
Court orders child to stay with step-father who had 
history of rape and indecent exposure to a minor 

 
When mothers go into court regarding the fathers new girlfriend, the court and his attorney 
will convince the father to agree to keep the girlfriend away from the children. Yet, when the 
father attempts to keep the mother’s boyfriend away from the children, the court does 
nothing. I remember about 10 years ago, Jim M, who was being beaten dead by the court 
system, subsequently moved to Florida because he couldn’t take it anymore. He was 
attempting to see his son. Because of the mother’s interference, he would call, get an 
answering machine, and no return calls from his son. He argued the mother was attempting 
to alienate the child from him and that his son was in danger living with the mother and her 
new husband. Prior to moving to Florida, his current wife was attempting to find out 
information about the new husband. She called one newspaper in Texas, and the first words 
out of the reporter’s mouth was “What has he done now”. She hit the jackpot! It seems this 
man was an ex-police officer who had been arrested and convicted of aggravated kidnapping 
and rape. He had also been arrested for exposure to a child under the age of 8, but the 
charges were dismissed when he was found guilty of the kidnapping and rape. The 
prosecutor didn’t want to put the child though a trial. Jim’s son was 7, the same age as the 
victim. Jim’s current wife further learned the ex-wife’s new husband was on parole and 
wasn’t supposed to be around women or children. Jim requested that the court investigate 
this and was also seeking custody of his son. Nothing was done. Do you think the judge 
would allow this man to watch his son? Why would this judge allow this man to watch 
someone else’s son? Because he is the mother’s husband?  

 
Court refuses to protect child from mother 

 
The youngest daughter was living with the mother and the oldest with the father. 

Gavin filed a family offense petition with the court because the mother was abusing the 
oldest child. Not only was the mother verbally abusing the child but was pinching the child. 
She would pinch the skin and then twist it. This left bruises on the child. Gavin attempted to 
get an order of protection in order stop this abuse. The court dismissed his petition and 
refused to sign an order to show cause to bring the mother into court. Gavin then appeared 
again before the judge demanding that the court hear testimony from the daughter. The 
court heard her testimony and the judge ruled against Gavin and his daughter, holding that 
the child was not in immediate danger. I can assure you, if the mother had made the same 
allegation against Gavin, with no proof or supporting testimony, Gavin would not be seeing 
his daughter for several months. He would be under supervised visitation if he did see the 
child. The court is allowing the child to be physically abused by the mother in order to punish 
the child for wanting to live with her father. 

 
In 1998, the youngest daughter decided to reside with Gavin, and wrote a letter to her 

law guardian asking for a court appearance because she was fearful of what her mother was 
going to do to her when she found out she wanted to reside with her father.  

 
The child wanted to reside with Gavin, because the mother would not let her go into 

the father’s house when she dropped off the other daughter, the mother would listen on an 
extension to her phone calls to her father, was referring to Gavin’s girlfriend as a whore in 
her presence, refused to allow her to talk to Gavin’s girlfriend when talking to her father. 
The child was ill several times and the mother refused to seek medical attention for the 
child. The mother was refusing to buy clothing or school supplies for the child, the mother 
refused to allow the child to take her horseback riding lessons if the girlfriend was present, 
even though the girlfriend was paying for some of the lessons. The child could not compete in 
a riding show unless the girlfriend dropped out of the show, thereby making it the 
girlfriend’s fault the child could not compete in the show. The child had to stay home and 
could not go "Trick or Treating" with her sister and two cousins as this was to be at the 
girlfriend’s parents' home. The child was currently failing subjects and the mother was 
refusing to help the child with her studies. Because of the intense emotional abuse caused by 
the mother, the aunt, who was residing with her, grabbed her by the neck and threatened to 
slap her. Gavin was able to take the child to counseling, and was able to communicate better 
with her. The mother refused to go to counseling as she “didn’t need it” and “didn’t believe in 
it”. Of course the court did nothing. 



Court allows child to be abused 
 
In another matter, Pete’s ex-wife filed to terminate his visitation rights. Pete’s current wife, 
Jane, filed an answer denying the allegations, and filed a cross petition seeking custody of 
the child because of what was happening in the household. Pete had allegations of child 
abuse and drug use by the mother and her husband. The court then ordered home studies. 
Jane stated that according to the home studies, it was discovered the ex-wife’s husband had 
a felony conviction for marijuana. Other issues were also raised in the home studies 
concerning them. Their home study was excellent. When Pete went to court he had a new 
judge, who immediately ordered all three adults to take drug tests. No surprise, both the 
mother and the husband failed. Pete passed and was given temporary custody. Sounds good 
so far, wait and see what happens next. Previously, when the child was residing with the 
mother, he was withdrawn and was failing his subjects in school. This past year the child 
had a 91 average in school and was getting awards for his work. He was now happy and not 
withdrawn. You would think that this would have an impact on the court? The court believes 
that children belong with their mothers. The law guardian demanded a forensic evaluation. I 
can only assume that this was done in order to rehabilitate the mother in the eyes of the 
court. In this case the home study should have been sufficient. If it had been the father who 
came out bad on the home study, you can be sure that there would not have been any 
forensic evaluation.  
 
When the child visited the mother for a couple of weeks during the Christmas vacation, the 
mother took him to the evaluation. The child told the forensic psychologist that Pete and 
Jane were abusing him, and made other false allegations about them. When the child 
returned to Pete he was again withdrawn. Finally, after a couple of weeks, the child told his 
counselor at school that he had lied to the forensic psychologist. The mother told him what he 
had to say. According to Jane, because he did not agree at first to lie, this nine year old boy 
had his his toys taken away, and was locked in dark room until he agreed to say what the 
mother wanted him to say. Talk about child abuse. The counselor immediately faxed a letter 
to both the law guardian and the forensic evaluator. They both ignored his letter of what the 
mother had done to the child. Remember, the object of the court is to keep the child with the 
mother. This is called “in the best interests of the child”. 
 
The child’s counselor several months before, wrote a letter to the Court and law guardian 
stating the child’s stuttering is hardly noticeable. The child seemed quite comfortable with 
the counselor. He further stated based upon tapes of the child talking to his mother: 
 
“... he is clearly more agitated during some of his phone conversations with his mother, most 
obviously evidenced by his increased stuttering. He has told his mother several times that he 
wants to stay in (city), with his father, and that he does not want to return to New York. Her 
replies are usually ‘You are coming home! I don’t care if you don’t want to!’. “It’s not your 
decision to make”, or telling him that he will definitely be coming back to live with her. In 
general, her tone seems to be extremely negative towards both Pete and Jane, and overly 
possessive towards the child. She reminds him of the rules he follows while living with his 
father and the lack thereof, when in New York with her. She consistently tells him that all 
his animals miss him, that his friends miss him and that he will be able to see all of them 
soon. This type of discussion is initiated by her and is not in response to his questions or 
concerns. In general, her interest seems to be more in the contradicting the child’s father and 
stepmother, then in her son and how he is doing.  
 
Some significant concerns that I have about the environment with child’s mother are as 
follows: 
 
1. Her continual undermining of child’s father and stepmother. “Don’t pay attention to 
what they tell you.” “You don’t have to do what they say.” 
 
2. The fact that there are not appropriate limits for child with regards to video games 
and movies with his mother. He was consistently allowed to view rated R movies and play 
video games rated M while living with her, by his own report. 
 
3. Lack of appropriate supervision, on several occasions spoken of by child. He states 
that several times he was outside playing with friends at 11:00 pm, 12:00 am, or even 1:00 
am at night. This is not appropriate for a child his age, in my opinion. 



 
With his father and stepmother, child is in a stable, nurturing and healthy environment, as 
clearly evidenced by his school grades, involvement and enjoyment of church and other 
activities, and the strong relationships he has developed with his father, stepmother and his 
half-brother. 
 
I cannot accurately or fully judge the environment with his mother, however, from what I 
have seen of their relationship on the phone, his mother seems to be focused on herself 
rather than her child.” 
 
Obviously, the father’s documentation is ignored by the court. The law guardian held the 
position that the mother was now drug free, as she was in counseling, and she was 
“supposedly” taking weekly drug tests. What about the husband? Therefore, she should have 
her child back. Would the law guardian make the same demands if it was the father who had 
failed a drug test? I doubt it. The father would never have gotten custody in the first place. 
 
When this proceeding started last year the law guardian met with the mother and child in 
April or May. He then met with the child for about 10 minutes in September when Pete and 
Jane brought the child to court for a hearing. Pete and Jane were not privy to the discussion 
between the law guardian and child. 
 
I should mention that previously Pete would fly in to New York, rent a car, and drive about 
an hour and a half to pick up his son for visitation, only to find out his son would not be home 
or that the mother would not allow the visitation. He would go to the police who would only 
call her. She told the police that he can take her to court. The police would do nothing more, 
even though he had the court order. The mother also filed two false abuse allegation against 
Pete that were dismissed. It cost Pete almost $17,000 in one year attempting to see his son 
because the mother refused to abide by the court orders knowing he is out of state. It costs 
him more in time and money to file violation petitions against her that will go nowhere. The 
court, up until the last judge, refused to do anything to protect Pete’s parenting time with his 
son and refused to punish the mother for violating the court orders. 
 
In the meantime, Pete went to court thinking he was going to finally get custody of his son, 
especially with the home study and the letter from the child’s counselor about the mother 
having the child lie to the forensic evaluator. Surprise, a new judge. Pete was nervous when 
he arrived there in the morning. Finally in the afternoon he appears before the judge. The 
judge refused to read the letter from the counselor concerning the child lying to the forensic 
evaluator, or hear the reason why he lied.  
 
Pete wanted to go to trial on the issue of custody. According to Jane, both the judge and the 
law guardian attacked him verbally trying to convince him to agree to let the mother have 
custody of the child because she is now “drug free”. What about the husband? What about 
what she had been doing to the child? They didn’t care. Jane said that around 3:00 p.m., the 
judge started telling Pete, “you want to go to trial, we’ll go to trial right now. We’ll be here 
tonight.” Pete had not eaten since the morning. They wore him down with intimidation and 
threats. The court also refused to allow Pete to see the forensic evaluation, yet her attorney 
was allowed to read it. One party is able to read it, the other party is not allowed to read it. 
This is called due process in New York. 
 
The law guardian is “supposed” to be representing the child. How do you represent someone 
when you refuse to talk to your client, or find out what is happening to your client? Was the 
law guardian representing the mother or child? He is getting paid to represent the child!! 
Was this malpractice on the part of the law guardian? Should he be paid for representing the 
mother from the law guardian funds?  
 
Finally, they “persuaded” Pete to agree to let the child live with the mother in New York 
during the week, and he will have the child every weekend. Because of the cost of flying the 
child to Pete’s residence each week, as the child is too young to fly alone, he now pays no 
child support to the mother, but pays the cost of seeing his son each weekend, which is about 
equal to his child support obligation. They are making sure Pete pays. You can be sure after 
a month of this, the mother will be claiming the child is doing poorly in school because of 
having to visit the father each weekend, and will again interfere with Pete’s parenting time 
by not sending the child. Now she again had five days a week to intimidate and threaten the 



child to her way of thinking, just as she forced the child to lie to the forensic psychologist. 
You can bet, she will do whatever it takes to get the child to hate his father and step-mother 
because she is no longer receiving child support. 
 
Furthermore, all the evidence Pete had about the mother and the new husband, cannot be 
used again, because Pete agreed to the agreement. Therefore, he will be forced to start all 
over again to try to obtain custody, if the mother violates the orders or the child starts failing 
in school again. Who is going to make sure the mother and husband stay drug or alcohol 
free? No one!! The court will want a demonstration of a change in circumstances since the 
date of the agreement. He can’t use the previous documentation because he knew about it at 
the time of the “alleged” agreement that was shoved down his throat by the judge and law 
guardian. This is justice in New York State! 
 
Pete’s wife just called and informed me that the mother and husband just returned from 
spending month a Columbia, South America. If they were out of the country for a month, how 
was the mother going to counseling? How was she, or the husband, being drug tested? The 
child is now supposed to live with them. Pete was trying to file another order to show cause 
to have them take a drug test when they returned home. I would be surprised if the court 
orders a drug test, as they want the child with the mother, and not the father. Jane said that 
the judge dismissed her petition to keep custody with Pete and never addressed the issue of 
the mother having to take drug tests. The court is protecting the mother as usual. Now Pete 
is forced to appeal. I suggested that they try for a stay of the court order. I doubt the 
appellate court will stay it as it was the mother who was getting the child and not the father. 
I was right. The appellate court denied the stay. Forget the child who wants to live with his 
father. The court will protect the mothers who threaten their children, in order to keep the 
child in the mother’s custody. 
 
I heard from Pete’s wife and the child was again doing poorly in school and is withdrawn 
according to his teachers. This was called “in the best interests of the child”. 



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. 
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