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December 6, 2012 
 
Derek Syphrett 
252 Fontayne Ln 
Lawerenceville, NJ 08468 
 
FACSIMILE & CERTIFIED MAIL 
To: The Honorable Catherine Fitzpatrick, P.J.F.P. 
To: Whomever the Honorable Judge is presiding over the Restraining Order Hearing 
To: Gina Goldstein Ombudsman 
To: ACJC – (Judicial Complaint Committee) 
To: FATHERS AND FAMILIES OF MASSACHUSETTS – FOR PUBLICATION AND DISTRIBUTION 
 
Mercer County Courthouse – Family Division 
175 South Broad Street, PO. Box 8068 
Trenton, NJ 08650-0068 
 

RE:  Margaret Wallace v. Derek Syphrett 
  Docket No. FM-11-000097-11k 
 Plaintiff filed for Temporary Restraining Order  

– AN ABUSE OF PROCESS, 
– HARRASSMENT 
– FALSE SWEARING / PERJURY  

 
 
Dear Judge Fitzpatrick and Judge To-Be-Determined (“TBD”) 
 
Your Honor(s), 
 
I am outraged by the abuse of process executed by the Plaintiff in this family matter and by this new Family 
Violence (FV) matter. 
 

Notable Background Information: 
 
- Notably: the Plaintiff has recently admitted at trial she suffers from a mental illness that affects her 

perspective, her ability to co-parent, and her ability to communicate with / about the Defendant. 
 
- Notably: The litigant’s son was the subject of a psychological evaluation that concluded that a parenting 

time monitor or guardian ad-litem was needed to protect the children from the divorce discord and to 
diminish the communication issues between the party.  It has been moved by the Defendant who has 
repeatedly stated he does not want to have to communicate directly with the Plaintiff regarding any 
family affairs going forward, but that he wishes to be a “father” via physical and legal custody of his 
children.  More notably Judge Fitzpatrick has failed both parties by refusing to issue an order for a 
guardian ad litem charged with ensuring regular visitation per the custody agreement terms. 

 
- Notably: The Plaintiff was asked by the Lawrence Police (Officer Kelly Longa)  to cease emailing, 

texting or calling the Defendant, because the Defendant felt harassed by the Plaintiff’s continuous 
made unilateral demands (related to visitation) of the Defendant that were not required by the custody 
order.  Officer Longa reviewed the emails and called the Plaintiff this summer.  THE PLAINTIFF 
AGREED TOLD OFFICER LONGA THAT SHE WOULD  STOP EMAILING AND TEXTING THE 
DEFENDANT…. THEN SHE CONTINUED TO EMAIL THE DEFENDANT ABOUT VARIOUS 
CONCERNS. 
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- Notably: After the Defendant emailed the Plaintiff’s counsel JENNIFER MILLNER to request the 
Plaintiff’s counsel abide by the mutual consent of the Plaintiff and the Defendant to have the Plaintiff’s 
lawyer handle all communications – JENNIFER MILLNER – sent an email and claimed to be ignorant of 
the Lawrence Township incident report and her clients mutual agreement to cease direct 
communications with the Defendant.  During this time-period the Defendant had not directly emailed the 
Plaintiff once – and therefore honored his agreement with the Plaintiff and the Lawrence Township 
Police Department. 

 
 

- DESPITE ALL OF THE ABOVE – (THE DEFENDANT) I HAVE MADE EVERY EFFORT TO RESOLVE 
THIS CONSTANT CONFLICT WITH THE PLAINTIFF THAT WOULD RESULT IN REASONABLE 
CHILD SUPPORT AND REASONABLE / ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE VISITATION AT THE 
FREQUENCY CONSENTED TO IN THE CUSTODY AGREEMENT. 

 
 

DESPITE ALL OF THE ABOVE – SEE (BELOW) THE ABUSE OF PROCESS BY THE PLAINTIFF: 
 
I am in receipt of a TRO served by the Lawrenceville Police.  I reviewed some documents related to the 
Plaintiff’s TRO claims.  After about eight (8) minutes of review the officers were laughing at the utter 
ridiculousness of the statements put forth by the Plaintiff.  They continued to discuss the legal issues with 
me and my recourse for about twenty more minutes. 
 
I will be at the courthouse today to file a restraining order against the Plaintiff’s in hopes that when her TRO 
is dismissed mine will be granted. 
 
Please note that the Plaintiff has included in her complaint claims from two (2) and three (3) years ago that 
have been adjudicated in Connecticut, investigated by child protective services, and reviewed during my 
risk assessment: none of which resulted in an FRO or permanent suspension of my parenting time / and 
phone calls to my children. 
 
It is therefore ridiculous for the plaintiff to now go to court after being obviously disappointed that her efforts 
to gain sole-custody have been denied on multiple occasions for the last two-and-a-half (2.5) years.  
 
As I have said repeatedly: it is obvious that the Plaintiff has attempted to create a de-facto sole custody by 
being uncooperative with both my one-year (1) of unsupervised visitation and even more  uncooperative 
with my (1) year of supervised visitation (which notably resulted from a doctors visit in which my concerns 
about my son’s abuse at the hands of the Plaintiff’s family were validated… somehow Judge Fitzpatrick 
managed to claim that the lack of consent for that visit and the visit itself harmed my children. NOTABLY: a 
year of therapy for my son related to his anxiety and visitation discord has not once revealed any evidence 
that doctor’s visit harmed my son.  Also notably the Lawrence police officers at my home felt that the order 
for supervision issued by Judge Fitzpatrick is asinine given my concerns for my son and interference by the 
Plaintiff). 
 

Please note that incidents included in the Plaintiff’s complaint include: 
 
1) 8/17/2010 – Violence during a visitation with children prior to custody agreement being in place 
 
 
2) Prior pushing / shoving “3 years ago” (actually about 2.5 years ago). 
 
3) Threatening emails to her lawyer and herself regarding ancillary criminal and civil consequences of 

their bad-faith litigation which includes ~ ten violations of existing court orders related to the FM-11-97-
11K docket. 
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Concerns: 
 
The information excluded from Ms. Wallace’s complaint justifies sanctions against the Plaintiff – 
this is harassment and false swearing at a minimum and perhaps perjury and abuse of process. 
 
1) RE: 8/17/2010 Violent Visitation in Gales Ferry (Ledyard), Connecticut:  

a. I am in possession of a Police Report from Ledyard Connectict / Connecticut State Police, and 
correspondence with the Police regarding their follow-up investigation. 

i. Documents show that I was never charged with a crime or held at fault 
 

ii. Documents show that Ms. Wallaces family was the subject of follow-up investigations by 
the police and the Connecticut Department of Children and Family (DCF). 

 
 

iii. Ms. Wallace made complaints to the Connecticut Department of Children and Family 
(DCF). Her complaints never resulted in an investigation of my actions (they were 
unsubstantiated) 

 
iv. I filed a complaint with DCF regarding this incident and it was investigated. DCF said 

that all parties (not just me) should have acted differently that day and did not 
recommend any restraints to parenting time for either party. They did advise Ms. 
Wallace and her family to provide better information regarding my children’s welfare 
going forward – Ms. Wallace and her family have not (see emails and transcripts related 
to my daughters Broken Arm and failure to disclose circumstances by Ms. Wallace and 
Jean Wallace – the grandmother). 

 
v. This incident was reviewed as part of a psychological risk assessment completed by Dr. 

Cooper.  The incident did not justify the implementation of an FRO or a TRO at that time 
nearly a year ago on or about 9/28/2011. 

 
vi. Ms. Wallace attempted to get an FRO in Connecticut due to this incident. Notably Ms. 

Wallace dismissed the Connecticut TRO by consent and granted me unsupervised 
parenting time IMMEDIATELY and on a recurring basis for over a year with no further 
pick-up or drop-off issues (save a trip to the doctors office – referenced above – which 
was validated by the treating clinicians who documented my son’s trauma and noted it 
was consistent with my concerns).  ALSO NOTABLY:  After my lawyer advised the 
PLAINTIFF of my potential counter-litigation for perjury charges due to the fact that she 
claimed that my visit to her home on 8/17/2011 was unannounced when phone records 
reveal several calls of more than 2 minutes prior to that visit. 

 
b. I find it to be asinine that the Plaintiff is now trying to have these incidents reviewed by 

authorities for what amounts to the be the 6th time in an attempt to get sole custody of my 
children. 

 
2) The Plaintiff referenced past pushing and shoving about 3 years ago (~2.5 years actually).  
 

a. These issues have been discussed at trial and the Defendant (I) also made similar claims about 
the plaintiff’s physical violence prior to a 9-1-1 about 2.5 years asgo. NOTABLY: THE 
PLAINTIFF LATER TESTIFIED AT TRIAL THAT  SHE LIED TO THE 9-1-1 OPERATOR 
ABOUT THIS CALL 
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b. NOTABLY: This incident of pushing and shoving was recorded by the Defendant and presented 
to the Hamilton Police.   

 
c. IT RESULTED IN A CRIMINAL CHARGE OF HARRASSMENT AGAINST THE PLAINTIFF 

(Ms. Wallace).  No charges or finding of fault was made against myself related to this incident. 
HER SECOND CRIMINAL HARRASSMENT CHARGE (PROBABLE CAUSE BEING FOUND) 

 
d. Again these issues too have been litigated before Judge Fitzpatrick on multiple occasions. 

Again they have never resulted in a permanent suspension of my parenting time. Again, the 
Plaintiff is making a repetitive plea and abusing the TRO process with the same.   

 
e. This is clearly a ploy to “pepper” the complaint with a DV / FV claim in order to get it into yet 

ANOTHER court room for the sake of exacting revenge upon the Defendant who has defeated 
most of the Plaintiff’s motions as a Pro-se litigant…. Which is quite remarkable given the 
Plaintiff’s claims that the Defendant is mentally-ill, delusional, and suffering from an never-
ending deterioration of his mental capacity. Notably if this were true it is remarkable that the 
Presiding Judge of Mercer County Superior Court has ruled in the Defendant’s favor so 
frequently because that would imply that her Honor is equally deranged (utter nonsense!). 

 
3) Plaintiff has violated Multiple Court orders and has yet to be sanctioned / punished/ restrained: 
 

a. First Example: It is a matter of record that: Ms. Millner (Plaintiff’s counsel)  violated a court 
order and distributed ~about $10,000 to the Plaintiff when a court order forbid the same. Ms. 
Millner has admitted to this on the record. When the Plaintiff and Ms. Millner wer asked to return 
the money via email – both refused.  The money was never returned. Judge Fitzpatrick 
permitted the illegal action and made no finding of fault / provided no relief to the Defendant 
other than to suspend future payments temporarily. 

 
b. Second Example of Plaintiff’s Violation of a Court Order: It is a matter of record that on or 

about 11/30/2011, the Plaintiff was returned to the marital home in violation of a court order and 
removed property from the marital home.  The Plaintiff’s Counsel also invited the  Sheriff’s 
department to assist them and the Sheriff’s department and the Plaintiff, invaded my privacy by 
returning to the marital home with out a court order supporting this action without the 
Defendant’s consent and / or with the Sheriff’s Dept.  Again Judge Fitzpatrick failed to sanction, 
punish, or restrain the Plaintiff. 

 
c. I am in possession of recitals of many more violations that  have been litigated in court – 

again non resulted in what would have been proper and appropriate punishment or 
restraints against the Plaintiff. 

 
d. NOTABLY:  THE PLAINTIFF’S TRO COMPLAINTS ABOUT BEING THREATENED ARE A 

RESULT OF THESE AND MANY MORE DOCUMENTED ANCILLARY ISSUES BEING 
CREATED BY HER OWN ACTIONS… AS A LITIGANT I HAVE THE RIGHT TO 
COMMUNICATE THESE ANCILLARY CONCERNS AS A MEANS OF ENCOURAGING THE 
PLAINTIFF TO SETTLE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF ALL PARTIES AND TO REDUCE THE 
NEED TO LITIGATE FURTHER. 

 
 
 

4) I have under-oath: Testified that Ms. Wallace was physically and verbally abusive throughout the entire 
marriage.  Further I have testified that Ms. Wallace 
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5) BOTH NAMED LITIGANTS WERE JUST IN COURT AND NONE OF THESE ISSUES WERE 
RAISED: The Plaintiff was in court on both 12/3/2012 and 12/4/2012 and before Judge Fitzpatrick and 
she raised none of the issues to Judge Fitzpatrick.  

 
a. Notably JUDGE FITZPATRICK IS AWARE OF NEARLY ALL-OF THE ABOVE ISSUES 
 
b.  JUDGE FITZPATRICK HAS ALSO DECLINED TO ISSUE AN ORDER FOR SOLE CUSTODY 

OR A SUSPENSION OF MY PARENTING TIME. 
 

6) I have attempted to get restraining orders against the Plaintiff in the distant past – about 2 years 
ago: 

a. 8/10/2010 Hamilton Municipal Court Reviewed my request for a TRO against my wife: 
 

i.  Illegally relocated my children to Connecticut and made fraudulent claims to 9-1-1 prior 
to doing so.  (The uniform code forbids such relocation unless: (1)  it can be proven it is 
absolutely necessary or (2) with the consent of the court of record).  

 
1. My wife’s later consent for unsupervised visitation  proves that it was not 

necessary for the safety of my one-year old daughter and three year old son) 
 
2. My wife never proved that she could not have relocated within the state of New 

Jersey.  She apparently has vast financial resource via her occupation and her 
wealthy parents. She has likely been billed over $75,000 for this litigation unless 
her law firm is fraudulently representing their billable hours – which I suspect they 
are as it is not an unusual practice according to lawyers I’ve consulted – some 
who’ve offered to do the same for me. 

 
ii. Continued to send threatening emails  

 
iii. Interfered with visitation 

 
iv. Was advised by the United States Post office to cease forwarding my mail and pay-

checks to her Connecticut address, while I remained in New Jersey  
 

v. Continued to email and call my former employers and ask them for confidential 
information AFTER I HAD SENT HER AN EMAIL DEMANDING SHE CEASE 
CONTACTING MY DOCTORS AND FORMER EMPLOYERS. 

 
b. Judge Hoffman of Hamilton Municipal Court held an emergent conference call with me 

and and officer to review my complaint: 
 

i. August 10, 2010 Judge Hoffman rejected my application for a TRO because he 
said my wife lived so far away that it was unlikely she posed an threat by way of 
future harassment… this turned out to be a fool hardy prusumption. 

 
ii. One month later on or around 10/26/2010 – my wife contacted my former employer 

– her lawyers threatened to sue them, and they illegally breached a contract that 
cost me access to the pre-tax equivalent of about $60,000 

 
1. My wife was made aware that my pre-marital stock was not hers on or 

about December, 2006 when at my former employers Christmas party. 
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2. I must now be bothered with suing my wife and former employer for breach of 
contract, fraud, wire-tapping, conspiracy, tortuous interference, and punitive 
damages – simply because no one will help to protect me from the Plaintiff. 

 
7) NOTABLY AFTER ILLEGALLY RELOCATING THE CHILDREN BASED ON PROPORTED CHILD 

WELFARE CONCERNS AND PRIOR TO REQUESTING A CONNECTICUT TRO MY WIFE MADE 
THE FOLLOWING CLAIM TO CONNECTICUT CHILD SERVICES: 

 
“The Mother [read the Plaintiff] Denied the father has been erraticwhile caring for the children in the 

past…”  
(Taken from: Page 6 of 11 – Connecticut Department of Children and Family – Nitza Ortiz) 

 
 

 
WILL SOMEONE PLEASE PROTECT ME… PLEASE! 
 
PROTECT ME FROM: A PLAINTIFF WHO: ADMITTED ON THE RECORD THAT SHE HAS A MENTAL 
CONDITION.   
 
PROTECT ME FROM A PLAINTIFF WHO (AT TRIAL): HAS ADMITTED VIOLENT ACTS AGAINST ME 
IN CHILDREN (WHILE AT HER THERAPISTS OFFICE!)  
 
PROTECT ME FROM A PLAINTIFF WHO: WHILE EXPLAINING HER JUSTIFICATION FOR 
KIDNAPPING, VIOLENCE, AND VISITATION INTERFERENCE HAS OFFERED CLEARLY 
CONFLICTING TESTIMONY ALL THREE (FALSE SWEARING / PERJURY)! 
 
PROTECT ME FROM A PLAINTIFF WHO IS CLEARLY ABUSING THE TRO PROCESS! 
 

CONCLUSION: 
 

As I have said repeatedly for 2.5 years. The Plaintiff is a nut job… she is crazy… like really crazy! 
 
Please, pretty please, with sugar on top: Get us a Parenting time monitor so that we never have to 
speak to each other again. 
 
This is absolutely insane and I value my mental health too much to subject myself to further utter stupidity 
because the court is simply afraid to recognized that they have punished and restrained the wrong parent 
for 2.5 years due to the exaggerated complaints of a woman with a diagnosis of a mood disorder that 
warps her perception and leaves her hyper-sensitive to every communication and every conflict mitigation 
strategy that I’ve tried. 
 
I’ve tried to be nice, I’ve tried to be assertive. I’ve threatened credible legal action. I’ve won a great many 
motions despite universal complaints about my lack of sanity. 
 

Again: 
 
Please pretty please with sugar on top: end this abuse of process and hold both Ms. Millner and 
Ms. Wallace accountable… PLEASE, AT LEAST THIS ONE TIME…. PRETTY PLEASE YOUR 
HONOR(S). 
 
The failures of the Mercer County Superior Court to manage this situation has become epic.  I am already 
at the point of considering simply abandoning the trial litigation because enough appealable issues and 
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violations of court rules have occurred that I truly believe that moving forward with trial is an absolute waste 
of time because the entire matter is likely to be remanded to another judge in the future and retried. 
 
While I would love to speak glowingly of my experience with this court.  I simply can not. You have abjectly 
failed my children, my wife and myself and this TRO is yet another example of the same.  I’ve repeatedly 
asked to be protected from this sort of abuse and brought evidence of the same to court. I haven’t seen my 
children in six months because my wife constantly changes the rules and procedures for executing 
visitation (de-facto sole physical custody without visitation). 
 
At this point, I do not care if the careers of the Plaintiff’s counsel and all the judges overseeing this matter 
are drastically affected as a result of the pure incompetence that has allowed to this unmitigated disaster to 
circle over my head for 2.5 years. 
 
I have already been contacted by Fathers & Families in Boston and I’ve been asked to allow them to 
share my story with legislators here in New Jersey and in Boston.  We may all be famous by 
sometime in 2013 if this craziness is not stopped. 
 

 
Yours Very Truly, 
 
Derek Syphrett   
CC: Ms. Milner via facsimile 
CC: ACJC 

  
P.S. Please find some related attachments to this fax following the receipt of this document: 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
 
1) 6/30/2010 Derek Syphrett’s (Defendant) first attempt to get a restraining for DV, Denied by Judge 

Hoffman in Hamilton, because he felt Plaintiff lived far enough away she was no threat (and likely 
because service would be difficult).  3 months later the Plaintiff alarmed and annoyed the Defendant by 
contacting his former employer and making fraudulent claims regarding the Defendants Post Marital 
Income (this issue is part of the FM trial). order and end communication with the Plaintiff 6/30/2010 

 
2) 8/18 CONNECTICUT RESTRAINING ORDER – WITH FALSE CLAIMS OF UNNAUNOUNCED VISIT.  

RESULTED IN PLAINTIFF AGREEING TO UNSUPERVISED VISITATION AFTER BEING ADVISED 
THAT SHE SHOULD ONLY DO SO IF SHE FELT DEFENDANT WAS A SAFE AND RELIABLE 
PARENT…. SHE CLEARLY IMPLICITLY BELIEVED SO BECAUSE SHE PROVIDED 
“UNSUPERVISED VISITATION” FOR OVER  A YEAR WITH NO ISSUES AT PICK-UP OR DROP 
OFF… SAVE A EMERGENT VISIT TO DOCTOR’S / ER OFFICE BY FATHER DUE TO HIS 
CONCERNS ABOUT PLAINTIFF’S LIES AND TRAUMA TO HIS SON – AS EXPLAINED BY HIS SON 
ON VIDEO. 

 
3) 8/17/2010 Connecticut Restraining Order filed by Plaintiff.  The relevant issues from this complaint 

were oddly included in the Plaintiff’s New Jersey Restraining order of 12/5/2012.  Notably, the Plaintiff 
has testified at trial in FM-11-97-11K that she did not believe that her restraining order would be 
granted, but that she used the restraining order as leverage to get a physical custody 
agreement in Connecticut and presumably thought she could avoid kidnapping charges (Defendant 
intends to file charges for kidnapping as the custody agreement contained no releases for the initial 
kidnapping). 

 
4) VIDEO EVIDENCE THAT SON CLAIMED THAT PLAINTIFF’S FAMILY WAS LYING TO THE SON 

AND DISOBEYING PSYCHOLOGICAL TREATMENT PLAN WITH REGARD TO 8/17 VIOLENT 
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INCIDENT.  Note: On / about 9/8/2011 Judge Fitzpatrick said she would order the Defendant to 
produce video evidence DURING HEARING AND ON THE RECORD… HER HONOR: NEVER HAS 
DONE THE SAME… a sign of incompetence (with all due respect). 

 
 

Notably: Plaintiff made claims that Defendant arrived at her residence unannounced in her sworn 
avadavat regarding the 8/17/2010 restraining order… these claims were later shown to be false and 
the Plaintiff has since testified to the same in FM-11-97-11K  

 
Notably in July of 2010 (Prior to Restraining Order): Defendant sent email(s) to the Plaintiff stating 
that his children were relocated (permanently to Connecticut against his will and he requested their 
return). The Plaintiff had no right to expect that the Defendant would not exercise his parental rights 
and retain his children in Connecticut given that there was no custody agreement. 

 
On or about 9/1/2010: Notably the Plaintiff agreed to provide Defendant with UNSUPERVISED 
VISITATION AFTER DISMISSING THE RESTRAINING ORDER.  Less than one-month later the 
Plaintiff retained Fox Rothschild and made unsupported claims that the Defendant was neglectful, 
abusive, and mentally ill.   
 
This is remarkably suspicious because the Plaintiff noted none of these concerns when agreeing to 
unsupervised visitation.  It is very suspicious that the Plaintiff would willfully grant unsupervised 
visitation to a man (Defendant), if she truly believed he was a threat to her, her children, and also 
mentally ill.  These claims lack any sense of credibility. 
 
NOTE: DEFENDANT ONLY SIGNED CUSTODY AGREEMENT (UNDER-DURESS) OUT OF 
CONCERNS THAT PLAINTIFF’S FAMILY AND THEIR VIOLENCE COULD HAVE RESULTED IN 
CHILDREN BEING PLACED IN A FOSTER HOME…. CUSTODY AGREEMENT SHOULD BE 
INVALIDATED DUE TO THE BAD-FAITH FILING / FALSE STATEMENTS IN CT RESTRAINING 
ORDER & THE USE OF A RESTRAINING ORDER TO CREATE NEGOTIATING LEVERAGE AFTER 
A KIDNAPPING FROM NEW JERSEY TO CONNECTICUT. 
 
ALSO NOTABLY:  Connecticut Department of Family and Children (DCF) investigated THE 
PLAINTIFF & FAMILY regarding issues that arouse on 8/17/2010. Notably, the DCF investigator 
noted that the Plaintiff DID NOT believe the Defendant (Mr. Syphrett) had exhibited erratic 
parenting during the marital period (page 6 of 12).   This is especially notable, because after the 
Plaintiff retained new counsel (J. Millner of Fox Rothschild) and filed her Pendente Lite Motion in New 
Jersey (about a month later) the Plaintiff contradicted her own earlier claims by stating that the 
Defendant was an erratic and dangerous parent (paraphrased). 
 

 
 

5) Hamilton: 8/26/2010 Criminal Complaints by State of New Jersey (arouse from same complaint 
filed with police by Defendant on 6/30/2010): State v. Margaret Wallace .  Notably the Defendant 
had attempted to file charges made with Police in June 2010 with the Hamilton court on multiple 
occasions but was unable to due to court hours and concerns that Plaintiff (who had kidnapped the 
children, would traumatize the children further through retaliation tactics. 
 
 Plaintiff called 9-1-1 as a means to intimidate and threaten the Defendant in June of 2010.   and 
immediately hung up and later admitted lying to 9-1-1 operator and blaming the call on her three-year-
old son Benjamin Syphrett.  This demonstrates the plaintiff’s lack of accountability for her actions.  She 
will project blame on anyone around her 
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6) Princeton: Criminal Complaints by State of New Jersey: State v. Margaret Wallace  – Harassment 
(Princeton). Despite receiving emails from the Defendant requesting that the Plaintiff (a) cease 
forwarding his mail and pay checks to Connecticut; (b) cease contacting Defendant’s former employer 
(InsiderScore.com); (c) contacting his doctors, the Plaintiff has admitted to continuing contacting the 
former employer and forwarding Defendant’s mail.  The Plaintiff was warned that such activity would 
result in criminal charges being filed, yet she remarkably expressed her surprise and her sense of 
feeling victimized by the same. 

 
7) LAWRENCE POLICE INCIDENT – PLAINTIFF AGREED TO CEASE DIRECT COMMUNICATION – 

SHE DID NOT.  SHE AGREED TO HAVE HER LAWYER HANDLE COMMUNICATIONS LAWYER 
REFUSED AND CLAIMED IGNORANCE TO POLICE INCIDENT REPORT 

 
8) EMAIL HISTORY RELATED TO PERIOD AROUND LAWRENCE POLICE INCIDENT AND 

PLAINTIFF’S AGREEMENT TO CEASE EMAIL COMMUNICATION. 
 
 

9) COPY OF CUSTODY AGREEMENT – THIS DOCUMENT IS THE  SOURCE OF MUCH OF THE 
NEGATIVE COMMUNICATION ISSUES AND THE LACK OF APPROPRIATE PARENTING TIME BY 
THE DEFENDANT. 

 
10) OTHER RELEVANT DOCUMENTS 

 
 
 

 
 

Importantly – These attachments indicate: 
 
The first claim of domestic violence was the Defendants… the first announcement of a desire for a TRO 
was also the Defendants (7/1/2010 – after fraudulent 9-1-1 call – via text to  Plaintiff). 
 
All of the Plaintiff’s claims and supposed parenting issues are a result of an extremely childish need to 
retaliate and seek revenge against the Defendant for rejecting her behavior during the marriage as a threat 
to him and his children.  The issues above are also probably linked to the Plaintiff’s admitted mental 
condition and a custody evaluation & psychiatric exam for the Plaintiff are likely needed as well as a 
parenting time monitor and / or guardian ad litem for visitation. 
 
Notably, after being in court and in New Jersey for two days the  Plaintiff raised NONE of these concerns at 
trial.  However the Plaintiff was recently ordered by Judge Fitzpatrick to pay for a psychiatric evaluation for 
the Defendant – who has no diagnosed mood disorders. 
 
I believe the Plaintiff to be so horrified by the potential that her husband will be able to expand his 
parenting role that she has filed this restraining order in a desparate attempt to achieve de-facto 
sole custody. Notably the Plaintiff has repeatedly motioned for  sole custody and been denied on 
multiple occasions.   The Plaintiff has motioned for attorney-in-fact and been denied repeatedly.  
Most remarkably the Plaintiff’s claims that the Defendant is mentally ill are refuted by the fact that 
the majority of the motions “won” in FM-11-97-11K… are in fact the Defendant’s!!! 
 
 




