the years ahead. 

FINANCIAL ELDER ABUSE: The illegal or improper use of an elder's 
income or assets which includes not only outright theft by deception or 
coercion, but also the intentional or negligent failure to use the elder's 
resources properly for her support and maintenance. 
Also included in ELDER FINANCIAL ABUSE are:. breaches of fiduciary 
relationships, breach of ·fiduciary duty, such as the misuse of a power · 
of attorney or the abuse of guardianship authority, abuse of 
conservatorship author·ity, abuse of power, fraud, misrepresentation, 
~~ns~ructive fraud, mal~easance, etc ... di~turbing recent trend of . 
"offensive" conservatorship proceedings that deprive the elder of her rights and 
property and ·often facilitate the disposition of the elder's estate as desired by ill· 
intentioned parties. 

In this context, another unsettling-offensive tactic that has emerged in recent 
years is "granny snatching," by which an elder is removed involu-ntarily from her 
home state to another jurisdiction for the sole purpose of filing a conservatorship 

;. action there based on her physical presence in that jurisdiction. Sadly, the 
'- probate courts are often complicit in this egregious assault and deprivations ·of 

tights as the probate/elder law industry of professionals that are involved are , · · 
collectively intertwined. 

---- . court-appointed conservator for-the elder:- --· --------- -- . t.<!ff~- ~?. 
this may be worst case scenario for the victim whose assets are thus :- _,,, 
involuntarily placed under total control of an individual who is selected by those 
who· 'may have self-serving interests. Increasingly, multiple stories of corruption 
and collusion occurring within ~his context are coming into light. 
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AnOther" Probate 'Kidnapping' 

'. 

~een ·. 
liED l'llOMAl 

llli!ruu.s c:banl:es to c:arrect 
!17. ibrllutlastelght 
afapllnllllllebt 
I~ JQI:r71111l!a.! guna 

•' . 

wl3hes. She lulaA1mll31)nMidllpi!J that cam a 
iiiPJObala coart ... ami. talkedarMr&PIImk'a 
a;llmslvo ilmllveml!llt In herCIIIIIIIIIIIIll 

"BvaD lbrva8hber lfemmlla,~Piank!.'l . 
CGII!!siJmtlnher~ ahal!lre!llnllngto 
MldllpD. DMarpnotw'ruta l!lll:ll!rlhlaJqJ: 
D Aconserndarmustllsteii to the wlshb pfthe 
c:onservedlndtildllal.. . . 

"Not cml;ydoes the svidm!a!IU}JIIQrtarelam 
to MlddpD, tt !.'llnh!'!"be:rtlnl2restthat silo do 

• lSii,• 

i:oartwiiJEBVisWthe • Memmhll.o. fla!lk'a ezpenatwcan In . . 
0 D lhatcansemdm; GG!moctfrnl abaal$9,000lJermlmlhat tha 
nvta Ia a br:ldllle!lln Gli!enwlchfllcDII;f -lll!d thetl!ils afuwumu~~;~" 
rea the CI!JirliDritisw 1awJen "l'ltlddklgat$3IXIIII!d$1QJ mhour hava 
,q.,. . ' . . Bleadll;rdspleta!her~MarJenothas 

lb8lmlngl)'~her . ."~that"m!ry~~-ln~ 

.. . ..... •• •lllr .. • ""' ... , ~;~_, .-J .. \..· • 



. . . WIW4ij)D. " *I 
.. _0_04_6_63 I 

. .6 
·. ' 

'Fishy Smell in Connecticut I 1 Judge J~~ ~~lor~ the_ pr~~at~--~~~ adminis~ator, g~ts the boot 

. . 

~National Association to Stop Guardi~n Abuse 
Connecticut 

A public benefit civil rights organization founded by victims and for victims 

_Fishy Smell in Connecticut 

coNNECTICUT ~RoJJA~ JU)>~s-. · -:_ 
I• Judge James ~~~Or, the probate ~~tor,: gets ~ lx»ot - or ~ "made·a aecWon to \ 

retire;." according to-One£ COUrt A~-BarbarA M: QUinn. What~ does that sendt.Oour ; 
_i~7.-~erent probate~ that have been ~riated for trampling the civil ri&hfs_of ~-()lei, frail-'and 1 
.impov~? . . . . . . .. ·. · .. 

· La-.ylor has been the man -pushing for mqe from inside, dragging. ftmegade .~te c:ourt ~ / 
kiclang and .screamin8 into the modem age, leading the charge-to force them~-cxmducl pr~~ on 
the :w;ecord, to. stop them from rewarding~, to 9pen for~ at. convenient hours· and to r$,ind 

, ~ uivolV~ that :erobate is a cOurt,' not a·f~ troup for la'Wf~ ~ · . . : · · 
Jolm Langbein,. Ster~ Professor of iaw cu:uf Legal ~at Yal~· Law SChoQi: · .. 
~ffis OUJ_terslunDs the tmOgtmce ot the Pif!.btde jWJges" · .- . . · . · ·. . · . 
"ThefilOJi't wiDif ~, ~ Wtint to ieeP"GCUBJiy Utile e~ires, lind they _!!!fll fight off~ modest reforms" 1 
"The legislllture h4s to sflmd up 'to these .guys if there is -te-11e-r_etd reform"~ --- · -- · · · 

W1 Article and Source: 
~eformer' s Exit · Smells Fishy futtp://www.courantcom/newsflocal/columnists/hc-
green0718.artju118.0.3695598.column) . . 

1 
J.Gk Green's column appears on Tuesdays and Fridays. He~can be reached at rgreen@courant.com 

: nailto:rgreen®courantcom) · 

~also: 

ourt Administrator Resignation 
:lrrtinistrator-resignation.html) . 

-. - - -.-----

. -
(http:llnasga-stopguardianabu5e.blogspotcom/2008/07 /court-

http./ /nasga. wordpress.com/2008/07/18/fi shy-smell-in-conriecticut/ 
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.onal Association To Stop Guardian ~use 

SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 2, 2013-

I'm not a lawyer, but I know this 

The people are supposed to have constitutionally protected rights and liberties - civil and human - but they are being deprived of 

those rights in courts across the counby responsfb~ for their "best interests." 

Those courts are the ones where guardianships and consetvatorships are handled - or mishandled? 

DUE PROCESS IS BBNG DISREGARDED! 

And that's because the law is NOT clear and unambiguous. 

Due process requires notice, opportunity and a fair and impartial hearing. 

It isn't working that way in "protective" proceedings aU across the country. 

Elderly and disabled people who don't know their rights are being sucked into "The Protection Racket,· without notice, and then 

being ~bused and financially exploited, even if they receive notice. 
- ,_ 

A NASGA ~r was victimized by a judge because there was a word missing from the statute: 

Here's the._statutory language: "The court may schedule the hearing in less than seven (7) days from the date of service on the 

respondent; provided, that actual notice of the hearing is given to the closest relative and the respondent.· 

That should be dear enough for most people: provide notice and then hold a hearing. But because there was a word missing from 

the statute, the judge took advantage of that omission, despite the fact that HE TEACHES LAW! \ 

What's the 'missing word?""Prior." 

P-R--1-0-R! Prior" means "before," as in: You can't take a person·~ 
property before he has notice and an opportunity to appear and 
participate in a hearing. 
The law was not terribly unclear - even I understand it: You serve the person ARST and then you hold a hearing. 

Not that judge! He used telephone notice to hold a so-called "hearing" without the victim, after which he had the clerk issue a 

hearing notice for a future date. By that time, because of an unlawful order by the judge, the victim was no longer in control of his 
I . 

property • control had already been given to a "conservator" - and he could not hire a lawyer! 

That judge rrust have forgotten what he teamed in law school. So did the legislators when they a~nded the iaw. They left that 

word out - again! 

Dickens said "The law is an ass.· No, it's not- the lawl It's the tricky way the legislators write it! 

That's just an example of how due process isn't working in our state courts. Congress promised to protect the ·elderly 

Why aren'tthey doing ft? 

By a NASGA member. 
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An Elderly Man•s Lawsuit' Could Bring Probate 
-~eform~ - - _ : ----.. - - -

comments{-- -' . 

~wyerat2:15PMOctobedB.2011 • - -- f- --
Mr. Green. Here Is one ID 1ceep your eye_ on. Aorkla."residen! [)oiJres Gray~ teld &! Ct..by Milford ...... iii' 
probide ptge Slreit-Kefalas. h appears t:J be large sums of lllDI'IIiY that!!J ~this woman from ~ 

- being ll!tumed t:J tier Florida abode.. ~ lt!P teds are )ust '-tnDW dlt1lng ID look lnlo lhls case that 
lriVoiVeS~ probate p:tges one rnxn ~ ~ 01"11! from Sttmford Qi1d a hOSr of liiiDmE!Y& anc1 the 
conse~ ~one Is gotng fo net ll'deteslin9- '"' ·. 
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BRAtJNSTEIN AMJ Tomseo~ P.c. 

~m'Liat - -
ONI: CUOT PU.i:C · . . 
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COVltT OF PROBATE. MDford • Oraare Probeti Dbtrtd DI.STJucr NO. PIUO 

ESTA 11! OF/IN THE MATIER. OF 

Dolores Only (J 0-0430) 

DATE OF ORDER 

Man:b li, 201 • · 

PB1TI10NER 
Frcdcrk:k w: Knlg. Esq.(~ tor JI)'SOD Gnj IDd Lclafa Ora)')._ Mlitddn. JCrua 4 Daoeu. P.C .. 76 Center 'Street, P .0. Box 
2m. wasert~ury, cr 06722 . : · . 

DA TB OF HEARINO 

April I" 201 I 

· TIME OF HEAJUNO 

1:00PM 

PLAC2 OF HEARING (Strut tw:IJinm) 

MDCord-Orange Probate District 

70 W. River St.. P..O. Box 4 J4 

. cr 06460-0414 

AS PER APPUCA TION ON }:tLB MORE FULLY APPBAR.S • 

IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
.. 

&pd appUCIItfou ~ heatd and determined allhc court of probate altho date. time and place lndic:ared above. 

___ ___,;_;~ -~----
.. ' 
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. Ke,esJobnAAttomey inl'tewHaven.Cf ·f~P~-~ Yellow~ ~JDC. 
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FlOUCVJlV'S PERIODIC 
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'. 

THE. ~y HER!:BY EXHJBI1'S da&licc:Oaat Ill iald Court lOr allawaDcc ..... lllll::cl .ia!a~~~at diC -Is • ~lad CIXII(II«<: • 
• ~ ... aD11:1CJC!iptaadolist .• -, .... .sa~. : .. 

~~-~~~_pcriod_6'0ai.{Ust~~-t!.~·~for.6f!G1ttnt!~oft!!M~·-tU;._.,_f1JJi»~~2/23/ZOl~ 
TIUs-isbeiqlikdlillrlbcillbwfa&.!,JpODCCSI*fl::{tc. '""*"JQ oOW. ·~~ ;J 
Tlzis-lsbeiqliledlbrdlc~-=[C:hch,pplb6la6G:r6cldlr.1 . ' 

a l'aiodic -=-r. CG.S. ~&-•n 
~ .... [] For 8liac" oaly. . -

. c ~llcafacls~ . 
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COURT OF PROBATE 

COURT OF PROBATE, Milford- Orange Probate District DISTRICT NO. PD40 

ESTATE OF11N THE MAlTER OF 

Dolores Gmy (CIB) (11-0009) 

3~ The motion to list 42 Sampson Avenue is ~ereby approved. The listing at the proposed price is approved. The acrual sale _J__ 
at the proposed price l'(la}' be problematic, but it is a proper avenue ro ptll'liUe. ~ 
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As a result, 700/o or more of all litigants in our state's family court system, now appear Pro Se and without 
proper legal representation. This bas significantly impeded the ability of the courts to function efficiently, and 
most importantly - prevents the Court from serving the best interests of families. 

Rather than working to resolve problems, the Court bas instead became a source offurther harm and 
abuse due to the complete lack of oversight of =:my kind over the GAUconservatorshie-svstem. 

Judges de facto outsource their decision-making authority to these GALs and conservators and almost 
automatically order whatever a GAL may recommend without law-required Due Process, furthering the 
problem and causing poor and ineffective orders to be repeatedly entered and ordered in a vacuum, all 
while ignoring the basic laws and principles of Due Process and Civil Rights. 

Many families come prepared to have their case heard before the family/probate court only to be turned away 
for yet another day when it is anticipated by the Court that motions can't be addressed in just half an hour, 
wasting valuable human resources and dollars. 

GALs do not meet with parents/court-protected wards prior to hearings to hear and review and solicit input 
from these wards on their recommendations to the court, as the state requires them to do, causing further 
confusion, operational dysfunction and delays and fraudulent self-serving, fabricated re1>9rts -
all while the GAL bills, bills, bills for their time. 

Meanwhile, families are held hostage to this inept system that forces them to miss days from work, spend 
scarce resources on daycare, and attend in-court "status conferences" and bearings that are almost always 
clearly focused on the GAL's attendance in ensuring that GALs get more money paid to them, not any 
meaningful progress to benefit to the court-"protected" ward, or the children and families of divorce. 

Appointment of a GAL infuses immense financial stress at a time in families' lives when personal issues are 
reaching critical mass. Most families are terrified or reluctant to speak out due to the very legitimate pervasive 
and overwhelming fear that their voices will result in retaliation by the GAL and court causing unfavorable 
custody and visitation recommendations to be automatically ordered by a court and based solely on what 
the GAL wants. 

There is an inherent enormous Conflict of Interest when the GAL tasked with "reviewing" these matters 
has a substantial fmancial interest and personal profit incentive, thereby enriching themselves at a rate of 
$750, $1,000 or more per hour, thus creating a 100 %win situation for the GAL to create FRUDULENT 
reports. 

Further, incredibly, despite the fact that the ostensible purpose of assignment is for a specific issue, GALs 
are typically assigned for the life of the "eas-i" even -if th-ere is no case before the court "or any current or 
ongoing conflict/issue, with no termination until the elderly court- "protected" ward dies or the child 
reaches the age of majority. All the while, the GAL can charge whatever they deem fit to enrich 
themselves, in effect creating a court and state sponsored and enforced annuity for themselves. 

Families are suffering deeply due to this inherent corruption and court dysfunction~ 

No public servant of any kind shriuld be granted this kind of complete unmitigated power over any 
"protected" elderperson's or parent's or child's lives. No elected official and not even the President of the 
United States enjoy this kind of special immunity 

Immediate legislative action and reform is needed now, because our Connecticut Judiciary bas proven itself to 
be simply incapable and unwilling to protect the actual best interests of court-"protected" elderly or children 
and families of divorce, and is instead causing very real and long lasting harm. 
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Petitioning State of Connecticut Judiciary Committee: 2014 

Connecticut is ranked as having the most corrupt and predatory probate 
racket of all fifty states; 

Connecticut probate/family judges appoint, with full power of their own discretion and full immunity from 
·liability for their actions, Guardian ad Litems and Involuntary Conservators to have complete control over the 
lives of their target victims: these court- appointed controllers are then paid for their "services" in stripping the 
"protected person" and the "protected person's" family. of basic civil rights regarding the court-"protected" 
person via the judges' seizure of the financial assets of the person/ family as the assets ai-e involuntarily 
redistributed into the pockets of the judge and GALs and conservators and the involuntarily appointed 
attorneys AS PAYMENT FOR THEIR SERVICES in robbing the victim/victims family of their rights and 
their assets. WE NEED TO 

Reform the State's Corrupt and Broken 
Guardian ad Litem System 
Connecticut's Guardian ad ·Litem system is horribly corrupt and broken. 

Family/Probate Court judges are routinely raiding every seize-able asset a family may 
have available and diverting all assets possible of their available funds into the hands of 
their self-selected Guardian ad Litems (GALs) who operate without a system of checks 
and balance, without anv oversight or accountability of any kind, and without any 
responsibility to the wards they are supposed to represent. 

Many, many Connecticut families have experienced firsthand the very real damage and harm caused by 
GALs who do not perform the services assigned to them by the state, or do so poorly and on purpose in 
order to unnecessarily prolong cases in increasing billings. 

Because GALs are given the protection of immunity and no one watches over their performance- or 
even if they actually do their jobs, families who are forced by a judge into their GAL system are billed 
many tens of thousands of dollars and have their basic Civil, Human and Parental Rights trampled in the 
process. There is no means by which to fde a complaint or to hold an unethical GAL accountable for 
their failure to perforni, or failures to properly represent their wards in accordance with state ' 
requirements. 

There is absolutely no oversight of any kind, no system of checks and balances, and no one to complain 
to. This is because many Connecticut family/probate judges are historically complicit in this profiteering 
system as they were themselves formerly GALs and they simply perpetuate the set-up. 

This state's "family court" system is routinely financially and emotionally devastating parents and families 
already suffering from a divorce and a poor economy. This is costing families their homes and their jobs - all 
under the completely false premise that any of this is "in the best interests of the court-protected person.' 

Parents and families can no longer afford to pay for their own legal representation once straddled with 
overbearing and completely unrealistic GAL costs, and there is no "financial means test" done by a court befon 
a GAL is assigned, there are no cost controls or limits of any kind imposed on a GAL. 
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The State, as a whole, has consistently misused the familiar notion of"the best interest of the child", 
when no reasonable clarity exists to place any United States citizen on fair notice as to what exactly that 
vague and ambiguous phrase means. 
Further, Constitutional law regarding custody of children is based on parental rights. This is to protect 
children, as minors are not capable of properly representing, or even knowing, their interests, and the 
natural parents are always best to do so, absent a strongly compelling reason. 
Strict scrutiny has two components: due process and equal protection. 
The due process component consists of two parts. The first is that there must be a compelling State inter
est present for the State to invade, in any way, the privacy and liberty of the parent-child relationship. 
A wall exists between government and the parent-child relationship that can only be breached when the 
child is in harm to the level of substantial child abuse or neglect. 
If the child is first found to actually be in such substantial harm, or imminent danger of such harm, then 
the second due process part, narrowest intervention, still applies, and the State must refrain from invad
ing the sacred parent-child relationship, excepting only in the least intrusive way. 
Further still, before invading any natural parents' right to custody, care, and management of his or her 
child, the second strict scrutiny component, equal protection, requires that the parents cannot be put into 
separate classifications of"custodial" and "non-custodial", regarding either physical (residential) or le
gal (decision-making) rights to their children. 

I believe that most people are good natured and they really did what they thought was best to protect children m fam1ly court 

There are groups of md1v1duals that have abused the system actmg as GALS and th1s 1s what needs to change. 

I believe oversight, fee caps, aud1ts and transparency, etc. should be Implemented to protect children and fam11ies from the curren 
system wh1ch allows GALS to charge excess1ve fees Without any type of consideration to the fam11ies current financ1al status. I fully 
believe Retirement Accounts along w1th a fam1ly home, a ch1ld savmg account should all be off the table when makmg cons1derat1on 
as to how much someone 1s pay for this type of service, professional GALS should be from the med1cal field w1th degrees not from 
Law Schools , and please don't misunderstand I have numerous fnends that are great lawyers but for a GAL to have been m the 
medical profession th1s probably would have ended my case Within a few months mstead of 2.5 years, wh1ch ended up ultimately 
costmg my family and children over $50,000 It was not h1gh conflict on my part 1t was forced upon me. I only w1shed to have a fam 
and time w1th our children, I wanted them to have t1me w1th both parents m a peaceful fash1on. A stranger should never be allowe 
to be allowed to out vote a parent. The wall needs to be restored keepmg lawyer GAL attorneys from havmg more dec1s1on makmg 
power than an actual flesh and blood parent or relative. Proof of actual harm, danger or other emergency 1s the only t1me such pow• 
should be temporary unt1l bestowed upon another blood relat1ve, I have submitted ev1dence which demonstrates how the system 
could eas1ly become manipulated . There needs to be a mechanism m place to allow a parent to have a GAL removed-no questions 
asked, there needs to be accountability for the1r act1ons and they should not be 1mmune to such charges as gross negligence, a fam 
IS paymg court fees they deserve time m front of a Judge, most t1mes I was m court I was mt1m1dated that Judges are mean and I 
should s1gn what was m front of me or else The system needs to have the critena m place for a presumed shared phys1cal custody 1 
place from the very start. If one parent 1s lookmg for sole custody, absent abuse or neglect the court should mandate that parent to 
complete an extens1ve shared parentmg program to work hand m hand w1th the fam1iy Less Money should be gomg to these GALS 
and more money should be allocated Fam1ly Serv1ces to have programs and staff to fund such a program. 

It IS t1me to start protectmg the fam11ies and children from th1s crazy system ... Imagme at one pomt I JUSt wanted to be able to g1ve 
my children a few modest presents for the1r birthday m order to do so I would have to pay h1m $300.00 wow . Stop the abuse from 
these GALS and also do somethmg to stop 1mmed1ately any s1gn of parental alienat1on and you will ultimately start to f1x th1s systen 

If someone asp1res to be a great GAL and they truly enjoy domg th1s work then there should be no motivation of a fam1ly's money/set rates w1ll attract 
the nght folks for the JOb not ones complaining they need to make a living/ 

Thank you for this very important first step to meanmgful reform 



From: Dominick Bonito [mailto:Dominick.Bomto@whschools.org) 
Sent: Sunday, March 30, 2014 8:39 PM 
To: Jud Testimony 
Subject: Opposition to SB 494 

I am in opposition to SB 494. 

Dominick Bonito 
197 peddlers Dr. 
Branford, Ct. 06405 
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Senator Coleman, Representative Fox and members of the Committee. My name is Sue Cousineau. I am 
an attorney engaged in private practice in Middletown, Connecticut. I have been licensed to practice law in 
Connecticut since 1987. I began my solo practice representing children's interest in Probate Court and in Child 
Protection Court. More recently, the majority of my practice involves serving as Guardian ad litem (GAL) for 
children in the Superior Court for family matters. I recently had the honor of serving this body as a co-chair of 
the Task Force to Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody of Minor Children. As co-chair of the 
Task Force, I listened to nearly 15 hours of testimony from the public regarding this topic, reviewed extensive 
written submissions, heard from invited experts and reviewed case law, select statutes and Practice Books 
sections from Connecticut as well as other jurisdictions together with a variety of legal and psychological 
literature. At the condusion of the process, the Task Force submitted our report and I am happy to see that 
some of our consensus recommendations made it into this bill. 

As in any system, there is always room for improvement. I do not agree with the vocal micro-minority that 
the family court system is broken. I do believe that there is room for improvement, but these improvements 
need to be made prudently, taking into consideration the children who the Courts are duty bound to protect. 
Please do not let the children get lost in this debate. This is not about the GALs or the AMCs or the parents. It 
is about protecting the children from the conflict of their litigating parents. As our Appellate and Supreme 
Courts stated in Carrubba'v Moskowitz "in a custody dispute, parents lack the necessary professional and 
emotional judgment to further the best interest of their children ... where those interests differ from his or her 
own.D 

A Massachusetts General Hospital Study found that the emotional profile of the children whose parents 
engage in a custody dispute is very similar to children whose parents have had their parental rights terminated 
as a result of abuse and neglect. Surprisingly, the parents who believe that they are fighting for their children in 
court actually endanger their children's emotional stability. See the Connecticut Judicial Branch video "Putting 
Children First: Minimizing Conflict in Custody Cases." 

1 support many of the proposals in this bill. That said, I ask that the Judiciary Committee consider the 
following comments to improve the bill by addressing emergency situations and eliminating potential 
ambiguities: 

1. The act should include a provision that allows for the immediate appointment of counsel or a GAL in 
situations that a Judge determines same is necessary to protect the child's interest on an emergent basis, 
such as, but not limited to, restraining order and ex parte applications. 

2. In Section 1(c)(2), the word "dateD should be replaced with "evene It is nearly impossible to know on 
what specific date something will occur in a custody action. An event that marks the end of an appointment 
can be: at the time of judgment, resolution of a specific pleading or pleadings, a certain period of time after 
judgment or resolution or upon further order of the court. 

3. While I agree that parties should have standing to file a motion asking the Court to remove a GAL for 
cause, the statute should specify that if such a motion is denied, any subsequent motions' must be 

' accompanied by a Motion to Show Cause alleging facts that have occurred after the denial of the first 
motion. This would prevent serial filings regarding the same previously litigated issues. 

4. Section 5 (b) should define "college savings account" more specifically and apply to accounts existing 
and funded at the time of filing. 

5. The sliding scale provisions of Section 5 (c) should either be contained in Section 1(c)(4) or should refer 
to said section thus providing that the hourly rate is determined and reviewed in accordance within the 
timeframes set forth in that section. It is important that everyone, parties and GALs induded, know at the 
beginning of a case, what is expected regarding fees to avoid any misunderstandings or surprises during 
the process. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

l 
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From: nicitap@aol.com [mailto:mcitap@aol.com] 
Sent: Sunday, March 30, 2014 6:28PM 
To: Jud Testimony 
Subject: Letter for state of Connecticut 

Sunday, March 30, 2014 

State of Connect1cuU Legislators/ Judic1ary Comm1ttee 
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I would like to take th1s opportunity to express my heartfelt frustration, w1th the Connecticut Fam1ly Law System 

In 2001, my son Peter N1cita's marnage ended in d1vorce. It has always been h1s quest to be an active part in the 
lives. of h1s two children, Alec and Madison, for which he battled and fought to gain. From 2001 to early 2011 .. he 
shared custody with h1s ex-wife, where he was afforded the opportunity to spend many lovmg years w1th his two 
children, while they were m his care Being a part of the children's immediate, extended fam1ly has always been an 
extremely Important factor m my life They always enJoyed the love and comforts of shanng many week-ends, 
summer vacations, and holidays with their great-grandparents, grandparents, aunt, uncles and cousms, as much as 
we d1d We shared many loving and memorable t1mes together 

Unfortunately, parental alienation was always an underlymg factor Over the years, Peter suffered many trymg 
t1mes on his scheduled times of appomtments w1th the children, where they were not perm1tted to leave their 
maternal dwelling These episodes ultimately led to court heanngs, where Peter's voice wasn't heard. 

The courts appointed a GAL, Tom F1orent1no, to represent the children In my opinion, he has ignored my plea to 
a1d m v1s1tat1on of my grandchildren, he has 1gnored the children's therapist's recommendation that was suggested 
on the1r behalf. He has also exacerbated alienation and hmdered paternal, parental nghts, as well as financially 
worked the system 

Over the past three years, I have seen my grand-daughter, Mad1son once, at an evenmg event at her school, wh1ch 
was in a public settmg Upon d1sm1ssal from the auditorium, she brushed up agamst me and uttered a hello, bnef 
chit chat, and a smile 
This past June, I attended my grandson Alec's high school graduation, also m a public setting At that time, I had 
not seen h1m since early 2011 I was able to seek him out m a crowd, among h1s peers, and congratulate h1m 
personally, where we shared a few moments of time and conversation together It is unconscionable to me how 
Connecticut Law has allowed these types of s1tuat1ons to occur. 

On behalf of my son, our' fam1ly, and the children, I believe that 1t 1s cruc1al that changes m the law be made Here 
are a few examples 

There IS no clear scope of GAL duties 
A maximum dollar amount charged by GAL's should be part of CT Law 
There IS no authoratat1ve body to govern GAL practices 
There 1s no accountability on non- compliance of court orders 
The current legal system is perpetuating problems, and is puttmg financial gains before the best mterest of involved 
children 

Laws need to change. Current practices are causmg 1mmed1ate as well as future harm to already broken famil1es 
who enter the court system 

Smcerely, 

Donna Mars1co 
(Mother to Peter N1c1ta, grandmother to Alec and Mad1son N1c1ta) 
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Dear Legislators: 

We write to you on behalf our our son, Peter Nicita and grandchildren Alec and Madison Nicita. Our 
son, Peter has been divorced since 2001. Since 2000, just prior to his divorce and since, he has 
struggled with the family court process. Although Peter shared custody with his kids and he saw 
them often, the system continued to fail him·and his children. Overall, the courts failed to protect 
what is best for the children, a relationship with both parents and their extending families. Court 
orders were not followed and ultimately it destroyed the relationship those orders were intended to 
protect. Measurements were put in place to protect the children and the family, including a Guardian 
ad Litem, but the efforts and intent of the GAL were inadequate. 

We, the paternal grandparents to Alec and Madison have not seen them since Christmas of 2010, 
over three years. It has been heartbreaking to us that they are alienated from us, despite Peter's 
efforts in and our of courts to ensure a relationship with them. 

Peter is a loving parent and has always provided for his children. There was never any abuse or 
neglect. Peter is a professional white collar worker, that always spent time with his children. 

It is my understanding that a Guardian Ad Litem (GAL) is to communicate with his/her client's family 
(i.e grandparents) as part of his or her investigation to seek what is in the Best Interest of a Child. I 
(Eileen Nicita) tried to communicate with the children's Guardian ad Litem (Tom Fiorentino), but my 
communications were ignored. Was the GAL really being diligent in his efforts? 

The State of Connecticut has proposed bill #494 to correct some of the vast problems that are 
prevalent in the state's family courts. I have reviewed the proposed bill. It is quite obvious the bill has 
no mention of: 

1. The accountability of the GAL (or attorney for the children) when the professional does not 
complete his/her job according to state proceedures 
2. An independant department that a party can file complaints to when the GAL (or attorney for the 
children) are not following proper procedures 
3. How the state will treat concerns about children that are alienated from a loving parent 
4. The consequences for any parent that does not follow court orders 
5. Maximum fees a GAL (or attorney for the children) can charge, for the entire engagement 
6. Improvement on court operations and processes to address parental alienation. A parent should 
not wait months to obtain a hearing when parenting access is being violated 
7. A parent should not be responsible or a GAL's (or attorney for the child) legal representation 
8. A parent should not be incarcerated for not having the ability to pay a GAL (or attorney for the 
children) fees 
9. A parent's home nor their retirement assets should be a source for GAL income 
10. Shared parenting is a proven benefit to children and should be adopted as a presumption 

Our children are dependent on the adults to provide, love and care for them. 

Please consider all avenues that will benefit the Family Courts in the state of Connecticut, including 
some of the issues described above. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 
Peter and Eileen Nicita (Grandparents) 
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Laura Renfro LMFT was the GAL assigned to my case 
My fam1ly's case had significant med1cal and mental health issues that were important to understand in making 
care dec1sions and establishing a parenting plan in the best Interests of the children. 

In th1s case the precise issue that I tried to have decided revolved around the deficits of my ex-spouse and the1r 
umque mcompat1bjllty with the care needs of the children ages 9 and 7, especially the youngest age 7, where the 
appropriate support would be cntical. 

At trial, Ms Renfro prov1ded 3 year old information regardmg progressive disease states as if it were current and 
misled the court. She had sought and obtained a (llm1ted) version of this health information at her entry into the 
case as it was relevant and important and arguably the crux of the case. This Information was read1ly accessible, 
yet desp1te being asked to do so, over a 3 year span she chose not to expand or update it. Instead in her practice 
and test1mony she highlighted inc1dental negative information about myself yet omitted negative, even 
documented negative Information about my ex-spouse that demonstrated those concerns and a pattern of 
maladaptive behav1or. She minimized the relevant issues, did not address the specific funct1onal concerns, and 
over emphasized the irrelevant. She was selective and mcomplete in what she chose to present. 
Th1s is b1as. 
As it turns out, my concerns regardmg my ex-spouse were JUstified, and in fact, there were dramatic changes that 
had occurred and this Information was knowable. 
The court's decision, an outcome that relied on her testimony, placed both the children 1n jeopardy, and had 
significant adverse consequences for them. 
Had a complete picture been presented by Ms. Renfro I believe the impression of the court would have been 
changed and the outcome would have been d1fferent Without a doubt a fairer and more age appropriate decis1on 
would have developed. 

It didn't end there. Subsequent to the trial although I had paid Ms. Renfro my port1on of the court ordered fees In 
line with her own established payment plan, even paying more and paying early, she and her Attorney Douglas 
Fishman filed a baseless motion for contempt for nonpayment against me. Weeks prior to the court date although 
I had now provided her a check paying her In full, she held the check, did not cash it, and kept my name on the 
motion that included both part1es, necessitating my appearance in court. I believe her objective was to make me 
appear equally gu1lty, and again soften the view of the court in relation to my ex-husband, and his real 
nonpayment. Here there is agam black and wh1te evidence of her tactics and unprofessionalism. The manner in 
which she handled the post judgment payment issues Is illustrative and was the manner in which she exerc1sed her 
court appointed GAL authonty. 

Ms. Renfro neglected her duty and abused her priv1lege of having influence in the lives of my children, ultimately 
the children paid the price while she got paid; yet I had no options, no way to bring this to light, and no way to 
have the quality of her employment evaluated. 

Some Suggestions: 
Beyond the obvious need for some oversight .... 

I 

Respect the need for one parent to establish boundaries with the other parent. Prov1de additional educat1on 

I find my case resonates with the test1mony by Dr Steven Miller to the Task Force to Study Legal Disputes lnvolvmg 

the Care and Custody of Minor Children meeting at Legislative Office Buildmg on January 9, 2014. As Per Dr. 

Steven Miller's testimony there needs to be a deeper understanding by the court as it relates to parental 

alienation, cluster B d1sorders and fundamental attnbution errors. (Incidentally I had provided Ms. Renfro with a 

GAL authored article on this same top1c). 
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Essentially what Dr. Miller stated 1s that what appears is not always the case That 1s, the situation is reversed, the 
alienation occurring 180 degrees different from what you thmk. I mclude the v1deo link here (t1me stamp count 
5:53:38 to 6.20) for your review. · 

http.//www ctn.state ct.us/webstream.asp?odiD=9782&odTitle=Task%20Force%20to%20Studv%20Legai%20Dispu 
tes%201nvolving%20the%20Care%20%26%20Custodv%20of%20Minor%20Children%20Januarv%209th%20Public% 
20Heanng&caption=true 

Some other suggestions: 

Some mechanism for GAL oversight 
Define the GAL role 
Remove or limit GAL Immunity 
Have a mechanism that allows removal of GAL-there needs to be a good fit 

A mechanism to ensure disclosure of relevant medical and mental health records. 
A mechanism for understandmg diagnoses that somehow limits the potential for bias that may ex1st due to the 
pre-established relationship between the caregiver and patient 
Allow freer flowing dialogue in court I informal hearing? as opposed to being pigeon holed by the rigid question 
format Understand the diagnoses, understan'd the risks, (the judge m1sread and misunderstood the medical 
paperwork) 

The best mterests of the children should be paramount for all including legal counsel, if th1s is not feasible then a 
system similar to PEACE should be used to establish a Parenting plan and with legal counsel to secure court orders 
as necessary to enforce the plan. 
If you wouldn't have a 9 year old babys1t a child with life threatening condition don't establish him as a caregiver 
and rat1onalize the Disney world outcome /some limitations are what they are. Make sure the goal is on the kids, a 
situation may seem sympathetic but the kids should be the primary concern, are they old enough? 

Keep one JUdge throughout the proceedings 

Make the appeal process easier? Longer time to file or ability to file based on mformat1on that comes to light 

Use DSS Enforcement to verify affidavits and present history of assets to the court. 
' Cap legal and GAL costs in divorce at a case rate 

Do NOT post these judgments to the mternet, or take out last names, this is an erroneous judgment and should be 
able to be retracted, why does this information need to be posted to the Internet? Is it In part a revenue producer? 
How is this posting to the internet necessary or helpful? Kids are involved, they can find this info on the net too 
. so I am court ordered not to share adult issues w1th them but they can type in names and know the Issues 
anyway, how does that tnake sense?. 
What do you do with an erroneous judgment? 
What does one do now, when the system was mampulated? 

Investigate what I have told you here 

Thank you 

Karen DeV1IIe 
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TESTIMONY OF LINDA PALERMO 

BE~ORE THE JUDICIARY COMMMITTEE 

MAARCH 31, 2014 IN OPPOSITION TO RAISED BILL 494 

AN ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND 

ATTORNEYS FOR MINOR CHILDREN IN FAMILY RELATED MATTERS 

Severa_! years ago, I spoke with regard to Guardians Ad Litem in a divorce 
issue and the fact that they should be ordered to submit a monthly wri.tten 
accounting to not only the parties of the divorce but in common law as well, 
regarding how much time and or how many times they interacted with the child or 
children, who may have contact the Guardian or who the Guardium may have 
visited, and if the problems were resolved or if it changed the situation in any way. 
I just do not seem to see anything in your legislation that makes reference to such 
an accounting. Why shouldn't the parties involved who have to come to an 
agreement with regard to paying the services of the Guardian and attorney for minor 
children in a family related issue be given first consideration when it comes to 
getting a written report regarding their child or children, instead of the Court? .The 
Court inherently will say it is in the child's best interest; but is it really? What about 
the parties of the divorce, can they get waiver of costs and fees if they can't afford 
the divorce or the price of a Guardian ad Litem and an attorney for their child or 
children? Let's not forget that is within Judges Discursions too. The Laws in 
divorce Court, in regard to Guardian Ad Litem's, Attorney and Judges reminds me of 
Probate Court, as it relates to conservators and administrators, attorneys appointed 
for either or both; Guardian ad Litems and Judges in that those rules need revision 
and should be brought back to the Civil Court because they don't really care if 
you've come or if you're going or just gone and in my opinion it's just the all might 
buck that really matters; And not cost, human feeling and compassion. 



From: Cheryl Martone 
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 4:56 PM 
To: Jud Testimony; US Concerned Parents 
Subject: Bill no. 494 written testimony on GAL's & AMCs 

Cheryl Martone, P.O. Box 165 Westbrook 
and West Haven CT. 
'US Concerned Parents' support group 
& Parents MOVEment for childrens & parents Rights 
v.rvvw. usconcernedparents. webs.com 
"Judicial Abuse"Activist 
Court Reform Advocate 
ctparent@gmail.com 
860-301-1274 
203-654-9631 

on Raised S.B. No. 494 
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AN ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND A TIORNEYS FOR MINOR 
CHILDREN IN F AMlL Y RELATIONS MA TIERS 

The Committee needs to look at Proposed Bills 5209 & 5138 
OVERSIGHT on GALs and AMCs 

We should not have to fight with these poorly trained, ill minded, money grubbing, not caring 
about our children that work as GALs and AMCs. They do work? what kind of work is it making 
a family go into poverty, become homeless, loose assets and then being threatened with losing 
your child if you don't suck up to their RICO lies, the GAL (COUSINEAU) never did any good 
work for my child. He is 18 and very emotionally torn because of the bad sytem. 
Why do they continue to play with a fit parent and continue to make them look unfit. 

Yes, we are in a good fight, its a holy war and we have our ammo with Constitutional and 
Family Law, practice Book rules and the plan we want to make for our children. We have to put 
our hard hat on and watch out for immoral grenades being thrown at us by the GALs or the 
AMCs as a good/loving/nurtturing parent. God has His sphere of protection around us. We need 
to put up moral boundaries of which they can't penetrate. 

You know the Family court and Juvenile Courts have ··put our lives through hell or tried to 
with the GALs & AMCs misconstruing all things up in your case. We know these so called 
professionals right now are squirming in their devish seats because we are bringing forward 
the atrocities they have caused and we need to keep doing this. We need to ask the Judiciary 
Committee to abolish the GAL & AMC system or make oversight on them to show all 
their earnings, is why their appointments are "out of control" and when they lie about an 
innocent caring/nurturing parent. They cause intentional infliction of emotional distress when 
they brain bash, brow beat, ridicule, humiliate your child into saying things about the 
caring/protective parent that is not true. 

A high percentage of caring/protective parents report molestation to the Family & Juvenile 
Courts and 9 times out of 10 the child is left with the molester/abuser parent. The Family Court 
Judges, Family Relations scheme, GALs, AMCs, evaluators, therapists all ignore the innocent 
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young child because like many have said before it is because of the AFCC (we need to bring this 
up in our testimony, running like business and not in the best interest for our children. 

We have the chance to stop this madness by the worst GALs and AMCs in the state of CT. 
whom are COUSINEAU and DORNFELD who I know personally have caused many children 
harm with their fraud and perjury. Ask their clients. If you fear retaliatoin by these 
unprofessionals then send me their names and I will surely mention them. 
Now is the time for the JUdiciary to stand up and show the state of CT. (that you care about our 
children) about dismantling the GALIAMC system or having oversights put in place to show all 
their earnings and have a state rate for all and have a cap. There should also be a time limit if a 
Judge appoints a GAL or AMC for your children. STOP them from stealing our children and 
stealing from our childrens future. 

The courts, the GALs & AMCs, are robbing us of our basic fundamental rights along with 
Constitutional rights to parent, grandparent and be a family member to our children lives, all to 
funnel money to their pockets (it is a business run by the AFCC of which the Judges, lawyers 
and ) and never in the best interest of our children. Our children deserve to keep the 
nurturing/caring/loving parent(s), grandparent(s), family in their lives without the ones looking 
to make money off the children by lying (committing perjury), writing false reports (committing 
fraud) taking to evaluators so they can write reports with bias and prejudice, so they make it look 
like a family is fighting when they are simply getting a divorce or going to the court for custody 
rights or to write a legal parenting plan is where the so called professionals GALs, AMCs, 
evaluators, therapists, etc. in the court system interfere with the natural parent bond and should 
not be doing this. they are a vulture on their prey swooping down on innocent families to tear 
them up and create conflict when there was none to begin with. I know first hand this is 
happening because I personally witness it every time I go to the Family and Juvenile courts as a 
Court watcher/advocate for the innocent ones. I let them know don't be a deer in the headlights, 
try to prepare yourself with going to the Law Library to study up on Family Law 46b,practrice 
book rules, Canon Laws and your rights as a parent and your childrens rights even if you have a 
lawyer, know your rights so you can object to things in court when you know they are violating 
your rights. 

The unprofessional ones cause/impose intentional affliction of emotional distress in the court 
because they can and we know that is not their job description. When the parents are fighting 
with each other instead of working with them to solve problems they create a whole ignore them 
issue and say we will talk about this later and never get to anything to help the situation. 1) say 
you have a great relationship with your ex husband or fiance', they look at ways to be 
controlling, instead working with you, 2) if you just went into court to make a parenting plan 
and have an amicable divorce, they do not listen. 

If there are nay questions or comments, please email me at ctparents@gmail.com 
GOD BLESS OUR CIDLDREN 

SAVE OUR KIDS, PARENTAL ALIEANTION FOUNDATION 
will hold a candle Light Vigil on April 25th for our children 
On the CT. Capitol grounds from 3-9 pm. 



From: Susan Skipp 
Sent: Saturday, March 29, 2014 7:44PM 
To: Jud Testimony 
Cc: Rep. Gonzalez, Minnie 
Subject: Testimony for hearing for bill 494 

Subject: Connecticut Attorney Endorses "Stranger Danger" 

Please after reading this and Ms. ~baron Dornfeld's email, go 
to http://www.ctlawtribune.com/id=1202648664975/0pinion%3A-In-Defense-Of-Self
Represented-Litigants#ixzz2xCTf2YOO 

Quite a bit of controversy bas been coming to light over Connecticut practices that have 
been going on for decades. So much so that a legislative task force was mandated to look at 
practices. Ms. Sharon Dornfeld, was chosen as a co chair for this task force. Please read 
Ms. Dornfield's request to her family law peers: she suggesting her peers try to get out of 
court Monday to oppose an angry disgruntled group of parents. I believe she means the 
parents who testified January 9 and the climbing number of petitioners to GAL reform. I 
was at the testimony and gave testimony. I~saw no angry parents, no disgruntled parents, 
just parents who and whose children have been victims of crimes committed by the very 
institution deemed to be the redress of problems. I signed the petition; it was absent 
righteous vitriol as well. 

What I see in Ms. Dornfeld's email is an attempt to continue the judicial franchise of AFCC 
racketeering that occurs; Ms. Dornfeld's law practice is AMC and GAL centered. 

Note, her email contains no mention of "child's best interest." 

The contents in ·Ms. Dornfeld's email mention concepts that are not included in bill494. 
She is misleading her peers in an attempt to further a revenue stream for some 
unscrupulous judges, attorneys, mental health providers and CSSD workers. The people 
responsible for drafting this bill and proposing it should not be in public service as it 
appears they are more interested in self service. 

GALS have no statutory basis to be in Superior court, only probate and juvenile courts. 
This is why someone needs to draft language to omit GALs in family court. Shared 
parenting absent abuse and neglect is a good idea except many of the "high conflict cases" 
center around domestic violence issues that current laws and training do not address. Post
judgment custody changes have a due process and jurisdiction in juvenile court for 
allegations of abuse and neglect. Probate court can be utilized for relocations, that is at 
least when probate court becomes transparent and lawful as well. 

It's imperative for our legislators to work for constituents and the greater good of society. 
Any legislator who votes for this and is attorney should plan not to be in office next time 
around because the crimes that occur in family court are coming to light. 
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Those outrageous stories that could not possibly be real in fact now have credibility, and 
federal investigat~ons. It's not one, ten, fifty: the victimized are in the hundreds if not 
thousands. Most are afraid of retaliation. Many people have been retaliated against by 
GALs and judges as a direct result to their testimonies January 9. 

In a subsequent hearing that was promised to be unrecorded so parents who didn't speak 
could do so without fear of retaliation, the adult daughter of Ms. Dornfeld's co-chair on the 
task force, Sue Cousineau, came in to that private hearing and videoed and recorded those 
in attendance to testify. 

The system failure is widespread and people are profiting off of the failures to the 
detriment of families. Ms. Dornfeld's email is a perfect example of the desire of the family 
law community to continue to profit. 36 hours of training makes a GAL? What can 36 
hours of training really do to help any family? Why does an attorney or mental health 
worker bill $250-850 per HOUR for something the state values at $50 an hour? 36 hours of 
training? People go to real training earning letters after their names and not earn $50 an 
hour. Granted, they probably don't destroy children and parents either. 36 hours? A 
teenage cashier ~t your local fast food place gets more training. 

Please stop this abomination of destroying families and the community. It's time for the 
Connecticut Bar to clean house and clean out people who make a mockery out of "family" 
law. Don't forget the Captain's of the ship, the judges. Many of whom were also former 
GALs. 

Thank you, 

Susan Skipp 

Not angry or disgruntled, just abjectly victimized by the family court system. 

From: Sharon Dornfeld [mailto:attorneydornfeld@hotrnail.com] Sent: Thursday, March 27, 
2014 2:35PM To: Sharon Dornfeld Subject: Please come to the LOB in Hartford on Monday 

Dear Family Law colleagues 

I know the Monday is a short calendar day and this is short notice, but please make an effort to 
participate in the public hearing on Raised Bill 494 scheduled for 10 a.m on Monday in Room 1-
D of the Legislative Office Building. 

In case you haven't followed what's been going on in the legislature, a bill was introduced last 
year which would have eliminated joint custody in favor of a presumption of shared custody, 
which morphed into a Task Force to study custody and GALs, which became the focus of 
a group of extremely disgruntled litigants. They are experts at social media, have been cold
calling litigants and "warning" them about GALs, are "court watching" cases in an attempt to 
intimidate judges, GALs, and lawyers, and have organized personal attacks and filings of 
grievances against judges, lawyers, and our mental health professional colleagues. They want to 
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destroy the entire system. And they have found a few sympathetic but uninformed legislators, 
who led an attack on the reappointment of family judges. 

RB 494 was introduced yesterday which would codify some of the Task Force recommendations, 
from both the majority and minority reports. Here's the bill: 
http://www.cga.ct.gov/2014ffOB/S/2014S~-00494-ROO-SB.htm 

This bill, and all other pending family law bills, are up for hearing before the judiciary 
committee this coming Monday, March 31, at 10 a.m. The disgruntled group--calling 
themselves "Coalition for Connecticut Family Court Reform"--will be out in droves. Wearing T
shirts. 

We need to be a big presence as well. 

Here's how to help: 

1) SHOW UP on Monday, whether or not you are willing to testify. The hearing is likely to last 
into the evening, so come after you get out of court and/or leave when you need to. You may 
want to bring a book or some work. Bodies are important as a visible sign that not everyone 
thinks the system should be totally destroyed. Here's how to get to the LOB: 
http://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/menu!DrivingDirections.asp. If the Parking Garage is full (which is 

likely), there's a pay garage in a commercial building on Oak Street opposite the entrance to the 
Appellate Clerk's office. 

2) Prepare TESTIMONY, either ORAL OR WRITTEN. If you're willing to testify in person, 
sign up to do so in Room 2500 beginning at 8:00a.m. Unfortunately, there is a lottery system for 
the testimony and there is no guarantee when you'll be called. Oral testimony is limited to 3 
minutes. Ifyou can't come and/or don't want to testify orally, submit written testimony. Be sure 
to lead with the Bill number. (RB 494) and state whether you support or oppose it. 

The Family Law Section generally supports the bill, but is concerned that Section 1 (b) does not 
provide for the immediate appointment of counsel or a GAL in restraining order and ex parte 
application situations, Section 4 does not limit the frequency with which motions seeking the 
removal of a GAL can be filed and whether denied motions remain in the file, that Section 5 (a) 
would make state rates mandatory in any case in which the kids ever were on HUSKY, that 
Section 5 (b) needs a more specific definition of "college savings account", and that Sections 5 
(c) and (d) would permit ex post facto reductions of AMC and GAL fees without regard to the 
parents' own resources and what they have agreed to pay their own counsel. 

' 
Testimony can also be submitted for a day or two after the hearing. Submit it here: 
JUD. Testimony@cga.ct.gov 

3) CONTACT members of the Judiciary Cornmitee, especially if you are a constituent or know 
someone personally. Ask other people--lawyers and clients--to speak/email with their 
representatives and others they may know up there. Here is the list of committee members and 
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their contact info (email by clicking the little envelope; go to the members' websites for phone 
numbers by clicking on the "web" symbol): 

http://www .cga.ct. gov/asp/menu/MemberList.asp?comm code= JUD. 

4) WATCH the public hearing ifyou can't attend in person at CT-N.com. And then FOLLOW 
what's happening as the bill continues through the process. Late amendments are always a 
possibility. You may need to be in touch with the legislators serving your own districts when the 
bill comes up for a vote by the House and Senate. Find your own legislator here: 
http://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/menu/CGAFindLeg.asp 

Hartford is a distance for many of you, it's a short calendar day, there may not be convenient 
parking, and this is short notice. Come anyway. 

Thanks. 

Sharon Dornfeld 

Sharon Wicks Dornfeld Attorney and Counsellor at Law 70 North Street Suite 104 Danbury, 
CT 06810 Tel: 203-748-3363 Fax: 203-748-3104 
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From: Susan Skipp 
Sent: Saturday, March 29, 2014 8:02 PM 
To: Jud Testimony; Blanchard, Deborah 
Cc: Rep. Fox, Gerald 
Subject: Testimony for all family related matters 3/31/2014 

-•';....'._ ..... 
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Ps. My children have been wi out their mother for 542 days, absent neglect, abuse, unfitness or change 
in circumstances. I was thei rary caregiver. They are also denied three siblings. Best interest of 
children? Not mine. Mary righam, who was only appointed for sept 9, 2010- March 28, 2011 continued 
to bill over $130,000.00 hile my children not only lost a mother but an excellent private school 
education. Investigate a c anti-trust and expel it from Connecticut as many other states have wisely 
done. Attached PDF is t stimony as well. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 

---------------------------------------------------------------)( 
Susan Skipp, 

Gabrielle Anderson Tittle, a minor 
By her next friend and parent 
Susan Skipp 

Wyatt Griffin Tittle, a minor, 
By his next friend and parent 
Susan Skipp 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

Defendants: 

State of Connecticut 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

The State of Connecticut Judicial Branch ) 
) 

Chase T. Rogers, ) 
In her individual and official capacity ) 

Barbara Quinn 
In her individual and official capacity 

) 
Lynda B. Munro ) 

In her individual and official capacity ) 
) 

"Robert T. Resha, ) 
In his individual and official capacity ) 

) 
Lloyd Cutsumpas, ) 

In his individual and official capacity ) 
) 

Mark Taylor, ) 
In his individual and official capacity ) 

) 
Maureen Murphy ) 

In her-individual and official capacity ) 
) 

1 

March 25, 2014 

Case No. 314 CV-141 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
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e 
Patrick J_ Carroll, Ill, ) 

In his individual and official capacity ) 

Sandra Lugos Gines 
In her individual and official capacity 

Stephen Grant, 
In his individual and official capacity 

Debra Kulak, ) 
In her individual and official capacity ) 

) 
Laurie Anton, ) 

In her individual and official capacity ) 
) 

Christopher Haddad, ) 
In his individual and official capacity ) 

) 
Mary Piscatelli Brigham, Attorney at Law, LLC ) 

) 

Mary Brigham ) 
In her individual and official capacity ) 

) 
Connecticut Resource Group, LLC ) 

) 
Sidney S. Horowitz, Ph.D., ) 

In his individual and official capacity ) 
) 

Howard Kreiger, Ph.D., ) 
In his individual and official capacity ) 

) 
Tracy Barraco, ) 

In her individual and official capacity ) 
) 

Martin Libbin ) 
In his individual and official capacity ) 

Rosemary Guiliano, ) 
In her individual and official capacity ) 

) 
Christopher Hite ) 

In his individual and official capacity ) 
) 

James D. Hirschfield 
In his individual and official capacity 

2 e 
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Visitation Solutions LLC 

Laura C. Ernhardt 
In her individual and official capacity 

The Connecticut Chapter of the Association of ) 
Family and Conciliatory Courts, ) 

a sub-regulatory corporation ) 

) The State of Connecticut Office of 
Governmental Accountability, Judicial Review 
Council ) 

The Connecticut Grievance Panel, Statewide ) 
Bar Council ) ____________________________ ) 

AMENDED COMPLAINT 

The Plaintiff brings suit against the named defendants for violations of her rights 

which occurred between November 2010 and present, during the pendency of a family 

court proceeding in the State of Connecticut Superior Court. 

JURISDICTIONAL BASIS 

1. Plaintiff claims federal jurisdiction pursuant to Art. III § 2 that extends the 

jurisdiction to cases arising under the US Constitution. 

2. Plaintiff brings this suit pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for certain 

protections guaranteed to her by the First, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, Ninth, and Fourteenth 

Amendments of the federal constitution, deprived by the named defendants acting 

under color of law. 

3. Plaintiff brings this suit pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1985 for certain 

protections guaranteed to her by the First, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, Ninth and Fourteenth 

Amendments of the federal constitution, deprived by the conspiratorial enterprise of 

3 
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named defendants acting under color of law with discriminatory purpose and denying 

the plaintiff to present case without intimidation of obstruction. 

4. The plaintiff Brings this case under U.S.C. 1986 action for neglect to 

prevent. .. when the government officials have the power to stop the legal abuse but 

won't. 

5. Attorneys are sworn to oaths that they have violated under C.G.S. 1-25 

Forms of oaths. 

6. Members of the General Assembly, Executive and Judicial Officers swear 

and oath to uphold the Constitution. 

7. Plaintiff brings this suit pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1986 for negligent failure 

of named defendants to act to prevent the deprivation of rights guaranteed by the First, 

Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, Ninth, Tenth and Fourteenth Amendments of the federal 

constitution. 

8. Jurisdiction of this court is invoked under the provisions of Sections 1331, 

1343 (3) and 1367 (e) of Title 18 of the United States Code and Sections 1983, 1985, 

1986 and 1988 of Title 42 of the United States Code. 

9. Plaintiff brings this suit pursuant to Title II of the Americans With 

Disabilities Act of 1990, as amended by the ADAAA of 2008, codified at 42 U.S.C. § 

12131 -12165. 

10. Plaintiff brings this suit pursuant to § 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 

codified at 29 U.S.C. § 701 et seq. 

4 
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11. Plaintiff brings forth this suit pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1383a for negligent 

failure of named defendants enabling them to defraud the plaintiff from assets and 

finances. 

12. Jurisdiction is established in the federal court for self-represented parties 

to be notified of all proceedings as established in the Justice for All Act of 2004, Pub. L. 

No. 108-405, 118 Stat. 2260 as set forth in Section 3771 (a) (b) and (c) applying 18 

U.S.C. section 3771 (d) (1) and 18 U.S.C. Section 3771 (e) (1). 

13. Jurisdiction is established in the federal court for damages to be assessed 

for retaliations suffered by the plaintiff pursuant to the applications set forth by Title 18, 

Part 1, Chapter 73, Part 1, Section 1513 (e). 

14. Plaintiff brings a claim of coercion 42 U.S.C. § 12101 (a) (2); 42 U.S.C. § 

12101 (a) (3) and 42 U.S.C. 12203 "Prohibition of retaliation and coercion by the Courts 

official officers." 

15. Plaintiff brings a claim under 18 USC §664, Theft or embezzlement of 

employee retirement or benefit plan. 

16. Plaintiff brings.this action under 18 USC§ 242, Deprivation of Rights 

under Color of Law. 

17. Jurisdiction is established in the federal court for damages to be assessed 

for retaliations suffered by the plaintiff pursuant to the applications set forth by Title 18, 

Part 1, Chapter 73, Part 1, Section 1513 (e). 

18. Plaintiff brings this suit under 42 U.S.C. § 13031-a provision of the 

Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990-all covered professionals who learn of suspected 

child abuse while engaged in enumerated activities and professions on federal land or· 

5 
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in federal facilities must report that abuse, regardless of where the suspected victim is 

cared for or resides. 

19. Plaintiff brings this suit under 42 U.S. Code§ 5119c in which the state is 

receiving federal funding under 42 U.S. 5106a to prevent child abuse, yet allows its 

Judicial Branch of government and its actors to engage and promote it. 

-
20. Plaintiff brings this suit under the fundamental right guaranteed by the 

Fourteenth Amendment Due Process Cause with many federal precedents protecting 

the rights of educating of ones' children. 

21. Jurisdiction is established in the federal court to be awarded to the plaintiff 

to the plaintiff for conduct alleged as set forth in this complaint pursuant to the 

applications of Sections 1961, 1962, 1964, and 1969 (e) of Title 18 Chapter 96 of the 

Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations. 

22. The plaintiff brings this case under 18 U.S.C. Conspiracy against rights 

23. The plaintiffs brings this case under 18 U.S.C. Deprivation of Rights 

24. Plaintiff brings this complaint under 42 U.S.C. 2000d, Title VI and CR Title 

IX, as federal funding is used in a discriminatory basis. 

25. Plaintiff claims supplemental federal jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 

1367, which permits the federal court to hear additional claims substantially, related to 

the original claim. 

26. Plaintiff seeks the Speedy Trial Act be applied the defendants pursuant to 

the provisions set forth in Title 18 Section 3771 (a) (7). 

PARTIES 

6 
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27. Susan Skipp is an individual who resides in the town of Litchfield, within 

the county of Litchfield, within the State of Connecticut. She is a 45-year old woman 

with a disability and who is also perceived as having a disability that she does not have. 

In September of 2009, Ms. Skipp filed for divorce ,and was plaintiff in case UWY-FA09-

4020608-S. This case was dismissed in April of 2010. In August of 2010, Ms. Skipp's 

former spouse filed for divorce and she was the defendant in case UWY FA10-

4022992-S 

28. Gabrielle Anderson Tittle, a minor child who is 13 years old and resides in 

Connecticut who is perceived to have a disability. 

29. Wyatt Griffin Tittle, a minor child who is 11 and resides in Connecticut who 

is perceived to have a disability. 

30. Defendant, the State of Connecticut, ratifies acts of legislation that violate 

rights of fundamental rights of equal protection and due process to legal discovery 

protected under 14th amendment. 

31. The State of Connecticut Judicial Branch is the branch of government 

here in Connecticut responsible for the administration of justice. Its administrative 

offices are located at 231 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, CT 06106; 

32. Defendant Chase T. Rogers is an individual who serves as a Judge for the 

State of Connecticut Supreme Court. As the Chief Justice of the Connecticut Supreme 

Court, she is deemed to be the head of the Connecticut Judicial Branch. She is sued in 

her individual and official capacity. 

33. Defendant Lynda B. Munro is an individual who serves as a Judge for the 

State of Conhecticut Superior Court. Her principle office and place of business is 

7 



located in the city of New Haven, within the county of New Haven, within the State of 

Connecticut. She is sued in her individual and official capacity. She also has three other 

LLCs. She is sued in the capacity in the ~apacity of the LLC(s) that provide consulting. 

34. · Defendant Robert T. Resha is an individual who serves as a Judge for the 

Stale of Connecticut Superior Court. His principle office and place of business is located 

within the city of Waterbury, in the county of New Haven, within the State of 

Connecticut. He is sued in his individual and his official capacity. 

35. Defendant Lloyd Cutsumpas, an individual who serves as a Judge for the 

State of Connecticut Superior Court. His principal office and place of business is located 

at 300 Grand Street, Waterbury, CT 06702, in the county of New Haven, within the 

State of Connecticut. He is sued in his individual and official capacity. 

36. Defendant Mark Taylor is an individual who serves as a Judge for the 

State of Connecticut Superior Court. His principal office and place of business is located 

at 300 Grand Street, Waterbury, CT 06702, in the county of New Haven, within the 

State of Connecticut. He is sued in his individual and official capacity. 

37. Defendant Maureen Murphy is an individual who serves as a Judge for the 

State of Connecticut 300 Grand Street Waterbury Connecticut 06702, in the county of 

New Haven. Her principal office and place of business is located at 300 Grand Street, 

Waterbury, CT 06702, in the county of New Haven, within the State of Connecticut. He 

is sued in his individual and official capacity 

38. Patrick J. Carroll, Ill is an individual who is employed as the Chief Court 

Administrator of the Connecticut Judicial Branch. His office and principal place of 

8 
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business is located in the city of Hartford, within the county of Hartford, within the State 

of Connecticut. He is sued in his individual and official capacity. 

39. Stephen Grant is an individual who serves as the Executive Director of the 

Court Support Services Division of the Connecticut Judicial Branch. His principle office 

and place of business is located with the town of Wethersfield, within the county of 

Hartford, within the State of Connecticut. He is sued in his individual and his in official 

capacity. 

40. Debra Kulak is an individual who is employed by the Connecticut Judicial 

Branch as a Regional Manager of Family Relations. Her office and principal place of 

business is in the town of Wethersfield, within the county of Hartford, within the State of 

Connecticut. She is sued in her individual and official capacity. Ms. Kulak is also a 

principal in Defendant Association of family and Conciliatory Courts. She is sued in this 

capacity as well. 

41. Laurie Anton is an individual who is employed by the Connecticut Judicial 

Branch as a Clerk of Court. On information and belief, she resides in the town of 

Wolcott, within the county of New Haven, within the State of Connecticut. Laurie Anton 

is sued in her individual capacity, and also in her official capacity as an employee of the 

State of Connecticut Judicial Branch. 

42. Christopher Haddad is an individual who is employed by the Connecticut 

Judicial Branch. His principle office and place of business is located at 300 Grand 

Street, Waterbury, CT 06702, in the county of New Haven, within the State of 

Connecticut. He is sued in his individual and official capacity. 
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43. Ms. Sandra Lugo-Gines, the ADA Coordinator, Court Planner according to 

resume, for the judicial branch, based on information and belief, lives in the town of 

Wethersfield in the county of Hartford having a place of business. She is sued in her 

individual and official capacity. 

44. Mary Piscatelli Brigham Attorney at Law, LLC is a domestic limited liability 

company doing business in the city of Waterbury, within the county of New Haven, 

within the State of Connecticut. 

45. Mary Brigham is an individual residing in the town of Litchfield, within the 

county of Litchfield, within the State of Connecticut. Mary Brigham is an attorney who is 

licensed in the state of Connecticut. Mary Brigham is sued in her individual capacity, 

and also in her official capacity as a court-appointed guardian ad litem from Sept 9, 

2010 to March 28, 2011. She acted as GAL following this date, but had no legal 

standing. She was not appointed, she served a necessary witness for the plaintiff's 

former husband against the plaintiff twice and the plaintiff's stipulated agreement 

provided defendant Howard Krieger handle post judgment issues. 

46. Connecticut Resource Group, LLC is a domestic limited liability company 

doing business in the city of Waterbury, within the county of New Haven, within the 

State of Connecticut. 

47. Sidney S. Horowitz, Ph.D. is an individual who, on information and belief, 

resides in the city of New Haven, within the county of New Haven, within the State of 

Connecticut. Sidney S. Horowitz, Ph.D. is sued in his individual capacity, and also in his 

official capacity as a court-appointed psychologist. 
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48. Howard Kreiger, Ph.D. is an individual who, on information and belief, 

resides in the town of Woodbridge, within the county of New Haven, within the State of 

Connecticut. Howard Kreiger is sued in his individual capacity, and also in his official 

capacity as a court-appointed psychologist. 

49. Tracy Barraco is an individual who, on information and belief, resides in 

the town of Thomaston, within the county of Litchfield, within the State of Connecticut. 

Tracy Barraco is sued in her individual capacity, and also in her official capacity as an 

employee of the State of Connecticut Judicial Branch. 

50. Martin Libbin, an attorney, is Director of Legal Services for Superior Court 

Operations and an individual, who on information and belief, resides in the city of West 

Hartford within the county of Hartford within the State of Connecticut. Martin Libbin is 

sued in his individual capacity, and also in his official capacity as an employee of the 

State of Connecticut Judicial Branch." 

51. Rosemary Giuliano is an individual who, on information and belief, resides 

in the town of Southbury, within the county of New Haven, within the State of 

Connecticut. Rosemary Giuliano is an attorney licensed in the state of Connecticut. 

Rosemary Giuliano is sued in her individual capacity. 

52. Christopher Hite is an individual who, on information and belief, resides in 

the town of Tolland, within the county of Tolland, within the State of Connecticut. 

Christopher Hite is an attorney who is licensed in the state of Connecticut. Christopher 

Hite is sued in his individual capacity. 

53. James D. Hirschfield is an individual who, upon information and belief, 

resides in the town of Southbury, within the county of New Haven, within the State of 
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Connecticut. James D. Hirschfield is an attorney who is licensed to practice in the state 

of Connecticut. He is sued in his individual capacity. 

54. Visitation Solutions LLC is ~ domestic limited liability company doing 

business in the town of Brookfield, within the county of Fairfield, within the State of 

Connecticut. The Connecticut Department of Commerce and Trade does not recognize 

' 
"parent supervisor" as a trade. This practice is unregulated. 

55. Laura Emhardt PhD is an individual whose place of business is 246 

Federal Road, Brookfield, in the county of Fairfield CT Unit CL-41. Ms. Ernhardt 

provides supervision for visitation therapists as well as therapeutic supervised visitation, 

an experimental practice with no established protocols or published studies. 

56. The Connecticut Chapter of the Association of Family and Conciliatory 

Courts, having a place of business in the 385 Orange Street, New Haven, in the county 

of New Haven, Connecticut. It is a sub-regulatory business. 

57. The State of Connecticut Office of Governmental Accountability, Judicial 

Review Council, 505 Hudson Street, 1st floor, Hartford Connecticut. This office is to 

investigate and resolve complaints alleging judicial misconduct. 

58. The Statewide Grievance Panel, Statewide Bar Council having a mailing 

address of 287 Main Street second floor East Hartford Connecticut. Its function is to 

review and adjudicate complaints about attorneys in the State of Connecticut. 

NATURE OF THE CASE 

59. The plaintiff alleges that she has suffered multiple deprivations of her 

constitutional rights as follows: 
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a. Deprivation of fundamental right to care, custody, and management 

of two minor children, without due process of law, in violation of the First, 

Fifth, Eighth, and Ninth amendments to the federal constitution, in that she 

was denied all access to her children secondary to unlawful conditions 

being placed on her access by persons acting under color of law. 

b. Deprivation of personal liberty without due process of law, in 

violation of the Fourteenth amendment to the federal constitution, in that 

she has been deprived of her right to make independent healthcare 

decisions without the undue influence of persons acting under color of law. 

c. Deprivation of the right to due process of law, in violation of the 

Fourteenth amendment to the federal constitution, in that she was 

deprived of assets, income and child custody secondary to ex parte 

hearings, conferences, and orders. 

d: Deprivation of the right to due process of law, in violation of the 

Fourteenth amendment to the federal constitution, in that she was denied 

meaningful access the court when she was denied reasonable 

accommodations pursuant to the American With Disabilities Act of 1990, 

as amended by the ADAAA of 2008, by persons acting under color of law. 

e. Deprivation of equal protection of the laws, in violation of the Equal 

Protection Clause of the Fourteenth amendment to the federal 

constitution, in that, ba'sed on her status as a disabled person, laws and 

procedures fair on their face were administered with an evil eye and heavy 

·hand, by persons acting under color of law. 
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f. Plaintiff was coerced to sign documents that impinge her 

fundamental rights with the threat of incarceration and loss of liberty. 

g. Plaintiff minors have been denied fundamental rights of familial 

access, subjected to severe emotional duress and physical abuse. 

h. Plaintiff has been denied income and assets by persons acting 

under the color of law. 

60. In addition to the federal claims, the plaintiff also states the following 

substantially related claims: 

a. Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress, in that the named 

defendants committed the violations outlined above, and knew or should 

have known that the plaintiffs would suffer severe emotional distress as a 

consequence to their activities. 

b. Civil Conspiracy, in that a group of two or more persons conspired 

to engage in unlawful activity with the intent to deprive the plaintiff of care 

and guardianship of her children and other substantial rights for their o~n 

financial and professional gain. 

c. Civil Conspiracy and Criminal Conspiracy, in that a group of two or 

more persons conspired to engage in unlawful activity with the intent to 

deprive the plaintiff of financial assets and income and other substantial 

rights for their own financial and professional gain. 

d. Civil Conspiracy, in that a group of two or more persons conspired 

to engage in unlawful activity with the intent to commit and allow child 

abuse for their own personal and financial gain. 
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e. Civil Conspiracy and Criminal Conspiracy in that a group of two or 

more persons conspired in unlawful activity with the intent to conceal 

illegal weapons. 

61. The Plaintiff petitions Under 28 U.S.C. § 517, "[t]he Solicitor General, or 

any officer of the Department of Justice, may be sent by the Attorney General to any 

State or district in the United States to attend to the interests of the United States in a 

suit pending in a court of the United States, or in a court of a State, or to attend to any 

other interest of the United States." 

62. The plaintiff petitions Under 28 C. F. R. Section 0.85, "the unlawful use of 

force ... against persons or property to intimidate or coerce ... civilian populations, ... in 

furtherance of social agendas. By definition, the Family Court in the Judicial Branch 

engages in Domestic Terrorism as defined. The FBI needs to investigate such domestic 

terrorism to curtail terrorism by a branch of one's own local government. 

63. The plaintiff brings this claim under Article VI of the Constitution 

Supremacy Clause, oaths of judges to the Constitution, right to an impartial trier and 

right to petition court. 

COUNT ONE- 42 U.S.C. § 1983 CLAIM 

64. Defendants Brigham, Horowitz, Anton, Kulak, Carroll, Libbin, Grant, 

Rogers, Munro, Cutsumpas, Resha and Murphy, acting in their official capacities as 

state actors, deprived the plaintiff of her constitutional right to the care and custody of 
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her two minor children, without due process of law, in violation of the First, Fifth, Sixth 

Eighth, Ninth and Tenth Amendments to the Federal Constitution. 

65. The policies, customs and practices of the State of Connecticut Judicial 

Branch, the Court Support Services Division of the Judicial Branch, and the Family 

Relations Division of the Court Support Services Division create an environment 

wherein wrongful interference with the constitutional rights of fit parents is common

place. 

66. The State of Connecticut Judicial Branch has an established policy of 

attempting to influence and change family dynamics rather than respect the 

fundamental rights of family members that walk into the court on a daily basis. 

67. The State of Connecticut Judicial Branch has created the Court Support 

Services Division whose mission statement is "to provide effective support services 

within the Judicial Branch by working collaboratively with system stakeholders to 

promote compliance with court orders and instill positive change in individuals, families 

and communities." 

68. The Judicial Branch does not recognize the individuals who are at the 

mercy of the courts as stakeholders. 

69. The Judicial Branch has aligned itself with a large number of community 

providers who have become the primary stakeholders in judicial matters. 

70. The community providers with whom the Judicial Branch has aligned itself 

become witnesses in the cases the Judicial Branch is charged with resolving, creating 

an inherent conflict of interest in addition to an enhancement of the customs and 

policies which violate the rights of citizens who are referred to the community providers. 

16 
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71. The community providers are deemed harmless by the Judicial Branch 

and individuals are referred to these providers without regard for the legality of the 

referral itself or the harm that may result from such referrals. 

72. The policies, practices and customs of the Judicial Branch and the Court 

Support Services Division convey a lack of regard for the fundamental constitutional 

premise that the state may only intervene in a child custody matter where a reasonable 

basis exists to believe that a child is in imminent risk of serious harm. Even when such 

risk exists, the state must provide notice and provide the parent with the process that is 

due pursuant to the federal constitution. 

73. The policies, practices and customs of the Judicial Branch and the Court 

Support Services Division contribute to a belief by court employees that the court itself 

and community providers who are associated with the court have a superior knowledge 

of and interest in the welfare of other people's children. 

7 4. , The policies, practices and customs of the Judicial Branch and the Court 

Support Services Division lead court employees and affiliated community providers to 

wrongfully interfere with the protected interests of fit parents. 

75. The policies, practices and customs of the Judicial Branch and the Court 

Support Services Division led to a gross deprivation of the plaintiffs rights. 

76. The policies, practices and customs of the Judicial Branch and the Court 

Support Services Division created an environment wherein Defendant Judge Lynda B. 

Munro was allowed, and encouraged, to establish a unique program to train community 

associates on how to effectively intervene in the lives of families who were filing cases 

in the family court. 

17 
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77. Judge Lynda B. Munro hand-selected a select group of profe&sionals to 

run this training program, which was deemed by the legislature to be required training 

for all persons who might serve as guardian ad litems in Connecticut family courts. 

78. Among the individuals selected by Judge Lynda Munro were Defendants 

Sidney Horowitz, Ph.D. and Howard Kreiger, Ph.D. of the Defendant, Connecticut 

Resource Group. 

79. Among the individuals who took the mandatory training class was 

Defendant Maryl Brigham. 

80. Defendant Rogers knew or should have known that the practices and 

policies of the Court Support Services Division family relations division create an 

environment wherein the state and its affiliated providers are interfering in private family 

matters absent a finding of imminent risk of serious harm. 

81. The Chief Court Administrator, Defendant Patrick L. Carroll, is the 

individual responsible for overseeing the administration of the Connecticut Judicial 

Branch and the Court Support Services Division. Prior to his appointment as Chief Court 

Administrator in 2013, he was the deputy chief for a period of six years. 

82. Martin Libbin, an attorney and Director of Legal Services received 

numerous communications from the plaintiff complaining of the unlawful atmosphere of 

the court. 

83. Defendant Steven Grant is the Executive Director of the Court Support 

Services Division. He is responsible for overseeing all aspects of the Court Support 

Services Division. 
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84. Defendant Debra Kulak is the Regional Manager for the Family Services 

Division of the Court Support Services Division. She is responsible for supervision, 

training and oversight of the family services workers of the Court Support Services 

Division for the northern portion of the state. Ms. Kulak is also a principal owner in co-

defendant Connecticut Association of Family and Conciliatory Courts, a private stock 

company. 

85. Defendants Libbin, Carroll, Grant, and Kulak were involved in both 

creating and enforcing the policies, customs and practices of the Court Support 

Services Division within the family services unit of the Connecticut Judicial Branch. 

86. Defendants Libbin Carroll, Grant, and Kulak had full knowledge and 

awareness of Defendant Munro's involvement in the creation of the training-program 

and her hand-selected community providers. 

87. Defendants Carroll, Grant, and Kulak were instrumental in insuring that 

the values taught in Defendant Munro's training class were carried out in the work of the 

family relations office of the Court Support Services Division. 

88. Defendants Carroll, Grant, and Kulak knew or should have known that the 

practices, customs and policies of the family services division created an environment 

where parents' constitutional rights were violated. 

89. Defendant Munro knew or should have known that if the methods taught in 

her training class were implemented, unwarranted intrusion into private matters of family 

life would result. 

90. The plaintiff seeks the review of the Memorandum of Decision of October 

16, 2012 issued by The Honorable Lynda Munro and to determine whether certain 
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provisions of this decision should be declared invasions of privacy and unconstitutional 

abridgments of personal freedoms of the plaintiff. 

91. Defendant Munro knew or should have known that her involvement in the 

creation and implementation of this training program would create a conflict of interest 

were she to be the presiding judge on a case where her trainers or her students were 

involved in assessing the family. 

92. Defendant Brigham knew or should have known that implementing the 

strategies and practices taught in the training program would result in unreasonable 

intrusion into the private family life of any family subjected to the process. 

93. Defendant Brigham knew or should have known that she did not have any 

right to interfere in the private family life of the plaintiff unless and until she had cause to 

believe that the children were at imminent risk of serious harm. 

·e 94. Defendant Brigham interfered with 2 DCF investigations involving the 

children's father much to the detriment of the plaintiff minor's safety. 

95. Defendant Brigham interfered in the private family matters of the plaintiff 

without any legal basis to do so. 

96. Defendant Brigham failed to advise the court that laws would be violated if 

she were to proceed as instructed. 

97. Defendant Brigham failed to advise the Plaintiff that she had a right to 

family privacy. 

98. Defendant Brigham provided Defendants Resha, Cutsumpas, and Munro 

without standing her opinion that the plaintiff should be deprived of her children. 
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99. Defendants Resha, Cutsumpas, and Munro accepted the 

recommendations of Defendant Brigham without evaluating the legal standing and 

whether accepting the recommendations would interfere with the plaintiffs constitutional 
I 

right to the care and custody of her minor children. 

100. Defendants Resha, Cutsumpas, Munro, Hite, Hirschfield, Brigham, 

Guliano, Haddad, Doherty, Saracco, Anton, Horowitz, Krieger, Libbin, The Judicial 

Review Committee and The Statewide Grievance panel knew or should have known 

that defendant Brigham was not duly appointed the guardian ad litem post March 28, 

2011 and had no legal standing to render any opinion. 

101. Defendant Anton knew or should have known that the plaintiff had an 

interest in her children that was superior to the interest of the Defendant Brigham, who 

was not appointed as the guardian ad litem for the children. 

1 02. Defendant Anton knew or should have known that the plaintiff had an 

interest in her children that was superior to the interest of the Defendant Horowitz, who 

was appointed as a therapist for the children. 

1 03. Defendant Anton knew or should have known that the actions of 

Defendant Brigham and Defendant Horowitz were interfering with the parental rights of 

the plaintiff. 

1 04. Defendant Anton knew or should have known that the only legal basis to 

interfere with the plaintiffs right to the care and custody of her children would have 

been an allegation that the children were at imminent risk of serious harm. 

105. Defendant Anton knew or should have known that the children were not at 

risk of any serious harm under the care of the plaintiff. 
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106. Defendant Horowitz knew or should have known that the plaintiff had a 

right to be fully informed about her minor children and their participation in therapy. 

1 07. Defendant Horowitz withheld pertinent information about the children from 

their mother, the plaintiff Susan Skipp. 

1 08. Defendant Horowitz was instructed by Defendant Brigham to withhold this 

information. 

109. Defendant Horowitz knew or should have known that he had no right to 

withhold this information from the plaintiff. 

110. As a result of the actions of Defendants Horowitz and Brigham, the minor 

child and plaintiff, Gabrielle Tittle of the plaintiff was improperly diagnosed with a major 

psychiatric disorder for over a year before the plaintiff-mother or Gabrielle was made 

aware of it. 

111. Defendants Brigham and Horowitz knew or should have known that the 

plaintiff had an interest in her children that was superior to the interests of the 

defendants. 

112. The design, evolution and implementation of the various policies, customs 

and practices within the Court Support Services Division by Defendants Munro, Kulak, 

Carrol, Grant and Haddad were all done under color of law, in that the named 

defendants believed that they had the legal authority to create this type of environment. 

'113. Defendants Resha, Cutsumpas, Libbin and Munro knew or should have 

known that Defendants Brigham, Anton, Haddad and Horowitz were engaging in actions 

which were violating the constitutional rights of the plaintiff. 
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114. Defendant Resha entered court orders that deprived the plaintiff of her 

constitutional right to the care and custody of her minor children based on information 

provided by other defendants in this action. He also deprived her of assets and 

property. 

115. Defendant Cutsumpas entered court orders that deprived the plaintiff of 

her constitutional right to the care and custody of her minor children based on 

information· provided by other defendants in this action. He also deprived her of assets 

and property. 

116. Defendant Munro was_ the judge who rendered the finai decision depriving 

the plaintiff of all contact with her children, based on information provided by other 

defendants in this action. 

117. Defendants Brigham and Horowitz both testified in the case on the basis 

of training they had received in the class that Defendant Munro designed. 

118. No defendant acknowledged a conflict of interest at any point in time. 

119. No defendant stated or alleged that the minor children of the plaintiff were 

in imminent risk of serious harm. 

120. The plaintiff was never advised by any defendant that the state was taking 

action to protect her children from abuse or neglect. 

121. Each and every named defendant is a mandatory reporter of child abuse 

or neglect under the laws of the State of Connecticut. 

122. No defendant ever filed a report with the Connecticut Department of 

Children and Families alleging that the plaintiff's minor children were being abused or 

neglected. . 
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123. The plaintiff disclosed to all defendants, with the exceptions of Sandra 

Lugos Gines, Chase Rodgers, Steven Grant and Peter Carroll that her children were 

abused. 

124. Defendants Brigham and Anton failed to disclose to the court that they had 

no basis to believe the children were at imminent risk of serious harm by the plaintiff. 

125. Defendants Munro, Cutsumpas, Resha and Murphy failed to consider 

whether the children were at imminent risk of serious harm prior to entered orders that 

deprived the plaintiff of her parental rights. 

126. The result of the foregc;>ing was a deprivation of the plaintiffs right to the 

care, custody and management of her children because various defendants acting 

under color of law believed they had a superior knowledge about and interest in the 

care and well-being of the plaintiffs children. 

127. As a result of the actions of the named defendants, the plaintiffs access to 

her children and co-plaintiffs was repeatedly disrupted between March 2010 and 

October 2012. 

128. As a result of the actions of the named defendants, the plaintiff has been 

deprived of all contact with her children since October 2012. 

129. As a result of the actions of the named defendants, the mother has been 

physically, mentally, emotionally and financially harmed. 

130. As a result of the actions of the named defendants, the co-plaintiff minor 

children have been deprived of a relationship with their mother since October 16, 2012. 

131. The plaintiff has been denied the fundamental right to raise and educate 

her children .. 
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COUNT TWO- 42 U.S.C. § 1983 CLAIM 

132. Defendants Brigham, Anton, Munro, Cutsumpas, Rogers, Kulak, 

Libbin, Earnhardt, Guiliano, Libbln, Carroll and Grant, acting in their official 

capacities as state actors, deprived the plaintiff of her personal liberty, in the form of the 

liberty to make independent healthcare decisions, in violation of the fourteenth 

amendment to the federal constitution. 

133. The plaintiff has been under the care of a single psychiatrist from 2010 to 

the present. 

134. The plaintiffs psychiatrist has diagnosed the plaintiff with attention-deficit 

disorder and post-traumatic stress disorder. 

135. The plaintiff is now and has always been satisfied with the care provided 

to her by her treating psychiatrist. 

136. The plaintiff has never and does not now believe that she needs any 

psychiatric care beyond that which she is receiving. 

137. The treating psychiatrist informed the court of the same. 

138. Defendant Brigham believes that the plaintiff has an unidentified mental 

health condition that is as of date, untreated. 

139. Defendant Brigham states that the plaintiff should not have access to her 

children until such unidentified condition is a) identified and b) treated, by someone 

other than the plaintiffs selected healthcare provider. 

140. Defendant Anton and defendant Haddad stated that the plaintiff has an 

unidentified mental health condition that as of August 2012, was unidentified and 

untreated. 
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141. Defendant Anton believes that the plaintiff should be deprived of the care 

and custody of her minor children until the condition is a} identified and b) treated, by 

someone other than the plaintiffs current healthcare provider. 

142. In August 2012, Defendants Brigham and Anton conveyed to the court 

their belief that the plaintiff suffers from an unidentified mental health condition. 

143. In August 2012, Defendants Brigham and Anton conveyed to the court 

their belief that the plaintiff should be deprived of the care and custody of her children 

until the condition was 1} identified and 2} treated. 

144. Neither Defendant Brigham nor Defendant Anton are trained mental health 

professionals. 

145. Neither Defendant Brigham nor Defendant Anton relied upon any formal 

assessment of the plaintiff in formulating their lay opinions. 

146. Both Defendant Brigham and Defendant Anton conveyed to the court their 

"desire for the [plaintiff-mother] to get treatment." 

14 7. Defendant Brigham having no standing in court and not a party joined in 

suit filed over thirty motions of contempt to harass the plaintiff. 

148. Defendants Brigham, Guiliano, Hite, Hirschfield, Resha, Cutsumpas, 

Munro allowed these numerous violations of due process. 

149. Defendants Brigham, Haddad and Anton were under the belief that 

Connecticut Jaw and the customs and policies of the family relations division gave them 

the authority to determine that the mother's mental health care was not adequate. 
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150. Defendants Brigham and Anton believed that their interpretation of the 

mother's mental health care needs was superior to the health care provider of the 

defendant. 

151. Defendants Brigham, Haddad and Anton were acting under color of law 

when they made recommendations to deprive the mother of access to her children 

conditioned upon mental health treatment that they themselves thought she needed. 

152. In October 2012, Defendant Munro ordered, with no statutory basis, that 

the mother would be deprived of all access to her children_ unless she engaged in 

treatment with a psychologist chosen exclusively by Defendant Munro. 

153. The psychologist selected by Defendant Munro does not have any 

knowledge of or connection to the plaintiff. 

154. The psychologist Harry Adomakas selected by Defendant Munro does 

have an extensive history of being appointed to work with persons who are going 

through divorces in Connecticut family courts. 

155. The psychologist selected by Defendant Munro has participated in 

Defendant Munro's court-sponsored training program, either as a hand-selected trainer 

or a participant in the class or in both respects. 

156. Defendant Munro ordered that plaintiff could only see her children with 

defendant Laura Ernhardt PhD at Visitation Solutions via therapeutic visitation through 

her with the children could be three hours a month at a substantial sum at provider to 

see her children. Therapeutic Supervision has no protocols and is not recognized as a 

therapy. Visitation Solutions and Ernhardt are frequent appointed providers in family 

court, absent statute. 
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157. The psychologist selected by Defendant Munro expected a substantial 

sum of money to consult with the plaintiff. 

158. The plaintiff contacted the provider selected by Defendant Munro and the 

provider appeared to be expecting the call although the plaintiff had never heard of this 

provider before. 

159. The plaintiff declined to see the provider ordered by Defendant Munro, 

and true to the intent of Defendant's Brigham, Munro and Anton, the plaintiff has been 

and continues to be deprived of all contact with her minor children until she complies 

with the court order, despite its unlawful nature. 

160. The plaintiff has filed many times for visitation to see her children. 

Defendants Resha, Cutsumpas, Munro, and Murphy abuse the children and put them at 

psychological risk denying them a fit loving parent. 

161. Defendant Munro knew or should have known that she did not have the 

legal authority to order the plaintiff to participate in treatment with a provider selected by 

the court. 

162. Defendant Munro believed that she did have this authority, as she was 

acting under the color of law as she understood it to be, due to the policies, practices, 

and customs of the Family Relations Division of the Court Support Services Division of 

the Connecticut Judicial Branch. 

163. The purpose of Defendant Munro's order was compel and coerce the 

plaintiff into seeking mental health care from a provider who was aligned with the 

Connecticut Judicial Branch and aligned with named defendants, rather than continue in 

treatment with a provider who was aligned solely with his patient, the plaintiff. 
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164. Defendants Rogers, Kulak, Libbin, Carroll and Grant knew or should have 

known that Defendant Munro had been given authority to hand-pick providers to align 

with the court. 

165. Defendants Rogers, Kulak, Libbin, Carroll and Grant knew or should have 

known that the policies, customs and practices of the Court Support Services Division 

would support and encourage this type of alignm'ent between service providers and the 

court. 

166. Defendants Rogers, Kulak, Libbin Carroll and Grant knew or should have 

known that people entering the courtroom under the care of their own physicians could 

be compelled to engage with providers who had been hand-selected by Defendant 

Munro. 

167. Defendants Rogers, Kulak, Libbin Carroll and Grant knew or should have 

known that the policies, customs and practices of the Court Support Services Division 

would result in a deprivation of the rights of individuals to select health care provider. 

168. Defendants Rogers, Kulak, Libbin Carroll and Grant knew or should have 

known that the plaintiff was deprived of her liberty right to choose her own mental health 

care provider. 

169. Between October 2012 and February 2014, the plaintiff has made multiple 

requests to the court to remove the contingency on contact with her children and to 

allow her to satisfy the court by engaging with her psychiatrist of choice. 

170. Defendants Munro, Cutsumpas, and Murphy have refused to lift the illegal 

order coercing and compelling the plaintiff to consult with a court-affiliated provider prior 

to contacting· her children. 
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171. Defendants Munro and Cutsumpas knew or should have known that the 

State of Connecticut does not have the right to force the· plaintiff to choose a particular 

health care provider that is aligned with the court itself. 

172. Defendants Munro and Cutsumpas knew or should have known that the 

plaintiff has a constitutional right to be free from forced or coerced health care. 

173. Defendants Munro, Cutsumpas and Murphy knew or should have known 

that the plaintiff has a federal liberty interest, and that the liberty interest was being 

disregarded. 

174. Defendants Munro, Guiliano, Brigham and Cutsumpas knew or should 

have known that the plaintiff was refusing to see the identified court-aligned provider. 

175. Defendants Guiliano, Brigham, Munro and Cutsumpas knew or should 

have known that the plaintiff was alleging that the order making access to children 

contingent upon seeing and paying this provider was illegal. 

176. Defendants Munro, Brigham, Cutsumpas and Murphy knew or should 

have known that the plaintiff has not seen her children in over 18 months due to her 

refusal to participate in the illegal scheme of being forced to pay a court-aligned 

provider for unwanted service in order to access her children. 

177. The actions described above amount to using coercion and duress to 

force the plaintiff to engage in a health treatment that the plaintiff neither wants nor 

needs, as her psychiatric needs are already being addressed by a licensed provider of 

her choosing. 

178. As a result of the defendants' actions outlined in this count, the plaintiff 

has suffered physical, mental, emotional and financial harm. 
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COUNT THREE -18 U.S.C.§ 241 

179. Defendants Brigham, Anton, Barraco, Giuliano, Hite, Resha and 

Hirschfield deprived the plaintiff of her ri.ght to due process of law, in violation of the 

fourteenth amendment to the federal constitution, in that they conspired to orchestrate 

ex parte hearings and conferences where the plaintiff was deprived of assets, income 

and child custody. 

180. Defendant Barraco was responsible for calendaring court and hearing 

dates related to the plaintiffs divorce case. 

181. Defendant Barraco had access to the calendar system for the entire 

Superior Court for the Judicial District of Waterbury, Connecticut. 

182. Defendant Resha told Ms. Skipp on Monday November 7, 2011 when she 

appeared to have her motions, marked ready the week before, heard, that he changed 

the calendar changed Friday at 5 and apologized no one told her. 

183. Defendant Barraco knew or should have known that the plaintiff was 

entitled to be present at all court hearings. 

184. Defendant Barraco was responsible for notifying the plaintiff of upcoming 

court dates and also of any modifications to those dates. 

185. Policy and procedures within the Superior Court for the Judicial District of 

Waterbury require all parties to be notified of any changes to the court schedule. 

186. Defendants Giuliano, Hite, Hirshfield and Brigham had regular and 

ongoing contact with Defendant Barraco. 

187. Defendants Giuliano, Hite, Hirshfield and Brigham had independent 

obligations to notify the plaintiff of any changes to court dates. 
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188. Defendants Giuliano, Hite, Hirshfield and Brigham had independent 

obligations to be truthful in their communications with Defendant Barraco. 

189. Defendant Barraco worked. with Defendants Giuliano, Hite, Hirshfield and 

Brigham on a regular basis and these four defendants routinely addressed scheduling 

matters with Defendant Barraco. 

190. Defendants Giuliano, Hite, Hirshfield, and Brigham found the plaintiff 

difficult to deal with and preferred to have court dates where the plaintiff did not arrive. 

191. On multiple occasions between February 2010 and August 2012, 

scheduling of numerous court dates impeded the plaintiffs employ. 

COUNT 4- ADAIADAAA VIOLATIONS Title II and Ill 

192. Defendants Connecticut Judicial Branch, Rodgers, Munro, Resha, 

Cutsumpas, Taylor, Hite, Hirschfield, Guiliano, Gines, Brigham, Anton and 

Hadadd deprived the plaintiff of the right to due proces.s of law in that she was denied 

meaningful access the court when she was denied reasonable accommodations 

pursuant to the American With Disabilities Act of 1990, as amended by the ADAAA of 

2008, by persons acting under color of law. 

193. On November 3, 2010, the Plaintiffs former spouse submitted a Motion 

For Mental or Physical Examination in the parties' dissolution action raising the issue of 

the Defendant's Mental Health. Once this issue was raised it was the responsibility of 

the trial court to refer the Defendant to the ADA Coordinator For Reasonable 

Accommodations should they be necessary; however, this was never done. 

194. On September 13, 2011, December 28, 2011, February 2, 2012, and 

February 10, 2012 and on numerous other resulting decision dates and hearing dates 
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which the Plaintiff is not listing due to economy, Judge Robert Resha denied the Plaintiff 

her constitutional rights, human rights, and due process rights by opening a stipulated 

agreement without jurisdiction. Further, Judge Resha denied the Plaintiff her Title II 

Federal ADA rights by discriminating against her based upon the perception that she 

had a disability she does not have, referring to her as "bizarre" and "unstable". 

195. On April9, 2012, Susan Skipp obtained an ADA Advocate. On behalf of 

Ms. Skipp, the advocate submitted a "Request For Accommodation" form JD-ES-264 

requesting three forms of reasonable modifications. 

196. On April18, 2012, the ADA Advocate sent a letter to Susan Skipp 

indicating that all three of these requests for accommodation were denied even though 

they did not substantially alter the policies and procedures of the court, did not cost the 

court any money, and were shown clearly to be necessary. 

197. ·Family Relations refused any type of accommodation and discriminated 

against Ms. Skipp calling her unstable and stating she had some unknown mental 

illness, despite testimony and prior conversations to the contrary from Ms. Skipp's 

treating psychiatrist. 

198. Item #c of the Request for Accommodation dated April 9, 2012 was that 

the trial Court allow the Plaintiff "the assistance of a disability advocate" at the Plaintiffs 

own expense. The CT Judicial Branches' denial of this accommodation directly 

interfered in the work of an ADA Advocate in violation of 42 USC Sec. 12203 which 

prohibits any interference with any individual on account of his aiding any individual in 

the exercise or enjoyment of, any rig~ts granted or protected by the ADA. The CT 
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Judicial Branch continued to obstruct the ADA advocate's ability to assist Ms. Skipp 

throughout her involvement in the case. 

199. On May 29, 2012, the ADA Advocate again submitted another Request 

For Reasonable Accommodations with very similar requests to the earlier one, which 

was again denied. 

200. On June 22, 2012, Judge Lynda Munro denied these modifications. The 

form where the modification 1is denied shows clearly that the trial court judge is the 

person approving, denying and qualifying Ms. Skipp's modifications. This places Judge 

Munro in a position without immunity for administrative tasks and also provides her with 

ex parte communication that can bias her either for or against Ms. Skipp. 
I 

201. At this point, Ms. Susan Skipp filed a grievance appealing the denial of her 

reasonable modifications, but that grievance was also denied by defendant Gines. 

202. From December 6, 2011 up until April25, 2012, Ms. Susan Skipp was 

forced to participate in meetings with the Family modifications she required on the 

following dates: December 30,2011, January 24,2012, January 31,2012, February 24, 

2012, March 9, 2012 and Apri120, 2012. 

203. During the course of this legal proceeding, Ms. Susan Skipp was required 

to participate in numerous court hearings without any form of modification. She was also 

coerced into agreements with threats of incarceration and loss of access to her children. 

204. The dates at which these hearings occurred were: February 7, 2011, 

February 23, 2011, August 29, 2011, August 30, 2011, August 31, 2011, September 10, 

2011, September 11, 2011, September 12, 2011, September 13, 2011, November 28, 

2011, December 19,2011, February 7, 2012, June 6, 2012, August 13,2012, August 
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14,2012,August15,2012,August16,2012,August17,2012,August20,2012, 

September 5, 2012, December 4, 2012 and June 2013, September 26 and 27, 2013. 

205. On May 7, 2012, the ADA advocate on behalf of Ms. Susan Skipp 

requested audio recordings for her private use only of the court hearings held in her 

case stating that such recordings are "an important part of [Ms. Skipp's] being able to 

recall what happened in court going forward, as her memory is heavily affected under 

stress." 

206. That same day, Ms. Sandra Lugo~Gines, the ADA Coordinator responded, 

"Ms. Skip [sic] can request the audio recordings from a judge and the judge can grant 

them for good cause shown." 

207. Ms. Skipp's ADA advocate responded, "My understanding of the 

administrative process is that as it is related to [Ms. Skipp's] disability, I would ask you, 

and you would grant or deny the request, and a judge would not have to receive a 

motion. This creates additional expense for [Ms. Skipp], and the disabled individual is 

not supposed to have to bear the financial expense for a level playing field." Despite 

this, Ms. Skipp was forced to file a motion to obtain the audio recordings and that 

motion was denied on June 12, 2012 to present. 

208. The Connecticut Judicial Branch has not taken steps on a consistent basis 

to obtain real time transcription, which is what litigants such as Ms. Susan Skipp 

require. Thus far, they have only included M-cart once. 

209. The fact that the Connecticut Judicial Branch allowed this accommodation 

once, is evidence that the Judicial Branch acknowledged that Ms. Susan Skipp was a 

disabled person in need of accommodations and/or modifications. 
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210. In the summer of 2013, Defendant Judge Carroll's committee of the 

Access Committee issued a report to Defendant Chase Rodgers, who accepted 

004732 . 

it. Since January 26, 1992 no reports have been issued concerning ADA compliance. 

This includes Defendant Chief Justice Chase T. Rodgers failure as the legal expert for 

Connecticut to ensure even State Law along with the Failure to implement Compliance 

with the ADA and ADAAA2008. 

211. The period of time of lack of reports covers the plaintiff's first entrance to 

court that as a litigant, who would later be perceived as a having a disability she does 

not have and it was used to discriminate against her. 

212. Under Program Accessibility, 35.149, Mrs. Rodgers in her Supervisory 

Capacity is really required to sit down with individuals face to face to settle ADA 

complaints. 

213. The State statutes do not comply with Federal ADA Law. Chase Rogers 

in her supervisory capacity is responsible for these mandates to date. 

a. Sec. 46a-77. (Formerly Sec. 4-61j). Cooperation with 

commission required of state agencies. Compliance with Americans 

with Disabilities Act. (a) All state agencies shall cooperate with the 

Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities in their enforcement and 

educational programs. 

b. All state agencies shall comply with the commission's request for 

information concerning practices inconsistent with the state policy against 

discrimination and shall consider its recommendations for effectuating and 

.implementing that policy. 
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c. Each state agency shall comply in all of its services, programs and 

activities with the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (42 

USC 12101) to the same extent that it provides rights and protections for 

persons with physical or mental disabilities beyond those provided for by 

the laws of this state. 

d. The commission shall continue to augment its enforcement and 

education programs which seek to eliminate all discrimination. 

e. Sec. 46a-78. (Formerly Sec. 4-61k). Annual agency reports to 

Governor. Review by commission. (a) All departments, agencies, 

commissions and other bodies of the state government shall include in 

their annual report to the Governor, activities undertaken in the past year 

to effectuate sections 46a-70 to 46a-78, inclusive, defendant, State of 

Connecticut Judicial Branch. 

214. On June 2, 2011 Ms. Susan Skipp had a major accident which 

subsequently required facial surgery. This involved a head injury and soft tissue 

damage. This surQery was conducted on June 27, 2011. 

215. On June 20, 2011, Dr. Frederic Newman submitted a letter to the trial 

court indicating that Ms. Skipp should be excused from court proceedings until the 

recovery period was over, minimally on July 7, 2012. 

216. Nonetheless, on July 5, 2011, Ms. Susan Skipp was forced to appear at a 

hearing without appropriate accommodation where important decisions were under 

consideration such as whether Ms. Skipp's would be required to undergo a proposed 

psychological evaluation. 
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217. At the end of th~ session, she was required to assess and sign a legal 

agreement when she still had not fully recovered from her accident when she could not 

even look down to read the document. In fact, she wasn't even able to stand due to a 

reaction to the stress of being presented ·with the document. 

218. Ultimately, Ms. Skipp was required to take this psychological examination, 

under threat of a motion of contempt, again when she had not yet fully recovered from 

the accident. The psychological evaluation would need to be court ordered. Defendant 

Krieger gave false statements and created a fraudulent contract. 

219. Defendant's Brigham, Anton and Guiliano threatened plaintiff with 

contempt of court motion if she did not take this unlawful psychological evaluation by 

defendant Kreiger. 

220. Next, on May 3, 2012, Susan Skipp submitted an ADA request for 

accommodation to the ADA Coordinator Jonathan Fields asking for a "freeze" in the 

proceedings temporarily in Ms. Skipp's case in order to provide her with more time to 

assess Ms. Skipp's ADA needs; however, on May 9, 2012, this request was denied. 

Also, the Mr. Field's indicated that the request was brought directly to Judge Munro who 

denied it herself. This was another unwarranted interference in an administrative matter. 

221. On May 23, 2012, Ms. Susan Skipp submitted a letter from her physician, 

Dr. Alan Sholomskas requesting a 90 day continuance in order to coordinate the care 

Ms. Skipp required for her disability. This request was denied by Judge Munro. 

222. On June 11, 2012 after additional requests, the judge ordered a 

continuance in this case, but it came as the result of concerns related to trial preparation 

as established in the CT Practice Book, and not in response to ADA considerations. 
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223. This continuance was only for 60 days and not for the 90 days which Ms. 

Skipp requested and which her physician thought was necessary. 

224. On August 15, 2012, Judge Lynda Munro, in violation of Connecticut 

Procedures for obtaining accommodations cited above, violated Ms. Skipp's 

confidentiality, exposed her private medical information in open court in the presence of 

her adversaries, allowed the adversary to opine on the private medical information and 

assumed the role of the ADA Access Coordinator. Judge Munro repeated this kind of 

behavior during other court hearings as well. 

225. Throughout these proceedings, despite numerous requests, Ms. Susan 

Skipp has been denied access to the medical records from mental health professionals 

assigned to her case. 

226. She has also been denied the right to see the results of her psychological 

examination and the results of the family relations study in her case. Without access to 

these documents Ms. Skipp has been seriously hindered from responding to the 

concerns these professionals had in regard to her disability, because she was not 

allowed to see what they said about her disability, nor were her treating physicians or 

psychiatrist able to review them. 

227. On October 16, 2012, Judge Lynda Munro produced a Memorandum of 

Decision that made unfounded hints that Ms. Susan Skipp has some other deeper, as 

yet unnamed psychiatric problem that has not yet been documented despite the fact 

that the nature and extent of Ms. Skipp's disabilities have been well documented, and 

she has been in the care of a medical doctor for those disabilities and on the record. 
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228. Based upon Judge Lynda Munro's false description of Ms. Susan Skipp as 

being mentally ill, she opened a stipulated agreement and denied Ms. Skipp custody of 

her children and ordered her to a specific therapist, absent state statute and in violation 

of her fundamental human right to decide her own medical car, and absent statute to 

therapeutic supervised visitation, under conditions that in essence completely denied 

her access to her children under color of law due and by economic harm of the court 

ordered visitation which required $ 2,350.00 per month on a teacher's salary of $3,980 

per month. Ms. Skipp has subsequently filed for bankruptcy. 

229. Ms. Skipp can only assume that the hints regarding an unnamed 

psychiatric problem could possibly have their origin in the Brigham and Guiliano's family 

relations report, despite the record of her disability, and the psychological examination 

the trial court has not allowed her or her doctor to review. 

230. Further, any diagnosis not specified, and/or these exaggerated hints and 

subtle speculations located in the Memorandum of Decision are a result of 

misinformation, judicial discretion ignoring evidence and generated by the fact that Ms. 

· Skipp was consistently not allowed to have the reasonable accommodations that she 

requested which she required to function effectively so she could have testimonial and 

participatory access to the legal proceedings. 

231. As a result, combined with the unwarranted bias against her based upon 

her disabilities, .the lack of accommodations under ADA led to a pattern of discrimination 

against her. Thus, she was perceived as having a worse mental health condition than 

she actually has and was denied her fundamental right to due process and equal 

access to legal services as a consequence. 

40 



. e 

004737 

232. In June 2013, in a public hearing, Judge Mark Taylor discussed the 

Plaintiffs disability diagnosis and modification needs in front of everyone present in 

violation of the Plaintiff's confidentiality and created a hostile environment. 

233. In hearings on September ?6, 2013, September 27, 2013 Judge Lloyd 

Cutsumpas refused to provide the Plaintiff, Ms. Susan Skipp with the reasonable 

modifications which she requested, causing her severe distress. He also demanded that 

she answer inappropriate questions regarding how often she was seeing her 

psychiatrist and what medication she was taking in violation of the Plaintiffs right to 

confidentiality and created a hostile environment. 

234. In his decision dated October 8, 2013, Judge Lloyd Cutsumpas made 

unfounded statements in regard to her mental health implying instability and a need for 

treatment with a mental health professional who closely works with Ms. Skipp and who 

testified in her case does not agree exists . 

235. The actions of the Connecticut Judicial Branch in fabricating a mental 

health diagnosis that the Plaintiff does not have and then using it to discriminate, in 

refusing to provide the reasonable modifications which the Plaintiff requested based 

upon the disability she does have, caused the Plaintiff severe distress and anguish, the 

loss of her financial base, and her relationship with her children. The Judicial Branch 

has done this at least 1 000 times to other litigants. 

236. The actions of the judges listed in this Complaint in fabricating a mental 

health diagnosis that the Plaintiff does not have _and then using it to discriminate and put 

her on display, humiliate and degrade her in public, and the actions of the judges in 

denying the Plaintiff her reasonable modification for the disability she does have 
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resulted in severe mental anguish, and resulted the children living with their abuser, 

leaving her children unable to have a relationship with their mother for 18 months and 

continuing, and since losing her job in August 2013, impact her current efforts at 

becoming employed. 

237. This and the unsubstantiated statements in Memoranda of Decision have 

been devastating to the Plaintiffs professional reputation, psychological well-being, 

sense of stability and pursuit of happiness. 

238. Title II of the ADA provides that no qualified individual with a disability 

shall, by reason of such disability, be excluded from participation in, or be denied the 

benefits of the services, programs, or activities of a public entity, or be subjected to 

discrimination by any such entity. 42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132; 28 C.F.R. Sec. 35.130(a). 

239. Title II of the ADA requires state and local governments to make 

reasonable modifications in policies, practices, and procedures as necessary to avoid 

discrimination on the basis of disability, unless the public entity can demonstrate that 

making the modifications would fundamentally alter the nature of the service, program, 

or activity. 42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132; 28 C.F.R. Sec. 35.130(b)(7). 

240. The Connecticut Judicial Branch of which the Superior Court at 300 Grand 

Street, Waterbury, CT 06702 is a part, and the Regional Complex Docket at Superior 

Court, 1 Court Street, Middletown, CT 06457 is a part, is a "public entity'' under Title II of 

the ADA, and the Employees of the Branch are required to follow the requirements of 

ADA law under Title II. 

241. The actions of the Superior Court at 300 Grand, Waterbury, CT 06702, 

and the Regional Complex Docket at Superior Court, 1 Court Street, Middletown, CT 
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06457, which are all a part of the Connecticut Judicial Branch, as described in this 

compl~int have excluded the Plaintiff, Susan Skipp from participatory and test~mentary 

access to the services, programs and activities of the Judicial Branch and constitute 

discrimination under Title II of the ADA. 

242. The Connecticut Judicial Branch is likely to continue to deny or limit the 

Plaintiffs rights under Title II of the ADA. Such denials and limitations are as follows: 

a. The Connecticut Judicial Branch repeatedly refused to 

acknowledge that the Plaintiff, Ms. Susan Skipp is a qualified individual 

under Prong I, Prong II, and Prong Ill of the ADA despite her repeated 

applications to the judicial branch requesting that it do so. 

b. The Connecticut Judicial Branch discriminated against the Plaintiff, 

Ms. Susan Skipp, and refused to provide her with reasonable 

modifications which she requested. The result was that she was excluded 

from participation in, and/or denied access to the benefits and services of 

the court system and to due process in violation of 42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132. 

c. The Connecticut Judicial Branch was unable to show why the 

reasonable modifications the Plaintiff, Susan Skipp requested would 

fundamentally alter the nature of the service, program or activity as 

required by Title II of federal ADA Jaw. 28 C.F.R. Sec. 35.130 (b)(7). 

d. The Connecticut Judicial Branch violated the Plaintiff, Ms. Susan 

Skipp's right to privacy and her 5th Amendment right to not be asked to 

testify against herself by insisting that she discuss her diagnosis and her 

treatment in open court before an audience, rather than allowing her to 
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speak to a Designated Responsible Employee administratively in regard to 

her needs under Title II of federal ADA law. 

e. The Connecticut Judicial Branch, including certain judges and 

family relations personnel, insisted upon branding the Plaintiff, Ms. Susan 

Skipp, with an unspecified disability she does not have and using it as the 

basis for discriminating against her and denying her the right to access to 

the legal proceedings to which she is entitled under Title II of federal ADA 

law. 

243. Title II of the ADA provides that no qualified individual with a disability 

shall, by reason of such disability, be excluded from participation in, or be denied the 

benefits of the services, programs, or activities of a public entity, or be subjected to 

discrimination by any such entity. 42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132; 28 C.F.R. Sec. 35.130(a). 

244. Title II of the ADA requires state and local governments to make 

reasonable modifications in policies, practices, and procedures as necessary to avoid 

discrimination on the basis of disability, unless the public entity can demonstrate that 

making the modifications would fundamentally alter the nature of the service, program, 

or activity. 42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132; 28 C.F.R. Sec. 35.130(b)(7). 

245. Judge Lynda Munro in adjudicating the Plaintiffs case was acting as an 

employee of the Connecticut Judicial Branch which is a "public entity" under Title II of 

the ADA and as such as required to obey the requirements of Title II of the ADA. 

246. Judge Lynda Munro's judicial actions as described in this complaint, 

including denying the Plaintiff reasonable modifications which she requested and also 

declaring that the Plaintiff has an unidentified mental health illness she does not have 
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without any evidence of doing so represents direct discrimination in violation of Title II of 

the ADA. 

24 7. A Judge is not immune for tortious acts committed in a purely 
I 

Administrative, non-judicial capacity. Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. at 227-229, 108 S.Ct. 

at 544-545; Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. at 380,98 S.Ct. at 1106. Mireles v. Waco, 

112 S.Ct. 286 at 288 (1991 ). 

248. When Judge Lynda Munro denied the Plaintiff, Ms. Susan Skipp, her 

requests for reasonable modifications under title II of the ADA, she was acting in an 

Administrative Capacity and is, therefore, liable for those actions. 

249. Judge Lloyd Cutsumpas' judicial actions as described in this complaint, 

including denying the Plaintiff reasonable modifications which she requested, 

demanding she discuss confidential issues in relation to her disability out loud in open 

court, and also declaring that the Plaintiff has an unidentified mental health illness she 

does not have without any evidence which is direct discrimination in violation of Prong 

Ill of Title II of the ADA. 

250. Judge Mark Taylor's judicial actions as described in this complaint, 

including demanding that the Plaintiff, Ms. Susan Skipp, discuss her disability during an 

open hearing in court, and debate over the reasonable modifications which she 

requested, was a violation of her confidentiality which she is entitled to under of the 

ADA. 

251. Defendants Brigham, Brigham LLC, Hite, Haddad, Saracco, Libbin, Hite, 

Hirschfield, Anton, The Statewide Grievance Panel, The Judicial Review Committee, 

Horowitz, Kri~ger, Guiliano actions violate title Ill of ADA 
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COUNT FIVE -1983 for Violations of Equal Protection 

252. Defendants Connecticut Judicial Branch, Rogers, Carroll, Grant, 

Haddad, Resha, Munro, Cutsumpas, Brigham, Anton, Libbin and Kulak deprived 

the defendant of the equal_ protection of the laws, in violation of the Equal Protection 

Clause of the fourteenth amendment to the federal constitution, in that, based on her 

status as a disabled person, laws and procedures fair on their face were administered 

with an evil eye and heavy hand, by persons acting under color of law. 

253. Defendants Rogers, Libbin, Carroll, Grant, Kulak and Hadad created and 

implemented customs and practices within the Connecticut Judicial Branch that create 

an environment wherein discrimination against persons with mental illness is tolerated 

and encouraged. 

254. Defendants Rogers, Libbin, Carroll, Grant, Kulak and_ Hadad created and 

implemented customs and practices within the Connecticut Judicial Branch that 

encourage lower level court employees to apply additional scrutiny to parents with 

mental illnesses. 

255. The procedures and practices within the family relations division of the 

Court Support Services Division of the Connecticut Judicial Branch are applied with zeal 

when a parent with mental illness is seeking custody of children. 

256. Defendants Rogers, Libbin, Carroll, Grant, Kulak and Haddad failed to 

implement training or educational programs to counter the stigma associated with 

mental illness. 
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257. Defendants Rogers, Libbin, Carroll, Grant, Kulak and Haddad perpetuated 

policies and practices wherein deprivation of parental rights from parents with mental 

illness is viewed as necessary for the protection of children. 

258. The stigma associated with mental illness and perceived mental illnesses 

are perpetuated by the named defendants include the perceptions that persons with 

mental illness are incompetent, violent, or disdainful. 

259. The stigma associated with mental illness or persons with perceived 

mental illness are perpetuated by the named defendants include the perception that 

other people need to be protected from the mentally ill person or a person perceived 

with a mental illness. 

260. Employees of the judicial branch are permitted and encouraged to 

substitute their own judgments and perceptions of people for the judgment of medical 

professionals. 

261. Employees of the judicial branch are encouraged to believe that the 

Judicial Branch itself has the power and authority to "heal" people of their mental illness 

through the authority of the Court Support Services Division, such as Sidney Horowitz 

Ph~ and Howard Krieger Phd). 

262. Plaintiff alleges the appointments and extortions of the egregious 

payments to these "appointments" (Brigham was not appointed as the parties contract 

March 28, 2011 did not stipulate such.) of "private contractors" name as the defendants 

(Mary Brigham, JD, Sidney Horowitz Phd, Howard Krieger Phd) constituted violations of 

the federal Racketeering and Corrupt Practices Act, 18 U.S.C. Section 1961, 18 U.S.C. 

Section 1962 and 18 U.S.C. Section 1964 because the respective services rendered by 
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these practitioners as "private contractors" was knowingly fraudulent and abridged the 

Rules of Professional Conduct for Attorneys in the State of Connecticut (Attorney Mary 

Brigham, Attorney Rosemary Guliano, Attorney James Hirshfield, Attorney Christopher 

Hite of Rosenburg and Press. 

263. The plaintiff alleges that the State of Connecticut and its legislature has 

been negligent in defining any minimum standards for the conduct those who are __. 

appointed as "private contractors" for appointments in the State of Connecticut who 

conduct court appointed some like Sidney Horowitz, do not have contracts, others like 

Howard Krieger have not signed the portion of the contract that is a standard non

discriminatory and protection of research subjects clause. The plaintiff alleges their 

requirements that these court appointees are "judicial officers" as noted in Article VI of 

the Constitution and thereby required to take an oath or affirmation to protect the rights 

of all parents to equal protection and due process rights affirmed in the 14th 

Amendment. The plaintiff alleges there is no required endorsement of these court 

appointed private medical practitioners in the State of Connecticut to adhere to ethics of 

the American Psychiatric Association and the American Psychological Association. 

264. Defendants Resha, Cutsumpas, Guiliano, Brigham, Horowitz, Krieger and 

Anton have treated the plaintiff with ridicule, scorn, and contempt. On February 14, 

2014, Cutsumpas denigrated the plaintiff by describing her case as "celebrated" in a 

condescending tone during a public hearing for his re-nomination before the Legislative 

Judiciary Committee, which was televised. 
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265. Defendants Resha, Cutsumpas, Guiliano, Brigham, Krieger and Anton 

have disregarded legitimate concerns raised by the plaintiff and attributed her legitimate 

concerns to delusion, fantasy, and malice. 

266. Defendants Resha, Cutsumpas, Guiliano, Brigham, Haddad, Horowitz and 

Krieger and Anton's dismissal of the plaintiffs concerns as delusional, fantastical, and 

malicious stems from the system-wide stigmatism of people with mental illness or 

perceived mental illness. 

267. Defendants Resha, Cutsumpas, Guiliano, Brigham and Anton concluded 

that the plaintiff should be deprived of her children because of their perception that the 

plaintiff was making up stories of grandeur and delusion for the malicious purpose of 

gaining custody of her children. 

268. Defendants Guiliano, Brigham and Anton believed that they had the power 

to "stop" the plaintiff from "harming" her children. 

269. Because of the erroneous description of plaintiff by the named defendants, 

the plaintiff was deprived of the fair assessment of family dynamics that is ordinarily 

provided to a family court litigant. 

270. Because of the erroneous description of plaintiff by the named defendants, 

the plaintiff was deprived of fair trials and hearings. 

271. Because of the erroneous description of the plaintiff by the named 

defendants, the plaintiff was prematurely prevented from exercising reasonable parental 

decision-making. 

272. The bias and prejudice of Defendants Brigham and Anton was noticeable 

during their testimony in court. 
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273. Defendants Resha, Munro and Cutsumpas relied on the presentation of 

Defendant's Anton and Brigham that the plaintiff, as a result of her mental illness, was 

unfit to parent and that she should be compelled to undergo "treatment." 

274. Defendants Resha, Munro and Cutsumpas have perpetuated harm upon 

the plaintiff by abusing the power of the court to compel the plaintiff to "get better" 

before she can have access to her children. 

275. Defendants Resha, Munro and Cutsumpas knew or should have known 

that the deprivation of parental rights was harmful to the plaintiff minors. 
; . ) 

'j 276. Defendants Resha, Munro and Cutsumpas knew or should have known 

that the deprivation of parental rights conditioned upon treatment was illegal. 

277. Defendants Resha, Munro and Cutsumpas knew or should have known 

that the recommendations of Defendants Guiliano, Brigham and Anton were rooted in 

discriminatory practices and stigma. 

278. Defendants Resha, Munro and Cutsumpas knew or should have known 

that as a person with mental illness, the plaintiff was entitled to equal protection of the 

laws. 

279. As a result of the defendants' actions in this count, the plaintiff has 

suffered physical, mental, emotional and financial harm. 

COUNT SIX- INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

280. The aforementioned actions of Defendants Connecticut Judicial 

Branch, Rogers, Libbin, Munro, Resha, Cutsumpas, Taylor, Anton, Brigham, 

Horowitz, Krieger and Barraco were intentional and done with the foreseeable 
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consequence that the plaintiff would and has suffered severe emotional distress and 

injury as a result. 

281. The actions of the Connecticut Judicial Branch in denying her access to 

their services, programs and activities W?S intended to cause or reckless or consciously 

' disregarded the probability of causing the Plaintiff severe and significant emotional and 

physical distress. 

282. The actions of Judge Lynda Munro in creating a hostile environment 

towards the Plaintiff because of her prejudice towards her as a person with a disability, 

her refusal to allow the Plaintiffs ADA advocate to do her job, and her refusal to allow 

her reasonable modifications was intended to cause or recklessly or consciously 

disregard the probability of causing the Plaintiff severe and significant emotional 

distress. 

283. The conduct of Judge Lynda Munro against the Plaintiff was extreme and 

outrageous. 

284. The actions of Judge Robert Resha in creating a hostile environment 

towards the Plaintiff because of his prejudice towards her as a person with a disability, 

his insistence upon reopening stipulations that had been established by agreement 

despite his lack of jurisdiction, and his refusal to allo~ the Plaintiff reasonable 

modifications under Title II of federal ADA law was intended to cause or recklessly or 

consciously disregard the probability of causing the Plaintiff severe and significant 

emotional distress. 

285. The. conduct of Robert Resha is reckless and outrageous. The actions of 

Judge Lloyd Cutsumpas in creating a hostile environment towards the Plaintiff because 
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of his prejudice towards her as a person with a disability, his refusal to allow her 

reasonable modifications to which she is entitled to under Title II of Federal ADA law, 

his insistence that she speak about her disability in open court in violation of her right to 

confidentiality, and the fact that Judge C1,1tsumpas acted on the basis of the idea that 

the Plaintiff had a mental health disability she does not have in violation of Prong II of 

Title II of Federal ADA law was intended to cause or recklessly or consciously disregard 

the probability of causing the Plaintiff severe and significant emotional distress. 

286. The conduct of Judge Lloyd Cutsumpas is both extreme an.d outrageous. 

The actions of Judge Mark Taylor in creating a hostile environment towards the Plaintiff 

by demanding she speak of her disability and the reasonable modifications she was 

requesting in open court in violation of her right to privacy under Title II of federal ADA 

law was intended to cause or recklessly or consciously disregard the probability of 

causing the Plaintiff severe and significant emotional distress. 

287. The actions of Laurie Anton in dismissing the plaintiff as an unstable and 

unfit mother on the basis of a perception that the plaintiff suffered from a mental illness 

that she did not have; her actions in perpetuating a scheme wherein the plaintiff was to 

secure mental health services from a court-affiliated provider; her actions wherein the 

defendant recommended that the plaintiff be deprived of access to her children while 

knowing that tl'!e mother did not pose an imminent threat to the health of her children; 

her actions in conspiring with Defendant Brigham to deprive the plaintiff of access to the 

court- these actions were all intentional and done with the intent to cause severe and 

significant emotional distress. Her actions were both extreme and outrageous. 
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288. The actions of Mary Brigham were extreme and outrageous. Her actions 

of interfering with parental rights and decision making; willful interference with the 

plaintiffs relationship with the children's school and health care providers; malicious 

interference with access to the court; m~licious pursuit of fees under threat of 

incarceration; malicious maligning of the plaintiff in the presence of her children; 

malicious and intentional pursuit of the severance of all relationship between the mother 

and her children - these actions were all intentional and done with the intent to cause 

severe and significant emotional distress. 

289. Resha and Cutsumpas allowed Brigham to file in excess of 30 pleadings 

against plaintiff in violation of state statutes and case law. . 

290. The actions of Sidney Horowitz were extreme and outrageous. His actions 

in refusing to disclose the children's health records, wrongful diagnosis of a child with a 

serious psychiatric condition; wrongful billing to the child's insurer; resignation from the 

case under the false pretense that the mother was a threat when in reality the threat 

was a request for billing records - these actions were intentional and done with the 

intent to cause severe and significant emotional distress to the plaintiff and/or with a 

reckless disregard for the same. 

291. The actions of Howard Krieger are unlawful and outrageous. Krieger was 

in a stipulated agreement to provide parent counseling for post judgment matters. 

Krieger created a contract that was for services, Co-parent coordinator that were to be 

court ordered, but they were not. It should be noted that co-parent coordination is a 

violation to fundamental rights of family court litigants. 
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292. The actions of Tracy Barraco in denying the plaintiff access to the court 

and in permitting hearings to be conducted ex parte were intentional, extreme and 

outrageous. These actions were done with the intent to cause severe and significant 

emotional distress to the plaintiff and/or with a reckless disregard for the same. 
I 

COUNT SEVEN - CIVIL CONSPIRACY 

293. Defendants Hite, Guiliano, Brigham, Resha, and Saracco conspired 

among themselves to deprive the Plaintiff of income and assets on December 19, 2011 

provided to her in a stipulated agreement between herself and former spouse. Absent 

service of a motion to modify, absent calendar date, Defendant Resha had no 

jurisdiction to open the agreement and remove the Plaintiffs settlement. Judge Resha 

had not the jurisdiction to adjudicate a wrongful termination of the plaintiffs former 

spouse and name her the cause, absent any evidence or appearance by the plaintiffs 

former spouse's employer, where he is still employed. Further, Defendant Resha nor 

Cutsumpas would hear the Plaintiffs motions on lack of subject matter jurisdiction, 

which can be addressed at anytime, and the order is void on its face. Further, defendant 

Resha made it a temporary order, then with a clarification two and a half years later, 

changed the terms of the original stipulated agreement. This is violation of due process 

and equal protection. 

COUNT EIGHT- CIVIL CONSPIRACY 

294. Defendants Resha, Guiliano, Munro, Horowitz, Krieger and Brigham 

conspired amongst themselves, as members of a broader conspiratorial enterprise, to 
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engage in an unlawful act or in a lawful act by unlawful means for purposes of their own 

financial gain, resulting in serious mental, emotional and financial harm to the plaintiff. 

295. The Honorable Lynda Munro submitted testimony on judicial stationery to 

oppose legislative action introduced as House Bill6651 (submitted by Connecticut 

House of Representative Bill Carter). This legislation would have provided the 

opportunity for children over 12 to provide testimony in child custody cases and 

exposed that Attorneys representing Minor Children and Guardian Ad Litems have been 

providing misleading statements on behalf of their clients in courts of law in the State of 

Connecticut. Lynda Munro stated that the children could not testify because the 

Guardian ad litem and the father said no. This is not a fact. "All citizens, even minors 

are required to do civic acts." By not allowing the children to testify to their needs and 

wants and domicile safety, Lynda Munro was exhibiting her own bias and protection of 

the collusion to impinge on the rights of families, as found in the mission statement of 

CSSD. 

296. The plaintiff alleges the jurists in the St~te of Connecticut who conducted 

hearings in Waterbury, Connecticut and Middletown, Connecticut in docket interfered 

with the contractual rights of joint parenting plan defined in the Separation Agreement 

and failed to properly assess the presumption in post-judgment motions for modification 

of joint legal and physical custody as stated in 46b-56 a (b) (2007): 

"There shall be a presumption, affecting the burden of proof, that joint 
custody is in the best interests of the minor child where the parents have 
agreed to an award of joint custody or so agree in open court at a hearing 
for the purpose of determining the custody of the minor child or children of 
the marriage. If the court declines to enter an order awarding joint custody 
pursuant to the subsection, the court shall state in its decision the reasons 
for deQial of an award of joint custody." 
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297. Defendant Munro was given authority by the Connecticut Judicial Branch 

to organize a training program for guardian ad litems in the State of Connecticut. 

298. Defendant Munro was given authority to hand-pick professionals from the 

area to act as trainers for her training prqgram. . 

299. Defendant Munro identified Defendant Horowitz as a preferred person 

who would help design and implement the training program. 

300. Defendant Brigham was one of the first persons to attend the new training 

program. . , 

301. At some point, Defendant Munro also identified other service providers in 

the community, including Dr. Henry Adamakos and various providers of supervised 

visitation services. 

302. At some point, Defendant Munro conspired with Defendant Horowitz to 

insure that litigants referred to his office came out of that process with a 

recommendation for supervised visitation. 

303. At some point, Defendant Munro conspired with Defendant Brigham and 

others who had taken training, to insure that when litigants were referred to providers, 

they were referred to the providers that Defendant Munro had personally identified. 

304. At some point, Defendant Munro conspired with Defendant Brigham and 

others similarly situated to insure that when the GAL sent persons to the identified 

providers, and when those identified providers sent persons to identified supervised 

visitation centers, that the GAL would be paid by the litigant so referred. 
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305. It became the policy and practice of Mary Brigham to refer parents for 

psychological evaluations and/or parent training with th~ psychologi,cal providers 

identified by Defendant Munro. 

306. It became the policy and p~actice of Defendant Horowitz to find 

mechanisms to bill insurance for the clients referred to him. 

307. It became the policy and practice of Defendant Horowitz to recommend 

that one parent be subjected to supervised visitation .. 

308. It became the policy and practice of Defendant Munro and other judges 

similarly situated, to enforce payment of GAL fees by parents by the use of criminal 

contempt proceedings and the threat of incarceration for non-payment. 

309. The purpose of the conspiracy was to secure income for Defendant 

Munro, to secure income for Defendant Horowitz and other similarly situated members 

of the conspiracy, to secure income for providers of supervised visitation services who 

were members of the conspiracy, to secure income for Defendant Brigham and other 

similarly situated members of the conspiracy, and to secure all of this income at the 

expense of parents who are or were litigants in the State of Connecticut Superior Court. 

310. The plaintiff, Susan Skipp was forced to pay for the services of Mary 

Brigham despite not having any desire to use her services, Mary Brigham having no 

legal standing in her case by stipulated agreement that post-judgment parenting issues 

were to be handled by Howard Krieger, her children were referred by Mary Brigham to 

Dr. Horowitz who billed insurance for a condition the child did not have, Dr. Horowitz 

and Mary Brigham both recommended that the mother be referred to a supervised 
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visitation provider, and Defendant Munro later entered an order that the mother was 

responsible for payment of thousands of dollars in fees. 

311. The plaintiff has been unable to use the services of the supervised 

visitation company, except for Decembe~ 2013, were Visitation Solutions refused to 

provide the service, and the plaintiff moved for another supervisor and was denied by 

Murphy and consequently, she has been denied all access to her children since 

October 2012. The plaintiff has moved several times for a supervisor only to have it 

denied by Munro. A supervisor impinges on the right to privacy and the fundamental 

rights provid.ed in the Fourteenth Amendment to raise and care for ones' children. 

312. The foregoing amounts to an act of civil conspiracy under Connecticut law. 

313. The plaintiff has been harmed in that she is purported to owe thousands of 

dollars in fees to Defendant Brigham who was involved without due process and equal 

protection, she has been denied access to the medical records maintained by 

Defendant Horowitz, she has been deprived of all access to her children contingent 

upon her paying for the services of another conspiracy member, Dr. Henry Adomakas, 

and she has been deprived of all access to her children contingent upon her paying for 

the services of another conspiracy member, a supervised visitation agency. 

314. From the dates of January 4, 2008- September 13, 2011 the plaintiff had 

sole residential custody and parties shared joint legal custody when the plaintiff cared 

for the children as their father worked in Michigan. The parties shared joint legal 

custody, with the plaintiff having sole physical custody from the July 9, 2010 to 

September 13, 2011, the plaintiff in this federal complaint shared joint legal and physical 
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315. On the dates of September 13, 2011, December 19, 2011, February 10, 

2012, and October 16, 2012, there was "no compelling interest of the state" which 

provided the State of Connecticut the right to interfere with the "equal protection" and 

"due process" rights of the plaintiff to preservation of "joint legal and physical custody" 

parental rights. Further, the movant on Feb 10, 2012 was not joined in suit with the 

plaintiff and had no standing as movant, December 19, 2011 hearing date was held 

without service and not calendared and September 13, 2011 the court lacked 

jurisdiction to change custody of the plaintiffs children as the parents had a binding 

agreement. The Connecticut family Court had no jurisdiction to change custody as they 

adjudicated the plaintiff with "harm" but no evidence or support was given, further the 

family court lacks jurisdiction in removing child from a parent. The juvenile court has 

jurisdiction to remove custody in the presence of parental unfitness; none had been 

adjudicated for the Plaintiff. Thus the Connecticut court violates equal protection and 

right to due process. 

316. It is common practice for GAL to arrange a parenting plan that cannot 

work, especially with abusers, See Sauder's Report commissioned by the DOJ. Plaintiff 

sent this document to many of the defendants. 

317. The plaintiff specifically alleges that as a result of this civil conspiracy, she 

has suffered deprivation of her legal right to the care and custody of her children; severe 

emotional distress due to being separated from her children as well as threatened with 

incarceration; an invasion of her right to self-determination and control over her own 
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health care; financial harm in the thousands of dollars; embarrassment and humiliation; 

and unreasonable pain, suffering a~d anguish. 

318. Defendant Munro submitted testimony on judicial stationary to oppse 

legislative action as introduced to as House Bill 6651 (Submitted by Connecticut House 

of Representatives, Dan Carter in 2007. This legislation would have provided the 

opportunity for children over 12 to provide testimony in custody cases and exposed 

fraudulent guardian ad litems. In testimony in August 2012, defendant Munro stated the 

the Plaintiff minor children could not testify because the father and Guardian ad litem 

(who was not appointed) said they could not. This was actually the Defendant Munro 

acting on her own bias, and she recused with cause from this case for this and other 

acts of impropriety such as surfing the net, Fox news and Expedia, while the Plaintiff 

was on the stand providing testimony. 

319. The defendants The Statewide Grievance Committee and the Judicial 

Review Counsel knew about these issues and the plaintiff made proper grievances. 

COUNT NINE CIVIL-CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY 

320. Defendants, Resha, Brigham, Guiliano, Anton, Horowitz, Krieger and 

Saracco conspired to conceal illegal weapons, considered an unlawful act under 18 

USC § 922 unlawful acts, that belonged to Ms. Skipp's former spouse. In February 2011 

on two occasions, Defendant Brigham was ordered to obtain serial numbers for nine fire 

arms. Six of them were hand-guns. They were to be registered, stored in accordance to 

Connecticut statutes. On March 29, 2011 the plaintiff brought the weapon order not 

followed to the attention of the ordering judge, defendant Resha. Resha instructed the 

defendant that it's post judgment and it doesn't count. 
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321. On Ms. Skipp filed an ~x parte motion March 23, 2011 in which Judge 

Sheedy at the Waterbury Superior Court ordered that Ms. Skipp's former spouse's 

visitation stopped for the plaintiff minor children pending the outcome of his DUI and 

proof of the order concerning the February 2011 weapons was followed. 

322. This order was not followed nor a hearing had. Defendants Brigham, 

Horowitz, Krieger, Guiliano and Resha knew that Ms. Skipp had claimed many times 

that her former spouse threatened her life with fire arms. In addition, all knew that the 

plaintiff minor children had access to both weapons and ammunition. 

323. In a hearing that was to have taken place July 5, 2011 referenced earlier 

in the pleading, the issue did not go before a judge. Defendants Anton and Brigham 

took advantage of the plaintiffs incapacitated state and wrote an agreement that 

visitation resume. They told her the weapons would be dealt with later. 

324. In July 2011, Ms. Skipp found it necessary to take out a restraining order 

for an incident that one of the plaintiff minor children witnessed. Ms. Skipp did not want 

to put her son in the position of "telling" on his father. The protective orders provided for 

a weapons' surrender, much to the plaintiffs relief. However, the case was transferred 

from Litchfield court, the file "lost" for five days and ending up before the bench of 

Defendant Resha. 

325. At the hearing for this PRO, Defendants Resha, Brigham, Guiliano 

conspired to conceal this illegal action. Despite Ms. Brigham ordered over six months 

earlier to obtain serial numbers, check to see the weapons, now ten, as the plaintiff 

recalled another weapon, were stored to statute. The plaintiff provided the statutes to 
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Defendants Brigham, Horowitz and Krieger. When asked if the weapons were legal, 

Defendant Brigham replied, "I don't know." 

326. Defendants The Grievance Committee and the Judicial Review Counsel 

have known about this as well and dismissed the issue. 

327. In August of 2012, a weapons check was made and the Redding Police 

found one weapon. The following day, before the bench of Defendant Munro, Ms. 

Skipp's former spouse claimed he had no weapons. 

... \ l. 328. Two of the hand-guns were reported stolen in Michigan and one hand gun 

never had a bill of sale or legal transfer. Defendants Horowitz, Brigham and Krieger 

were all given the private investigator report to substantiate this. 
·' 
' 

COUNT TEN CIVIL AND CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY 

329. On March 23, 2012, the Plaintiff was order to pay GAL fees to Mary Brigham. 

The threat was made, a marshal with shackles stood next to the plaintiff. Defendants 

Brigham, Guiliano, Hirshfield and Resha Ms. Brigham colluded and conspired to illegally 

deprive the plaintiff of her State of Connecticut Teacher's pension. This is a criminal 

violation under USC 18 1589 §664. If she did not sign to an agreement, she would go 

to prison in 25 minutes. This agreement made under such duress is void. The effect of 

this would not able to work the following week and lose her job and not see the children 

that weekend who the Plaintiff was only seeing 4 days a month. This was due to Ms. 

Brigham's, not a party joined in suit filings two modifications of custody. She was not 

appoint~d to the case at this point. This is further lack of due process and equal 

protection and violations of Title II and Ill of ADA as well. It should be noted that the 

defendant's Hircshfield, Guiliano and Brigham serve as GALs and know or should have 
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known, ult is not the province for Guardian Ad Litems to file papers." GALs are only 

allowed to ask for a status confere~ce. The plaintiff has satisfied the monies owed to 

Ms. Brigham, about $22,000.00 for her appointed period September 9, 2010- March 18, 

2011. 

COUNT ELEVEN ACT OF DOMESTIC TERRORISM 

330. The Honorable Barbara Quinn, on proposed House Bill 6630, delivered to the 

General Assembly, in which a "threat" was issued if the bill was passed to transfer 

authority back to the legislature to control the adoption and promulgation of Connecticut 

Practice Book Rules: 

"For the past thirty years, the Judicial Branch has been providing copies of all of 

the rules changes made during the year to the general assembly in order to promote 

cooperation and avoid constitutional confrontation. This does not mean the judiciary has 

acquiesced and ceded its authority with regard to the adoption of procedural rules for 

the courts during that time, the judiciary committee has never held a hearing in the rules 

submitted, as required by statute. If those events were to occur, the Judicial Branch 

might very well raise the issue of a statute's constitutionality. If you decide the 

legislature should have control over the procedural rules, I would submit that a 

constitutional amendment is necessary." 

331. Such comments by the Chief Administrative Judge of the State of 

Connecticut (who was not under orders to testify under subpoena to the 

General Assembly) to attempt to intimidate a legislature which is comprised 

of 60% of its members who are employed as practicing attorneys in the state 

of Connecticut. The plaintiff alledges that this constitutes an abridgment of 
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the powers of separation of government as well as fall under the criteria of 

domestic terrorism Under 28 C. F. R. Section 0.85, "the unlawful use of force 

... against persons or property to intimidate or coerce ... civilian populations, a 

government... in furtherance of social agendas. By definition, the Family 

Court in the Judicial Branch engages in Domestic Terrorism as defined. 

INJURY 

332. The plaintiff has been deprived of access to information concerning the 

health, safety, education and welfare of her minor children since October 

2012. 

333. The plaintiff has suffered severe emotional distress as a cons~quence of 

not seeing or knowing about the welfare of her children. 

334. The plaintiff has suffered the loss of companionship of her children. 

335. The plaintiff has suffered from severe mental anguish as a consequence 

of the loss of companionship of her children. 

336. The plaintiff has suffered an injury of PTSD documented from February 

2012 to present to be a result of court action. 

337. The plaintiff has suffered a financial loss. 

338. The plaintiff has suffered severe emotional distress as a consequence of 

her loss of assets and income and periods of threatened physical safety. 

339. The plaintiff has suffered a loss of ability to work and earn a meaningful 

living secondary to her severe emotional distress . 
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340. The plaintiff has incurred significant medical expenses for treatment of her 

severe emotional distress and physical injury. 

341. The Plaintiff minor children have been deprived of all contact with their fit 

loving mother since October 2012. 

342. The plaintiff minor children have been deprived of their mother's 

interaction in their lives concerning the health, safety, education and welfare since 

October 2012. 

343. The plaintiff minor children have suffered severe emotional distress as a 

consequence of not seeing or knowing about the welfare of their mother. 

344. The plaintiff minor children have suffered the loss of companionship of 

their fit and loving mother from September 2011 to· the present. 

345. The plaintiff minor children have been denied "informed consent" as a 

Gaurdian ad litem who is an attorney must follow attorney code of conduct. C.G.S. 46b-

129(b) requires informed consent is respected for minors. Informed consent to the minor 

children would be for Mary Brigham to have told them she would not be truthful in her 

representations to the court concerning the children's wishes, she would not fulfill her 

duties as a mandated reporter to file a complaint with child protective services for the 

abuses they reported to her, that she would impede 2 child protective services 

investigations against their father to their detriment, and that she planned to sever their 

relationship to their mother. She would have told them that they would continue to live in 

abuse and that she herself condones child abuse. She would have told them that she 

would construct a parenting plan that is set up to harm the children and their mother. 

Such informed consent to the plaintiff minor children was not provided. 
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346. The plaintiff minor children have suffered from severe mental anguish as a 

consequence of the loss of compatlionship, parenting and guidance of their mother. 

347. The plaintiff minor children have lost the valuable education plan provided 

in the stipulated agreement that the state, through defendants Munro, Anton, Guiliano 

and Brigham, interfered in. 

348. The children's education provided in the plaintiff and former spouse's 

stipulated agreement is federally protected, the Judicial Branch had no standing to 

impinge upon that right as found in Wisconsin v Yoder, 1972. 406 US 205. 
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REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that this Court enter an order that grants the 

following relief and seeks damages under the Act of 1996, appropriate for the 

abridgement of Constitutional and Civil Rights the Plaintiffs seek relief for the intentional 

emotional duress that has been forced on them. 

a) The plaintiffs beg the court give immediate Injunctive relief of the plaintiffs 

from the State of Connecticut Judicial Branch, including plaintiff minor 

children re-enrolled at the school that the parents agreed to in their stipulated 

agreement, the children returned to their residence as stipulated in plaintiff's 

and her former spouse's agreement. The state had no standing to modify the 

protected right of a child's education that the parent's agreed to. 

b) The plaintiff seeks emergency injunctive and declaratory relief by the 

protections of the 141
h Amendment. 

c) The plaintiff seeks that the Connecticut recognize removing a child absent 

abuse , neglect or parental unfitness via an ex-parte order is an abridgement 

of fundamental rights. 

d) The plaintiff seeks injunctive relief compelling the defendants as jurists to 

cease and desist applying certain authorities derived from unlawfully 

acquired power and jurisdiction from Connecticut Practice Book Rules. 

e) Declares that the disCriminatory practices, policies, procedures, and 

administrative methods of the Connecticut Judicial Branch, as set forth 

above, violate Title II of the ADA, 42 U.S.C. Sections 12131-12134 and its 

implementing regulation at 28 C.F.R. pt. 35. 

f) Enjoins the Connecticut Judicial Branch, its officers, agents, and employees, 

and all other persons and entities in active concert or participation with the 

Connecticut Judicial Branch, from discriminating on the basis of disability; 

g) Orders that the Connecticut Judicial Branch bring the program, services, and 

activities of the Judicial Branch within the requirements of Title II of the ADA 

and its implementing regulation at 28 C.F.R. pt. 35; 

h) Orders the Connecticut Judicial Branch to provide reasonable modifications 
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Under Title II of the ADA, not simply reasonable accommodations under Title 

I, and that the Connecticut Judicial Branch provide the name and address of 

the Designated Responsible Employee for Title II of the ADA, 28 C.F.R. Sec. 

35.1 07(a}, and establish a meaningful Grievance Procedure under Title II, 28 

C.F.R. Sec. 35.107(b); 

i) Orders the Connecticut Judicial Branch to provide its services, facilities, 

privileges, advantages, and accommodations to persons with disabilities in a 

.nondiscriminatory manner, including using a broader and more inclusive 

basis for making decisions on whether an individual is a qualified individual 

under the ADA, informing litigants of their procedural rights under the ADA 

such as the right to confidentiality of the documents they provide to establish 

their qualifications under the ADA, and in their right to privacy in regard to 

discussing their need for reasonable modification so that they do not feel 

obligated to discuss it in open court, and also in regard to providing 

reasonable modifications in a meaningful and consistent manner. 

j) Orders that Judge Lynda Munro, Judge Robert Resha, Judge Lloyd 

Cutsumpas, and Judge Mark Taylor who were fully informed of the Plaintiff, 

Ms. Susan Skipp's disability and who were informed of her requests for 

reasonable modification, be disciplined for failing to consistently allow the 

Plaintiff to exercise her right to reasonable modification, for acting with full 

knowledge of the harm that they inflicted on the Plaintiff, and acted on the 

basis of prejudice towards the Plaintiff in the exercise of their Administrative 

duties. 

k) Orders for compensatory damages, punitive damages, along with attorneys' 

fees and costs from the judicial branch, from Judge Lynda Munro, Judge 

Robert Resha, Judge Lloyd Cutsumpas, Maureen Murphy and Judge Mark 

Taylor representing the plaintiffs denied access to her children from the 

Connecticut Judicial Branch, $10,000.00 per day, now over 500 days from 

each Judge Defendant in this case which represents, to date, each day the 

Plaintiff has been denied access to her children as a direct result of being 

unable to defend herself due to the blatant disregard of her rights under 
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ADA. 

I) Orders for compensatory damages and punitive damages from the State of 

Connecticut Judicial Branch of 500,000,000.00 representing under a million 

dollars each day the plaintiff has been denied access to her co-plaintiffs 

minor children. 

m) Orders such other appropriate relief as the interests of justice may require in 

the opinion of this Honorable Court. 

n) Compensatory damages for the deprivation of rights alleged herein. 

o) Compensatory damages for mental and emotional pain and suffering of co

plaintiff minor children totaling $500,000,000.00 for the plaintiff minor children 

to be put in trust for educational use prior to 181
h birthdays, higher education 

and upon 30th birthday receive the trust. The executrix of the trust to be 

plaintiff mother. 

p) Punitive damages as allowed under law, plaintiff requests $10,000.00 per 

day from each judge the children have not had their mother. At this time it is 

well over 500 days. 

q) Such other relief at law or in equity as the Court deems just and proper under 

all of the circumstances. 

r) Punitive Damages as allowed under law for the minor children co-plaintiffs 

s) Connecticut State Statutes are not compatible to the ADA; the plaintiffs 

should be given immediate injunctive relief and protected from the State of 

Connecticut's Judicial Branch. 

t) Immediate remedy of the individual discrimination in this case by full overturn 

of the cases and return of full equity as called for in the ADA. 

u) A RICO investigation to the practices in the Connecticut Judicial Branch that 

allows its policy makers to own businesses that influence programing that 

they are also to oversee that includes the vendors and Mary Brigham. 
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DECLARATION UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY 

The undersigned declares under penalty of perjury that she is the plaintiff in the above 
action, that she has read the above complaint, and that the information contained 
therein is true and correct. 

Executed at _,2=:-=-06=p=m-'-'------' on _____ _,_,M'""'a""'-r~ch--'--=25:=<.L.=2::..::0<..!1_,_4 ___ _ 
2014. 

The Plaintiff, 

Susan Skipp 
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Bill# 494- PH 3-31-14 

Good morning, 

I would like to share a point of clarification: I am not angry, nor adversarial, I am an advocate. To protect 

my children emotionally, financially and most important to ensure their protected health information 

remains protected. I'm here to share how a system that I believed would work with two parents to put our 

children first, has landed what's left of our family, in chronic conflict. Chronic conflict similar to chronic 

disease take a huge emotional toll with escalating costs attached. But I am here to be a part of the solution. 

To support building a better system so families can see their way out of the struggles. What is best for any 

child is for us to become allies to repair this system. This process has single-handedly separated two great 

kids from both parents with monumental consequences. 

Sadly a certain percentage of the conflict is manufactured by what I now know is a faulty system. My 

story, divorce 7 years ago with Pendente Lite Orders in place, which should have not happened 

transitioned civilly and we co-parented successfully until the Pendente Lite Orders, which among other 

things stated that we would both have our kids in bed by 7:30pm, no longer served our then 10 and 14 

year olds. By the time we were able to arrive at a parenting agreement out children were 13 and 17 and 

17 months later our older child would be emancipated and graduate from high school. In their Best 

interest. .. not so much. 

I mislead our children and encouraged them to trust a stranger, explaining that the Guardian which by 

definition means defender or protector would help our family. Now I just want to extricate myself and 

theses kids from a system that cannot help them. Because in the world of child centered litigations in the 

family court system GUARDIAN means another COOK in the kitchen. With all do respect for the need 

to provide the co~s with timely, accurate assessments in an effective manner, we need a system of 

accountability where the exchange of information is traceable to ensure accuracy. When children are 

involved our GALs must posses the skills to serve as a conduit to provide insight, support, care and true 
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concern for the spirits of these precious children. But that doesn't describe the process we have in place 

today. 

"Best Interest" cannot truly be served when the numbers of cooks in the kitchen continue to multiply 

creating a revenue string for each of the cooks. Then it becomes impossible to get out even when you 

want to. What would serve the interest of the children is transparency and rapport with minors especially 

when the minors are competent to do so. -If the GAL is unable to establish trust and rapport with a minor 

then another guardian must be selected. We must have a way to measure this success, because without it 

children suffer. 

Here's an email from a kid's perspective about an internship opportunity turned into a crisis, by the 

""cooks in the kitchen". While on the surface this seems helpful, we must ask who's needs are being 

served and who is really paying the price? 

Hey Samantha, it's your GAL. I was asked to contact you to let you know that your parents have entered 
an agreement.with the court that you are definitely going to London for the internship. We want to make 
sure you are aware of this so you don't have to wonder about it. · 

Dear GAL, 
I am very concerned by your e-mail. In the past, you've been very clear about what you could and 
could not do in regards to representing my best interest. Your words were that "[you're] not my 
attorney". I did not call you with regards to needing any help resolving London, I only told my 
parent. I want to know why you were able to bring this up to the court, when I didn't ask you to, 
but were not able to bring up the majority of things that I have asked of you. This is wby it seems 
tbat you are more of a voice for one parent than for me, which is troubling for me. So for the 
record, I didn't not need or want you to bring this before the court, especially, if this comes before 
so many other issues that you could have advocated for me. 

Samantha 

Does the GAL system break trust I maintain that it was not intended to build trust, and as such we need 

the opportunity to provide this for our children. We need an objective GAL system which operates with 

the understanding that there is no greater travesty than to lose the trust of a child. 

IGmberley J. Scott 

) 
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joan Zanard 

Joan Zanard 
Of Southbury, CT 06488 

I, Joan Zanard, as a Guard1an Ad Litem, Recovery Support Specialist, and extensively trained in family 
therapy and with 2 decades of expenence working with families, set forth my expert concerns about the 
following: B1ll NO 494, 6685 and 5524 

B1ll no. 494 
AN ACT CONCERNING GUARDIANS AD LITEM AND ATTORNEYS FOR MINOR CHILDREN IN 
FAMILY RELATIONS MATTERS. 

Every day, I receive another phone call from parents who have been falsely accused of Parental Alienation 
or who's inappropriately trained or educated Guard1an Ad Litem did not properly know how to handle a 
case with a resistant child. Not resistant child is alienated. It could be the case of a NOT 

what to do. If the 
r:.-,.;,:~~ 

From this point forward: I will be referring to various sections of B1ll No. 494. 
Section I. 
~~o;,,;.~"")lWkTh1:""'an-=,"""'~~d] Let the parent's frrst attempt to co- parent before others are 
brought in First the parents are given the opportunity to pick a GAL, and then if they cannot agree, then 
the courts provide a hst of 5 to choose from and then if they cannot still agree, then the judge could choose. 

In fact, the list of 
GAUAMC's should be made available to the parents to choose from first. This takes it completely out of 
the judge's hands and levels the playing field as well, there is a good chance that there will be at least one 
GAL on the parent's list that the other parent has. · 

~J,~~<f~%~~"fi?.Hffii[¢Tollrt't~iewoflli~!R~ I would recommend one of_the many~ 
nf>_gj?JofifPrg~tio.@ s1tuated all over the state such as Focus on K1ds, PAS InterventiOn/End Ch1ld 
Abuse As non-profits the fees would be minimal if not free. 

The fliriM!~otirt'&ij~!!t~!'tAictillill~ffii]J'P,'l5fi,llil .. 6 months of GAL bills can total20K and 
damage to a child, or child-parent relatiOnship. 6 mos months to a child is a lifetime. 

Sec. 2 Section 46b-54 
(a) ~-~ffl~~nt~gC-is~Qj~~~ Most children of high conflict divorce, are stunted in the emotional maturity 
starting at the age when the host1le aggressive situation began. A child would need to be evaluated and 
cleared by a proper professional tramed m child psychology and psychological abuse. In fact, mental 
matunty of children 1s NOT an ind1cator of emotional maturity and nor is educational achievement 

(b) This just seems to be aiu)ih~r ·way t~ spend .Qle p_Weni'~ -~~pey. It would be ~~ft~~.fQ_g~ttlieen!Iis 
f~!llily_iJ!tg_prf>P.e.J:.{ppn.§eiJ.ng: 

. • . . • ' - .• -. - ··-- .,. • - ·- ••t 
~ddlhC!I:!a!ly. Parents with a controversy want 1! to be piifept Y~.P<!-!:~DL~ _fro!:!~ Qf a j!Jdg~-~thJl!~ju_~g~ 
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fu~il).g i~c;ii.fu~ A cowt-appointed 3rd party GAL or AMC to stand between parents and the judge is a 
large part of the problem The judges need to do the job that the state of Connecticut has empowered them 
to do. 

Sec. 3.Who does is the ~'Qj)~? P!~P~fiileb'e_t!~l. Who is being considered as Jrd party, parents' 
relatives? DCF? 

Q~tql~]JasfSentenceabo'iit]giving consideration to the wishes of the child if the child is of sufficient age 
and capable of forming an intelligent preference. Let the parents•deteiiiiirleiiie))e'St'UitereSf'Ot;lliF,Cliii~ not 
GALs and AMCs. If there is a conflict the judge can decide. The biggest issue here is that we are sue{'osed 
to be keeping the child out of the middle. [ffi~Ji~i~lin~fin1glfut~h1Id irito'!'th"e'!ffiiddle'b'f~~!1 
Sih1c.h ~Wiia'me;)r~P1ii[nt "{i!QldN.Q'iiffi!d01 

Personally, I take strong issue with fiii!de~- Who is this 3"' Party? Does th1s means anyone who 
is not a party to the case or who is a relative can just pop in and wreak more havoc? So for example, if a 
parent continuously files charges with the DCF or another child protection agency, whether the charges are 
substantiated or not, or minor in issue but somethmg used to harass a parent with, this third party can now 
commandeer the custody of the children and all their assets in the name of the child(ren). With all the 
rampant issues with our child protective services and their federal fmancial gain for every child they place 
in foster case, this could be a recipe for d1saster. Again, proper training and counseling could probably 
eliminate half the high conflict cases 

sm[cie'llt;age'is'r'elatlY~~~lilld:sJDibtlomf'ffiafuf@ Mental maturity should NOT be mistaken for 
emotional maturity. This happens all the time where children are judged to be emotionally mature enough 
to make a decision that will affect them the rest of their lives based on the fact they are doing well or not 
doing well in school This in fact would be the worst indicator because school, for most kids of high 
conflicted family matters, is wh.ere they escape to and is the only place they have control over their lives. 
In some cases, the children may feel pressured to excel for fear of not being loved or abused. They may be 
flunking out of anger and rage. And so on 

Sec.4 
!fheTaft~ilgeiie'E'ds To b~cl~ed to 'SStttliat'"ti"'Sliigle"PM1c31iii le'ii&niite'pAt~ijffi6nit:fuEi't !fu"Bii'"fiihlg] 
i!to~[ib''cm]l~7_k~t~dl By leaving this so broad, it opens the door for too many issues of ambiguity. 

The language in this sect10n also needs to state that there is an l:iiiliififi&t 'hiiiiibet 6rti.iii&iliafapareb.t cii:l 
t~~~~ni?fil "oTa"G.@ especially if th~r~ ~«;. ~e~eated iss~s. ,:!.~~these removals shoul~ be kept 
m a permanenf.fi.I~ as well as get posted on a Natiqgal9NJ!ADiiseJi:egi...L· for those that have v1olated 
rights especially. Otherwise, there is no way to track constant GAL problems related to a particular GAL 

I also have concerns about the judicial branch reviewing motions to remove GAL's. The ~~@i!!idJ!.~ 
~fioliidiiot'bellie-onedeterm!P}!}gtll'eColitinuance ord.isllllSScmit.tlir-d"Ai] appointment as this maybe a 
conflict of interest if the judge appointed the GAL 

Sec 5. (a) 
Th1s section needs the words, ~ITI~.JiejiJQip!!!:!)':~i_m_Qi~(faiong~Witb the section about gomg)f!ef i_~ 
p~. such as a relative or parent's parent is unjust. The grandparents did not make this situation or the 
other relatives, nor new spouse, so why are we making them pay for fees related to any part of the process, 
unless they are the moving party in the action We.~~ci tQ~3Ji;.Q.Iea~_Qi¥}~i~iSfates-in!!!Ci.aii.4 
especliilly:the ~chlf<lfen's estates·: By attaching hens or demanding liquidation of their estates, we are now 
I - - • - -- • - -· - • • - • - --~ 

pu.rti!Jg t!J.~ s;!!!!dren)J_ac!c.ll! the .!Dic!.Q!e.~ga_in ~d t~g-frg_i_Jjj!l~.fu~~ because of a dysfunctional family 
relationship issue that IS not their fault. 

How· is 'iiliiig-from t,he c~!i_Cf·~.e§ii!e:!!! thei[ be§t_ i!l~r~~! whel!Jh~i~v~!i<ith~g to ~ ~!tl! th~ii'Pa.r_en!'§ 
relatio!!shlp,_d_eJ!lis.~Jifthe Attorneys, GAL's and AMC's were not chargmg such exorbitant amounts, we 
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would not need to even touch this money. If proper education and counseling were utilized, we would not 
be spendmg this kind of crazy money on divorces either. And worse, it seems that when a GAL or AMC or 
even an Attorney for the parents, realizes the amount of money a family does or does not have, th1s is how 
they base how the case will be handles The more money available, the longer the case gets dragged out 
The less money, the less time involved properly handling the case. Money should NEVER enter into any 
ofth1s and especially taken from the children's inheritance or estate. 

~~~; ~~!Je·J~~i:T!_i,l~!in:eliifficiwtlirt'Oile parentis fiiiariciallfunderwaM" alrfad.Y,:"ilUl 
still orders them to pay beyona their.mea;l[How is th1s in the best interest of the child? No one seem to 
not care or they have forgotten that we are human and carmot keep going in this uphill financial and 
emotional battle for the rest of our lives This practice of financially devastating parents has to stop 
because in the end, these parents will have nothing left to live on And this in turn, takes a huge toll on our 
social security system. If all a parents assets are dissolved to pay for getting divorced and having children, 
leaving them nothing to retire on, then they are only left with a meager social security income that will not 
even keep a roof over their heads. How is this in anyone's best interest to make our parents dependent on a 
system that is already collapsing? 

LitSTieiltence"iefe1'triciiiiniiie "cliiid has 1'e_ceiY:e'CisW·aia '6r l:aie'ry;plfid b'Y"Piibli7Defenilei-'H>ffid{f§ 
~ -~ .. ~ ... r:..,.,.-~ ..,..r..t~~ .. ~; ..... ~f" .... l;"'"~..-..: l 
excellent langu~e ana it must sbi:Y- in uiis bill, 

(hl fu(£elierit~@ge "th'at prbtects~ohege saw~ ari~ ~llQtlieiaccolnitS"set'iiifOr" children) 
It should not matter what the name of that college fund is or where the account lies. 

[~ Thel~@L.age sii6uld b'ecliang~~om "the court MAY order that the fees owing to such counsel or 
guardian ad htem be calculated on a sliding-scale basis after giving due consideration to the income and 
assets of the parties to the proceeding" to~~}}( What the judges fail to remember is that these 
people still have to go on with their own lives and support themselves and their family long after their 
children are adults. If we bleed them dry because they tried to set up a retirement fund or have assets that 
were purchased to enable them to some day retrre and not be hving on the streets, all we are doing is 
perpetrating a societal breakdown of not only the middle class but an economic devastation to social 
security. 

@] ~gamthfsnelcGto:saYA_I:IA!ill. The Judicial Branch~~ develop and implement a methodology for 
calculating, on a sliding-scale basis, the fees owing to counsel or a guardian ad litem for a minor child 
appointed in any proceeding under thts chapter and sections 17b-743, ITh-744, 45a-257, 46b-l, 46b-6, 46b-
212 to 46b-213w, inclusive, 47-14g, 51-348a and 52-362. 

Bill #6685 
AN ACT CONCERNING THE PRESUMPTION OF SHARED CUSTODY IN DISPUTES 
INVOLVING THE CARE AND CUSTODY OF MINOR CHILDREN. 
;r1iiSiS"ii gr~t~~~'J~ilfoy~n~~~ily courts and I am l!JgNy:supportive ofili.IsiliTil 
!';~~ell~nhhis needS to pass ilir<?l!ghJ 

Bill 5524 
'AN ACT CONCERNING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE LAW REVISION COMMISSION 
WITH l,lESPECT TO THE ALIMONY STATUTES. 
Lifetime· aiilliony sliouTd n~:e_~eD;b"e-£<?!!sili~i.esC ex~i J!t]i_e~ ~i lit a severe)£ handl~peif c_ful~ijllrt 
r~qu_ire~t:OPst<~:l!t_ c~~ The whole point of a divorce IS to make a final separation of the spouses and allow 
them to go on with therr lives. This is impossible if one spouse is made to pay lifetime alimony Not only 
IS this not fair to the paying ex-spouse but the rece1vmg spouse can never move forward emotionally, either 
as they are always tied to their ex-spouse Marriage is a contract between two adults and as adults we need 
to be responsible for ourselves and learn how to move on m a positive way We should not still be 
demanding monetary payment for the rest of their hves just because we married someone. 

3 
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Public Hearing Transcript 

4-3-2013 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Joan Kloth-Zanard. Good 
morning. 

JOAN KLOTH-ZANARD: Thank you. Sorry. Again, 
I do project well anyways. My name is Joan 
Kloth-Zanard. I'm from Southbury, 
Connecticut. And I'm also -- run a non
profit called PAS Intervention, which is for 
victims of parental alienation. And I've 
done this for 17 years. I have over 600 
members at present, between my two support 
groups, and that doesn't include my 
Connecticut -- the Connecticut chapters and 
the chapters in many other states. 
Basically, it provides support for victims. 
But I'm going to tell you a little bit about 
my husband's story and then go into some 
other stuff. 

In 1996, my husband's second wife began 
impeding this relationship with the kids, he 
was separated for three years with generous 
and liberal visitation. They were in the 
process of getting divorced using the same 
attorney to save money when the ex changed 
attorneys without notifying him or the joint 
attorney. She filed a divorce without proper 
notification, leaving him unaware of the 
upcoming proceedings. At the divorce 
proceeding, the ex painted a horrible 
picture of my husband, but he was not there 
to object. The judge took the ex-wife's word 
for it, everything including child support 
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demands, despite there being no proof of my 
husband's income. The judge did, however, 
give him general and liberal visitation. It 
took over four and a half years of trying to 
get chiid support reduced and, finally, 
being appointed a pro bono attorney by the 
judge -- for the judge to finally accept the 
reduction in child support, but the judge 
refused to retro back to the original -- to 
when my husband originally filed the motion 
to have his child support changed. 

Today, 17 years later, my husband is still 
paying arrearages. Sadly, once his wife -
ex-wife found out that he had gone on with 
this life and had a new girlfriend, she 
began to refuse him visitation of his 
children, and then came the false 
allegations of abuse, including a false 
restraining order. It took us eight months 
of Family Court evaluations to determine 
that the ex had lied and anything the 
children knew had been told to them by their 
mother. It was further determined that the 
mother refused to accept that her ex-husband 
had ,not moved on with his life. This is when 
I realized that something was wrong, that 
this wasn't okay. Refusing visitation of -
to children, along with the false 
allegations of abuse, was psychologically 
damaging to the children. I began to do 
Internet research, went back to school to 
get my master's in marriage and family 
therapy and that's when I stumbled upon 
parental alienation. But, by this time, my 
husband has only seen his children six times 
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since 1996 and has not seen them since 2006. 
They are 23 and 25, and to this day, still 
refuse to have a ~elationship with him. 

I'm here because there are hundreds of 
parents that cannot be here, and I'm 
speaking for them. These parents come -
come broken due to the failed Family Court 
system. They're riddled with post -traumatic 
stress syndrome in the form of narcissistic 
victim syndrome, which will be in our New? 
DSM. Many of these parents are good parents, 
not perfect, but then there is no such thing 
as a perfect parent, is there? Absent abuse 
and neglect children have the right to a 
healthy, happy, successful relationship with 
both parents. The bills you are hearing 
about today are indicative of the family law 
divorce system that in the_state is broken. 
They show how dramatically broken, and 
corrupt they are. We need reforms 
immediately. In all three of these bills, we 
are introducing, we are reducing conflict, 
litigation, and? animosity between parents 
so that these children's lives will not be 
permanently harmed to~ay. 

In addition, we have the tools and we have 
the resources that the judges and the 
guardian ad litems can be using to stop the 
alienation and to help prevent it from 
get~ing worse. 

In conclusion, please, anything we can do to 
prevent the snowball effect of custodial 
interference would be appreciated. 
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SENATOR COLEMAN: Thank you. 

Are there questions for Ms. Kloth-Zanard? 

Representative Baram. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I'm just intrigued a little bit. In the 
beginning of your testimony you said that in 
your husband's situation a trial occurred 
without his being present. I know that 
courts go at great lengths to give notice. 
Was her husband unavailable or out-of-state, 
or I'm just curious how that --

JOAN KLOTH-ZANARD: No. What happened was the 
judge -- the sheriff served the papers upon 
the wrong abode. He never got the paperwork. 
When his atto+ney questioned the sheriff~ he 
did not get it writing from the sheriff, who 
admitted that he served it on the wrong 
address. When in court, the sheriff changed 
his testimony and stated, Oh, no, no, I 
served it. Repeated from above, He never 
served my husband. It writing from the 
sheriff, who admitted that he served it on 
the wrong address. When in court, the 
sheriff changed his testimony and stated, 
Oh, no, no, I served it. He never served my 
husband. It would be -- it was -- he 
admitted to the sheriff -- he couldn't serve 
my pusband because the way my husband's door 
is -- was at that time, it was sealed so you 
couldn't flip(slip) papers in and around it. 
He would have either had to hand it to him 
or stick it in the mailbox and he didn't do 
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either. He admitted to sticking it in the 
house that was in the front of his trailer 
where he lived. 

REP. BARAM: And so this trial proceeded and 
when it terminated, it was only afterwards 
that your husband found out that all of this 
had happened? 

JOAN KLOTH-ZANARD: When he got the divorce 
papers himself in the mail, that's when he 
found out he was divorced. And he's like, 
Whoa, I didn't know I was getting divorced. 
We tried to overturn it. In addition to the 
fact that she, his ex! was able to claim 
income with no proof of income. They hadn't 
been together for three years. He had been 
separated for three years with generous and 
liberal visit~tion until she found out that 
he was dating and going out and they had 
decided to get a divorce and he had met me. 
She turned around, changed attorneys without 
notifying anybody. 

REP. BARAM: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there other questions? 

If not, thank you very much. 

JOAN KLOTH-ZANARD: Thank you very much for 
your time. 



004777 

FAMILIES ARE NOT CORPORATIONS. 
Corporations have liability insurance to cover them in the event they are 
sued or brought to court. Families do NOT have this. It is disgusting for a 

professional working in the family court system to make so much money off 
of one family that they can buy a house or even a condo with it This is 

outrageous abuse of families and the system. They say families are 
dysfunctional, maybe it is the family courts that are dysfunctional. 

5 Recommendations: 
1. I would like to suggest that we institute a pilot program based off of the many 

ideas and suggestions that are recommended and voted upon. This will be a 
voluntary program or one a judge can order. If we can start using the pilot 
program with new families, it will allow us to grow and tweak the program. 
Overtime, the families already in the system will age out, and the new pilot 
program will get phased in. This gives us time to make necessary 
implementations and changes. 

2. Presumption of Shared Custody. We need it clearly defined and understood 
that when a separation/divorce begins, it is understood that all parents are 
considered equal; including their rights to a relationship; splitting of time, 
expenses, money, medical and education. Until such time that it can be 
proven beyond a shadow of a doubt that a parent is unfit, no change in this 
custodial arrangement should ever be made. Parents file false allegations of 
abuse or neglect so that they can gain total control of the children, finances 
and the ex spouse. We cannot allow this to continue because it takes the 
professionals too long to explore the allegations and the costs are 
astronomical. 

3. No one should be allowed to work in the family court system unless they 
have had extensive training in Family Systems therapy, Marriage and Family 
Therapy, Psychology and child psychology. Well-meaning inappropriately 
trained professionals are making too many mistakes. They must have an 
extensive training in Family Systems Therapy. It is also imperative that the 
therapist chosen must take those families medical insurance. Too many 
refuse to take insurance or lie to the family stating that insurance does not 
cover family therapy or reunification therapy or court orders. We need a 
college level certification program for GALs and AMCS. In fact, I recently 
began a discussion with several colleagues about teaching such a program in 
the Universities/Colleges so that false allegations can be recognized from 
true. This would enable certification, continuing education and even an 
additional course for college students to take. 

4. We need a parenting plan addendum, such as my 3 Strikes YOU'RE OUT!, 
which allows the judge to put in place a penalty system for violation of court 
orders when there are impediments of children and parents rights. Jail does 
not work, unless the judge explains to the children that the parent violated 
the law or courts orders and the judge issued the arrest not the other parent. 
Otherwise, the kids only hear the jailed parents side of the story. I believe 
that with proper family systems therapy as explained by Linda Gottlieb and 
Steve Miller's Testimony on January 9th, and with penalties described in my 3 
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Strikes YOU'RE OUT! that we will have better results. And where a parent 
still insists on violating court orders, it will be more apparent that this 
person needs extensive counseling to deal with their anti-social behaviors. 
For a more detailed under.standing of what Family Therapy, please contact 
me. 

5. Lastly we need to stop the good ol' boys network from being more important 
than the children and their families well-being. We can no longer allow the 
corrupt system to destroy families. The children of these divorces are the 
future of this state, this country and this world. The mental health ravages 
caused by our dysfunctional family court system is destroying the future 
generations. For a list of those statistics please contact me. 
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My hope is to not go over the 3 minutes but with almost 2 decades of 
experience, extensive training in Marriage and Family Therapy /Professional 
Counseling along with taking our state's Guardian Ad Litem program, and helping 
families affected by the family courts for 18 years, I have much to say. 

We are here for what is in the best interest of the children. How is 
constantly fighting in court in their best interest? We get that one parent or both 
are still filled with anger, hatred and rage. But that is not for the courts to deal 
with. That is for therapy and a therapist to deal with. We are here for what is in 
the best interest of the children. 

Which brings me to our Task Force Issues. There are extensive GAL 
problems starting with few if any new GALs being hired. Judges claim that new 
GAL's do not have enough experience. To this problem, I suggest that the newly 
trained GAL's be aUowed to shadow the present GAL's. It provides them experience 
and the judge a chance to get to know and see how they work. 

Additionally, of the approximately 1500 GAL's in CT, only 100 are State 
Rated. This is not becaus~ we do not like the contract, but because we were turned 
down to be contracted at the state rate. And those 100 are all attorneys. 

With this said, I strongly believe that GAL's should NOT be attorneys. They 
do not have enough training or experience in psychology, marriage and family 
therapy and let alone child psychology. Psycho 101 does NOT qualify someone to 
work with families or kids at this level, nor does our State Training program with it's 
limited 30 hours. And they are charging outrageous amounts. 

Furthermore, it is too easy for there to be a conflict of interest When a GAL 
who is an attorney is involved with a case where one of the attorneys for the parents 
is also a GAL on the side, they may fear goin'g against that parents attorney because 
that attorney when hired as a GAL on their private case might go against their client. 
To avoid this issue, it would be better if GAL's were not attorneys and then there can' 
be no improprieties or chances for an accusation of it This way, we can make sure 
that the GAL's are specially trained in MFT, PC, child psychology and/or have 
extensive experience. 

Which brings me to my next point Parents should not have to choose 
between paying to fight for their children's nghts in court or putting food and 
shelter over their heads. Parents should not have to work 2 and 3 jobs just to pay 
for child support and legal fees or court costs that they are so exhausted, they 
cannot even provide quality time with their children. Family Court and being a 
parent should not be about affording to fight for the children's rights to have a 
relationship with their parent. And this is why I created a Program called 3 Strikes 
Your OUT! 
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This 12-week program gives each parent 3 chances to comply with the courts 
orders. It can be tailored as needed but the point is to keep the children from being 
dragged for years through hell and back by a parent who refuses to cooperate, co
parent,·or exhibits extreme gate keeping known as parental alienation. I challenge 
the courts and legislature to pilot this program and see if it will help solve much of 
the extensive damages to the children. 

The next few topics I will touch on briefly, as I feel my colleague, Linda 
Gottlieb and others will have more time to expound on these. 

As far as shared custody issues, parents bring the children into this world 
together, they should put them through thi~ world together and worse case scenario 
take them out of this world together. Our courts have made it such a monetary prize 
to have primary custody of the children, so much so that parents are being pushed 
out of their children's lives when the presumption should be shared joint custody, 
barring any true and substantiated charges of abuse or neglect. . 

As to counseling, it is absolutely mandatory that the entire family be in 
counseling. But it must be specialized counseling that involves not only individual 
counseling for each parent and child but also therapy with each child by himself or 
herself with each parent The parent-child dynamics are essential to understanding 
what is really going on. Children should also not be seen together as they feed off of 
each oth~r and fear being tattled on by a sibling to one of the parents. Children 
should also never in the beginning be put in a counseling session with both parents 
especially if there is alienation. This puts the child in a very dangerous situation 
emotionally and mentally as they must either lie or face the wrath of the aggressive 
parent. 

And for those that claim that Medical Insurance does NOT cover counseling, 
this is a fallacy. Family Therapy, of any kind, is covered by most insurance, even if it 
is court ordered. Just like substance abuse counseling is often court ordered, and 
covered, so is Family Therapy. 

As to psych evaluations, they are often absolutely useless when it comes to 
high conflict divorce. Unless the evaluator is fully knowledgeable about all the 
dynamics and extensively trained in psychological abuse damages from Parental 
Alienation. it is too easy to mistake a natural normal response of fear and paranoia 
as something more than it is. And worse, the aggressive parent is often narcissistic, 
and knows exactly how to pass these tests, thus fooling the evaluator to believe they 
are near perfect. 

So in conclusion, as I have said to my daughter for many years, I may not 
condone everything you do, but I ask you to be responsible. In this case, I may not 
condone everything the task force proposes, what I ask is that you be responsible 
and willing to work with us to create a better family court system for the children 
and their parents and to consider the tools, charts and programs I have developed to 
help stop the snowball effect of extreme gate keeping and improperly trained 
professionals in the court system. 

Regards, 

Joani T. Kloth-Zanard, GAL, RSS, ABI, LC 
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FAMILIES ARE NOT CORPORATIONS. Corporations have liability insurance 
to cover them in the event they are sued or brought to court. Families do 
NOT have this. It is disgusting for a professional working in the family court 
system to make so much money off of one family that they can buy a house or 
even a condo with it. This is outrageous abuse of families and the system. 
They say families are dysfunctional, maybe it is the family courts that are 
dysfunctional. 

As requested, you wanted at least 5 ideas and recommendations as to how to fix 
family court and resolve some of the many issues that are going on. · 

1. First, while many want to abolish the entire Family Court system. I do NOT 
see this as a viable because it would cause total pandemonium with no 
system in place that has been tried on a temporary basis. Therefore, I would 
like to suggest that we institute a pilot program based off of the many ideas 
and suggestions that are recommended and voted upon. Parents and the 
judges will have the option to be a part of this pilot program or not. If we can 
start using the pilot program, in particular, with new families coming into the 
family courts, it will allow us to grow and tweak the program as it goes along. 
Overtime, the families already in the system will age out, and as they do, the 
new pilot program will get phased in. This gives us time to make necessary 
implementations and changes over the course of the next few years or more. 

a. What we need to also fix is how our GAL and AMC's are trained, and 
chosen for this important job. 

b. What we need to do is make sure that all professionals who work in 
the Family Court System have extensive training in Marriage and 
Family Therapy, Child Psychology, and Family Structural Systems 
Therapy. 

c. We need to stop this excessive cost of divorce and litigation. 
d. We need to stop allowing the good ol' boys network to be more 

important than children and their family's mental and physical health. 
e. These children affected by a dysfunctional family court are the future 

of this country. They will be the ones running it. And if they are so 
mentally destroyed, how can we expect them to be able to do a good 
job running this country, and for that matter, the world? 

2. As to a Presumption of Shared Custody, we need it clearly defined and 
understood that when a separation/divorce begins, it is understood that all 
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parents are considered equal and thus their rights to a relationship are equal, 
including the splitting of time, expenses, money, medical and educational 
involvement. Until such time that it can be proven beyond a shadow of a 
doubt that a parent is unfit, no change in this custodial arrangement should 
ever be made. Far to often, parents file false allegations of abuse or neglect 
so that they can gain total control of the children, the finances and the ex 
spouse. We cannot allow this to continue to happen because it takes the 
professionals too long to explore the allegations and the costs are 
astronomical when we do. 

3. Which brings up another issue, no one should be allowed to work in the 
family court system unless they have had extensive training in Family 
Systems therapy, ~arriage and Family Therapy, Psychology and child 
psychology. Well-meaning professionals who are just not appropriately 
trained are making far too many mistakes. This must also include those 
professionals hired to diagnosis, treat or otherwise evaluate a family. They 
must have an extensive training in Family Systems Therapy as we are talking 
a family unit, not just individuals. It is also imperative that the therapist 
chosen must take those families medical insurance. Too many refuse to take 
insurance or lie to the family stating that insurance does not cover family 
ther;:tpy or reunification therapy or court orders. This is an out and out lie. 
And most therapists do take medical insurance of some kind, add in that with 
Obama care they must take insurance, I believe. 

a. Your recent recommendations are much improved so that it will allow 
people like myself, who have extensive training and experience to also 
qualify for certification as a GAL. 

b. In fact, I recently began a discussion with several of my colleagues 
about teaching a certification program in the Universities and colleges 
for Parental Alienation and working in the Family Courts. This would 
enable certification, continuing education and even an additional 
course for college students to take. 

c. As to Dr. Gardner's work, though some would like to call it Junk 
Science, this is absurd. It is not that it is ~ot good science, it is that it is 
an abused science/diagnosis. Just like a murderer can claim 
temporary insanity, so can an abuser claim they are being alienated. 

4. And this leads us into my next point. We need a parenting plan addendum, 
such as my 3 Strikes YOU'RE OUT!, which allows the judge to put in place a 
penalty system for violation of court orders and impediments of children and 
parents rights. While I understand that jail has been used, it only works if the 
judge explains to the children that the parent violated the law or courts 
orders and that the judge issued the arrest not the other parent. Otherwise, 
the kids only hear the jailed parents side of the story, which is biased and a 
lie. I believe that with proper family systems therapy as explained by Linda 
Gottlieb, and with penalties such as increased visitation time to the aggrieved 
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parent, that can culminate in lost custody of the children for the aggressive 
parent after three violations, that we will have better results for all. And 
where a parent still insists on violating court orders, it will be more apparent 
that this person needs extensive counseling to deal with their anti-social 
behaviors. 

5. And now for a more detailed understanding of what Family Therapy or 
Reunification Therapy should look like. In collaboration and adapted from 
Linda Gottlieb's Work in her book, The Parental Alienation Syndrome: A 
family Therapy and Collaborative Systems Approach to Amelioration and from 
Chapter 11 in the book, Working with Alienated Children and Families: A 
Clinical Guidebook. Below is a simplified idea of what Family Systems 
Therapy should look like. 

What Is Reunification Therapy? 
What Should You expect? 

By Joan T. Kloth-Zanard, GAL, RS~ & LC 
November 4, 2013 

Reunification therapy has many versions, and what therapeutic 
method is used, depends on the personalities of each participate. The key is 
that it must be a Family Systems Based treatment program. The therapist 
must work in a family group setting especially between the targeted parent 
and the children. The point is to see dynamics between the child(ren) and the 
parents and how the parents communicate and then to find ways to facilitate 
a new or renewed relationship between them. 

The Reunification therapist cannot put up with any ofthe complaints 
or claims by the child or the other parent, but instead help them to critically 
think. The therapist must also put their foot down with the other parent when 
they claim they are trying to get the child(ren) to cooperate. Especially when 
in reality they are not showing the kids that they can co-parent. At the very 
least, the aggressive parent should be saying nice things about the other 
parent. This helps relieve the child of guilt for wanting to spend time with the 
other parent. 

The present triangle between the children, the alienator/aggressive 
parent and the targeted parent must be disbanded and reorganized. Because 
there is a tendency for the children to play off each other and worry that what 
they say will be used against them and/or told to the aggressive parent. It is 
imperative that the therapist start with a meeting first with each parent to get 
them to work on their issues and how to adjust their responses or behavior. 
Then the therapist gets everyone into counseling together but in particular 
the targeted parent with the children to see the dynamics and help to dispel 
warped beliefs. The therapist must help the alienating parent to change their 
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communication and attitude toward the other parent, especially in front of 
the children. The therapist must challenge the alienator to do the right thing 
and provide positive feedback about the targeted parent to the children. It is 
important for the Therapist to also provide positive feedback to the 
Alienating parent about the good things they have done with the children 
such as the kids doing well in school etc. While in counseling the therapist 
may even take on the role of good cop (the targeted Parent) verses bad cop 
(the therapist) to help the children to start to trust and respect the targeted 
parent. It is also very important for there to be court orders that back up the 
therapists statements and threats that if the parent does NOT cooperate that 
the therapist will contact the court and recommend consequences when a 
parent refuses to cooperate. But this is only an abbreviated version of what 
therapy could look like. 

In the end, the point of reunification therapy is to bring the child(ren) 
and the ousted parent's relationship back to a healthy state. It requires 
everyone to do some of their own introspection about their own anger, 
hatred, rage, actions and thoughts. For the adults it will require often going 
back into their own Family Of Origin or FOO to see how their personalities 
and behavior patterns have been learned and then to correct the 
inappropriate ones. Though a painful process, it is a necessary one. For the 
child(ren) it is about helping them to critically think about why they have no 
relationship and if it is really something that was horrible that happened or 
just an excuse for self-preservation from the alienating aggressive parent. 

While this is a very simplified version of what Family Systems Therapy 
should look like, the point is that this is a time for everyone to learn how to 
move forward in a positive way. To learn to be HHSS - Happy Healthy, 
Successful and Spiritually Positive. We all know what Happy and Healthy look and 
feel like. But Success, it is NOT money but about what and where you do or go in 
your life that makes you feel good about being you. Spirituality is NOT about 
religion but about believing in you. With this kind of positive approach, we can help 
everyone to change the way they interact and communicate for the better. 
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High conflict separation/divorce between parents weighs heavily upon everyone, but is most tragic 
and difficult for the children. Children do not have the emotional or mental maturity to deal with this. In 
fact, the human brain does not stop growing until age 25, and therefore, even young adults are apt to not be 
able to handle the stressors of a high conflict separation/ divorce between their parents. For this reason, it 
is imperative a cohesive parenting plan protecting the children from the anger and hostility of their parents 
be put in place. 

Court is no place for parents to spew their hatred and anger at each other. That is what counseling 
and therapy is for. Instead, court is where the best interest of the child should be recognized and handled. 
When a parent continues to use the court system to attack and destroy the other parent, both can lose sight 
of what is really important, their child's mental and physical wellbeing. These parents are so overwhelmed 
w1th their own anger, hatred and rage that it is up to the court to put a stop to it and only allow what is in 
the best interest of the child. 

Though court is no game, it seems that many parents come into the system with the attitude of 
winner takes all and that this is a game of who can get the most. This attitude has to stop. We are supposed 
to be setting a positive example for this child about sharing, caring and give and take. How is this winner 
take all mentality of benefit or best interest to the child? But it seems that this is the only language that 
some parents hear, so let's give them the stakes for this game. Mess up 3 times during this program by 
impeding custodial time, or relationships and you are out. 

Below is a program we believe can help with this problem. We welcome suggestions and ideas to 
enhance this project so we can provide safe environments with parents and get the parents the help they 
need to stay focused and on task with what is truly important, their child's mental, emotional and physical 
wellbeing. 

This program is to be used in combination with a therapy treatment plan, which ideally has a plan with 
milestones, incorporated in detail. As no one treatment plan or modality will work for all families, we 
recommend various modalities that can be tried, such Dr. Craig Childress's programs, Dr. Warshak's Family 
Bridges, or using a specific family systems style of counseling. The key to these modalities is the use of 
Structural Family Therapy and Systems Therapy, which are based upon the dynamics of a family. As family 
issues tend to be co-created off each family member, the importance of family therapy cannot be 
understated. In fact, if the parents are in counseling and can work through their fears and issues, the 
children will often NOT need counseling. Additionally, we strongly recommended therapeutic treatment 
utilize the following tools with the child as they have been proven to give understanding to the child as to 
what sjhe is going through without blaming one parent or the other: 

• Dr: Warshak's DVD, Welcome Back Pluto 
• Amy Baker's workbook, "I Don't Want to Choose!" 
• Dr. Daniel Gottlieb's Book, "Listen To Me" 
This recommendation is a set of milestones based on a 12-week time frame with only 3 chances to not 

comply or impede the relationship between the child and the other parent. Four Progress reports will be 
conducted, and if necessary, each with loss of visitation consequences based on the level ofinterference. At 
the conclusio.n of the 12-week time frame, periodic status hearings wHI be held for the parents to update 
the court on the success or non-compliance of abiding by the court's orders between the conclusion of the 
12-week program and each status hearing. The program will be considered fully closed at the time which 
both parents mutually agree and the court approves that the parents have successfully completed the 
program. 

Page 1 of 3 
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Program explanation 
To ensure the best interests of the child are met and court orders are followed, the following 

program is accepted as part of the parenting plan. Because this family is already entrenched in the court 
system, it is hence forth clearly stated going forward that either parent interfering, impeding, obstructing 
the court order or the relationship between the child and the other parent, will suffer a reduction in 
"c~stody" (defined as parenting time with the child), incur supervised custody only or lose custody partially 
for a duration of time commensurate with the severity of the situation or lose custody entirely. 

Only this single warning is given, no second chances. This is NOT an empty threat. Any increase in 
custodial time due to visitation interference will be enforced. Any action seen as a parent's attempt to test 
this program will be considered a strike against the offending parent. This program and its expectations, 
actions and consequences will be taken seriously as this is about the best interest of the child to have a 
healthy relationship with both parents. 

The offending parent shall be held accountable for the actions ofthe child while in the care of the 
other parent. Actions of the child for which an offending parent will be held accountable include leaving the 
custody of the parent without permission or knowledge, disobedience, pushing, shoving, name calling, 
yelling, bad language, vandalism, etc. and shall be cause for reduction in time with the child until visits 
occur without incident, including all types of communications. 

Additionally: 
1. During this 12-week program, all family members will participate in regularly scheduled sessions as 

determined by the court ordered counselor. Counselor selection will be determined from a list of 5 
possible therapists initially chosen by the targeted parent. The other parent will then choose one from 
the selection of 5 counselors. The counselor will dictate the frequency of each member's sessions and any 
combination of sessions, which are to occur. At a minimum, the child will have individual sessions 
weekly. Payment for services provided shall remain as ordered previously by a Judge's Entry unless 
there is an offense or contempt ~iolation of the program, then the offending parent will be liable. See 
Consequences of offenses 1. for details. 

a) Mother will have individual sessions- throughout program; additionally if determined to be an 
obstructing parent 

b) Father will have individual sessions- throughout program; additionally if determined to be an 
obstructing parent 

c) Child will have individual weekly sessions as needed- throughout program; additionally if 
obstructing behaviors are observed or reported 

d) Child and Mother will have weekly sessions- beginning week 3 and continuing through week 12 
e) Child and Father will have weekly sessions- beginning week 3 and continuing through week 12 
f) Child, Mother and Father will have weekly sessions -beginning as soon as deemed appropriate and 

continuing through week 12 program. 
g) If the counselor determines, at any time during the program, either parent or child or combination 

ofparent(s) and child should have additional sessions, the counselor's decision will be followed. 
h) Sessions will be scheduled at the counselor's availability. Parents may provide preferred days and 

times but the counselor will have final decision on dates and times of sessions. Activities outside of 
the scheduled sessions are to be rescheduled. Counseling sessions are to be the parents and child's 
number one priority during the program. 

2. If the counselor requests a mental evaluation of either parent, that parent w1ll immediately (within 5 
calendar days of request by the counselor) schedule a mental evaluation with the evaluator selected by 
the requesting counselor. The mental evaluation is to be conducted as early as possible but not more 
than 30 days from counselor's request. 

3. Until such time the offending parent's behavior is modified, the child and offending parent's time 
together will be limited based on the number of instances of interference. 

Page 2 of 3 
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Program reporting and conseguences 
In order to support the child's healthy relationship with both parents, the child will be rewarded for 

positive visits with the target parent by receiving unrestricted visits with the offending parent and likewise, 
for negative behavior by the child, the consequence (punishment) is to require the child to spend more 
time with the target parent and less time with the. offending parent. 

Reporting intervals to the Court: 
1. Start of program - First three weeks of oversight, 1-21 calendar days. At conclusion of 3-week 

interval, counselor or GAL will write a report to the Court to inform of progress. This report is to 
include input from target parent on behavior of child while visiting with the target parent. Target 
parent's assessment is to provide the report writer with the child's adaptability to the target parent. 

2. 6-week interval, 21-42 calendar days- counselor or GAL will write a progress report to the Court at 
the conclusion of the additional interval. This report should include summary of progress of both 
parents and child's counseling sessions as well as behaviors of the offending parent and child. 

3. 9-week interval, 42-63 calendar days- counselor or GAL will write a progress report to the Court at 
the conclusion of the additional interval. This report should include summary of progress of both 
parents and child's counseling sessions as well as behaviors of the offending parent and child. 

4. 12-week interval, 63-84 calendar days- counselor or GAL will write a concluding progress report to 
the Court as this report is the end of the 12-week program. This report should include summary of 
progress of both parents and child's counseling sessions as well as behaviors of the offending parent 
and child . 

. Consequences of offenses: . 
If there is any type of contempt or offense violation during the 12-week program, the offending parent is 

to pay 100% of all counseling sessions in advance or counselor is granted approval to garnish parent's 
wages in advance to ensure proper and timely payment for counseling sessions. Counseling sess1ons are to 
be conducted for each parent and the child individually and in any combmatwn determined to be necessary 
by the appointed counselor. Scheduling of the counseling sesswns are at the counselor's sole d1scretion 
and availability. Parents are to fully prioritize sessions over any other event or activ1ty. The counselor may 
be provided each parent's preferred days and times; however the counselor's availability and discretion 
determines session dates and times. 

1. F1rst contempt or offense- 5 days consecutive with the targeted parent, with restncted visitatiOn and 
communication with offendmg parent. , 

2. Second contempt or offense- 15 days consecutive with the targeted parent, with restricted visitation 
and communication with offending parent 

3. Third contempt or offense - 45 days consecutive with the targeted parent, with restricted visitation 
and communicatiOn with offendmg parent. 

4. If the 12-week report shows little or no change m behavior, 

Page 3 of 3 

a. Target parent IS to be awarded all fees and associated costs for bringing inotions and filings 
to th.e court's attention (includmg but not limited to fihng fees, attorney fees, court 
appomted official fees- parentmg coordinator, GAL, counselor). 

b. Target parent awarded temporary full-custody while the offending parent contmues in the 
counseling program as determmed by the mental health evaluator and therap1stjcounselor, 
and until such t1me that a panel of 3 professionals determmes that the parent has done the 
work in counseling and mod1fied their behavior, and then supervised or unsupecyised 
VISitatiOn will be determined. 
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THE SHARm PARENIING COUNCD. 
OF CONNECTlCUT 

Position Statement on S.B. 494 and H. B. 5524 

Submitted by John M. Clapp, Chair, March 31, 2014 

It is the position of Shared Parenting Council of Connecticut (SPC, a 501 c4 
incorporated in 2003) that Connecticut's family courts need major changes. The SPC 
favors these two bills because they begin the process of much needed reform. 

You have the opportunity to reduce conflict and reduce the time and money involved in 
divorce. Here are some simple amendments t~ ~.B. 494: 

• Require judges, family relations officers and others to ask the litigants repeatedly: 
which parent is more likely to provide "frequent, meaningful, and continuing 
contact" between the child and the other parent? 

o The courts need to clearly send the message that each parent must 
promote frequent and meaningful contact with the other parent. 

o Of course there are exceptions in cases with proven violence, neglect or 
abuse. 

• Guardian Ad Litems (GALs) need to be carefully supervised as specified in~ 
• Modify S.B 494 to require GALs to promoting active involvement by both parents. 
• Alimony requires guidelines for judges to follow. This will ensure consistency 

across courts in Connecticut. 
o Modify S.B 5524 to require guidelines. 

Most of the reforms outlined here could be implemented by the courts without 
legislation. Please set up a dialogue between court officials and the SPC. 

Thank you. 

Page 1 of 1 
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The Connecticut Chapter of WfP Family Preservation are conducting audits of 

Guardian Ad Litems (GAL) ~ the Family Court System in Connecticut The 

preliminary findings on GAL Sue Cousineau merit her suspension pending the 

conclusion of our investigation. 

1. Potentially represents up to 16 individual children in one morning 

As a GAL cannot control the motions filed by attorneys for the parents on a case, it 
-

is imperative that they do not over-extend themselves when their work is central to 

the constitutional rights of parents and the care and custody of minor children. 

September 30,2013 

October 7, 2013 

October 15, 2013 

October 28 2013 

April 26, 2010 

May 3, 2010 

March 1, 2010 

September 27 2010 

GAL Cousineau had 11 appearances (34 motions) 

GAL Cousineau had 11 appearances (35 motions) 

GAL Cousineau had 9 appearances (15 motions) 

GAL Cousineau had 5 appearances (12 motions) 

GAL Cousineau had 16 appearances 

GAL Cousineau had 13 appearances 

GAL Cousineau had 6 appearances 

GAL Cousineau had 5 appearances 

EXHIBIT A: Calendars from test dates. 

2. Concerning Billing Practices 

2.4 hours were billed by GAL Cousineau on one case on August 24,2009 and she 

had 6 ~ases on the calendar that day. The Middletown court was not open for 14. 4 

hours on August 24, 2009. 
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1.5 hours were billed to prepare for a hearing, she subsequently billed on October 5, 

2009 at 6.0 hours. GAL Cous~eau's day to day billing on the case reflects an 

inordinate attention to detail with hours spent on "receipt and review" unspecified 

motions and spending up to 0.4 hours listening to a "voicemail message", making 

her need to "prepare further" concerning. 

/ 

EXHIBr: Billing 
I 

/ 

, /3. Motions to take Shelter from her Ward: 
/ 

/ 
;· GAL Cousineau's Motion for Order to Pay GAL fees states "each party has the 

ability to pay the fees of the guardian ad litem. While the defendant does not have 

an income, she has a substantial asset in the marital home". Taking a minor child's 

shelter in exchange for her services as accounted for does not further her wards 

interest. 

EXIDBIT C: Motion for Payment of Fees 

3. Unsatisfactozy Results 

Mothers, Fathers and emancipated children were interviewed in approximately ten 

(10) cases. 90% had very negative things to say about their experiences with GAL 

Cousineau. Many will only come forward on condition of anonymity but many are 

in the process of sending in bills to audit. 

EXlllBIT D: Contemporaneous notes of Parent Interview 
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4. Ethics 

The Ethical rules require the use of a personal 11A" (attorney) Juris number on each 

case, as opposed the 11F" (firm) Juris number when making appearances before the 

court. Sue Cousineau uses both Juris numbers 306902 and 411109. 
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2013 •• sc v. SCIASCIA, 4019n5.§ 
Middletown ~20 235.00 

OF GLIARDIAN AD LITEM Plalnllff 
MICHAEL 

Sep30 
SCIASCIA. JENNIFER 

~·~ ";-Fa:fl£-sc v. SCIASCIA, Mlddlatovm 04-020 236.00 OBJECTION TO MOTION PlalnUrt 
2013. 

MICH.\El 
40f072!Hl 

Sep30 
SCIASctA, JENNIFER 

j·...:~:fe&&: MOTION FORMEMTI\L OR 
2013. sc v. SCIASCIA, ...S.Q107df-S 

MlddlelDWn 04-020 237.00 PHVSlCAL EXAN Plalntlff 
MICHAeL 

Sap30 ~. 2013 ELMER. DIANE M IT, j\;r:~ .. c~~g: Middletown 04-033 151.00 MOTION TO MODIFY 

9:30 ELMER. JOHN C QQB!!6~i'-s SUPPORT POST..IUOOMENT 
Plaintiff 

AM 

Sep30 
2013 sc ELMER. DIANE M v. ~~i,,Ci:ft.~z .. Middletown 04-033 160.00 

MOTION FOR ORDER POST- Oefenuant 
9".30 ELMER, JOHN C CGS~~~T.S JUDGMENT 

AM 'G Sep::IO LEARY, JAMES v. 
2013 ; sc ZAVARELLI\oi.EARY, il'·lli~-"6-12- MlddleiDMI 04446 116.00 MOTION FOR MENTAL OR. Defendant 
9:30 

KATHERINE 
40156fiiHi PHYSICAL EXAM 

AM 

Sap SO LEARY, JAMES"'· 
~~~,-Et:.-16- MOTION FOR OONTEMPT Z013 sc ZAVARELLA-LEARY, Mlddletawn 04-048 136.00 Dai'Bndant 

Q~O I KATHERINE 
iOlQM[HI PENDENTE UTE 

AM 

Sep30 LEARY, JAMES v. 
2013 sc ZAVARELLM.EARY, 

1/.~ .. }i-FA-jg-
Middletown 04-048 138.00 

MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
Plaintiff 

9:30 KATHERINE 
4(1156§0-S PENDENTE LITE 

AM 

sep w LEARY. JAI..IES IT. MOTION FOR SUPPORT AND 
2013 ac ZAVARELLM.EARY, [·,j[·,i i> -E6-i 2- Mlddlotcwn 04-048 13802 MAINTENANCE OF MINOR PlalnUIT 
9:30 KATHERINE 

4y!565!CS CHII.O PENDENTE UTE 
I'M 

Sop 90 LeARY, JAMES Y. 

2013 sc ZAVAREI..l.AI.EARY, L~;;;}::ft..-1 ~- Middletown 04-048 139.00 MOTION FOR COHTEMPT Pl&lntiff 

9:30 KATHERINE 4C15650-S PENDENTE UTE 
AM 

Sep 30: LEARY, JAMES v. 
2013 MMX=FA-12- MOnON FOR CONTEMPT 

sc ZAVAREU..A-l.EARY, Middletown 04-048 Ha.oo Plain6ff 
"'·•" .. t\CC'CC:n C' nz::t.~nCUT"t:: • t'PC' 

cMJinqulry.jUtl.ctgOifSCBy.lurls_fteruts.asPJ(II=300ll02&dS=09131YZ013Me=1112512013&c=AU&I=A!..L&s=DATE 119 
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Nov186 
; BISHOP, WIWAM E v. Mt~1~-"~~ MOTION TO MODIFY • 

: Defendant; 
2013 . sc 

Middletown 04-052 164.00 9:30 . BISHOP, VERONICA ~iQ1260:§ GENERAL POST ...JUOOMENT • I 
AM J 
Nov18{~ 

; JOIA. ALMA C v. JOIA. 1:.,ii'H~:£8::!1il- MOTION TO OPEN 2013 I 8C Middletown 04-075 185.00 · Dehlndant .' 8:30 I.IICHAEL lllQlZil2~ JUDGMENT 
AM 

Nov18 
I 

2013 JOIA, ALUA Cv. JOIA, t::lil!~tdll'C MOTION TO MODIFY· II 
sc Middletown (1.4.qf6 1!15.26 I I 

9:30 MIOiAB. Q1Ql71!ll~ GENERAL POST ...nJDGMENT Defendant; 
AM •I 

Nov 18: 
2013 sc JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA, ~jr.!,~-fll:;l~ Mlddlatown 04-076 196.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

Oafandant .; 8:30 I.IICHAEL !!]!;\fill&:§ POST .JUDGUENT 
AM 

I 

Nov18 
2013 sc JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA, trii:ll:i:E&l!3- Middletown 0~75 199.00 MOTION TO OPEN 

1 Defendant ~ 9:30 UICHAEL !ll!l!i§il:§ JUDGMeHT 
AM 

Nov 18, sc JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA. uiui~:f&:Q:c: Middletown 04-075 189.26 MOTION TO MODIFY. 
Oe1endant 2013. MICHAEL OiQmH GENERAL POST .JUDGMENT 

NoV 18 sc : JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA, ~:l\~2i·E6~';~· Mlddlutown 04-075 188.60 ORDER HEARINI3 AND NOTICE Oo!Qndant) 201;,. MICHAEL Qfljj7§g::lj 

Nov 18 I 

2013 sc JOIA. ALMA C v. JOIA. !;ie&i~aCfa'l3: Middletown 04-075 200.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
Defendant~ 9:30 UICHAEL !UOlZ§t:o'i POST .JUDGMENT 

I 

AM 

Nov 18 I sc I JOIA, ALMA c v. JOIA, II. i;'l)';-f6:2:!; Middletown 04-076 200.60 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE Court 2013. MICHAEL Q1QlZ!lE:§ 

CONTEMPT CITATION AND 
Nov21 

APPLICATION FOR WAGe 2013 MISUCK, RUBIANNE lli 1'i21-=~.o(). Wlll1HOLOING ISSUED BY e 8:00 FSM v. MISLICK. TROY D QQ§ijO~~ Middletown 03..()()5 191.00 
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT Pllllntiff 

AM DIVISION 
, I . ' ----- ·- - -·- - -- --- ·--~-- -

~I CaS9 Loo(Hip I !<m!l1JII ~I E!lqr:gticralilu:u:rqea I~ I~ I J;Iror lnfcnma!icn 1.-'sv•$ & Ug;!etes I~ I 0?::ornmi6asl 
~~~ 

.Qmumon Lwa; Tcr,1JB I~ I~ I ~W.b¢lsz Pc,';oieg 

Copyright e 201 S, Billie of Oonnoollout Judicial Branch 
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Nov4 LEARY, JANES v. 
2013 sc ZAVAREf.LA.t.EARV, 

j'>'ifri)(-FC,-12-
Middletown 04.()45 149.00: CASE MANAGEMENT DATE Court 9:30 KATHERINE 

4016650-8 

AM 

Nov-4 LEARY, JAMES v. 
tH.JY-F6·l6· MOTION TO MODIFY- I 

2013. sc ZAVAREUA-LEARV, L'(\16650.§ Mlddlatown 04-04!5. 1ts0.00 GENERAL PEHDENTE UTE Defendant: 
KATHERINE 

;. Nov-4 LEARY, JAMES v. 
M~~'£0-12 .. MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

2013. : sc ZAVARB.I.A-t.EARY, 4C15§SQ.S Mlddletovm 04.()46 151.00 ' PENDENTE UTE 1 Defendant ~ 
KATHERINE 

Nov4 
LEARY, JAMES v. 

ltil:!l;>£~·16- 162.00 I 
t.COTION FOR ORDER I 

2013. : sc j ZAVARB.I.A-t.EARY, 
~jli§§Q:§ 

Mlddle!Oiaoft 04-046 PENDENTE UTE Darendants . KATHERINE 

Nov4 (~\ TAYLOR. DONNA v. 
2013 'i6 !\S:r.AfA.Pt MOTION TO MODIFY· PASSAMANO,JOSEPH Mlddl11town ()4.{)72 

le4.00 . G~~ POST .JUOGUGNT Plaintiff 1)~0 o~~~~a.w~ 

AM Q_,' 
Ill 

HEot'l!S, ALEXANDRA Nov12 bUA:EA·l:l- MOTION TO COMPa 2013. sc Y.HEONIS, -jQ166•5-S Mlddlelawn 04-016 111.00 Pllllnll!r 
ALEXANDER 

NoV12 HEONIS, Al.EXANDRA MM!;::fb-la· 
2013. sc v.HEONIS, -IQ'j§€1 ii-6 MlddleloiWI 04-016 112.00 MOTION TO COMPB. PlalnUff 

ALEXANOER 

Nov12 
HEONIS, ALEXANDRA 

tr1t~o ... '='a-l~- MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
2013. sc v.HEONlS, 4C1661S=S Middletown 04-016 : 113.00 . PENDENTE UTE Plaintiff 

ALEXANDER 

Nov12 HEONJS, ALEXANDRA 
l~b:i~~-j~- MOTION FOR EXCLUSIVe use 

2013 •. sc v.HEONIS, 4018§16-s Mlddle'IOIMI 04-016 113.60 OF PREMISES Plalndtr . 
ALEXANDER r 

·Nov 14 

-~ ' 2013 MILLER, ERIC B v. ii!.ll>:fb:il:i: Mlddletovm ~10 203.00 
MOTION TO MODIFY -

Oefendent • 11:00 MILLER. JUOV R il"~l'=S36§ QSNSRAl. 

AM 

Nov14 
2013 MILLER, ERIC B v. [,j[;'~:E~ 
9:00 FSM MILLER, JUDY R a12~a§~s Mlddletom O:HI10 z~.oo ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE Cowl . 
AM 

Nov14 
2013 MILLER, ERIC B v. ~~~h·;~ .. '=g~- Mldclle!Oiaoft 0~10 20-4.00 NOTICE AND CLAIM FORM Pl•lntflf 
9:00 

FSM 
MILLER, JUDY R m~m:§ 

AM 

Nov14 
2013 FSM 

ld ILLER, ERIC B v, .• :1\D{..;;,t,-(h-
MlddlatoYm 0~10 204.50 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE Court ' 8:00 MILLER. JUDY R G'0;?3g5:5 

AM 
No\ft8 Q, GAGLIANO, PAULA v. 
2013 sc GAGUANOJR., 

j ~hjX£.A ... i2-
Middletown 04-002 115.00 MOTION FOR REFERENCE-

Defendant: : 
~,o1560i-S FAMILY RELATIONS DMSION. 9:30 THOMAS 

AM 

Nov 18 GAGLIANO, PAULA v. 
2013 sc GAGUANOJR., 1,.1~2~CII"'ll- Middletown 04-002 141.00 ReFERRED TO PAMIL Y Coun 
9:30 THOMAS :il!Wul:§ RELATIONS DMSION 
AM 

Nov18 GAGUANO, PAULA v. 
2019 sc GAGLIANO JR., 

ir!'!.iQ-fA-~ ;; .. Middletown 04-002 163.00 REFERRED TO FAMILY c:oun 
9:30 THOMAS st)1~2f.l§ RELATIONS DIVISION 
AM 

Nov 16 GAGLIANO, PAUlA v. 
2013 ac GAGLIANO JR., [1£:. ~-'=i:-li- Middletown 04-002 , !14.00 CASE MANAGEMENT DATE Court 9:30 THOMAS 

4C15tgj..S 

AM 

Nov 16 
GAGLIANO. PAULA v. 

~:~lJU:fQ·J~- MOTION FOR ORDI!R 

2013. 
sc GAGLIANO JR., 

~QJ6201.§ 
Ml!!dletown O'HIOZ 165.00 PENDENTE UTE Defendant~ 

-,, THOMAS 

Nov16 (Jj ~ ROHI.FS, KRISTIE v. Mt~X.fM7-
Mlddl9tmwl OU48 13!.00 MOTION FOR ORDER POST-

! Defendant ~ 2013. ROHLFS, MARK 4:i079Si:9 JUI)GM'EJn' 

ciili!llliryjtdcl.oOIJSCBWuris__Rest!~~g&dg:1112&001!&:AU.&I=AUJ.s--Q.!.T£ eJQ 
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I \Ail £C i I 
~ 

2013 ! sc • JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA. ' MMl:i:E~:!l~- Middletown ~65 196.00 
MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

Defendant~ I 9.30 I MICHAEL QlDH!IB:S POST •• JI.JDGUENT 
AM ~ 

! Od28. 
2013 sc JOIA, ALMA p v. JOIA, ~ib:l5-Fa:Q3- M lddiiiiDI.wl ·~as 195.60 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

' 9:30 : MICHAEL IHQlHii!:fii CouJt 
AM 

~- I; . 
Od29 

' MCCANE, JUUE, L v • 
M~ll!::EA:::lll· i ~ 

~. 2013. . MOCANE, TIMOTHY, • 4005092§ Mlddlotown ~69 160.00' OBJECTION TO MOTION Oefendent ,. 
P. 

Nov4 , HEONIS, ALEXANDRA ~ 2013 sc.: v. HEONIS, io-!!:till·F,~-·~ :1: 
Middletown ~10 103.00 : MOTIONFORREFERENCE-

9:30 d) ALEXANDER 2lll~jS-S . FAMILY Ra.ATIONS OMS ION PlalnUff ~ 
AM 

~ NOV4, HEONIS, ALEXANDRA 
2013 sc v. HEONIS, bli:ri7o:fe.-l~- Mlddlolo'tMl ~10 104.00 MOTION FOR EXQJJSNE USE. 

PflllnUff 
~ 

9:30 ~Qlii~l~ CFPREMISES ·' 
AM 

ALEXANDER 

Nov4 HEONIS, ALEXANDRA ' 
2013 sc v.HEONIS, ii.J!rlo:Ec.-'~- Middletown ~10 105.00 MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT 
11!45 !!!Wl!I1Mil OF OUAROIAN AD LITEM Plelntlff 

AM 
ALEXANDER 

Nov4 
HEONIS, ALEXANDRA 

2018 irlttlei:fb-'ii- MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF I 
sc v.HEONIS, Mlddletcwn ()4.()10 106.00 Dofonclant ,; 9:30 

ALEXANDER 
49186''5=§ TIME 

AM 

Nov4 . HEONIS, ALEXANDRA 
2013 sc v.HEONIS, li:.,~~.f!J-l~ Mlddlotown ~10 108.26 MOTION FOR EQUITABLE 
9:30 ~]§~l~ RELIEF Plaintiff 

AM 
ALEXANDER 

Nov4 HEONIS, ALEXANDRA MOTION FOR SUPPORT AND 2013 sc v. HEONIS, 
rn•\.~:.;:~ .-:;... 

Mldcllotown ~10 106.60 MAINTENANCE OF MINOR Plaintiff 9:30 ··2Wl~ ' ALEXANDER Ofll.D PENDENTE UTE o·e AM 
Nov4 ' - • 

2013 (Jtl; ELMER. DIANE M v. w·;;:Ea-~2- MOTION TO MODIFY 

9:30 ELMER. JOHN C · QQa~s~z .. ;; Mldcllot0101n 04-432 161.00 SUPPORTPOST~UDGMENT Plaintiff 
AM ' 

Nov4' 
2013 sc ELMER, DIANE M v. ci!J~ Middletown ~32 160.00 

MOTION FOR ORDER POST· 
Dafendanl 9;30 ELMER, JOHN C QQii§3':"-~ JUDGMENT 

AM • - ' 
Nov4 =l;i LEARY. JAMES v. izi!.i0£8<6-2013 ZAVARELLM.EARY. Middletown 04-045 116.00 MOTION FOR Ill ENTAl OR Dofond<lnl '• 
9:30 ' AATHERIM: .!£:Jfifi§'l:§ PHYSICAL EXAM 
AM 

I Nov4 
2013 

LEARY, JAMES v. 
[,;~·"'i-o:r.e.-.~- MOTION FOR CONTEMPT sc 2AVMI£Ll.A.t.EARV, t.llddlelaMI 04-046 1311.00 Oefvndant~ 

9:30 
KATHERINE 

~Q15651'!-5 PENDENTE LITE 
AM 

Nov4 LEARY, JAMES v. 
2013 sc ZAVAFIE:LLA-LEARY. i~:i~~o:fl~-12- t.llddlatawn 04-045 138.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

PlamtJif 9:30 ~Qj5~§Q:§ PEI'IDENTE UTI!: 

AM 
KATHERINE 

Nov4 
LEARY, JAMES v. MOTION FOR SUPPORT AND , 

2013 sc · ZAVARELLM .. EARY, ~ ,MX·fA-i6-
Middletown 04-045 1ali.02 MAINTENANCE OF MINOR PlelnOff 

9:30 
KATHERINE ~t-·~!ili~ 

CHILD PENDENTE UTE 
I 

AM 
Nov4 LEARY, JAMES v. 
2013 sc ZAVARELU\ol.eARY, 

j, .. r~,x-re .. ,6-
Middletown 04-04!! 139.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

Plelnlllf 
9~ KATHERINE 

-C'1S6ljQ-S PENDENTE LITE 
AM 

Nov-4 1...EA.RY, .lAMES v. 
2013 t.~~~,£6-::1.2- MOTION PCR CONTE!MPT 

9:30 
8C ZAV~EARY, 

4015§50-S 
Mt<ldll:rtown 04-045 14~.00 I 

PENDENTE LITE Plaintiff 
KATHERINE I 

AM 
I .. 

chlllnqliryJud.otg<N'SOB)'I..-18_R-..I"'-i>X1Ja3069Q2&ds-oe/3012013&d<P1112512013&c=ALL&I:Al..l...&s=OATE 7/Q 
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Oct21 
,ROBERTS, MATTHeW; 2013 liibllS-Et.-12-

OBJECTION TO MOTION ' sc v.ROBERTS, Middletown o-Hi76 167.00 
Dafendant; 9:30 

HEATHER 4014982§ 
AM 

Oct21 
ROBERTS. MATT~ 2013 sc v.ROBERTS, WM~:EA-12- Middletown 04-078 168.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

: Defendant 1 i!IH9j!2-!! PENDENTE UTE 
9:30 

HEATHER AM 

I Oct21. 
ROBERTS,MA~ 

2013 sc v.ROBERrS, ~!h•),7-FI-.-12· 
Middletown 04-476 161.00 ' CASE MANAGEMENT DATE Coult 9:30 I HEATHER 40H!182..§ 

I 

AM ·G ' I MCCANE. JUUE, L v. Ocl21 Mi~o-=e~§- EX PARrE APPUCATION FOR; 201:1"; sc · MCCANE, TIMOTHY, 
4005082-5 Middletown 04-082 148..00 

CUSTODY Plelntlff P. 

OCI21 • MCCANE, .nJUE, L v. : 
tliM,~:Eb.Q§· 

ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
sc MCCANE, TIMOTHY, Middletown ~ 1~.60 Cowl . 2013 •• 

P. 40osoeM 

Oct 21 ' MCCANE, JUUE, L v. 
f,.iM~-f&yea MOTION TO MODIFY. sc MCCANE, TIMOTHY, Mlddlelo\WI ~'148.00 Plaintiff 

. 2018 • .,oosoea...s GENERAL P. 

Oct21 MCCANE, JUl..IE, L v. 
;,~~lX:Et.·Q!!: 

2013. sc • MCCANE, TIMOTHY, 
:tOQ§OB'-S Mlddletmm OW82 148.50 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE Court P. 

,\ '·. CONTENPT CITATION AND Ocl24 v MISUCK, RUBIANNE APPLICATION FOR WAGE 2013 tHg.(;=fi.,-OQ.. 
Middletown 03-001 191.00 WITHHOLDING ISSUCO BY Plaintiff 9:00 FS v. MISLICK, TROY D ll!U!1Cill:§ 

SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AM 
DIVISION 

Oct28 

~ 2013 IIIEAD. TIUOTHY v. Mi~{~-=& .. 13- Middletown OC.OOB 101.00 CUSTODY APPLICATION Pial nUll 9:30 HUGHES, ALISON .W16~Q§:S 
AM 

Oct28 
2013 sc MEAD, TIMOTHY v. mw~-1a-

Middletown 04-008 108.00 REFERRED TO FAMILY 
Cowt 9;30 HUGIHI!S, AUSON -':016SC!I;S RELATIONS DIVISION I 

AM 

0Qt2e 
2013 NEAD, TIMOTHY v. f,t~tli-fea .. l;t: Middletown oc.ooa 108.00 CASE NANAGEUENT OATE Coun 8:30 

sc 
HUGHES, ALISON :li!l!liiQii::§ 

AM 

Oct28 -~ 

2013 (7 
AELD, BRVANv. I·~:~1£;.&b-1'1 .. 

Femlly· 9:30 sc 
REI..O, TONI-MARIE :ffl12@1QS MlddlBioMI ~11 203.00 REQUEST 

other At.4 

b' Oct28 ' COl.. TON, MURRAY S 2013 MM!;:Et-J1· MOTION TO MODIFY-
Defendant. 

v COLTON. HEATHER Middletown OC.034 145.00 • 8:;'10 gga§~&:fi GENERAL POST ..JUDGMENT 
AU A 

Oct2e; 
COLTON, MURRAY S 

2013 biOOi-.fA .. ?j .. REFERRED TO FAMILY 
Court 

sc v. COLTON, HEATHER Middletown OC.034 149.00 9:30 !jC95%2-e RELATIONS DMSION A •' AM , ~ 

Od28 c:; 
2013 . JOIA. ALMA C v. JOIA, . i:ri!·i):-f6::QS· 

Middletown 04-085 195.00 MOTION TO OPEN 
Defendant• 0:30 MICHAEL QlQ'• ?~~:§ JUDGMENT 

AM 

o..t28 
2018 JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA, h · i~.;r~tdlii-

Middletown D-Hi65 195.25 MOTION TO MODIFY • 
. Defendant . 9:30 

sc 
Ula-IAEL QjQf'ie2:S GENERAL POST ..JUDGMENT AN 

Ott28 
201:S ..JOlA. ALMA 0 v. ~OIA.. tl:[lll~:f!.b::£1il:: Mlaatcrmwn 04-<le!S 19:1.80 0~ HEARJNQ AND NOTice Court 8::10 8C 

MICHAEL 0101TBe-s I .. 
., 

AU 

e~'.ilinqliry.judcl.aoVSCBvJuris...Results.as~~=OOm1l&da:1112\0013&c:Al.UI=~DA~ 6ft.! 
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• TAI..80T, MELANIE A • 
I• fo.!X-FA-10-

200 00 • MOTION TO MODIFY . 2013 sc v. TALBOT. ROBERT Middletown ~61 
. 9:30 • !!!llZQZZ:li . CUSTODY POST~NT . PlalnUff 

AM 
p 

I 
Od15 · TA1..80T,MELANIEA 
2013 sc · v. TALBOT, ROBERT i~l.jl!;£6·'1il- Middletown ~61 200.10 MOTION TO UOO!FY 

PlalnUff 9"30 ~lll:ZilZ2:S VISITATION POST ..JUDGMENT 
AM 

p 

Oct16, . TALBOT, MELANIE A 2013 sc v. TALBOT, ROBERT t.ii:ri~::fh-:la- Mldtlletown 04-061 200.20. NOTION TO MODIFY 
Plaintiff 9:30 : p 4012072-S ALIMONY P05T .JUDGMENT 

AM 

Oct 15 . 
TALBOT, MElANIE A 

2013 sc v. TALBOT, ROBERT 
lll!oil:-F{I-10- Middletown 04-051 200.30 MOTION TO MODIFY 

Plaintiff 
9:30 p !1..01lf!U:§ SUPPORT POST -JUDGMENT 
AM 

Od16 TALBOT, MELANIE A 
2013 sc v. TALBOT, ROBERT 

l.ih1X-FA·10- Middletown 04-061 211.00 REFERRED TO FAMILY 
Court 

9:30 :ill'21lZ2:fil RELATIONS DMSION 
AM r, p 

Oct 15 01 TAYl.OR, DONNAv. 
2013 sc PASSAMANo,JOSEPH [lhJ2;:E6::!l~· Middletown ~71 164.00 MOTION TO MODIFY -

PlalnUff 
9:30 ' Ill QJ!Hi1~~-S GENERAL POST-JUDGMENT' 
AM 

Oot16 ~; 
2013 : ERDMAN. HERBERT v. l:."t-)~b·j"a• Middletown 04-076 162.00 MOTION TO MODIFY-
9:80 · ERDMAN, DONNA :11!1~'1!2::§ GENERAL Defendsn1 

AM ' 
Oot 16 
2013 sc . ERDMAN, HERBERT v. • ~~ ~· o:fa-1 l- Middletown 04-078 184.00 REFERRED TO FAMILY 

Court 8:30 ERDMAN. DONNA ~!la:~og::§ RELATIONS OMSION 
AM 

Oat21 .4 
2013 sc ANGEUNI, KELLY v. ~:;~o.r.A .. il· Middletown ~06 123.00 

MOTION TO MOOIFY 
Dlll'endant • 9:30 ANGEUNI, PAUL -'Qj.lt~{l~ CUSTODY POST-JUDGMeNT 

AN 0 
Oct21 
201::1 sc ANGEUNI, KELLYv. 1-aii:;~-'=e .. ' ... Mlddleto\lln 04-008 123.25 MOTION FOR ORDER POST-
9:30 ANGaiNI, PAUL :'i!lHID:i:§ JUDGMENT Defandent. 

I' AM ,..-. 
' Oct21 ~· AI.EXI\NDER, HEIDI v. 

2019 ALEXANCI!R. 
r.ijyi'!=FA .. i', .. MICIIlletown ~0 159.00 MOTION TO MOOII'Y 

Plaintiff 9:30 RAYMOND ::.tQ.UW-:a SUPPORT POST ..JUDGMENT 
AM 

Od21 
~ . BISHOP, WILLIAM E v. 2013 6i&~d.fd·Q~· Wlddlelown ~&II iCIA.OO MOTION TO UOOIFV- Dafandan1 

e;;,o BISHOP, VERONICA Q]O]~§Q·:! GENERAL POST .JUOGUENT 
AM 

Oct21 (!:f:_:. ROeERTS, MATTHI!W 
2013 • FlliH8·1~· MOTION FOR CONTEMPT c 
9:30 I sc v. ROBERTS, 

.HUM:t&'~c&a 
Mlddlotovm II'Hl76 114.00 P&NOI&N'Ta LIT'ct Defendant 

AM 
HBATHel'l 

Oct21 ROBERTS, MATTHEW 
2013 sc v.ROBERTS, 

[olf:,i~£;,-j;t;- Middletown ~76 141.00 REFERRED TO FAMILY eoun 
9:30 

HEATHER 
4014&~ RELATIONS DIVISION 

AM 

Oct21 ROBERTS, MATTHEW '• 
2013 sc v. ROBERTS, 

f.1~~!i~c:'b-l2- Middletown 04-076 164.00 NOTION FOR ORDER 
·Defendant 

9:30 HEATJiER =fQ14§§2-§ PENDENTE LITe 
1\M 

Oct21 ROBERTS, MATTHEW 
2013 SC· v. ROBERTS. (-j(,<J:;:£A-l2- Mllldletown 04-078 155.00 OBJECTION TO REQUEST Cel'enelenl 
D:30 !Ql!!!Uil~_, 

AM 
HEATHER 

Oat21 ~ I 

2013 
, R06t;RT5, MATII'IEW' 

~4MX-FM2- ' ' I MOTION FOR CONTENPT 
Plelntlff 

1 sc v. ROBEFn'S, Middletown 04-076 156.00 
9:30 HEATHER ~112-S PENDENTE ure 
---

d\!UrqUiry.jucl.ct.gcNSC~h.r1s_Resdts~300002&!s=oor30f2013&00=11f2512013&c=AI.l.&I=AU.&s=DATE 5'9 
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i1/11N3 Shat Cslllldara by .)(gis NLII'Itler Result& 
I'M 

OciT 
2013 sc ' ESPOSITO, 01\NIIiLA [ .. a~i~;:£c-l~- Middletown ~53 134.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
9:30 v. ESPOSITO, DYLAN ~mH&§ PENDENTE UTE Plalntltl 
AU .._.,. 

01:17\.Jd SMITH. KERRY L v. ~~Ml>:EMi~- Mlddlatolm Q4.06S 12aoo MOTION TO OPEN 
2013. I BAKOLEDIS, TODD A . ggaa!latii JUDGMENT PI ainU« 

Od7 sc , SMITH. KERRY L v. , l!!r·12i-F~:11'- Mlddlc:IDvm . 04-066 126.25 MOTION· 5EE f'ILE 2013.; : BAKOLEDIS, TODD A ' !l!l~!!§~ 
Plaln!llf 

OU7 sc SMITH, KERRY L v. Mb1<i£t:ll2- Nlddlotawn 04-086 128.60 • MOTION TO MODIFY 
2013. ' , BAKOLEOIS, TODD A . amll~ SUPPORT POST .JUDGMENT 

Plaln111f 

OCI7 , sc SUITH, KERRY L v. ~11tlX:.E&Il~- Middletown ~6 126.60 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
Plaln6ff '2013.; BAKOLEDIS, TODD A QQg§~!!§:§ POST .JUDGMENT 

Od7 SMITH, KERRY l v. MM~-F6:Q6· . Mlddletovm 04-066 128.65 MOTION FOR COUNSEL FEES sc PlalnUir 2013. (g) , BAKOI.fOIS. TODD A Qtl!IBQG!b'= 

Ocl7 
• TALBOT. MELANIE A 

al~2:i:Ee.-HI: 
:Z013 •• 

v TALBOT, ROBERT 
:!IJ16QZ<!::§ 

llllddletawn 1)4.(173 221.00 OBJECTION TO MOTION Defendant' 
, p 

Ocl7 ~ ROBERTS,MATTHBN. 
2013 v.ROBERTS, OOMO:EA:J:- Mlddlemwn 04-086 114.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

Defendant 
9:30 HEATHER 

~14952:§ PENDENTE LITE 
AN 

01:17 ROBERTS, MATTHEW 
2013 sc v.ROBERTS, i.j~ti~:f0-)6- Middletown 1)4.(186 119.00 REFERRED TO FAMILY 

Court ~.30 !ll!l4!lG2:§ RELATIONS OMSION 
AM 

HEATHER 

01:17 ROBERTS, MATTHEW 
2018 sc v. ROBEfUS, ~lr.iX-FA-12· 

Middletown 04-086 141.00 
REFERRED TO FAMILY 

Court 
~.30 :IQHBa2::S RELATIONS OMSION 
AM 

HEATHER 

0ct7 ROSERTS,MATTHEVV ' 2013 sc v. ROBERTS, MM<i:EA·l;l· Mlddletawn 0«186 154.00 MOTION FOR ORDER Derendsnt; 

e 9:!!0 HEATHeR 4Ci.ti9E2::S PENDENTE UTE 
AM 

OcH 
2013 

ROBERTS. MATTHEW 
tmo:fA-12,· sc v. ROBERTS, Middletown 1)4.(186 155.00 OBJECTION TO REQUEST •Defendant' 9:30 

HEATHER 
.;g14BI:I:<§ ' ., 

AN 

Oct7 
ROBERTS, ~ATTHEW 

2013 80 v. ROBERTO. 
Nj>:<.E:f-12-

Middletown 04-41111 158.00 UOTION FOR CONTEMPT Plaintiff 
9:30 

HEATHER 
40149S~:§ PENDENTE LITE 

AM 

OclT 
ROBERTS, MATTHEW 

2013 sc v ROBERTS. 
!··i;i/)-FP.·ls· Mlddlala1Ml 04.086 157.00 OBJECTION TO MOTION Defomdanl e:ao "'lill&;ega:a 

AM 
HEATHER 

Oct7 ROBERTS, MATTHEW 
2013 sc v. ROBERTS, is:iM~:fA .. 1'- Mldcfl- 04-0ae 168.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

. Defendant 9:30 40'49~~::§ PENDENTE LITE 
~ HEATHER 

Ocl7 ROBERTS, MATTHEW 
2013 sc v.ROBERTS, 

~.1r.n,; ... ;a·" , ... 
Middletown 04-086 180.00 CASE MANAGEMENT DATE Court 

~0 ~THJ:R 
40)4-922-5 

AM ,..- • 

Od7® 
ERDMAN, HERBERT v. ~l;·a;~:ft.;l- CONTEMPT QTATION 2013 sc Middletown 04.{)98 168.00 Defendant: 11;30 ERDMAN, DONNA 4-C:0160.e ISSUED POST JUDGMENT 

AU 

Oct7 sc ERDMAN. HERBERT v •. hi~~~-Ef.-) j- Mlddlelallln 04-098 166.60 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 2013. ERDMAN, DONNA .. !l13j~Q::§ Court 

Oct 15 ® 
2013 sc MEAD, TIMOTI1Y v. t~l~b:E£:1"1~ Middle lawn 04-008 101.00. CUSTODY APPUCATION Plalndlf 
9:30 HUGHES, ALISON 501!!506-S I 

1\M I CD 
M~. TIMOTHY v. ldhl~£6cj~- REFERRED TO FANIL Y Oat 16 ' Middletown 04-ooe 108.00' 2013. sc HUGHES, AJ:ISON !lill!llilla:fi RELATIONS DIVISION 

COurt 

al\lll.nq r.lry.Jud ot.s ovfSOOy.J Lrte_R~tD_,.DJ-"X18002A de=QQJXV2013&cle-1 tl2£1201aa.a-Al..L&I~DATE 418 
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'11111113 Short Calendars by Jllis NlliTiler Restlb ··- ~IWI,WIOI:W ................. ~ ....... 
I. IW 

I Sep30 sc JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA, ' r1f.£b:JCA:JJ~ Mlddletoun ~ 1BB.SO , ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE Court 201:S. MICHAEL Q1Q]I§!l:§ 

G· 
THE BANK OF NEW 

Od7 YORK MELLON FKA 

2013 THE BANK OF NEW 
~f;io::!2i:·J'- MOTION FOR JUDGMENT-

B:SO ec YO v. R.ETaiER. 
§Q!l8Q~l::§ 

Middletown 02-G19 109.00 STRICT FORECLOSURE Y88 PlalnUff ~ 

AM COUN,AIK/A 
R.ETCHER COUN D. 

EIAI ,., 
Oct7 

~ , WAKELEE. JENNIFER MOTION FOR JOINT 
2013 ii!MX-Fe.-js-

Mfddfetnwn 04-009 104.00 CllSTODY OF MINOR Defendant~ . c E. v. WAKELEE. 
4010110§ 9:30 

ICEVINJ. CHILDREN 
AM 

Oct7 · WAKEL.EE, JENHIFER 
MOTION FOR REFERENCE· I 2013 sc E. v. WAKELEE, li'~c:E6-' s- Mlddletawn 04-GOB 105.00 

FAMILY RELATIONS OMSION : Pllllntlff 9:30 KEVINJ. 
4Q16f]Co§ 

AM 

Od7 
WAKEI..EE, JENNIFER 

2013 sc E. v. WAKELEE, 
biM£;-fA-13- Middletown 04-GOS 117.00 ORDER Court 9:30 KEVIN J. 
a~Ql§l 1Q:§ 

AM 

Od7 WAKELEE, JENNIFER 
2013 Hi·~;-;sh-~2- MOTION FOR EXCLUSIVE USE sc E. v. WAJ<ELEE, Middletown 04-009 118.00 Plllin~ff 9:30 41;)3'1Q.S OF PREMISES KEVINJ. 
AM r. 

Ot%7 ~) HEONIS, ALEXANDRA j:i:Y:X£8 .. 1-:.- MOTION FOR REFERENCE-2013 . 
v.HEONIS, Middletown 04-G14 103.00 Plaintiff 9:30 ' c 40186~6-S FAMILY RELATIONS DIVISION 

AM 
ALEXANDER 

Oct7 HEONIS, ALEXANDRA 
2013 . s&iQ:£6.-'iS- MOTION FOR EXClUSIVE USE sc v.HEONIS, Middletown 04-G14 104.00 Pl~nUff ' 9:30 :i!;1~§]~ OF PREMISES 
AM 

ALEXANDER 

Ocl7 
HEONJS, A1.EXANORA 

2013 !,lM:!::i"i'clJ: MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT 
Plalntm sc v.HEONJS, Middletown 04-014 105.00 

9:30 :=lHl:ll~ OF GUARDIAN AD LITEM 
AM 

ALEXANDER 

Ott7 HEONIS, ALEXANDRA MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF 2013 sc v.HEONIS, 
;,,rnx .. r:e .. ~ s-

Middletown 04-G14 106.00 Defend ani·. 
9:30 :ID!Ii~il::§ TIME 
AM 

Al.EXANDER 

Od7 
HEONIS, ALEXANDRA 

2013 i~'·"O..c6 .. l~- 1011.25 1\lOTION FOR EQUJTAI3LE 
PlelnUff sc v. HEOI'ml, Middletown 04-014 

RELIEF 9:30 ALEXANDER 
.!Q16il15..S 

AM 

Oc:t7 HEONIS. ALEXANDRA MOTION FOR SUPPORT AND 
' 2013 sc v. HEONIS, jAMI:-ff;-13- Uldcllotown 04-014 108.50 UAINTENANCE OF UINOR PlelnUif 

9:30 ALEXANDER :l~l!l§lS::ll o-DLD PENDENTE UTE 
AM 

,. 

Od7 ~ ~"-HI:IDiv. lt!dt X-fA-J 1- MOTION TO MODIFY 
ALEXANDER. Middletown 04-4>22 15ll.OO Plalnllfl 2013. 4y'S926§ SUPPORT POST ..JUDGMENT 

RAYMOND ,..-

Oct7 
•(5; 

ASMUS LOMBARDI, i~!f·n~..r~' .. "ia.. MUL TIMOTION DOCUMENT 
2013 sc TRACEYv. "015838-S Mlddlelown 04-037 101.00 FAMILY Plaintiff 

9:30 LOMBARDI, JEFFREY 
AM /_, 

Oct 7 C!J ESPOSITO. DANIELA ··aM~-=t,-1:3- MlddiBIOIM1 04-053 131.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT Plalntfll' 2013. v. ESPOSITO, DYLAN ~Qlfiliiii:.S PENDENTE LITE 

Od7 
2018 sc· ESPOSITO, DANIELA IW.:o:EI!·:l~- Mlddl__, 04-053 132.00 CASE MANAGEMENT DA.TI! eoun 
D,SO v. ESPOSITO. DVl.AN ~'f!\6~::!3: 

AM 
Ocl7 

! ESPOSITO. OAN\ill: 
MOTION FOR ORDERS i 2013 MMKH.-1:!:: I 

Mlddlcl.lmn ~~ 1:13.00 BEFORE JUDGMENT • DofondDnl 
ll:30 

6C 
v ESPOSITO, DYLAN t.CHi&liS::S PENDENTE LITE 

ci\ifill:(~ui_liQO'JSCB}Ill!'is_RasU\s.as)lillj=300902&ds=003012013&de:111'2!i2013&c=ALL&!=AI.l.&s=DATE 3'9 
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11111113 Slut Ca!erxll!m by Jr..is Nurrber Resu!ls 
o~.;,u 

KATHERINE ~~~l::!S~ rcr.uc.n1c. u1 c 
AM 

Bep30 
LEARY, JAMES v. 2013 sc ZAVAREI.J..M..EARY, r::ibW:EA-l"· Mlddleto~ 0~8 148.00 CASE MANAGELIENT DATE 8:30 ~]saso::§ Court 

AM 
KATHERINE 

'(!: Sep30 · ~:; 

2013 . sc SMITH, KERRY L v. l:dfll;;£il~Z- Ulddle1o1Nn 04-085 130.00 MOTION TO MODIFY- . l 
11:30 ' BAKOLEOIS, TODD A : 9!1§~~ GENERAL ; Defendant~ 

AM 

Sep30 ' SMITH, KERRY L v. ?fi'.;))-FM)j!. sc ' loUddletown ~55 130.50 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE , Court 2013° BAKOLEOIS, TOOOA Q~ili:li§:§ 

Sop30 ~ TALBOT, Net,ANIE A 201:1 v. TALBOT, ROBERT MMK-FA-\0- Middletown ~71 200.00 MOTION TO MODIFY 
PlalnUrr 9:30 p ~~~!1!6:§ CUSTODY POST...n.JDGMENT 

AM 
Sep so. TALBOT, MELANIE A 
2013 sc v. TALBOT, ROBERT lxlM2::£6.-l!l: Mlddleto'Ml ~71 200.10 MOTION TO MODIFY 
9:30 4C1207:l::§ VISITATION POST -JUDGMENT! Plaintiff 

AM 
p 

Sop so 
T ALSOT, MELANIE A • 2013 irlb.10:£L •. j ~· MOTION TO MOOIFY sc v. TALBOT, ROBERT MiddiDI.!Nm 0+071 zoo.zo Plalnurr 8::10 p 4012072-§ ALIMONY POST -JUDGMENT 

AM 

Sop30 TALBOT, MELANIE A 
2013 sc v. TALBOT, ROBERT ~;bl&fA·H- Middletown 04.071 200.30' MOTION TO MODifY 

Plaintiff 9:30 :to1aan-a SUPPORT POST -JUDGMENT 
AM 

p 

Sep30 TALBOT, MELANIE A 
2013 sc v. TALBOT, ROBERT ~ibiQ=f-6·1~- Middletown ~71 211.00 REFERRED TO FAMILY 

Court 9:30 p -'212;172::§ RElATIONS DMSION 

AM~ Sep30. 'D· TRAINO, ANNA J. v. 1-J1,10::f0·12:: MOTION FORAUUONY 2013 c TRIUNO JR., "ntOI\AAS l\llddl eto\Wl 04-078 106.00 PIDinllt'l 9:30 v. 4015?72-:> PENDENTE LITE 
AM 

Sap SO TRAINO, /INN/\ J. Y, MOTION FOR JOINT 2013 ec , TRAINO JR.. THOMAS i<iMX-f;.-!s- Mlcldlololon ~76 107.00 CUSTODY OF MINOR PlalnUff 8:30 V. ... 01§§7~ 
CHILDREN 

AM 

Sep 30 TRAINO, ANNA J. v. MOTION FOR SUPPORT AND 
2013 sc TRAINOJR.lliOMAS t~W;-f".~.-~~ 

Middletown ~78 107.50 MAINTENANCE OF MINOR 
ej,)Hi§7Q:S 

PIBinllt'l 9!ll0 v. CHILD PENDENTE UTE 
AM 

Sep 30 TRAINO, ANNA J. v. 2013 sc TRAINO JR, THOMAS tiMX=?A·13· Middletown 04-078 110.00 REFERRED TO FAMILY 
Court 9:30 v. :iQlm~:il RELATIONS DIVISION 

1\M 

Sep30 TRAINO, ANNA J. v. 2013 sc TRAINO JR.. THOMAS ~:iii~~:£h.-j~ Middletown 04...078 112.00 CASe MANAGEII.CEHT DATE Court e:ao v. ~\!lli!!ZiN! 
AN ' . , '\ ~ . TAYLOR, DONNA v. 

Sap30 \.Btl PASSANANO,JOSEPH 
;~:~iO:a='O-fJ/,. MlddleiOWn 04-079 164.00 MOTION TO MODIFY· 

Plaintiff 2013. 
Ill 

0104264-S GENEAAL POST -JUDGUENT 

Sep3D·(j;; 
JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA, ~ i~c:;:£M·~· NOTION TO OPEN 2013 Middletown ~83 196.00 Defendant 9:30 MIQiAEL CH11T§f::S JUDGMENT 

AM \ 

Sep 30 I 
2013 JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA. m;-)r:Ei:i-~~ MldCUoto¥/n 0-4-()113 180.211 

MaT JON TO MODIFY .. 
Dal'andant • 

9:30 
sc MICHAEL !!HllZii&::§ GENERAL POST -JUOGMENT 

AM 

Sep 30 1 sc . JOIA, AJ.JAA C v. JOIA, : f-.1~;:?;;-F~~~- Mlddlelmm 04-{)83 ' 195.50 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 1 Court 2013. : MICHAEL I! Hl1 ZB.l!:S 
sep30 
2013 sc JOIA, ALMA C v. JOIA, [\h,!~·f'A-Q~ Middletown ()4..()83 196.00 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

Defendant ..... ,.. .... c. n1n1T;:a a Df"t..T' .. h ~Cf/JT' 

cMirqulryJud.clgoiiSCB)IIurls..flesul~~3&de"11/25'IDI3&c=zAI.L.&I=ALL&s--OATE 'Zl9 

e 
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• For a description of each co1unn, rrove your rrouse pointer over the heading. 
o case datal oan be view eel by clicking on tha Oockat ttmiler. 

~, Sep so . v. KNUTH, RUSSELL 
; 2013 ,. SC Pv.~LYNN 

fu Oct3 
2013 
9:00 
AJA I 

FSM 

Oct8 

I 2013 FSM 
9:00 
AM • ""\ 

Oct7 ~\ 
2013 ·~ 
11:30 I 
AM . 

Od7 
2013. sc 

~ 

. KNUTH, RUSSELL . 
P v. KNUTH, LYNN 

M 

KNUTH, RUSSELL 
P v. KNUTH, LYNN 

M 

BUNOVSKV, 
JOSEPHS.v. 

BUNOVSKY, DIANE 
E. 

BUNOVSKY, 
JOSEPHS.v, 

BUNOVSKY, DIANE 
E. 

tdMX..f'A-96= 
0087789.§ 

Wy:X:fM!9-
00e77Se.§ 

bjjl:jX£Mlt: 
4001555-§ 

Oct15 
2013 
9:30 
AM 

SC COREY, PAUL 0. v w,,x.;:o.pp.. 
· HINELINE, MARl SA O!iR\ -;6@-S 

, Oat 16 
2013. 

Oct 16 
2013. ' 

Od15 
2013 

11:30 i 
AN. ' 

SIMIOLA. ROSEIJ..E 
v. TARBELL. DAVID 

, SIMIOLA. ROSELLE 
v. TARBELL, DAVID 

SIMIOI..A, ROSELLE 

v. TARBELL, DAVID 

ff:..."', 
Oct 15 bel SIMIOI.A. ROSELLE 
2013' ~ v. TARBELL, DAVID 

Nov4 Y2.,J 
2013 L:§c EIGNER, SCOTT v. 
9:30 : • EIGNER, ANDREA 
AM 

Nov12; (1,;) 
2013 ' 'iC , EIGNER, SCOTT v. 
9:30 , EIGNER, ANDREA 

AM 

Nov12 
2013 
9:30 
AN. 

Nov 18 I 

2013. i 

M~!X£M+ 

!!1;>;40$5-§ 

q,;r..-FM:+ 
G10,0S5-S 

e.,}!.j}:-fA..OC. 
C1040BS-S 

MMX£Ml5-
40Q2759=S 

MM)(.fA=OS. 
40Q2769§ 

MMX:fM!S= 
4002759=§ 

MMX£MI6-

40Q2761!:§ 

Middletown 

Middletown 

Mlddleto'Ml 

Middletown 

Mid dilltown 

()4.()86 ° 165.00 

03-()01 164.00 

MOTION FOR ORDER OF 
NOTICE 

MOTION TO MODIFY
GENERAL 

O:HI01 164.50 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

04-0SZ 
196

_00 CONTEMPT CITATION ISSUED 
POST JUDGMENT 

04-062 196.50 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

Mldaletown ~ 182.00 MOTION TO MODIFY -
GENERAL 

MOTION TO MODIFY 
Mlddloto..., 04-073 161.00 SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

SERVICES 

Middletown , 04-073 16UO ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

Middletown 04-(J78 164.00 

Middletown 04-0715 154.eo 

Middletown 04-053 209.00 

MlddleloYr11 ~ 210.00 

Nldc!loto""' ~0 211.00 

CONTEMPT CITATION ISSUED 

POST JUDGMENT 

ORDER HEARING AND NOTICS 

REQUEST 

MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
POST ..JUDGMENT 

llEQUE~T 

PlalnUif 

PlslnUff 

Court 

• Dafendant 1; 

Pllllntllf 

Famny
Other 

'I 

Hlmlly- 1 

Other 

Plaintiff 

eo .... 

Femlly
Oihar 

Plalnbff 

Defendant~ 

1 

Mlddllllown 04-060 21S.OO MOTION TO MODIFY Plaintiff : 

------ ·-~~~ST-JIJDGMENT--.L__...:_ _____ _j 

112 



• 

t:OIITJNUED--· 
-.;RELL 6 & 8 PC PRO SE 

AR6 
§~tn8szmPl " a 

121.89 HOT MOD P/J 
sK4-ee92iia·s-·PuLcini:-sr£PHiNiE _______ _ 
FA-99 V. PULCINIJ THOMAS 

( 29 
PRO SE T 98NOVAN 
~HB • l~s:r~ =Bf ~88 ~~~" P/J . 
ARB 128.58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
iio"4iiiiii"i""8~ici:-PATRiciA·A~-------· 
FA-04 V. OERAAgL FREDRICK d. 

( '·.HI) 
E I, EHAN~fit.::XN GOULD & a PC 
~~G~~:e8y~OTION FOR HOOIFICATIOH 
[io"48i84ii"s""oisiEFANo:·ooij·-·····-----
FA·S9 V. DISTEFANO, MICHELLE 

( 31) 
FACCADIO L A PC FARRELL G & B PC 
GOULD A B PC 

ARS * 151.88 OBJECTIOU TO MOTION 
ARB 152.88 HOT HOD P/L 

··--·-·--·---··----······----·····-----·-UNC 4885313 S ~O~~K, RITA 
~A-86 V. O~~~lPATRICK 

FACCADIO L A PC ~g~ECHRJSTOPHE 
ARB 127.89 HOT HOD P/J 

~~~rs4ii4-~: -~~i~~;~~~m-- -- ·------
DORSEY C L 0 P.C PRO SE 
LAII A LARSON FARRELL 6 & 8 PC 

ARB 129.89 MDT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 

;:;~ii6·s··-~:-~s~88ji:iik~R~~---------
CONN L L S FUND FACCADIO L A PC 

~~ * lfY:IB ~f ~8~ 823~~~~ ~~-14 · 
ARG 112.&8 MOTION TO COMPEL sH.4"40iim&·s-·cliu.\:iiEi£s:·jM£T ________ _ 

FA·96 ¥. CHUA-REYES, JESSE 
( 35) 

JACKSON O'KEEFE JACOBS SUSAN L 
ARG * 126.88 HOT HOD P/J 
ARG 128.88 REFERENCE TO FAM REL OIV 

SMA-46894i7·s-·rRiNcE:-ANN·-----··-------
FA-B8 V. FRANCE~ ANDREW 

( 3o) 
FARRELL 6 a 8 PC PRO SE 
PRO SE HJ ALEXANDER 
~ft~ * fgB:IS ~f ~8» BRUl~~~! ~~-14 
~~---~----------------------------·------
tl~~~tl s v. ~~i~t· ~[~~~0 

( 3 ) . 
PRO SE BILLER S R 6 ZIT 
~fti • m:aa ~sf ~88 ~,~,. ...... ,. PL 

LTD 4&85321 S BOYNE, HARY ANN 
FA-86 V. BOrNE!a~AUL, J. 
PRO SE OERSTEN & G LLP 
GB!OY & 1! LLP 
SrORN CHRISTOPH[ 
Jll RUHE 
RUHE B J L 0 OF 

AR6 * 227.99 HOT HOD P/J 
ARS 228.88 MOT APPT GUARDIAN AD LIT 

i%~iii2·s·--~~-g~~tiii-~2~;~~----------
'Ll Q & 8 PC FACCADJO L A PC 

• . 182.88 MOTION-SEE FILE 
-----------------------------------------
~~Bj919723 i. ~nr·xtfN°~AHES 

( 41!) I 

·-·CONTINUED 

1I.OCL.iTOWj'( COLUMN 4 5HORT ~~L HO •• 

SE AOELHAH L OFFICE ~
TIHUED··· 

IO L A PC ~2 123.88 MOTION FOR MODIFICATION 
ARB 123.58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

LTD 4011926 S HASSELL, ALAN 
FA-19 V. HAfSEl~) CAROLYN 
JULE'A.CRAWFORD FARRELL 8 6 B PC 

ARS 118.80 HOT FOR OROER-PB 13-14 
--------------------------------·--------4812426 S HANN, WILLIAM 
FA-19 V. MANN, JENNIFER 

( 42) 

P~RQSE 118.88 HOTION FOR ~gi~fCATION 
ai83ii26·s·rL · · ·gijf~ij~:-w;~~-- ·· ··---
FA·97 Y. C 4~) , H L 

~Sis~~ c L o P.c &~281~ & s LLC 
ARS * 137.09 HDTION FOR MODIFICATION 
ARG 137.59 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

··-······----------------------------···· 4811931 S FAY~SEORBE 
FA-18 V. G~n,~4~EHHIFER 
PRO SE PRO S£ 
AR HOYT 
O'~NNELL F & AT HU HY H 6 N LLC 
A 6 119.&9 HOT PL ORDERS-CUSTODY 
---------------··------~-----------·-----UNC 4&87232 S TOWNSEND, SUSAN 
FA-87 V. TO~S1~~ III. JACOB 
PRO SE GOULD & 6 PC 

ARB 139.08 MOT HOD P/J 
-----------------------------------------0884533 S ROWE, THOMAS 
FA-98 V. RDHE, ROBIN 
DORSEY C L 0 P.C ( 40> JULE'A.CIWIFORD 
HURPHY H a N LLC 

AR6 • 117,88 HOT FOR CONTEMPT Pd 
ARS 118.08 HOT HENTALIPHYSICAL EXAM 

-------------·---------------------------SMA 4011434 S kRISS, ~INDA 
FA-lB v. ~Kfss47)oHN 
FACCADitL A PC RYAN & R PC 
~~3 * 12~:9: a&f ~8R ~6~TEHPT PL . 

------·····-····----------------------·--FR2 4818336 S BR~NH, DEBRA 
~A-89 V. BR(NN4s~ICHAEL 

HESTER 6 6 K LLC MA DORHFRIED 
MURPHY M & N LLC FACCADJO L A PC 

ARB * 186.98 OBJECTION TO MOTION 
AR6 189.08 MOTION FOR VISITATION 

[tD-i892237_s .. HAttis~-jAH[s·R·----------
FA-e8 V. HE~, 4§~RI A.K.A 
PRQ SE dOZUS H T M l HA 
FACCADIO L A PC 
~JDRNf~!~., OIOTJO" TO QliA3H 

SMA 4918439 S LYTLE, LIAH 
FA·B9 V. MCGEE~ KIMBERLY, J 

< :~B) 
NO APPEARANCE FACCADIO l A PC 

ARB * 14B.BO MOT MOD P/J 
ARE! 140.511 ORDER HEARIN6 AND NOTICE 

LTD 4911939 S PERKINS, EILEEN 
FA-89 V. PERKINS 1 MICHAEL 

( 51J 
FACCADIO L A PC GOULD & G PC 

ARQ 148.99 MOT FOR ORDER·PB 13-14 

SMA 4811942 S O'KEEFE~ dEFFERY J. 
FA-19 V. RlZZIO- "KEEFE. DONH 

( 52 
GOULD & G PC S. J. SIHA~O 

O'C NNELL A 
ARQ ~S7~GB HOT RETURN PE520HAL I £~ 

CO LUI-IN 

004830 

~~;as88842-~~-~~88~:;i~~~~:~:-···· 
P~2 SE MURPHY M & N ll 
~~O~t~HS&ARBLrf GOULD & G PC 

ARS • 137. BB HOT FOR CDRTEHPT PJ 
ARG 137.59 NOTION FOR" COUUSEL FEES 

----··--·---·--------------------------
~~~13811943 ij_ B~~Ha8·J ~9~et s 

( 54 
PRO SE TRAYSTMAN 8. C I 

ARG * 128.89 OBJECTION TO REQUEST 
ARB 128.59 MOTION TO QUASH 

···-------------------------------------4912445 S ~KE, DANIELLE 
FA-19 V. ~cKEa MICHAEL 

( 5:.) 
F~fiADI~Bt.aep~OTIOU-SEE ~y~PPEARAHCE 
··········----------·-------------------
~~o!l81147 ~- =~~~; ~~fDRR 

( :~6) 
GOULD L 8 If 6 H PRO SE 

FARREN P E J T 
D.T. TOTI1AN 

AIIQ * 122 .ll9 MOT FOR COIITEHPT PJ 
AliG 121!.59 ORDER HEARING AND 1/0TICE 

ii~~i49·s··-~~-~~~~~;:~~~;:H~---------

PAR~-.Hm~&us~o~Nf ~CLIISit~~~L 6 a B PI 
ARG 168.98 I N•SEE FILE 
ARG 109.80 OR ALIMONY-PO LITE 
AR6 118.90 0 JECTIOU TO MOTION 
~~! llY:6~ n8f1i8R~HAi~8~fkrf~~s 
AR6 112.00 KOTlbN FOR c6UNSEL FEES 

~:~~jsi2i53-~~-nu~~~~~~~~~~-----------
PRO SE P~ SE ARG * 182.00 VISITATION AP LICATION 

ARG 197.89 REFEREIICE TO AH REl DIV 
j~;isii3ss·~:-ci~s=;-~Is"B~LY __________ _ 

( :.9) 
~~clfizo L A PC BROWN P A S LLP 
AM 134.98 MOTION TO COMPEL 
Fii"40i94ss·s··Lin£o£RRv~·josrPH~-s······ 
FA-98 V. ESTEVAH} "ESSICA 

( 6B 
PRO SE PRO SE 
ARe • 123.88 KDTlON FOR ~~~WIH4YgA c L 
ARB 125.89 REFERENCE TO FAH REl IV 
~~;rii3si·rmnsf1• ·t~~REW--- --------· 

( 6 ) 
~fla6fLLIAH PRO sc 

~s lf~:J8 ~RJE~~ro~0~f~~~ ' 
ARB 1911.911 REFERENCE TO FAM REL DIV 

sHA-48i8758 ·s--8AiWEi.i.i:· iiRiAN-- -- ..•. -.-
FA-Ilg V. BARDELL!, TRlSHA 

( 62) 
FACCAD!O L A PC MA DORNFRIEO 

ARB 124.93 EX PARTE APPL • CUSTODY 
4aii6sa·s·-----cRiiiaN:-cAiiiin··--·--·--
FA-18 V. CRfER~>JR, EDWARD 
PRO SE HD APPEARANCE 
~U * UUB ~RbJ0H~~"~u2~ncE 

sHi-40ii268"s··sAH5oH;·iLiiA8£iH·--·-·---
FA-99 V. SAfOH4)AARDN 
BERSTEN l 6 LLP NEREIIBERG E l OF 

ARG * 128.80 HOT MOO P/L 
--·CONTIHUEO 

COLUitft a 



: . 

FAMILY 

4012948 S COE JASON 
FA-18 Y. toE: LilA 

( 4) 
B1AACHAPLIN BUCKLEY & 8 lLC 

RRto 11J2.1J8 CASE HANA6EMEHT OATE 

LTD 4811256 S SISK, JENNIFER 
FA-09 V. SifK J~J ROBERT 
FACCADIO l A PC LOU6HllN F f.C. 

ARB 119.1!9 REF£REJICE TO FAM R£l DIV 
AR6 * 119.25 CASE KAIIA6DIEHT DATE 

·-·--····························-···-··· UNC 481!8468 s PETERS, SUSAN B. 
FA·BB V. PETERS~ ROBERt, E. 

( o) 
PRO SE PRO SE 
~RG 112.98 MOTION FOR NAME CHANGE 

4911688 S CAPPITEUA,AlliSOII 
~h-18 V. CAPPITELLA,HARK 

c 7) 
G. H. ~AH~ GOULD L 9 W & H 

ARB * ll7 .liB CASE KAKAGEHEHT DATE 
ARB 116.1!18 REFEREIICE TO FAtl REL DIY 

HlDOUTOliH 
COLUMII 1 

SHORT tAL HO. 4 

89/27/2818 B9.3B 
FAHILY 

CONTEHPTS ARG. 

V. KING, HICHA~l c 14) 
PRO SE PRO SE 

~
6 SL SAHALOT J. J. SHAIHESS 
B~ELL G & B PC KUTZ & P LLP 

A~ONG2~5~B~L~TION FSR HODIFICATION 
ARB 259.1!11 MOTION F R MODIFICATION 
ARB * 2611.811 MOTIOII FOR COHTEMPT 

--------------------··-----·------·------4912151 5 NONTEZUKAA.HILDA 
FA-19 V. AP~HTf610tAHNA 
PRO SE PRO SE 

ARB * 119.89 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
ARG 119.69 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
-----··~~--------------·---·-------------8891756 S COHEYf PAUL D. 
FA-SO V. HINEL NE. MARISA 

( 16) 
~RO S~ PRO ~E 
DVCCH8~fc~N ijfM etln~Hhlk 

ARG 138.88 HOT HOD SUPPORT P/~ 
ARG * 133,88 MOTION fOR CONT~HPT 
~~~ l~~:BS R8fi~~p~oH~H~~P~0 LIT 

·~x~;~0974s9·~~-~~g~~;:~nit~~:~~-······· 
PRO SE PRO SE 
AAG GRAHAN·DAYS FACCADIO L A P~ 

···CONTINUED 

COLUMN 2 

004831 

CONTINUED··· 
KUTZ & P llP 
MA DORHFRIE:D 

ARQ 152.BB MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
----------------------------------------
~~~d1Sl86B ~. ~l:um: ~~ru ~ 

( 18) 
5RO SE PRO SE 

i~l·*srti~~~UR~lRNH~li~8"lfiUPioTrcE 
·-···----·--·---------------------------4D~Z764 S SAPIA, AHB~~LICKA, L 
FA 85 V. PEREZi clAVIER, J. 

( 9) 
PRO SE AAG GRAHAM-DAYS 

ARQ 124.99 MOTION FOR HODIFJCATION 
ARB 1Z4.5H OROER·HEARINB AND NOTICE 
ARG * 125.88 MOTION fOR CONTEMPT 
ARG 125.SB ORDER HEARINB AND NOTICE 
8984278"s······cHRY~AL:·iLAi8E·E··----·· 
FA-97 V. CHRYS2AL, JAMES 8 
PRO SE ( G) 

UPPORT ENF UNIT ~,A~~EN 

II . 158.811 MOTION mR conxEMPT 
168.511 ORO R H IN D ROT CE 

A 159.89 HOTlON FO H~DI~ICATI~N 
AR9 159,58 ORDER HEARIH~ AND IIOTICE 

89/2~~'t' 99.39 
MISCELLANEOUS ARG. 

COLUMN 3 



.' i ~"\ .. : I I I I 

.. ,l • .!.... / 1 I 

~ ==::::.--.!-..;-

'ITlNUED--- ~ ~ 
.. :! ... ~~~:!~-~~~~~~-~~~-~~~~!~~~------~~~&~ ~OT NOD SUPPORT P/J \ 
f:~s~811262 ~- 8HlUffn·Jl~~rlNcER 4Sii791 s ACRtiri~--~vis···--:;=J---

< 65) FA·lS V. ODURD4-. ONES 
CASHMAN W H & AS PRO SE ( '' AAG CM CALDER HEFFERNAN L 6ROU PRO SE NO APPEARANCE 
DA DWYER MG CH CALDER AU .. 14l.Sil ~T f8R ORft~R PBm LJ~ .ARG lUI.SS HOT FOR ORDER PEND UTE 
~RH l~J:B8 ~t1oN~si~ ~VL~ o L Lro-&999994·s-·souiooN:-joANNA·L····-----

----------------··--·-·····--······------ FA-82 Y. BOURDONS TIMOTHY 
~9~888162 ~- fl&~WH; ~fR~c~ A GOULD & 8 PC C 

78 
SULLIVAN L F LLC 

C 66l GD~LD l B W & H 
DORSEY C L 0 P .C 60ULD & 6 PC SU PORT ENF UNIT 

ARB 138.88 HOT MOD ALIMONY P/J A 6 114.88 HOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
Lio"48ii364"s""8RocHu;·Sfiv6N·-----------
FA-1D V. BR?CHH;)JEHNIFER 
FACCADIO l A PC CONN l SERVICES 
AAB Cfl CALDER 

AR6 147.88 HOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
···········-----------------~-----------· SMA ~888978 S ggELL, MARIANNE 
FA-8 V. fll~S~IM, H. 
GOULD & G PC Y. NCHAHUS, JR. 
NATTS a HA1S ARG * 2 6. D OR COHTEMPT PJ 

ARB 2~6. I ~oti~N FOR SANCTIONS 
···········----------------------------·· LTD 4811173 S guNCAi, ASHLEY 
FA•99 V. UNCA A BRENT 
Rtl A LAHAH C ::o) FA CADIO L P AR~ i 134.98 NOT FOR SUPPO~T-PO LIT~ 

ARS 135.89 MOT EQUITABLE RELIEF 
~ft~ i~9:11 =sf f8~ ~rYRHa~~g tlf~ 

4811478 S JANICKE, EILEEN 
-18 V. JANICK£1 KEVIN 

I 7BJ 
JULE'A.CRAWFDRn FACCADIO L A PC 
~a~ • ~~~:13 =sff8R-~~~ ~tt~SAL 

ii~£j7a·s··-~:-~f~~fi:~~~i~------------
FACCADro L A PC MASTRIANNI & SEG ARI * 198.89 MOTION TO COMPEL 

AR 189.99 HOT FOR OROER-PB 13-14 
AR 118.88 MOTION TO C~HPEL 
---------------------···---------~----·-· SHA 11183279 5 AHEHDOLA, JOHN 
FA-84 V. AN~ER;~~· JILL C 
HILSON P a S llC ELLIOTT R H PC 

ARG 116.99 HOT HOD CUS P/J 
-----------------···--------···----------4812389 S CADLEY~ ELIZABETH 
fA·lB Y. BRANOEn 1 ~ICHAEL c 731 
T~lsr"tBt~8~ ~hTION·S Bft~ER s R a ZIT 

ARS 183.98 HOT PL O~ECI-cusTODY 
--------------------------------------··· SMA 4BII6189 S JEAJIETTJ, HEATHER, N 
FA-86 V. ilEAHmi, STEVEN, J. 

( 74) 
PRO SE PRO SE 
ELLIOTT R M PC ROTHEHB£RG ~ C L 

AR& • 121.98 MOTION FOR MODIFICATION 
ARG lfl.58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

sMA"4ii8997·s-·HuMPHRiE5:CiHP;·oARA·-----
rA-99 V. CAHP, TODD 

( 79) 
FARREll & l & 8R SAIIDRA K. GERBER 

AR& lZS.BB MDT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
··--------------------------------------...... 

•. 

(

_,- 99/Z7/Z819 89.30 
FAfiiLY 

DISCLOSURES ARG. 
. ~ - -----~~---------------------------· HA 4882759 S EJGNER, SCOTT 

FA-85 V. E &NE~~ ANDREA 
( 81!) 

PRO SE PRO SE 
HABLJOCHETTJ L A 
ADELMAN L OFFICE 
COUSINEAU S A L 

ARB 176.89 HOT MENTAL/PHYSICAL EXA 

y 
QUESTlONS OF LAN ARG. 

_______ .. ________________________________ _ 

ANL 40I1338 S DEROSIER. KELLY 
FA-89 V. POACHA.ROBERT ( ~> 
BARBER S N L 0 0 PRO SE 
AR6 * 105.99 MOT PERMISSION WD APPRNC 
ARG 195.59 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

CHIEF CLERK 

COLUMN 8 

004832 



,-' 

""'lTINUED··· 
RELL 6 A 8 PC PRO SE 

R. B. fRIED 
JANUSZEtiSKI H & 

ARG lZ1.80 MDT HOD P/J 
SHA 8892998 S PULCINI, STEPHANIE 
FA-99 V. PU~Cl~~' THOMAS 
PRO SE T DONOVAN 
:ft~ * ~~B:J~ U&f UBR ~H~~~ P/J 
ARG 128.58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE" 
tfD"4oiiiie·s··aRi~~~-PArRicii"i:·······-
FA-e4 V. DE~J~)FREDRICK ~. 
E.l,EHANUELSON GOULD & 6 PC 
AAS SRAHAH-DAVS 

ARB 117.88 KDTIDH POR "ODifiCATIOH , 
Lio"4Sii4i2"s""oisiEFANo;·ooN·-----------
FA-B9 V. DISTEFANO, MICHELL£ 

( 31) 
FACCADIO L A PC FARRELL G & 8 PC 
BOULD & G PC 

AR& * 151.88 OBJECTION TO HDTION 
ARB 15Z.88 HOT MOD P/L 

---·····---------------------------------UNC 4906313 S POLLAK, RITA 
FA-96 V. PO~LA~~)PATRICK 

FACCADIO L A PC ~~g~ECHRISTOPHE 
ARG 127.98 HOT HOD P/J 

FR2"4994ii4·s··jutiANo:·jANic£··---·----· 
FA·85 V. ROGERS~ WILLIAM 

( 3.s) 

f25SfY~~o2 P.C ~~aR~fL 9 & B PC 
ARG 129.89 MOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 

2116 S CoNgoN, WALTER 
ID V. CON DR 1 DIANE MAE 

( 3'!) 

c~~~ ~ trt:~R8t ~8~ ~a~~t~-~4A PC 
ARB 112.88 MOTION TO COMPEL 

sKi· 4Bes7i6" 5·· Cliii.A:REYEs: . .jijEf"- ••••••. 
FA·86 V. CHUA·REYES, JESSE 

( 35) 
JACKSON O'KEEFE JACOBS SUSAN l 

~~~ * l~!:BB ~1ER~2c~1~o FAN REL OIV 
SHA 4089417 S FRANCE, ANN 
FA·88 V. FRANCE~ ANDREW 

( 3g) 
FARRELL 6 A B PC PRO SE 
PRO SE HJ ALEXANDER 

ARB i 268.99 HOf FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
ARG 269.09 HO FOR ORDER·PB 13-14 

LTD 4895321 S B8YNE, HARY ANN 
FA-96 Y. B YNE! PAUL, J. 

( ;:,8) 
PRO SE BERSTIH l 6 LLP 
GRADY I E1 LLP 
STORM CHRISTOPHE 
~II RUHE 
~H~ i i2~.ao0~T HOD P/J 
ARS 228.89 HOT APPT GUARDIAN AD LIT 

4912422 S DEMELIS JOHN 
F~-18 V. DEMELIS; HARLISE 

( 39J . 
. RELL 6 6 8 PC FACCADIO L A PC 

ftRS 102.99 HOTION-SEE FILE 
----~------------------------------------SMA 4919723 S LEHANE, LJNDA 
FA-99 Y. LEHANE III, ~AHES 

( 49) 
---CONTIHUED 

HIDDL£TOHN 
COLUMN 4 

SHORT CAL HO. 4 

CONTINUED---
PRO SE ADELHAN L OFFICE 
FACCADIO L A PC 

AR& * 123.80 MOTION FOR HODIFICATfDN 
ARS 123.56 ORDER HEARING AND NO ICE 

··-····----------·-----------------------LTD 4811926 S ~SELL, ALAN 
FA-18 Y. SELLJ CAROLYN , 41 
JULE'A,CRAHFORD FARRELL G I 8 PC 

ARG 119.99 MDT FOR OROER·PB 13·14 
-----------------------------------------4812426 S MANN, WILLIAM 
~A-lB V. MANN, JENNIFER 

( 42) 
PRO SE PR8 SE 

ARG 119.98 NOTION FOR MD IFICATION 
··--------·-··········----·········------
Jf~926 s FLY. Blff~ff~B: nt~EL 
PRO SE PRO SE 
DORSEY C L 0 P.C BARBER & f LLC 

ARB • 137 .Bil MOTION FOR MODIFICAT ON 
ARG 137.59 ORDER HlARINB ND UO ICE 

FAY GEORGE 
v. SRAAT~.JENNJFER 

( '1'1) 
PRO SE 
AR HOYT 
O'CONHELL F & AT 

PRO SE 

MURPHY M A N LLC 
ARG 118.89 HOT PL ORDERS·CUSTODY 

----------------------------·------------UNC 4997232 S TOWNSEND, SUSAN 
FA-97 V. TO~NSi~~ III, JACOB 
PRO SE GOULD & 6 PC 

ARQ 139.89 MDT HOD P/J 
-----------------------------------------9984533 S ROllE, THOHAS 
FA-98 V. ROWE, ROBIN 

( 46) 
DORSEY C l 0 P.C JULE'A.CRAMFORD 
HURPHY H 8 N LLC 
ARB* 117.9f MDT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
ARB 118.86 HDT KEHTAL/PHYSICAL EXAM 

----------····---------------------------SHA 4811434 S KRISS, LINDA 
FA-18 V. KRISS1 JOHN 

( '17) 
FACCADIO L A Pn RYAN & R PC ARB * 121.88 00 P/L ·. 

AR8 122.88 Bf ~OR CONTEMPT PL 
--··---------------------------------·---FR2 4018336 S BROWN, DEBRA 
FA-99 V. BROWH 1 MICHAEL 

( '18) 

~m~~ 5 I H ~~~ ~c~H~8R[rg Pc 
XRG • t82.Be 6~JECTioN To MOTioN 
ARB 189.88 HOTION FOR VISITATION 
··----------------------~-~----····---·--LTD 8892237 S KALLIS, JAMES R 
fA·B8 V. HE~,4~YRI A.K.A 
PRO SE JOZUS N T M a ~ 
FAC~~ LA PC 
~Rso ln~B HOTIOH TO QUA:SH 

SHA 4818439 S LYTLE, LIAM 
FA-9g V. MtilEE• KIHBERLY, ol 

( :»9) 
NO APPEARAIICE FACCADIO L A PC 

AR6 * 148.88 MOT MOD P/J 
ARG 148,58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

LTD 4911939 S P£RKINS, £ILEEH 
FA-89 V. PERKINS} HICHAEL 

( 61 
FACCADIO L A PC GOULD & S PC 

ARG 148.89 WOT FOR ORDER-PB 13-14 

~MA 4011942 S O'KEEFE
6 

JEFFERY J. 
A-19 V. Rlfzrgi) 'KEEFE, POHN 

GOULD & & PC S. J. SINATRO 
O'CONNELL F & A 

AR6 107.00 MOT RETURN PERSONAL ltER 

··--·-----·--·-·--··------------·---····· 

COLUMN 

004833 

i~;i9B884i'ij~'!fr888~~,:;i¥ii~~:;:····· 
( 53 

PRO SE MURPHY H & N ll 
FARRELL G & B PC GOULD & G PC 
KREVOLIM & R L~ AR6 • 137.1111 T FOR CONTEMPT PJ 

ARG 137.58 TION FOR COUNSEL FEES 

~i~~iiii943-~~-ci~3~;-~~~;r·;··---·· 
( 54J 

PRO SE TRAVSTMAN ! C I 
AAG * 129.89 OBJECTION TO REQUEST 
ARG 129.58 MOTION TO QUASH 

ii~ii45· 5 ···;~-~~;-s1~i~t£·-···-··· 
( 5:~) 

FACCADIO L A PC NO APPEARANCE 
AR6 161.&8 MOTION-SEE fllE 

tro"eiiii47_s __ MiKus:·oAvio·R·---···-··· 
FA-83 V. HIKUS~ ANHE R 

( o6) 
GOULD L B II & H PRO SE , 

FARREN P E J T 
D.T. TOTMAN 

ARB • 122.98 MOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
ARG 122.59 ORDER HEARIRS AND NOTICE 

4ii2349·s···---cARuso:·joHN:·H·········-
FA-le· V. CARUS04 TRACT, C 

( 51) 

pAR~·* H~=~~3=52ST EXCLUSI~tRfi~k'- G & B P• 
ARG 19B.HB MOTION-SEE FILE 
ARG 199.19 HOT FOR ALIHONV-~D LITE 
AR6 llB.Vf OBJECTION TO MDI ON 
~~ llY:iB U8f1~HR~HA~~~8R kTr6~5 
ARG 112.80 MOTION FOR COUNSEL FEES 

~N~~isi2iii"i~-jVi~ii~A~~~~~----······· 
PRO SE < l PRO SE 

ARG • 192.88 VISITATION APPLICATION 
ARG 187.96 REFERENCE TO FAM REL DIV 

~~;ioiiis5-~~-&i~8~i:~~~RLr··········· 
PRO~E BROiffl P & S LLP FAC DIO LA PC 

AR 134.88 MOTION TO COMPEL 
FRi"4io94s5·s-·ti8£a[RRr:·josE1H:·s······ 
FA-08 Y. ESTEYAHJ ~ESSICA 
PRO SE ( 

69 PRO SE 
CICCHIELLO & C L 

~R6 * 123.89 MOTION FOR MODJFICATJON 
AR6 I26.19 REF£R£NCE TO FAN REL DIV 

~~;r18357 -fH~s(t;~rw-·····-----· 
~r fifLLIAH ( 

6 
) PRD SE 

ARR * 186.89 HOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ ' 
ARG }87.99 OBJECTION TO MOtiON 
ARS 911.98 REFERENCE TO FAH REL OIV 

sKA.4ii97sa·s-·s;RoELLi;·sRiA8·---·--···· 
FA-99 V. BARDELLJ 1 TRISHA 

( 62) 
fACCADIO L A PC MA DORNFRIED 

ARS 124.98 EX PARTE APPL • CUSTODY 
49ii6sa·s··----cREiRoN:·cAirtiH-········· 
FA-19 V. CREERON JR, EOHARD 

( 63) 
PRO SE HO APPEARANCE 
~U~ * }gS:~~ ~R~EI0H~RYN~U£~~TicE 

sHi-49ii26s·s-·sAHsou:·£LizA9erH·····--·· 
FA-89 V. S~So~4)AARON 
GERSTEtl & 6 LLP NERENBERG E L OF 

ARG * 128.89 MOT MOO P/l 
···CONTINUED 

COLUJ.W 6 



'·· 

PRO SE PRO SE 
ARG 111.98 MOTION FOR NAME CHANGE 

4iii7a&·s·····-iDos;·NEiissA·-----·-····· 
FA-19 Y. LOOS, STEVEN 

( 3) 
PRO SE PRO SE 
SA PETERS ARG 199,88 CASE MAHABEH£NT DATE 
4ii2848·s··--··co£;·jisou·······-·····---
FA-lo · V. COE, LilA 
B.A CHAPLIN L 

4
l BUCKLEY a B LLC 

ARG 192.89 CASE MANAGEMENT DATE 
LTD 4911256 S SISK, JENNIFER 
FA-89 Y. SISK JRJ ROBERT 

( 5 
FACCADIO l A PC LOUGHLIN F P.C. 

ARG 119.88 R£F£R£NC£ TO FAN REL OIV 
ARB " 119.25 CASE NANA&EHENT DATE 

---········------·······--·---------·-·--UNC 4988468 S PETERS, SUSANt B. 
FA-88 Y. PEfERS6)ROBER , E. 
PRO SE PRO SE 
A~G 112.88 MOTION FOR NAME CHANGE 

4811688 ~ CA~~fl¥LLA,ALLISON 
tn-19 • CA( • '7~LA,HARK 
S H. KAHN _GQULO L B W A H 
AR6 * 117.118 CASE 11ANA6EMEHT DATE 
~RG llB.mA Rif[R[NC~ TO rAM R[L DIU 

KIODLET'O'IIH COLUMN 1 SHORT CAL NO. 4 

PRO SE PRO SE 
AAQ SL SAMALOT J. J. SHAINESS 
,A~RELL 6 ft B PC KUTZ A P LLP 
~K~NGzls.ehl~OTJON FOR "oMUCATJON ARG Z59.BB HOT ON FOR HO I !CAT ON 
ARS " 268.88 MOTION FOR CO PT 

---------------------···--····-----------AG12l;1 ' HONT~UHhL~HlLDA 

FA-lll Y. APV"TfA>DEAI!HA 
PRO SE PRO SE 

ARB • 119.88 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
AR6 119.58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

8991756 S COREY PAUL D. 
FA-99 V. HI~EL~U~· MARISA 
PRO SE PRO SE 
S.C~ .. BARROH COUTO T P L 0 LL 
DV unOMICK AAS R BLANCHETTE 

ARB 139.98 HOT HOD SUPPORT P/J 
AR~ * 13~.91! MOTION FOR CONTEHPi 
~6 }~s:ft~ ~gfi~~P~ftu~g~~~ LIT 
Lro-4907469·s-·RAHcKi;·HARYt·£~--------·· 
FA-87 V. ~CK~~lDANl l, D. 
PRO SE PRO SE 
AA~ C~~AN-DAYS FACCADIO L A PC 

··-CONTINUED 

COLUMN 2 

004834 

488849v·s······srAriD8D~-HiLLiAH·o:······ 
FA·Il4 V. STtFF~~· PATRICIA E 

PRO SE 
POLJHER H J l 0 

89/21'~l~ 89.38 
HISCEL~EOUS ARG. 

DIV 

4ei24oi·s·····-CARiiA;·ERic··--···-------
FA-lo V. CA?IT~l>WENDI 

F~~~ADIYe~.a~P~TIDN TO T~VliPOULOS & 

;~;3;i8503-~~-iHffi"s:;R~LiU+S;······-·· 
( 25) • 

GOULD L B N & H NO APPE~CE 
ARG * 125.88 HOT FOR_CONTEHPT PJ 
ARG 1Z5.5B ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

4si2iej·s····-·sioNFiiooo:·oAwH·o:··-----
FA-le V. GIONFRIDDO. MICHAEL 

C Z6) 
PRO SE FACCADID l A PC 

ARB • 182.09 HDT EQUITABlE REliEF 
ARB 192.59 MOT EXCLUSIVE USE 

oo88986·s······joHMsroH:·j[5S["[·s······· 
FA·99 V. JO~N~9~· JEANIRE f 
PRO SE PRg SE 

AR6 138.89 HDTJON FOR HO IFICATION 
LT».4098~e;·;··EsrA8RooK;·MERWrN;·c······ 
FA-07 V. ESTABROOK, RITA 

( 28) 
-··COIITJI!UED 

COLUHH 3 



. ·------------··---------·-···--·-----· tiJU788 S WACT8~~Kl, DONNA NOTICE (contiRUOCIIrom Column 1) • . _s v. IIACT Kl , JAMES l:llt1!l; a11 onanons must be nHssued lllllGss the court 
( ) ordelll oiiiDnvlse. 

FARRELL G & B PC ROME M P. C • MaJtdng8 by IIJlOmBYII must be made elec:tronlceHy 

~~4sii~~i~i-~~o~~~;-~i~~~~~~~~~! ... ~~~nd~~~t~~ 
FA ·89 V • ANDERSON, ANNE exclusion from E-Selvlces requi181Tle1118 must 8\bnll 

( 9 7 ) marldnga by calllng 860--343-6400. 
FACCADIO L A PC BROifH P & S LLP .tlll1ll;. Fax marldnga lll8 not aoaepted. 
GEEHTY SUSAN PER - Counsel and self-reprosanled paJiles must give timely 

ARG 116.80 HOT UTERO TIHE-DSCOVERY no11ce of mlllldngs to all Gelkepresented parties and 
4iii666"s ······riiiiiii.i..jii"F-R£o[iiicK······ ::=:,~~The COW! may Impose sancdans 11 

FA -111 V. TEFI §§ S KfMBERL Y A The lollow!ng inronllallan must be given when making 
DllALO P & A. fARREll !i 6 B PC • 8 telephone martclng: 

AR6 'Hl3.Dll MOT EXTEHD IME-DSCOVERY +The posiiiOn of 118 case on the calandar 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • +The name IIJKI docket lll.llllber Of the case 
4811194 S SWEET, JESSICA P. • The enlry number IIJKIIllle Of mellon 
fA·89 V. SIIEET~ BRYAN C. +TbefllllnameOfthepemanmakfngtheiTI3Jklngand 

( ~ 9 ) the laW firm name, II applcable 

FPARCOCADSE1 D l A PC NO APPEARANCE + ConflnnaiiOn that C011J1S81 and 5811 repi8G9rJIUd par-
lies af raoord have been natllled af the lll8lldng 

-~~ ... ~~:!!. ~!. ~ -~~~!~~~. ~~~~~.. .. . Formattel8 marked"READY," counsel andool!-rept&-
sentecl parties Of I'&OOid must come ID cowt on 11111 day 

85/03/2018 1!9.38 
FAHILY 

QUESTIONS OF LAW ARG, 

of the calendar. The COUJt wiD e.llempl to hear cases In 
Which a party Is represenled by a voluntear (pro bono) 
lii!Dmay lln;t. 

ADDITIONAL IHFORMATION 
Additional ln1DtmallDn Is e.vallable on the Judicial 

Branch webs1!8 at 
·- • • ·-• • • • • • • • • ·- ·-• ·-- • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • b!!D;/Iwwl!!Jyd,m ggy/m!lemaVu!IJ!!!r/SI!mdOrdgm and 4811827 S CAREY, LORRA 1orms a18 uvallable on the Judicial Branch website at 
F'A- Ul V. CAREY 6 PETER tmp;/lmny rm12.!!! gpyh!l!b!pans. 
KA DORNFRIED ( I 8) JEZEK S V L OFFI Hlzlliln~wllhlhelederaiVIOianceAgalnst 
JIR& 11! 1. SO MOT DISC LDSU RE. ASSETS Women Act of 2005, cases for relle!lrom physlcal libuse, 

iiTii"48ii6j3ii·s-·Al.B[iiri:·cAiiRiE"····-····· :~=~===~:re~ 
f /1 -116 Y. ALBERTI I HI CHAE L , J party may not be disPlaYed and may be avaHable only 

( llil Ill the COU!t3. 
I. dllO l A PC PRO SE By Order ot the Court. 
Al ~CHAFFER DB MARINO 
FARREll 6 & B PC CARR l D & CLINE MI!XSSSSSH4 

KIJTZ & P LLP 
ARG 168.81! HOT HOD CUS P/J 
AR6 * 169.81! MOTION TO STRIKE 

SMA 468914S S HAHRAm LISA 
FA-88 Y. HANRAm: MICHAEL 
FA CADIO L A PC ( 

182
) PRO SE A~G 132.1111 HOT FOR COHT~PT PJ 

ARS * 132.59 ORDER TO SKOW CAUS£ 
---·--------···--·-·····-----------------4911756 S THICKlER, HICKEY 
FA-10 V. COLEMAN) DESIREE 

PRO SE ( 
183 

NO APPEARANCE 
ARG lli2.1!B CUSTODY APPLICATION 
ARB 83.SS YISifAtiON APPLICATION 
ARG • 184.88 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
tro·eo96s63·s··siPP~·oivio·oELoN.jR······ 
FA·Bl V. SAPPI ANGELA MARIA ( 84) 
egog~DT ~~B~EFRlED 
JULE'A.CRAVFORD 
ARB 124.88 EX PARTE APPL • CUSTODY 
ARG * 124.68 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
ARG 125,88 MOTION FOR MODIFICATfON 
ARG 1Z5.51! ORDER HEARING AND NO ICE 
--··----------·····---------------------· 4811576 S FADEN DIANA 
FA-19 Y. HENDEAsHOT, DANIEL 

( l.BSJ 
PRO SE NO APPEARANCE 

ARB 1BZ.8& CUSTODY APPLICATION 
AR6 * 1&3.8& ORDER TD SHON CAUSE 

CII"''F CLERK 

ftlDDLETOWII CDLUHN 1B SHORT CAL NO. 4 

004835 



•' 
' • I 

,. t' 

¥~~e3999878 ~- ~tQE~Hfti~; 9a~fRAH 
'{ 79) 

NO APPEARANCE NO APPEARANCE 
ARG 129.99 MOTION-S£E FIL£ 

MIDDLETOWN 
COLUMtl 7 

SHORT CAL NO. 4 

---------~------------------~---·--····--

COLUMN 8 

004836 

85/83/ZBIO 89.39 
fAMILY 

DISCLOSURES ARG. 

COLUMH 



I 
I 
•,, 

--,. I 

·-··4oss7i6·s-·cHuA:R[vEs:·jANET_________ &i~~~ui82:o1 HOT JOINT cusroov 
J6 V. CHUA-REYES, JESSE ARG 10~ .112 ~T FOR SUPPORT -PO LITE ( 28) ARG 111 . 9 l • EE FILE 

JACKSON O'KEEFE JACOBS suSAN L ARB 19 .lo f R~F~R TO FRO 

-~R64iiifizi~-;-·ciiii~~~~~- i~~\9j648·r-.i~'HU;·mu~~a:·c·-----
A·D9 V. CU~CJ~lKAR GOULD ( 8 N & H HESTER Sa H LLC 

FARRELL 6 & B PC ADELMAN l OFFICE HENE N K a 0 L 
( SA COUSINEAU ARB 127 .IJS MOTION FOR MODIFICATION 

ARG * 146.89 ~T FOR CONlEMPJ PL AR 127.58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
ARG 147.BV MOT FOR CON EHP PL 128.88 HOTlON-SEE FILE· 

Q 148.88 HOT FOR CONTEMPT Pl RG 128.58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
---···-·····---·--·------------···-------481 ET AL. 4811441 S HANNER, ELIZABETH 

FA-89 V. HANESA RO R FA-18 V. HANNERA EDWARD 
( Jl!) ( 4;t) 

PRO Sf PRO SE FACCADIO l A PC PRO SE 
CHILO SPT EHF A ARB * 181.111 HOT REFER TO FRO 
AA6 Sl SAMALOT AR6 102.81 MOTION FOR ALIMONY 

ARB 112.811 APPEAL-FAM SUPPORT MAO AR6 192.02 HOT FOR SUPPORT-PO LITE 
48iis2s·s··--·-ROaeiijs:·cARoLiNE·c··----- Nj;"4eiis42"s""iiHiii:·iii6H-------------
FA-t9 V. ROBERTSJ MARK A fA-09 V. TIHLEH~ WILLIAM 
PRO SE ( 31 PRO SE PRO SE ( 4 ) ASSELIN-CONNOLLY 
JULE'A.CRAHFORD R.A.SOLOHON 

AR6 109.59 HDTION FOR POSSESSION ARB • 112.90 HOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
rRi-4Bii423·s-·iioiiof5EN;·cHiiisriNA______ ~~2 ll~:BI ~t1X~PTE~uK~&fAN Ao LIT 
fA-10 V. ROELOFSEN JR, GEORGE AR6 115,89 HOTlON·SEE FILE 

( 321 ---·-------------------··----------------FACCADIO L A PC PARRETT P P & C 4FA0-111844Z S V. HH000oPPEERR~: ZANECHAVA RIAH 
"ARG • 119,91 MgTfON rg~ ~SSESSION C ~~ 
i~R~ ii~:~~ aot ~~RFSUP~C ~~~YB LITE ELLIOTT R H PC 
A a llZ.BJ MDT FOR ALI Rv-P LITE DA ~NYER 
A 6 11Z.58 HOTION·SEE LE AR • £ll,tB8~.8Hi9~MmOY,TrhFO~lFffli!!...~ 
ARB 113.88 MOTION FOR ORDER-PL AR 11 • 

-----~----------------------------------- ---- -----~----~------------------
4911527 S V. ~"'H~Bj~gtpnARTHA A-!3911542 V. ftg~~: ~:g¢LL 
F II ( .») ( 45) 
t. ..... HAJI I fll L A yo APP~ARAIICE PRO SE FARRELL 9 I 8 PC 
-~~~---!!~;~~-~!-~~~-~~~-~~! .. ~----- ·· lU~sfN~bi~A L 

}I~o~0981127 ~- ~~: ~l~mNS 1~NE ~ ~~{~ iaU~ HOT EQKITABLE R~b1E[ 
PROsE c 34 l HA BALABAN ~RG. lYI:IB R~f ~3sr8D~~~DPLITE rTE 
DIFRANCESCA & S THE 8 L FIRM AR6 116.08 HOTION·SEE FILE 

ARG 137.69 MOTION-SEE riLE 
U~ 4005439 S TOHASINg, lEEANN 
FA-86 V. TOHASIH , FRANK 

( 35) 
JULE'A.CRAWFORD S.S.KRISTOFAK~JR 

CONN L L S FUnD 
ARS 114.88 MOT roR CONTEMPT PJ 
----------------------···--···-----------4011532 S ADELKOPF, HOLLI 
FA-18 Y. ADELKOPF, RICHARD 

( 36). 

RARH· F~,~~8B MOTION-SEE ~~~ESE 
sKA-4iis333·s-·auRis··NiRv··-------------
FA-99 Y. BURNs: MICHAEL 

I "7) 
FACCADlO L A PC LOUDEN L 6 LLC 

ARG • 139.99 HOT FOR ORDER·PB 13·14 
*ft2 l~!:BB ~ff8" f8Rc8UF~~ 

sMA"4i96833"s··LoHsARDoizi;-&Ait·--------
fA-B7 V. LOMBARDOZZI, ANTHONY 

( 38) 
NO APPEARANCE NO APPEARANCE 
~a! • ll~:~s BRhlaHH~~3Vlij~ NOTICE 

HIDDLETOWH 
COLUMN 4 

SHORT CAL NO. 4 

---------2·s-·s·a··-····--- P.---------
A-08 • J PA ICK F. 

(46 
PRO SE GOULD & G PC 
FAHELL G & B PC MURPHY H a N LLC 
KR Ollll R C 

AR * 13i.JO HkTIOH FOR MODIFICATION 
AR6 135.00 HOT HOD P/J 

uRc-4eea643·s-·Hc6Ei:·PAjRiciA-------·-·· 
FA-BB V. HC9EE 1 JEROHE 

( 47) 
PRO SE PRO SE 

FACCADIO L A PC 
ARG • 114.90 HOTION FOR NODIFICATION 
AR9 114.58 ORDER H£AAIN~ A~D NOTiCE 
-------------·-------·····---------------LTD 4819744 S DEMCHAK, KIMBERLY 
FA-99 V. D~C~J CHRISTOPHER 
LOUDEN L 6 LLC WELTY E a H LLC 

ARG * 194.118 HOT FOR SUPPORT·PD LITE 
AR8 195.89 HOT FOR ALI"ONY-PD LITE 
····--·······~--------------------·-···--UNC 4811245 S ESTY, VICTORIA 
fA-89 V. ESTY, FRANK c 49r 
PRO SE PRO SE 

ARG 107.99 MOTION TO CORRECT 
49ii246:s··-·-·sKUMio-scHiPaiii:-N:··---· 
FA-99 V. SCHIPRITT, PAUL ( 68) 
CARR L D A CLINE T DONOVAN 

ARG 118.00 MOTION FOR COUNSEL FEES 
Lio"4e09z46"s-·KANN:·dEFFREY·------------
FA·08 Y. HAHN, JENNIFER 

(51) 
·• -COI!TlMUI:'D 

COLUHN 5 

-~-~-~ ·---. ---

004837 

CONTINUED--· 
RYAN a R P& W.R.BONLES 

ARG * 128.90 NOT TO OPEN JUDGHENT 
ARG 131.88 REFERENCE to FAH REL DIV 
ARG 132.611 "OT APPT 6UAROIAN AD LIT 
~~;~a9ii4a·~:~=i~8~~-~r~ii~~ER _____ _ 

C So:l 
JULE'A.CRAYFORD FACCADIO L A PC 

ARG 135.80 MOT HOD P/J 
----------·······-----·······----~----·-SMA 41!99548 S FRITZ, EDWARD 
FA-08 V. FRITZ, PAMELA 

( :,3) 
DELSOLE & D LLP FACCADIO L A PC 
FARRELL 6 a B PC GOULD t. 6 PC 

ARG 141.90 HOT FOR COHTEHPT PL 

4Bll549 S DIHAUR8 DONNA 
fA-18 V. DJ~U~4 j SALVATORE 
FACCADJO L A PC ROSENZWEI6 F 6 : 

ARB 195.00 HOTJON TO COMPEL 
··--·---------·-------------------------~~9~18751 ~- fir~~i~i ft~~RT -
GOULD & 6 PC FARRELL 6 & 8 Pt 

ARS * 116.011 HOt FOR SUPPORT-PO LITE 
~§2 ll~:l! aKJlgfifi~ErK1haTION 
AR& 119.0S HOT FOR SUPPORT-PO LITE re;r88552• ~ ~-~Hjf~~~~~MH~--.----- .. --

eouLD a 6 PC JRO SE 
IIOLD L B II & M 

AR6 171.99 MOT FOR CO EMPT PJ 
----------·-····-··---···········------·· 
S~ 41Jl&853 S NIL~N, ~RSHA 
FA· 9 Y. WI~S ~'l !CHARD 
FAC DID L A PC GOULD & G PC 

AR6 129.88 ~OTIOH-SEE FILE 
js· 9~ss·s···;:·sii8u~-~~~RLY·--------·-
PRO SE ( Bl 
FACCADIO l A PC BROWN p a S LLP 

ARG * 111.89 NOTJOH-SE£ FILE 
ARB 112.88 MOT APPT GUARDIAN AD LIT 
ARG 113.06 KOTIOHUSEE FI~E ARB 114.88 HOT ER TO FRD 
ARG 115.011 MOT END TlME-DSCOVERY 
ARG 116.01 MOT CU ODY-PD LITE 
ARG 116.92 HOT EXCLUSIVE USE 
~~2 lli:S~ H~f tgft ~f~~~:~g tlf~ 
ARs 116.25 Moi16u-s~E FILE 
ARG 117.911 MOT EXTEND TIHE-DSCOVERY 

~i~;ioiiz56·~~-~ii~:~~EN,·i~~i;---·------· 
( 59 

FAICA2IO L A PC L99§HLIN F P.C. 
~ 9 l~:£9 =Qli~HRs~Ko~l~e 1a-14 
A B 196.611 MOTION TO COHPEL 

ii~zis6·s·--~~-ni~ei:-~f~··--··-------
PRO $E ( 6Al 
~OZUS M T H ! HA PRO SE 

ARG • 112.89 MOTION fOR HODIFICATlON 
ARG 112.50 ORDER HEARING AHO NOtiCE 

ii0"4887657·s··sAHOs·c£"o;o£Li:·MEt _____ _ 
FA-07 V. O'DELL! JOHN, F 

( 6 ) 
PRO SE PRO SE 
CONN l SERVICES IlEBER & C LLP 

ARG 122.99 MOTION TO TRANSFER 
~;~s99as7·~~-8i~~~i;-~~~A~---------

s~~~'l ~~~.~SDN~T ~OR co~~~~P~RANCE 
ARG 116.59 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

·--------------------------------·-------
COLUHII 6 



SUPERIOR COURT 
Faml!v Short Calendar 

N01lCE 
FAMILY UA1l819 

MARKING PROC£DIIIIES 
Mattera ptlnJed on the short calendar must be tnlll1led 

"READY" to be GOIISiclered by the Court. 
ShoJt CBienCiar ll'l8l'ldnga 1118)' be made from 9:00 In 

the morning on lhll TU86day b9!ore the aho1t calendar 
10 4:00 In the aftemoon of lhe Thursdal' before the GhOrt 
c:alendar. If a srare IIOIIday tails on the Friday befol8 the 
data of the calendar. matiBts may be mnJiald fmm 9:00 
TIJSSday momln!l to 11:00 'Tl1uTsday morning. In the 
event a stat& hdlday falls on ThU!Sday pl800CIIng the 
Qllendar, mallrlnl !!13}' be !Nirlted from !1:00 a.m. 'flies,. 
dav to 5:00 pm. Wll!lnefiG8Y. 

f1 a calendar Ia cancsled clue to Ull8llp6Cied 
paJtle8 may reclaim their motiMs to the next a 
c:elendar. If. /IOWGVer, lhe maltar needs lmmedl818 thlon 
by the caurt, the pa11y may awtv for pennlsslon to 
ule an ea111er hllartlg crate Wftfi the court. 

(Nolloe Continued on Last Column) 

TABLE Of COHTENTS 
SHORT CAL, NO. 4 

FAMILY 95/93/2819 

---------------------------~-------------
85/83/2919 89.38 

FAMILY 
CHANGE OF NAME AR&. 

Lio'48i84i2·s-·oisiEFANg···oaH·-----------
FA·99 V. OISTEFAN : HlCHELLE 

( 1) 
FACCADIO L A PC PRO SE 

MCVANE 8 K N B & 
AR& * 127.88 CASE MANAGEMENT DAIE 
AR6 128.89 MOT A~PT BUARDlAN D LIT 
ARG 129.81 MOT FOR SUPPORT-PO LITE 

49ii3is·s··----LAFAvE:·KELLr··-·········· 
FA-89 V. LAFAVEA DAVID 

( d 
PRO SE PRO SE 
AA& 01 CALDER 

ARG 186.88 CASE HANAGEMEHT DATE 
-----------------------------------------~~~8~11150 ~- l~~B8t~ UI~Ek~E l. 

PR E ( ~) PRO SE 
ARs5 1BS.5B CASE MANAGEMENT DATE 

--------------·--------------------------SHA 3818756 S fH~KE~· JENHIFER 
FA-8 y, (k 4)DARVL 

PRO SE COHEN l ACAK. 
QE£NTY SUSAN PER 

ARG * 141.89 CASE MANAGEMENT DATE 
ARG 142.99 REFERENCE TO FAM R£L DIV 

···-···----·-········------------···--·· UNC 4999263 S NEGRIN!, JENNIFER E 
FA-BB V. NEGRIHIJ JASON R. ( s 
PRO SE NO APPEARANCE 

ARB 119.80 MOTION FOR NAME CHANGE 
----------------~---···--········--·-----491BI94 S KROLICK! HlSTY 0 
FA-89 V. KROLICK!: KRZYS!TOF 

( 6) 
SE PRO SE 

.~ 187.98 MOTION FOR NAME CHANGE 
--·--------····-·-···--------------------UNC 4818198 S COHEN, ~YNTHIA 
FA-99 V. CO~EN,T)OSHUA 

FARR£ll G & 8 PC PRO ~~-CONTINUED 

~lDDI..fTOHit 
COLUMN l 

SHORT CAL HO. 4 

CONTINUED--· 
AAG CH CALDER 

ARG * 118.89 CASE MANA6£HENT DATE 
ARG 118.59 REFERENCE TO FAH REL DIV 

95/93/2019 99.30 
FAMILY 

CONTEMPTS AR8. 

··········---·---------·-·············· 
LTD 4088647 S 6EYRY, DAVID 
~A-98 Y. BEYRYi JULIA 

( 21 
PRO SE FACCADIO L A PC 
PH HELOCONSKY JACOBS a J PC 

ARG * 133.80 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
ARG 134.811 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
LiD'4ss8i5s"s''HiHs~H-jR;-joHN:·c:··--·--
FA-s8 V. HANSEN~ MeLISSA, G. 
PRO SE ( 1 ) O. A. MCCORMACK 
~~G ~eo oaR!tJ_~siii-HD~T:-:-Io:-:-H~F=o-=-R....,c..,..o,.,.: 

--- 4si737i's-·o£6RA5s£;·oANiEL~-A: 
A-07 V. GDRMAH·DtGRASSE, B. 

( 1~) 
PRO SE PRO SE 
COUSINEAU S A L MCDONOUGH KEVIN 
A COUSINEAU 
ARG * 137.99 HOTION FOR COHTEHPT 
ARG 138.88 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

-·-------------···-·--------------------· D 81192575 S RODRIGUEZ, JAMES J 
F · V. RODRIGUEZ, EVELYN 

P~ReSE 181.&8 HOTION FOR g§RT~PT 
------------··-·-------------------------1911583 S SISNORELLO, KAREH A. 
A-lB V. SI~Nor~~LO, PAUL L. 

BARRY H & l PC FARRELL G & B PC 
ARG 112.89 MOTIOW-'E' Fl~ 

• • ·COUTINUED 

COWMN 2 

004838 

CONTINUED---
ARS l14.BB MOTION FOR ORDER 
ARS * 116.08 KOTIO~ FOR CONTEMPT 
Ll·o-4&oso92·s·-~c~·-·£:-juL!!;~L:·------
F ·86 V. HC HE~ TIHu1nt, P. 

lt) 
BROWN P a S UP HENEGHAN K & D 
BRDNII P & S LLP · 

ARG 126.88 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
----·-------------·--------------------· 4086294 S HARDGROVE~ DEXTERA l 
FA-98 V. BRISTOL} rALYHN, n. 

( 18 
PRO SE PRD SE 
SUPPORT ENF UNIT 

ARS 111.88 HOTfON FOR MODIFICATION 
. ARe • 112.ee MOT ON FOR coNIEMPT 

ARG 112.59 ORDER NEARING No NOTICE 

··-------··············~---··-····-······ 

COLUHH 3 



e·-

L. rn · 48ii4i2. s··oisreF.\HO ·· iiiiii. · ·--·· ·-· 
FA-19 V. DISTEFANO: MICHEllE 

( 29) 
FACCADIO l A PC PRO SE 

MCVANE B K W 
~H * BtBG =sP~Hiisg,J&b~r PL 
ARS 132.BB MDT fOR CONT~Pt PL 

ii~iiij"s·--~~-~~i~i:~i£~5A··-····· ~ 
P. M. SABETTA NO APPEARANCE 

ARG Ull.BB MOT FOR ORDER PEND LIT£ 
·--------·----------·---····---····------4811614 S REGAN, SUSAN 
FA·lB V. REf"H31 rsERT 

MG CH CALDER MD HC ORHACK I.M SABLONE PRO S~ 
ARO • 1B2.BB HOT PERHISSION T AMEHO 
ARG 183.98 ~LTINOTION FAMI Y 
ARG 193.81 T EgUITABLE ~LIEF 
~~~ lS~:~= off8A-~~~ ~rf~R 
AqS 196.88 MOTION FOR ORDER 

48i79is·s-·KARosi;·Ro8£Ri·---··--···· 
fA·B7 V. KA~OS!~)DOHNA 

~YB~Y~t f hlfL FACCADIO L A 
FARRELL G & 8 PC nft * ~~~:GI Bm,o OPEN JUDGMENT 

ARG 186.88 HOt HOD P/J 
ARG 186.81 HOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
AR! }f~·81 HRJ ~OR P/J p 
~"6 l~s:fia RlFER~Nc~¥0~~ &iL DIV 

5Mj"4ae57is·s··cHuA:aEves:·jANET····---·· 
FA-86 V. CH~A-~JES. JESSE 
JACKSON O'KEEFE JACOBS SUSAN L 

ARG 126.08 MOT HOD P/J 

~~;asesii6-~~·as~i~f8:·~~;~-------
< 34) 

J. J. SHA NESS HCVANE 8 K H 8 & 
ARG * 1 TIDH FOR MODIFICATION 
ARG NOTICE 

---------------------------·-------------LTD 9893848 S HEROLA, CHRISTOPHER 
FA-98 Y. MEROLA~ ELIZABETH 

( 41) 
JUlE'A.CRAWFORD FACCAOIO l A PC 

ARG 135.09 HOT HOD P/J 
SNA 4090549 S FAITZ, EDWA~ 
FA-88 V. FRITZ 1 PAMELA 

( 'J8) 
DELSOLE & 0 LLP FACCADIO l A PC 
FARRELL 6 & B PC SOULD & 6 PC 

ARG 138.89 HOT FOR COUTEMPT PJ 
------·····------------------------------4QllZS8 S ffii~~· SARAH rA- u V. rt~~, MICHAEL 
' ( 491 

---CONHNUEO 

COLUIIIl 

004839 

CONTINUED··-
DORSEI c l 0 P.C J. J. SHAINESS 

!HI t=~:!f ~f~m-~~~ ~~f~~~roN ~~ l~:~~ l kp¥~~~Mi~A~Y~tf 
~G tft_l~ t CLUSIVE USE 
ARG 183.86 MOT FOR ALIHOHY·PD LITE 
ARB 183.50 MOTION-SEE FILE 

iro.4iii75i·s··cAFF£Rv:·iOa£Rr·········· 
FA-09 V. CAFFERYJ DAWN 

( 69 
GOULD & 6 PC PRO SE 

ARB * 112.&1 MOT EXCLUSIVE USE 
ARS 113.18 NOTION FOR ALIMONY 

j~;jsie9si·~~-~~~~:~s~o~~~~~~~~---··· 
D. L. DEMJIR IIELTY E ! W LlC 

ARG 12 .81 MDT EXCLUSIVE USE 
~~;raass2·f~tlj~~:~~a~~--- ····- .... 

ULO I 6 PC PRO SE 
ARS 179.90 MOT FOR cowf2U~¥ ~J8 W 

1 M 

A-8 V. T SHE; ~~H~~R·w~·-····· 
( ;J7) 

GOZZI P a WELSH CARR l D & CLINE 
ARS 132.118 MOT F"OR CONTEMPT PJ 

;i~aisi·s···;:·e"~ia~~iufiiift£~~:···-·· 
PRO SE ( ) ' 
CASHMAN W H a AS fR8o~~VAN 
DORSEY C L 0 P.C 

ARG * 171.00 REOUEST FOR LEAVE 
ARS 172.90 OBJECTION 

cRc.49ii262·s-·ouiNriN:·riAcEv··-·-····--
FA-s9 Y. QUINTIN JR, SPENCER 

( 59) 
OAKLEY L OFF"ICES PRO SE 
A~~aCM ~~~&§ HOTION FOR U~~f~~~IhNGROU 
uHc.4888i63·s··HAc6owAN:·sittir·ja···-··· 
rA-94 V. MACGOWAN, TODD 

( 68) 
PliO S£ H.J ALEXANDER 
B~~gv.Ll~~~uu HOTiox FoR AaUfrfc~Tton op 

ARG 139.58 ORDER HEARING AND IIOTICE 
ARG 146.98 NOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 

COL.UHU 6 



~--·-------------------------·--------- --------------·-----------------·····-··· 4005966 S CONNOLLY, ROBERTA F. 0882695 S V. CCOOLLEMAEMANH; TRURASSCEEYLLET •• 
J6 V. CO?Nour• JAMES J. FA-97 ( 

731 
PRO SE PRO SE PRO SE PRO SE 
60~LO L a "' a n FACCAJPS L A PC na * lBUB ~laNH~M~ou~c~bfY~E 
~RH * }}~:~s oRbE~0ft~kl=aN!No1NOTICE ·······-·····························-··· .............•..........•...••........... LTD 8895695 S HOLLAND, HfCHELLE B. 

LTD 4881869 S DIVIN~ENZO, MARTHA FA-81 V. HOL(LAH
4
D1 ~OHN J. 

FA-84 V. DIYIN~~~ZO, GREGORY PRO SE 7 I PRO SE 
HESTER G & H LLC GOULD a G PC ~ HJ ALEXANDER FORTUNA & C PC 

s~CCAOIO L A PC CHILD SPl' ENF A RYAN & R PC 

~H! * lltiB nBPRaoFP'" DER·P~ ~~~k-r~Lfl~n 
...........•....•.•...•••••....••••••••.• ARG 167.88 NOTION FOR HOOJFICATION 

~884888870 ~- gc~tt~~~~Aft~E ii~iss6·s·--~~-jfS~~,:·c~ai~ii~-----------
eouLD a 8 PC V. MCMANUS, JR. ( 5) 

~~~~-~~~?~~-~=-~~~-~~~~~!-~~-------- F:i!E~L~Il~~~ ngf 1~~c[8§I~!b~~~r & 
4908479 S MCNAUGHTON CHAD AR8 195.88 HOTION·SEE FILE 
FA·88 V. ALFAN0 1 SltPKANIE ···•••··•··•••·····•·····•·•••••••····· 

( 6,.) LTD 49&7397 S STRICK, ERIN L 
~fg~IO LA PC ~OS~~BLOIE FA-&7 V. ST~IC~t>ERICH l. 

"i!~s~ ~~~=TugtiSR~s~,~FILE 'i~l~8~l:8:~~ &Hfts~~ c L 0 P.c 
•·••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• AR6 137.88 HOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ tx:la78 s v. S~~~~~~· ~~~f~N uNc-4eii39a·s-·coiiiNs:·oAii£Ne··-······· 

C 65 ~A-99 V. COtL19;J WILliAM 
J~k~'~·~=s~'2R2oT FOR ALI~a~~~~~OL~T~ PC PRO SE PRO SE 

ARG 183.2S MOTION-SEE FILE B.A.CHAPLIN 

ji~jjil·s·--~~-i~~~-~~~h£r··----·····- -~-~-!!!:~!-~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~!~~~---
·lsENBERa ( e) BARRY H & L PC W.s3818498 ~- ~n~ xu~~~~Nt. 

181.88 MOTION TO COMPEL C 18) 
···········•·•••························· PROSE PRO SE 
4811663 S SJGNORELLO KAREN A. kUTZ l P LLP 
FA-11! V. SIGNOREI.LO: PAULL. AAG CH C.A_.:L~DiERhtrrrl!lr'RIIIrtt::Atl~I:AJ'I ( 67) ARG ~ 
BARRY H a L PC FARRELL G a B PC ······························•· 
-~~~---~~~=~~-~~~-~~~~~-~~-~~~----~-----~ A-~=992298 e. ~H==In~; ~~~~ 
~A~e~918784 ~- ftH~~g~ ~2h~TiAN ~ PRO SE ( 

79 
PRO SE 

( o8) ADELMAN L OFFI~E GOULD L 8 N & H 
DEVLIN P & T LLC &oRfiS~~ c L P.C ~~~~~~~tot 

ARG * 116.90 MOTION-SEE FILE AAG GRAHAM-DAYS 
ARG 117.08 MOTION-SEE FILE ~ COUSINEAU SA L 

tio-4eiejss·s··sf·Rt:·s·eao8AH········- ~ ~Hi * l&!:~l H2KrU0ftriKi~GRlN&'~orrcE 
FA-89 V. 6 RT, EFFREY ARG 198.88 OBJECTION 
DWYER GE.L. 69 ) piUf •••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••• 

~~~.!~-~~~-~~~~ . 9 
~113"11086 t ~1-t: ~~~v~n .. DISCL5s~A~ ARB. r 7o> 
PRO SE MAGLJOCHETTI L A 
'5~T~. "oEJ,kbi:A 
SA COUSINEAU 

ARG 1SP.81 HOT ~OINT CUSTODY 

1-!!DOLETOllll SHORT CAL HQ, 4 

----------------------------------------811666 S TERRILL JRfFREDERICK 
FA-19 V. TE?RI~) k MBERLV A 
DZIALO P & A. FARRELL G & 8 PC 

ARB 
1 1112.119 HOT EXTEND TIHE-DSCOVERY 

04/26/2910 89.38 
FAMILY 

QUESTIONS OF LAW ARG. 

~~!i,18 S v. ~n~l§N1TtH~!~?~R ( 8 ) 
PRO SE NO APPEARANCE 

ARB 192.99 CUSTODY APPLICATION 
~~G 103.~8 yfSJTAtlOk APPLJCATIOn 
AKa * 194.~8 uRDER TO SHOH C~USE 

cOLUMH 6 

004840 

CHIEF CLERK 

NOTICE (c:ontnJecllnlm COlumn 1) 
HRlJ1 aD c:llallons must be re-Issued tmless the COUll 

ordera olbei'Wioo. 
Marlclngs by allomeya mua1 be made a'-onlt:ally 

tlvaugll e.&IMces ()YY6y IW' dQO\O. Self-fepTesented 
(pre ae) partlaa and a!1r:1nu1ya who havu oblalned an 
exclusion lnlm E-5etvlcea requJrements must eubmll 
marldnge by tailing 8fi0.343.6400.. 

.t.ld:. Fax mar1c1nos are not ~ 
Counael and eeUof8jii'BSalltsd parties must give timely 

noUce of mazlclngs to aD eelf-ruptQSOilllld part1os and 
counsel of record. The court may Impose 8IIJlCIIons u 

Is not given. 
The following lnformallan must be given wt1on making 
A~matldng: 

4 The posillon of the case on the c:a!enclar 
.. The name and doclcet I1UI'I1ber of the oao 
+ The entry number and IIIIa of malkm 
.. ll'i\1 fuU name of lila person INIIdng lhe l'lliiMng and 

the iav411rm name, R ~ 
+ rmetion that OOIINiel and Mil~ par-

reoonl have been nollfted of the maJklng 
ForrnallsiB lll8lked "READY," counsel and &elkepr&

ellntlld pari)Qs of reconl must coma to caurt on the day 
of the eelendar. The court wiD at1empt to hear oaees In 
Yllllch 11 paJty Is repmentell by a volUnteer {pro bono) 
lltlomey first: 

ADDmONAL INFORMAllON 
Addll!onal lnlonnatlon Ia avallllblll on b Judldal 

~"'111r.cCapyl8l!IJ!!!!!!!r1SJM!!Omem arus 
fOrms are available on the Judicial Slanch website 111 

~==:::rJ:~Vlole~Agalnst 
Wanen Ad of 2005, CIIB89 for rellel fiOI'I'I physlc:al abuse, 
to~~ orders, and mollonslhatwould be likely 
to puDiiCiy mveaJ the ldenlDy or location of a protec!Bd 
party may not be displayed and may be 8VDIIable only 
at !he-. 
By Order of the Court. .._. 

COLUMN 9 



. ' 

4811355 S DIXON, KIMBERLY 
FA-89 V. DIXON, JASON 

( 3) 
PRO Sf BROifll P & S LLP 
FACCADIO L A PC 

ARG ll9.89 CASE HANA&EHENT DATE 

~YAN & R PC PRO SE 
COUSINEAU S A L 
~~~ il~:BB ~~feq-~f~r~Jb~ REPORT 
ARG .. 126.1111 WE HANAGEIIEIIT DATE 

COLU~m 1 
UDOLETOIIN SHORT CAL NO. 4 

004841 

84/2§~2fl0 09.39 
KISCEL~t~s AR&. 

COLUMN 3 

··-CONTINUED 



ej 

,' ' 

-·-

Judlclal D11tr1ct of Middlesu al MiddlstDvJn CONTI HUED-- -
P LABBADIA 

S\!JlERIORCQURT AR6 113.60 OBJECTION TO MOTION 
FamllyShariCIIIendsr AR& • ll~.8S MOTION FOR COHTEMPT 

1 <:ourtStraet.Ukldlllown ~~ lh:BB lmP?UR~~~~ ~FER 
'"' Floor, Courtroom 4fJT - -- - -- -- ---- -- -- ----- ---- --- • ---- - -- -----

9;3011.1 4BllJI7l5 S .CONWAY ,CHRISTIAN C. 
NoncE FA-84 V. CDNWAYt ERIN L. 

( ) 
FAJJIL.YIIATTERS PRO SE J~ LIQUORI 

UARKlHtl PROCEDURES KA YA6ALOFF 
~~=~~tustbemariiDd Ua * m:U t:8H8U ~~ ~8~lriUnoN 

Sholl calendar markings may be made from 8:00 In - -- -- ---- -- -- • ------ ...... -- ••• - ....... .. 
the mcmlng on the Tuesday before the short calendar SMA 41109417 S FRANCE, ANN,~ 
to 4:00 In the attamoon ollh8 ThulsdaY before lhe 6hOit • FA-118 V. FRflCE b AND""" 
calendar· II a state ho!lday lall8 on Ole l=lfday before the FARRELL G & 8 PC ) PRO SE 
da!B c:llhe caJendar, maii8nl may be marked !rom 9:00 PmSE HJ AL£XAHDER 
TueadBy morntnu to 11:00 Thtnsday morning. In lhe * 211.99 NOTION FOR xmrPT 
event e e1ate hOliday falla on 'Tlwl8day pi8C9dlng lhe A 215.88 HOT FOR CON PL 
calendar,matteramaybemmkecUrom~O&m. Tue&- AR6 219.80 MOTION FOG RD 

~ ~ =:-~aw~liue to uneJCP8CIBd even1s, -~~ ~~f:l~ =8f ffi~o H~~:UIH 
=..~.=~.:::ane!dath~v: m Hi:IK llo0fl8U f8Roft~R 
%tr;:~~':re~:~tosdled- -~~~---~~~:~~-~~!-~~~-~~~~-~~--------

(.,...._,.ft_,.,...onlast.....,~) FRD 8889919 S LANDRY, KATHERINE B. 
I.U~~"'~ ~·u• FA-99 v. curno,g~ICAH E. 

TA!Il£ OF COII1EHTS 
SHORT CAL. NO. 4 

FAMILY B3/01/ZB18 89.38 

PRO SE PRO SE 
D. E. COSHAH SAR~Y A P. 
A~~BR*B~~:u5~gTIOH FOR COHTEH~~AINESS 

ARG 133.59 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
--·-···················-···-·-----------· 

----------------·------------------------ ~~~efBB7429 ~- ~i;~~K~r1 M~K~k~~y~·R. I 1B 
PRO SE PRO SE 83/Bl/2611! 89.30 

FAMILY 
CHANBE Of HAME ARB. 

FRi-4iii457'5''sosCAiiNol·-5ALvA10iE·-----
rA-o9 V, KRACHENFE S, KARA 

( 2) 
FACCAOIO L A PC MENDOZA SANTA 

ARQ 118.88 CASE MANAGEMENT DATE 
FRi'4iiii73·s-·ou8cAN:-AsHLEv····--------
FA·09 V. DUHCANA BRENT 

( .J) 
GOULD l G PC FACCADID L A PC 

ARB 186.88 MOT FOR ALIHONY·PD LITE 
AR6 llZ.BB REFERENCE TO FAM REL DIY 
ARQ • 114.26 CASE MANAG£MENT DATE 
---------------------------------------·· 
~~~sgss s v~ ~Hf~~: ~t~~N 
PRO SE \ PRO SE 
AR6 183.56 CASE HANA6EHEKT DATE 

.48111213 s 
fA-89 

$[ 

MIDDLETOiflt 

83/Bl/ZilB B9.38 
FAMILY 

CON TEMPTS ARG. 

F'JT2QEIULD JESSICA 
V. SIKORSKI, AAYHOND A. 

( 6) 
BROWN P & S LLP 

• • ·CONTINUED 

COLUMN 1 
SHORT CAL NO. 4 

ARB • 114.89 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
ARG 116.88 REFERENCE TO FAM REL OIV 

-···--------------·---------------------· 
~~9~886437 ~- Bt ftE~~UTI!~~:Mf~~ 
PRO SE < 

1 
> PRO ~E 

tsRD~~~R ~0~ kl~SLtP8 PC 

AR6 Z16.0B MOTION FOR ~6Hl~TIED 
ji~if4s·s·--~~-~~iAA;Ifti5~~?PMU~------

c 12) 
PRD SE PRO SE 

~~~ * lll:ftB M~~i6H~~IhRRA~~DTICE 
Ks*'4ei8946'5'"8£NsoN;-jAi£ii£·----------
FA-89 V. BENSON~ JOSHUA 
PRO SE ( 1 ) PRO SE 
PL SZEWCZYK BUOLOHB & B LLC 
8~liN-Bl~g~~BLSRblR""[RaifiR"I~Bp~~cE 
FRi'oi~748's''iEiiooK:·iKAti"6'''-·····-
FA-92 V. TEXIDOR1 CARLOS J 

( 14J 

&~N~~CARATD ~MfiAna~~C. 
AA6 TP CREAN T DONOVAN 

AR6 120.@8 MOTION FOR ~DIFICATION 
ARG * 120.50 MOTION FOR CONTEMPT 
~MA !997652 S TANPIENGCO, PAUL 
FA-ll7 y, TA1PI~g~co, SHAROH 

MURTHA C LLP FACCADIO L A PC 
MURTHA C LLP 

AR6 135.88 HDTIOH FOR HODIFICATIOH 
AR6 * 136.89 HOllON FOR CONTEMPT 

Lfo'sis2859's··FiNKELoEr;·cATHERiNE·····-
FA-93 V. Fl~KELDEY, OTTO H IV 
PRO SE ( lS) P SE 

FACCADIO l A PC cAift l 0 ! CLIHE 
KUTZ ! P LLP 

.. -CONTl~UED 

COLUMN Z 

004842 

-~--------···········-~-------··········· 
~ID 0099392 s DONOVAN. CLAUDIA L. 
F ·02 V. DDNOVAN 1 ROBERT 
PRO ~~ ( 191 

ARB * 124.1!11 HOllON FOR ~~T§PT 
ARG 124.511 ORDER HEARING AHD NOTICE 

···············--------------------------4F011299 S ZALEWSKI, RAYMOND 
A-69 V. ZALEWSKI, CLAUDIA 

( 29) 
FACCADIO L A PC JACOBS & J PC 

ARG 197. BB MOTION FOR COli TEMPT 

93/B~~f~e B9.3B . 
HISCELLAHEOUS ARB. 

COLUHH 3 



_, 

... 

------·-··----------·--·-----------------LTD 4919618 S CYR, KERRY 
FA-99 V. CT~, ~g~N 

HCV4N~ B K W 8 a FAC~rDIO L A PC * il7.6U HOT FOR ORDER· 13-14 
118.99 MOTION TO COHP 

-----------------------------------------SMA 4998116 S MDZZICATO, LINDA 
FA-88 V, IWUICATO, ANTOHINO 

( 29) 
J. J. SHAINESS MCVAHE B + W B & 

ARB * 134.25 MOTION FOR HODIFICAT ON 
ARG 134.58 ORDER HEARING AND NO ICE 

SMA 4919218 S CURCIO, BARRY 
FA-09 V. CURCIO~ KAREN 

( 311) 
rARRrLL C & B PC ADELMAN l OFFI 
SA COUSINEAU 

AR6 131.89 MOTION-SEE FILE 
------···············------------------
tf~ll18 S V. ~y~~~-~~n~LNAJI 

( 3 ) 

P~Rs5~ 112.99 CUSTODY APPrv~~~6CRANCE 
AR& 182.59 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

------------················-----·---···· 4911920 S FLOREZ HARJIN 
FA-09 Y. DE~JC~~~· L NOSEY 

"H001"J~~n MgT rgR co~~M~¥A~rs 
A § 108.99 M T F R CONTEMPt Pl 
A G 199.91 HOT PERMISSION LEAVE CT 

--------·····-·-------·······------------
~~~llam·UB ~. ~,g~~~; ~~A8N 

~"~ ~ ~12.fi~l~~T FOR COH~l~T~P~ PC 
AR8 122,ee M~TION FOR PAYMENT 

-··-~------------·--------------------··-4811423 S ROELOFSEH, CHRISTINA 
FA-19 V. ROELOFSEN JR, GEORGE 

( 34) 
F' \DIO L A PC PARRETT P P & C 

* 102.90 MOTION-SEE FILE 
"'"" 1113.6il HDiiON·SEE FILE 
ARG 184.88 HOT CUSTODY-PO LITE 

·-----·-·-----------------------------·--LTD 4898526 S GRECO, LORI AJ 
FA-98 Y. GRfCO~S~IC, • 

P:iaSf JZ2.BB NOTION FOR ~ftRr~lCATION 
AR6 123.88 REFERENCE TO FAM REL OIV 

SMA 4982128 S PLASCZYNSKI, ANTOINE 
FA-85 V. PLASCZYNSKI, RICHARD 

( 36) 
JULE'A.CRAHFORO SH &ARBER 

DORSEY C L 0 P.C 
ARB * 139.88 HOT MOD P/d 
ARG 138.51! ORDER HEARIN6 AND NOTICE 

-----------------------··----------------UNC 4985439 s TOMASINO, LEEAHR 
FA-06 V. TOMAS ~0, FRANK 
JULE'A.ERAWFORD ( l S.S.KRISTOFAK,~R 
CONN L S FUND 

ARG * 112.88 MOT HOD SUPPORT P/J 
ARG 12.~6 ORDER HEARING AND HOTICE 

··--·-····--·-·----------·-·--·---·------4911331 s DERENZB· HOLLY 
FA-119 V, DERENZ 1 ANGELO 

( 38J 
V LILBURN HENEGHAN K 6 D L 

ARG 199.00 HOT EXCLUSIVE USE 

11!}~34 s v. ~~~~~ ~~2A 
( .:19) 

fACCADJO L A PC RYAN & R PC 
ARS * 191.81 HOT CUSTODY-PO LITE 
AR~ 191.92 MDT EXCLUSIVE USE 

tns iSi:ll U~f ~g~ ~tr~~~:~G tlf~ 
~6~ ll~:ol =O~I~~F~R TO F~O 

HIDDLETOh'N 
COLUt~N 4 

SHORT CAL HO. 4 

481144Z S HOOPER NEVA 
FA-18 V. HO?~E~t)ZACHARIAH 
PRO SE PRO SE 

ARB 106.09 MOT FOR ORDER PEND LITE 

~~~93888842 ~. ~88~~·p~fl~c~·F. 
( 48J 

PRO SE &DULO & G PC 
FARRELL 6 & B PC MURCHY M A N LLC 
~~~ * ~~~:BJ 88S~~tl8= f8 ~otl8~ 

------·-··-------------------------------UHC 4819744 S DEMCHAK, KIMBERLY 
FA-99 V. DEHCHAK1 CHRISTOPHER 

( 49J 
L2K~[~ tei.~~CKOT FOR ALI~N¢~~6A~~£ 

ARS 184.89 MOT FOR SUPPORT·PD LITE 
----··-··-························----·--
11~l~5 s v. ~~~~~8; kl~AoNo ( so, 
GQULD a Q PC PALUMBO I D LLC 

ARG ~ 181.89 MOT EXCLUSIVE USE 
ARB 102.89 HOT E8UITABLE RELIEF 
~a~ lG~:~~ ~8f ro~HJu~~~i9~~D LITE 
ARG 18~.83 MDT FOR ALIHONY·PD LITE 

RTD 4607147 S ~IN6·ARESCO~ ~OANN 
FA·87 V. KI(e, 5~fCHA~l 
PRO SE PRO SE 

···CONTIIIUEO 

COLUMN 

004843 

···----------------------------· -------811142611 S KJOS, JOYCE H 
FA-84 V. KJOS, R SS 

( 
T AN CARR l D & CLINE 

AR • HDTIOII roi\~ODJ-I'ICATJDN ARG 11P.69 ORDER H 1\I Q AND NOTJC[ 
ARS 1~8.88 MOTION 0 ARGUE 
AR6 121.88 MOT FOR CONTEIIPT PJ , 

4iii262·s······nuiNriN:·rRic[v···-··----· 
FA-89 V. QUINTIN JR, SPENCER 

( "69) 
OAKLEY L OFFICES PRO SE 

ARG * 196.99 MOTION-SEE FILE 
AR6 197.09 •tOTION TO COMPEL 
AR6. lBB.BB HOT FOR CONTEMPT Pl 
--~~------·····---------·--·-·---·-------4911462 s P~BBOHA, CHBJSTIN£ 
FA-18 V. PERRO A, MARK 
PRO SE ( 1) STORM tHR 

ARG 193.89 HOT FOR CONTEMPT PL ISTOPHE 

~Ht.ii90i63"s··MAc6oijAN:·siLLi["~o······· 
A·B V. HA~ao=~· TODD 

PRO SE H.J ALEXANDER 
BERRY L LLC RUHE B J L 0 OF 

···CONTINUED 

COLUI'lH 



004844 

I. ~/3/!0 "[--;-:.zl/1' ",,_,.,, \.. 

MXS$SSSH4 I? ~ -It / 
Judicial Dlslrict ~~Middletown 

SUPERIOR COURT 

IWJJCE 
FAUll Y L!ATrEIIS 

LWIKINB PIIOCEDUIIES 
Ma1191$ p!lnl8d on the shol1 calendar RruSt be malbld 

"READY" to be considered by the Court 
snort calendllr marlclngB may be made from 9:00 In 

the morning on th9 Tuesday befora thll chort calendar 
to 4:00 In lho afternoon ollbo Thun!day bofom !he 8hort 
calenclar. II a 61ale holiday fall5 on the Friday before llle 
dalo r:l the oalandor, I'I1Gllole rney ba mDJIIed from 9:00 
Tuesday morrmg to 11:00 Thursday morning. In the 
event a llla!e holday falls on Thuraday p!ecedlng lhe 
calendar, rnatle!5 rnay bG II'IIUbld from 0:00a.m. iues· 
day to &:00 p.m. Weclne8day. 

U a calalldar Is cance1ec1 cftJ8 to unexpec!ed 
par1les may nsclalm !heir I'DDIIone 1o the ne>ct avail 
calsnclar.ll, howallar, tile mai!Gr needslmmadlale 
bv the court, the party may apply lor permission to 
ufe en earlier hearing da2e wllh lhe cowt 

(Notice ConllnueO an Last Colwnnl 

TABLE OF COill'EtfT8 
SHORT CAL. NO. 4 

FAMILY 05/IJ3/ZIIl0 

······················-----~---·········· 
\ 

H5/83/2A19 99.39 
FAHfLY 

CKAN&E OF HAHE AR6. 

~-~-48ii4iz·s-·oisrEFANo-·ooN········-··· 
J9 V. DISTEFA~O: HlCH£LLE 

( 1) 

HCVAN K tl B & 
FACCADIO L A PC PRO l 
AR6 * 127,08 CASE MANAGEMENT A 
ARG 12$.00 MOf APPT BUARDI ~~ LIT 
ARG 129.81 HO FOR SUPPORT-PO LITE 
--------------------------------~--------4911315 S LAFAVE, KELLY 
FA-89 V. LAfAYE~lDAVID 

PRO SE PRO SE 
AAG CH CALDER 

ARS 186.98 CASE MANAGEMENT DATE 
·-·--·----------------·------------------REC 4911150 S TAWBDT, MICHELLE L. 
FA-89 V. TALBOT~ HARK A. 

( ~) 
PRO SE PRO SE 

AR6 105.58 CASE KAHASEHEHT DATE 
~~;jsie7s&·~~-fHE~Ei;·~iK~iFEi·········· 

( 'I) 
PRO SE COHEN & ACAH. 
QEENTY SIJSAIJ PER 

ARG * 141.80 CASE HANA6EMENT DATE 
AR6 142 .I!IJ REFEREIICE TO FAH REL DIV 

·······-····----------·-·---------------UNC 4&09263 S NEGRIN!, JERNIFER E 
FA·BB V. NE?RIN~J JASON R. 
PRO SE 110 APPEARAtlCE 

ARG 119.09 MOTION FDR NAME CHAH&E 
401BIJ94 S KROLICK! HlSTV D 
FA-119 V. KROLICK!: KRZYSiTOF 

( 61 
PRO SE PRO SE 

CONTI HUED··· 
M6 CH CALDER 

. I r 

ARG * 118.BB CASE MANAGEMENT DATE 
ARG 118.60 RE~EHCE TO ~AM REL DIY 

05/93/ZBle 09.38 
. FAMILY 

CONTEMPTS ARG. 

ARG 187.80 MOTION FOR NAHE CHANGE 
uuc·4aisi9a·s··coHEN:·cvNiHiA·······-···· ~~~l~83 s v. ~ltH8a~tt8: ~nEwL~-
r ~, V. COHt:N 1 ~O:SIIUA I 10) 

( 71 BARRY H & L PC FARRELL G & 8 PC 
fh~ELL 8 & B PC PRO SE ARG 11Z.69 MOTION-SEE FILE 

···COIITINUEO ···CONTINUED 

MIDDLITOWII 
COLUMN 1 

SHORT CAL NO. 4 
COLUIIN 2 

CONTINUED---
ARe 114.09 MOTION FOR ORDER 
ARS * 116.89 NOTION FOR CONTEMPT 

~~;iaass92·i~-~~~i;:tY~AfA;~=;~·-···· 
BRONN P & S LLP HENE&HAH K 6 0 
BROWN P & S LLP · 

ARG 126.89 MOTION FDR CONTEMPT 
48i8294"s······HARosRovE:·oEiTER:·L.····· 
FA-98 V. BR,STqhJ rALYNN, n. 

~n~p~~T ENF UNIT PRO SE 
ARB 111.88 HOTJON FOR MODIFICATION 
ARG * 112.88 MOTION FOR COHTEKPT 
ARB 112.58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
------~····-----------------------------

49ii797·s··-·--oAvis;·CHRisriN£········· 
FA·lB V. OAYIS1 VINCENT 
FARRE 8 ( Z4) 

ARe LLlDl~~o ~TioN-sEE Ff~rsE 
L.ro ·4i88iii·s· · orus:·.iaAfiiiA ... ··:·· ----
FA-08 V. OUHASA WILLIAM 
N PPEARANCE ( '

5) PRO SE 
AR * 132.~8 MOTION FOR MODIFICATION 
ARS 13Z.50 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

iii- 99 ·5·-·;:·=fi~i~-~tY~~~---······ 
YAH a R PC ( "

6J PACCADIO L A 
ARG 193.08 HDTION TO COMPEL PC 

uiic"48096i2·s-·PEDERseH:-iel.iv·········· 
tA-08 V. PE.llERSEN, HANS 

( 27) 

~~a~~Lkl3~~ hhrJOH fOR u~~rS & N LL 
···········-·--·-········---------------

COLUMN 3 



.. 

e .. 

••••••••••••••••••.•..•.................. C2H!INUED-·· 

~~064885716 ~- gua::~~~~: ~~~ ARG * ~~~:=~ =8l ~A"~u~~l¥~~0 LITE 
< 28) AAS lBl-88 HDTIS~flEE FILE 

J~~f APPT G~~~~~tfTL -~~~---~-.:~~-~~-----~-~~-~~---········ 
lll.A 4iiii:i2iii·s-·cuRcJ·g·~-ii-'iiiiv······--~.....__ ~~s\93649 ~- :~~m·1 11m~: c 

;<rA·89 V. CU~C z§>KAREN GOULD i B W & M ( 41 HESTER S l H LLC 
FARRELL S & B PC ADELMAN l OFFICE HENE AN J & D L' 

(SA COUSINEAU AR 12 .89 MOTION FOR HiDIFICATION 
AR6 * l46.Bil IWT Rl COIITEMPT PL AR 12 .Sil ORDER HEARIN AND NOTICE 
ARB 47.89 MOT CONTEMPT PL 128 .BS MOTION-SEE F LE 

RB 148.08 HOT CONTEMPT PL RG 128.69 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
---~-----------------------·--····-------ET AL. 41111441 S HANNER, ELIZABETH 

V. HA( ~~~ fA·lS V. HA~N~~~EDVARO 
PRO BE PRO SE FACCADIO L A PC PRO SE 
CH IL SPT EHF A ARB * 181.81 HOT REFER TO FRO 
AAG Sl SAMALOT ARG 182.81 NOTION FOR ALIMONY 

ARG 112.8B APPEAL-FAM SUPPORT HAG ARS 182.82 HOT FOR SUPPORT-PO LITE 
4iii52s·s······Ro8Eirs;·CARoLiNi·c······· Nj;"4iiii42"s··riHLEN:·L[iaH·······-····· 
FA-19 V. ROBERTS! HARK A FA-89 V. TIHLEN~ MILLIAH 

( 31 ( 4~) 
PRO SE PRO SE ~R~ S~ ASSELIN-CONNOLLY 
JULE'A.~~~HR~OTION FOR POSSESSION ARGS*L~~gN88 MOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 

ARG ARG 113:"' HOTION·SEE FILE rRi-4sii423·s··RoELoFsEN:·cHRisriNA······ ARG 114.us Hor APPT suARDIAN AD Lrr 
FA-18 V. ROELOFSEN JR, GEORGE AR8 115.88 HOTION·SE£ ¥11£ 

( 321 ····-········-----·······-··············· 
FACCADIO L A PC PARRETT P P & C 4811442 S HOOPER NEVA 
·ARG * 119.81 HBTIOH FOR POSSESSION FA·l8 V. HOOP~: ZACHARIAH . 

ARG 112.91 N TION FOR CUSTODY ( ~) 
A~G 112.82 H T FOR SUP~RT·PD LITE ELLIOTT R H PC PRO SE 
~ft~ ~~~:g~ =gft~2~s~k1'Y~l·PD LIT£ D~RRWl~18.B9 MOT FO 8~r1P~ LLP 
ARG 113.88 MOTION FOR OROER-PL ARG 

ii~ij27·s··-~~-i3u?~a~sj~;;~RTHA·····-- -~:~~ii54z~~-is=~:-~i~¢ti·-------
( 3~1 ( 45) 

KA~MAHI~6~sk ~or FOR co~~~~P~fRANc£ ~~ ~EL FIR" FARRELL e a e rc 
· ••·•···•····•···•••·····•••·••••·•• •· COUSlN~ S A L J'898

B2
7 ~- ~~~: ~Il~UA"S ~~NE *' ~ta ~ 19~~~~ MOT e~uiT~BLE R~UEF 

' ( 34) ARH 187.88 HOT su~i6~Ef ptiT LITE 

:~~~~~!~~!~-~~!~~~:~~~-~~;!~~~~---· ~ .... !!~i~;-~~o~=--~-~-~~LP_~------·· 
UN£ 4895430 S TOMASIUO, LEEANN FA·SB . J PA R Ck F. 
FA-86 v. To~s!sY• FRANK PRO SE C 46 GOULD a G PC 
JULE'A.CRAVFORD eoftNKfl~TgF~~~R ~~e6t~HBR&&BcPf MURPHY H & N LLC 

ARS 114.88 NOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ ARG * 134.88 HOTION FOR MODIFICATION 
AR9 135.88 HOT HOD P/J 

ii~ii32·s·--~~-iB,~~if:-~v&hi;~·-······· ~i~;gesa&fj·ij~-~3(~~; 7·52~~iA···--······ R. B. FRIED PRO SE 4 ) 

-~~~---~!~:~!.~~!!~~=~~~-~!~~---········· PRO SE ~~8ci~IO LA PC 

~~~s3810333 5. RHf"~;7;t~EL -~~~-~-!!~~~~-~~~~~~~~!~~!;~~~!~~~---
F~~~Api~,~-AeP~of FOR oRD~R~~iNtk-~4LLC ~l~e~81B744 ~- R~Eff~j ~"fi~b~HER 
~~~ ~~~:=~ ~T~g~ f8Rc8~~~~ LOUDEN L 6 LLC ( 

48 
WELTT E & W LLC 

~~~;;sii6a33-~~-t8~j~~~ili;·jAfh~~;-····· 
( ~B> 

HO APPEARANCE NO APPEARANCE 
AAG * 113.88 HOTIOH FOR ADVICE 
ARG 113.59 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

Fii"4iii434·s-·iRiss:·liNnA·············· 
FA·l0 Y. KRfSS~ 9~0HN 
FACCADIO L A PC RYAN a R PC 

ARG 187.09 HOTION·SEE FILE 
49ii737·s··----LEiAK;·aARBARA·---··----·· 
F• •B V. L~K!o)OHN 
f, .fLL G & 8 PC FACCADIO L A PC 

. -··CONTINUED 

PliDDLETOIIN 
COLUMN 4 

SHORT CAL NO. 4 

ARG * 194.88 MOT FOR SUPPORT·PD LITE 
ARG 185.88 HOT FOR ALIHOHY-PO LITE 
·············~···········-············---

FA-89 V. ESTY, HK 
UNC 4811246 s ESTV, WTORIA 

( 49 
PRO SE PRO SE 

AR6 137.09 MOTION TO CORRECT 
4oiii46~s······sHuM8o·scHiPRirr:·N:······ 
FA·B9 V. SC~IPg~rr· PAUL 

CARR L 0 a CLINE T DONOVAN 
ARB 118.89 HOllON FOR COUNSEL FEES 
Lio"489;~4a·;··MAnn;·~~r~tr····-····----

FA·98 V. ~n.5~fNNIF~R 
--·CONTINUED 

COLUHN 5 

004845 

COHTlNUEO··· 
RYAN & A PC II.R.BOIILES 
~~~ * ~~~:BB ~IEI~~~EVoJ~R~~ DIV 
ARG 132.88 MOf APPT GUARDIAN AD LIT 

Lio"899384ii·s-·MERoli:·cHRisroPHER·----
FA-IIIl V. HERO LAA ELIZABETH 

( 5o:) 
JULE'A.CRAIIFORO FACCADIO L A PI 

ARG 135.09 HOT HOD P/J 
~~~~999548-~ ~ · ~m; · ~~~- ·-· ·---·---

( 113) 
DELSOLE & 0 LLP FACCADIO L A P( 
FARRELL S & B PC GOULD & 6 PC 
AA6 141.89 HOT FOR CDHTEHPT Pl 

ii~irr s·· -~ ~-8iijHa8; -fit~;~;;· .. -·-. 
( 541 

F~~~OIYsk.SsP~TION TO c~~~~ZVEIB F a 

~i~;;eiBisi·e~-~~f~~iii-~ic~Rr··-·-····· 
62~h0•at~s~i~ "U FoR suP~a~~b ~rtE8 P ~G 117.8 H TION·SE£ FILE 
~l~ fl~:~ 2 EfAl0~uJ~o~~~8NLITE 
~;gsiBssrf~Hft~~:~~Mij~----······· 
GOULD & 6 PC PRO SE 

ARG 171.98 HOT FOR CON¥~~ ~J8 N & M 

;;···4Bi&ii53·;;··wiiSoii:·iiARsHA··········· 
FA· V. WILSON' RICHARD 

( 5 ) 
10 l A PC SOULD & S PC 
1£9.00 ~TIOH·SEE FILE 

is·8~ss·s·--~~-gi~8=;-~jji~LY·-···-···· 
( :.8) 

P~ SE BROliN P a S LLP 
FA CADIO L A PC 

G~~. 111.88 MDTION-SEE FILE 
AA& 112.SB MgT APPT GUARDIAN AD LIT 
AR9 113.09 N TIRN;SEE FILE 
~~~ il3:19 a8t ~~"DT~I~DSCOVERY 
ARG 116.01 HOT CUSTODY-PO LITE 
1R3 ll~:B§ USf ~~~~fi~~~R~~!o LITE 
~~~ ffl:~~ =8JrSR~s~~I~~- 0 LITE 
ARG 117.89 HOT EXTEND TIHE·DSCOVERY 

LTo-49ii2s6·s-·s-1sK:·jEiNir£a······-····· 
fA·B!I V. s fK ~BJ ROBERT 

F~~~A2l~ek.asp~OTtON·~e~ ~~~~HLIH F P.C. 
AS6 lQG.@B MOT FOR ORD~R-PD 13·14 
ARG l!Jij.SS MOTIOH TO COMPEL 

ii~i356 ·s··-~~-=it~8~~-~~---···------· 
PRO SE ( 6.,) 
JOZUS H T M 6 HA PRO SE 

ARG * 112.09 MOTION FOR MODIFICATION 
ARG 112.50 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 

i. ro. 4887657 ·s· ·a,\Nos· iiE·o: o£L.i::·HEi:.. --.-. 
FA-97 Y. O'DELL! JOHN, F 

( 6 ) 
PRO SE PRR,.SE 
c2~~ l H§!W~onoH TO T~R!M c LLP 
sH-'-8ff99857·s-·oicKsoN:·LiuRE·A·······--· 
FA·B2 ll. DifKSON DONALD 6 
:iHffFY 1'1 D & D L 

621 
UO APPEARANCE 

~i t lli:fti M9hr~0R£i2~~~o~~OTICE 

COLUMN 6 



' ·' 

004846 

·----------------------------------------4911558 S CORVO, ~DHN 
FA-18 Y. HA?EE~~RVO, LISA 
J'" rA.~gAIIEQRb .,. f. lriiiRZ T J A ASSOC 

l!ll.ml MOT 1 ul ·SEf fli:E-
·--~<---··----··-···-········~--······ 

s-Ao2759 S EJGNER. SCOTT • 
FAilS- V. E 8N~1 ANDREA 
, ( O't) 

RTD 4809373 S ~BE, ~ENHlfER 
FA·BB V. FO~, H~OTHY 
FACCADIO L A PC EJ MOSKOWITZ 
BERMAN B A & DEM 

ARB 144.69 MOTION-SEE FILE 
-------------·-----····--·-·····--·------~11274 S CONLIN SHAWN 
Ft·il9 V .' CONLIN~ ALEXANDRA 

'~8Lf&:HETTI L A C~0c~5t.Itr: ( 711) 
. YARRELL G & B PC JULE'A.CRAVfORD 

ADELHAH L OFFICE 

fACCADIO l A tC PRO SE 
~fteS~ ¥~&3 MOTION TO COMPEL 

ARG lt3.BB MOTION FOR ORDER·PL 

~'-~~~---~~~:~~-~~~~~~-~~~-~~~~-----·-··· 
' 4911478 S JANICKE, EILEEN 

FA-lB V. JANICKE 1 KEVIN 
( 771 

~~8~911179 ~- UI~R~~; g~~RAH PfRs5~ 133.88 HOTION FOR ~ft81~icATION 
< 711) AR& _133~ANll-NOT!CE 

JULE'A.CRAMFORO FACCADJO LA PC • ······:·:··:~::··:~~:::.~··· 
ARG • 189.98 HOT FOR ORDER-PB 13-14 MA 4806390 S SHAOA J~NPINS ·'-
ARG 114.88 MOT FOR ALIMONY-PO LITE FA-86 V. CHEN11 IJUH 

40ii7ao·s······HARRis:·aRAiiociii"j:····· "£t~: FACCADIO LA PC C Ag PH CHAN 
fA·10 V. DEHARSl YALANDA ~-COUSINEAU SAL 

( 7~1 AR& 132.89 HOT HOD P/J 
P~RaS~ 104.80 CUSTODY APP~~c!~~~~CE 4ee689z"s······Hitti············. 

AR& 184.59 VISITATION APPLICATION • ! RANDALL, K. 
ARB 184.68 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE ( 9 

········----··························-·· ROME H P.C. PRO SE 
SMA 4987880 S JANOWSKI, SHARON, L. ARB • 113.80 MOTION FOR HODIFJCATJON 
fA·87 V. JANOWSKI, JOSEPH, P. ARB 113.58 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
P 0 SE C AO) PRO SE 
T~ B L FIRM CONN L L S FUND 
A * 123.BB HOTION FOR HODIFICATION 

6 123,58 ORDER HEARIK6 AND NOTICE 
----------------------------------------4011782 s 

FA•lS 

BS/03/ZRlB 09.30 
FAHILV 

DISCLOSURES ARB. 

·······················-·······-----···· 

COWMN 8 COLUM~ 7 
SHORT CAL HO. 4 MIDDLETOiflt 

COLUMN 9 



fRl 41!11798 S IIACTOIISKI, DONNA NOTICE (Cillllinued 11om COtumn 1) 
FA -1 ll V • VA~TO~w , JAMES Ha1Jl& aD cllallons must be ra-lssued unless 1he court 
F' "'I ELL G & B PC ROM£ H P .C. onlonl otheJwlse. 

lll5.BB MOT EXTEHD TIHE-DSCOVERY ~by ldlomey~~111118t be made elecllonically 
0 0 

u n u 0 n n • • n • 0 0 n u • 0 0 0 u u 0 u 0 u • lhrough rvlcell ()yww bJd.ci.Qol(). Self-represented 
SM* 41!11257 S ANDE~~· MICHAEL (plo &a) pa!ll8s and 8!10meys Wllo have ob!ained an 
FA-99 V • AND( E o

7 
, AliNE exdualon from E-SeMces requlremenls musl GUbmll 

mm1llnga by calllng 880-G43-640Q. 

FA~~~g L A PC BROifN P & S LLP HlZIR& Fmc rnaJidngB are not aocapted. 
6KRs l~~~Bl~~T EXTEND TIME-DSCOVERY ~~~rser~~~ 

1
-ni666-s- ---- "j£ijii:l"jii -FRmERiei ____ -- counsel or record. 1t1e oourt may Impose aanct1o1m 11 

f B£R notice Is not given. 
A-111 V. TERRI~LJ K H LY A Thelollowlnglnrcmnallonmustbeglvenwhenmaking 

DZIALO P & A. ( B FARRELL 6 & B PC . a tBiephone marking: 
ARB 111!3.811 MOT EXTEND TIM[-DSCOV~RV +lila positiOn D11fle CIISe 011 the Galendar 

• __ •• __ ••• ------· ··--- -- --·---- ---·- -·--- + llle name and clodiBt num1:1et OlDie case 
41!11194 S SWEET, JESSICA P, + llle entry number end tllle ot mo!lan 
FA-Il9 V. SWEET~ ORYA!f C. +Thefllllnameolthepe1801lmakfngthemalldnganel 

( ll9 ) the law firm name, If appiJcabJe 
PRO SE NO APPEARANCE • Conllnnallon lhal counsal end sell rapre$OtiiSd par-
f A~CAD l 0 L A PC ties of reoonS have been no1111ec1 of 1ha marking 
_ ~ -~ ___ ~~~: !~. ~! _ ~~ _ ~~~~~-~~~~~-_ _ _ _ Formanem mmked "READY," counsel and selt-rBpre-

BS/93/21!11! 89.38 
FAHl LY 

QUESTIONS OF LAW ARB. 

sentecl partle8 01 ..-d must come to court on the day 
of the calendar. The court wiD attempt to hear oeses In 
whloto a party Is repmsentad by a volun!ear (plo bono) 
8llomey IIJSl 

AODmONAL INPORMA110N 
Addlllonal lnfonna1lon Is available on the Judicial 

Branch website al 

ii~if27-5 ---~:-~ft~~~-~~~----------·--- ~~~~~~rs~~ 
( !till) ~ ~v.:o~delal VIolence Allalnst 

~aB0RHfn~Se MOT OISCLOs3U~fsMsL OFFI womenActol2005,-torrelleltramphyslcaloibuse, 

iifo"4ooms·s·-ALii£Rii~-cARiir£·------·--- ~~='D:~ll;~~~~ 
I'A-86 V. ALBERTl 1 KICKAEL, J party may not be clillpiii)'BCI and may be avaDable only 

( 1811 Bl the 00\IIIB. 
FACCADIO L A PC PRO SE By Order ot the Court. 
AI SCHAFFER DB MARINO 
FARRELL 6 6 B PC CARR L D 6 CLIHE ~ 

KUn & P LLP 
168.90 HOT MOD CUS P/J 

-~~-:-~!~:~!-~:~~~-:~-~~!~~---·------~ 
SMA 4Bil9143 S HAN RAID, LISA 
FA·BB V. HANRATTY, MICHAEL 

( 11!2) 
FACCADIO L A PC PRO SE 

ARG 132.99 MOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
ARS • 132.59 ORDER TO SMOW CAUSE 
-~----·-·-------··-----------------------4911756 S THICKLER, MICKEY 
FA-19 V. COLEMAN! DESIREE 

( 1113 
PRO SE ND APPEARANCE 
~~a i~:~S ~~~~fia&PkJ~J~~VIoN 
ARG • 194 .1!9 ORDER TO SKON CAUSE 

----·-········------·--------------------LTD 0996063 S SAPP, DAVID DELON JR 
FA-81 V. SAfP~~~GELA KARIA 
PRO SE PRO SE 
WB BRADY R. B. FRIED 
JULE'A.CRAWFORD 

ARG 1Z4.1!B EX PARTE APPL - CUSTODY 
ARB • 124.69 ORDER to SHOW CAUSE 
ARG 125.1lB HOTION FOR HOOIFICATIOII 
ARG 125.58 ORDER HEARIHQ AND NOTICE 

·······--·--------------------------·----41111579 S FADEN DIAHA 
FA-18 V. HEHDEASHOT, DANIEL 

( 1115) 
PRO SE NO APPEARANCE 

ARG 192.~8 CUSTODY APPLICATION 
ARG * 1~3.88 ORDER TO SHOW CAUS£ 

CHIEF CLERK 

HIODLETO\lN COLU~IN HJ SHORT CAL NO. 4 

004847 



'I 

94/26/2818 89.39 
FAMILY 

CHANSE OF NAME ARO. 

~=fE-::~;-::~-
,r l V. MOSCATELLI ,CIIRisnHE r. c 11 
[lA~ofts~H~U FARRELL 8 I B PC 
AR6 1Z4.UU CASE MANAGEMENT DATE 

( '2) 
PRO SE PRO SE 
AAG SL SAMALOT 

ARB 199.58 CUSTODY APPLICATION 
ARQ * 198.99 CASE MANAGEMENT DATE 
ARG 110.98 REFERENCE TO FAM REL DIV 

-·---·--------·--------------------------4811355 S DIXON, ~IHBERLY 
FA-89 V. DIXON, ~ASON 

( 3) 
PR~ SE BROWN P & S LLP FA CAOIO L A PC 
A Q 119.89 CASE MANAGEMENT DATE 
rRi"4eiio;o·~--~~"ntPi=nc~ieR~e~-~:----·-
FA-H9 Y. MCKIERHEH, DANIEL 

( 4) 
SUISHAN S W B G HENEGHAN K & D L 
i1 MICKELSON 
ARR--l21. as.. CAS.E.. .HAHMi EM EffT DATE 
-~-----------------::.~~-
(Rz 481897l S 6ANSLA~ 1 NEAL . 
FA-89 V. CLARK-aAHSLAW, D. 

( 5) 
hYAN a R PC PRO SE 
C2USINEAU S A L 

AH§ ll~:KB ~~~~-~f~~~~a~ REPORT 
AR~ • 126.611 CASE MANA&EM~ffT DATE 

HODLE:TOIIK 
COLUMN 

LTD 4888355 S HANSEN JR~ ~OHN, C. 
FA-98 V. HANSEN~ H~LISSA, G. 

( l.:sl 
PRO S£ D. A. MCCORMACK 
AAB KD OBRIEN 

ftft8 • l~B:eS OR!lftNH(Rftr~ftNXAMP~OTICE 

004848 

04/26/2flB 89.38 
MlSCEL~H~a~s ARB. 

4sii4s2·s··--·-joHiHsEN:-KRis1£N-----·-·· 
fA-18 V. JOHANSEN, DOUGLAS 

( 221 
PRD SE PRO SE 
A~S 112.88 MOTION FOR MODIFICATION 

sMA-4aiB784-s· -RAiiisiiu--&iNi--- ----------
FA-e9 V. RATHBUN'JR,FREDERICK 

( 23) 
DB MARINO RUBI~ a E P.C. 
~ft~ * l~l:~~ a8f fBH 232f~~tHBLLITE 

COLUMN 3 

TRAYSTMM & C Ll 
---CONTINUED 



\ 

.io-4oo5966·s-·couKottr:·ROaERfA·F:······ 
FA-66 V. CONNOLLY, JANES J. 

( 61) 
PRO SE PRO SE 

'LD l B W 6 H FACCADIO L A PC 
i * 113.e9 HOT HOD A~IHONY P/J 

n~e 113.59 ORDER HEARING AND NOTICE 
~---------------------------·····-·-····· LTD 411911169 S DIVINCEIIZO HARTHA 
FA-94 V. DlVINC~NZO: GREGORY 

( 62) 
MESTER G & H LLC GOULD a 6 PC --

FACCADIO L A PC 
ARG * 139.09 MOTION FOR ORDER-PJ 
AR6 131.66 HOT HOD P/J 

----------------------·-----·-·----------SMA 4888878 S ODELL, MARIANNE 
FA-88 V. ODELL~ KIM, H. 

( o3l 
GOULD 6 Q PC V, HCHAHUS, JR. 
WATTS 6 WATTS 

ARG 227.88 HOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
489847s·s······Mc~AU8HioNt;fiicY···-·-·--· 
FA-88 V. AL(A 6~)ST E 
PRO SE PRO SE 
FACCADIO L A PC LA SUBBLOIE 
AAG SL SAMALOT 

ARG * 124.88 HOT HOD P/J 
ARG 124.58 HOTION-SEE FILE 

4811478 S JANICKE, EILEEN 
FA-19 V. JANICKEj KEVIN 

( 65 

J~k~·~-~~~'BR2oT FOR ALI~a5~~~A0L~T~ PC 
AR6 1B3.25 HDTION·SEE FILE 
---·---~----····-------------------------4911483 S BRgWN, SHELLEY 
FA-19 V. BR WN, CRAIG 

( o6) 
DR EISENBERG BARRY H & L PC 

ARG 181.86 MOTION TO COMPEL 
-----------------------------------------
~~11583 S SS~~OORRELLLLOO, KAp•uRENL LA. 

lB Y. ( 6~) , n • 

~ ... .AY H & L PC FARRELL 6 6 B PC 
ARG 164.91 HOT REFER TO FRD 
-----------------------------------------LTD 4010784 S RUSSO, HOLLY S 
FA-99 V. RU~SO&sJEBASTlAN J 

DEVLIN P 6 T LLC ~Basi~ C L P.C 

-~~~-~-!!!:!~-~!!~~=~~~-~~~-------- ~ 
LTD 4919385 S GIRT, DEBORAH 
FA-99 Y. GIRT, JEFFREY 

_1. 69) .,..., 
GE PRO~ HOT TO OPEN JUD6MENT 
--------------------------FR2 4911886 S HALL, MICHAEL ·•. 

FA-99 V. HA~L, 7~~STHYA 
.. ~fi9 S~ P L NAGLIOCHETTI L A 
'.J. f. DEPAMJ. 
SA COUSINEAU 

ARG 159.81 HOT JOINT CUSTODY 

7 SHORT CAL HO. 4 

8882695 S CO~~H· TRACEY E. 
FA-97 Y. CO~} RUSSELL T. 
PRO SE PRO SE 

AR6 • 196.88 MOTION FOR MODIFICATION 
ARG 186.58 ORDER HEARING AND ~OYICE 

iio-si9s69s·s--HoliAHo;·wicHeii£-i:-·--·· 
FA-81 V. HOLLAH0 1 JOHN J. 

( 74J 
PRO SE PRO SE 
HJ ALEXANDER FORTUNA 6 C PC 
CHILD SPT ENF A RYAN i R PC 
AAG SL S~LOT 
sx~£ORTls7:sKNA6TION FOR MODIFICATION 
-----------------------------------------4811696 S STORY, FABIANA 
FA-lB Y. ST~Rv15fEOFFREY 
F~~e;Lla}~~~ ~R~ION FOR g~~~~~r & 

~~~ lls:ee =&f~~~~~~~~lLESE 
----------------------------·----------LTD 4907397 S STRICK, ERIN L 
FA-97 V. STRICKJ ERICH I. 

I 7o) 
FAOOIO L A PC PRO SE 
FA ELL G 6 B PC DORSEY C L 0 P.C 
GE TY SUSAN PER 

AR6 137.89 HOT FOR CONTEMPT PJ 
-----------------------------------------UHC 4&19398 S COLLINS, DARLENE 
FA-89 V. COLLINS 1 WILLIAM 

( 77J . 
PRO SE PRO SE 
8Aaoc~ArbJ~88 MOTION FOR MODIFICATION 
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H.B. 5524, An Act Concerning the Recommendations of the Law Revision Commission with 
Respect to the Alimony Statutes 
S.B. 494, An Act Concerning Guardians Ad Litem and Attorneys for Minor Children in Family 
Relations Matters 
H.B. 5593, An Act Concerning Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault 

The Connecticut Women's Education and Legal Fund (CWEALF) is a statewide non-profit 
organization dedicated to empowering women, girls, and their families to achieve equal 
opportunities in their personal and professional lives. For 40 years, CWEALF has provided 
information, referral and support to women seeking guidance about questions involving divorce, 
child support, alimony, and custody. We have spoken to thousands of women. The majority of 
calls to our office are from individuals who earn $25,000 or less annually, most with at least one 
dependent child. 

liB 5524, An Act Concerning tile Recommendations of tile Law Revision Commission witil 
Respect to tile Alimony Statutes 

Having attended all of the meetings of the Alimony Committee of the Law Revision 
Commission, I would like to commend the members on approaching their task in a fair and 
respectful manner. They studied the issues in great detail with a desire to do what is right for 
parties and the judicial system as a whole. 

Alimony overview 

While many of us have heard anecdotes about individual experiences in the family court, there 
has been little to no data showing the current status of alimony in Connecticut. To this end, 
CWEALF conducted a recent study reviewing a scientific sample of 433 divorces in 2012 in two 
judicial districts containing a range of incomes. First, we learned that alimony is rare in 
Connecticut. Only 19% of all divorce cases contained an order of non-token alimony. 1 Alimony 

1 "Token alimony" is $!/year and signifies that the party awarded alimony is eligible to petition the court for a 
modification in alimony. 

One Hartford Square West, Su1te 1 · 300 Hartford, CT 06106 t 860 247 6090 f 860 524 0705 www cwealf c 
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Other Recommendations of the Alimony Committee 

The Alimony Committee proposed new provisions regarding modification of alimony following 
retirement. The burden would shift between payor and recipient, depending on whether or not 
the payor has attained the age of65. This provision appears fair in 2014. However, to avoid 
changing the law periodically, it may be prudent to tie this age to the Social Security 
Administration standard, as the retirement age for people born in the year 1960 and later will be 
67. 

Another proposal governs modifications of alimony following cohabitation described as a 
"marriage-like relationship over a period of six months or more." If this kind of relationship 
exists and the payor proves it, it would place the burden on the alimony recipient to show that the 
alimony should not be modified or terminated. This language is problematic because it does not 
define what a "marriage-like relationship" is. In addition, it assumes that a live-in relationship 
provides sufficient support to the recipient, when in fact, it could have worsened the recipient's 
financial situation. Connecticut law already provides judges sufficient discretion to consider 
whether to modify or suspend the payment of alimony.4 Proposals to automatically reduce or 
terminate alimony based on cohabitation assume incorrectly that a live-in relationship always 
provides sufficient financial support to the recipient. 

SB 494, An Act Conceming Guardians Ad Litem and Attorneys for Minor Children in Family 
Relations Matters 

When the Task Force to Stu<;iy Legal Disputes Involving the Custody and Care of Children 
convened over the last several months, it reviewed and analyzed numerous recommendations 
regarding child custody. One item of consideration was whether Connecticut should enact a 
presumption of shared custody between both parents. Following a public hearing, the task force 
ultimately rejected that idea, which was the right thing to do. Current law already allows for an 
order of equal physical custody when that is in the best interests of the child. The court currently 
weighs a number of factors in custody decisions and a presumption of shared custody would 
place an unfair burden on the parties to prove otherwise; parties who are often unrepresented in 
court. This burden shifting would be particularly inappropriate in situations involving low
income individuals, criminal offenders, or domestic violence, where abusers often place their 
victims in a lesser position of power. Therefore, we strongly suggest that you uphold the task 
force's rejection of that proposal. 

This bill also adds several provisions to the guardian ad litem (GAL) process that would increase 
the transparency and fairness for parties. These proposals include an enhanced selection process, 
procedures for requesting removal of a GAL, the creation ofajudicial publication to explain the 
roles and responsibilities of GALs and attorneys for minor children (AMC), the possible use of a 
sliding-s.cale fee schedule, and a prohibition on ordering GAL fees paid from a child's college 
savings account. 

4 
See C.G.S. §46b-86. 
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This bill would require the court to issue a second order outlining for parents the nature of the 
work to be done, a deadline for a status report from the GAL, a fee schedule, and a schedule for 
periodic review of the GAL's work. This is particularly helpful for prose parties who are 
unfamiliar with the court system, many of whom contact us for information about the process. 
CWEALF's recent study ofmarriage'dissolutions in New Haven and Bridgeport shows that 48% 
of parties are unrepresented in divorce. An outright statement of the nature of the work to be 
done by the GAL would especially assist these parties in navigating the process. 

We also support the proposal to use a sliding scale fee schedule for payment of GAL or AMC 
fees. Our Family Law Study also revealed that average incomes for individuals in divorce are 
$40,196 for men and $28,860 for women. These are generally not wealthy people. A sliding 
payment scale would take into account the dramatically differing incomes of parties who come 
before the court. 

With respect to the selection process for GALs, the Committee may wish to consider requiring 
the court to provide a list of qualifications or degrees (e.g. attorney or psychologist) for each of 
the five potential GAL names provided to parents, and system for rotating the distribution of 
names from the comprehensive list of certified GALs. It may also be helpful to consider a 
system that would ensure that less experienced GALs have access to appropriate training and 
development opportunities. 

H.B. 5593, An Act Concerning Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault 

CWEALF also supports raised bill H.B. No. 5593, An Act Concerning Domestic Violence and 
Sexual Assault to better serve those affected by domestic violence and sexual assault. We support 
the proposed addition of teen dating violence to safe school climate statutes (Sec. 13-19; 20), the 
expansion of civil restraining orders and the penalties of violating an order (Sec. 21-22), and 
implementing a pilot program for Civil Court family violence victim advocates (Sec. 32). 

CWEALF is currently a member of the Connecticut Safe School Coalition, a statewide 
collaboration of state and private partners that support a positive and respectful learning 
environment for all stUdents. We emphasize challenging behaviors that are detrimental to the 
physical, emotional, and intellectual development of children and adolescents. 

Teen Dating Violence 

To achieve a climate in which all students can learn to be productive citizens and workforce 
participants, the amendment of teen dating violence must be incorporated into safe school 
climate plans. The current policy falls short in supporting the needs of all students and the 
reality of teen dating violence. According to the 2011 Connecticut School Health Survey Youth 
Behavior Component Report, almost 17% of students reported emotional abuse and 8% were 
physically abused. 5 Research has shown that students who are involved in an unhealthy 
relationship are more likely to do poorly in school, and report binge drinking, suicide attempts, 
and physical fighting.6 Further, teens who are victims in dating violence relationships are more 

s Connecticut School Health Survey Youth Behavior Component Report (20 II). Retrieved from 
http:l/www.ct.gov/dph/lib/dph/hisr/pdfNBC _ 20 II_ Report_ForWeb.pdf 
6 http·//www cdc.gov/violencepreventionlintimatepartnerviolence/teen_dating_ violence html 
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Janessa Doe -PAGE 1- March 31, 2014 

{146-C- P-1 

l-l ll) c, I C) 

(SS4g1) 
My divorce from an abusive man started in November 2011. I am a victim of 
domestic violence. When the divorce was filed, I thought that I would get relief and 
help with the situation we were living in. Little did I know that I was about to 
become another victim .... a victim of the family divorce system of CT, which 
includes the abuse from the wrongfully assigned GAL, John Mager of Milford, CT. 
Cost of having a stranger infringe upon my parental rights?$ 59,000.00 plus 
$11,500.00 for HIS attorney Christopher Goulden of Shelton, CT.( after I filed two 
grievances against John Mager). 

In regards to :AMENDMENTS TO RAISED BILL NO. 6685 
AN ACT CONCERNING THE PRESUMPTION OF SHARED CUSTODY IN 
DISPUTES INVOLVING THE CARE AND CUSTODY OF MINOR CHILDREN 

Sec. 4. Section 46b-56 of the general statutes is amended by adding subsection (j) as follows (effective 
October I, 2014): · 

(new) (j) In cases involving an existing Parental Responsibility Plan (PRP), or any existing custodial order, 
statutory factors (6) and (7) of Conn. Gen. Sats 46b-56(c) shall determine the resolution of any dispute. A 
pattern of noncompliance with existing custodial orders, or with an existing PRP provides evidence of 
unwillingness to foster a good parent-child relationship (violation of factor 6) and/or manipulative or 
coercive behavior (factor 7). Such pattern of noncompliance will result in a finding in favor of the other 
parent. Note: the relevant factors: 

(6) the willingness and ability of each parent to facilitate and encourage such continuing parent
child relationship between the child and the other parent as is appropriate, including compliance 
with any court orders; 
(7) any manipulation by or coercive behavior of the parents in an effort to involve the child in the 
parents' dispute. 

Rationale: to reduce litigation by establishing the primary role of behavior fostering a good 
relationship with the other parent 

This bill is excellent and needs to be passed. I was the primary care giver 
of my children. During the divorce process, their father continued to engage in 
coercive behaviors both while we lived together and after he moved out Their 
father's mission was (and still isl to manipulate my children and 
interfere with my relationship with them. He was incarcerated once for 
non-compliance of such. But, it did not stop him. It only made his 
coercive behaviors worse. Such coercive behaviors include the 
following acts: 
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Janessa Doe- Page 2 March 31, 2014 

1) At our meeting place, he instructed my children to tell me that, (all of a sudden) 
they didn't want to go with me while he video taped them doing what he 
instructed them to say. 

2) Disparaging me in front of, my children by swearing at me and telling my children 
that I did not love them. 

3) Stopping all visitations, on his own accord for over 2 months. 
4) Refused to attend co-parenting, or communication through Our Family Wizard 
5) Jumping out of his vehicle at the meeting spot and running up to me. He then 

screamed and swore at me for no reason. He made a motion that he was going 
to assault me, jumped back in and sped off with my children in his car. I stood 
speechless the entire time as there was no reason for such behavior other than 
to scare my children into not going with me. I was standing outside my vehicle 
and waited for my girls to come to me. His behavior was unprovoked and odd. 

6) After his incarceration, he told my children they had to see me because" your 
mother got me locked up." 

7) He would not leave on visitations, but remain in view. He would text my children 
and often make them leave early. My children were constantly looking around to 
see where their father was. 

8) He would not allow my children to see me on mother's day. He informed my 
children that "Mother's Day was Father's Day." 

Of course there is a lot more. The point is the GAL knew about the coercive acts 
of domestic violence that my children witnessed prior to his moving out, and the 
GAL knew about his coercive acts interfering with my relationship with my 
children after he moved out. 

Not only did the GAL not respond appropriately, he recommended that my 
children's abusive father, get Sole Custody, which he now has. The GAL was 
retaliating against me for filing two valid grievances against him for committing 
perjury in court, on several occasions, causing great harm to my children. 

If this Bill was passed two years ago, I would have my children and be able to 
resume my positive role as primary care giver. 
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Page l of 1 

March 30, 201 

State Representative David Alexander 
Please do what you can, and/or pass 1t on to a bill sponsor, I understand there IS a publ1c heanng tomorrow 
March 31st HB 6685 shared parenting 

I understand there is a bill being proposed to stop GAL's 1n CT. from taking advantage of the1r posibon, without 
any regulations or consequences My son recently paid large sums of money to a local GAL who did not do 
what she was h1red for Her job was to make sure the children were protected and well cared for. She mstead 
catered to her friend the mother, and made sure she was happy, and cared for, wh1le the children were 
m1serable, sad, were constantly sick, and longed for the1r father's love and affect1on The father was happy to 
help. The father only met with the GAL twice in 2 years, but the power, and words of the GAL was what the 
court listened too, while the father paid, and was never able to defend himself In this case even the father's 
attorney was scared of stepping on the GAL's toes, fearing retaliation from the GAL with other cases. Again 
GAL's must be controlled and stripped, of their strong mfluence they have on the JUdicial system. What I 
witnessed was the longer she kept the case gomg w1thout settlement, the ncher she got In this particular case 
1t has been over 2 years, and the father still does not have a ch1ld custody agreement. A proper 
unbiased recommendation from the GAL would have resolved the s1tuabon long ago 
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47 Shaker Road 
Enfield, CT 06082 
Ema1l, rouelle321@aol.com 
Home, 860-741-0513 
Cell, 860-543-9106 

Sunday, March 30,2014 AOL: R0uelle321 
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John Steinert <jasteinert@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, March 30, 2014 9:32 AM 
Jud Testimony 
Written testimony HB 6685 

I, John Steinert, wish to submit the following testimony in support of HB 6685 Shared Parenting. 

My legal separation extended from Dec. 2007 through the divorce in 2011. Both during the separation and 
post-divorce, despite repeated and very expensive motions and court appearances, the court did nothing to 
enforce my visitation rights with either of my children. Despite very specific language about the activities in 
which I was to be included, the times etc., the court would not enforce my visitation rights or the rights of any 
grandparents or other family members. All relatives and especially I was prevented from seeing my children 
and even conversing with them. There has never been any evidence provided as to why this would be the 
case. There is substantial evidence that my ex-spouse has created false beliefs in both children's minds and in 
the minds of other parties-- she has written disparaging falsehoods to schools, to friends and to other 
organizations. She has intercepted e-mails to each child. This is evidence that she has created an alienating 
environment from which the children have no escape because they have no other inputs other than hers. The 
children have no contact with any family members on either side of the family. Their only contact is with thei1 
mother. I repeat: the mother has separated the children from their father and all living relatives on both 
sides ofthe family. There is ample evidence ofthe psychological damage this has caused the children: They 
are essentially orphans except for their mother. They have no family support network as no one can contact 
them. This situation likely would not have arisen had the court supported and enforced shared visitation 
during separation and post divorce as the children would have been able to see other sides to the story and 
would have had access to the nurturing and support of their father and other family members on both sides o 
the family-- their many cousins, aunts, uncles and both sets of grandparent. For the health and welfare of 
children, I strongly recommend that the court consider enforcing visitation rights in the future to balance care 
giving, to support family networks and to prevent the permanent alienation of children from their extended 
families by one parent. 
Sincerely, 
John Steinert 

John Steinert 
Prmc1pal 
+1 (203) 673-9693 
P 0 Box 5121 
Westport, CT 06881 



MARJORIE PARTCH 
Exiled From 

20 Devil's Garden Road 
Norwalk, CT 06854 

203.912.35281 map@marjoriepartcb.com 
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State Senator Anthony J. Musto 
Member, Judiciary Committee 
Chair, Government Administration & Elections Committee 
Senate Democrats 
Legislative Office Building, Room 3900 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Re: HB #6685; SB #494; HB #5524: 
Legal Industry Exploitation of Vulnerable Connecticut Families; 
Case-in-Point: Mrs. Dorothy S. Partch, Retired Public School Teacher 

Dear Senator Musto: 
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March 28,2014 

Thank you for rett.rrning my can so quick1y last Tuesday, when I was frantica11y trying to visit my 
nursing-home bound mother- a visit I had been attempting to reschedule since the previous 
Friday, when I knew a trip to Hartford (on her behalf) would interfere with my pre-arranged 
"supervised visit" on Monday. Due to the mayhem-inducing communication issues at Aurora 
Senior Living in Norwalk, where my mother is currently held, the time was not adjusted with my 
mother's (third) Probate Court-Appointed Conservator, Attorney David Stewart, and capping it all 
off, the facility gave me your number to call, given his former position on your staff. 

These restricted and supervised visits are a cruel interference in my extremely close relationship 
with my mother, who has always been my best friend. In addition to that, I took care of her at 
home foHowing a mini-stroke from 200314 to 2010, without incident or complaint, before her 
Fraudulently Procured Involuntary Conservatorship. I am only able to see my mother for half
an-hour at a time during the week now, and not at all over the weekends, so I hate for her to feel 
[even more] abandoned when I have to tend to something urgent regarding her liberation and 
miss a visit. So I was very upset when I couldn't even see her on Tuesday, after calling the 
facility all day, and asking the Monday night supervisor to pass on the message the night before. 

-I know that the subject of Conflicts of Interest in our State Government comes up frequently in 
the course of your work, and that it is one that you prefer to avoid as distasteful and, in your view, 
unnecessary to investigate. (I am seeing that our Legislature does not have an Ethics Committee.) 

However, I have to say, I feel there is a very disturbing Conflict in the Probate Court's appoint
ment of your (now former) staff member I but current tenant I protege, the very young Attorney 
David Stewart, when it was known that I have already testified concerning the Constitutionality 
of Probate procedures before the Judiciary Committee, twice. Our State Senator, Bob Duff, was 
also following up from last year, and re-introduced a Bill to strengthen the authority of a Durable 
Power of Attorney so that it cannot be so easily defrauded without Due Process behind closed 
doors, as occurred in our family's fRSe. The Judiciary Committee has declined to raise that Bill 
again during this session. And so far, I don't see any Constitutionality Review on the horizon. 

I also have wondered why SWCAA's previously green light for my mother to go home is now 
turning yeUow. I have wondered if there is a Senator on this Committee, say, who might also be 
on that Board, say, with "undo" influence. Should citizens have to wonder about that? Do you? 

- r·-------
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Meanwhile, I am very glad that the Family Court Reform advocates are carrying the Guardian 
Ad Litem gauntlet so well, and I do hope the Judiciary Committee will be more diligent this time 
around than they were in previous attempts at Probate Reform. I am wondering where you stand 
on these questions of Conflicts of Interest, and whether you feel that the appointment of the very 
inexperienced, 25-year-old Attorney David Stewart was and remains appropriate? 

As Yale Law Professor John Langbein recently attested on Forbes.com, updating his 2007 advice 
to the Legislature, the recent "Reforms" of Probate practices have NOT cured the historic ills in 
this arc~aic and "independent" Court one iota. These pre-Constitution demi-"Courts" still seem to 
function as a fourth branch of Government, without any checks or balances from the "other three." 
Professor Langbein correctly states that, if anything, the concerns have only intensified in the 
current economy, with the reduction in the nwnber of Probate "franchises" and the ''New Rules." 

The Guardian Ad Litem problem being exposed and examined in the context of the Family Court 
is just the tip of the iceberg in the closely related Probate system. My mother's "Estate" (a pre
tentious term in our case) was at one time billed approximately $900+ an hour by the multiple 
attorneys protecting their own interests far more than my mother's: e.g., my mother's first Court 
Appointed Conservator and his attorney actually billed my mother for their discussions concern
ing a WAIVER they were extorting me to sign in exchange for the Conservator's resignation! 
[Please see enclosed.] After the liquidation of more than $400,000 in less than two years, where 
exactly does "Fiduciary Duty" fit into that equation ??? And what about the Medicaid Fraud ? 

At the current time, my mother's Guardian Ad Litem (another "rubber stamp" to feed in many 
cases) and your close business associate are blocking any questions of Fraud from being brought to 
the higher courts for my mother. [Exhibit A: Isn't this improper "Estoppel"? Why not let the 
Superior Court determine if there is a Cause of Action?] Your close business associate has to date 
refused to explore the feasibility of my mother's return to our home, which has been approved by 
her private (pre-Conservatorship} physicians -who have also known me for many years; and The 
Money Follows the Person (MFP), now that she is destitute enough to qualify for Medicaid. Your 
associate is now suddenly demanding a written proposal, as if it is a novel concept of his own, and 
not something on file with the Probate Court for 15 months. The nursing home's Company Quack, 
Dr. Martin Perlin- under whose care my mother nearly died last year- who is now being sued for 
the same (fatal) malpractice the State cited him for in 2008- says No. But my mother's private 
physicians (one since 1979) say: Yes, Dorothy Can Go Home. 

Attorney Stewart simply refuses to follow the Court's Order meet with my mother's "Transition 
Team," which includes experts in this kind of transfer, and home modification and care process, 
such as my mother's Coordinator at MFP; and our concerned community, which includes con
tractors, therapists, and the Director of Social Justice at the Unitarian Church in Westport, where 
we belong. Many of these professionals of good conscience have attended virtually all of our 
Probate hearings held in the past two to three years -in which I have been vilified by the nursing 
home that initially procured my mother's Conservatorship (first by denying my POA)- and fully 
support the Plan of Care proposed for my mother, endorsing me as her longtime devoted caregiver. 

We hope that you and your good colleagues will take this tragic case, one of many in the state, 
into consideration. Enclosed please find documentation of my mother's abuse and neglect, and 
my efforts to save her and our home; also at: http://bringingdorothyhome.blogspot.com; and 
http://www.scribd.com/collections/3469181/Dorothy-S-Partch-Victim-of-Systemic-Elder-Abuse. 

Sincerely, 
Marjorie Partch 



" . 

• CC: State Senator Eric Coleman 
State Representative Gerald Fox 
State Representative Arthur O'Neill 
State Representative Terrie Wood 
The Entire Judiciary Committee 
State Senator Bob Duff 
State Senator Carlo Leone 
State Senator Toni Boucher 
State Representative Jack Hennessy 
Marilyn Moore 
Commissioner Edith Prague, Connecticut Department on Aging 
Joseph Stango, Dora's Hope: Choice-Centered Medicaid 
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Senator Eric Coleman 
Representative Gerry Fox 
Co~ Chairmen 
Joint Committee on Judiciary 
LOB, Room 2500 

SENATOR BOB DUFll 
Nurwallc & D:uicn 

Auistant J>resldmt Pro Tt.mpore 

January 15,2014 

Dear Senator Coleman and Representative Fox, 
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(.1JIIir 
EncrJ•,y & 'lcchnolugr 

Vi'tr Chair 
Childrcns 

Membe,. 
Regulations Review • Appropriations 

Appropriations S11brommittee Cbair 
Results-Dam! Accountability 

Conservation & Dcvclopmcnt 
Gencrnl Government A 

Per Joint Rule 9(i), I would like to respectfully request your consideration of a reintroduction of 
a section of2013 Senate Billl162, Sec. 33. 

As you may be aware, this component of SB-1162 was by the request of a constituent of mine, 
Mrujorie Partch ofNorwalk. I have enclosed the relevant section of this bill for your review. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Should you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact me or my staff. 

-¥J 
Connecticut Senate 

Enclosure 
CC: Marjorie Partch 

50 Toilsome Avenue 
Nonvalk, Connecticut 06851 

Home: 203-840-1333 
Capitol: 1-800-842-1420 

E-mail: Bob.Dufl@cga.ct.gov 
• Web: SenarorDuff.cga.ct.gov 



EXHIBIT A 

My mother's first Court-Appointed Conservator, 
a real estate attorney by the name of Matthew A. Caputo, 
after billing her- along with his attorney -to extort me 
to sign a Waiver in exchange for his resignation (?I) -

Filed a Motion for a Guardian Ad Litem 
to be appointed for the express purpose 

of determining whether there was a 
Cause of Action for my mother 

to bring Claims against the nursing home that 
Fraudulently Procured her Involuntary Conservatorship. 

[His answer?: No. Of course not.] 

Why not let the Superior Court 
make that determination? 

Oh. Here's why: 

The Conservator represented my mother in an 
apparently collusive suit that "Wilton Meadows" 

brought against her [via the Conservator] in 2011, 
for payment for their unwanted "services." 
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And gee, they suddenly found the evidence of my authority 
to admit her there, as her contract-binding "Attorney-in-Fact." 

But wait, in July 2010, 
and at every point thereafter, in Probate Court, 

they all said that authority did not exist; 
and that I did not have it; or it was "Unknown." 

-Which one was it? -
And, did the Conservator know? In March 2013? He knew. 

I believe the correct term is: 
"Judicial Estoppel." 

For what should have happened in 2011; but not in 2013. 

HOW LONG DOES DOROTHY 5. PARTCH HAVE TO WAIT??? 



From: "Raphlow220@ool com" <Raphlaw220@aol.com> 
To: mjbarbanJial;:~w@gmail.com 
Cc: mapartch@yahoo com 
Sent: Wednesday. April 16, 2012 2 01 PM 
Subject: Language re· consent 

I propose the following language; 
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MaRjorie Partch waives any claim against the Conservator for h1s /proper! actions , 
/performed In the best Interests of her mother, Dorothy S. Partch/ pursuant to h1s appointment as sa1d Conservator 
/for Mru. Partch/. However, said waiver by Marjorie Partrll Is not deemed to be approval that the payments made to 
Wilton Meadows for the care of her Mother Dorothy Partch were In any way authorized by Ma~orie Partch nor that saicl 
payments are properly due to Wilton Meadows based on claims Ma~orie Partch believes /she and/ her mother has 
/have/ against Wilton Meadows for damages suffered by her Mother /mother - lower easel and herself. 

Please calf me after re111ew Ru::h 
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Law Offices Michael Jon Barbarula 
11 Isaacs Street 

Mallhew A. Caputo, Esq., Conservator 
Es1ate of Dorothy Partch 
6 Larkspur lena 
Norwalk, CT 06860 

Norwalk, CT 06850-4107 
(203) 856-1177 

In Reference To: In the MaUer of Dorothy Partch • Conservatorship Malter 
Invoice #13098 

Professional Services 

11n/2011 Reviewed faxes from Matt Caputo, Esq. 

11/812011 Telephone conferences w!lh Asslslatll Attorney General re: ombudsman 
concerns; Telephone conrerence with cuent and reply re: status 

11/912011 E-m ailed documents to Assistant Attorney General . 
1111012011 Telophone conference with client: Reviewed e-maUs and aocountlng 

1111612011 Reviewed letter from opposing counsel (Maragos) 

11/17/2011 Legal research; Reviewed correspondence; Prepared faK and e-mail to Client 

11/16/2011 Telephone conference wllh client re: status; Telephone conference with Attorney 
Heculln 

11!21/2011 Telephone conference with opposing counsel (Raphael} and client re: status: 
Telephone conference with Michael Rubino, Esq. ra: status 

Telephone conference re: Money Follows Person ptogram re: program 
lnformstion; Reviewed e-mail re. FOI 

11/2?.12011 Court appearance. Srntus Conference; Prepared (or Status Conference 
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p.3 

Augusl08,2012 

l:fraiB!!I@ ~WQUDI 

0.20 6000 
300.00/hr 

0.70 210.00 
300.00/hr 

0.20 60.00 
300.00/hr 

0.80 240.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

1.30 390.00 
300.00/hr 

0.80 240.00 
aoo.oonn 

0.60 150.00 
300.00/hr 

0.50 150.00 
300.00/hr 

300 goo oo 
300.00/hr 
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Mntthow A Coputo, Esq .• Conuervator 

31212012 Tolophona conference wllh Malt Caputo ro: rool oslolo sale oontracl modification 

3/91?.012 Tolophone conferences wltn opposing counoal (Raphllel); Tolephono 
conforenco wllll Gabriella ro: decision on MoHon 1o Recuse 

3/t9/2012 Revlawod DecreB 

3123/2012 Reviewed ro"vartled e-malls 

3127/2012 Ra'llewed foiWarded e-malls; Telephone conference with client re: status 

312012012 Offica conference wllh opposing counsel (Ruphael); TelephonG conference with 
client re: sletus 

41212012 Reviewed client e-malls: Telephone conference with cUent re: slat us 

413/2012 Reviewed fe)( and message from client 

V- 41612012 Telephone conference with client re: consent. waiver and status 

419J2012 Reviewed forwarded e-mail 

-'f.-, 4/1012012 Telephone conference wllh opposing counsel !Rafael) re· status 

411212012 Telephone conference wllh client re: status 

'f. 411812012 Faxed consent and waiver lo opposing counsel 

4/171201~ Telephone conference with ollent re: slatus 

4/20/2012 TeleiJhone conference with Diane Ely ra: status 

{. 4/23/2012 Telephone conference with opposing counsel (Raphael) 
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Pogo 3 

!::lr~tB£11!1 --...8.m9.YD.I 

0.10 3000 
300.00/hr 

0.20 60.00 
300.00/hr 

0:30 . 90.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
30~.00/hr 

0.30 90.00 
300.00!hr 

0.20 60.00 
300.001hr 

0.20 60.00 
300.00/hr 

0.20 60.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
3b0.001hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.001hr 

90.00 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

0.1() 30.00 
300.00/hr 
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Mullhow A Caputo, Esq., Conservator 

4/26/2012 Reviewed fa)( from Matt Caputo, Esq. 

4/2612012 Telephone conference wllh oppostno counsel (Raphaol); Telephone conrorence 
will\ opposing counsel (Rubino) 

~ 4/30/2012 Telephqne conference with cllanl re· stalua of language fnr consent end waiver 

5/112012 Totephone conference wilh client re: status 

513/2012 Reviewed three faxes 

619/2012 Tetephono conference with client re: slatua 

6/1612012 Reviewed Iii~ to prepare for hearing; Attended Probate Court hearing 

613012012 Reviewed lax re: follow-up visit 

6/512012 Reviewed e-mail 

6/1312012 Reviewed fax from Mall Caputo, Esq. ro: Wilton Meadows bill 

6120/2012 Reviewed lax from Matt Caputo. Esq. re: doctor visit 

711312012 Telephone conference and reviewed message from client 

711612012 Telephone conference with client and opposing counselee: substitution and 
filigaUon 

712512012 Telephone conference with opposing counsel (Raphael); Telephone conference 
with Matt Caputo, Esq. 

For professional servloos rendered 

Accounts recelvabra transacllons 
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Page 4 
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0.20 60.00 
300.00/Ju 

0.20 60.00 
300.00/hr 

0.20 60.00 
300.00/llr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

0.20 60.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

2.00 600.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300,00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.00/11( 

0.20 60.00 
300.00/hr 

0.10 30.00 
300.0DIIu 

0.20 60.00 
300.00/hr 

$6,210.00 



ST/\ 11: OF CONN[CTICUT 

COURT or PH013ATF 

To: Court of Probate, Norwalk- Wilton Probate District 

In The Matter of Doro1hy Partch (1 0-0404C) 
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District No. PD51 

March 22, 2013 

MOTION FOR THE APPOINTMENT OF A GUARDIAN-AD-LITEM 

Pursuant to Public Act 12-25 effective October 1, 2012, the Conservator of 

the Estate and Person of Dorothy Partch, Matthew A. Caputo, represents the 

following: 

1. That his resignation as Conservator of Person and Estate of Dorothy 

Partch, the conserved person, has been accepted by this Court effective upon 

the appointment of a Successor Conservator of Person and Estate; 

2. That Marjorie Partch has petitioned this Court seeking appointment 

as the Successor Conservator of Estate and Person. Jessica Partch has also 

expressed an interest in being approved as Successor Conservator of Persona 

and Estate. Marjorie Partch and Jessica Partch are the daughters of the 

conserved person. Three hearings have been held thus far by this Court at 

which evidence has been presented to determine who will be appointed as the 

Successor Conservator of Estate and Person; 

3. That the next hearing date is March 22, 2013 and it is doubtful as to 

the presentation of evidence will be concluded on that date; 

,. 



.,, 
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II. That Mr:u jor ic Parlcl1 l1ns r er.tm11y petitioned the Court lo immedrately 

appoint i"' S11cce::>sor Conservator nf EslaiP. to pursuA a cnuse of action or causes 

of f:lction against Wilton Meadows ~rising from ~lleged rnlsrepr esentatlons made 

by Wilton Meadowg In its application for the appointment of an involuntary 

conservator or estate and person for Dorothy Partch. Based upon the application 

filed with the Probate Court, a Conservator of the Person and Estate was 

appointed on July 27, 2010; 

5. That the statute of limitations on an action that sounds in tort and is 

based on fraud and misrepresentation is three years, and Marjorie Partch is 

seeking the immediate appointment of a successor conservator of the estate to 

preserve claims that may exist in favor of the conserved person, Dorothy Partch, 

against Wilton Meadows; 

6. That Marjorie P_artch's attorney has put Matthew A. Caputo in his 

capacity as Conservator of Person and Estate and his attorney, Michael Jon 

Barbarula, on notice of potential personal liability that may arise if no action is 

commenced on behalf of the conserved person prior to the expiration of the 

statute of limitations. A copy of the notice referred to in this paragraph is marked 

as Exhibit A and is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference; 

7. That the factual basis underlying the cause of action or causes of 

action Marjorie Partch wants to prosecute on behalf of the conserved person, 

Dorothy Partch, §!fe not perso~ally known by the Conservator, Matthew A. 
.. ..- - - -

Caputo, and are only known to Marjorie Partch and/or the employees of Wilton 

Meadows; 

\j /. 

;.i~ 
I 
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8. Thai the Conservntor of t=:stalc and Person, Ma1thew A. Caputo, 

believes that an Independent person should be appointed grrardian-ad-lilem for 

the following purposes: 

a. Evaluate whether a cause of action or causes of action exist; 

b. Determine whether there is a factual basis to support a cause of 

action or causes of action; 

c. To recommend to this Court whether an action should be 

prosecuted; and, 

d. Whether the prosecution of such an action is in the best interest 

of the conserved person and should be authorized by this Court. 

9. That the appointment of a guardian-ad-litem should not be delayed 

as the statute of limitations could have begun to run on the date the alleged 

misrepresentation was made, i.e. the date the application for the appointment of 

involuntary conservator was signed and not the date the Court entered a decree. 

appointing an involuntary conservator of estate and person . 

WHEREFORE, the Conservator of Person and Estate, Matthew A. 

Caputo, respectfully requests that the Court exercise its discretion and appoint 

an independent guardian-ad-litem. 

-- .:.. '- - - -- .j. 



\, ,. 
I ' 

ORDER 
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Matthew A. Caputo, Conscrvntor 
of Estate 1:111d Person 

vUfJ.I~~IW 3-~t 11. by ___ .' -~.......-_.,-_._~ __ 

Michael J arbarula, Esq. 
His At! or ney 
11 Isaacs Street 
Norwalk, CT 06850 
(203) 855-1177 
Juris No. 403814 

The foregoing motion having been heard, it is hereby granted/denied, and 
-------- is appointed as guardian-ad-litem and the granted the 
following authority: 

Judge of Probate 
Date: 

CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing has been hand delivered to 
Charles Hulin, Esq., Asst. Attorney General's Office, 55 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 
06106, Richard H. Raphael, Esq., 19 Ludlow Road, Westport, CT 06880, 
Michael Rubino, Jr., Esq., 196 North Street, Stamford, CT 06901 and Angelo 
Maragos, Esq., Goldman, Gruder & Woods LLC, 200 Connecticut Avenue, 
Norwalk, CT 06854 this 22nd day of March, 2013. 



March 18, 2013 

EXII~_Il__!.!_A 

RICHARD H. RAPHAEL 
ATrOHNEY AT LAW 
19 Ludlow Road 

Westport, CT 06880 

Phone: (203) 226-6168 
Fax: (203) 226-6605 

Email: raphlaw220@aol.com 

Certified Mall & Regular Mail 

Matthew A. Caputo, Esquire 
Mich~el Jon Barbarula, Esquire 
11 Isaacs Street 
Norwalk, CT 06850 

Re: Marjorie Partch vs. Wilton Meadows 

Gentlemen: 
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For some time we have been discussing the fact that the Estate of 
Dorothy Partch has a claim against Wilton Meadows· based on the fact that 1he 
misrepr~~entations of Wilton Meadows caused her to be conserved against her 
wishes and her Estate drained . . . 

. At the time of the "hearing" wh-ich clearly did not comply with the Statutes 
concerning an evidentiary hearing r~garding qualifications of any Conservator, 
Wilton Meadows had In their possession the Power of Attorney, Designation of 
Conservatorship and Healtheare Proxy in'favor of Marjorie Partch. · 

I have repeatedly talked to you about having Matt Caputo as the 
Conservator and hire me to pursue the claims. In the event that either (a) a 
decision Is not made by this Co~rt app-C?I~~IJQ M~rjorl~ f{\lrtch or another ... 
Conservator who will pursue the claims prior to the' expiration of the Statue of 
Limitations in July of 2013 or (b) in the:event the Conservator is appointed who 
chooses not to pursue the claims (i.e. the State of Connecticut has indicated they 
may not be interested in their position or think it appropriate to- pursue the claims) 
or (c) if Jessica Partch is appointed, the~ the claims will be lost. . . ~. 

Despite what you nilght tliink about the ultimate outcome and distribution 
of the proceeds of any judgment or settlement, clearly, there is a colorable claim 
on beh~lf of_ Dorothy Partch's Estate. 

Failure to commence suit in an attemprto recover the assets paid from the 
Estate (in the amount of in excess of $500,000) would be malfeasance by the 
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RETURN DATE: 

WJLTON MEADOWS LIMITED 
PARTNERSHIP 

Plaintiff 

v. 

2011 

DOROTHY PARTCH AKA DOROTHY S. PARTCH 
MATTHEW CAPUTO, CONSERVATOR OF 
THE ESTATE AND PERSON OF DOROTHY PARTCH 

Defendants 
AFFIDAVJT 

004951 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
FAIRFIELD 

AT BRIDGEPORT 

MAY , 2011 

I, Romayne Sherriff, the undersigned, do make affidavit and say I am the Finance Director of the 
Plaintiff and am familiar with the account of the Defendant(s) and do hereby depose and state 
that: 

CHECKEDBOXESONLY: . 

[ ] A. There is reasonable likelihood that the Defendant(s) have hidden or wi11 hide 
themselves so that process cannot be served on them, or that the Defendant(s) are about to 
reqtove themselves or their property from this State, or that the Defendant(s) are about to 
fraudulently dispose of or have fraudulently disposed of any of their property with intent to 
hinder, delay or defraud their Creditors, or that the Defendant(s) have fraudulently hidden or 
withheld money, property or effects which should be liable to the satisfaction of their debts. 

[ ] B. Defendant(s) have stated they are insolvent or have stated they are unable to 
pay their debts as they mature. 

[ X ] C. There is probable cause that judgment will be rendered in this matter in 
favor of the Plaintiff. 

I. I am over 18 years of age and believe in the obligation of an oath. 

2. I am an employee of the Plaintiff, WILTON MEADOWS LIMITED 
PARTNERSHIP DBA WILTON MEADOWS HEALTH CARE CENTER and my position is 
that of Finance Director. 

3. The Plaintiff, WILTON MEADOWS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP DBA WILTON 
MEADOWS HEALTH CARE CENTER (hereinafter the Plaintiff) is a duly licensed chronic 
care and convalescent facility located at 439 Danbury Road, Wilton, Connecticut. 
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4. On or about April 7, 2010, the Defendant Dorothy Partch aka Dorothy S. Partch 
(hereinafter the Defendant) was admitted as a resident patient of the Plaintiff. 

5. On or about A prj] 25, 2010, the Defendant executed a Resident Admissions 
Agreement through her attorney-in fact, and agreed and accepted the obligations contained 
within the Admissions Agreement. 

6. Commencing on April7, 2010, the Plaintiff provided the Defendant with goods 
and services including general nursing care, help with adult daily living activities, room and 
board, meals, and linens (hereinafter co1Jectively known as goods and services). 

7. Medicare paid in fu]J for the goods and services provided between April 7, 2010 
through April 26, 201 0 and Medicare and private payments paid for the goods and services 
provided between April27, 2010 through December 22,2010. 

8. The Plaintiff provided goods and services to the Defendant using licensed 
individuals at the daily per diem rate of$440.00 per day between December 23,2010 through 
April26, 2011 and at $414.00 per day from April27, 2011 through May 31,2011. 

9. On or about July 27,2010, the Probate Court for the district ofNorwalk appointed 
the Defendant, Matthew A. Caputo as Conservator of the Estate and Person of Dorothy Partch 
aka Dorothy S. Partch (hereinafter referred to as "the Defendant Conservator"). 

I 0. After crediting all payments received, the outstanding principal amount due for 
goods and services rendered through May 31, 2011 is $69,084.50. 

11. The Defendant and the Defendant Conservator have failed to pay the Plaintiff in 
fuJI for goods and services provided to the Defendant between December 23, 2010 through May 
31, 2011. 

12. The Defendant has breached the Resident Admissions Agreement and the Plaintiff 
has engaged services of attorneys for collection. 

13. The Defendant's breach of the Resident Admissions Agreement has caused the 
Plaintiffto suffer harm in the outstanding principal amount of$69,084.50, along with reasonable 
attorney's fees and costs of collection. 

14. The Defendant remains a resident of the Plaintiff's facility and her balance will 
continue to increase. 



004953 

WHERE FORE, the Plaintiff respectfully requests this court grant an attachment against the 
Defendant, Dorothy Partch aka Dorothy, S. Partch in the principal amount of $69,084.50 through 
May 31, 2011, plus three additional months of care and services of $38,088.00, $1,752.00 in 
reasonable attorney's fees, and $475.00 court costs for a total attachment in the amount of 
$109,399.50. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me 
~May,2011 

Notary Public/ . 
Commissioner of the Superior Court 
my eommi:.s.·c:VI 6;cp,rt!:; 3>}3•llz 

Romayne Sherriff 
Plaintiff, Competent Affiant 
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Wilton Meadows Haillth Care Center 

RESIDENT ADMISSIONS AGREEMENT 

ment between Wilton Meadows Health Care Center (the 
'( h1... U y \c_\) (the "resident") and 

-~___._~~\.:...Ll-..l~....::E.::::......:~.L.-.l.::o..,a__l--( the "responsible party"). In 
consideration o he mutual promises set forth in this agreement, the facility, the 
resident (if capable of managing his or her affairs) and the responsible party 
hereby agree as follows. . 

The resident authorizes the facility to use the following providers of service 
during his/her stay: 

Physician: . \)y- , \)c._'( \~f) 
Podiatrist: ·--------------------

· Audiologist: _____________ _ 

* Funeral Service:.__.t...J~.,._:j~~..__ __ _ 
I 

Address:'-------'------

Pharmacy: VALUE HEALTH 

Optometrist: -ew ~ ~~:].;~ 
Dentist:1)c .. ?a:zs-k\ .~~ 

• 
Hospital: NORWALK HOSPITAL 

Address: ________ _ 

Other. ----------

The resident may direct the facility to change any of these providers. 

I. GENERAL PROVISIONS REGARDING RESIDENT CARE AND SERVICES 

1. Alternate Physician or Professional Provider of Service: The resident· 
and responsible party agree that if the physician or any other professional 
provider of services designated by the resident or responsible party is not 
availabie to serve the resident, fails to serve the resident, or fails to 
comply with ~ny applicable provision of the federal or state law, including 
but not limited to the provisions of the Connecticut Public Health Code, 
the facility is authorized to obtain the services of a substitute physician or 
professional provider of service. Payment for such services will be made 
in accordance with Section II of this agreement. 

2. Transfer to the Hospital: The facility will arrange for the transfer of the 
resident to a hospital or other health care facility when any such transfer 
is ordered by the attending physician or a substitute physician as 
specified in Section I, Paragraph 1 of this agreement. The facility is not 

Revised 612000 
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IV. OBLIGATIONS OF THE PARTIES 

1. The execution of this agreement will constitute an acceptance on the 
part of the facility, the resident and the resp.onsible party to undertake 
faithfully all of obligations of this agreement. 

2. The responsible party does not personally gu·arantee or serve as surety 
for payment for the care provided to the resident by the facility. The 
responsible party acknowledges and agrees that he or she wants the 
resident to be admitted to and to receive the care and services provided 
by the facility; that he or she Is "!laking certain promises in this 
agreement; and that the facility is admitting the resident and will provide 
care and services In reliance upon these promises. The responsible 
party Is personally liable for any damages incurred by the facility due to 
the responsible party's failure to fulfill these promises. 

THE UNDERSIGNED CERTIFY THAT THEY HAVE READ AND AGREE TO 
THE FOREGOING, TO THE WHOLE AND ENTIRE AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE PARTIES, AND THAT THEY HAVE RECEIVED A COPY OF 
THIS AGREEMENT. 

Witness 

Hwilness 

Signature of Resident 
(If the resident is managing 

his or her affairs) 

Si ature and Trtle of Party 
Acting for Resident 

(Conservator of Es~ or 
POA, if resident Is not 

managing his/her affairs) 

9 

Date 

Date 
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APPENDIX A 

The resident and responsible party agree to notify a member of the Social 
Services Department immed_iately if and when: 

1. The resident enrolls in a Medicare managed care plan; 

2. The resident disenrolls from a Medicare managed care plan; or 

3. The resident changes from one Medicare managed care plan to another. 

Signature of resident (if the 
resident is managing his or 
her affairs) 

y~i_~ 1\ I 19na re and titJ OfJ)arty 
Acting for resident (conservator 
of estate or power of attorney if 
the resident in not managing 
his or her affairs) 

. 10 

Date 

4JV5J10 
te 
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Page 10 

Billing Address: 

~ s. . ~\ro~ CcrnpkJG 
~~ ~ "t' 

2U? vod~ ~aA&.. 
~.. }0~~ J a!" Obg'-Dlf 

. ... In case of emergency, contact the following persons in the following sequence: 

.. '• 

. ,,•. : 

\ 
I - =:~=:--

... ·· .. · .. : 
,;-·":. :<-; -, : ___ : . 

Name 

resagreemenl 

nw.12198 

fttk/PRo*( 
( 

Relationship Telephone 
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DOCKET NO: FBT CV-12-602943~~H~LA~'~k~~t~6RSUPERIOR COURT 
· ·ATE OF cmmccrrcur 

MARJORIE PARTCH J.D. OF FAIRFIELD 
Plaintiff · · AT BRIDGEPORT 

v. 

WILTON MEADOWS HEALTH CARE 
CENTER CORPORATION 

Defendant MARCH 10, 2014 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO REARGUE 
JUDGEMENT IN FAVOR OF 

DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO STRIKE 

Pursuant to Connecticut Practice Book §11-11, Plaintiff respectfully moves this 

Court for an Order Permitting Reargument of the February 18, 2014, Decision for 

Judgment (Sommer, J.) in favor of Defendant's Motion to Strike Plaintiffs Claims 

against Meadows Health Care Center. 

Plaintiff believes the Court has erred in its interpretation of Plaintiffs 

relationship with Defendant, ignoring the "Resident's Admissions Agreement" into 

which the two parties entered on April 25, 2010. In signing her own name to this 

Agreement, Plaintiff was acting not only as her mother's Agent, but also as the 

personally legally "Responsible Party," therefore dealing directly with Wilton 

Meadows as a service provider, and facing her own personal liabilities as a result of 

entering into this mutual Agreement and direct legal relationship with mutually 
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binding responsibilities between the two parties. This Agreement between Plaintiff 

and Defendant is currently on file with this Court. 

Furthermore, Plaintiff points out that this is not a case of remote, or indirect 

"bystander" distress caused by questions of Medical Malpractice in the services 

(forcibly) provided by Defendant for Plaintiffs mother, Dorothy S. Partch. This is not 

about Defendant's specialized services, nor their spuriously denied "Duty of 

[Medical] Care" toward Plaintiff. That "red herring" is clearly not Plaintiffs Claim. 

What is at question in the present case is a matter of Class D Felony Fraud 

committed in the act of bringing a deliberately inaccurate Application for Involuntary 

Conservatorship for Plaintiffs mother, thereby defrauding Plaintiff of her proper 

Authority, Standing and Rights. 

Surely Def~ndant has a "Public Duty of Good Faith and Fair Dealing" to 

refrain from committing criminal acts in connection with its provision of care for a 

helpless stroke patient, entrusted to their facility by not only her closest loving family 

member and caregiver of many years, but also the individual who WAS her legal 

Health Care Representative, with Durable Power of Attorney. 

While of course the Damages to Plai~iffs mother were and are far more 

egregious, it is an alarming precedent to consider that nursing homes (or nursery 

schools) are deemed to owe no Duty whatsoever to parents or adult children, to 

refrain from committing Class D Felony Fraud regarding the LEGAL AUTHORITY 

2 
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OF such "Responsible Parties"- authority exercised in the signing in of their 

vulnerable loved ones- whether their preschool children or post-acute medical

treatment elderly parents. 

If such State-licensed facilities are permitted to declare that they are only 

entering into a "business relationship" with the potentially unconscious senior citizen 

or pre-majority toddler entrusted to their care, what is the purpose of the whole 

notion of Guardianship? 

Are families to be put on notice that there is no requirement for these services 

to be performed within the bounds of not only "the Social Contract," but also State 

and Federal Laws regarding Fair Trade Practices and Felony Offences? Because 

once one's rightful authority is [appallingly easily] circumvented, only the elder or the 

toddler victims, or their perhaps wrongfully appointed Guardian, has the "standing" to 

Complain and request a Jury Trial regarding such Criminal and Civil Fraud? 

Plaintiff does not, as the Court correctly affirmed, purport to bring any claims 

on behalf of the Defrauded Probate Court, or in the present case, on behalf of her 

mother. However, Plaintiff does assert that the Defendant abused the jurisdiction of 

the Probate Court as its own instrument in achieving its own ends: At one and the 

same time acquiring access to the assets in question, and neutralizing any potential 

legal action by Plaintiff, and thereby forcibly removing her from the "playing field." 

3 



004961 

In the present case, it so happens that these actions also resulted in direct injury to 

Plaintiff in the form of not only the extremely cruel disruption of her relationship with 

her mother, as set forth in Plaintiff's attached Memorandum of Fact, but also: The 

Tortious Interference With Plaintiff's Economic Expectancy of the Inter-Vivos 

Gift of the Transfer of the assets in question, including the rightful Title to the 

Property of the family home in Norwalk. This pre-inheritance Gift to Plaintiff was 

her mother's clearly expressed Intention, as delineated in Dorothy S. Partch's 

Durable Power of Attorney, executed in Appellant's favor in 2005, and on record with 

this Court. 

If Defendant honestly felt that an outside Conservator was in the best 

. '";. ' 

interests of Plaintiffs mother, why did they first deny Plaintiffs authority at all, and 

' . 
I ' only a year later assert their "reasons" to allege that Plaintiff was unfrt for the 

authority she actually did hold? 

Plaintiff hereby prays this Court to provide her with the opportunity to argue 

her points, concerning her own Claims of Fraud, regarding her own authority and her 

own identity. Plaintiff respectfully requests the opportunity to submit a brief 

regarding her claims sounding in Tort, rather than a direct medical care contract, 

which clearly did not exist between Plaintiff and Defendant. 

4 



Respectfully submitted, 

---r-:.~---~-· . 

c/o David Vita 
Director of Social Justice 
The Unitarian Church in Westport 
10 Lyons Plains Road 
Westport, CT 06880 
203.912.3528 
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DOCKET NO: FBT CV-12-6029435-S 

MARJORIE PARTCH 
Plaintiff 

v. 

WILTON MEADOWS HEALTH CARE 
CENTER CORPORATION 

Defendant 

SUPERIOR COURT 

J.D. OF FAIRFIELD 
AT BRIDGEPORT 

MARCH 10, 2014 

PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF FACT 

[IN RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S REPLY TO PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION TO PROBATE COURT TO REVISE 

RESTRICTIONS ON VISITATIONS] 
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On February 26, 2014, Wilton Meadows denied to the Norwalk-Wilton Probate Court 
that they "in any way rendered inadequate treatment causing harm, injury or loss to 
Dorothy Partch, denies that they misinfonned, withheld, or otherwise misrepresented 
to Aurora or any health care provider Dorothy Partch's conditions, medical or 
otherwise or any other relevant information" [Exhibit A]. 

Fact 1: 
Forced Isolation I Regional Ombudsman Intervention 
In November 2010, Wilton Meadows' staff observed Plaintiff Marjorie Partch 
recording perfectly lucid statements [AVAILABLE l:JPON REQUEST] by her mother 
expressing her wish to return to her home in time for Christmas. 

At that point, without a hearing, much less a Court Order, Wilton Meadows curtailed 
all visitation between Dorothy S. Partch and her daughter Marjorie, even though at 
that time, subsequent to Wilton Meadows' Fraudulently ·Procured Involuntary 
Conservatorship of Dorothy S. Partch on July 27, 2010, her daughter Marjorie Partch 
still held the authority of her Health Care Representative. 
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Despite the fact that Plaintiff still retained this authority, which takes legal 
precedence over that of the Conservator of Person, for six anguished weeks over 
the 2010 holiday season, Plaintiff did not know whether her mother was dead or 
alive; and Dorothy S. Partch did not know that (or why) her caregiver-daughter was 
being kept away from her, a terrible cruelty to both women. They had no personal 
or telephone contact for this entire period, for the first time in Ma~orie's entire life. 

Whem Plaintiff reached out to the Regional Ombudsman, Daniel Lerman, in January 
of 2011, he responded quickly and immediately condoned and arranged additional 
visitations. 

Fact2: 
Severe Bruising I Dislocated Shoulder 
Upon seeing her mother again for the first time, in January 2011, Plaintiff was 
horrified to see her shivering in a skimpy "Johnny coat," which revealed the extent of 
her horrendous bruising - black, and not blue- all over her mother's fragile right arm 
- marks that looked like hand prints. Plaintiff had cared for her mother for more than 
six years at home, and although she had seen her bruise more easily due to blood
thinning medication, the degree and extent of this bruising was extreme, and 
consistent in appearance with the rough handling that always concerned Plaintiff 
about her mother's care at Wilton Meadows. 

When Plain~ demanded to know what had happened, she was told with cold 
indifference: 'We'lllook into it," as if it was none of Plaintiff's business to even ask. 

Dorothy S. Partch was too drowsy (or over-medicated) at that time to give any 
explanation, but a week later she did describe an assault to both Plaintiff and 
Attorney Jeanne Aranha, referred by the Ombudsman. 

Plaintiff reported her mother's severe bruising to Mr. Lennan, who promptly 
investigated: He soon learned that Dorothy Partch's shoulder had in fact been 
dislocated, and that this "incident" had necessitated a trip to the Emergency Room. 
He encouraged Plaintiff to file a Complaint with the State Department of Public 
Health, under his auspices, which she did. 

Plaintiff, Dorothy S. Partch's Health Care Representative, was not notified of this 
incident and injury at the time that it occurred. It would never have been discovered 
or properly reported if not for the January 2011 intervention of the Ombudsman. 

2 
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Dorothy S. Partch's description of the assault the following week was consistent with 
the bruises as well as the findings of both the Norwalk Hospital radiologist, and the 
Department of Public Health: "Excessive tugging on the limb." 

In April 2011, the Department of Public Health finally investigated the shoulder 
dislocation and issued a Citation and an additional fine against the facility for its 
negligence [Exhibit 8-4, 5]. 

This was direct bodily harm to Dorothy S. Partch. This was an injury to her 
body, and a trauma to her psyche, which preoccupied her for many months. Her 
daughter (Plaintiff) and Health Care Representative also felt terrorized and menaced 
by this display of ruthless brutality toward her helpless and fragile mother, which she 
perceived as a threat to discourage further complaints. 

Fact 3: 
Neglected Carcinomas 
Another example of Wilton Meadows' misrepresentation regarding harm, injury, 
neglect and jeopardy to Dorothy S. Partch's person and well being lies in the 2011 
history of her neglected an~ untreated carcinomas [Exhibit C-3, 4]. In June 2011, 
Plaintiff began pointing out a festering sore behind her mother's right ear. The first 
response of the Wilton Meadows Administration was to curtail all visitations, once 
again, by both Plaintiff and family friend Marcia Kosstrin, a licensed Occupational 
Therapist also politely pointing out the open sore to the staff. 

The Ombudsman's heroic efforts reopened visitations once again, and led to the 
second Complaint that Plaintiff filed with the Department of Public Health. This 
resulted in a second Citation, which led to the diagnosis, nearly four months later, at 
the end of September, of an untreated carcinoma- see Medical Report from 
dermatologist - behind Mrs. Partch's right ear [Exhibit D]. There were multiple 
smaller untreated carcinomas on Mrs. Partch's legs as well. 

Are we to suppose that these carcinomas would have ever been treated without the 
intervention of the Plaintiff, acting as Dorothy S. Partch's Health Care Representa
tive, and subsequent pressure from the Department of Public Health? 

Wilton Meadows has clearly misrepresented the facts -again - concerning their 
care for Mrs. Dorothy S. Partch, as well as the various duly conferred authorities of 
her daughter and former caregiver, Plaintiff Marjorie Partch. 

3 
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Wilton Meadows knew full well that Plaintiff lived with and had cared for Dorothy S. 
Partch in their shared home for more than six years prior to the senior Partch's 
admission to the facility for short-term stroke rehabilitation. Wilton Meadows also 
knew that Plaintiff was by her mpther's side virtually around the clock for the first 90 
days that she was first admitted to the facility. 

To separate this extremely close mother and daughter in this manner was indeed 
Deliberately Inflicted Emotional Distress, which their entire community considers to be 
as outrageous as Wilton Meadows' opportunistic and self-serving misrepresentations. 

Further Deliberate Misrepresentations of Fact: 

Continuing the pattern of deliberate misrepresentations of facts, on September 1, 
2011, Assistant Attorney General Charles Hulin wrote to the Administrator of Wilton 
Meadows requesting the retraction of a false statement concerning the role and 
actions of the Regional Ombudsman, Mr. Daniel Lerman [Exhibit E]. 

On August 18, 2011, Wilton Meadows alleged that Mr. Lerman was involved in 
instituting Plaintiff's supeniised visitations, when in fact it was just the opposite: 
Mr. Lerman was responsible for intervening in Dorothy S. Partch's enforced 
isolation, and allowing mother and daughter to see one another at all [Exhibit F). 

However, rather than honor this admonishment and request for correction from 
the Assistant Attorney General and his client, the Connecticut Long Term Care 
Ombudsman, Ms. Nancy Shaffer- on September 7, Wilton Meadows defiantly 
promulgated their false statements even further, to the Wilton Police [Exhibit G). 

Wilton Meadows had already involved the Police under false pretenses, once 
alleging that Dorothy Partch's Health Care Representative (Plaintiff) had attempted 
to remove Mrs. Partch from the facility. 

1) It was within the scope of the authority of Dorothy Partch's Health Care 
Representative to remove Dorothy Partch from the facility. 

2) This never occurred on this date. Rather, Plaintiff had simply attempted to 
visit her mother, and the Police were called without cause. 

3) There was no Court Order in place at that or any other time restricting the 
visits of Dorothy Partch's Health Care Representative. There had never 
been any hearing on the subject at that point. 

4 



Fact4: 
Dorothy Partch's Health Care Representative 
Complained of Medical Director's Brutality, 
and Removed·as Attending Physician 
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Let it be noted that Dorothy S. Partch's duly designated Health Care Representative, 
Plaintiff Marjorie Partch, had previously fired the Medical Director at Wilton 
Meadows, Dr. Alan Radin', as her mother's initial attending physician in April 2010, 
because of his brutality toward Mrs. Partch during an intake examination, causing 
her to scream in pain. That is when Dr. Perlin became the attending physician. 

FactS: 
April 2010 Dislodging of Feeding Tube 
The above conflict, along with the dislodging of Dorothy Partch's first feeding tube in 
early April2010, due to rough handling by Wilton Meadows' staff, marked the 
beginning of the animosity between Dorothy Partch's Health Care Representative 
and the facility's Administration. This extremely dangerous, bloody "mishap" also 
necessitated a trip to the local Emergency Room, and emergency surgery to replace 
the feeding tube, which had been violently tom out of Dorothy Partch's abdomen, 
despite the inflated balloon installed to keep the tube in place. These 2010 records 
should be available from both the facility and the hospital. 

Fact 6: 
April22, 2013, Severe Dehydration 
Dorothy Partch nearly died of dehydration under Wilton Meadows' care 
approximately one year ago (Exhibit H): Extremely severe dehydration that was 
neglected for approximately four days, according to Norwalk Hospital. This was 
caused by pneumonia, caused in tum by aspirated food at the hands of Wilton 
Meadows' staff. Plaintiff has yet to receive the Report on this Complaint to the 
Department of Public Health. 

Fact 7: 
Support of Health Care Providers 
In all the years that Plaintiff cared for Dorothy Partch at home, and brought her to 
multiple ~edical and therapeutic appointments every week, as well as various social 
outings, tl)ere were never any claims, reports or accusations, much less any actual 
findings, of any actual harm to Dorothy Partch under the care of her Health Care 

5 
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Representative, Plaintiff Ma~orie Partch, between the years of 2003 and 2010. 
Rather, Plaintiff has multiple letters of recommendation from her mother's private 
(pre-Conservatorship) physicians and therapists (mandated reporters), already on 
file with the Probate Court, and included herewith as Exhibit I. 

Wilton Meadows only made its first false allegations concerning Plaintiff's 
"endangering" of her mother in 2011, after previously misrepresenting that Dorothy 
Partch simply had no Health Care Representative; and had never designated 
Plaintiff (or anyone else) as her legal representative, with Durable Power of Attorney. 

In direct contravention of Wilton Meadows' patently false misrepresentations in its 
above-mentioned Reply [Exhibit A], there have been multiple objective and official 
findings of serious harm to Dorothy S. Partch under the forced, unnecessary, and 
inferior, at best "custodial" institutional care of Wilton Meadows. 

FactS: 
Denial of Dorothy S. Partch's 
Fundamental Human Rights 
Wilton Meadows' Fraudulent Procurement of Dorothy S. Partch's Involuntary Con
servatorship has deprived her of her Freedom and Rights to: return to her own 
home (despite medical approval); receive private rehabilitative therapies; fulfill her 
own potential; the use of her assets and property (close to $1M); and her Right to 
her own close personal relationships- the loss is beyond enumeration or restitution. 

Respectfully submitted, 

c/o David Vita 
Director of Social Justice 
The Unitarian Church in Westport 
10 Lyons Plains Road 
Westport, CT 06880 
203.912.3528 

6 
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t 'UUI~ r {)I PJ{t)I~A'IT 

I> I STI\ ll' J UF NOI{\\'t\ I.K- \\'II. II )i\ 

DJSTJ{ ICT i\1() :\I 

I·EBI~UAI<Y J.b , ~01-1 

Wfi.TOI\' MEAI>OWS' HJt:PL\' TO 1\'Jt\ I~.IC>Hll~ PAI{'I'CII'S HEOIJJ.:.~T TO Hfo:\'ISE 
H ESTI~ICTIO:\'S TO VISITATION 

\Vi lion Meadows tfl:nic~ that they in any way directly or indirectly L'iltl-;ed any h:1n11, 

lll.fllty or h>s:-. to Dowthy Pa1Lt:h, dcn1c~ thatthl!y in any way IL'JHic1cd lltalk·qu.tlt' 

tlc:ltlltcnt cau-;ing h:trlll, llljllly or loss to Dorothy l':ntd1. <knic:-. that thv~·Jlll\lllfl'lllH:d. 

\\'ithhdd, or 1lii1LT\\ isc mi~1cprc~cntcd Lo Allllll'iloJ <111)' health L'.IJL' flJ<•\ idcr DnJtllhy 

Pant·h 's conditi1>1l!>, medical or olhcr\\'i~c 01 any othet 1 l'll'\ ant inlillllt.tlinn 

Thio.; ~.:nurl has pn.:,·iou-;ly entered dcc1ccs, ciring IL'k\'<llll law'' hi~.:h rcfillt's the 

alkgalll>ns t:Onlaincd by fVIHI:iorie Parll:h in her motion to rc\ i:-.~.: rc'>ll iuiono; on' 1\llation. 

as they ~.:oncern Wilton Meadows 

By: A9gdo iVlaragos, Esq. 
Goldman, Gllld('r & Woods, I LC 
200 Connccticu t 1\ wnuc 
Norwalk, CT OM-iS-~ 
203 -H99- S900 
Ju1 is No. ~ 1113-l 

( 
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• ,. STATE OJ; CONN~:CTJClJT 
rmrARTMEN I (lJ· I'LIIJLI(' I JE,\1 TH 

IMPORTANT NOriCE ·PLEASE READ CAREFULLY 

Muy 11,2011 

Andrrw Krl'r.h'k n. Admini~frtttOJ 
Willnn M.:uclows I kitllh Cnrc (.'r.n 
4~Y D:tnbnry Hd Ht 7 
Wilton, CT 068'>7 

l>car Mr. Krc,L•hlw: 

On AJiril 28, 20J l multiple invl~stigaticms were! concluded 01 your rm.ility hy !he Stale uf 
Connccticlll, Dcpurlm«:nt of Public Health, t'11cili1y l.ic:ensing & Jn\'cstigntion:; Section ro 
delcrmjne if your f<tcHif)' Wltll in complilmce with PcdcmlrctJltircmcnts for nursing humcs 
participn1int in the Medicare uml Medicaid programs. This survey found the mn:a 
serious dcficienc)'{ie!l) in your jacility to be: 

Isulntcd dcfiL•icnciell thnf Cllnstifutc uctunJ Jmrm fhnl is not immcdln!c jcupnrd~· 
wlu!l·chy signJnc:ml corrections nrc J'cqurred (G). 

All rcfcrcm:cs tu regulatory requirements contained in lhil{ lc11cr ure found in T1tlc 42. 
Code of Federal Reguln1ions. 

An Enflwccmcnl C}'de hns bccu fuitiat(:d bused on tlus cihrfion of cleficicncit"l: st( s 
"D" level Ol' greater at youJ' fl:lcility. AIJ slntufory/rnnudatnry enforcement remedies 
arc dfccfivc based on tbc beginning ~:uncy nf the (l,nfon:cmcnf Cycle. Your 
EnfurccrnNt( Cycle bcgn» wifh the Apri/28. 3011 survcl'· All ~un·e~·~~ rnnduclcd 
after AprU 28, ~(1// with dcficicnt'it·~ nf:. "ll" lcl't'l m· i!,.cdcr bt•tomc 11 par( nffhi!; 
Enforccrnc.·nf ()•cit•. Th£> t•nfnrccment tyclc will no( c.·nd uuCil !onhslantial compliance 
(J; nchlcvcd fnr ull dclidcnclcs from tall sun·cys "if hill an cnfcwccmcnf c~·dc. 
Ji'.at'ilitic~o arc cxrtcctcd to acbic"c and maintain cctntinuuus suhs(anfittl compfiont·t·. 

1\ l'lmJ C.'l ( l'ftl.'<.'liun (P<.•C:J1ur th~· dcfici~ncb. mu10t hL' !.uhmillt•c.l I') tit~· 1 lith da~· nflcr 
tlw fitdlify n.•n·hC's il!' Stnfrmcnt ufr>cficicncit•l- o:urm C.MS·.:!:\(17). Yom PuC scncs a~ 
yClur \\Till<.•nll.!lc!!Uiion c,f Cf'lllJ•Iiance. l ailun• tCl ~uhmilu sif:'IICtllith:l dltt(-d occcptnblc:
f',l(' h~ M~~ ;?4. 201 r ma) rc.'$UII in the impt•~iritm ,,flhc remetlk:. !i:.l<:d be·'""' ll) ~he 
20\b t.lu~ <tlkr thr due dotr 1Cir c;uhmil-!.ion 11f a l'CIC". 

Phone: (860) S09- 7400 
'lchrlr:•nd Jnf.\ .fnr ,,,,. ''' •!r r~r.!!; 5(11;. -Jar 

' o/Jt> Caritni.Awmu' - USil/ :!HS)( 
1'.0. Bm 3T'O.~IJS H.trrfo,.d. (7' (1(./3./ 

.4n Eql/•11 Oppt'l'/11111~\· f.inp.'m•t!F 
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CITA'I10N 

J II n~ Cillll iun ~0. :!tlll··1to 

Clnssil'k:aliuu ur Vi,lallun 
l'ur.sm1nf Co Cclllll\'CiicuC 
Gcncr111 Stntut~~~ Sl!clion l?n-517 

C'l!tliS: I~ 

llcd CnlJIIt'it)•: 1·1lH''f'NH 
Liccn:m ~umhc1·: ~OJ~-r. 

l.iccu!lcc: Wilt~m Mcudow:: I knlrh Care f'cnl~~r 
l?ncility N:toac: Wiltl'n Mc:ndowll Hc:allh Cure (\:nlcr 

Fa~IIUy Achlrcs~: '~"~'> Oanhury RmuJ Rt 7 
Wilhm. (.'T 06R97 

J'hc fullowing. citation is is.<~ucd Jllll'~unnf In ~cctiOTI!\ 1 'Jn-5?..4\hrough 19u-528. inclusiw of the 
Conncclicul <lcncnll Slutute!l: 

A. Nat nrc ~tnd s~orc or Violntitm{!fu 
I. An in!lpcctiun ofthis fucilhy conclULILod on April28. 201 I revwlcd the 

following: 
a. R #3'!1 diagnn!ic!l included curdio .. ·usculllr accident. sui~utc: disorder 1D1d 

hypertension. Review of the Minimwn Dutu St:l dated !Vll/10 identified an 
i.llfthil ity to com piece the Brief Jntcr\•icw for Mental Statu:., short nnd long term 
memory cleficits with inattention and u'llt:red lev~l or c<~nllciousnc~ Review oftltc 
resident (;UCc pl.nu dated 1n11 J ~dcntificd total care in activities of Dally Living '\\oith 
extensive as.~istancc for transfer.~, ambulation, bathing. p<:rnonnl care nnd toileting. 
Review urthe nurse's notes clnl~ l/11111 identilied thnl R d3 compluined of 
sbouluer pain and upon asscssmcut dlmpling Yr'8S noted and the resident developed 
increased pain on raoge of motion. Review of the clinical record identified Blll<-tB)' 

da<ed l .'\Iii 1 which identified llslight anlerior inferiur displacemcnlllftbc: 
humerus ill relationship to the glenoid fossa. Sttbse<tucntlr. R tf::l ,vru; hQ~pitali?.ed 
and uudcn\'cnt a tt:duction of the right shoulder. \ntcrvicw with :"fA 113 un 4.'27 'II 

I 

··~· .. ~ . I .. ---------- - ·---·----
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l.lc:cmwc: \Vilfnn Me:ufu\\ Jlc.'lllth C.::u·r < ·cnlcr 
P:I~C: 2 

·~:111 P\1 :II ilkuliti\'rlthnl hcl:.ln: hm.l pvr.itiC\n..:tll~ !/3 inth~ mnmin1: h:lr•n• 
llrcak1asl and ,r:\'1 him:'ln:r 111 Ji:cd S¢lf. \\'hen 1'\,\ !,') rcllu n,•,i, h..:J:;h..: ,,f.~>cn-..:d 1lmt 

IV/ J was una hi~ lu lea:ll sc-I f :md wh..:n :JIIcnrpling '~"''ash 1{ 1•J. hc.'shl· ,·,•mp!;tiJ,,•cl 
,,f pnin :mil lhc Charf:l' Nul"-o-c nas imnll'uialt:'ly inform.:cl. The f.'ldlil)' inili:ucd :m 
invco;lit•.at it111 uf un injury nl' unkuown uri~in "hich wm, iJ1conclusiw. 1\ hhnugh the 
invc:-tig:'ICion wm: incmtl"lusivc. inwni~w ''ilh 111e- rmlioJot~i:;l nn 4:~7."1 I :il 1:1" 
P:\-1 idrrrtinccllhnl gl'T)l•rnll.v 1111 nntcrillr uix10l':.1linn In the slmuldn would IIOIIIl'l'llr 

unlens tlll'rC \Vll$ll clirl'CI llluw ,,, lltc :llll.lt:lclcr. a full ur rurc:~ful lllf![!lnv. I his l.:Ot"-' 
nfi"!iury wuulcl noJ ''l't'llr ~JHIIli:Hwl\nsly unless J]ae rt·sirf('llf hud a rm:vi1.•11H history 
willa di:-locminn nl'thil' sbollldc•· and wt•ultll·mr~~ immediate pnin .. 

H. Shtluh·:; nncllo•· Rcgulalions Viofntrd: 
Rt:gulalinn nfCunucclicul ~1111c Agencies (Public Health Cutlc) \"iolntccl ic;, 
Sqc.!h.!..lll.2:.1 3-QH_I_(j)(7.)_nnd/o.rJm).(:1)(N nnd/qr (C). 

('. ChJ;;sification or Violationh} 
Cluss Din accordance wilh §.~!i.Q!Ll.?.g-~27-1 (b)(Q)_ nud~Q! {.!11(8) ufthe Regulations or 
Conncclicut Stale Agencies (Puhlic Hcullh Cor.lc). 

1>. Amount of Civil Penalty to be imposed in nccordnncc witl• Connecticut Gl'D('rnl 
Stutu(cs Sections l9n-527 Rlld 19u-528: SS45.00 

NOTIFICATION OF F.I.F.CTION TO CO~TEST CITATJON 

ff th~: licensee Vrishus lo contest this C'itation. the adminislnltor or Ius designee !!1.1.!.~ within three 
days. excluding Saturdays. Sundays and holidays. of receipt of the Citation by lhe licensee, shall 
notify the Supcr\ising l'f"urse Consu.Jrnr.r wbo signed lb~ citntion by contacting Faciliry Licensing 
and Jnvl'!\tigalions Section (f'US), Ucpartmenl of Public Health. 410 Capitol AVL'JlUe~ MS~l:?. 
HSR. P .0. Box .3 .. 0308. Hurlfttrd, Connecticut 06134-0308, telephone number ( 860) 509-7 -!-00 or 
an>· Supervising I':UJ"l>C Consultant \\ithin Fr.TS (l>Dlllc nddross. ~ame telephone Jmmhcr). 
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STATE OF CONNJ:;CTICUT 

DI:PARTMF.NT OF Pt ITJLIC HEAl. 1'H 

l'tfPOiliA.,\'TNOTICE" PI.EASE READ CAREFOLLl' 

October 6, 2011 

Andrew Krochko. Adminish"At<lr 
Wilton !\1cadows Heulth Cure Ccn 
4~9 Dnnbury Rd Rt 7 
Wilton, CT 06R97 

Dem· Mr. Krochko: 

On September 28.201 1 multiple complaint inv~sligoti~'ns vi:;it:; were concluded 31 your 
fucility by the State uf Connecticut, Ocpa'nment of Public Health. FuciJily Licen~ing & 
lnvesti8ations Section to dctennine if your facility \\'AS in C(llllplianc~ \\-ilh Ft:~lcm! 
requirement-: for nursing homes participating in the Medicare and Medicaid progroms. 
This survey tound the most serious deficiency(ics.\ ia your tacillty to be: 

bolaCctl deflclcncl~s that constitute 1\clunl hnrru thal i'l not humc:dlatc jeopardy 
whereby significant correction:; 1u·c •·cquked (G). 

All references to regulatory requirements contained in dus letter arc found in Title 4-l, 
Code ofFedeml Regulations. 

An Enforcement C~·clc has been Initiated ba:-cd on the citation or defidcndc~ at a 
"I>" lc\•cl Ol" greater at your fncilil)'• AU stl\tutor~·/mandutory cnfo1·cetueut rtmellies 
Sl'e effecti\'e bas~d on September 28. 2011 the beginning sun•cy of the Enforcement 
Cycle. Your Enforcement Cycle beJtnn with the Septcmbcc· 28, "2011 surve~·· All 
surn~ys conducted nftc1· Se(ltcmber 28. lOU with dcficlcncic9 at 11 ••on lcn•l or 
gs·eatcr becoJUe a part of this Enforcement Cycle. The enforcement cycle win not 
end until substantial compliance Is achieved for all deficiencies from atl ~un·eys 
within an enforcement cycle. Facilities are expected to achie\'e and nutintain 
continuous substanthd compliance. 

A Pla11 of C<lrrection (PoC) for t!Je deficiencies must be submitted by the I Oth day after 
the facili~· receives its Stateme:u of Deficiencies (Form CMS-:!567). Your PoC serves as 
your \Witten Rllegation of complia;1ce. Faihu-c to submit a signed and dated acccpulbl~ 
PoC by October 20, 2011 may result in l.he imposition of additional :-emedies by the 10th 
day after the due date for submission of a PoC. 

. . ® 
Phont•: (56()1 5(){1.-409 

Telrpllcme De,·ice.fnr tlu: Dcc!''/[o60) jQ!J- -:!9/ 
410 Copito/.4"1-'tnlle- MS r:. i2HSR 

P.O. /Jox J.Jf1308 Hal·{f,.·o: CT 06/J.f 
An Eq~tol Of'{J()r:unfrp Emplo;-er 
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I'(I('IPI \ll•lati"ll ,d 1t:)!III.J11Pil~:oJ ('••JIIIt'LIIflll ·'\t:cllric•. ·''t\ ,j,,, loJ l'lln·, :PI \kdir:•! 

1\•'l'llld•. {~l (I) 

1\•":ulnll:. "''"' ll'fu•.L'lllnlkatiPil II:IIT tln·pc•tuJ!i:ll to l>r alk'.'i·:d hy lllt: hlcntill·::-d tldicJ~IIl 
f'I.IL'IJCl' 

'In :l':stll\' tlmt thi~ icklll i fi,·d dcl'rncut Jll:crtin· dtll'!· '"'' 1 ccur '.\o..: .Ill' t.JI, ill!-! 1!11.: J.-.!1,)'\ mt.: 
t:OI I t'l ( j I l' lllt'il!-:111'1''• 

i\JII'II<hng physJcHJm \\Ill be n•n!alll'u ;~ccoJdmg h' our Poliq .•:.. Jll(ltl'll,m: \dH:n :1 ;c•·;,:.·nt 
aud 01 !'amrly llll'lllher io.; JcJ'uo;ing admiui'>lmiJ~lllnf llll''>t:rihetl Plcrhcatit,n.:; lt.> t'n~un.: thc 
phy.sil'i,m o:dut.;rlt'S the rco;ulcut wr,J 01 f:unll~ Jl!l'lllllcl o.~horll th,· inJpl•rlaiiLC of .Ji'..:cp;ing. •.hl' 
prl':,cribcd lllt~dicalion. J\ u•rrespPJnhnt! plllJ!IC~\ nnlc lr,•m tlrt' pli)Sit:wn ·.·o~ll be ol:WmcJ 

}{andmu audits \\jJI h:· rnnductcd wt·ekh· fnr.;:: IIWIIlh'> lo eu~urc ;he r!J•,ic.t~ r:::cwJ•. :::·(' 
1:np~ph·r·: "nh l'h: ~icr:111 p1ngrc:;• JHllt' dn!'lllllCJJl:ti!•.•l! 

'I he results of the ;wdn will be reported to lhc Quality Assurance Asst!:-.~ment Commith:'e whid·, 
will recommend any further C<lrrt:cti\'c me~!.UJ co;, indicaicu. 

The Director of Nursing. 1\ill intplcmcnlthis plan of wmctinn. 

<.'<'mplelc Date: Nc,vcmhcr 2. 2011 

If you need any further information. please contact me at (10:_l) 834-01 fJfJ. 

Sincerely. 

~ 
AndrewS. Krochko 
Administrator 

Page i 4 

439 Danbury Roo& rR(Iu!~ 7) U:'.!~m c,nnewcw C'fi.'lQ7 Phone: :za3) RJ.f-{1199 Fa.,· ·,: :' ,; :.; . .:5-: 
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"" ·, :1~1 .:0 l I ! ,·; I /P~I I I' ' :o:;• R.ll I 1 •·X 

fofllnk J. Pmto, M.~. 
I 

Co"nectlCirt Oermato!Oftt Group, JI.C:. 

7151 Mat11 Avev SI./Jtel02. 

Norw2lk, tr Cl88Sl. 

{203) 610.f151 

Septomber 30, 2011 

Dur Mt. C&JMo; 

AI par our dl!cul!ion tills 1ft0t'nirt& Mn. Partch hu a b~~rrlirmed sldn asncer ~fta:l basal 
cell cardnama en th111 bull of her rf8ht ear. Shals 5Ciuldu!ed to trava till:i ,.I'I'!Cveo:! en 10/N/11. 
ll!e ~rocuur. fJ 5illlad MoN rftkr.olmp!\lc Wfll!ry. ltl5 m oUSpallsnt pl'llced~ d~ In the 
Dfilct Vtfn.tloiiCll me."1helll:. Pot@ntiall'iSIII ~Jdtiadvene JeadWn 'UI tt1e :ar.titNifrC, 

bfl!!dlng. fnfectlaurtd ~~I smrlll$ •nd/cr ctcrol'l!1lty af tho n.r. Generalt,., however, 1hb 

15 a vety s!fa ~~ arad Ytlcus compDutmns am ram. Molts s~rt is genua ltv ~d 
as ~he tcaatrnem of ctiD!C! fur this typa of ckfn ~In 1116 head tild n~ M~Gn. 

p. ,, 

r. 
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, 1•11., II' I II •I 

'Hf1,.l. ,,f ll11' \llo~rll• y t ·~·th't,tl 

St<tle of( 'ouncc1ku1 

\ntlr•:ll' KrorhJw, Admlllisrrator 
Wilton lvkadnw~ l<r·hahilJl.ltion and lkalllw.uc 1\~nlt r 
•!<'' D:mhury l<u.Jd, moutc 7) 
\Vllifl'). 1. 'T Olif\11'1 
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'• t t1n ,,, ,.r 
I'll, 1:. I'IJ 

ll.u 1 .. 111,1 I II .. JJI HI'!) 

' I I' jill 1,,,~. I 'i. 

l "' ·~r,IIJtHr: ~.l•,f 

lr.:pw~cnl l\::rm;_v SckriJer, the Cunnccticul Long Tcm1 Care Omhudsrn:ur. M~ Shafti:r 
has asked me to cunlm;t you regarding \'uur August IIJ, 20 I J leiter to MarjliiH.' 1\rrich, a copy ~>I' 
which was ~l·nt In Dan l.crrnun, t11c Regional Ombudsman Ms. Shaffer und :Vfr LcrnJdll :nc 
cOJil'CnH.:d al><•ut a ~:c1 iuus innccurncy m your August 19111 letter that r~Juires amendment You 
!>late rhal ·'[tnfnrtunatcly. we h<td to imtnuft• o sup<:Jvrscd visiting poiJcy with you. in com:crr 
wirlr tire locnlornhudsm:IJJ, because ofyuur l•ch,rvwr i11 w;mling to enforce yow own vit.:w of 
lr.:atml·nt. ' h1 faet, however, 111c ~~~JI~rvi~ed VJ•.itmg poltcy at issue was est!!hlished by the 
re~id.:nl's c0nsr.rvator and \VIltun Mcudows; no member of the Long Term Cm e Ombudsman 
l'r oer am lfluk any pm I rn that decision 

Ms Shaffer is CClnc::rncd tlldti1Jcrc be no misunderstanding ahout the role her Office ha~ 
pl:1ycd m th.: Partch ca-;c. With tlmt rn mind, would you plcaflespond in writing and clarify the 

f.o<l<? Th""' yuu. ;<:4uly J.J,~ 
. I I I 
: I 

I " '----~---~, ... ..,, 
Ch esC. 

CCJ-Jism 

t.l: N:mcy Shaffer. Conne..:licul State Ombud~man 
Dan I crman, Rt:gional Ombudsman 
:\f:l~!OTK' Panel:. 20 Ucd's Garden Ro:.~d. Norwalk. C'l 06854 
\1a,joric l'mtch, 516 !.:.1~ II''' Strc:::t./\pt :;-B, 1\c:w Y01k, NY !0009 

f- --- \, I'- r . -· r .. f'--v f
4 ~- j.... ·___ 1, _ ....... 
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M.trjm ie l'nrtch 
20 Dl:vil's (iardcn Ho.u.l 
Nol\lnlk. C I' Ofill54 

Marjmic Parlch 
S 16 Easl I I'" Sired. J\pl. 5-B 
NY. NY 10009 

Dcm Ml> l'artch · 

1\IIJ'.w;l 19. 201 I 

Your lcllcr to Lauric l'ompn was referred lome. You should !mow thai on July 

004983 

29. 20 I I I had our allnrncy. Angelo Marogos, contacl your attorney, Richard Raphael.lor 
the purposes of inviting both Y<'U and Richnrd Raphael to a cunl"crcnce here to address 
your care concern~. Allorncy Maragos never hcurd buck. Thul offer s1ill remums open to 
youund your attorney. 

You arl! welcome lo visit your mother ul Wilton Mcauows. in acwrduncc wilh our 
supervised visiting policy. Unfortunalely, we had to institute u supervised visiling policy 
wrth you. in concert with the local ombudsmun, because of your behuvior mtd wunting to 
cnfim:e your own vie\'1.' uf treatment. 

I do no I ugrcc with the eon Ients of your lc1tcr dated August 6, 20 I I. For exwnple. 
this fi1cility arrnngcd Jur your mother to be evaluated by Dr. Story at his onice on both 
March II, 20 II and May I I, 20 I 1, yet you do not mcnlion any such visits in your letter. 
Or Story did not make lolllY recommendations identified in your letter. A.t the same time, 
there were evaluations done regarding Dorothy Partch's splint. The splint was and is 
placed correctly. 

I do nol address. und my lctlcr docs not menn to address, all of the points raised in 
your letter; suffice it to say that we did not bypass your legal authonty, but took action 
thnt we deemed to he in the best interest of Dorothy Partch with the Norwalk Probate 
Court. all with your knowledge. 

Cc: Dan Lerman, Ombudsman 
Mathew Caputo, Esq 

Wilton Meadows 

/.~ ~ 

Ry c7~1 · A; .. ·" r.:, 
Andrew Kmchk6'. Jts Administrator 

439 Danlmry Rutul (Route 7} Wrlrmr, Cmmeclteul 061!97 PltCme: (203) 834-0199 Fru:: (203) 834·1646 
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Wilton ?o.ice Depar:ment 
2·:0 :c-b:.;-~ =1oa:::. 'Nt·.on CT ~~s;;.:.::a 

(2031 934·6250 

CASE/INCIDENT REPORT 

e 

~!_·==-=·::.·--;..~. 

:: :r.::~:- s :.aug-:;: rvlarJcne ·;;oulo :orne t:. the faciHty and vis.;: Dorothy. The staii learned that dur•-;g :hese '!is·:s .. ~~~;r~:r·s ·::::.~ cr:·,,::: .-; :.:~:-:·- .. 
·. ·~. :. - · -9 naz:;·.:s ar.;:; .j::m;g ot:-.er th1r.gs which were not 1n the best Interest of Dorothy. \.\'hen ~old of ~h·s ~hr;c:;; t?ca-.:5 '. 2·, .··::: :~:; ; ·: · ~ 
.: ts ·s~ :•.teo '·::~ tne •a-::l'!y In ~./:, 201 C the No;walk Probate cc~m ccnse:ved Dorothy to an 1r.jepend2••: a::::rs:, -;..,s-:i • :<:.~-;, :. ::=: _:: ~-: 
;:·ante:; s. oer: "6: v1sits to :he fac1i1ty by MarJorie to sea her mother. Ms. Pompa stated Ai1y Capputo handles a'l J; Ocr~'hy's :.:-.a·:~s ~: .,:;- ~ ~ -; 
.. ·Dr \':::dO\',; s oa1d ::·cpsriy. '."·/hen MarJorie vis1ts her motner :w1ce a week she IS escorted by a state 0-:;bw::~<:ma:- ~::.,sd ~a~ :..;·-a-
: :)r\.o:s ':;· ;-;e st:.ts Deper:--,snt ci s~cial Sent1ces. Ms Pompa stated that Maqorie has smce beco7e hosbie :.~ ~.e iac·' ::. al"o ~.-;:,: :;-:;: -=.::.~a:~ 

'''3se ::::i""D'a•rts elf abuse :o several d1Here!'1t state agenc1es includln!; the Dept. of Social SeiVices and :ha Stat: 0-:;p::.~"'en: :' :-:;:;:; •; \'; :::-:: 

":.:~ther sxplalned :··.at 1! :s :urrently being rsv1ewed in the Stamford Court beiore a JUdge at thts :tme. Ms. Pcmpa :::1ataa a'~:-:~ug• !:-·.s :s ?-::; 

::::mpl1ir · ,\'hlcrl 1s curre'"l~·y be1ng :nvest1gc>.tad, she wanted to repcn it a gam per the ':Viltcn Meadows policy af~er .s;::e:;~i·•g :: ·r ::a:- ·_s·- :;- ~.:: _: 

:r·o~s case ~0day 

. ·~s., :.:·1< :~ sc-;a-< •:t;t:-. i:Yothy Partch in "~er room. There she was 1n a wheelchair, awake and S1tt1rg up. She sa•c r a::e· :::.;:; -:; -:·::._::;: - -

: •. :;; ~11. :hs ~nly ot'",9r resccnse I •.vas able tc verbally get frcrr. ·'vlar)one was 'who knows·. She appeaied to ~s c::.~e::: :or -:o :: ~s~;-t ·- 2.- : ·--:: · 

:-!:>so"'·:;::J ·es1de":s at the factllty . 

. .:::•on !:>en:!ng D Je to :1 s complaint being :Jid in nature al"'d currently bemg resol•;ed at the court lev~l. nc iurther ac:.G- ':)':~·::of-:~· ::: ·..-·s ·_- ~ 

·;:.que:···· s case ::e closG:i 

:-·.:.::;:. -·-~~ ----- I Su":::RVISOq S•GNATURE lsvssc=>ISED e.s1·.o::::': ::::::=c=:: • ·:: '.:·.,:. 
' -----
1 ':1~!1 •'!au ';ic .. ~~. TC11"1"'1~: Wilham L _______ . _ · · 7:.;ts -·.lv~= "'= 
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0 
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1~·"''"'11 lypu. 
nouull d;.tl(; 

l~u.,ult Slflfw, · 
l:rtr;(lllltler infr·. 

r)hC/l<JI ~II) t:t.lllllrl::lf}' 

0 7 Muy /!0'13 111 :<tt 
Unaullr 
1002CiGf'>G37, NOHW/\li\~OSP, lnpillrant. 04!;~'2120 !J-

D8te or Adm1s~ on: /\pnl22, 2013 
fl:!lto ur D'sch;:rgc: M~y 17, 201:1 
1 lunpltfJI Atl(')nll r,~,. Dr. Dinao V,Jionc;,;J, 
Or Wothed1rll, 
Dr H<tri:;is 
C':r)r1Gttii:II!'J Ph~ 1rr:i::~n::: llr. Ru:-.kin, I 1ematolooy/o11r:ology 

f<eu&un for Adrr lssion· Unrespr.:''"''vcnes•;, clilfioulty broat11ing 
f-lir.IOry of Prrm 3 II lllncsf.: Pat1Cnt Is an i\3-year-old C;Jucasian female. apha~ic <II uaselinc 133 per nlll sirt!J slaH .-11 I he 
ECF, Wltll hi~: lor 1 of carc!rrr:lVa~~cular accident in 2003 and in ?.010 with loft ~•1ded hemiparesrs and al)hiJsra, rn11nd 
umm:pom;,ve wl'h rJilfir:111ty breathing I his r11ornlng by the house staH of Wlllon Mcat.lnvvs exrend-"!d c'lre lac;ilily wilh 
ruvcr or 101.6 ~I d ();! !.>al!• ill the no~;. She also lmd low blooo.l prc~.sllre Wilh flO:; systolic uncllachycarclia of 1 Hi 

P!ly:-ical Exam11:Jtion. 
Vil:;ll signs on ::Jd11i3slon: lernperaiOJre 99.9, hc;::rt rule 86, rE'wirdtOIY 1::111:! ~G. blood pre%U1o 10:3/45, !;aturahon 92'7a 
on room a1r. 
Gc:n .. EldCily Ca JCa~fan fem<Jie rn no ac:ult! clistro5S. nut rcspon!ifve ro voic~J, notlullcy:Jing «:omrnands, re<;ponsive to 
painful stimuli. 
HEENT: Pupils '•!action difficulllu as~ess as ltle pcrtienl doe:>n't OIJI!Il her eye'> to c:ommand and keep thern clo;:ed 
Dry mucous me~ rb~nes, absent 2 tronlrJI teelh 
Noel<: No lym~JI'!Jdenopathy, JVD 
Heart: Regular r?fe and rhylhm. S1-S2, no rubs gallops or murmurs 
~ungs· poor inspi atory effor~ no crackles. sporadic rhonhi. 
Abdomen: Sort urmtender nondistended, bowel sounda ar.preci;;tled. no guarding or rebound. 
Extremities: Chr·J1ic venous status change~ bilaterally, no edem<•. weak pul:;es palpable bilaterally on dor~.Jiis pedrs 
Skin. Dry and pal·~ with chronic changes, venous status changes on both lowe, eKLremi!ies 
NP.uro: Difficult tl) perform as the patient doesn't follow com manus and is not responsrve 1o vorce. Absenl reflex in 
the IE'fl upper an•:l left lower extrem1fies,)right arm contracted reflexes diffiCult to ehc1f. nornwr 2 1 reflex in the righl 
knee. 

Data: UA, Leuko:(le Ester· Trace, Protein-Urinaly: 1+, 04i22113 08.07 WBC Count 5.11WL, Hemoglobin: 9_8 
g/dL, Platelet Co 11t 63 KIUL, INR: 1.9 (Low), Sodium: 177 mmol•1., Potass1um: 2.2 mmoi/L. Chloride. >140 
mmoVL, Ca!ctum· 5.7 mgldL C:02 19 mmoi/L. BUN· 63 mg/dl, CREATININE: 0.8 mg/dl, TSH· 0 29 uiUimL 

Hospital Course 

1 Hypmnatremia' altered menlaf status- secondary lo severe dehydration 
Was treated initial y WJth isotonic fluids and then changed to hypotonic: fluis to decreased the hypemalremia 
progressively over tr.e course of days_ Patient had multiple strokes, at baseline aphasra and left sided hemiparesis_ 
After IV fluid and ~ :mection of hypemalremia, patient is now back to baseline mental status. She VIRS on Keppra 
250mg BID for sei. :ure precaution before admission, Keppra level v..-a~ measured to be 12.7 at lower end of 
tf1erapeutic level, ~eppra was temporary increased to 500 mg b.l.d. and now changed back lo 250 b i.d. after 
discussed lhith net rology Dr. Story 'v-erbally 

2. F. Coli Pyefone:hrrLs 

Printed by: 
.,rinled on· 

Tn rnpson, Jean 
Of./17/201314:36 
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Wa•: !rcl'llcd vlfh c.o,ltrl;l\C•n!:' 1\1, no r;urnpllr,:Htorl!; 

--~-- - ... ~ 
~i. MI~S/\ JHI€11 noma ,.,.-·-· ·-.........__ 
w .• ~ IHJotcd virtll Vmncomyvtn IV fnr i4 r.!ay:; hOVII~Xf':!-:uill..Jtc~illivc.t.ur..~!~~~rtJfal scr<•~n !>O I'!Ht•;l rcmau; on r;tmlat:l 
"' Ht.dlltton~.. ~-. · 

·I Oroplt<il)'"9~ 011 uy~~ph~pfa 
rallcnl W.l'> df.·t:lllod uns .. tre In l<~l~·-' IHt:dtCDihllls/nilit ilun 1-'0, :J~I~ IV!d il rr-:G rl<:tr:cd ~u)oj Tube lr~!!d!i have ht!l!n 
runnlnfJ .nl ('JO;Jl wttl1 no II.J!tirllti:ll~: 

5. Ar;ute 1\idne~ iujury 
Most lilw!y cl11r: :u llyrovei~Jrnin, rcaulvur! with flutdS pnli£"nl rem<ttn:; <tl ht:Jr h,tselin~: Crt:::a 

6 Elt:W:lfCd INI~ 
Mo:::tlikP.Iy due o v:lamln I< deficio::nc:y as il earN! back to norm;1l uftr-r vilan~in I< w~~~ provided. Since transfmrccl out 
o!ICU, tL has l!f on clahlr< 

7.low T~H 
Mol.ltlilwly dur! lo lc-vulltyroxtne, It was dect<~ascd I rom 1001llt:g/day to 75mcgiday upon admiss:on. vnll na>d flu TSH 
wi:111n 1 weok 

B. l)lacror:ytic werma: Patie11l prcsenlcd with elcvutc•d MCV (113.4J, low Hb (9.8), norrnal 81~~ onu folate-, Iron study 
rc:vu;;th; a patt<~1 r• of anE·a11ia of chronic disease, mtldly elevated LUH uut rnlldly elevated hapatog1obin arc aga1nst 
hemoly1ic anerr•t3, nom1al .fo low retJcui:Jr count was 0.2%. 1\r. pi condition Improving, MCV is also decreasln~ to 
close to normal an[.le of 99.-1. The etiology or macrocytic anemia is unclear at this po:nl. 11 is not due to folate orB 12 
deficiency, nol r1 JC to 1e1mulocyto~is, the llnderlying eliology of h~pothyrotdism, which can cause mar.rocyllc anNnia. 
however patten vvas un levothyroxme supplemental inn an<f TSH was severely suppressed on adm1ss1on, tnd1callng 
adequate thyro;:.ne. We are unsure wll:.Jt'S tho t;uase of macrocyt1c anemia. Over the entire hospital stay. patient's 
hr•moglobin ha~ ::~een stable and improvtng, guaiac tests has been negative. 

Nutrition· .ievlly · cal, 50cc hr for 22 hrl<i ( to be slopped 1 hr before and 1 after Jevoiltyror.me is given} 
OOB to chair, ::nd received DVr prophylaxis with heparin SC TID 
PICC line was c/~ 5 da}'l'i aoo as antibiotic course was complete. 
Sor:ial issues: p; be11t's daughter ha.c; a lawsuit against nursing home ,at first it was not clear if daughter still have POA 
or if the pt was r·1mserved by slate, after several attempts- POA/judge was sel in place and then changed with legal 
dorumenfation I\ as pending for :;cvcral days 

Discharge Diagr~>ses. 
1. Hypematremi:; 
2. Toxic- Metabo ic encephalopslhy 
3. Hypokalemia 
4. Hypocalcemi;: 
5 Acute K1dney I· 1jury 
6. low ISH sec" 1dary to over treatment with levothyruxine 
7. Oropharynge;:'l dysphag:a s/p PEG 
8. MRSA pneumc nia 
9. E. coli urinary t act irlfection 
10 Thrombocytc1'enia secondary to sepsis 
11. Severe Sepsl!. 
12. El~vated tNF ;econdary to vitamin K deficiency 

Pnnted by: 
Drmted on: 

rt ornpson, Jean 
U/17.'201314:36 
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_ I JIJ;cllnrg(• M1 d,cubu113 I i:.t. 
.f.l(lp,nn (ar.pirr 1), 81 n IIJ, PEG Tube, nncr.:> 11 r.l.3y 
I!•Vt'!ifl:lt;Qiam (ICepp1;1), ~50 01(), !"E.G lllhC, ~::very 12 flOUr 

h1vothvn..1Yinc :lovc•(hyi<JX111H 7'0 mqJ (0 07~i m·~\ nral ro~!Jiel), PF·G !'•Jhc, t•fii:G o d;:~;• 

I.<H;H~rr 1Ja:11N nn, MD 
U:J1-11785 
l'l•JflSI." t:all m~ with ony Qut->~~llom; 

SignalurP. Lin~ 

(E:leclmnleally Siqned IJn 05/07/13) 

CASTROf'ERElRA . DAIIiiEl Hou<ot- C'lffrcQr. MD 

Completed Ar; .ion List: 
"' P!!'rfo~:m h:r C'AS'I HOPERF.lR/\. . D.'1~l1T:i.- Holl'':C O!'f.i-:e1 , !ill un 07 1''-'Y ?.011 I C•: 4 l 
• ~·loCli I y b'!t c.rsrlt(•T•i·:;u::jPJl. , n.~~ ... ~1.r::r. House uf r.icer, t>nl on 07 ;.Je>.y 20U HJ -<U 
• CJ.gn by c.,~'<l<OPri:K!.JI.A , llAKU·:J, Hc-.:~sc O!:fir:er. HTl on n--: H.;~y 2013 10,43 Requestec'l 
loy C.I\S'J'POI:'£!'ETPJ; , r_tA.fiJ!E:L Ho;.l':;C Offir;;.or, :m <-'1£ JJ7 !•Jay 2Ul3 10:43 
• Jllodl.ty o:,. B~umrum Laut"en P.Oi!SI? Otf:l.cer. r-m 0:1. lO I~a~· :l013 10.06 
.. Hoo3j iy b:!!t Baumann l.r~nren 1-!cuse Off.icoar, MD 0:1 11 11dY 2013 J.l: 3:.! 
.. Noclify b:~-· r::au:na1m l,auren House Offir.oer. 1'10 o:; 11 Hay 20131.1:::2 
- l·lc•dit}- by Baumann Laur~::t t!ous~ C'l"!'ficoer, MiJ on J.l ~lay 2013 11:33 
"'Modify b}· Bilumaru, , La\lren !1.ous'9 Of.'Eicer, i'ro on 11 Ma~.- 2013 J2 ·34 
~Modify by Baumann , Lauren House Officer, t1D on 11 ~~y 2013 ll :35 
• Hodify by Ba•.Jmann La•.;ren House Officer, !1D on J.l May 2013 11:38 
• r~Odl.fy by Banmarm 1·-HL'rcn House Officer, t1D on 11 M<:.y 2013 11.36 
.. Sign by BJuMann , r.auren House Officer, !-iO on 11 Nay 2013 1J :313 
"l1ndJfy b~l B.:luw.:lhr., Lauren House Officer, l1D on 17 Nay 2013 i4.29 
.. Siqn by F.:.l:.~mann • Lauren House offlc~r. ND en 17 May 2013 l4: 29 

Pnnted by· 
":lrin!ed on: 

I i i01'11i)Sor., .;ean 
C! 11712013 14 36 

Page 3 of 3 
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0.11•1ut Dulh. 

1',1!-ll'thno P••y:;l(;i<u1: 

MnrJrl li\1, 

WCTH!-:1 !ILL, rr.-1 nJCIA }:li'l 

149G;)rJ I I 00?66f;i5~7 

Vila I s;gn~ · 
T: 1~ G r: l'·U II: 1 U SllP/OBP: 1 I 0 mniH\J/ C2 rllrtt OP Sunrce: l eli l1!g 

Eycs/Earstr/ nuth 
Sensory Ocvices/Denlure>s: 
Sensury IJt>tecls: 

Gastroinle~ 1 ion a I 
Diet: 
Tube F('edings: 
Enterai/Ga~tric l ubo: 
I ostBM: 
Stoollncontincnt.:e: 

Genitourinary 
Urinary lncontinonce: 
Elimination: 

Respiratory 
Respiratory Symptoms: 
Cough: 

Clrculalory 
Cardiovasr.ul~r Symptoms: 
Edema: 

!\Jeurologic~l 
Neo;oJogical Symptoms: 
LOC: 
Orientation: 
Speech Characteristics: 

Musculoske.r~tal 
AcUvity Assistance: 
Gait: 
Functional Limitations: 

None 
Nonv<~riJal 

No dtf'lary re~.trn~liull'• lollowinq ltu:lpri;:di,:;l'IOII 
,levity 
PEG (Pertulnncou:; cnrio::r:1Jpic (1.1!:lro•;tomyl 
05:'12/1:~ 1<'1 0~ 

Yes 

Yes 
Voi<.lmg. n;; diflrcurt•fl::: 

No :'lbnorrnalrtles 
hlono 

hlo <!hllorr nalities 
Localized 

Aphasrc, Weakness 
Lethargic 
Unable to DP.Iermine 
Unable to assess 

Two person assrstance 
Unable to assess 

Neuromuscular Findings: No abnormalities 
Extremity Movement: Unequal, Olhec: left ann hemiparesis 

ADL's: Reposition every 2 flours 
Safety: Bed alarm 

Advanced di·!*:f~·ves 
. Ad\lc nc ~- ,e ves: 1 ~- -- Yes 

Sp02: 911 

""'"" Sognatu'" ~------------------------ ----

Date· 05/17/13 1• .05 Yunil BE Telephone i'Jumaer- x (?n3 }g-,4- 3/,:;L{) _ 
~7 
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l<esulti)J ·u· 
Rf!Sillt (ll o; 
R\·:!lult.:;l;tw;: 
E111Jt111nl ~ · i11ln: 

1-'•ttiP.IIt Care Twn:;fer sum11tary 
23 April ?.013 1 G O(l 
Uu;tut.h 
1 002n66!>37, NOI~W..\LKHOSP, lnpilftC'Ill, 01!/22.'2013. 

1\drrur.r.ttn 11ntP.: 4/~::?12013 

Hu!:pit;'I!Jittc:ndiug: ICU attending, Ill. Manfredi 

Conr.ultt;uts: Hem:.rtoiOg\', Dr. Ruskm 

Trcmster llia!,1111)'l:is: ScvNe dehydration and ltypcmrJiteruia. Severe Scps1s with UTI 'tlilh !:&chcrimi~ w11 <md f-lAP 
with MRSt. AKI. macrocy!IG nnemia, lhromiXlt:ylopenia. elevated INR. 

Seconda ~'Diagnoses: 
Acuto d!'rt!~ riQhl rniddle rerebral artery s1roke In 2010 with left hemtpJegiLI 
Hypolhyrn :li~~m 
Right r.r.r.IJ it::~! c;trok(' in 2003 
Normal pressure hydrocephalus 
~etwre dt:order 
Myucardi;d infarction m 2004 
History oft reasl cRncer fm which the palienl unclerwent lurnpcc:omy and radiatton 
Pultnonart embolism 
Depressicr 
1-fypertensi m 
Hysterecto,ny 
Degenera: i J'i! dtsc disease 
Diverticulc! is 
Bilateral ca araCis 
Bowel and >ladder incontinence 

Transfer r1i!dication List: Current Medications 
04/26113 1 t .13 -ceffRIAXone (cefTRIAXone) 1 gm, Intravenous Piggyback, every twenty four hours 
04/23/13 11·1 9 -Change Enteral Medication Route (Change Fnteral Medication Route; , 1 ea. topical, one timo, 1 
dose(s) 
04/23/13 1 E :38 -Dextrose 5% in Water (D5W (Hypoglycemia Protocol}) • 600 ml, Intravenous Ptggyback, as ordered. AS 
1\,)EEDED, ~ ypog!ycemia 
04/23!131:·Ja -glucose (Dextrose 50%), 20 ml, IV Push, as ordered, AS NEEDED, Hypoglycemia 
04/23/131.; Ja -glucagon (glucagon), 1 mit mg. intra-muscular, as ordered, 1 dose(s). AS NEEDED. Hypoglycemta 
04/2311313 38 -glucose (Glucose Cllew Tab) ,4 tab 16 gm, By mouth, as or.Jered, AS NEEDED, Hypoglycemia 
04/23/13 13 38 -glucose (Glutose Gel 15 Gm) 15 gm, By mcoth, as ordered, AS NEEDED. Hypoglycemia 
04/25!13 1 217 -heparin (heparin). 1 mi5,000 unit, subcutanecus, tv.Jice a day 
04/22/13 2·) 15 -insulin Jispro (LISPRO Insulin co·.~erage (Rapid Acting)) 2·1 0 unit, subcu:aneous, every 6 hoiJrs 
04/23/13 2•1 04 -potassium acid phosphate {K-Phos Onginal Tab) , 2 tab, Dobhoff Tu~e. four time ada~; 
04/26/13 H 59 -levothyroxine (levothyroxine) 75 meg, Dobhoff Tube, onc<J a day 
04!26/13 H 24 -magnesium sulfate (magnesium sulfate), 100 mf 1 gm, lntravenou£ Pit;gybac~, one time, 1 dose(s:· 
04:26113 01;. 11 -potassium chloride (KCL) • 30 ml 40 mEq, Dobhoff Tuae. once a da~· 
04.'2~·1131!> 315 -sodium <Noride (Saline F!ush) ,10 mi. IV Push, every a !lOurs. 

Ptlnte<l by: 
Printed on: 

Anastasia, Nancy 
04/29/2013 8:27 

Fage' of4 
(Continued~ 
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UtJ!:!.'£11:~ J9.d0 -r.r:~ditw1 clllorid"l (S~Iiu•~ Fhr;hi .10 1111. IV P•:sh, r•vcry 1.1 llf•ln·: 
0·1/.(:'13/1:! 19 4U -sotllllrn dlluridc (!".:i;111ne rhJ'ill) , 10 rnl, IV Push, :1s ordnrcd, J\t·~ NEEDED. Cl!her 
Otf/~211 :1 11.Ml -~c•r.l:urn chlurcrl!! (Suhnt· Flw;l\) .' ?..~ ml, iV Push,~~~· 01de•nd, 1\S "H:.:ELJt.:D. Oilier 
041:~2113 1::!;:);! -VItllC(Il!lycin (\/arccomyc:l11 do:;mg ri~r ph<lnnncy). 5011111 app, IOI!i.JVCOOII!l Pigm·I>;JCk Lllf: lllrl(' 
04/?.ril'i :\I lfl·!ifi · vant'Cllllydn (v~ut:omycin} 1.2$ grn, loirnvcnou:; Pi!=.JfJYimC/,, t'Very lwenty four hi'IIJr''; ' 
CJIIJ;.:S/1:{ :~3:-ltl -Willf!r (Ft'ee \N~lc•), :>OO mi. nnsognstriG lube, row lime~~ rJuy 
04t:~M13 !i·n~ -hM~tir;J•;I't:'lm (l<•~ppraj 250 •H!I. Dot•l•vlr Tube. lwir.e a rlay 

Alfcr!Ji•!',: Sulfa, L:am1cta1. Eryttnmnvcin 

Reason lr r Transfer: /ClJ tram.fcr lo jp;mc C-3("! 

Hn!;pital c ourt:e: 

1 A!lered oncntal sf~IIUS, increased lethargy· 
likely <occc odary to sever.: hypematremi:.:~ and dehy:lrat1on. Patient had mulfiple ~llol(es, at t>asel•ne 01phasia ancJicll 
<:•dec! hem paresis. After JV fluid anrf correction of 11ypernatremia. pafianl is now bock to baseline menial slat us. $ho wa:; 
on Keppr11 250m(~ BID for selz:urc precaution before adlllission. Kcpj."'ra Javel was measured to be 12 7 at lower end of 
therapcl:t:c level, lwppra was 1emporary increa~ed to 500 mg b.i.rJ and nt>w r.han~wd back to 250 b.i.d atterdi::;cusse>d 
Wil!l ncurc·l 'UY Dr. Story verb<tlly 

2 SeverP I ypomatremia: 
On admi!;!;,on. patient appears to bP severely dc:hydratcd with sodium level or 181, wilh free wafer dr~ficf! of7-8L Urine 
osmolarity ·)f 871 which indicating the etioleyy of .foevere hypematremla is hl<ely sccomJUry to dehydration and unlikely 
diabetic irH pldu.s. P.:tltent was aggressively l1ydrated Will' norrnal S:llim~ !JOiuses, subsequenily changed to 05W 1/2 NS, 
pl was aiS·) ~liVen free water 200m! OlD perdobhoff. Sod•um was grad:.~ally corrected. Now N;;"'- is 144-147. Will need lo 
cont.nuc m >nitor. 

3. Severe :epsis wilh MSRA+ pneumonia and Ecoll Ul 1 
On admissi m, patient was in severe sepsis, with bandemia, fever, hypotension and tachycardia. Respira11ons culture 
later reveal•!d MRSA pneumonia, and urinary culture revealed Escherichia coli UTI. Patient was covered with 
broad-sper!' rum antibiotics vancomycin and cefeplme for 5 days, switched to ceflriaxone for ar.othor 2 days for a total of 
7 days ant Holies forE Coli UTI, and conf~nue vancomycine for 9 days fo1 a lola! or 14 day treatment of MRSA PNA. 

4.Eievated I~R of 1.9 
Likely secc 1 dary to vdamm K depletion in the Se1ting of patient's poor nutrition. She has not been on any anticoagulative 
medi~allons. Palienl received 5 mg of vitamin K IV and lf\IR is now al 1.2 

5 Macrocy' ~anemia 
Patien1 pre;;:mts with eleV21ed MCV (113.4). low Hb {9.8), normal 81.2 and folate, iron study reveals a pattr;!rn of anemia 
of chronic cli;;ease, mildly elevated LDH bul mildly elevated hapaloglobio are against hemolytic anemia, nmmal to IO'N 
reticularcoJnt was 0.2%. As pt condition improving, MCV is also decreasmg to close to normal range of99.4. Tile 
etiology- of ·1 acrocytic anemia is unclear at this point. it is r1ot due fo folate or 812 deficiency, not due to reticulosis. 11le 
underi~•ing a·iology of hypoUiyroid:sm. which can cause macrocytic anemia, however patient was on levothyroxine 
supplernen·; lion and TSH wa.:; severely suppressed on admission, indicaling adequate thyroxine VIle are unsure what's 
the cuase cf macrocytic anemia over the en'ire hosp,fal stay, patienfs hemoglobin has ::Jeen stable ~nd improving. 
guaiac test:; has been negative 

6 Thromboc ytopema 
On adrrussi)1, platelet was 6.3 ancl'treding dG'I.m to 47. ther. grac·Jally comin!J up lo 69 today. As per V\lifion meadow 
nursi:;g re~•J ·d, patiem plme!Gt rn February was around~ 80, her acute thr(lfilbocytopenia is hf-ery secondary to So;!P!11S 

Prinled tl~'· 
Printed or. 

.t-nastasia, Napcy 
04J2qi2ot:; ax; 

Pag·~ 2 of4 
(Contmuedl 



004994 

'II 1 , I•' 1·,. 1 I , 1-.1( , .1 I ' ! I_ 

P atif:r ~ (;;:m~ ., r.::~nsfer Summ:=!ry P/\f-.1TCI-1, DOI-10THY- 1496~'l 

She !Joe> not lt;rv~: ~:iv115 of IJI•H'tlinu. no pl;lf,"l~! 1r mt-;f~•s!on raquirell. Dr Rur.krn has ber>n fr)lfO\/IIItU lhe case ;u;d .a(:Jr•!t'S 
witll CUll ~11 nmnii(JCI'l'H~nf. I'IP:t~-e continue m:mi:odnn pl.llctct cmmt. 

"{. AI< I 
Ukoly se~Jnd~ry fr) prr:>ron:rl and vulwn(' dc-ptotion, c.ftor IV flu•d p,;lion{ DUN nnd rtE'atininn ,:rradually coma down to 
normal IE' nl. 

8,? C drH liarrhna: On Aprl/25, IJ<~IIPnt had 9 loose bowel movement. \IVBC was. trenrling up, p<.lllcn!IC'cleved 5 days of 
\.efepime. o-diffwar, :;cnl. 

9. Croc.re~:· .c-d TSH 
t::ulhyroic; ;sclc syndrome vs Lcv:>thyro.r.m overclost~. we empinc;ally dccrea!;cd rcvotlryroxlne dose to 75 meg <laily {home 
dose 100r.rcg). Pati~nl wrt: need rer.Mck TSH and T-3. T-l In one month after acute illnt:ss rc!lolvcd and adju5t 
levothym < ne do•mge. 

10, Socia ssues· palic-nl's cl:rughterltavo a J:;w~.u:l ;.tga1ns! nursing home. not clear if daughle; slill h::rva POA or pi is 
conseiV£"1 by sfalo, ple3~e flu with cnsn rn:-magor dosP!y, obtain league dor:ument if needed. If d;lUgllter need medical 
documen·! . please have her obtanl through medical rl;!cord. 

Tltings lo r orrow: 

·1, Flu willo ;;hcmislry for hypPrnalremir~ a net K-t- level CBC for thrombocylopenrR :ind Hb 

2. ConlmLE ceflriaxone for anothP.r 2 days for a t!'ltal of 7 d;{ys antibiollc:-; forE Coli UTI. and vancomycine ror 9 days for 
a total of~.; day treatnmnt of fvTRSA PNA. 

3, PICC li11 ~ mserfed todny and f~mOialline removetl. 

4, Please ftl! on the c-drff result ana irnp_rovemcnt of diarrhea 

5, PI is still :m Dobhofflube feed, please consider swallow evaluation and place pt back on PO diel once stable. 

6, As ford·! position. daughter dose not want to go to wilton meadow. hOwever, not sure if she si!U have POA. please flU 
withCM. 

Wen Yang. PGY1 

#831-2464, Please page me with any questions. Thanks 

Signature l.lne 

(F:Ie>ctronic:;!lly Sign'!rl on 04/26/13) 

YANG, WEN House Officer. MD 

Comple1e<l Action List: 
+ i'E"rfot"·r l:oy 'iAJII(. , ;.;E,.'i HCJu~e C!flc">>;, HD on ;_-;: i>.p.c.tl ~c::.~ :6:2.2 
• .i·to:il.f:;t ~j' ':'l',NG • o;;;s:·l Ho:>u.=-e Off.icer, l.O:D ~n 26 .'\pel 2<11.: 2~ .29 

PrinteC: by. 
Primea on: 

A1astasia, Nancy 
CW29!2013 8:27 

Pa~e ~ ot4 
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004995 

" 
' ' 



lntt:nuzl Medicine As.wn:iates of Darien, /~C. 

September 17,2013 

Mrs. Margery Partch 
C/o David Vita, Director of Social Justice 
The Unitarian Church in Westport 
1 0 Lyons Plains Road 
Westport, CT 06880 

To whom it may concern: 

004996 

36 Old Kings Higlnvoy Sowh 
Darum, C I' 0Mi20 

203-655-8749 
Fax: 203-656-070 I 

Mrs. Dorothy Partch has been a patient of mine since 1 979. Mrs. Partch suffered a severe stroke 
several years ago and has been in a nursing home for some time. She is currently at Aurora 
Senior Living of Norwalk in Norwalk, CT. 

The patient also has a seizure disorder and is on medication for this and followed by Dr. Darryl 
Story for her neurologic problems. 

I saw Mrs. Partch in my office September 9, 2013 at which time she was brought in by a 
stretcher from the nursing home. The patient would open her eyes when I spoke to her but was 
not verbal. Her examination did not reveal any new acute problems. Her daughter would like to 
take the patient home on the "Money Follows the Patient" state program. I see no reason not to 
do this as the nursing home is not providing anything that could not be done in the home. The 
patient has long made it known to me that she would like to remain at home and her daughter is 
also very much in favor of this. 

If there are any specific questions or I can be of help, please contact me. 

Philip E. Negus, M.D. o Charles Miner 1//, M.D. o Amanda Collins-Baine, M.D. 
Susan M. Collins, M.D. • Donald Stangler, M.D. 

£"'X:tt!& !T :1!_ 
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Neurology Progress Note Partch, Dorothy- 159 

No111ology Vitlit • 
Nour~,Jouy Aauoclaroa of Norwalk, P.C. 

Pnth:nt; Partch, Dorothy MRN: 159 FIN: 44040 
A!JO: U3 years Sox: Fomalo DOB. 11/29/1929 
1\:wuulnlcd D1ognoses: None 
1\ulhor. Story MD, Daryl 

NEUROLOGY ASSOCIATES of NORWALK, P.C. 
Follow-up V!Rit 

VIsit Information 

Onto of Sorvlco: 09/24/2013 02.10 pm Pertonnlng Location: Neurology AssorJates of Norwalk EncounteriJ: 44040 
Vl11lt type· Scheduled follow-up. 
Accompanied by: Gteff memller frei'A-WilleR MaagOW&, daughter Marjorie. 

Chlof Complaint ~) r;~l/J J-z.. 
Followup status post stroke, seizure. "Cf f f '-" 

Hlll1ory of Present Illness 
I last saw the pat1ent in October 2012. 
In Norwalk Hospital in SPnng 2013 with pneumonia 

Information from daughter 
Daughter says she is up every day in a tJitad wheelchair 3-4 hours per day. 
Not eating any meals. Fed by G-tube. Failed swallow evaluations at Norwalk Hospital in May. 
Currently she has a cough. 
Says yes and no. No senten'ces. She said "ow you're hurting me" once. 
Koppm 250 b1d and no known seiZures 
The current effort on the part of Marjorie is to have her mother retum home. Plans and funding for construction in the house are 

underway. Staffing to provide 2417 total care at home through funding by "Money Follows the Patient" 

the patient was cared for at home by her daughter, Marjorie from approximately 2005 ( which Is When I met the patient) until the time 
of the stroke in 2010 after which she has been in nursing home care. 

Revlow of Systems 
the patient cannot communicate and a full review of systems could not be obtained 

Health Status 
Allergies: 

Allemlc Reactions (Selected) 
Severity Not Documented 

LamoTRigine (No reactions were documented) 
Sulfa drug (No reactions were documented) 

MedicaUons: (Selected) 
Documented Medications 

Documented 
Keppra 250 mg oral tablet 250 mg, 1 tab(s), po, bid 
Synthroid: daily 
aspirin 81 mg oral tablet 81 mg, 1 tab(s), po, daily 

Problem list: 
All Problems 

Printed by: 
Printed on: 

Breast Ca /174.9/ Confirmed 
Dementia I 294.20 
Depression /311 I Confirmed 
HTN (Hypertension) /401.9/ Confinned 

Story MD, Daryl 
9/24/2013 3:21PM EDT 

Page 1 of3 
(Continued) 
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Neurology Progress Note 

lly!Jolhyroldrsm /244.9/ Connrmcd 
l.:~le r)lfoct or utroke /438 9/ Confirmed 
Sulzure /71JO ::!9/ Confirmed 

"2004" 
Stroke /434.91 

" RIGHT OCCIPITAL STROKE 2003" 
RIGHT MCA STROKE 2010 

Hlutorlos 
1-'nst Medical History. 

No activo or resolved past medrcal hrstory ilems have been selected or recorded. 
FnmUy History. 

No family history items have been selecled or recorded. 
Procoduro history. 

No acliva procedure history Items have been selecled or recorded 
Social History: 

Alcohol Assassment: Denies Alcohol Use 
Tobacco Assessment: Denies Tobacco Use 

Physical Examination 
VS/Measuremenls 
Vital Signs 

9/24/2013 3.14 PM EDT 

• Measurements from flowsheet : Measurements 

Penpheral Pulse Rate 
Systolic Blood Pressure 
Diastolic Blood Pressure 
Mean Arterial Pressure 

9/24/2013 3.14 PM EDT Height 
Weight 
BSA 
Body Mass Index 

Documented vital signs: Blood Pressure ( S!tfing, Cuff) 
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Partch, Dorothy- 159 

76bpm 
90mmHg 
60mmHg 
70mmHg 

62in 
1301b 
1.6m2 
23.77kg/m2 

the patient was In a wheelchair. Her eyes are closed during the majority of the visit. She was nonverbal She did not foDow any commands. 
SHe has some intermittent eye opening and regards, for a few seconds only. She resisted eye opening and no and during attempted 
examination of the eyes. Pupils appeared to be round but reactive he could not be tested because of poor cooperation. Visual fields 
could not be tested. Motlfrty was grossly conjugate but not formally tested. The face was grossly symmetric.. The left side of the body 
was plegic with an extended rigid left arm. there was some semHM.nposafully movement of the right arm. Withdrawal to noxious right 
leg. Deep tendon reflexes were hypoactive throughout, partially due to hypertonicity. There was a Babinski sign and left lower extremity 

triple flexion. 'ii\lef~({)'je(f11 1 (D't')a _ IJj '1}1.'(/IJ 
Impression and Plan fl 

This 83-year-old woman has severe neurological deficits due to stroke episodes. with the last significant event in 2010 causing her to 
be in need for total care. She has left-sided hemiplegia poor arousability and poor lnteractivity based on exam today. She Is fed 
byG-tube. 

She has a prfor history of a seizure disorder, presumably due to en earlier stroke in the left occipital lobe. she has not had recent 
seizures on Keppra. She is on as low a dose as I am comfortable with, 250 mg b.ld.. I think that her risk of seizure off of 
medication would be significant 

The desire from the patienfs daughter Is to have her home. Patient does need 24-hour care and the assistance of 2 individuals for 
transfeiS using a Hoyer lift If all this is available In the patienfs home along with aU the necessary equipment, then from a 
neurological standpoint I would have no reason to oppose this effort Her daughter MaJjorfe has at least 5 years experience caring 
for the patient at home up until the more severe stroke incident in 2010. My impression was that the care provided at home d~ring 

Printed by: 
Printed on: 

Story MD, Daryl 
9/24/2013 3:21 PM EDT 

Page2 of3 
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I will c:onlmuo to oco lhc rnllont pcrlocllcnlly for nourologiCI.ll followup. 

Sinnaluro Uno 

~Hgn•!d :~ud 1\utht)J.ud l>.Y llaJ·yJ :;tory Mil on O!J//.-1/21)13 03:20 PM t:rYJ' 

Charted Date. September 24, 2013 2:46PM EDT 
SubJect I Tille: Neurology Visit • 
Porfonned By: Story MD. Daryl on September 24, 2013 2:52PM EDT 
Eloctronlcally Signed By: Story MD, Daryl on September24, 2013 3:20PM EDT 
Visit Information: 44040, Neurology Associates of Norwalk, Outpatient, 9/24/2013-

Printed by: 
Printed on: 

Story MD, Daryl 
9/24/2013 3:21 PM EDT 

Page3 of3 
(End of Report) 
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I )r. Randy L. Schulman 
lk Juanita D. Collier 
tl• ·ft.tviorill Op/omP/11;/s 

1 :l'> Mnm Slleel 
IIMW;-Jiil. CT 06851 
I'll one. (203) 840 1991 
I,IX. (203) 840 1980 
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December 20, 2010 

To whom it may concern: 

I write this letter as a character reference on behalf of Marjorie 
Partch. I have known Marjorie for over 5 years both professionally 
and as a friend. 

Marjorie's dedication to both her spirituality and her family is to be 
commended. She goes above and beyond in her approach to her 
work as well as her commitment to her mother in particular. She 
helped her mother through her illnesses and supported her in her 
vision therapy program at my office and in her home therapy 
program. Marjorie mad.e sure her mother came to therapy sessions 
and did her home activities and was instrumental in Dorothy's 
forward progress. 

I trust that Marjorie has her mother's best interests at heart. 

Sincerely, 

Randy L. Schulman, MS, 00, FCOVD 
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JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
April 11, 2014 

10:00 A.M. 

can be a good colleague. I -- I don't -- I 
don't suffer from (inaudible)and I don•t think 
I'm smarter than anyone -- anyone else, which I 
-- I think will help to be able to converse with 
people. And I like talking about legal issues, 
so to the extent my colleagues are receptive, I 
can -- I can ask a lot of questions and maybe 
even be a pest, but I think that would result in 
a better product if -- if we•re on a panel 
together and we can bounce questions off of each 
other. 

REP. O'DEA: Respectfully, I think a lot of my 
colleagues up here consider me a bit of a pest 
at times, so I -- I can relate to that. Moving 
on, I'm -- I apologize if this wa~ asked while I 
was out, but you may have seen in the Law 
Tribune some issues relating to the GAL reform 
in the Judiciary -- in the -- in the Judicial 
Branch. 

Have you had any interaction with the family 
court system as a judge? 

HONORABLE RAHEEM MULLINS: I have not. I haven't sat 
family. 

REP. O'DEA: Have you formed any -- presumably, you 
have not read, I haven't right here, the 
proposed Bill 494 on GAL reform? 

HONORABLE RAHEEM MULLINS: I have not yet. 

REP. O'DEA: So I'm not going to ask you what 
recommendations you would make to changing that 
at this point in time. I assume -- presumably, 
you don•t have any recommendations? 

HONORABLE RAHEEM MULLINS: No, not at this time. 

REP. O'DEA: Well, Your Honor, just so you know, I 
mean, obviously, the process, you're familiar 

005021 
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with it, but some people watching in -- in the 
audience may not know, we obviously do a lot of 
background checking on, obviously, the -- the 
judges that come before us for elevation and 
reappointment and to·the lawyers. And I can 
tell you that every person I've spoken with has 
spoken extremely highly of you. 

' 

And as a member of the Judicial Selection, we 
look at temperament, experience, and intellect 
arid I can tell you you've excelled in all of 
those areas. I've never had the opportunity to 
appear before you, Your Honor, but your 
reputation is outstanding. 

!'commend you for that, I commend the Governor 
for recommending you ·for elevation, and your 
family should be very proud. Congra'tulations. 

HONORABLE RAHEEM MULLINS: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there ,others with questions? 
Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you and good morning and 
congratulations. 

HONORABLE RAHEEM MULLINS: Good morning. Thank you. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yeah. You -- I'ye been reading here 
your application and you said here that the 
first -- you were appointed ·to the bench in 
2012? 

HONORABLE RAHEEM MULLINS: ' 2012, yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So you've 'been two years as a 
(·inaudible) ? 

HONORABLE RAHEEM MULLINS: Yes. 

~EP. GONZALEZ: Okay. And what do you think that it 

• 

• 

• 
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10:00 A.M. 

may do a criminal case, and you may do a family 
case. 

So I did a -- a very small amount of family 
cases when I was in Litchfield for that four 
months. Other than that, I have not sat family. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Okay. And did -- small world as it 
is, the las~ courthouse I have appeared in the 
last -- and it•s within the last year or so, was 
on a foreclosure matter and it was in 
Litchfield. Hard to get there, but it•s a 
beautiful court. It•s just a beautiful little 
town up there in the hills. 

So well -- okay. If you feel that you don•t 
have enough experience given the limited 
experience you•ve had with family matters, 
that•s okay. But one of the more controversial 
issues that have been before us for the last 
couple of years and where we•ve tried to cobble 
together a reform proposal that I believe myself 
and several others on the Committee feel that is 
a good first step, but there may be other things 
that need to be done down the road. 

Do you have any opinion regarding guardians ad 
litem and -- and how they either help or or 
may not necessarily help all cases in -- on the 
family side? 

HONORABLE ELIOTT PRESCOTT: I -- I have never 
appointed a guardian ad litem in a family case. 
I don•t have the practical experience that I 
think would be helpful in sharing with you in 
helping you weigh these very important public 
policy decisions that you need to make about 
this issue. 

The most I can say is that at the very least, 
there is a significant appearance that the 
that this issue calls out for reform and I 
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. 
encourage his Committee and the Legislature to 
take a serious look at it. 

SENATOR-KISSEL: Thank you very much for that answer. 
That's very reassuring. What area in -- in the 
Superior Court that you•ve handled do -- do you 
.feel that you enjoyed the most and you feel the 
most 'comfortable with? 

HONORABLE ELIOTT PRESCOTT: It's interesting. Even 
though my -- my experience prior to going on the 
bench was in:civil cases, I have sat a large 
amount of my time presiding over criminal 
matters and I have found that extremely 
challenging, interesting, and rewarding. 
Particularly, you know, there are -
particularly the GA courts. !'mean, I've done a 
lot of parte criminal trials, murder cases --

·murder cases, rapes, robberies. 

But the GA, ·where the -- the volume is high, you 
have a lot of people who this may be· their first 
contact with the criminal court system. The 
work that's done in-the GA is critically 
important because it•s really where the rubber 
meets the road. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Getting conflicting information 
here, but I -- I listen to everything that ,you 
said. All right. And I would agree. My -- I 
haven•t, like I said, been a special public 
defender, jeepers, now in 20 years. But my 
recollection of working in the GA is it was fast 
paced and just--- it's really where so many 
things happen in any given day. 

In your experience, one of the things that we 
it•s always good for us to -- ~o remember is 
that the general public's inter reaction with 
the judicial system more often than not, and in 
my opinion, the vast·majority of times, this is 
something they didn • t want.·· It has the 

• 

• 

• 



JOINT  
STANDING 

COMMITTEE 
HEARINGS 

 
 
 
 

JUDICIARY 
PART 12 

5111 – 5683 
 

2014 
  



• 

• 

• 

143 
hac/gbr 

- . '"~ ·' 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 

; ~ . .-

April 11, 2014 
10:00 A.M. 

I don't find that, for instance, in the 
Stamford-Norwalk Bar Association, in our 
regional bar. There are annual meetings. There 
are activities. Every month there is a program. 

So the collegiality that we got in the old days 
from the calendar call is now solidified and 
protected by the bar association. So I don't 
think you need that. 

I think it was done because lawyers said I'd 
just as leave -- put it in paper and let the 
judge take the papers, go in chambers, and rule 
on it. If I get a non-arguable that I think 'is 
complicated, I ask the lawyers to come in. I'd 
set it at their convenience, have an opportunity 
to argue it further, and then I'll make a 
ruling. 

REP. O'DEA: Thank you. And just a .last -- if I may, 
Mr. Chair. You may have seen, Your Honor, some 
discussion in -- about the GAL reform Bill, 494. 
I had, frankly -- Representative Gonzalez was 
active in bringing that to the forefront and 
brought that to my attention. 

And I heard -- we heard a lot of testimony of 
some very disturbing things and -- upsetting 
things to a lot of the pro ses and -- and 
parents who lost interaction with their 
children. 

I'm wondering, Your Honor, if you've ever had an 
opportunity to sit in -- in family and and be 
forced to -- felt compelled to appoint to a GAL? 
And if you would recommend any changes to the -
the program or the process? 

HONORABLE EDWARD KARAZIN: Multi-part question. I'll 
answer the part that yes, I did family. I did 
family for seven years. I was a presiding 
family judge in Stamford. I was the presiding 

005145 



005.146 
144 
hac/gbr JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 

April 11, 2014 
10:00 A.M. 

family judge in Bridgeport. 

At that time, we didp't use guardi.ans ad litem. 
It was a much different -- this is 1990 to 1997 
or 1998. It was a much different situation in 
those days as it related to the interests of 
parents concerning their children and otherwise. 

And I think that the guardian ad litems came 
about as an evolution of the process with more 
people being pro se and then who's protecting 
the rights of the kids? Does someone take 
assets that might be 'college-bound or their own 
self rather than choosing the benefit of the 
children? 

So I -- I think it's a logical evolution, 
especially with the increase in the pro ses that 
we're seeing in all forms of litigation.

1 
And I 

think it's a good stop 'gap to allow people to 
have an opportunity to have somebody who 
understands the legal system. 

Most people think that divor~es end their 
problems and post-judgment· are part of -- a 
major part of the business of the family side, 
as I've been-- I'm told, because I don't 
haven't done family in at le~st 10 years. 

But we didn't -- periodi.cally, would we have a -
- a -- somebody to come in? But they weren't 
called guardian ad ,litem; they were the attorney 
for the child or something like that. 

REP. O'DEA: Well, thank you very much, Your Honor, 
for your testimony and for your service to the 
state and the country. And I· would say that it 
was -- it was always a pleasure appearing before 
you, even when I was held to be wrong in my 
arguments before you. 

You were -- you were fair but firm and -- and 
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And today, we've changed that whole concept . 
around. We recognize our veterans. It's 
important. 

SENATOR WELCH: And thank you. Thank you for your 
part in that. One of the questions that we 
asked our Appellate nominees is what are their 
10 most significant matters that they had on the 
bench. And I guess maybe we don't get to ask 
that question of you on the form, but maybe an 
abbreviated version would be what would you 
describe as your most significant contribution 
to the bench over the years you've served? 

HONORABLE EDWARD KARAZIN: Okay. I alluded to the 
moving from the old courthouse to the new 
courthouse because not only was I overseeing 
that through the -- the Chief Court 

·Administrator's Office, but I was also presiding 
civil judge, so I was working, you know, not 
only administrative, but also trying cases. 

Probably the thing that I'm most proud of is 
that when we changed the rules to allow cameras 
in the courtroom, I was the first judge to be on 
court TV. So for seven days, we had in my 
courthouse, in my courtroom, the Skakel trial 
seeking a petition for a new trial. 

I had the first Skakel petition for a new trial, 
which I heard. We had court TV. We 
coordinated. It was the first opportunity for 
the cameras to be in the courtroom and I think, 
from what I've heard, everybody was pleased with 
it, particularly Chief Justice Rogers who said 
if somebody had to do it, I was probably the 
right guy. 

SENATOR WELCH: That's actually a great response 
because I think you set a very good bar for 
for everybody else in that. One of the issues, 
and Representative O'Dea touched on it, that is 
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getting a lot of attention up here, and I tHink 
rightfully so, is the guardian ad litem syst~m. 
And I understand that while you were in family 
court, there really weren't GALs. 

HONORABLE EDWARD KARAZIN: Correct. 

SENATOR WELCH: But there's a lot we are thinking 
about, weighing and balancing, and I think it 
might be appropriate for us to hear any thoughts, 
you might have as to-what we should be 
considering and thinking about as we look at 
reforming the GAL process. 

HONORABLE EDWARD KARAZIN: I read the bill. I think 
it's -- addresses a lot of the concerns that . 
I've read about in the paper and having talked 
to the family judges. And I think it's a very 
positive step in the right direction. I think 
getting people into the process of selection is 
an important ingredient. 

So the bill, the way I read it,. is --provides 
for some participation so we just don't get 
somebody out of the blue who all of a sudden 
comes into the case. Kind of like I said to 

' Representative Fox, it's nice to have people who 
regularly hear tax cases hear tax cases. 

And when I sat family, you know, I was current 
on all of the standards. I knew all the cases 
and I think that would be an appropriate step 
forward. And the bill seems to be, you know, 
addressing a lot of the issues. 

SENATOR WELCH: I think I tend to agree with you. Is 
-- is there something in your opinion that we•re 
missing that we should be thinking about that 
we're not? 

HONORABLE EDWARD KARAZIN: No. 

• 
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SENATOR-KISSEL: Okay. And in those instances about 
how much did you charge? 

LEO V. DIANA: My charge varies from zero to $300 an 
hour. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Okay. There has been some concern 
in past public hearings regarding our_ reforms of 
the guardian ad litem not only this year ·but in 
previous years that on some occasions guardian -

-- guardians ad litem charge high fees. What -
it sounds like you have a sliding scale. What 
would you predicate the sliding scale on? 

LEO V. DIANA: On what the clients can afford. 

SENATOR KISSEL: And how would you determine what the 
clients can afford? 

LEO V. DIANA: Well I·' m usually cont~cted by one or 
two lawyers or by the court asking me if I would 
serve as a guardian ad litem in this case. They 
ask what your -- if it's lawyers they say what 
is your retainer and what is your hourly rate 
and we put that in writing. If it's by the 

. .f hI . court I get a not1ce rom t e courts say1ng you 
have_been appointed guardian ad litem in this 
case. This is your retainer. This is your 
hourly rate if you choose to accept it. So you 
have to notify the court if-you want to accept 
it. 

SENATOR KISSEL: And in those -- in any instance 
where you've been q guardian ad litem -- and_ 
take a deep breath because I'm not going to 
attack you. I just have to ask these questions. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

249 
law/gbr 

'•t I 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 

LEO V. DIANA: Certainly. 

·, . ~ ·. 

April 11, 2014 
10:00 A.M . 

SENATOR KISSEL: And I know it's you know I've got 
to be very honest. As much as I've been lucky 
enough to be here for 22 years when I propose 
bills to this very day if I'm on the other side 
even though I know everybody on the committee 
I'm still totally uptight and nervous so I 
understand. It's hard to be on that side as 
opposed to this side. In those instances where 
you have been hired as a -- or first of all, in 
that -- have you ever been just made a guardian 
ad litem without the parties consenting thereto? 

LEO. V. DIANA: I'm not sure what happens in court 
when I get a notice so I don't know. I 
sometimes I just receive a notice from the court 
saying you've been appointed guardian ad litem 
in.this case. They go through a list. Most of 
the other times I'm contacted directly by 
attorneys and they ask. We have this situation 
are you available. The first thing they want to 
know is can you jump right into this case? 
There's a situation usually it needs some 
immediate attention and they want to know if 
you're available and what your fees are. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Now one of the just sort of 
questions I had about the system is that while I 
understand -- and you just stated that I have a 
sliding scale and it depends on what people can 
afford but it strikes me that a better system 
would be that for what services you're providing 
there's a -- there's an adequate charge for 
those services . 
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In other words if there's a custody battle between 
the family that has $60,000 in income versus a 
custody battle between a family -- two family 
members that have $120,000 in income it doesn't 
strike me as necessarily fair that -- that the 
hourly rate would be double between the $60,000 
a year family and the 120 because there's got to 
be some fundamental based services that the 
guardian ad litem would provide. So could you 
explain your take on -- on the system and 
whether you feel that there is sort of a base 
level of -- of things that a guardian ad litem 
has to do no matter what the ability to pay is 
out there? 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes. I did look at the bill and I do 
think there is reform that is absolutely 
necessary so that you have a uniform practice. 
Several lawyers practice a certain way. Other 
lawyers I don't know exactly what they do when 
they act as guardian ad litems. So I -- I 
believe that they need to certainly speak to 
both of the parties. They certainly need to 
speak to the children. A lot of these cases 
have psychologists involved. Sometimes there's 
you know documents, school records, doctors that 
need to be consulted. So I believe that you 
need a protocol of what the guardian ad litem's 
responsibility is. 

I think it would be helpful to say you have 
three months to do this. Whatever -- you guys 
decide what this is but those are some of my 
suggestions. And -- and then you could say the 
fee for it is X. And then you have to issue a 
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report and then if the issues aren't resolved 
then you could get reappointed or you would have 
to go back to court but I think that there needs 
to be some more consistency in how the guardians 
act because what happens really in cases where 
you're a guardian ad litem is if you help -- and 
I work out most of the parenting plans that I'm 
involved in. 

So when you work out the parenting plan they 
might ask you to address another issue in the 
case. Could you help us resolve the property? 
Could you help us resolve this? So I don't 
think that's helpful because it -- you're not 
really acting as a guardian ad litem there. 
You're going beyond what you were initially 
hired to do. But -- but I think in your bill 
you can address that and I think it does address 
that. So having a standard protocol that every 
guardian has to follow I think would be -- would 
go a long way. I think a time limit would go a 
long way. 

You could cap the fee and then if people want to 
do the work they can. And if they don't, they 
don't. People -- when my fee changes they say -
- just three months ago I got involved in a case 
and they called me and said these people work at 
this job and they don't have a lot of money, 
would you take this case for you know a reduced 
retainer and a reduced hourly rate and in that 
case I said yes I would. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Have you ever run into a situation 
where the -- you sent out a bill and the bill 
was not being paid where you actually found 
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yourself in court and a judge ordered someone to 
pay the bill for your services and assessed a 
certain percentage as sort of a penalty or an 
interest rate on what's outstanding? 

LEO V. DIANA: No I have not. 

SENATOR KISSEL: And was there ever an instance where 
someone did not pay the bill and they were 
threatened in court with being incarcerated? 

LEO V. DIANA: I have not seen anyone be incarcerated 
over not paying a guardian ad litem bill. If 
someone hasn't paid my bill and it goes -- bring 
-- it's brought to the court attention we 
usually work out what can be paid on a monthly 
basis. 

SENATOR KISSEL: That's with -- so you've never ever 
witnessed anybody being potentially threatened 
with incarceration if they didn't pay a bill? 

LEO V. DIANA: Well people file motions for contempt 
to bring the issue to the court's attention to 
address the payment of the bill. So I guess 
theoretically in the motion for contempt there 
is -- the court has the discretion to find 
someone in contempt and incarcerate someone but 
I've never seen anyone incarcerated over not 
paying a guardian ad litem's bill. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Okay well then let me rephrase. 
Have you ever filed a motion for contempt for 
not failing -- for failure to pay a bill? 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes. Yes. 
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SENATOR KISSEL: And how many times would that have 
happened? 

LEO V. DIANA: Well it's not -- it's not a lot but 
I've filed it in the past when people -- people 
don't like your recommendations and they refuse 
to pay anything towards the bill. 

SENATOR KISSEL: I~ that instance do you actually go 
to court and would like a judge say to the 
parties you better go outside in the hallway and 
work this out otherwise there's the potentiality 
for being incarcerated? 

LEO V. DIANA: It doesn't work exactly like that but 
sometimes just filing the motion gets the 
conversation going and something is worked out. 
Sometimes you have to go to court and then you 
work something out . 

SENATOR KISSEL: Okay. I appreciate that. And you 
have far more expertise in this particular area 
than -- than I do as far as practice. You said 
it doesn't work out exactly like that. Could 
you sort of describe generically if the parties 
find themselves in court how does it actually 
sort of play out? 

LEO V. DIANA: The court ~ystem has a -- you have to 
meet with family relations before you can appear 
in front of the court to address the issue 
that's on the docket that day. And when you 
meet with family relations it's kind of a 
negotiation and they make a recommendation to 
you as to how to you can settle this issue, 
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whatever the issue might be. So many times that 
resolves the issue. You write up an agreement. 

You enter the agreement with the court. If 
you're unable to work out an agreement with 

. family relations then you go in front of the 
judge and you ask the judge for-whatever relief 
you're seeking. So if yqu're seeking a payment 
on your bill you•just say I'd like some payment' 
on my bill. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Other than the things that you 
stated-about the reform bill would it be fair to 
say that you reviewed the bill t~at we passed 
out of committee in the last couple of weeks and 
would it be your statement this evening that you 
feel that:reform to the guardian ad litem system 

· is appropriate at this time moving forward? 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes, that would be accurate .. 

SENATOR KISSEL: And I kno~ that a lo~ of folks feel 
that the bill that is. moving through the 
legislature right now is a good first step. I 
personally believe it's a good first step. I 
think there's still some missing pieces of the 
puzzle in part_icular· some overarching agency or 
committee or oversight authority to some group 
that people can go to. 

Do you see that there might be an issue if the 
only place that a party can go if there's a 
concern about -- about a guardian ad litem is to 
the presiding judge in their -- in their family 
matter? 
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LEO V. DIANA: So your question is who -- who else 
would they go to? 

SENATOR KISSEL: Yeah because they argument is that 
even though in the bill that we have moving 
forward which granted it's -- it's imperfect but 
at least it's a major move forward. 

There's also the concern that well yeah I may 
have rights as a litigant but if I sort of 
challenge any decision of the guardian ad litem 
I might be on the bad end of whatever decision 
is coming down road so I'm going to be frozen. 
I'm going to be afraid. I'm going td be -- I'm 
going to be very hesitant to raise those issues 
even though I can point to a statute that says 
this is -- these are my rights because this -
the guardian ad litem has so much authority 
regarding decisions goi~g down the road. And 
let me just take a step back . 

There was testimony as well as my some of my 
colleagues have indicated that in some family 
matters especially when custody is an issue that 
it's not the judge that is God, it's the 
guardian ad litem that is God because -- and I 
use that quote unquote, because they have so 
much unfe_ttered authority that there's just no 
one that the guardian ad litem answers to. And 
I'm just wondering what your -- your perspective 
is on that. 

LEO V. DIANA: The last two times that I was in court 
making recommendations as a guardian ad litem 
one was a relocation case and the judge did not 
agree with my recommendation and I agreed that 
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the children -- two young children under ten 
should relocate with their mom to California 
because she got a job teaching there. The judge 
disagreed with that. 

The other was ·a parenting plan where the parties 
lived here and.! had- recommended one variation 
of a shared parenting plan and the judge decided 
another variation of a shared parenting plan. 
So I -- I don't -~ I don't think that the 
guardian ad litem' s· decision 'is God. It carries 
some weight because it's a neutral party because 
you have parents who have opposing views on what 
should happen and if you just look at a·scale 
they're going to either agree with one or the 
other or maybe throw out a third option. So I 
do think a guardian's position can't be ·ignored 
but it isn't the-final word. The judge's is. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Okay .. I'm going to shift from the 
guardian ad litem issue because I -- I'm -- my 
guess -- I'm guessing I'll have colleagues that 
will ask.follow up questions on those areas. 
You spoke choked up.· Earlier today Attorney 
Avallone talked about his dad being an attorney 
and he got choked up and I got a -sense from you 
that you know you've got big shoes to fill with 
you~ father and having practiced up ~n nor.th 
central Connecticut clearly your family name is 
highly respected and a storied past. 

If you could just sort of like just sort of 
generally go over you know the evolution of· your 
practice, wh~t's your practice consist of right 
now and you know how many people are in the 
firm. You said you have to meet payroll and all 
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able to do that over the years and get involved 
in their activities and just be a major part of 
their lives. Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. And good afternoon. 

LEO V. DIANA: Good afternoon. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And congratulations. Can you tell me 
around what kind of percent of guardians ad 
litems and AMC work you -- in your office per 
year? 

LEO V. DIANA: It's about ten percent of my practice. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Ten percent. I'm going to tell you 
and I'm going to remind you you're· here under 
oath and I have (inaudible). So I got cases 
that you guardian ad litem in the AMCs, you and 
your office how much you charge. So I'm just 
letting you know because you're under oath. 
Okay. 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes, Ma'am. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. That's cool. Again I'm going 
to ask you the same question. What the 
percentage of your practice was dedicated to 
guardians ad litems in the AMC work? 

LEO V. DIANA: Well my practice is -- I do family law 
so I am in family court a lot but guardian ad 
litem is not -- the bulk of my work is mediation 
now that I do. It's not in court. So to say an 
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exact percentage, it's a smaller part of my 
practice. It's not -- I -- it's not that I 
don't do it. I have a big practice. I hav~ a 
high volume of cases. So I -- it's hard for me 
to -- if you want an e_xact number I'm not 
comfortable giving you an exact number. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And I can tell you that I've got this 
and I can do better than that because I think 
I've got more in my office. Okay. 

LEO V. DIANA: Well I do represent -- I do represent 
children in cases. when their parents are in 
conflict at the request of lawyers. Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So you have --you-- right now it's 
a big percent of your work. 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: What has been the -- what do you 
charge for an hour -- and again -- yes. 

LEO V. DIANA: My average hourly rate -- my regular 
hourly rate is $300 an hour. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. And I think that Senator 
Kissel asked you a question before about ~hat 
and I don't think that it was a straight answer. 
Now we're getting a little bit there. Three 
hundred dollars an hour. And at the end of a 
case and I said that you have a case and you 
start with the case. At the end of the case 
what.about --around how much you get for one 
case? 
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LEO V. DIANA: I -- it's very hard to say. Every 
case is different. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. Every case is different. 

LEO V. DIANA: Well it -- it just depends. If it's -
- if there's an hourly rate and it's $300 an 
hour then it's $300 times how many hours that 
I've spent on the case. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. Okay. I saw a case and I 
think that I've got it here. It's not here in 
my office but that -- that a judge ordered a 
parent to pay you. You charged a certain 
amount of money and then on top of that the 
judge ordered the parent to pay ten percent 
interest if they didn't pay your bill at a 
certain time. No. That means that if you -- if 
the bill was $10,000, $20,000 or maybe more and 
the parent didn't have the money and well the 
judge ordered ten percent interest on top of how 
much -- whatever you charged. 

If you think that doing that to a parent that 
the guardians ad litems are milking them down to 
their last quarter. Do you think that that's in 
the best interest of the child? I would like to 
know and I would like to know from you how you 
define the best interest of the child? 

LEO V. DIANA: The best interest of the child is a 
combination of several things. First when you 
take a case -- and this is probably the most 
difficult work that I do because parents are in 
conflict. Many times they don't even 
communicate with·each other. You have to look 
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at what the parenting plan has been when they 
were a family unit. You have to look at what 
each parent is trying to acc9mplish and what 
what parenting plan they're looking for. 

You have to look at the needs of the child, the 
age of the child. And depending on the age of 
the child what the child -- if the child has a 
preference or not. So it's --.it's a whole 
combination. Usually in cases where you're 
appointed a guardian ad litem there is a 
specific issue. There's an iss~e where the 
child may not -- the child may refuse to go to 
school. 

The child may refuse to visit with one of the 
parents. The child·may be having some serious 
mental health issues and you have to -- I've 
been to the IOL several time. They're not -
they're usually not just parenting plans. 
They're usually more complicated and you know 
very troubling issues that you have to sort 
through so it involves a lot of work. It 

r 
involves speaking with psychologists. 

And then after you gather everything together 
what I do is sit down with both of the parties 
and try to work something out and most of the 
time I'm successful at doing that. If you're 
not successful then you have to have a hearing 
and you have to make a recommendation to the 
court. 

REP. GONZALEZ: And when you said mental issue that 
maybe some parents or maybe some kids they've 
got mental issues. -Do you think that the 
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guardian ad litem have the right to speak on 
behalf of a mental health -- mental health 
provider or do -- because it's what's going on 
right now. The mental -- the GAL they think 
that like my colleague here, Senator Kissel 
said, they are like God. 

They think they are God. And -- and we have a 
lot of cases that guardians ad litems are 
recommending well you know the parents got a 
mental issue or the kid got a mental issue. And 
I would say as the GAL or as an attorney what 
right do you have as the guardian ad litem to 
recommend or say the kid has a mental problem or 
the parents have a mental problem? 

LEO V. DIANA: I -- I didn't mean the parents. I was 
talking about the child. And --

REP. GONZALEZ: Still. But still what right do you 
have as the guardian ad litem or the AMC to say 
the kid has a mental- issue, a mental problem? 

LEO V. DIANA: Well I would talk to --

REP. GONZALEZ: And that's what happened in court. 
Okay. 

LEO V. DIANA: I would talk to the child's therapist 
and if the child has -- I have a case where a 
child was pulling her hair out because she had -
- she didn't want to visit with her dad. So 
it's trichotillomania. She would -- she was a 
teenager. She would twirl her hair and 
literally pull her own hair out. She had some 
mental health issues. I had to speak to her 
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therapist about it and bring,it to the court's 
attention ~nd try to work something out with her 
parents. It was .-- but· it was a very serious 
issue. 

And I'm not trying to supersede any authority or 
any mental health expert but sometimes the 
parents are presenting different pictures to the 
court so you have one person saying oh the child 
wants to live with me ~nd this is the accurate 
truth and then you have the other parent saying 
something that could be totally opposite. So 
you're just trying to sort through their 
conflict to bring some type of.peace to the 
child. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. Peace for the child, you know 
most of these childs have been deprived from -
from one or-- you know from the.mother or the 
father because the guardians ad litem that's 
what they decide. Well you know it's not -- a 
mother have a problem and they, that's what they 
are doing. 

They are taking the parental rights away. And 
this is what's going on in court, recommended by 
the guardians ad litems and sometimes with the 
AMC and you're doing both. Do you -- do you 
have .a malpractice insura'nce in case of a client 
were able well to take legal action against you 
for malpractice? 

LEO V. DIANA: Ye~, I have malpractice.insurance. 
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REP. GONZALEZ: You have one. Okay. So when you 
represent -- when you're acting as a guardian ad 
litem --

LEO V. DIANA: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: and AMC or you're representing you 
_know a parent in a divorce case 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: -- how much do you charge? Again, 
how much do you charge? 

LEO V. DIANA: In a divorce case my normal retainer 
is $4,000 and I bill $300 an hour. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. 

LEO V. DIANA: However it varies. It's not -- that's 
not every single case. Some cases might -- I 
might charge a $5,000 retainer based on the 
facts of the case. Some cases I might charge a 
$2,500. Most of my work now is mediation where 
I charge between $2,500 and $3,500 retainers. I 
bill $300 an hour or you know I -- I can -- it's 
my practice so I can vary the number if I choose 
to. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. So -- so okay but my question 
is as the guardian ad litem, as the AMC and also 
let's say you represent a parent as a guardian 
ad litem or AMC and you're representing another 
couple for a divorce case. How much do you 
charge as a guardian ad litem or as the AMC or 
as the lawyer for -- for a couple? 
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LEO V. ,DIANA: My standard hourly rate is $300 an 
hour. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Three hundred dollars? 
' 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So you'charge the same. So that the 
means that a guardian -- as an attorney you 
charge $300. 

LEO. V. DIANA: Yes, Ma'am. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. Now when you're doing that -
if you're charging the same amount right for -
as the AMC and guardian ad litem for -- for --

LEO V. DIANA: I don't really act as an AMC. 

REP. ·GONZALEZ: Okay. So guardi,an ad 1 i tern then. 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. Three hundred dollars. 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So how -- why are you charging $300 
when you're working -- or you're ·providing 
service as a guardian ad litem. You're not 
acting as a lawyer. In that moment you're 
acting as a guardian ad. litem. So tell me where 
in the books or whatever it says that acting as 
a guardian ad litem you can go and charge the 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

t • .!. 

269 
law/gbr JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 

April 11, 2014 
10:00 A.M. 

same amount of money that you're charging when 
you're acting as a lawyer. Something is wrong. 

Some thing I don't understand but something is 
wrong here as a guardian ad litem because I'm 
not a lawyer. I go and I take the training, 30 
hours training and I go and I do my work as a 
guardian ad litem, I don't have the right to 
charge that same amount of money that I -- that 
an attorney is going to charge a couple because 
I don't have the expertise. Because I didn't 
went to school for that. You just went to a 
training. 
ad litem. 

Just a simple training for a guardian 
Who gave you the right to charge that 

same ·amount of money as a guardian ad litem? 

LEO V. DIANA: The guardian ad litem fee is based on 
an arrangement with the parties. 

J 

REP. GONZALEZ: No. If you tell me that -- that it's 
an agreement between the parties that most -- I 
would say 98 percent or maybe more of the 
parents that have been here and complained 
about -- about the fees they don't know. They 
just -- they get recommended a guardian ad 
litem. They think that it's going to be the 
best -- the best idea because they think that 
the guardian ad litem is going to be neutral so 
they go along with it. But guardians ad litems 
never sit down with the client and never specify 
the fees, never gave them a contract. 

So right there is guardians ad litems charging 
thousands and thousands of dollars to all these 
parents and that's the problem that we have 
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right now. Thousands and thousands of dollars. 
And·that's the problem. So--

LEO V. DIANA: I think it.can be 'addressed through 
the bill that you've proposed and drafted and 
and that's why there needs to be a lot more_ 
attention because I -- I hear what you're 
saying. So if people don't want to hire 
guardian ad litems at 300 an hour t~ey shouldn't 
have· to. They can hire guardian at $200. If 
you ·want to -- that's more of a policy decision 
but I think this issue definitely needs to have 
a little bit more structure and a little bit 
more consistency. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yes. Right now we know that that 
that system is broken.· It's corrupt. And -
and now after so many years that you and your 
firm make thousands and millions of dollars well 
now we will say okay you ~now we can go back and 
say we can fix the system right now because the 
system right not you know is -- is out of 
control. 

We've got to come up with a scale. We're going 
to come up with some cap. And you know what in 
way I was saying -- I will tell you that yes 
that's what we're trying to do so we can stop 
the corruption because that's what we're trying 
to do right now. So how can we fix the system? 

LEO V. DIANA: Well I think that you're proposed bill 
sets·forward some standards that can be put into 
practice but in the last five years I think I've 
had five trials that 'Were with regard to 
guardian ad litem issues. In the last five 
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years. In my divorce practice I think I've had 
like 16 trials in the last five years. But I 
think that there needs to be a consistent policy 
and I think that it's worthy of a progressive 
discussion among members of this General 
Assembly. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. Okay. Getting back on the 
guardian ad litem. The guardians ad- litems 
enjoy immunity. 

LEO V. DIANA: They don't what? 

REP. GONZALEZ: They enjoy immunity. 

LEO V. DIANA: Is that a question? 

REP. GONZALEZ: That's the question. 

LEO V. DIANA: Do they enjoy immunity? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yeah. 

LEO V. DIANA: They can be removed. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Guardians ad litems. 

LEO V. DIANA: Guardians ad litems can be removed. 

REP. GONZALEZ: You're right. That's not a different 
question. I know -- right now it's so difficult 
to be removed because you can come here and say 
you know whatever_. The -- we have -- we know 
very clear the guardians ad litem are very, 
very, very difficult to remove because if the 
guardians ad litems and the judges are working 
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together forget it. It's no way that the 
guardians ad litems are going to pe removed. 
But that was not my question. My question is 
about immunity.' 

LEO V. DIANA: I don't know what you mean by that. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Oh so guardian ad litem can be sued 
or you can't go after a guardian ad litem? 

LEO V. DIANA: I believe guardian -- yeah, Carrubba 
versus Moskowitz. She -was a guardian ad litem 
and she was sued. Yeah. 

REP. GONZALEZ: But right now -- right now if it was 
very clear that -- we have a public hearing and 
it was very clear that they were saying 
guardians ad litems they .have immunity and 
that's why they are out there crazy charges all 
these you know crazy fees because immunity. -Now 

LEO V. DIANA: I think ---but in most cases I think 
that the guardian ad.litems help resolve the 
issue that's in dispute. There's not a lot of 
cases with guardian ad litems that go to trial. 
Many of the cases are resolved because-you have 
a family that's in conflict and that the child' 
is sometimes lost in the shuffle. 

If the system isn't -- do~sn't provide for guardian 
ad litems and you in your wisdom decide that 
that~s not a good system then I think that. 
family relations needs to be funded so that they 
can step in because when I started practicing 
back in 1988 fam~ly relations wasn't able to --
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to meet the immediate needs. Because you have -
- you have certain situations that need somebody 
to step in immediately. 

So I think that maybe family relations is a 
system that already works in cases. They're 
many of them are therapists and they have 
master's degrees. And they're -- they're well 
suited to help address this problem but I think 
there needs to be a lot more of them if you're 
going to do away with guardian ad litems. You 
need to hav~ someone protecting the interests of 
children in these small percentages of cases 
which are so conflictive. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Right. And that's why we -- that's 
why most of the time the court appoint an AMC. 
That's the attorney for the minor child. They 
guardians supposed to be the -- the eyes and the 
ears of the court. Now they're supposed to go 
out there and do the job and do the 
investigation and come up with a recommendation. 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: The guardian ad litem is not supposed 
to be in court when they are going to you know a 
hearing. The judge -- and the judge at that 
time he got his ears and the eyes. He don't 
need to the guardian ad litem in court. So -
so -- and this is why all this bills -- all 
these bills for time in court and all of this. 
And this is what we're trying to stop. 

LEO V. DIANA: I think that it's a good idea. I 
think that the guardian ad litems should be 
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released from a lot of the court work. And 
there's many times that when there's a trial the 
guardian ad litem is directed to testify at the 
very end of the trial. So you might have to sit 
through two days of testimony as_a guardian.ad 
litem to hear information before you get to 
testify. I've been involved in a number· of 
cases where you know the lawyers ask the judge 
and it's up to the judge's discretion. 

So maybe in your bill ~hat that would be 
something considered to say th~t the g~ardian ad 
litem can issue a repo~t, file it with the court' 
and if they need the guardian ad litem, the 
guardian ad litem comes. The guardian ad litem 
shouldn't have to be waiting around in court. 
The guardian ad litem should take an oath. 

I mean I have several things that I think that 
really could do to improve the guardian ad litem 
system but I --·I do think it's a function 
that's very necessary when you have you know 
these high conflict divorce cases with children 
that are -- sometimes the issue is the children. 
I mean I have several cases where the child 
refuses to visit with one of the parents and 
that's one of the issues. 

REP. GONZALEZ: As the __ guardian ad litem do you think 
that you have the right to recommend a 
therapist, .parenting classes and when you -
when the guardian ad litem is in that path 
recommending all of this -- all this consul t,ing, 
all these therapists and all these doctors it's 
a 300 -- it's like when they recommend a 
therapist, an evaluation it's $15,000. 
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So if this is $15,000 that you guys are giving 
to a friend and then when you come back to court 
they don't use -- they don't use that 
evaluation. And -- and here motion to this, 
motion to that in xour case. So how you -- how 
are you going to be out there recommending all 
of these people when this parent they hardly got 
money. They're almost broke but they have to go 
with whatever you guys decide of therapists, a 
consultant that will provide whatever. 

And at the same time -- at the same time 
whenever you send this parent to a doctor most 
of the time they don't' want to accept the 
medical -- you know they have -- they have 
benefit -- plan -- health plan. They don't want 
to accept -it because they want cash. And here 
is the.proof. You know it's-- it's a lot of 
things that I did my homework. And I did check. 
And you know you've got -- you've got -- well 
you don't have the position yet but you got 
appo~nted for this and recommended for this. 
And I think that you knew that all of this was 
going on here in Connecticut about the guardians 
ad litems. And you know that a lot of business 
-- you're getting a lot of business my friend 
here for guardian ad litems. 

LEO V. DIANA: Most -- most of my business is 
mediation work. That's --

REP. GONZALEZ: But mediation -- you said that you 
start mediation not too long. But guardians ad 
litems have been for years here . 
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LEO V. DIANA: Ten years ago I started mediation. 
And it's -- the reason I sta.rted.mediation is 
because I didn't think that the court model 
worked for a lot of families. My -- I'm a 
collaborative divorce lawyer. My focus is to 
take families disputes outside of court, to get 
-- not have the court because I don't think the 
court is capable ·of handling many of these 
disputes. You have pointed out a number of 
issues and they're all -- they're all real. 

Money is the number one issue. But the most 
important thing in a divorce case is the 
custody. If there's a dispute regarding-custody 
how is it going to be resolved and mediation 
ca'lms the situation down and that'-s why it's a 
better environment. I think that the courts 
when you go in to try to work things o.ut is more 
toxic but if you can take someone out of the 
court and bring them into an office and use 
terms that are calming, peaceful and try to give 
them the options you get ·a much better result. 
And so that's why I choose to do mediation. I 
don't make a lot of money at mediation. I don't 
make a lot of money. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Well not at mediation but maybe at 
guardian ad litem. But anyway let's -- let's go 
with this. So you said that you're a mediator. 
Right? 

LEO V. DIANA: Yes, Ma'am. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Did you go to Boston Mediation? You 
know I think it's a company that authorized by 
the court in Boston. 
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my son's and now sits on the federal bench and 
served with you on the faculty at Quinnipiac Law 
School and he said be sure to vote yes. So I 
jus~ wanted to let you know that and thank you. 

JANE K. GROSSMAN: Thank you, Senator. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. I got a question and then 
-- well I got a question for what do you think 
about ·the guardians ad litems? 

JANE K. GROSSMAN: Well the concept in general or the 
bill· that's been 'proposed? 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yeah. Well I will ask after 
general and then I will -- the bill. 

JANE K. GROSSMAN: I think ~here are some occasions 
where guardian ad !items can be a great service 
to the court. I particularly see that in 
magistrate court. And. I think this committee's 
received t~stimony about situat~ons where they 
weren't so help~ul to·the court. So I think my 
response would go from good to bad. 

REP. GONZALEZ: So the bill, yo~ think that it -
there is a need for the .bill? 

JANE K. GROSSMAN: I -- I am familiar with the 
complaints that people have raised about it and 
I think that that bill fair-ly addresses a number 
of those complaints. So I do think that it is a 
good response to those concerns·. 
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REP. GONZALEZ: Okay. I'm going to -- I'm going to 
read something that I received. Dear 
Representative Gonzalez I would like to make you 
aware of my feeling about Magistrate Jane 
Grossman who has been nominated by the Governor 
for superior court judge. I think very highly 
of this nominee. I've had two occasions in 
which I had the opportunity to learn about Ms. 
Grossman. The first was during the guardian ad 
litem training and when she lectured regarding 
legal services and the underprivileged 
population. 

I remember leaving thinking I would -- I will 
have liked to hear more from Grossman on the 
topic because she spoke with such compassion and 
great knowledge. I felt she really cared for 
those faced with very difficult situations. The 
second occasion was almost recently when I 
acci~ently stepped into a New Haven courtroom. 
I remember her speaking to parents in a very 
kind and respectful manner. 

I was happy to hear that after listening to a 
father who haven't seen his child and was behind 
in child support state that it is equally as 
important for him to be involved in the child's 
life than it is to prove -- to provide 
financially for his child. This was very 
heartfelt and I believe this type of compassion 
and understanding is definitely needed by those 
on the third floor in New Haven and around the 
State. 

JANE K. GROSSMAN: Well thank you for sharing that. 
My -- I do not get a lot of feedback like that 
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in my job so I am very happy to hear it. Thank 

~- • 
REP. GONZALEZ:· And congratulations. And I'm happy 

for you. 

JANE K. ·GROSSMAN:' -·Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are ·there others who may have 
questions? Representative Rebimbas. 

REP. REBIMBAS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And good 
evening. You'll be happy to hear it's not 
questions. It's actually right along with 
Representative Gonzalez. I have actually had 
the pleasure qf. having a conversation with you, 
of having seen you in action and I have also 
heard from several attorneys and other judges 
that speak volumes regarding your demeanor, your 
ability to listen, your ability to be fa~r and I 
think it's certainly evidence, based on your 
involvement as well as all -- and -all the 
activities and committees that you serve on. 
Your passion for the legal profession and I 
certainly think that you will be once again an 
asset on the superior court bench. 

And·! know obviously you've.served as a 
magistrate so you've got a lot of insight in 
that. But your experience is going to be an 
asset to the State of Connecticut and to the 
residents that come before you. So 
congratulations on your nomination. 

JANE K. GROSSMAN: Thank you very much. 
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said that he did it for free, that he did it pro 
bono, is that the case you're talking about, the 
pro bono case, he said that he did a veteran 
case and he did it for free, that he didn't 
charge, is that the case you're talking about? 

JENNIFER VERRANEAULT: Yes. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Yes. Okay. So it's very clear 
that -- and I don't know how we can explain this 
here. It's very very clear, the pro bono case 
that he talk about, and he was under oath, he 
was very clear that he said that he did pro bono 
case, he didn't charge for this. And now she is 
saying that she got information that he charged 
that case. So what is that that the members of 
this group they don't understand that he lied 
under oath~ Is that something that we have to 
digest? How many hours we have to take to 
digest this? He was very clear when I was 
asking questions. He totally changed his 
attitude. He was lying until I told him, and I 
remind that he was under oath . 

So I would like to understand, if somebody can 
explain to me, how many hours we have to take to 
understand that he lied under oath? Thank you. 
Thank you very much. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Peter Nictia. 

PETER NICTIA: Good evening -- good morning. So I 
was home today working at about 5:00 o'clock, 
and I got an E-mail that this was going on and 
it was open to the public. I was actually 
watching it. I saw I think it was Judge 
Prescott, an appellate nominee, and I actually 
liked what he said. He said he only spent about 
four months or so in family law. 

I'm sorry, I didn't introduce myself. My name 
is Peter Nictia. I am an advocate for change in 
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family court. I ~ertainly am a proponent of ~94 
and then some. I actually called a friend of 
mine that I thought had Leo Diana on his case. 
I thought he was the GAL. I was ·.misinformed or 
misunderstood. He ·was not the GAL; he was the 
attorney. So I said, "Well, what did you 
think?" And he said, "He didn't represent" -- it 
was actually my friend's wife. He said he 
didn't represent his wife with vigor at all, and 
he seemed to be very. much of a yes man, which is 
kind of what I heard today from his testimony. 
It seemed like he was giving a lot of answers 
that the panel wanted to hear. 

So, we did do some investigation this evening, 
and there was a question about his GAL fees on a 
case that Representative Gonzalez was referring 
to. And I'll withhold the name of the party, 
but it was dated September 20 ,. 2013, only about 
seven or eight months ago. And again, 
Representative Gonzalez did ask him if he was 
aware that he was still under oath. And the 
question was about GAL fees that were not being 
paid and whether the judge was charging interes~ 
·or not. You all have the case here. And on 
page 10 it refers to judge -- and the judge was 
Olear, and we know that there,, has been some 
controversy over this judge and about the 
tight-knit group that ·this judge sponsors and 
supports. 

If you look at page 10, and I'm sorry, I didn't 
bring my glasses with me today, "The part.ies' 
outstanding balance with the GAL shall accrue at 
an interest rate of 10 percent per annum." Now, 
10 percent seems like it's a bit punitive. We 
all know that interest rates are down. If you 
get a car, it's probably 5 percent or 6 percent 
nowadays, mortgages are even lower. You know, I 
think this certainly represents -- this is seven 
or eight months ago -- represents, in my 
opinion, a lack of integrity on somebody that's 
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going as a judge for something that just 
happened seven or eight months ago. This did 
not happen four or five years ago. You know, 
they're not going to understand if it slips his 
mind. But this is fairly new, and it was asked 
several times, and it's right here in black and 
white on page 10 on this case dated September 
20, 2013, memorandum of decision by Judge Olear. 
I'm under three minutes. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: We do have a copy of the order of the 
court in that case in 2013, and I notice on page 
6 -- first of all, Diana was indeed the GAL, as 
you pointed out. On page 6 near the top of the 
page it says, I'm quoting, "The proposed orders 
of GAL were endorsed by both parties." And then 
it goes down to about two-thirds of the way down 
the the page and it says, I'm quoting, "The 
court adopts as orders of the court the guardian 
ad litem's recommendations." 

So, is there anything in what Attorney Diana did 
in that case that you're finding incompetent or 
dishonest or improper in any way? 

PETER NICTIA: I don't know much about the case. 

SENATOR MEYER: Then why did you cite it? 

PETER NICTIA: Simply for the 10 percent. You know, 
he said he was not aware that judges were 
charging interest on GAL fees, and clearly this 
says that there was, nothing more. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay. I do see page 10, and I see a 
reference to a small amount of fees owed to this 
GAL, and I haven't read the whole thing. I 
don't see any reference to interest. 

PETER NICTIA: Last paragraph . 
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SENATOR MEYER: The last paragraph says interest? 
Okay. Yeah, okay, interest at the rate of 10 
percent. 

Do you know from any source whether. or not that 
was a practice of the court to charge interest 

'in unpaid fees, or was it the request of the 
GAL, do you know? 

PETER NICTIA:. Obviously I don't know all the cases 
that have gone through family law. I don't 
believe it is practice to charge interest. 
Certainly at 10 percent it's a little high. 

SENATOR MEYER: Because what the judge has done here 
in this last p~ragraph on page 10 is he's giving 
an order. He's not referring to a retainer 
agreement that has an interest stipulation in 
it .. what he says is if -- thi's is an order. He 
says, "If payment in full is not made by the 
stated end date by either party, that party's 
outstanding b~lance shall accrue interest to the 
rate of 10 percent per annum." That·doesn't 
sound to me like it's -- it was a practice of 
this GAL. This sounds like it was an order of 
the court. 

PETER NICTIA: It is. The question was was he aware. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay. 

PETER NICTIA: It' was not that he was charging it. 
The question was are you aware if judges have 
charged interest, and I believe that he was also 
asked if people have been incarcerated, and he 

·was not aware. I don't know if he was or not. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay, I thought -- I may not have. 
been listening carefully, but I thought the 
question that was put to him was does he charge 
interest. 
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PETER NICTIA: No, I believe if the judge has charged 
interest. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay, got it. 

PETER NICTIA: And he said he was not aware of that 
practice. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay. Thanks. 

PETER NICTIA: You're welcome. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Representative Gonzalez. 

REP. GONZALEZ: Thank you. And thank you. And I 
want to clarify again for Senator Meyer and all 
the members in this committee. My question was 
very clear. If you as a guardian ad litem or 
AMC and you have fees and you're charging the 
parent, when you go to court the judges are -
well, some judges are charging 10 percent on top 
of your fees. And my question was because I 
have that information that you got, and that's 
why I was asking the question because I got the 
information here, and that's why I asked the 
question. And he was very clear. He said, no, 
I don't know. 

Now, it was his case. How he's not going to 
know when it was his case? It was his case, and 
Judge Olear was the judge. So again, he lied 
under oath. 

And I will say one more thing here to this 
committee. He lied under oath, and he lied to 
me, and I also say that he lied to Senator 
Kissel. But now because he lied to me under 
oath, this is not important to this committee, 
then I would say that something is wrong. And I 
would like to know if something is wrong, if it 
is not important, I would like to know what is 
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the reason. Because Minnie Gonzalez is a 
Latino, Minnie Gonzalez is what? Because it's 
very very clear that he lied under oath, and he 
lied how many times again given the opportunity. 
And I show him everythiog, and I told him, you 

•know, I'm going to remind you that you are under 
oath. 

So, I know that you heard the question, and I 
will say thank you very much for you to-bring 
this up because it will take somebody out of 
this committee, out of this.committee, to make 
it clear that he lied under oath, and he lied to 
me. If this is not a important, if I'm not -
if this is not important because I am a member 
of this committee, and I think that I deserve 
respect like everybody else on this committee. 
And if we don't for a person like him that he 
didn't have -- he-didn't care that he lied, I 
think that something is wrong with this 
committee, not with Leo Diana, it's with this 
committee. Thank you, sir. Thank you very 
much. 

PETER NICTIA: Thank you. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Are there other members with 
questions? 

Seeing none, thank you. 

PETER NICTIA: Thank you. Good night -- good 
morning. 

SENATOR COLEMAN: Mr. Nictia was the last person that 
was signed up to address the Committee tonight. 

The Chair will inqu-ire concerning whether
there's anyone in the audience who hasn't signed 
up but would like to address.the committee? 

Seeing none, the Chair will close this public 
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