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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
--------------------------------------------------------------x 
JACOB TEITELBAUM, individually and as 
father to CHILD A and CHILD B, 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
JUDA KATZ; CHAYA KATZ; JOEL 
TENNENBAUM; BLUMA TENNENBAUM; 
DAVID RUBENSTEIN; KIRYAS JOEL 
COMM. AMBULANCE CRP; ATTY. MARIA 
PETRIZIO; CHILDREN’S RIGHTS SOCIETY 
OF ORANGE COUNTY; ATTY. KIM 
PAVLOVIC; ATTY. JOHN FRANCIS X. 
BURKE; CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES 
OF ORANGE COUNTY; CHRISTINE 
BRUNET; ATTY. STEPHANIE BAZILEOR; 
JOHN DOES 1 THROUGH 95; JANE DOES 1 
THROUGH 20, 

Defendants. 
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MEMORANDUM DECISION 
 
12 CV 2858 (VB) 

--------------------------------------------------------------x 
 
Briccetti, J.: 

On April 12, 2013, plaintiff filed a “motion for protection,” in which he asks the Court to 

“protect plaintiff’s rights” by temporarily “allow[ing] Mr. Ben Friedman to continue this action 

without plaintiff’s involvement.”  The Court treats plaintiff’s request as a renewed motion to 

appoint Mr. Friedman as plaintiff’s “next friend.”  The motion is DENIED for the reasons stated 

in the Court’s April 2, 2013, memorandum decision (Doc. #166). 

In his motion, plaintiff also alleges that his “ability to access the court[,] despite 

numerous attempts, to communicate or make timely filings has been hampered.”  However, 

plaintiff fails to explain how, exactly, he has been prevented from communicating or filing with 

the Court, or by whom.  Similarly, plaintiff states – without elaboration – that he “wishes to 

continue this action, [but his] rights are continually violated and his access to court blocked and 
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is in need of protection.”  Again, plaintiff fails to identify what unnamed forces are violating his 

rights and/or prohibiting his access to the Court.  Therefore, the Court finds plaintiff is not 

entitled to any court-ordered “protection.”   

Finally, the Court reminds plaintiff that failure to comply with the various deadlines set 

forth in the Court’s order dated February 28, 2013 (Doc. #156), and memorandum decision dated 

April 2, 2013 (Doc. #166), may result in his case being dismissed for failure to prosecute 

pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 41(b). 

The Court certifies pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(3) that any appeal from this order  

would not be taken in good faith, and therefore in forma pauperis status is denied for the purpose 

of an appeal.  See Coppedge v United States, 369 U.S. 438, 444-45 (1962).       

Dated: April 17, 2013 
 White Plains, NY 
 

SO ORDERED: 
 

 
 
____________________________ 
Vincent L. Briccetti 
United States District Judge 
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