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INTRODUCTION 

1. For members of the Organization of American States (OAS) who are not parties to the 

American Convention on Human Rights, the Commission shall receive and examine any petition that 

contains a denunciation of alleged violations of the human rights set forth in the American Declaration 

of the Rights and Duties of Man.  1  The procedure followed by the Commission will be those in 

Articles 28-43 and 45-47 in the Rules of Procedure.  2 

2. According to Article 23 of the Rules of Procedure, any person or group of persons or 

nongovernmental entity legally recognized in one or more member states may submit petitions to the 

Commission, on their own behalf or on behalf of third person, concerning alleged violations of the 

human rights recognized in the American Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man.  Said petition 

may be submitted by a designated attorney 3  according to the requirements of Article 28.  4 

THE NAME, NATIONALITY AND SIGNATURE OF THE PERSON OR PERSONS MAKING THE 

DENUNCIATION; OR IN CASES WHERE THE PETITION IS A NONGOVERNMENTAL 

ENTITY, THE NAME AND SIGNATURE OF ITS LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE(S). 

3. The following persons and organizations are all citizens of the United States or legally 

registered U.S. nongovernmental entities.  The factual situation of each or their interest in this issue 

will be briefly described in the fact portion of the petition below.  For the organizations, an affidavit 

will be attached as an exhibit describing their interest and involvement in this issue and petition.   

a. Claudine Dombrowski ï Kansas 

b. Wendy Titelman ï Georgia 

c. K.A. - California 

d. J.H. - California 

                                                           

1  IACHR Rules of Procedure 49. 

2  IACHR Rules of Procedure 50. 

3  IACHR Rules of Procedure 50. 

4  IACHR Rules of Procedure 28. 
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e. Yevgenia Shockome (Genia)ï New York 

f. Withdrawn 

g. Susan Navratil ï California 

h. Esther Horton ï New York 

i. California Protective Parents Association 

j. Kourts for Kids ï Ohio 

k. Stop Family Violence ï New York 

l. Parenting Project, Rhode Island  

m. Illinois Coalition for Family Court Reform, Woodstock, Il.   

n. Child Abuse Forensic Institute, Napa, CA 

o. Petitioner A ï Confidential 

p. Petitioner B ï Confidential 

q. Petitioner C ï Confidential  

r. National Coalition Against Domestic Violence 

s. Justice for Children 

DOES ANY PETITIONER WISH THEIR IDENTITY BE WITHHELD FROM THE STATE? 

4. Yes. Three petitioners have requested confidentiality as noted above.  Notations will be made in 

the text and their identification supplied to the Commission in a separate envelope for those who 

request confidentiality.   

ADDRESS FOR RECEIVING CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE COMMISSION AND, IF 

AVAILABLE, A TELEPHONE NUMBER, FACSIMILE NUMBER, AND EMAIL ADDRESS. 

Dianne Post, J.D. 

1826 E Willetta St, Phoenix, AZ 85006-3047, USA 

PHONE:  602-271-9019, FAX 602-271-9019 

Email:  postdlpost@aol.com 

      Temporary address:  3A Sukhanova Str, Office 507, Vladivostok, 690091, Russia 

 Tel:  7 (4232) 43 26 35 Fax  7 (4232) 43 13 92 

 Email:  postdLpost@aol.com 

AN ACCOUNT OF THE ACT OR SITUATION THAT IS DENOUNCED, SPECIFYING THE 

PLACE AND DATE OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATIONS.   

 

FACTUAL SITUATION OF THE INDIVIDUAL PETITIONERS 

5. On Mother's Day, May 11, 1997, a group of mothers who lost custody of their children gathered 

on the steps of the U. S. Capitol in Washington, D. C. Entitled "Give Us Back Our Children," the event 

was held to represent the increasing numbers of women who are losing custody of their children to 

mailto:postdlpost@aol.com
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batterers and child abusers. This event, co-sponsored by the National Coalition Against Domestic 

Violence, the Family Violence Prevention Fund, the House of Ruth, My Sister's Place, Rep. Diana 

DeGette (D-CO), Rep. Connie Morella (R-MD), and Rep. Lucille Roybal-Allard (D-CA), was held to 

bring attention to the plight of women and children unfairly victimized by the legal system, and to 

dispel the myth that women always win custody of their children. That was 10 years ago.  As the facts 

of the petitionersô cases illustrate, the situation today is even worse.  The stories of these petitioners are 

not unique.  They are the tip of the proverbial iceberg indicating a grave and growing injury to human 

rights.  

Claudine Dombrowski - Kansas 

 

6. Claudine was a psychiatric LPN.  Now she is disabled and though a cane is medically indicated, 

she continues to be mobile on her own.  The father owns his own business in Topeka.  The abuse 

started when she was four months pregnant when she found out he was married to another woman.  The 

child was already 11 months old before they were married in late 1995.  Four months after marrying, 

the father filed for divorce in March 1996.   In May 1996, mother asked for permission to move with 

the child to another city in Kansas because of the closing of a hospital where she worked. She had 

obtained employment in the other city and it would help her escape from his unremitting violence.  

Permission to move was granted.  Four days later, father filed to change custody of the child to him.   

 

7. During the course of the litigation, he admitted hitting Claudine and that it was a reason for her 

to leave the home but claimed it was not the reason she left every time.  He admitted he told her to 

leave, pushed her out of the home, and paid no child support.   He admitted to twisting her leg and 

scratching her face.  According to her, he beat her 2 - 3 times a week. He pointed and cocked a shot gun 

at her while she was feeding the baby.  He cut up her military uniform.  He beat her when the baby 

dirtied the house.  She was kicked out, locked out and would leave 3-4 times a week to escape the 

violence.  Often she was gone for 2-3 weeks to maintain her safety and that of the child.  Though she 

had a perfectly valid reason to leave and was in fact protecting the child, court personnel later used that 

to claim she would hide the child and therefore he should have custody.   

 

8. In one incident, he hit her in the head so severely she required 14 internal stitches and 14 

external stitches.  When the court questioned the parties about this on the stand, the judge was far more 

worried about where it happened and who was telling the truth than the admitted and verifiable fact that 

he did hit her in the head with an object that left that much damage.  Whether he hit her in the head 

with a big stick in his driveway or he hit her in the head with a tire iron in her apartment ï he hit her in 

the head resulting in severe injury.  The judge however lectured both parties about lying.  See Exhibit 1 

for photos of the petitioner after beatings by the childôs father. 

 

9. While the father admitted the abuse, he claimed it was mutual combat.  However not only did 

she have a protection order against him, but the man has eight criminal convictions - three convictions 

for domestic violence against her, a conviction for a bar fight, a conviction for assaulting a police 

officer, a conviction for obstruction of justice,  one for possession of marijuana and one for driving 

under the influence.  Pursuant to his various convictions, he was ordered to attend alcohol treatment ï 

he didnôt.  He was ordered to a psychiatric evaluation ï he didnôt go.  He was ordered to anger 

management classes but was asked to leave because of his inappropriate behavior. Domestic violence 

professionals know that anger management is not a suggested treatment modality for domestic violence 

perpetrators.   

 

10. Court personnel not only were blind to the violence, they were completely ignorant of safety 

issues for the mother and child.  Dr. Bernie Nobo, a licensed social worker, testified that it was a 

volatile situation.  He actually had to stop the father from assaulting the mother in a meeting.  Still he 



 6 

said there was no danger to the child but suggested she might hide to protect herself.  In fact, that 

would be a very sensible thing to do.  He diagnosed her as primarily depressed and the father as 

adjustment disorder with mixed emotional features (depression or anxiety).  Not only is depression a 

reasonable response to the situation, but as a social worker, he is not qualified to make such diagnosis.  

Nobo did say her parenting was fine and he recommended supervised visitation to father. 

 

11. The court services officer knew of the domestic violence and in fact listed it as the biggest 

concern.  But rather than deal with the perpetrator, she suggested that the child should be put into foster 

care ï thereby punishing the child who would lose a perfectly good loving and protective mother and 

would punish the mother for being a victim of abuse.  The officer claimed the mother was a risk to run 

though she admitted she had never had any trouble contacting her.  The officer was more concerned 

that the father have access to the child than the safety of the child or the mother. 

 

12. Kansas statutes require joint custody unless there is a reason for sole and the GAL 

recommended custody to father because he lived near the court while mother had moved out of town 

(with the courtôs permission) and he wanted to keep this child near the other three step-children from 

other marriages of the father.  The GAL never talked to the mother or child, to the day care or the 

childôs physician nor did he do a home study.  The GAL said the violence was so far fetched he didnôt 

believe it though he only knew of one conviction for DUI and never talked to the battered womenôs 

shelter.  Astonishingly, the GAL recommended the mother go to anger management classes.   

 

13. On April 17, 1997 during a settlement conference, the mother was stunned by her own attorney 

suggesting she agree to a joint custody arrangement with a man she knew to be extremely dangerous.  

Her lawyer and the judge threatened the mother that he would grant sole custody to the father because 

allegedly she would not work together with him.  This of course completely discounts the impossibility 

of working with a man as violent as this perpetrator.  Though admitting that the violence lessened when 

she moved away, the judge said he would give shared custody only if she moved back to Topeka where 

the father lived and where the violence occurred.  Forcing her to resettle in Topeka near the perpetrator, 

a routine practice of family courts, is the state forcing her directly into danger.  It is a violation of the 

fundamental rights of life, safety and to be free from torture and other maltreatment.  Essentially the 

court required the mother to give up her right to life and safety for custody of child.  She did.  Only to 

lose custody as well.  She agreed to the settlement only to change attorneys and file a motion to set 

aside four days later.   

 

14. In 1998, the child's doctor reported the child had very poor hygiene when staying with father.  

The day care provider reported a change in her behavior after being with the father.  She became either 

withdrawn or aggressive.  A nurse requested an investigation of psychological abuse because of his 

treatment of the child.  

 

15. On 31 July 2000, without any motion from either party and without a hearing, the judge simply 

issued an order that the mother had to relocate to Topeka if she wanted any possibility of obtaining 

custody.  She did so but then in August, the judge ordered the child to remain with the father.  In 

December 2000, supervised visitation was ordered for mother because she had allegedly returned the 

child late to the fathers over Christmas.  They suspended all contact for several months and then she 

was allowed two hours a week supervised.  The bizarre behavior of the courts was evident from as 

early as 1998 when they granted a divorce twice as evidenced by their own records ï April 17 and 

October 28, 1998.   

 

16. At the time of this filing, the mother had supervised visits once a week after having had no 

contact for 10 months based on an ex parte order without an evidentiary hearing issued 3 February 

2004.  At time of this filing, the mother had last seen the child on 15 April 2007 for one hour. 
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17. Over these 11 years of litigation, the judge was changed several times.  One judge limited each 

side to five witnesses at trial and then continued to call them liars when they could not prove what they 

had said or disprove what the other had said because they were prohibited from calling witnesses.    

While the judge chastised the father for game playing in the court, he then berated the mother for not 

coming to agreement with the father.  He could see how unreasonable the father was and the judge was 

not subject to violence from the man but yet he blamed the mother for not reaching an agreement.  He 

said any child in this situation would grow up damaged but then blamed the mother rather than the 

father who was the one committing the violence.  The judged focused on the motherôs move to escape 

the violence rather than the harm of the violence itself.  The court excluded evidence of his extensive 

criminal record, medical records and other records of violence.  In addition to mother, other witnesses 

knew of the violence and that the child witnessed it.  But still the court saw no danger to the child.   

 

18. In spite of an order of protection against the father and his eight criminal convictions, three 

against her, one judge said it was mutual violence and besides she provoked it.  He said there was no 

evidence that the father mistreated the children and ordered joint custody and both parties to anger 

management.  She was ordered not to call law enforcement about the father without getting permission 

of the case manager.  In other words, he could assault her freely and she was not allowed to even call 

the police.  She was told to stop gathering evidence against the father.  In March 2005, she was ordered 

not to file any more motions in the court without permission from the case manager ï she had filed a 

motion to remove that case manager.  In other words, she was even denied access to the court. 

 

19. The complete failure of the court to protect the victim continued after father received custody.   

When she complained that the father forced her to have sex if she wanted to see the child, the case 

manager said that it was just part of co-parenting so deal with it.   

 

20. She appealed twice to the Supreme Court of Kansas. In the appeal, she alleged not just for 

herself but that the policies and procedures of the Kansas courts denied the right to a full and fair 

hearing, denied equal protection and due process, and violated fundamental rights.  She first filed in 

1997, the appellate court affirmed the lower court in 1998 and the Supreme Court rejected review in 

1999.  She appealed again in 1999 and again the appellate court affirmed the lower court in 2000.   

 

21. In July 2002, mother again regained unsupervised visitation.   

 

22. On 25 August 2003, Claudine was attacked with a hammer and her arm broken by Kathleen 

Sales.  Sales later admitted she was paid by the father who assured her no charges would be filed. They 

werenôt.   

 

23. On 3 February 2004, false allegations were made against mother that she sought to have harm 

done to the father.  The mother objected to the order and asked for an evidentiary hearing.  The request 

was never even heard.  By March 2005, mother had only supervised visitation that has remained to this 

day.    

 

24. In March 2002, Dr. Dale did an evaluation for unsupervised visits with mother and 

recommendation for therapy.  The evaluation cost $5,000 and father admitted violence and the mother 

was found not to be any danger to the father or child.  She was however ordered to shut down her web 

site that she had constructed.   On the website she expressed her opinion and her facts about the case 

and the danger the child was being put into by the court.  In a second order later, she was ordered to 

remove the childôs photo from another website.  After this evaluation, she had unsupervised visitation 

from May 2002 until 3 February 2004.   
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25. Repeatedly when father files motions, they are heard with negative consequences for mother 

and child based on the flimsiest of evidence or none at all.  But when mother files motions, they are 

never even heard.  A home study ordered into the fatherôs home in February 2006 was never done.  On 

14 April 2006, the court held a conference in chambers and refused to allow the mother to attend.  The 

court changed the orders from a home study of father to a study of mother to assess her risk to the 

child.  The evaluation found no risk and was positive for mother.  Still supervised visitation was not 

changed.   

 

26. In a hearing on 10 April 2007, the mother has asked yet again that the child be protected from 

abuse and at least she have unsupervised visitation.  Again the court refused.   The child spoke out in 

2003 and three CPS reports have been filed but in all three, they claimed that the mother coached the 

child who is now 12 and certainly able to speak for herself and punished both mother and child by 

restricting visitation time further.  The lesson is clear ï donôt report abuse.   

 

Wendy Titelman - Georgia 

 

27. The story of Wendy Titelman is well known in the United States.  Her two daughters were 

taken from her by a Cobb County judge in Georgia at ages five and seven after sexual abuse was 

reported against the father who was abusive to her during the nine year marriage.  She has not seen 

them for more than six years.  She was jailed twice and acquitted by a jury once.  She has filed 

bankruptcy.  Expert after expert, witness after witness verified the child sex abuse.  Rather than dealing 

with the confirmed sexual abuse of the children, parental alienation and mental illness were alleged 

against her because of her belief that the girls were telling the truth about molestation by their father.   

 

28. In February of 2000, she was put on supervised visitation.  In the divorce, the court made no 

finding of facts.  The court and various related personnel clearly participated in a cover up of the abuse.  

In September 2000, in an ex parte hearing, the court ordered her not to come near her own children.  

The court did not hold a final hearing for 5.5 years, did not apply the clear and convincing legal 

standard as required and did not make findings of fact or conclusions of law.   

 

29. Instead contempt motions have been filed against her and bogus arrest warrants, one federal and 

two from Georgia were served and she was jailed for five days in Mississippi and one day in Georgia.  

She was criminally prosecuted for custodial interference and not only did the jury return a not guilty 

verdict, but wrote a letter to the judge in the custody case condemning her prosecution as malicious and 

a cover up of the abuse.  The court in Mississippi put the children in protective custody after an 

investigation there, but the father was successful in having them returned to Georgia where the abuse 

continued.   

 

30. The courts have refused her petition and she has had to go to the state Supreme Court to force 

the lower court to accept the petition.  When they were ordered to accept it, they then promptly 

dismissed it.  She filed a federal suit for malicious prosecution and it was dismissed and the attorney 

sanctioned $84,000.  This sanction was upheld all the way to the U.S. Supreme Court. Just recently the 

Georgia Supreme Court dismissed all her appeals and requests for reconsideration.   

 

31. As a method of sustaining herself during this nightmare, Wendy has written a book 

documenting the case.  The forward includes endorsements from Paul Fink, M.D., a prominent 

psychiatrist, Seth Goldstein, a lawyer, former investigator and instructor at the FBI academy, and Sol 

Gothard, a judge in Louisiana.  The book details the marriage, the violence, the early years with the 

children, the divorce, the motherôs unceasing efforts to protect the children, the court systemôs cover up 

of the abuse including withholding of evidence, ex parte hearings, and denial of due process, the 

retaliation of the system against the mother and her attorney.  Exhibit 2.   
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32. It also includes documents from the children, letters, notes, emails, a court petition, reports of 

the abuse, professional assessments, drawings of the children, documentation of the abuse, supervised 

visitation reports, and expresses the deep pain, loss and grief the mother is suffering not only because 

she cannot see her children but knowing they are being abused and she is helpless to prevent it.   

 

33. This case is an extreme example of the State silencing the protective mother and putting the 

children directly in harms way.  Unfortunately, it is not unusual.   

K.A., Placerville, CA 

34. K.A. was a single mother with physical custody of three sons from a first marriage when she 

married D.H. in June 1985.  D.H. and K.A. had three children during the marriage:  J.H., K and S.     

35. She separated from D.H. in August 1993, due to his abuse of the children and her.  The three 

older sons from a previous marriage were verbally, emotionally, and psychologically abused by 

D.H.. For the most part, his physical abuse of them was mild (yanking them by the arm etc.) but he 

viciously attacked the older son on one occasion, and the younger son and mother had to struggle to 

pull him off.  He often threatened all of them with physical abuse. She filed for divorce in Amador 

County, CA in May 1994.    They were divorced in 1995.  She was always the primary caregiver of the 

children and had primary physical custody of the children after the separation and divorce.    

 

36. Susan Harlan, acting as presiding judge, took jurisdiction of the case between 1 January 1993 

and 1 January 1999. In the fall of 1994, the two daughters began disclosing to the mother and a family 

friend and babysitter that their father was engaging in sexually inappropriate behavior with them on 

court ordered visits.  He was sleeping and showering with them against their will, walking around in 

tiny underwear, with his genitals showing through.  The younger child, S., complained that the father 

would sleep with her and she would wake up without her panties on.  The children manifested 

behavioral signs consistent with children who have been molested such as acting out sexually with each 

other and other children and demonstrating sexual activity with dolls.        

 

37. On or about July 25, 1995, UC Davis Medical Center filed a suspected child sexual abuse report 

to Amador County Child Protective Services, after discovery by a pediatrician of a damaged hymen in 

K., age 6.  The Medical Center requested authorization to do a sexual assault examination at its Child 

Protection Unit, to determine the cause and extent of Kôs genital injuries.  CPS director Matt Zanze 

refused to authorized the exam.     

 

38. On October 13, 1995, Judge Harlan appointed psychologist Larry Leatham to act as a custody 

evaluator and appointed attorney Larry Dixon to represent the children in the family law matter.   The 

mother was court ordered to participate in a custody evaluation, conducted by Leatham.                   

Leatham wrote and filed an evaluation report with the court on December 11, 1995, in which he 

disregarded D.H.'s history of family violence, to which D.H. had admitted.  Leatham disregarded 

warnings by the childrenôs therapists that the children were at risk of abuse in unsupervised contact 

with D.H..  Instead, he recommended 50/50 joint physical and legal custody. 

 

39. On January 19, 1996, K (age 7) disclosed to her therapist that someone was abusing her.   On or 

about January 24, 1996, the Amador County Sheriffôs Office (ñACSOò) initiated a criminal 

investigation for sexual abuse of K and S (age 4), after both girls were examined by UC Davis Medical 

Center, Child Protection Unit, in July 1995 with a finding of genital injuries in K.  (See paragraph 37 

above) 
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40. During the law enforcement investigation, K and S made direct disclosures of molestation by 

D.H..  They described acts of vaginal penetration, sodomy, oral copulation, and being shown child 

pornography.  Their disclosures were substantiated by ACSO,  supported by medical evidence of 

penetration, psychological evidence of trauma, statements made to collateral sources, and the report of  

the 12-year-old daughter of a family friend who observed D.H. molesting K when he had stayed 

overnight at her home to baby-sit.    

41. On January 30, 1996, ACSO conducted a pretext phone call to D.H., alerting him to the 

allegations of sexual abuse made against him by the daughters.  On January 31, 1996, ACSO 

interviewed D.H., who did not admit or deny the allegations of molestation.  When asked by the ACSO 

detective if his childrenôs sexual abuser should be punished, D.H. couldnôt decide.  During the ACSO 

interview D.H. admitted to calling Leatham the evening before, following the pretext phone call, to ask 

for Leathamôs help in defending against the sexual abuse allegations.   

42. Thereafter, on or about February 1, 1996, Leatham went to the office of Helen O. Page, county 

paid Family Law Facilitator and friend, and solicited Page to represent D.H. as a private client.    An 

independent witness later reported this meeting and the planning to ensure that custody went to the 

father.  On February 8, 1996, Page substituted into the case as D.H.ôs attorney.    

43. On February 28, 1996, by a phone call, Harlan transferred the case to an out of county judge 

from Alpine County, Harold Bradford.  Bradford failed to disclose a conflict of interest in presiding 

over the case resulting from a close prior employer/employee relationship between himself and Page.  

44. On March 6, 1996, Leatham fraudulently represented himself as an ñexpertò in child sexual 

abuse to give testimony to the family court regarding the childrenôs allegations of molest.  Leatham 

refused to review the evidence of sexual abuse, and then gave incompetent forensic testimony to the 

court by ñdiagnosingò the children and mother with a non-existent disorder, ñparental alienation 

syndrome,ò (PAS) a hypothesis in which it is assumed that children who disclose paternal sexual abuse 

are lying at the instigation of vindictive mothers.   

45. Using PAS, Leatham, who had recommended joint custody prior to the children disclosing 

sexual abuse, then recommended sole custody to D.H. in spite of the fact that D.H. was under active 

criminal investigation for child sexual abuse.  Subsequent to Leathamôs March 1996 testimony, the 

mother complained about his incompetence to her attorney, victim advocate, child protection agencies 

and members of the public.   In retaliation, Leatham slandered and defamed the mother in the legal and 

mental health communities in the county.  

46. On or about March 20, 1996, CPS director, Matt Zanze conducted a token investigation of the 

molestation.  Zanze did not interview the mother, the victims or the collateral witnesses to whom the 

children disclosed molest.  When she informed Zanze that there was a witness who observed D.H. 

molest K, Zanze stated, ñIôm not going to go hunting for witnesses.ò  Zanze accepted documents from 

D.H. but refused to accept documents from mother.  Zanze used Leathamôs fraudulent representations 

as an ñexpertò in child sexual abuse to include recommendations.  While failing to conduct a proper 

investigation of the sexual abuse, Zanze made a finding that he ñcouldnôt tell what happened.ò  Even 

with this dilatory investigation, Zanze refuted Leathamôs PAS ñdiagnosis,ò and recommended custody 

to mother, with unsupervised visitation to D.H..   

47. Zanze stated to the mother, in the presence of her attorney, that he was being politically 

ñpressuredò to go along with the custody switch.  In Leathamôs September 1, 2004 deposition, in a 

collateral civil lawsuit brought by the mother, he identified Zanze as a ñfriendò and admitted to having 

ex parte communications about the case with him.   After the mother criticized his incompetent 

ñinvestigationò report, Zanze engaged in a pattern of hostile and retaliatory conduct.     

48. On or about March 21 ï28, 1996, former Amador County District Attorney, Steve Client 

conducted a Grand Jury proceeding to determine if D.H. should be prosecuted.  He failed to subpoena 
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critical collaborative witnesses who would support the childrenôs disclosures of sexual abuse by D.H., 

including the childrenôs brother who was aware of his fatherôs clandestine night time visits to his 

sisterôs bedroom and who saw his father in bed with his sisters, collateral witnesses to whom the 

children disclosed sexual abuse, and the eye witness to molest of K by D.H..  

49. On April 11, 1996, the mother was forced by court order to submit to a psychological 

evaluation by a psychologist appointed by the court, Richard Deatherage, even though she had no 

history of mental health problems.  This evaluation resulted in a finding that she was mentally, 

emotionally, and psychologically healthy (ñthe profile of a rather normal individualò), and that she was 

ñunlikely to make false allegations of abuse.ò  These findings were disregarded. D.H. had a 

psychological evaluation and his raw data was withheld because it was too incriminating.   

 

50. On June 5, 1996, the children sought to terminate Larry Dixon as their court appointed attorney 

because he refused to believe their allegations of abuse.   

51. On August 14, 1996, Bradford conducted a hearing without a court reporter present, in which he 

ridiculed and threatened the motherôs attorney, the children and the mother.  Zanze was present and 

made inappropriate sexual remarks against the mother that were taped.  When the tape was turned over 

to the grand jury in 1997 with a complaint against Zanse, he was disciplined for unprofessional conduct 

that only increased his hostility toward mother.  

52. On August 16, 1996, Dixon filed a motion to suppress all evidence of sexual abuse and any 

other form of family violence perpetrated by D.H. claiming it was for procedural reasons.  Dixon 

suppressed this evidence after he admitted on the court record in March 1996 that there was medical 

evidence of sexual abuse and penetration of K.  In a court pleading in 2002, Dixon admitted he had 

asked the K, who said she had been molested.  While Dixon claimed that the father was not the 

perpetrator, he took no steps to locate any other perpetrator.   

53. On September 24 ï 26, 1996, Bradford conducted the custody trial.  The mother had to obtain 

new counsel due to the sudden illness of her previous counsel but the court refused a motion for 

continuance.   At the custody trial, Bradford ordered all evidence of D.H.ôs sexual abuse of the children 

and his history of family violence to be suppressed.  Bradford refused to allow anyone to testify except 

Leatham, who again, gave testimony regarding PAS and the childrenôs allegations of molestation, 

while fraudulently representing himself as an ñexpertò in child sexual abuse.  Again Leatham 

recommended custody to D.H., while he remained under criminal investigation for sex abuse, and 

while the children were identified by the State of California, as victims of sex crimes perpetrated 

against them by their father.   

54. The mother was barred from testifying at her own custody trial except regarding her answers to 

interrogatories. She was prohibited from presenting evidence or witnesses regarding the abuse of the 

children or the best interests of the children. The judge granted the childôs attorneys motion to exclude 

all evidence of sexual abuse or any abuse by the father as a sanction against the mother.  But the judge 

went beyond that order and even disallowed evidence of best interest.   

55. Custody was switched to D.H., based on Leathamôs fraudulent testimony to PAS, even though 

Leatham had never conducted a child abuse assessment and he had never reviewed the law 

enforcement, medical, and psychological evidence of abuse of the children.  Leathamôs 

recommendations refuted findings in his own December 1995 custody evaluation report, wherein, by 

the admissions of the childrenôs father, the mother was a good mother and the parent to whom the 

children were most bonded.   

56. The mother was stripped of custody and ordered to have no contact with the children.   The 

mother was quite upset, protested the ruling and refused to divulge the location of the children.   She 

was arrested and transported to Amador Hospital, where a County Dept. of Mental Health employee, 

Frank Whitman recommended a 72 hour mental health hold at a psychiatric facility.  However, mother 
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was released from the psychiatric facility as soon as she saw a psychiatrist because he found that the 

order for a 72 hour hold was unlawful because ñpatient does not fit the criteria for a 72 hour hold.ò  The 

trial was then continued until 31 October 1996. 

57. On or about October 31, 1996 at what was supposed to be the continuation of the trial, Bradford 

stated to the mother, ñYou already had your trialò and refused to hear testimony on the best interests of 

the children.  He accused witnesses of being on a witch hunt and threatened the attorney and mother 

with sanctions for repeating allegations of sexual abuse.             

 

58. On November 1, 1996, Bradford appointed a therapist, Marsha Nohl, privately hired by D.H., to 

ñtreatò the children for the false PAS diagnosis made by Leatham.  Without meeting or speaking to the 

children or mother, Nohl prepared a treatment plan for treating PAS ï a diagnosis which does not exist.  

The mother refused to meet with Nohl and complained about the validity of a therapist diagnosing 

someone without ever having met them.   
 

59. On November 26, 1996, mother filed an appeal of the order transferring custody to D.H..  On 

the same day Dixon filed an ex parte Order to Show Cause to terminate telephone contact between the 

children and mother.  On November 27, 1996, Bradford and Amador Superior Court clerk Janet Davis, 

altered the court file prior to sending it to the appellate court. This was first reported by an insider and 

then 2-3 years later while reviewing the file, the mother found a memo written by Davis stating the 

judge had called her and told her to list some political materials as trial exhibits and send to the appeal 

court with the record on appeal.  The mother kept a copy of the memo. 

 

60. On January 31, 1997, Bradfordôs Order to Show Cause for sanctions against motherôs attorneys 

and mother was heard.  Bradford was forced to abandon his threat of sanctions after counsel for the 

attorneys presented evidence that the judge had previously refused to hear at the custody trial that 

supported the childrenôs allegations of sexual abuse and the good faith conduct of the attorneys and 

mother.   On the same day, an Order to Show Cause and Affidavit for Contempt was filed against 

mother for providing Child Protective Services with information regarding the abuse. 

 

61. On or about February 13, 1997, Nohl threatened the mother to sign a contract to use her 

separate business (A.F.T.E.R.) for visits with the children, stating that she would induce the court to 

prohibit contact between the children and mother if mother didnôt sign the contract.  Mother was forced 

to pay Nohl in cash to see her children.  Mother was restricted to supervised visitation for two years.  

Nohl instructed the mother not to tell the children she loved or missed them, not to demonstrate 

affection for them, and not to speak to them about their feelings, their activities, or how they were 

coping with the changes in their lives.  Failure to comply by the children or mother would result in 

Nohl asking the court  to prohibit contact completely.    

62. On April 25, 1997, Bradford put a publication that he obtained ex parte into the case file 

supporting the myth that women routinely make false allegations of sexual abuse.  Bradford also closed 

the proceedings to the public.  Bradford took this action after community members who observed the 

hearings wrote letters to the editor of the local newspaper alleging that the court was acting corruptly to 

purposefully cover up the sex crimes of an offender and retaliate against the complaining witnesses.      

 

63. On or about May 5, 1997, K made new allegations of sexual abuse by D.H. to classmates at 

school.  The therapist, Nohl, insisted that K write a letter denying this later as witnessed by the older 

boy, J.H., who reported it when he left the fatherôs home. 

 

64. On May 13, 1997, mother was forced to file bankruptcy.  
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65. On or about January 15, 1998, mother filed a civil rights lawsuit against Amador Superior 

Court, Judges Harlan and Bradford, D.H., Dixon, Page, Leatham, Nohl, and Zanze and the County of 

Amador among others.     

 

66. On January 22, 1998, on the advice of an investigator for the Board of Behavioral Sciences, 

mother filed an ex parte motion to terminate Nohl as the childrenôs therapist, citing her right to do so as 

joint legal guardian of the children, and to increase visitation with the children.  The court then began 

the process of removing her joint legal custody so she would not be able to have any influence on the 

childrenôs treatment.   

 

67. On or about January 26, 1998, Bradford was served as a defendant in the civil rights lawsuit.   

On February 20, 1998, mother was ordered by Bradford to dismiss the lawsuit and ñapologize to the 

community.ò Bradford ordered unsupervised visitation but told community members present in the 

courtroom that the motherôs ability to have contact with her children was dependent on their 

will ingness to restrict their free speech right to talk about the case.     

 

68. On March 12, 1998, Dixon filed a motion to force mother back to supervised visitation, for the 

reason that lawful service of a lawsuit on the father had harmed the childrenôs interests.  On March 18, 

1998, Bradford was removed from the case on a challenge for cause for bias filed by mother. On May 

13, 1998, visiting judge James Accurso granted Dixonôs motion for a return to supervised visitation and 

to remove joint legal custody.   Nohl withdrew from the case.  

 

69. Thereafter, the children and mother had supervised visitation in Amador County with volunteer 

supervisors.  D.H. repeatedly violated court orders and harassed and threatened visitation supervisors, 

causing them to be in fear and withdraw their services so that the children suffered repeated, sudden 

losses of contact with mother.  D.H. and Dixon would then refuse to agree to another supervisor, 

causing mother to have to file court actions to obtain a new supervisor, with long periods of no contact 

between withdrawal of a supervisor and a court hearing to appoint a new one.  The childrenôs 

unpredictable losses of contact had an extremely negative impact on the childrenôs bond and sense of 

security with their mother.  In January 1999, Accurso ordered mother into counseling ñother than by a 

Victims of Crime therapistò to cause her to ñchange her viewsò.     

 

70. On January 1, 2000, California Family Code §3027.5 was enacted to protect child victims of 

sexual abuse and the custody rights of their non-offending parents in family court litigation.  The new 

law was created partially from this family law case that was used as an example of the malfeasance of 

family courts in adjudicating allegations of child sexual abuse.    

 

71. On January 13, 2000, Accurso was removed from the case on a peremptory challenge by 

grandmother intervener. On March 23, 2000 visiting Judge Frank Grande presided over motherôs 

Motion for Modification of Custody, based on the new law created from the facts of her case.  In spite 

of the new law, the judge denied the motion.   

 

72. On March 23, 2000, Leatham, the evaluator, pled no contest to charges of gross negligence filed 

against him by the Attorney General, on behalf of the Board of Psychology, for performing 

incompetent evaluation services and giving incompetent testimony to the court in this case.  On May 

15, 2000, an investigative reporter, Karen Winner, released her study, Placing Children at Risk:  

Questionable Psychologists and Therapists in the Sacramento Family Court and Surrounding Counties.  

In it, she specifically investigated Larry Leatham and Marsha Nohl as well as other cases and therapists 

and found that there were repeated violations of law, ethics and common sense.   
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73. On August 11, 2000, the State Victims Compensation and Government Claims Board 

concluded a new investigation of the sexual abuse of the children and made a finding that there was at 

least a preponderance of evidence that the children were molested by D.H..  Despite this finding, the 

court refused to return custody to mother in a hearing In January 2001.   

 

74. On August 25, 2000 Grande was removed from the case on motherôs challenge for cause for 

engaging in ex parte communications.  On January 10, 2001, a new Judge, Robert Martin, ruled that 

supervised visitation was not appropriate and ordered alternate weekend and mid week visitation to 

mother. The court sealed all pleadings that revealed that Dixon, the childôs court appointed attorney, 

had been accused by his wife of inappropriate conduct with an unrelated 11-year-old girl.   

 

75. On May 2, 2001, Martin held an informal hearing because of the joint efforts of D.H. and Dixon 

to frustrate motherôs visitation. Martin reprimanded Dixon reminding him that he was not representing 

the father and ordered Dixon to refrain from interfering.   

 

76. On December 31, 2001, mother filed a motion for a change of venue and counseling for the 

children and mother together because of the history of trauma and the childrenôs depression, to be 

provided through the benefits authorized by the Victims of Crime program.  The motion was supported 

by the Amador County District Attorney and by the Attorney General.   

 

77. On January 10, 2002, motherôs motion for a change of venue was denied and her motion for 

counseling was continued, pending an evaluation of the childrenôs ñBest Interests.ò  Dixon urged the 

court to re-appoint Nohl for the specific purpose of assessing the childrenôs mental health status and 

need for counseling.  Nohl wrote a letter to court assessing the childrenôs mental state and blocking 

therapy though she had not seen the children for three years. 

 

78. On April 17, 2002, mother was ordered to participate in a custody evaluation conducted by 

Family Court Services director, Diane Goodman.  Goodman refused to sign the required declaration of 

qualifications required by the Family Code and California Rules of Court, and therefore, was not 

qualified to perform an evaluation.  Goodman was Leathamôs supervisor.   

 

79. On July 5, 2002, Goodman refused to consider D.H.ôs history of sexual and psychological abuse 

of the children.  Goodman declared that all three children ñpresented as depressedò but that they should 

not have therapy.   On August 14, 2002, Judge Martin adopted the recommendation.  Martin was 

subsequently removed from the case because of medical physical disabilities.      

 

80. On or about April 19, 2003, the partiesô son, J.H., wrote a letter to Dixon disclosing D.H.ôs 

abuse of him and requested that Dixon file a motion to place him in motherôs custody for his safety.  

Dixon refused to file the motion on behalf of J.H..  On April 22, 2003, mother filed a motion for 

Modification of Custody based on J.H.ôs new disclosures of years of emotional abuse of all the children 

by D.H. and D.H.ôs continued efforts to frustrate motherôs visitation and relationship with the children.  

On May 7, 2003, J.H.ôs letter was sealed and motherôs motion for modification denied.      

 

81. On or about May 30, 2003, J.H., then 17, escaped from his father and returned to motherôs sole 

physical custody.  Once free from the custody and control of his father, J.H. disclosed that he was 

present and witnessed collusion between his father and court officials to rig the case in favor of D.H..  

J.H. also revealed that he had knowledge that his father continued to visit his sistersô bedrooms in the 

night after obtaining custody, and that he and his sisters were terrorized by his father, Nohl, and Dixon, 

to be silent about his fatherôs abuse.   
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82. On September 4, 2003, the California State Commission on Judicial Performance substantiated 

motherôs complaints that Judge Bradford acted in a biased and unlawful manner in this case and he was 

disciplined by the Commission for his unlawful conduct but he only received a private reprisal.   

 

83. On April 1, 2004, mother filed an ex parte request for sole legal custody of J.H. because D.H. 

was using legal custody to block J.H. from obtaining needed oral surgery for impacted wisdom teeth.  

On April 6, 2004 mother obtained legal custody of J.H. from a visiting judge and J.H.ôs oral surgery, 

scheduled for that afternoon, was ordered to go forward.  However, by that time, D.H. had removed 

J.H. from his medical insurance policy so there was no means of paying for the oral surgery, and 

therefore, it could not be done.   

 

84. On April 6, 2004, mother filed a Motion for Modification of Custody.  In violation of court 

orders, D.H. refused to participate in mediation but was not held accountable.  On July 7, 2004, Judge 

Ritchey granted Dixon a protective order against J.H., to prevent Dixon from having to release to J.H. 

his client file.  On July 28, 2004 mother was ordered to participate in a custody evaluation conducted 

by Barbara Liberty-Vick, MFT.    

 

85. On February 22 ï 24, 2005, Judge Ritchey refused to allow mother to have a court reporter for a 

custody trial with evidence and witnesses.  All witness testimony, including the testimony of experts, 

supported motherôs position.  Vick testified that prior to being appointed to the case, she had been 

influenced by ñother court officialsò through ex parte communications, to adopt D.H.ôs position in the 

case.  Vick testified that the undue influence led her to draw incorrect conclusions about the childrenôs 

welfare.  Vick testified that she came to discover that the children were molested by their father.  D.H. 

refused to take the witness stand and invoked the 5
th
 Amendment right against self incrimination when 

asked if he molested his daughters.  J.H. testified about D.H.ôs abuse of him and his sisters, and about 

his fatherôs aggressive efforts to turn him and his sisters against the mother. 

 

86. On March 17, 2005, Ritchey falsified the testimony to deny the mother custody.  J.H. later filed 

an affidavit about his actual testimony and how it was mischaracterized by the court. 

 

87. Because father continued to violate the court orders, mother filed for contempt.  A hearing was 

set for 26 August 2005 but continued.     

 

88. On August 17, 2005, Vick concluded a thorough investigation of the entire case and submitted a 

report to the court for the August 26, 2005 review hearing.   Vickôs report substantiated sexual and 

psychological abuse of the children by D.H. and continued violations of court orders and frustration of 

motherôs parenting time by D.H. since the orders made on March 17, 2005.  Vick urged the court to 

transfer the children to motherôs sole custody for their safety and well being.   

 

89. On August 26, 2005, Ritchey refused to accept Vickôs report and refused to consider new 

evidence that warranted an increase in parenting time for mother.  Instead, he gave D.H. even more 

custody and control over the children.  Between July 2005 and January 2006, Ritchey failed to set a 

trial date for multiple Orders to Show Cause citing D.H.ôs repeated instances of contempt of custody 

orders.         

 

90. On September 12, 2005, mother filed a Motion for Modification of Custody based on Vickôs 

report substantiating abuse of the children by D.H., his continued violations of court orders and efforts 

to sabotage motherôs parental role.  Ritchey refused to set a trial date.  

 

91. On October 7, 2005, a stipulated order was made for the children to have weekly therapy with 

mother to re-build their relationship that was being destroyed by D.H..  D.H. violated the order each 
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week, causing law enforcement to send reports to the District Attorney for prosecution.  Ritchey 

refused to set a trial date for the contempt against father and for motherôs Motion for Modification. 

 

92. On October 13, 2005, the first evaluator, Leatham, was fined $75,000.00 by the Board of 

Psychology in further administrative actions filed by the Attorney General, and his license to practice 

psychology was revoked for illegal and retaliatory conduct perpetrated against mother in this case 

(gross negligence, abuse of power, violation of confidentiality) and for performing a grossly negligent 

fitness for duty evaluation of another woman in an unrelated case.   

 

93. On January 5, 2006, the then Amador County District Attorney filed criminal charges against 

D.H. for multiple violations of custody orders. On January 24, 2006, D.H. and daughter S were arrested 

for violations of the court order.   

 

94. On January 27, 2006, visiting judge Jane York conducted an ex parte hearing based on 

procedurally defective papers submitted by D.H., requesting termination of motherôs parenting time 

and therapy for the children.  Prior to conducting the hearing, York had ex parte communications about 

the case with local court officials.  Prior to commencement of the hearing, York instructed the court 

reporter to not report the hearing.  York temporarily suspended motherôs parenting time for ñparental 

conflictò caused by D.H.ôs and Sôs violations of the court orders, and changed the terms of the 

stipulated order for therapy at D.H.ôs request and over motherôs objections.  York ordered the children 

to continue in therapy but with D.H. delivering them.  

95. On January 30, 2006, two hours after mother complained at the court clerkôs office about the 

January 27, 2006 ex parte hearing, York and court supervisor Janet Davis altered and falsified D.H.ôs 

moving papers, then removed and secreted the falsified documents from the court file.  Mother has 

copies of the original OSC submitted and the falsified one after conversion with fax tracking 

information on the falsified pages.   

 

96. On February 17, 2006 Ritchey over motherôs objection, without service of the pleading, and in 

violation of California law that requires mediation prior to hearing an OSC for custody/visitation, 

ordered continued suspension of motherôs parenting time and ordered suspension of therapy for the 

children.  The tape recording of the February 17, 2005 hearing was made ñunusable.   

 

97. On April 3, 2006, mother filed a writ for emergency relief from the temporary orders and due 

process violations to the California Court of Appeals, Third District, which was denied.  

 

98. On April 12, 2006, Ritchey conducted another hearing over motherôs objection and appointed a 

different attorney for the minorôs (Brian Chavez-Ochoa).  Ritchey refused to set a trial date for 

motherôs Motion for Modification. 

 

99. On April 19 ï20, 2006 Ritchey conducted an evidentiary hearing over motherôs objection.  

Ritchey refused to allow the son J.H. to testify, who was a necessary and critical witness.  Ritchey 

conducted an ex parte interview with daughter S over motherôs objection.  Ritchey refused to allow 

mother a transcript of the ex parte interview.  All witness testimony favored motherôs position in the 

case.  D.H. admitted violating court orders and supporting S in doing so.   

 

100. On May 3, 2006 Mother filed another writ for emergency relief from the temporary orders and 

due process violations to the California Court of Appeals, Third District, which was determined to be 

moot because of final orders made before the appellate court addressed the writ.      
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101. On May 5, 2006, Ritchey conducted another hearing over motherôs objection and finally set an 
August 28, 2006 trial date for her Motion for Modification.   

102. On May 19, 2006, Ritchey made a ruling based on the April 19
th
 hearing that permanently 

terminated orders providing mother with parenting time and vacated a stipulated order for therapy for 

the children.  Ritchey gave D.H. sole custody and control of the children, while 24 citations of 

contempt and criminal charges were pending against D.H. for violating custody orders.   

 

103. On July 13, 2006, mother filed a Notice of Appeal to the California Court of Appeals, Third 

District, K.A. v. Amador Superior Court CO53231.  On July 18, 2006, mother filed a writ for 

emergency relief to the California Court of Appeals, Third District, to stay the May 19, 2006 orders.  

The writ was denied. 

 

104. On July 28, 2006, the first evaluator, Leatham, testified before a jury in the civil jury trial 

brought by mother for slander that Judge Susan Harlan, while acting as presiding court judge of the 

Amador Superior Court, repeatedly offered legal advice to him while the case was pending, and 

repeatedly solicited Leatham to file a motion to declare mother a vexatious litigant.  Leatham filed the 

motion in the civil case at Harlanôs urging, but it was denied for lack of merit by the judge who 

conducted the jury trial.  

 

105. On or about July 28, 2006, during the civil jury trial, mother also discovered that on January 19, 

1999, Judge Susan Harlan, acting as presiding judge of the Amador Superior Court, interfered in the 

Medical Board administrative complaint against Leatham by writing an unsolicited letter to the Medical 

Board Investigator.   

 

106. On August 1, 2006, Leatham testified before a jury in the civil trial of K.A. v. Leatham, that he 

gave testimony before a Grand Jury on or about March 20, 1996, and to the Amador Superior Court in 

motherôs custody trial on September 26, 1996, regarding the validity of the childrenôs allegations that 

their father sexually abused them.  He represented himself as an ñexpertò in child sexual abuse when he 

gave testimony to the Grand Jury and family court while he knew at the time, that he had no expertise 

in child sexual abuse.   He declared to the Grand Jury and the family court that the children made ñfalse 

allegationsò of sexual abuse and that they were not sexually abused by their father, while he knew at 

the time that he had no way of knowing with any certainty whether or not the children were sexually 

abused by their father.    He further testified that when he gave testimony to the Grand Jury and the 

family court diagnosing the children and mother with ñparental alienation syndrome,ò (PAS) he knew 

at the time that PAS was not a validated diagnosis or mental health disorder.      

 

107. On or about September 28, 2006, mother filed a Verified Statement of Disqualification against 

Ritchey, challenging him for the cause of bias, mental incapacity, and his accessory to the crime of 

conspiracy and falsifying court documents.  He was not removed from the case.     

 

108. On December 7, 2006 Ritchey, in complete violation of all procedure, said he was filing a 

motion from the bench to dismiss motherôs Motion for Modification.  That so called motion is now 

scheduled to be heard May 15, 2007.      
 

109. A trial on D.H.'s citations for contempt of court orders was scheduled for March 1 - 2, 2007.   

No charges were filed against the daughter.  The criminal case against the father has been continued by 

the prosecutor until the family court judge rules in the civil contempt case.  Given the history of 

Ritcheyôs rulings, mother fully expects that the family court judge will not find the father in contempt 

and then the father will use that to have the criminal charges dismissed.   
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110. On February 13, 2007 mother filed a new Verified Statement of Disqualification against 

Ritchey for bias demonstrated at the 7 December 2006 hearing. The judge who reviewed the 

disqualification motion found nothing wrong with a judge filing motions against a party from the 

bench. 

 

111. On 5 March 2007, the mother went to the daughter S's school to fill out an emergency card with 

her new address and phone number, and to request a "second mailing," so that she would receive all the 

same school notices the father receives.  She also requested a copy of S's report cards since the father 

refuses them in violation of court orders.  The school refused to give mother any information claiming 

the file had been ñred flaggedò.  Only after intervention by an attorney was she able to get the records 

and be included as a recipient of the childôs records.   

 

112. On 12 March 2007, mother filed a rebuttal in the Disqualification case that is pending against 

Ritchey arguing that the issue is not the rulings of the judge, but the bias and prejudice, the violation of 

due process, ex parte hearings, falsification of records and evidence, destruction of evidence, fraud, 

misstatement of facts, and refusal to record the proceedings either by court reporter or tape recorder. A 

review judge denied the disqualification.  The Amador Superior Courtôs history of unlawful conduct, 

gender bias, and retaliation against complaining victims of abuse is documented in a lawsuit filed by 

the former CEO of the Amador Superior Court, Rachelle Agatha v. Amador Superior Court, 

05CV03942. 

 

113. The son J.H., age 20, who now lives in San Diego, California,  still suffers from the effects of 

being forced to live in an abusive environment for years. He is grieving over the loss of a relationship 

with his sisters, who were forced by their father to cut ties with him. J.H. is also a petitioner in this 

action.   
 

114. The daughter K left her father's house at age 17 and moved to another city.  She is now 18.  The 

years of abuse and trauma have left her depressed, unable to trust, and emotionally shutdown, so that 

she cannot form close relationships.  The father has successfully poisoned the bond between the mother 

and daughter so that the relationship is severely damaged.  The mother maintains contact hoping that 

one day they can reconcile.  
 

115. The daughter S, almost 16, has been completely isolated from the mother and the rest of her 

maternal family for over one year.  She is so consumed with negativity and rage that she sometimes 

expresses it with violence.  Although she is extremely intelligent, she is doing poorly in school.   

 

116. The lives of the children and mother have been irreparably harmed by the family court.  Instead 

of protecting victims of abuse, the court protected the offender and the court itself became an arm of 

the offender, perpetrating legal abuse on the children and mother.  The children have suffered years of 

abuse at the hands of their father and the court. The years of trauma and psychological abuse have left 

them with lasting emotional damage.  They suffer from abandonment and loss issues, low self esteem, 

anger, rage, depression, and sleep disturbances.  They have lost the ability to trust.  Their childhoods 

were stolen from them because of the conduct of the court.   

 

117. The mother has been prevented by the court from protecting her children.  She has been treated 

by the court as if she were not even human.  She has been demeaned, ridiculed, and slandered by court 

officials in the courtroom and in the public through ex parte communications.  She has been diagnosed 

with Post Traumatic Stress Disorder resulting from the abuse of her children by their father and the 

legal/psychological abuse perpetrated on her by the court.    
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118. The entire maternal family has suffered immeasurable trauma, loss, and grief from being 

separated from the children.   The childrenôs sibling relationships have been seriously damaged and 

destroyed by the conduct of the court.  

 

119. The mother has been financially and emotionally raped by the Amador Superior Court by 

unconstitutional gender bias and retaliation for challenging the courtôs competence and ethics, and for 

daring to fight to protect her children. Court officials improperly influenced other county officialôs 

agencies through ex parte communications and nepotism, including the Dept. of Social Services, Child 

Protective Services, the Office of County Counsel, and the Dept. of Mental Health, to participate in 

what the mother terms ñemotional gang rape.ò  The mother alleges that the court has committed a hate 

crime against her because of characteristics associated with gender - a womanôs natural maternal 

instinct to fight to protect her children from harm and to remain an active participant in her childrenôs 

lives, i.e., to mother her children.   

 

J.H. - California 

 

120. J.H. is the son of K.A. and D.H..  He is 20 years old.  His parents were separated when he was 

seven and divorced when he was 10.  For that three years, he lived with his mother and visited his 

father on weekends.  The mother had always been the primary caretaker and J.H. was closely bonded to 

her.  He was also bonded to her parents who lived close by and visited frequently.  He felt safe and 

happy living with her and his older half brothers.  She took excellent care of him.  She had a home 

business so was always available.  This continued until his two younger sisters disclosed that their 

father had molested them.   

 

121. At that time, a court evaluator, Larry Leatham, was assigned to the case.  J.H. told Leatham that 

he wanted to live with his mother and he specifically did not want to live with his father.  The therapist 

that J.H. was seeing at the time also told Leatham that it would be harmful for J.H. to live with the 

father because the father was emotionally abusive and the sisters would be in danger.   

 

122. The court also assigned an attorney, Larry Dixon, to represent J.H. and his sisters.  J.H. and the 

therapist both told Dixon the same information they told Leatham.   

 

123. The court assigned Matt Zanze from child protective services to do an investigation.  J.H. told 

Zanze that he wanted to live with his mother and not his father because of the emotional abuse and 

because he was afraid of him.  Zanze recommended the children stay with the mother but he did 

nothing to protect them from the father.   

 

124. When J.H. was interviewed by the Amador County Sheriffôs department about the molestation 

of his sisters, he told them that the father left the bedroom that he and the father shared to go into his 

sisterôs bedroom at night, shutting the door and staying in there for long periods.  He told them that he 

had seen his sisterôs in his fatherôs bed and that the father continued sleeping with the girls even after 

there was a court order not to. After he told the sheriff that his father was going into his sistersô room at 

night, the father  made a separate room for J.H. in the garage so he wouldnôt know when his father went 

into his sistersô room at night. 

 

125. In September 1996, Judge Bradford held a trial for custody.  Dixon, the lawyer who was 

supposed to be representing J.H. and his sisters, filed a motion to suppress all evidence of the fatherôs 

abuse of the children.  J.H. wanted to present evidence on his own behalf but was not allowed.  The 

judge only allowed Leatham to testify and he accused the children of lying about the abuse in spite of 

medical evidence, therapistôs reports and past abuse of the mother and older brothers.  At the end of the 
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trial, the children were put immediately into the custody of the father.  ñMy life was completely 

shattered apart on that day, and my childhood was destroyedò J.H. said.   

 

126. J.H. was one of the original Courageous Kids who started an email network for support.  In a 

posting on that network, he related how he felt when custody was changed from his mother to his 

father. 

 

It was really quite a traumatizing day. It was a school day and there had been arrangements for 

me to go to a friendôs house after school since my mom knew sheôd be in court. I planned on 

going to my friendôs house, playing for a while, and then going home. Little did I know that the 

last part of that sentence wouldnôt be true until seven years later. I was playing computer games 

when a sheriff knocked at my friendôs door. His parents were both emergency rescue personnel 

so I figured it was one of their friends. After talking to my friendôs parents the sheriff told me to 

come with him. At this point I knew something was wrong and I began to cry and panic. The 

sheriff took me to my dadôs attorneyôs office where I still sat and cried and waited for my 

sisters. The panic turned deeper. I not only was just taken to my dad, but I didnôt know what 

happened to my mom. And on top of that I had nothing but a few schoolbooks and a single pair 

of clothes. From that point on I never felt secure when I saw a sheriff knocking at the door. It 

was as if I was just kidnapped. I was torn from everything I knew. I had no brothers next to me, 

no pets, and most importantly, no mom.   From my dadôs attorneyôs office we drove straight to 

San Francisco where he could work on a Starbucks coffee business. He worked inside putting 

things together, while my two younger sisters and I sat outside the shop on the curb. So now I 

had no brothers, no pets, I was 3-4 hours from my home, and againé no mom. This is when I 

was damaged so severely emotionally.  ...  No one told me anything about my mom or why I was 

at my dadôs or why we were in San Francisco on a sidewalk. I asked but received no answers. I 

felt that if I wasnôt told anything that I was worthless to everyone. I was made into a possession 

rather than a child.  

 

127. When J.H. was forced to go to his father, the court also prevented him from going to the 

therapist he had trusted and who believed his reports of abuse.  He was forced to see Nohl who 

allegedly treated him for PAS.  He was not allowed to see his mother for months and he was not 

allowed to see his half brothers and grandparents for years.   

 

128. Months after the custody change, J.H. could remember one of his friends coming up to him one 

day at school saying, ñYour mom told me to say hi and she loves you.ò To the friend it was something 

he heard from his mom everyday. But when J.H. heard that he went to the bathroom and cried. It was 

the first that he had heard that his mom still wanted to talk to him, and the first he had heard that she 

was even alive! From then on he went to school anxious everyday. Anxious to hear someone tell him 

about his mom and how she was doing. There was a small slice of hope. 

 

129. When he was able to see his mother, it was under supervision.  Nohl told him he could not hug 

or kiss her, show affection for her, talk to her about his feelings, or what was going on in his life.  If he 

did, she threatened that he would not see his mother at all.  This made it impossible to maintain any 

kind of real relationship with his mother. 

 

130. J.H. began trying to live a secretive life and put on a happy mask at school.  He made up stories 

about his mother taking him places so he could fit in.  If he saw his motherôs friends in a public place 

he would run and hide because he didnôt want them to ask why he didnôt see his mom. He had to lie a 

lot. 
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131. After each visit, Nohl would interrogate the children and urge them to say negative things about 

their mother while she said positive things about the father.  The children were not allowed to have 

pictures of their mother or half-brothers nor were they allowed to give pictures of themselves to their 

mother.  He specifically recalls the incident where Nohl forced his sister to write a recantation of her 

molestation allegation to a school friend.  Every week after the hour with his mom was over he would 

go home wondering if heôd see his mom again. He wished with all his heart he would, because the 

agency workers discouraged the children from hugging their mother and he figured that if he could 

keep seeing her every week that one week heôd sneak a hug in. ñUntil then I had to just look at her and 

wave.ò He was forced to endure this mental and psychological abuse weekly for three years, each year 

feeling more and more helpless.   

 

132. When Nohl was removed from the case, he saw his mother for two weekends a month and a few 

hours during the week without supervision.  However, his father and attorney Dixon continued to 

interfere to destroy any relationship.  He found it extremely hard to trust anyone that the court 

appointed for him. He lost trust for almost everyone in his life. 

 

133. He lived like a prisoner for all the years he was in his fatherôs custody.  He was isolated from 
his entire maternal family and former friends.  He was put into day care or left alone with the two 

younger girls.  They had to forage for food in the house and basically raise themselves.  Instead of 

living like a child, he was forced to take on adult responsibilities for himself and his younger sisters.  

For the seven years in his fatherôs custody, he had learned to become completely self-reliant. He paid 

for things that parents normally pay for. He taught himself to be independent. Along with his 

responsibilities, he kept his feelings to himself.  For those seven years he felt powerless.  

 

134. J.H. was emotionally abused and physically neglected by the father as well.  He could not speak 

his true feelings but had to pretend everything was fine in order to survive.  The father told the children 

they were to blame for all of his problems because they had told the police about his actions.  The 

father expressed aggression with outbursts of rage.  He would storm around the house, hit things and 

throw things.  J.H. feared he would be the next to be hit. He felt alone and terrified.   

 

 

135. After the father obtained custody, he continued to visit the girlôs bedroom at night.  J.H. could 

not sleep worrying about what he was doing and feeling helpless to stop him.  He lived in constant fear 

and anxiety and felt he didnôt really sleep for the seven years he was with his father. 

 

136. The fatherôs whole life revolved around his hatred for the mother.  He isolated the children from 
her, told the children the mother was to blame for the destruction of their lives, she didnôt care about 

them, he constantly criticized her saying she was a bad person, selfish, crazy and unchristian.  As a 

result of this emotional abuse and neglect, J.H. became severely depressed over the years.  As a child, 

he tried to talk to the court to get help but was never allowed.  Those in charge of protecting him 

instead banded together saying his mother was bad and crazy.  Even when he was authorized to get 

counseling through the Victims of Crime program, Dixon and Nohl prevented it.   

 

137. When J.H.ôs father remarried, the step-mother joined the fatherôs efforts to demonize his 

mother.  J.H. was afraid to challenge his father and so lived with constant guilt that he was not able to 

defend his mother.  He became so fearful and depressed that he didnôt want to live.  He wrote to 

attorney Dixon specifically asking him not to show the letter to his father and telling him that he 

wanted to be put into his motherôs care for his own safety.  Dixon told the father about the letter and 

J.H. felt even more fearful.   

 




