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INTRODUCTION

1. For members of the Organization of American States (OAS) who are not parties to the
American @nvention 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 Marl The procedure followed by ti@ommission will be those in

Articles 2843 and 4547 in the Rules of Proceduré.

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 membes stety submit petdns 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 desated attornef according to the requirements of Article 28.

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 folowing persons ahorganizations are aitizensof the United Statesr legally
registeredJ.S.nongovernmental entitiesl he factual situation of each or their interest in this issue
will be briefly describedn the factportion of the petition belowFor the organizations, affidavit

will be attached as an exhilgiescribing their interest and involwent in this issue and petition

a. Claudine Dombrowski Kansas
b. Wendy Titelmari Georgia
K.A. - California

o

d. J.H.- California

1 IACHR Rules of Proedure 49.

2 IACHR Rules of Procedure 50.
3 IACHR Rules of Procedure 50.
4 |ACHR Rules of Procedure 28.



e. Yevgena ShockoméGenia) New York

f.  Withdrawn

g. Susan Navratil California

h. Esther Hortoni New York

i. California Protective Parents Association

j.  Kourts for Kidsi Ohio

k. Stop Family Violencé New York

|. Parenting Project, Rhode Island

m. lllinois Coalition for Family CourReform, Woodstock, II.
n. Child Abuse Forensic Institute, Napa, CA

0. Petitioner Ai Confidential

p. Petitioner Bi Confidential

g. Petitioner G Confidential

r. National Coalition Against Domestic Violence
s. Justice for Children

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

4. Yes.Three petitioners have requested confidentiality as noted albitationswill be made in
the text and their identification supplied to the Commission in a separate enfeeltipee 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 850047, USA
PHONE: 602-271-9019, FAX 602271-9019
Email: postdlpost@aol.com

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

Tel: 7 (4232) 43 26 35 Fax 7 (4232) 43 1392
Email: postdLpost@aol.com

AN ACCOUNT OF THE ACT OR SITUATION THAT IS DENONCED, 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 WashingnC. 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
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batterers and child abusers. This eventsponsored by the National Coalition Against Domestic
Violence, the Family Violence Prevention Fund, the House of Ruth, My Sister's Place, Rep. Diana
DeGette (BCO), Rep. Connie Morella @RD), and Rep. Lucille RoybaAllard (D-CA), was held to
bring attention to the plight of women and children unfairly victirdibg the legal system, and to
dispel the myth that women always win custody of their childfeatwas 10 years agdAs the facts

of the petitioner8cases illustrate, the situation todagien worse The stories of these petitioners are
not unique.They are th tip of the proverbial iceberg indicating a gravel growingnjury 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 orrloevn. The father owns his own business in Topékeae abuse

started when she was fomonths 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 aftergmarr
thefather filed for divorce in March 1996. In Ma®96, 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 wolddip her escape from his unremitting violence.
Permission to move was granted. Four days later, father filed to change afgtoelghildto him.

7. During the course of the litigan, he admitted hitting Claudirend 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. Aoading to her, he beat her 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 ledverigs a week to escape the

violence. Ofen she was gone for2weeks 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 shaaé kbustody.

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 mor
worried about where it happened and whas\elling 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 apaitrhe hit her in

the head resulting in severe injury. The judge however lectured both parties abouSsangxhibit 1

for photos of the petitioner after beatings by

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

she have a protection ordggainst him, but the man has eight criminal convictidhgseeconvictions

for domestic violence against her, a conviction for a bar fight, a conviction for assaulting a police
officer, a convictiorfor obstruction of justice, one for possessof marijuana andnefor driving

under the influence. Pursuant to his various convictions, he was ordered to attend alcohol reatment
he didnoét . He was or diehree d i tdHe das opgsvgddohangart r i ¢ eV
management classes but was asked to leavause of his inappropriate behavidomestic violence
professionals know that anger management isBaggested treatment modality for domestic violence
perpetrators.

10.  Court personel 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 assaultingabieer in a meeting. Still he



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 witlnixed 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 superviseuisitdather.

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 foste
carel thereby punishing the child whwould 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 contactinHeesofficer was more caerned

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 motirenvealdout of town

(wi th the coandhedvantegte keaepithss shildonea) the other threechtigjpen from

other marriages of the father. The GAL never talked to the mother or child, to the day care or the
childds physicome stoudyli d hlee dGAla $®ai d the vio
believe it though he only knew of one conviction for DUI and never talked to the batteredenn 6 s
shelter. Astonishinglythe 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 waurd gple 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 movedway, 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 forcingdiectly into danger. It is a violation tfe
fundamental rightsf 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 dydo Onl

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 reportdte child hadrery poor hygiengvhen staying with father

The day care provider reged a change her behavior after beingith the father.She became either
withdrawn or aggressiveA nurse requested an investigation of psychological abuse because of his
treatment bthe child.

15.  On 31 July 2000, withduany motion from either pargndwithout 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 200Gupervised visitation was ordered for mother because she had lgllegached the

child late to the fathers over Christmas. They suspended all contact for several months and then she
was allowed two hours a week supervisétie bizarre behavior of theurts was evident from as

early as 1998 when they granted a divorce twice as evidenced by their own regprd4d.7 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 mahs based on aex parteorder without an evidentiary hearing issued 3 February
2004. Attime of this filing, the mother h#akt seen the child on 15 April 2007 for one hour.
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17.  Overthese 11 yead litigation, the judge was changed several times. Qdgg limited each

side to five witnesses at trial and then continued to call them liars when they could not protrewhat
had said or disprowehat the other had said because they were prohibited from calling witnesses.
While the judgechastised theather for gamelaying in the court, he then berated the mother for not
coming to agreement with the father. He could see haeasonable the father was and the judge

not subject to violence from the man but yet he blamed the mother for not reacl@iggeement. He

said any child in this situation would grow up damaged but then blamed the mother rather than the
father whowas the oneommitting the vick n c e . The judged f otoessaped o0n
the violence rather than therm of theviolence 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. Blitls¢ court sawno dangeto the child.

18. In spite of an order of protech 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 thiédren 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 allogreddlh ev

the police. She was told to stop gatheringlence against the fathem March 2005, she was ordered

not to file any more motions in the court without permission from the case ménslgehad filed a

motion to remove that case managkrother 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
manayer said that it was just part of-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 thamgtt to a full and &ir

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 againpihellate court affirmed the lower court in 2000.

21. InJuly 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 fatieeassured her no charges would be filed. They
werenot .

23.  On 3 February 2004, false allegations were made agamther that sheought to have harm

done to the father. The mother objected to the order and asked for an evidentiary hearing. $he reque
was never even heard. By March 2005, mother had only supervised visitatibaghamained to this

day.

24.  In March 2002, Dr. Dale did an evaluation for unsupervised visits with mother and
recommendation for therapy. The evaluation cost $5,006edmer 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 dangy the child was being put into by the court. In a second order later, she was ordered to
remove the childobés photo from anot heedvisitatibnsi t e .
from May 2002until 3 February 2004.



25. Repeatedly when fathéites 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 or deveeddne.iOnt o t
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@dwas positive for mother. Still supervised visitation was not
changed.

26. In a hearing on 10 April 2007, tmeother has asked yet again that the child be protected from
abuseand at least she have unsupervised visitathaain the court refusedThechild 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 furtherThe lessoniscleard on 6t r eport abuse.

Wendy Titelman Georgia

27. The story of Wendy Titelman is well known in thaitéd States. Her two daughters were
taken from her by a Cobb County judge in Georgia at fige and seveafter sexual abuse was
reported against the father wivas abusive to her during the niyear marriage She has not seen

them for more than siyears. She was jailed twice and acquitted by a jury once. She has filed
bankruptcy. Expert after expert, witness after withes$iegithe child sex abuse. Rather than dealing
with the confirmed sexual abuse of the children, parental alieratidmental illness wewrdleged
agairst her because tier 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 ax partehearing, the cati 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 motiofgve 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 andnipdid the juryreturn a noguilty

verdict, but wrote a letter to the judge in the custody case condemning her prosecution as malicious anc
a cover up of the abuse. The court in Mississippi put the children in protective custody after an
investigation there, but the fer 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 acteey ithen 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 alivtheto the U.S. Supreme Couitist recently the
Georgia Supreme Court dismeskall 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 Goldstgia 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 mot htehred sc ouunrcte assyisntge |
of the abuse including withholding of evidene®,partehearings, and denial of due process, the

retaliation of the system agairthe mother and her attorney. Exhibit 2.
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32. ltalso includes documents from the children, hstteotes, emails, a court petition, reports of

the abuse, professional assessments, drawings of the children, documentation of the abuse, supervisec
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 unlisua

K.A., Placerville, CA

34. K.A. was a mngle nother with physical custody of threens from a first marriage when she
mariedD.H. in June 1985D.H. andK.A. had threechildren duing the maiiage: J.H, K and S

35. Shesepaated fromD.H. in August 1993, due ta$iabuse of the ddrenand her. Théhree
older sonsrom a previous marriageere verballyemotionally, and psychologically abused by
D.H.. For the most parhis physical abuse of them was m{lgankingthem by the arm etc.) but he
viciously attackedhe older sommn one occasn, and the younger son and mothad to strugg to
pull him off. He often threatened all of them with physical ab&e filed for divorce in Amaut
County, CA in May 1994. Theywere dvorcedin 1995. Shewas always the pmary caregrer of the
childrenandhad prmary physcal custody of thechildrenafter theseparabn and dvorce.

36. Susan Harlanacing as presling judge, took jusdction of the case between 1 Jaryub993

and 1 January 199 the fall of 1994, théwo daughters beganstlosngto the mother and a family
friend and babysittahat thér father was engaggin sexuallyinappropriatdoehavor with them on

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

tiny underwearwith his genitals showing tbugh. The younger child, Ssomplainedhatthe father

would sleep with her and she would wake up without her pantie$tm chidren mamfested

behavoral sgns consstent wth chldren 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 Dawedcal Centerifed a suspected dt sexwal abuse report
to Amador County Citd Protectve Servces, after tscovery by a padtrician of a damaged hymeém
K., age 6. The Madal Center requested autlraion to do a sexual assault exaaion atits Chld
Protecton Unt, to deternme the case and extent of & s itgl mjaries. CPS idector MattZanze
refused to authazed the exam.

38.  On October 13, 19959udgeHarlan appointed psychologist Larry Leatham to act as a custody
evaluator and appointed attorney Larry Dixon to represent fltrarhin 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
disregardedD.H.'s history of family violence, tavhich D.H. had admitted. Leathadisregarded
warnings by the childrenbds therapists that the
with D.H.. Instead, he recommended 50/50 joint physical arad tegstody.

39. OnJanuary 19, 199K (age 7) dsclosed to her theregi that someone was aloug her. On or
about January 24, 1996, the Amador CoBitgiff 6 sic ©f { i Aigtiateda)aminal
investgaion for sexual abuse #f and S(age 4), after &th grls were exanmed by UC Dais Medcal
Center, CHd Protecton Unt, in July 1995with a inding of gertal injuriesin K. (See paragraph 37
above)



40. During the law enforcement investigatidhand Smade 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 mad&terabsources, and the report of
the12-yearold daughter of a family friend who obserniedH. molestingKk when he had stayed
overnight at her home to baisit.

41. On January 30, 1996, ACSO conducted a pretext phone &alHtpalerting him ¢ the

allegations of sexal abuse made against him by taighters. On January 31, 199&S0O

interviewedD.H., who did not admit or deny the allegations of molestation. When asked by the ACSO
detective i f his c¢hil dshedDdsc osuel xdunadlt adbeucsiedre .s h oDu
interviewD.H. admitted to calling Leatham the evening before, following the pretext phone call, to ask
for Leathamd6s help in defending against the se

42.  Thereafter, on or about Felary 1, 1996, Leatham went to the office of Helen O. Page, county
paid Family Law Facilitator and friend, and solicited Page to repr&skhfs a private client. An
independent witness lateported this meeting and the planningnsure thatustody went to the

father. On February 8, 1996, Page substituted into the cseléss at t or ney .

43.  On February 28, 1996, by a phone call, Harlan transferred the case to an out of county judge
from Alpine County, Harold Bradford. Bradfordlfd todisclose a conflict ofnterest in presiding
over the case resulting from a clggér employer/employee relationship between $éthand Page.

4. On March 6, 1996, Leatham fraudulently re
abusetogivetesiony t o the family court regarding th
refused to review the evidence of sexual abuse, and then gave incompetent forensic testimony to the
court by A dchildrgnramdsmiothegwith a neeristent disorder fipar ent al al i e
syndrome, 0 (PAS) a hypothesis in which it is a
are lying at the instigation of vindictive mothers.

pr
e

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

sexual abuseéhenrecommeded sole custody tb.H. in spite of the fact thdd.H. was under active

criminal investigation for child sexualabuseu b s equent to Leathamdés Mar
mother complained about his incompetetaher attorney, victim advocate, child protection agencies

and members of the public. In retaliation, Leatham slandered and defamed the mother in the legal anc
mental health communities in the county.

46. On or about March 20, 1996, CPS director, Mattzgaconducted a token investigation of the
molestation. Zanze did not interview the motltlee, victimsor the collateral withesses to whom the
children disclosed molest. Whehesinformed Zanze that there was a witness who obsérvéd

molestK, Zarr e st at ed, Al 6m not going to go hunting
DHbut refused to accept documents from mother.
as an fAiexperto in chil d s e xWhidfailiaghoucsnductta propernc | u d
investigation of the sexual abuse, Zanze made
with this dilatory investigation, Zanze refute
to mother, with unsupeised visitation td.H..

47.  Zanze stated to the mother, in the presence of her attorney, that he was being politically
Apressuredo to go along with the customhg switc

collateral civil lawsuit broughtyothe motheth e i dent i fi ed Zanze as a ff
ex partecommunications about the case with him. After the mother criticizaddumpetent
finvestigationodo report, Zanze engaged in a patt

48.  On or about March 2128, 1996, former Amador County District Attorney, Steve Client
conducted a GrahJury proceeding to determirfed.H. should be prosecuted. He failed to subpoena
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critical coll aborative wit rdiscohsuesofsstua abuseldy..d s up
including the childrenbés brother who was aware
sister6s bedroom and who saw his father in bed
children disclose sexual abuse, and the eye witness to moldsthyfD.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 ofmental health problems. This evaluation resulted in a finding that she was mentally,
emotionally, and psychologically healthy (fAth
Aunl i kely to make f al se aleéredigragardedmshadoaf abuse.
psychological evaluation and his raw data was withheld bedawss too incriminating

e
0

50. OnJune 5, 1996, the children sought to terminate Larry Dixon as their court appointed attorney
because he refused to believe tladiggations of abuse.

51. On August 14, 1996, Bradford conducted a hearing without a court reporter present, in which he
ridiculed and threatened the motherés attorney
made inappropriate sexual remarksiagiathe 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 moti to suppress all evidence of sexual abuse and any
other form of family violence perpetrated ByH. claiming it was for procedural reasori3ixon
suppressed this evidenatter he admitted on the court record in March 1996 that there was medical
evidence of sexual abuse and penetratiok.ofn a court pleading in 2002, Dixadmitted he had
asked the Kwho 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 21 26, 1996, Bradford conducted the custody trial. The mother had to obtain
new counsel due tihe sudden illness of her previous counsel but the court refused a motion for

continuance. At the custody trial, Bradford ordered all evidehBetb6 s s exual abuse ¢
and his history of family violence to be suppressed. Bradford refused to allow anyone to testify except
Leat ham, who again, gave testimony regarding P

whilefraudue nt |y representing himself as an fiexpert (
recommended custody EaH., while he remained under criminavestigation for sex abasand

while the children weredentified by the State of California, as victimssek crimes perpetrated

against them by their father.

54. The mothewas barred from testifying at hewn custody trial except regarding her answers to
interrogatories. She was prohibited from presenting evidence or witnesses regarding the Abuse of t
childrenort he best i nterests of the children. The |
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 evid@fidest interest.

55. Custody was switched®@.H, based on Leathamés fraudul ent
Leatham had never conducted a child abuse assessment and he had never reviewed the law
enforcement, medical, and psychological evidencdbaiasa e of t he chil dren. L
recommendations refuted findings in his own December 1995 custody evaluation report, \elgerein,
the admi ssions of the childrenés father, the n

children were most bonded.

56. The mother was stripped of custody and ordered to hawentact with the childrenThe

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 ayddapt. 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
orderfora72hau hol d was wunl awf ul because fipatiEat dc
trial was then continued until 31 October 1996.

57.  On or about October 31, 1996 at what was supposed to be theuedan of the tral, Bradford
statedto the mother Yaft already had youri | 6 and r e fimengah the leshterestssrof t e s
the chldren. He accusedimesse®f being on a witch hurdand threatened the attorney and mother

with sanctiondor repeaiing allegaitons of sexual abuse.

58. OnNovember 1, 1996, Bradford appted a theragt, Marsha Nohlprivately hired byD.H., to
it r e a tildrentfohtlee fatsdqnPASidgnoss made by Leatham. MWout meenhg or speaikg to the
children or mother, Nohl prepared a treatment plan fatitrg PASI 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, 1996notherfiled an appeal of the order transfiegcustody toD.H.. On

the same day iRon filed anex parteOrder to Show Cause to teimate telephone contact between the
childrenand mother On November 27, 1996, Bradford and Amador Superior Court clerk Janet Davis,
altered he court file prior toending t to the appellate courthis was first reported by an insider and
then 23 yeardater while reviewing the filethe mother found a memo written by Dasiatingthe

judge had called her and told her to list some political materials as triditexdmd send to the appeal
court with the record on appeal. The mother kept a copy of the memo.

60. On January 31, 1997, Br adfions dgénstm tr hdatorréeyss o S h
and mothewas heard. Bradford was forced to abandarthireaiof sanctonsaftercounsel for the

attorneys presentazlidencethat the judge hadreviously refused to hear at the custodsltihat

supported the ¢h d r e n 6iens af bekual g@lauge and the godthfaonduct of the attorneys and

mother. On the ame day, an Order to Show Cause anddafit for Contempt wasitied aganst

motherfor provding Chld Protecive Servces wth informatonregarding the abuse.

61. On or about February 13, 1997, Nohl threatened the mother to sign a contract to use he
sepaate business (A.F.T.E.Ror visits with the children, stating that she would induce the court to
prohibit contact between the children and moth
to pay Nohl in casko see hechildren. Mother wasestricted 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 wouldimesult

Nohl asking the courto prohibit contact completely.

62. On Apil 25, 1997, Bradford pu publication that he obtainea parteinto the caseile
supporing the myth that women rouely make false allegainsof sexual abuseBradford also closed
the proceeings to the pult. Bradford took tts acton after commuity members who observed the
hearngs wrote letters tthe edtor of the local newspapailegng that the court was @ag corruptly to
purposefully cover up the sexmres of an offender and ratte agast the compliaing withesses.

63. On or about May 5, 199K made new allegains of sexual abuse ID}H. to classmates at
school. Thetherapst, Nohl,ingstedthatK write a letter denying this later as witnessed by the older
boy,J.H,whoreportedt when he | eft the fatherds home.

64. On May 13, 1997motherwas forced toife bankruptcy.
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65. On or about January 15, 1998otherfiled a ¢vil rights lawsit againstAmador Supeaor
Court, Judges Harlan and BradfoldH., Dixon, Page, Leatham, Nohl,caZanze and the County of
Amadoramong others.

66. On January 22, 1998, on the amb/of aninvestgator for the Board of Beh&oral Scences,
motherfiled anex partemotion to termnate Nohl as the dh d r e n Oi, atindpherrightgo do so as
joint legal guardhn of the chHdren, and tancreasevisitation with the chidren. The court then began

the process of removing her joieglal custody so she would not be able to have any influence on the
childrends treat ment.

67. On or about January 26, 1998, Bradford was served as a defenttetivil rights lawsit.

On February 20, 1998, mother warsleredby Bradford to é¢smiss thdawsut an d izé@wophe | o g
commurty. Bradford ordered unsupésed vsitation buttold commuity membergresent in the
courtroomt h at t h ablimo hakeecontast ith herchildren was dependent on the

willingness to resut ther free spech ight to talk about the case.

68. On March 12, 1998, on filed a moitonto force motheback to supenged vsitation, for the

reason thalawful service of a lawsuit on the fatherfacia r med t he c¢ch OhMarceI806s i |
1998, Bradford wairemoved from the case archallenge for cause for bias filed by motit@mn. May

13, 1998, wsiting judge JameAccursogranted Dx o n 0 #n for@ teturn to supeised vsitaton and

to removgoint legal custody Nohl withdrew from the case.

69. Theredter, the clildren andmotherhad supemsed vsitationin Amador County \h volunteer
supervsors. D.H. repeatedly wlated court orders and harassed and threates¢ation superisors,
causng them to bén fear and vithdraw thé senices so tht the clildren suffered repeated, sudden
losses of contactih mother D.H. and Dxon would then refuse to agree to another supery
causng motherto have toife court adons to obten a new supersor, wth long perods of no contact
betweerwithdrawal of a supersor and a court heag to appint a new one. Thedhdr en 6 s
unpredctablelosses of contadtad an extremely negae impactonthedh dr enés bond a
secuity with their mother. n January 199%ccurso ordered mothéento counseh g Aot her t
Victims of Cime therajstd t o0 ctafuclea mgewhe r

n c
h ¢

70.  OnJanuary 1, 200@aliforniaFamly Code 83027.5 was enacted to protecldctictims of
sexual abuse and the custodyhts of thér nonroffendng paretsin famly court itigaion. The new
law was creategartially from this family law case thatvas used as an example of the malfeasahce
family courtsin adjudcaing allegaitons of chid sexual abuse.

71. OnJanuary 13, 2008\ccursowas removed fronthe case on a peremptory challenge by
grandmotherntervener. On March 23, 2000siing Judge Frank Grande pigsdo v er mot her 6 ¢
Motion for Modfication of Custody, based on the nkaw created from the facts of her case spte

of the new law, theudgederiedthemotion.

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

aganst hm by the Attorney General, on behalf of the Board of Psychology, for perfgrm

incompetent evalu@n servces and yingincompetent teshony to the courin thiscase.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 Statectfms Compensain and Government Glas Board
concluded a newnvestgaion of the sexual abuse of tickildren and made arfding that there was at
least a preponderance ofi@éence that the cllren were molested y.H.. Desjte ths finding, the
court refused to retarcustody to mdter in a hearing In January 2001.

74. On August 25,2000 Grandea s r emoved f r om challeege fordaugefoon mo
engagngin ex partecommuncaions. On January 10, 2001, a new Ju&pbert Marin, ruled that

supervsed vsitaon was not apjppriate and ordered alternate weekend ardivmeek vsitationto

mother The court sealed all pleiadjsthatrevealed thaDixon,the chl d 6 s ¢ Dted attornayp p o

had been accused bistwife of inapproprate conduct wh an unrelated 1yearold grl.

75. On May 2, 2001, Mam held annformal heaing because of theijut efforts ofD.H. and DOxon
t o fr ust rvistaten. Mesih repemadded Dixon reminding hithat he was not represerg
the father and orderddixon to refran frominterfering.

76.  On December 31, 200Motherfiled a moiton for a change of venue and couirsgfor the

children andmothertogethemecause of thkeistory of trauma and theidhd r e n 6 fon,tbée r e s s
providedthrough thébenefts authoized by the Vctimsof Crimeprogram. Thenoton was supported

by the Amador County i3trict Attorney and by the Attorney General.

77. OnJanuary 10, 2002 mo tmiotemn fdar a change of venue was tehand hemotion for

counseing was conhued, penichg an evaluan ofhechl d r @ Bblst e r e xdnsirgedl the D

court to reappant Nohl for the spaéic purpose of assasgthecii dr ends ment al heal
need for counsielg. Nohl wrote a letter to court assegsthecil dr en 6 s wereElblackng st at «
therapythoughshehad not seen the idtiren for three years.

78.  On Apil 17, 2002 motherwas ordered to padpatein a custody evaluian conducted by
Family Court Servces drector, DaneGoodman.Goodman refused tagn the requred declarabn of
gualficaions requred by the Famy Code and Calornia Rules of Court, and therefore, was not
gualfied to perform an evalian. Goodmanvas Leat hamds supervisor.

79. OnJuly 5, 2002, Goodman refused to ¢dasD.H.6 sistony of sexual and psycholiegl abuse

of the chidren Goodman declared thatallthid®l dr en Apresented as depre
nothave therapy. On August 14, 2002, Judge iMatlopted the recommendat. Martn was

subsequently removed from the case because atalgihyscal dsablities.

80. On or about Agt 19, 2003, the pae s 6 J.¢1l.owmote a letter to Bxon dsclosngD.H.0 s
abuse of m and requested thatix»n file a moton to place hmi n mo ¢ustaely fdr bs safety.
Dixon refused toife the moton on behalf of.H. On Apil 22, 2003 motherfiled a moiton for
Modificaion of Custody based ahH6 s  nisel@esurek of years of emahal abuse of all the ddren
byD.H.andD.HO6 s inuedetf f or t s t o fvisitaientamdaetawnshp oith the abldren.
OnMay7,2003)JH6s | etter was nmoieaforedificaionddenedot her 6 s

81. On or about May 30, 2003.H, thenl7, escaped frothisf at her and r edolar ned
physcal custody. Once freedm the custody and control ofsifatherJ.H.disclosed thahe was

present and witnessed collosibetween his fath@nd court officials to rig the case favor ofD.H..

J.H.also revealed that he had knowledge thatf&ther contued to vsithisss t er s 6 ibthkedr o o m
night after obtaing custody, and that he anid lasters were terrazed by Is father, Nohl, and Ron,

to be slentaboutis f at her 6 s abuse.
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82. On September 4, 2003, the @ainia State Comingson on Juctial Performanceubstanitated
mo t h empdasts thatludgeBradford actedn a based and unlawful mannigrthiscase and he was
disaplined by the Comisson for Hs unlawful conduct but he only received a private reprisal.

83. On Apiil 1, 2004 motherfiled anex parterequest for sole legal custodybH. becaus®.H.
was usng legal custody to blockH.from obtaning needed oral surgery fonpacted wsdom teeth.
On Apiil 6, 2004motherobtaned legal custody af.H.from a visiting judgeandJ.H5 eral surgey,
scheduled for that afternoon, was ordered to go forward. However, byntkeabtH. had removed
J.H.from his medcal insurance paoty so there was no means of payfor the oral surgery, and
thereforejt could not be done.

84.  On Apiil 6, 2004 motherfiled a Moton for Modficaion of Custody.In violation of court
orders,D.H. refused to partipatein medation but was not He accountable On July 7, 2004Judge
Ritchey granted Dxon a protegte order agastJ.H, to prevent ixon from hawvng to release td.H.
his cient file. On July 28, 200/otherwas ordered to padpatein a custody evaluiain conducted
by Barbara Lberty-Vick, MFT.

85. On February 22 24, 2005JudgeRitchey refused to allow mothé&s have a court reportéor a
custody tral with eMdence and vinesses. All Wness testmony,includng the tesmonyof experts,
suppor t e dostiom tMbkeestided that pior to beng appanted to the casshehad been

infl uenced byicdlog d etehparteoergniuncadond, to adopb.H.6 s itroirsthe

case. Vck testfied that the unduafluence led her to dramcorrect conclusns aboutthech dr en 6 s
welfare. Mck testfied thatshecame to tscover that the ¢hiren were molested by tirdather. D.H.

refused to take theimess stand aridvoked the5™ Amendmentight aganst selfinciminaion when
askedf he molestedils daughtersJ.H.testfied abouD.H.6 s a b ursaad e dsterdy and about

his f at h e ivéefortsatgtgm e snsl Iis gsters aganstthe mother.

86. On March 17, 2005, iRhey falsified the testimony tery the mother custodyJ.H.later filed
an affidavit about his actual testimony and how it was mischaracterized by the court.

87. Becaus father conhued to volate the court orders, mothélefl for contempt. A hearg was
set for 26August 2005ut continued

88. On August 17, 2005, i¢k concluded a thoroughvestgaion of the ente case and subtted a
report to the court for thAugust 26, 2005 réew heaing. Vic k 6 s r e piatedtsexgababds t a n't
psychologcal abuse of the ddrenby D.H. andconinued volations of court orders and frusii@ of

mo t h marering ime byD.H. since the orders made on March 17, 200%ck urged the court to

transfer the citdrent o0 mo $ole eustady for thesafety and well bag.

89. On August 26, 2005, iRRhey refused to accepi&/’k 6 s r epor t aderchewr ef used
evidence that warranted amcreasen parening imefor mother Instead, he gav@.H. even more

custody and control over theitdren. Between July 2005 and January 2006y faled to set a

trial date for mulple Orders to Show CausgingD.H.6 s r eipstrceés®fdcontempt of custody

orders

90. On September 12, 200motherfiled a Moton for Modficaion of Custody based on&/k 0 s
report substamtng abuse of the ddren byD.H., his contnued volations of court aders and efforts
t o sabot apgrentalmaet Rcbay Bfgsed to set aial date.

91. On October 7, 2005, aiptilated order was made for thaldhen to have weekly therapyithr
motherto re-build theirrelaionshp that was bieg destroyed bip.H.. D.H. violated the order each

15



week, causig law enfocement to send reports to thesilict Attorney for prosecutn. Rtchey
refused to set ail datefot he cont empt agai n Motionffaax Mddfecaionand f o

92. On October 13, 2005, tHiest evaluator, Leatham, wased $75,000.00 by tHgoard of
Psychologyin further adrmistratve actons fled by the Attorney General, antsticense to praate
psychology was revoked fdtegal and retaatory conduct perpetrated agstmother in this case
(gross negbence, abuse of powetplaton of confidentality) and for perfornrng a grossly negient
fitness for duty evaluian of another womaim an unrelated case.

93. OnJanuary 5, 2006, the then Amador Counistiiat Attorney fled ciminal charges agjast
D.H. for multiple violations d custody orders. On January 24, 20D&;1. anddaughtelS were arrested
for violationsof the court order

94, On January 27, 2006jsiting judge Jane York conductadex parteheaing based on

procedurally defecte papers subitied byD.H., requestng termnaiono f  mo palesing onse

and therapy for the ddren. Pror to condudhg the heang, York hadex partecommuncaions about

the case wh local court offcials. Pror to commencement of the hiwy, York instructed the court

repater tonotreport the hearingYork temporaily s u s p e n d e gareniogtilme r der Apar e
conflic tcaused byp.H.6 s & sidlaidhs of the court orders, and changed the terms of the

stipulated order for therapy BtH.6 s r argl ove s tmo tobjexiori.sYork ordered the ddren

to contnuein therapybut with D.H. delivering them

95. OnJanuary 30, 2006wvo hours aftemothercomplan e d at t he icea@houthie cl| er |
January 27, 200éx partehearng, York and court supe@sor Janet Dag altered and falsedD.H.6 s

moving papersthen removed and secreted theifedsl documents from the couitef. Mother has

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

96. On February 17, 2006iRheyo v e r  mabjedioa, mithsut serice of thepleadng, andn

violation of California law thatequres medation pior to heamg an OSC for custodyisrtation,

ordered conhued suspeisn of moth e rpdrentng ime and ordered suspéms of therapy for the

children The tape recoidgof the February 17, 200teain g was made MAunusabl e.

97.  On Apiil 3, 2006,motherfiled a wit for emergency réf from the temporary orders and due
process wlations to the Cafornia Court of Appeals, Tild District, which was dered.

98. On Apiil 12, 20®, Ritchey conductedretherheaing ove r  mo ébjecion énsl appoted a
different attorney for the m o r 6ian ChaBezOchoa). Rchey refused to set adfdate for
mo t h Matidn $or Modfication.

99. On Apiil 19720, 2M6 Ritchey conducted an evidentidngaingo v e r  mabjedioa.r 6 s
Ritchey refused to allowhe sonJ.H.to tesify, who was a necessary andtical witness. Rchey
conducted aex pateinteniew with daughter ® v e r  mabjedioa.r Rickey refused to allow
mothera transaipt of theex parteinteriew. All witness testnonyf a v o r e d pastmohimteer 0 s
case.D.H. admttedviolating court ordersand supporhg Sin dang so.

100. On May 3, 2006viotherfiled anotherwrit for emergency rekf from the temporary orders and

due processivlations to the Caflornia Court of Appeals, Tild District, which was determmed to be
moot because ofrial orders made before the appellatart addressed the mur
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101. On May 5, 2006, Ritchey conducted another h
August 28, 2006 trial date for her Motion for Modification.

102. On May 19, 2006, Rchey made a ringbased on the April fdhearhg thatpermanently
terminated orders pragling motherwith parening ime and vacated aigtilated order for therapy for
the chidren. Ritchey gaveD.H. sole custody and control of the childrarhile 24 citations of
contempt and criminal enges wee pending againg.H. for violating custody orders.

103. On July 13, 2006motherfiled a Noice of Appeal to the Cdibrnia Court of Appeals, Tid
District, K.A.v. Amador Supéor Court CO53231. On July 18, 200&otherfiled awrit for
emergency rakf to the Cafornia Court of Appeals, Tird District, to stay the May 19, 2006 orders.
The wit was dered.

104. On July 28, 2006, thirst evaluatoy Leathamtesified before a juryn the dvil jury trial
brought by mother for sland#érat Juige Susan Harlan, wWh actng as presling court judge of the
Amador Supeor Court, repeatedly offered legal ackto himwhile the case was peimg), and
repeatedly sotited Leathamto file a motonto declare mothe vexaitous Itigant. Leathamilied the
motionin the civilcaseat Ha r Ing bubitsvaswenagifor lack of meit by the judge who
conducted the jury trial

105. On or about July 28, 2006, dng the ¢vil jury trial, motheralso dscovered that on January 19,
1999, Judge Susan Harlating as presling judge of the Amador Super Court,interferedn the
Medical Board adnmistratve complant aganst Leatham by wting an unsatited letter to the Madal
BoardInvestgator.

106. On August 1, 2006, Leatham tdéigtd before a juryn the dvil trial of K.A. v. Leathamthat he

gave tesmony before a Grand Jury on or about March 20, 1996, and to the AmadaiosQuerntin

mo t h eustadlystral on September 26, 1996, regagithe valdity of thechil d r e n 6iensthdt | e g a |
ther father sexually abused them. He represeniiexshe | f a s imachild sexaiad gbase when he

gave tesmony to the Grand Jury and fdgyncourt whle he knew at theme, that he had no expiee

in chld sexual abuse. He declared to the Grand hahtfee famly court that thehil dr en made |
allegatons 0 of sexual abuse and t hiafathet, e e knee ate n o't
the tme that he had no way of knowg with any certenty whether or not thehildren were sexually

abu®d by thé father. He further tasted that when he gave taabny to the Grand Jury and the

family court dagnosng the cildren andnotherwit h A p aienatonts § In d & lo mehe knewfy PA S)
at the tme that PAS was not a vahted dagnoss or menthhealth dsorder.

107. On or about September 28, 20@@therfiled a Veified Statement of Bquaificaion aganst
Ritchey, challenigng hm for the cause ofils, mentaincapady, and ks accessory to theiaore of
conspracy and falgying court docments. He was not removed from the case.

108. On December 7, 2006i€hey in complete violation of all procedure, said he was filing a
motion from the bench to di smiss lledmotibnesmarss Mot i
scheduled to be heakday 15, 2007.

109. A trial onD.H.'s citations for contempt of court orders was scheduled for Maréh 2007

No charges were filed against the daughter. Thmeiral case against the father has beamtinued by

the prosecutor until the familyourt judge rules in the civil contempt case. Given the history of
Ritcheyds rulings, mot her fully expects that t
and then the father will use that to have the criminal charges dismissed.
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110. On Feluary 13, 200otherfiled a new Vafied Statement of Bquaificaion aganst
Ritcheyfor bias demonstrated at the 7 December 2006 hearingudge who reviewed the
disqualification motiorfound nothing wrong with a judge filing motionganst a past from the
bench

111. On5 March 2007the maher went to the daught&fs school to fil out an emergency cardith
hernew address and phone number, and to requsetand mading," so thashewould recéve all the
same school natesthe father redees Shealso requested a copy os&port card since the father
refuses them in violation of court orderShe school refused towg motheranyinformaton claming
thefleh ad b e eang gfierdedod fint@wehign bysamattoeney washeable b get the records
and bencluded as arggiento f t h erecordsi | d 0 s

112. On 12 March 2007, mothéied a rebuttain the Dsquaificaion case that pendng aganst
Ritchey arging that thassueis not the ruhgsof the judge but the bas and prejdice, the Volation of
due procesex partehearngs, falsficaion of records and edence, destruin of evdence, fraud,
misstatement of fagtandrefusal to record the procaeds éther by cairt reporter or tape recorder. A
review judge denied théisqualification. The Amador Supés r  C o istory od wslawiful conduct,
gender s, and retétion aganst complaning victims of abusés documentech a lawsit filed by

the former CEO of the Amador SuparCourt,Rachelle Agatha v. Amador SuperCourt,
05CVv03942.

113. The sonl.H, age20, who now lives in San Dieg&alifornia, still suffers from the effects of
being forced to live in an abusive environment for yddesisgrieving over the loss of a relationship
with his sisters, who were forddy their father to cut ties with hird.H.is ako a petitioner in this
action

114. The daughter Keft her father's houst age 1/and moved to another cityshe is now 18.The

years of abuse and trauma h#sfe her depressed, unable to trust, antionally shutdown, so that

she cannotorm closerelationships.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 recotei

115. The daughter Salmost16, has been completely isolated from the mother and the rest of her
maternal family for over one yeahe issoconsumed with negativity arrdge that she sometimes
expressest with violence. Although she is extraely intdligent, sheis doing poorlyin school.

116. The Ivesof thechildren andnotherhave beemrreparably harmed by the famcourt. Instead
of protectng victims of abuse, the court protected the offender and theitselftbecame an arm of
the offenderperpetraing legal abuse on theitdrenand mother. Thehildren have suffered years of
abuse at the hands of thé&ather and the court. The years of trauma and psyciwalogbuse have left
them wth lastng emoional damage. They suffer from abandemtnand lossssues, low self esteem,
anger, rage, deprass, andsleep dsturbances. They have lost theli@p to trust. The childhoods
were stolerfrom them because of tleenduct of the court.

117. The mother habeen prevented by the court from f@@ing herchildren. She hadbeen treated
by the court agf she weranot even humanShe haveen demeaneddrculed, and slandered by court
officialsin the courtroom anih the public througlex partecommuncaions. She haveen dagnosed
with Pog Traumaic Stress Bsorder resuihg from the abuse of hehildren by thé father and the
legal/psycholoal abuse perpetrated on Herthe court.
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118. Theenire maternal famy has sufferedmmeasurable trauma, loss, antefifrom beng
separated &m thechildren Thechil d r ebiirig selatenshps have been seusly damagedral
destroyed by the conduct of the court.

119. The mother habeen fnancgally and emadbnally raped by the Amador Supar Courtby
unconsitutional gender ias and retahtion forchallengh g t he cour t 0 sicscaodiigret e n
daiing to fight to protect her childre@ourt ofiicialsimproperly influencedather county oftia | 6 s
agences throughex partecommuncations and nepam,includng the Dept. of Soal Servces, Clild
Protecive Servces, the Oftte of County Counsel, and the Dept. of Mental Health, togaetein

what the mother ternfs e mimrt a | g a e motlepabeges that theurt has comitted a hate

crime aganstherbecause of charactstics assoated wthgendera womands natur al
insinct to ight to protect her ¢ldren from harm and to renmeanacive paricipantin herchl dr en o6 s
lives,i.e.,to mother her citdren.

J.H.- California

120. J.H.is the son oK.A. andD.H.. He is 20 years old. His parents wseparated when he was
severmand 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 proataker and.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. Shedmad a h
business so vgaalways available This continued until his two younger sisters disclosed that their
father had molested them.

121. Atthattime, a court evaluator, Larry Leatham, was assigned to theXbstold Leatham that
he wanted to live witis mother and hepgcifically did not want to live with his father. The therapist
thatJ.H.was seeing at the time also told Leatham that it would be harmfilHato 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 reprdgerdand his sistersJ.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 investighkiotald

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. WhenJHwas i nterviewed by the Amador County SFt
of his sisters, he told them that the father left the bedroom that he and the father shared to go into his

sisterd6s bedroom at night , brgpdriads. Hgtold theen thdtdeo r a
had seen his sisterds in his fatherdés bed and
there was acourtordernott®f t er he told the sheriff that hi s
night, the father made a separate roondfek.i n t he gar age so he woul dnoa

into his sistersé room at night.

125. In September 1996, Judge Bradford held a trial for custody. Dixon, the lawyer who was
supposed to be representihgl.and hi s si sters, filed a motion t
abuse of the children].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 ababutiein spite of

medi cal evidence, therapistds reports and past
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trial, the children were put i mmediately into
shattered apart on that day, andchi d hood waslJH&a&dstr oyedo

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 qite a traumatizing day. It was a school day and there had been arrangements for
me to go to a friendds house after school s
going to my friendbs house, playi mogwtfatdhe a w
|l ast part of that sentence wouldndét be true
when a sheriff knocked at my friendbs door.
so | figured it was one of their friends. Aftertalhig t o my friendds par el
come with him. At this point | knew something was wrong and | began to cry and panic. The
sheriff took me to my daddés attorneydés offi
sisters. The panicturde deeper . | not only was just take
happened to my mom. And on top of that | had nothing but a few schoolbooks and a single pair
of clothes. From that point on | never felt secure when | saw a sheriff knocking at thi door.

was as if | was just kidnapped. | was torn from everything | knew. | had no brothers next to me,
no pets, and most i mportantly, no mom. Fr
San Francisco where he could work on a Starbucks coffeessaside worked inside putting

things together, while my two younger sisters and | sat outside the shop on the curb. So now |
had no brothers, no pets, Ilwag3 hours from my home, and agai
was damaged so severely emotionallyNo one told me anythingbout my mom or why | was

at my dadbdébs or why we we rlasked butr&eaived o arswers.il s ¢ o
felt that 1 f |1 wasnoOt tdevdrydne.dway indde imaa posseasion |
rather thara child.

127. WhenJ.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 seenbther for months and he was not
allowed to see his half brothers and grandparents for years.

128. Months after the custody chamg.H.could remember one of hisends coming up to him one

day at school saying, AYouryomom (Tl d hrme ftro enay
he heard from his mom everyday. But wlieH. heard thahe went to the bathroom anded. 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 alivieFrom 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 kissher, 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 schoahatie ugstories
about his mother taking him places so he could
he would run and hidebecae he di dndt whwh at ddedhasdanon. ble hadkstdklie a

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

their mother while she said positive things about the father. The children were not allowed to have
pictures oftheir mother or hatbrothers 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 frien@very week aftethe hour with his mom was over he would

go home wondering if hedd see his mom again. H
agency workers discouraged the children from hugging their mother and he figured that if he could
keepseeingherewer week t hat one wélntlthénéhadtojashl@lkdt hemandch u g
waveo 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,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 relationshiple found it extremely hard to trust anyone that the court
appointel for him. He lost trust for almost everyone in his life.

133. He |l ived |i ke a prisoner for all the years
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 year shadlearndditodecdme completely selfantulepadd y, h
for things that parentsormally 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 emtionally 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 hath®lablice 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 obtaineducst ody, he continued toJHKcosldt t h
not sleep worrying about what he was doing and feeling helpless to stop him. He lived in constant fear

and anxiety and felt he didnoét rathexl | y sl eep fo
136. The fatheroés whole | ife revolved around hi's
her , told the children the mother was to bl ame

them, he constantly criticized her saying sfas a bad person, selfish, crazy and unchristian. As a
result of this emotional abuse and neglédt,. 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 prbietcting

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. WhenJH6 s f at h e the stepmotherjainede d e f effortote dedanize 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 d
attorney Dixon specifically askingrh not to show the letter to his father and telling him that he
wanted to be put i nto his motherds care for hi

J.H.felt even more fearful.
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