
CHILD ABUSE 
 

Mother pours hot pepper sauce down child’s throat 
 

On the Front page of the Times Union on August 23, 1998 was an 
article stating: 

  
Every workday Family Court Judge Gerard E. Maney gets to witness 

the unraveling of the social fabric.  
 
“This day is no different. A mother is accused of trying to 

discipline her 7-year-old daughter by forcibly pouring hot pepper sauce 
down the girl's throat, then making her take a cold shower and get back 
in bed in soaking pajamas.  

 
It's not the first time for the mother. She had admitted in court 

to pouring hot sauce down the throats of all her three children on 
different occasions. In order for the woman to keep custody of her 
kids, caseworkers for Albany County's Department of Social Services 
recommended a slew of conditions: attend counseling sessions, keep a 
clean home, get a psychiatric evaluation and cooperate with authorities 
during announced and unannounced house visits.  

 
On the bench, Maney shakes his finger at the mother. "You will not 

put anything in your children's mouths for discipline ever again, or I 
will put you in jail,” he warns. “If you go to jail, the children end 
up in foster care. That's not right. The children want to be with you.”  

 
He then grants her custody. The Times Union is withholding the 

name of the mother in order to protect the privacy of her children.  
 
The judge's decision to allow the mother to keep her children is 

typical. Since the early 1980s, judges and social workers have placed a 
priority on keeping families together, even when they are seriously 
troubled. But now, New York lawmakers are poised to integrate a new 
federal law into the state's child protective services system -- one 
that will more easily severe the ties between misfit parents and 
children. . . . ” 

 
What makes the court think that the mother was now going to change 

since she had done this to all of her children? She knows the judge is 
a joke and wasn’t going to do anything to a mother! 

 
Why would a judge put a child back into such a hostile 

environment, especially with this mother’s history? Was the judge a 
masochist? Would Judge Maney have given the child back to the father if 
he was the one accused of doing this to his daughter? I can assure you 
that the father would never have gotten the child back or been able to 
see the child unsupervised. The same should have been for the mother.  

 
Finally, why wasn’t this mother charged criminally? Are mothers 

above the law? Certainly, she endangered the safety and welfare of a 
child. Why didn’t the Albany County District Attorney’s Office do 
anything? If this had been a father, he would have been prosecuted and 
the district attorney’s office would have put him in the news. In my 
opinion, any parent, mother or father, who would do doing such a thing 
to a child belongs in jail and ordered into counseling and not be 
allowed to have unsupervised visitation. 



Mother charged criminally 
 

What happens when a mother is charged criminally?  
 
In one instance a 22 year old mother was accused of giving birth to a baby with a blood 

alcohol limit of .28 percent and the baby’s was .18 percent. The legal limit for driving 
while intoxicated in New York is .08. The baby’s alcohol limit was more than double of that 
for an adult being charged with drunk driving. The article stated that fetal alcohol syndrome 
is the only form of preventable mental illness. According to the Opinion article in the Troy 
Record on page A-4 dated November 9, 2003 the mother gave premature birth after being 
drunk in a bar and getting into a fight according to the police.  

 
The Opinion went on to state that there were an astonishing 50 groups trying to get 

the charges dropped against the mother claiming that women will be discouraged 
from getting help for their alcohol or drug dependancy if they think they will face 
criminal charges. This is hogwash. If they have a problem and they know nothing will be 
done to them, why would they go to get help? I am glad to see that the Opinion of the paper 
did not take this position, and made a strong statement for the prosecution of the mother.  

 
I heard today, which was not in the newspapers or TV, that the mother who 

delivered the “drunk baby” was on probation and was not supposed to be out 
drinking. She was supposed to be getting counseling for alcohol and drug abuse. If 
this is true, how come this wasn’t reported in the news? I have now heard there is 
a gag order preventing this information from coming out. The Courts are 
protecting the mother again. No reason to give her a bad rap.  

 
One of the groups listed in the paper as trying to get the mother off was none other 

than the New York Civil Liberties Union. From what I heard they had five 
attorneys present for their motion to dismiss the charges against the mother. 
Where is the New York Civil Liberties Union when it comes to fathers being deprived of their 
children and illegal imprisoned? Where is the New York Civil Liberties Union when it 
comes to fathers being deprived of their constitutional rights to a public trial and 
a jury trial in family court? In my opinion, they are not interested in protecting fathers 
because that is considered to be “anti-family”. Based upon this article, they will stand 
up for a mother to be able to get drunk and deliver a baby that is legally drunk by 
making excuses for her. What about the baby?  

 
As the paper stated, there is help out there for mothers who have a drug or alcohol 

dependancy. This mother chose not to get help. She should be punished as the child could be 
affected by her actions for the rest of the child’s life. The baby was born prematurely and 
legally drunk. Babies born prematurely have a higher rate of medical and other problems 
and on top of this the baby was drunk. There is a good chance that the alcohol the mother 
was consuming will probably affect the baby the rest of its life. Why do all of these groups 
feel they need to protect this mother from the judicial system? Why are they failing to try to 
protect the child? Chances are she will probably get probation and her baby back 
unsupervised. As I have stated, it should be “Children First”. 

 
The Times Union on April 9, 2003 reported the judge in the case dismissed the 

charge of endangering the welfare of a child against the mother. The mother is 
currently in a drug and alcohol rehabilitation center at an undisclosed location in New York. 
According to the article, the mother was sentenced to nine months in hail in another county 
for an unrelated parole violation. If she was on parole, and according to the article, the 
mother “went into labor after consuming multiple White Russians and getting into 
a bar fight”. If she was on parole at the time, why wasn’t she violated? If you are on 
parole, you are not suppose to be out drinking and you are not suppose to be in a bar 
drinking or getting into fights.  

 
The attorney for the mother was quoted as stating “I have personally seen her son”, 

and “He looks like a very healthy baby boy.” Unfortunately, it will be sometime, and maybe 
even years before anyone knows what effect the mother’s drinking and getting drunk while 
pregnant has had on the child. Of course the attorney is going to say this, do you think her 
attorney was going to say anything that could affect his client negatively? 

 



My question. Why is it whenever a mother does something that injures or could injure 
the unborn baby, the baby is referred to as a fetus. On the other hand, why is it that if 
someone does something to the mother that affects or may have affected the baby it is called 
an unborn child? The person doing something to the mother may also be charged with doing 
something to the unborn child. Why? Why are mother’s allowed to abuse their unborn child?   



Mothers kill their babies and receive five years probation 
 

On the evening news on November 23, 2003, was an item concerning a 
16 year old mother who pleaded guilty to criminally negligent homicide 
in the child's death. The mother had wrapped the child in towels 
cutting off his breathing. This mother was given 5 years probation. 
Five years probation for killing a child? 

 
In another report on TV it was stated the mother smothered the 

child with towels. 
 
What was more interesting, to me, was the next day I read three 

newspapers and could not find any article concerning this. WHY? Are 
mothers who kill their children above the law? Not newsworthy because 
there are so many of them doing it? 

 
********** 

 
In the Times Union on November 3, 1999 was an article titled “Woman to 
get probation in 1988 death of infant”. According to the article the 
mother pleaded guilty to a felony charge of second-degree manslaughter 
for the July 1988 death of her infant. It stated that the mother 
disposed of the baby’s remains in the trash and the remains were never 
found. A mother kills her newborn baby and gets 5 years probation.  
 

********** 
 
I sprayed the Court of Appeals building with chicken manure and was 
illegal sentenced 1 1/3 to 4 years in prison as will be documented in 
this book. Two mothers kill their babies and they receives 5 years 
probation? What am I missing here? Why are mothers being placed above 
the law? If a father received five years probation for killing his 
child everyone would be up in arms about it, and rightly so. Why does 
the court and social workers need to make excuses for women who abuse 
and/or kill their children? What kind of message is this sending to 
mother’s who are thinking of killing their children? 
 

********** 
 
On March 2, 2004 in the Times Union on B-7 was an article stating that 
a 35 year old female dance instructor was sentenced to jail for 6 
months and 10 years of probation in Saratoga County for having sex with 
a 14 year old student. it stated that the women pleaded guilty to third 
degree sodomy in County Court in connection with the above incident. 
(With good behavior, she will be out in 4 months.) 
 

Why did the District Attorney allow such a light sentence. If 
this was a 35 year old man, having sex with a 14 year old girl, 
the Saratoga County District Attorney would never have allowed 
such a deal. If the District Attorney did allow such a deal, 
everyone would be up in arms over it. In either case, you have an 
adult taking advantage of a minor. I spent more time in jail than 
this women will, and I didn’t sodomize a child. Women above the 
law, when it comes to children? 

 
*********** 

 
Peter told me that his 7 year old son was being left home alone 

after school. He called CPS to have them investigate. Both he and the 
CPS worker waited until the child came home to an unlocked house and 
walked right in. The CPS worker then went to the house and found the 
child home alone. She asked him if he knew his mother’s phone number 
and a couple of questions she asked. She then said that it was OK for 
the child to be left home alone. When Peter objected to this, he said 
she turned to him and told him he should pay for a day care provider. 
If this child was in his father’s home, what do you think would have 
happened? 

 
 



 Mother kills one child, attempts to kill other child 
and the court considers visitation for mother! 

 
The following is part of a petition filed on behalf of a mother by the public defender’s 

office in order for her to have visitation with her child after she was convicted of killing one 
child and attempting to kill the child she wants to see. I was told the criminal trial judge 
issued a permanent lifetime order of protection for the child. The father argued this in the 
family court and family court judge told him that they have authority to allow the mother to 
see the child.  

 
I find it amazing that the public defenders office will go to great lengths for a mother 

to see her child, but do absolutely nothing to help fathers to see their children, or will do 
nothing to defend them against illegal court orders of support. What is even more amazing is 
the fact that after the petition was filed with the family court, the judge ordered 
psychological evaluations which meant the court was considering the petition to allow the 
mother to see the child she attempted to kill. Fathers do nothing, and are not allowed to see 
their children, yet, a mother who kills one child and attempts to kill the other the court will 
consider reestablishing the relationship. Do you think the public defenders office would do 
this for a father who had done the same thing considering they don’t do anything for fathers 
who are falsely accused? If this was a father, there would be a public outcry against allowing 
the father to see the child. 

 
The petition stated in part: 

 
According to Dr. W, a noted psychiatrist, petitioner is safe to be around her son while 

medicated and supervised. In any event communication should be allowed between the 
mother and son by letter and telephone.  

 
(This means the father pays for the collect calls from the jail by the mother as 

she has to use a pay phone. He would have to accept the charges.) 
 

It was the petitioner’s belief that the children were going to be tortured by some type 
of people wearing black robes and that her husband drugged her. She thought she was 
saving the children from this torture and that it would be better for them to be dead than 
alive.  

 
According to his trial testimony, the son is aware that his mother has a mental 

disorder that was a significant factor explaining her actions in allegedly trying to kill him. 
(Allegedly trying, she did attempt to kill him!) 
 
 

Mother video tapes herself abusing children 
 

A few years ago Stuart was in court trying to get custody of his children because of 
abuse by the mother. The court and the attorneys convinced Stuart to accept joint legal, and 
joint physical custody of the children. In other words, he would have the children 50% of the 
time. I can assure you, that if the video tape Stuart had shown to his attorney and to the law 
guardian was of him, he would have been in jail and on supervised visitation, if he even was 
able to have visitation. If I remember correctly, the court did not want to see the video when 
Stuart filed for immediate custody of his children and this tape was the basis of the petition. 
In the video, the mother was seen putting up the Christmas tree with her two small children 
who were about 4 or 5 years old at the time. The mother had set up the video to record the 
event for Stuart. As the children started singing Christmas carols, they were yelled at by the 
mother. A few moments later, all you can see is the Christmas tree, but you can hear the 
child begin to scream and you hear the mother actually smacking or hitting of the children. 
SMACK, SMACK, SMACK. The next thing you see is one of the children going flying in the 
air with only diapers on. No strings attached. The mother had picked up the child and threw 
the child onto the couch and was repeatedly smacking the child which you could hear on the 
tape. The children were only singing and were fooling around a little, giggling just as little 
children do. There is no way this mother should have had custody of her children. She 
seemed to be enjoying what she was doing. Stuart subsequently found other tapes of her 
abusing the children. Fathers are deprived of even seeing their children because of a 



mother’s allegation, yet when a father has proof, it is downplayed and the mother is allowed 
to keep the children. Why?  



There have been instances when fathers call the police they tell 
him there is nothing they can do. They talk to the wife, come back, and 
arrest him. I have also talked to fathers who have tried to file 
reports with the child abuse hot line only to be told they can't take 
the report.  

 
Fred said that he had pictures of the mother's hand print on the 

face of the child and that the mother had thrown the 3 year old child 
against the wall on numerous occasions. This was not the first time she 
had beaten the child. The court, on Friday, gave him custody. On 
Monday, the Court gave the mother split or 50/50 physical custody of 
the child. Would the court have done the same thing for Fred if he was 
the abuser? NO. And it shouldn't have done it for the mother. 

 
********** 

 
Calvin has 2 sons, 11 and 13 years old. The mother was hitting and 

abusing both children. The older son considers her to be a drunk which 
he stated to the police. When Calvin went to court, he obtained an 
order for custody. Two days later, the court gave the children back to 
the mother. The court refused to address all of her violations of the 
order of protection that was issued to protect the children from her. 
The law guardian refused to talk to either Calvin or the children. The 
older son kept calling the law guardian’s office to talk to his "so 
called" attorney, she refused to accept his calls or to return them. 
She also refused to check on the older son's welfare after he ran away 
from home to get away from his mother. In court, she made a report to 
the judge, lied about what the children said in violation of the Law 
Guardian Manual.  
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