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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

JACOB TEITELBAUM, individually and as father to

7 .
CHILD A and CHILD B, CIVIL ACTION NO.

12-CV.2858
COMPLAINT

PLAINTIFF

»igainsts

JURY TRIAL
DEMANDED

TUDA KATZ; CHAYA KATZ: JOEL TENNENBAUM;
BLUMA TENNENBAUM; DAVID RUBENSTEIN;

KIRYAS JOBL COMM AMBULANCE CRP: DISTRICT
FAMILY COURT OF ORANGE COUNTY 9" JUDICIAL
DISTRICT; HON. ANDREW P. BIVONA: ATTY, MARIA
PETRIZIO; CHILDREN'S RIGHTS SOCIETY OF ORANGE
COUNTY; ATTY. KIM PAVLOVIC; ATTY JOHN FRANCIS
X. BURKE,; CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES OF ORANGE
COUNTY: DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES OF
ORANGE COUNTY: CHRISTINE BRUNET; ATTY.
STEPHANIE BAZILEOR; JOHN DOES 1| THROUGH 95;
JANE DOES 1 THROUGH 20,

DEFENDANTS

B e e e e e e e vy o A la L R W e A G e e e e A A N A WA e W T owe TR W

Plaintitf JACOB TEITELBAUM, appearing Pro Sc, by way of complaint against the

Defendants respectfully alleges as follows:
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NATURE OF COMPLAINT
1. Plaintift is a resident in a Hasidic, ultra-Orthodox, closely-knit community where it is

unheard of to go “outside of the cormununity” for most matters, and especially 1o repor a
member of the community to CPS for child abuse or neglect when both parents live
together. Foc some odd reasan, there was an exception in this case, and individuals in the
community both conspired with false allegations and went out of the community to
misinform Defendant CPS, all in an effort to take away the Plaintiff’s children. The cause
of this harassment and intimidaden from the community was the community’s
disagreernent with a religions campaign that the Plaintiff has been involved in. Those
individuals were not satisfied with taking the childeen away, but continued to intimidate
Plaintiff in many other ways. TFurthermore, these individuals have harassed and
intimidated Plaintiff's wife numerous times. In this manner, the community has
attempted to drive her to prevent Plaintift from participating io his religious campaign.

and even going so far as 1o foree her to try to have Plainift removed from their home,

2 The Plaintiff, after considering his financial limitations, his limited comprehension of and
ability 1o speak English, his limited knowledge of law, and his lack of political
connections, believed that ignoriag the situation would be the best option.

3, On or about August 2011, Plaintiff’s wife resumed living in peace with Plaintff,

discontinuing any and ail efforts to stop Plaintiff from his campaign. Subsequently,
Plaintiff’s wife once again became the target of bhoth the previcusly mentioned
individuals as well as Defendant DSS. In this light, Plaintiff notified through a motion

the Defendant Family Court, stating that it was getting obvious that DSS had interests in
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this matter othier than the well-being of the children. Shortly after those aforementioned
individuals and Defendant DSS stopped targeting Plaintiffs wife, they instead reswmed
their effort to convince her 1o join ther in their efforts against the Plaintiff by offering
her back her children if she would agree to separate from the Plaintiff, Defendant Family
court denied Plaintiff's request (o dismiss his attorney, who has refused Plaintiffs
requests for denying charges and is instead fully compliant with DSS, This has left the

Plaintitf with no other option than to scck remedy in this Court.
JURISDICTION AND VENUE

4, Plaintitf Iacob Teitelbaum, Child A, and Child B are residenis of the Town of Monroe,
County of Orange, Stats of New York.

5. Upon information and belief all of the above named Defendams are residents of or
conduct business in the County of Orange, State of New York,

6. This action is brought pugswant, but not limited to, Federal Question, 28 UJ.8.C. § 1331
for violations of the constitutional amendments, and state and federal statues and
pursuant the law.

7. This court also has judsdiction over this matter pursuant but not limited o, 42 U.S.C. §
1983, and § 1985.‘

8. Venue is a Southem district of the United States District Court of New York, since the
Events alleged herein happened in Orange County, New York. and Plaintiff as well as

defendants are residing or conducting business in Orange County, Now York.
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PARTIES IN THIS COMPLAINT

9. Plaintiff JACOB TEITELBAUM, is an individual over the age of 18 years, and is a
citizen of the United States of America residing at 20 Getzel Berger Boulevard, Unit 104,
Monroe, New York, 10930, Plaintiff is representing himself pro se, hereinafter referrcd
to as “Plaintift™,

&, Plaintiff Child “A”, represented by Plaintiff, iy an individual, a moinor child, and a
resident of the state of New York, hereinafter referred 1o as "Child "A™.

b.  Plaintiff Child “B”, represented by Plaintift. is an individual, a minor child, and a
resident of the state of New York, hereinafter referred to as “Child ‘'B™”,

10.  Dcfendant Juda Katz is a New York state resident tocated at 22 Hayes Court, Unit 201,
Kiryas Joel, New York. Defendant Juda Katz is the brother in law to Plaintiff’s wife and
wus once a foster parent to “Child *A™,

1.  Defendant Chaya Katz. is a New York State resident located at 22 Hayes Court, Unit 201,
Kiryas Joel, New York. Defendant Chaya Katz. s sister to Plaintiff's wife and was once 2
foster parent to "“Child "A'™".

12. Defendant Joel Tennenbaum is a New York state resident located al 16 Lizensk
Boulevard, Unit 102, Kiryas Joel, New York. Defendant Joel Tennenbaum 1s brother 1o
Plaintiff’s wile and foster parent to Plainiff’s children,

13, Defendant Bluma Tenvenbaum is a New York state resident located at 16 Lizensk
Boulevard, Unit 102, Kiryas Joel, New York. She is the wifc of Joel Tennenbaum, sisters

in-law to Plaintiff’s wife, and foster parent to Plaintiff's childeen,
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Defendant David Rubenstein is & New York state resident located at 4 Lamberg Ct., Unit
301, Kiryas Joel, New York. Defendant is a key member of Hatzalah, 2 volunteer
Emergency Medical Service (EMS).

Defendam Kiryas Joel Comm Ambulance Corp. of Kiryas Jocl, New York, upon
information and belief is u New York state non-profit orpanization that operates at times
interstate. Tts prisﬁary location 18 51 Forest Road, Village of Kirvas foel, New York.
Heretnafter, defendant will be referred to as “Hatzalah EMS”.

Defendant Orange County Family Court of the 9™ Judicial District is a New York
government catity located at 285 Main Street, Goshen, New York, 10924, This
Defendant acted shrough its agents Judge Andrew P. Bivona and court employees,
Orange County Family Court may be served a summons through the clerk of the Famity
Court Orange County, Elizabeth C. Holbrook, at her place of business located at 285
Main Street, Goshen, New York, 10924, Hereinafter, Defendant Orange County Family
Court will be referred to as “Family Court”™. The “Family Court” i3 sued for injunctive
relief only.

Defendant attorney Maria Petrizio acled as attorney for Plaintiff’s wife in the Pamily
Court Proceedings, Defendant attomey Petrizio may be served a summons at her primary
office, which is located at 210 Main Street, P.O. Box 328, Goshen, New York, 10924
Hereinafter, this Defendant will be reforred to as “Attorney Petrizio™,

Defendant Children's Rights Sociaty Inc., has its primary place of business located at 213
West Main S, P.O. Box 1002, Geshen, New York, 10924, This Defendant acted
through its agent Attorney Kim Pavlovic as the law guardian for Plaintiff's children. The

Defendant may be served a summons at their primary place of business, 213 West Main
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St., Goshen, New York, 10924. Hereinufter, Defendant will be referred to as “Attorney
Pavlovic™,

19, Defendant Attorney John Francis X. Burke bolds his primary office at 210 Main Street,
P.0O. Box 943, Goshen, New York, 10924, This Defendant acted as attarncy for Plaintiff
in the Family Court proceedings. Defendant Attorney Burke may be served a summons at
the location listed above. Hereinafter, this Defendant will be referred 10 as “Anorney
Burke”,

20.  Defendam Child Protective Services of Orange County, New York, is a New York
government entity located at 23 Haificld Lane, Goshen, New York, 10924, This
Defendant acted through its agents, including Christine Brunet, and may he sewedAa
summons at their primary place of business, which is 23 Hatficld Lane, Goshen, New
York, 10924, Hereinafter, this Defendant will be referrad to as *CPS"”. CPS is sued for

mpuneiive reliel only.

i

Defendant Department of Soctal Services of Oranpe County, New York is a New York
government entity located at Box Z, Quarry Road, Goshen, New York, 10924, This
Defendant acted through iis agent’s attorney Stephanie Bazileor and Social Caseworker
John or Jane Does. The Defendant may be served a surarnons at the Orange County Law
Departmant Family Law Division, which is located at 283 Main Strect, Goshen, New
York, 10924, Hercinafter, Defendant Department of Social Services of Qrange County,
N.Y., will be referred to as “Sociul Services” or “TISS", DDSS is sued for injunctive reliet
only.

22, Defendants John Doe 1 through 95 and Jane Doe 1 through 20 were at all times relevant

herein as part of the conspiracy against Plaintiff as of about March 2010 until now,
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Non Parties

23, Minam Teielbaum, the wife of Plaintiff, is a key non-party and is a subject of
proceedings of Defendant Family Court.  Hereinafter she will be referred to as
“Plaintiff's wife”,

24, Ben Friedman, « friend of Plaintiff, is a non-party who was witness to some of the cvents
described in the Statement of Facts,

25, Meir Tennenbaum is the father of Plaintiff’s wife,

26, Mrs, Tennenbaum is the mother of Plaintitf's wite.

27, Rabbi Dr. Price is the Plaintitfs psychiatrist.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

28 On or about March 2010, Plaintiff and his friend Mr. Ben Friedman got involved in a
religious campaign against forced divorces that had been taking place through the use of
illegal kidnapping in the community.

29, Upon information and belief, thereafter individuals in the community conspired to silence

this campaign,

30, Onorabout April 14"%, 2010, Defendant Chaya Katz arranged with Plaintiff's wife for the
Defendant’s children to visit Plaintiff’s home in order to make an exchange of personal

items. The exchange was to occur while the Plaintiff’s wifc was going to mikveh.
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31, Defendant Chaya Katz's children came to the house as previously arranged in order to
exchange the items.

32. Not suspecting anything, Plaintiff allowed Defendant Katz’s children into the house.

L2
2

Meanwhile, Plaintiff stepped outside the house with child *A’. Child ‘B’ was sleeping in

his crib and thus rermnained in the house with Defendant Katz’s children,

34 Defendant Katz’s children then abducted child ‘B* from his crib,

3s. Plaintiff re-entered the house ence Defendant Katz's children Teft and noticed that child
B’ wits missing frem his crb.

36, Plaintiff then realized that Defendant Katz's children had abducted child ‘B,

37 Plaintiff and his wife {once back from mikveh] tried reaching Defendants Juda and Chaya
Katz ry calling them on the phone, but were unsuccassful,

38, Plaingff and his wife then went to Defendants Juda and Chaya Katz’s home to get the
child back, and knocked at their door for about an hour,

39, Defendant Hatzalah EMS then arrived at Defendants Katzs’ home.

40.  Defendants Juda and Chaya Katz returned the child ‘B’ to Plaintiff and his wife.

41. On or about April 27, 2010, Plaintiff’s wife gave baby Tylenol to Child ‘B."
42, Soon thereafter, Plaintiff's wife found Child 'A’ playing with the open baby Tylenol
bottle.
43, Plaintiff’s wife then called Defendant Hatzalah EMS so that they might determine
whether Child “A' had ingested the Tylenol.

44, Defendant David Rubensiein from Hatzalah EMS armived at the home,
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43.  Defendant David Rubenstein saild he would take Child *A’ to the hospital for 2 checkup.
Plainziff's wife would accompany Detendant Rubenstein and Child ‘A’ to the hospital.

46. Defendant David Rubenstein asked Plaintiff’s wife to sign a consent (hat would allow
Defendant Rubenstein to keep Child ‘B’ at his apartment unti] the Plaintiffs wife
retwrned from the hospital the next day with Child “A.

47. Plaintiff's wife signed the consent for Defendant David Rubenstein.

48.  Once the consent was signed, Defendant Rubenstein had another EMS member take the
Child “B™ 1o his apartrnent,

49, Defendant David Rubenstein then abducted Plaintiff’s wife with an ambulance, taking
her and committing her to a mental instituiion,

30. Defendant David Rubenstein then gave Child *A” to Defendants Juda and Chaya Katz,

51 Defendant David Rubenstein did not inform Plaintiff of the abduction of Plaintiff's wife
or of her placement in the hospital.

32, Neither Defendant David Rubenstein nor Defendants Juda or Chaya Katz informed
Plaintiff or his wife of Child *A’s" whereabouts,

53, On abowt April 28" 2010, Defendant CPS confronted Plaintiff at his home.

&4, At that time, Defenduant CPS officially informed Plainiiff that they had removed his
children,

35, Defendant CPS served Plaintff with charges in the evening.

36. Defendunt CPS charged Plaintiff with Child Neglect,

37.  Plaintitf was charged without proper investigation.

S8. Plaintiff was charged without probable cause.

59. Defendant CPS removed the children withoat imminent danger,



Case 7:12-cv-02858-VB Document 28-2  Filed 07/20/12 Page 10 of 50

MAY-03-2012 14:24 LEGAL AID B50CIETY OF OC 846 294 2638 P.012

50, On or about May 3, 2010. Defendant Fumily Court assigned to Plaintift Defendant
attorney John F.X. Burke,

61.  Thereafter, Plaintiff asked Defendant attorney Burke to both deny the charges and prove
to the Defendant Fumily Court that the charges were tafse.

62, Defendant attorney Burke refused 1o fight for Pluintiff, ¢lairming he had received a deal
from IDSS.

63, Defendamt attorney Burke insisted that, because of his deal with D85S, Plaintiff must
plead guilty o the charges.

64,  Plaintif was recently informed that Defendant attomey Burke had entered consent to all
the charpes without a fact finding hearing.

65, On the other hand, Plaintiff's wife received an ACD for the same charges,
66.  Onorabout August 2010, throuph several phore calls made to the Plaintifls wife. people

in the community incited and obliped Plaintff’s wife to stop Plaintiff from completing

his religious carnpaigt.

67.  On or about September T, 2010, Defendant DSS returned the children to Plaintiff and

his wife,

10
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68.  On or about September 13%, 2010, Plaintiff performed 3 peaceful demonstration in

Kiryas Joel as part of his religious campaign.

69.  Onor about September 16", 2010, Child ‘B’ did not wake from his usnal daytime nap.

70. Plaintiff's wife called Defendant Hatzalah EMS.

71. Defendant Hatzaluh EMS ook Child *B* to Westchester Medical Center.

72, Thereafter, Defendant DSS removed the children from the Plaintiff's home once again.

73, According to a Court Qrder dated February 8%, 2012, a petition alleging a viplation of the
terms and conditions of the Order of Disposition [which had ordered that Plaintiff was to
secure his medication out of the children’s reach] was filed on October 25", 2010.

74, Defendant attorney Burke claims [in Feb 20127 that he does not have a copy of the
petition.

& According to the Court rranseript dared Jan 12”‘, 2011, the matter was scheduled for
trial on Jan 127, 2011,

b. According to the Court transcript dated Jan 12, 2011, petition was not read in
Defendant Family Court,

75, According to the Court transcript dated Jan 26", 2011, Defendant DS$ stated they had
not yet received the hospital records or the records from Defendant Hatzalah EMS
regarding the September 16™, 2010, incident with child ‘B’ {the subpoena wag served on
Januvary 21%, 20111,

78, Defendant attorney Burke told Plaintiff that in order to get his children back he would

need to admit that he failed to securs his medication. However, Plaintiff had never taken

11
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the medication. The medication bottle was unopened and contained within an uriopened
bag.

77. Meanwhile, Defendart Family Court adjoumed Plaintff’s wife’s trial to a later date of
March 190,

78.  Defendant Family Court stated that this situation was an accident and that Plaingtf's wife

could not be blamed for an accident.

79. On or about September 26", 2010, Meir Tennenbaum, Plaintiff's wife's father. visited
Plaintiff’s house.

0. Meir Tennenbaum then verbally harassed and crabaurassed Mr, Ben Friedman, who was
present at the Plaintiff’s house, for being involved in the religious campaign,

81, Meir Tennenbaum then harassed Plaintiff for having a friendly relationship with Mr. Ben
Friedman,

§2.  Meir Tennenbawn then ordered Plaintiff's wife 1o not allow Mr. Ben Fricdman into her
kouse anyrnore.

83 Since this thme, Plaintiff’s wife has resisted each time Plaintiff has wanted Mr. Ben
Friedman to visit their house.

84, Also since this time, Plaintift’s wife has blocked all calls fram anyone who is associated
with the religious campaign, cffectively preventing Plaintiff from receiving calls from

those involved with the campaign.

12
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On ar about October 2010, Defendant DSS agrsed to allow the Payos opsheren
celebration of Child ‘A’ to take place at Plaintiff’s home on October 117,

On or about October 9%, Defendant DSS informed Plaintiff that they were not sure about
allowing the celebration to take place at Plaintiff's home,

On or about Qctober 107, Defendant DSS informed Plaintiff that the celebration would
only be allowed to take place at the home of Meir Tennenbaum.

Defendant DSS gave no reason for the sudden change in required location.

On or about July 2011, Defendant DISS informed Plaintiff that the court had ordered
Plaintiff to leave his house every Friday for 1-%4 hours, during the time that his wife

would have visitation with the children, (Exhibi *A™)

On or about July 2011, Plaintitf’s psychiatrist. Rabbi Dr. Price, informed Plaintiff and his
wife that he saw no real necessity for Plaintiff teking the psychotropic medication that
had been prescribed to Plaintiff at an cariier time under the direction of the Plaintiff’s
family,

De, Price also informed Plaintiff that as long 45 he insisted on continuing the religions
campaign, Plaintiff would not get his children back.

Plaintifl’s wife disapreed with Dr. Price. insisting that Dr. Price tell Plaintiff that he must

rake medication,
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NY Rabbi Battles for Custody from Officials
FEAFOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE##*

RELIGIOUS DISAGREEMENTS ESCALATE INTO KIDNAPPINGS AND C'PS
INVOLVEMENT

(KIRYAS JOEL, NY)—Padwa Chipas Znis through a member of its group, Rabbi Jacob
Teitelbaum of Kiryas Joel, N'Y has recently [iled a complaint with the United States District
Court—Southemn District of New York—against a handful of defendants and co-defendants
following false allegations and claims of child neglect.

The result of these false claims led to the removal of Rabbi Teitetbaum’s children from his
residence where he lives with his wife. The defendants have gone as far as offering to Rabbi
Teiwclbaum’s wife to return the children to her if she agrees to separate from Rabbi
Teirclbaum. Having dealing with these ongoing issues for nearly two years, Teitelbanm is
emotionally end mentally drained, and is hoping to get some support for his fight.

This all began almost two years ago when Rabbi Teitelbaum and a friead got involved in a
religious campaign against forced divorces that were taking place in the community through
the use of itlegl kidnupping.

“The cause of the harassment and intimidation we received was based on religious
disagreemnents we had within our community,” said Padwa Chipas Znis. *““Those individuals
with whom we filed the complaint against weren’t merely satisfied with having Rabbi
Teitclbaum’s children taken away, but have continued to harass him an attempt to separate
him from his wife and evict him from his wife in an effort to stop our campaign.”

“English is not Rabbi Teitelbaum’s native language, and he doesn’t have the finances to hire
a big time lawver to help make this right,” said Padwa Chipas Znis. “His children and family
are bis life, and it has been an emotional hell dealing with this for almost two years, All he
wants is to get his family and his life back in order.”

For intormation on how you can get involved in taking action in helping Rabbi Teitelbaum to
get relief through this case, email HYPERLINK “mailtorinfo @padwachipasznis.com”
info@padwachipasznis.corn.  Below you will find a copy of the complaint. For more
information please visit our websile http:padwachipasznis.com/
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UNITED §TATES DISTRICT COURT

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

............................................... _— X

JACOB TEITELBAUM, individually and as father to

CHIL A and CHILD B, CIVIL ACTION NO.

12-CV-2858
COMPLAINT

PLAINTIFF

-against.

JURY TRIAL
DEMANDED

TUDA KATZ, CHAYA KATZ; JOEL TENNENBAUM;
BLUMA TENNENBAUM; DAVID RUBENSTEIN;

KIRYAS JOEL COMM AMBULANCE CRE; DISTRICT
FAMILY COURT OF ORANGE COUNTY 9" JUDICIAL
DISTRICT: HON, ANDREW P, BIVONA; ATTY. MARIA
PETREZIO: CHILDREN'S RIGHTS SOCIETY OF ORANGE
COUNTY: ATTY. KIM PAVLOVIC:; ATTY JOHN FRANCIS
X. BURKE: CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES OF ORANGE
COUNTY; DEPARTMENT OF SQCIAL SERVICES OF
ORANGE COUNTY; CHRISTINE BRUNET; ATTY.
STEPHANIE BAZILEOR: JOHN DOES | THROUGH 95;
TANE DOES 1 THROUGH 20),

DUEFENDANTS

Plaintiff JACOB TEITELBAUM, appearing Pro Se, by way of complaint against the

Defendants respectfully alleges as follows:
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NATURE OF COMPLAINT
1 Plaindff is a resident in a Hasidic, ultra-Orthodox. closely-knit community where it is

unheard of to go “outside of the cormmunity” for most matters, and cspecially to report a
member of the community to CPS for child abuse or neglect when both parents live
together, For some odd reason, there was an exception in this case, and individuals in the
community both conspired with [alse allegations and went out of the community 1o
misinform Defendant CPS, all in an effort o take away the Plaintiff’s children. The cauze
of this harassment and intimidation from the community was the community’s
disagreement with a religions campaign that the Plaintiff has becn involved in. Those
individuals were not satisfied with takin g the children away, but continued to intimidate
Plaintiff in many other ways. Furthermore. these individuals have harassed and
intimidated Plaintiff's wife numerous times. In this manner, the comumunity has
attemptedt (o deive her to prevent Plaintift fram participating in his retigious campaign,

and even going so far as 1o force her to try to have Plaintiff removed Frorm their home,

2, The Plaintiff, after considering his financial limitations, his limited comprehension of and
ability o speak English, his limited knowledge of law, and his lack of political
connections, believed that ignoring the siluation would be the hest option.

3. On or abowt August 2011, Plaintiff's wife resumed living in peace with Plaintiff,

discontinuing any and all efforts to stop Plaindff trom his campaign. Subsequently,
Plaintiff’s wife once again became the targel of both the previously mentionad
individuals as well as Defendunt DSS. Is this light, Plaintiff notified through a motion

the Defendant Family Court, stating that it was getting obvious that DSS had interests in
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this mater other than the well-being of the children. Shortly after those aforementioned
individuals and Defendant DSS stopped targeting Plaintiffs wife, they instead resumed
their effort to convince her to join them in their efforts against the Plaintiff by offering
her buck her children if she would agree to separate from the Plaintiff. Defendant Faraily
court denied Plaintiff's request to dismiss his attorney, who has refused Plaintiff's
requests for denying charges and is instead fully compliant with PSS, This has left the

Plaintiff with no other option than © seek remedy in this Court.

JTURISDICTION AND VENUE

4. Plaintiff Jacob Teitelbaumn, Child A, and Child B are residents of the Town of Monros,
County of Orange, State of New York,

3 Upon information and belief all of the above numed Defendants are residents of or
conduct business in the County of Qrange. State of New York.

6. This action is brought pursuant, but not limited to, Federal Question. 28 U.S.C. § 1331
for violations of the constitutional amendments, and state and federal stames and
pursuant the law,

7. This court also has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant but not limited to, 42 U.S.C. §

1983, and § 1983,

[«:5]

Venue is & Southern district of the United States Disuict Court of New York, gince the
Events alleged herein happened in Orange County, New York, and Plaintiff as well as

defendants are residing or conducting business in Orange County, New York.
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PARTIES IN THIS COMPLAINT

9. Plainuff JACOB TEITELBAUM, is sn individual over the age of 1B years. and i3 a
citizen of the United States of America residing at 20 Geteel Berger Boulevard, Unit 104,
Monroe, New York, 10950. Plaintiff is representing himself pro se, hereinafter referred
to ay “Plaintiff*,

3. Plaintiff Child “A”, represeated by Plaintiff, is an individual. a minor child, and a
resident of the state of New York, hereinafter referred to as “Child ‘A*".

b, Plaintiff Child “B”, represented by Plaintiff, is an individual, a minor child, and a
resident of the state of New York, hereinatter referved to us “Child ‘B,

10.  Defendant Juda Katz is a2 New York state resident located at 22 Hayes Court, Unit 201,
Kiryas Joel, New York. Defendant Juda Katz is the brother in law to PlaintifPs wifc and
was once a foster parent 1o “Child "A'™.

11, Defendant Chaya Katz is a New York State resident located at 22 Hayes Court, Unit 201,
Kiryas Joel, New York, Defendant Chaya Katz is sister to Plaintiff’s wife and was once a
foster paveut to “Child A",

12, Defendant Joel Tennenbaum is a New York state resident located at 16 Lizensk
Boulevard, Unit 102, Kiryas Joel, New York. Defendant Joel Tennenbsum is brother to
Flaintiff’s wife and foster parent (o Plaintiff's ¢children.

13, Decfendant Bluma Teonenbaum is a New York state resident located at 16 Lizensk
Boulevard, Unit 102, Kiryas Jocl, New York. She iy the wife of Joel Tennenbaum, sister-

in-law to Plaintiff*s wife, and fosier parent to Plaintiffs children.
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14, Defendant David Rubenstein is a New York state vesident lecated at 4 Lamberg Ct., Unit
301, Kiryas Joel, New York. Defendant is a key member of Hatzalah, a volunteer
Emergency Medical Service (EMS).

15.  Defendant Kiryas Joel Comm Ambulance Corp. of Kiryas Jocl, New York, upon
information and belief is a New York state non-profit organization that operates at tirnes
iterstate.  Its primary location is 31 Forest Road, Viltage of Kirvas Joel, New York.
Hereinafter, defendant will be refered 1o as “Hatzalah EMS”,

16.  Defendant Orange County Family Court of the 9" Judicial Distriet is a New York
government entity locatcd at 285 Main Street, Goshen, New York, 10924,  This
Defendant acted through ity agents Judge Andrew P. Bivona and court employecs,
Orange County Family Court may he served a summons through the clerk of the Family
Cowrt Orange County, Elizabeth C. Holbrook. at her place of business located at 283
Main Street, Goshen, New York, 10924, Hereinafter, Defendant Orange County Family
Court will be referred to as “Family Court”. The “Family Court” is sucd for injunctive
relief only.

17. Defendant atiorney Maria Petrizio acted as attorney for Plaintiff’s wife in the Family
Court Proceedings. Defendant attorney Petrizio may be served a summons at her primary
office. which is located at 210 Main Street, P.0). Box 328, Goshen, New York, 10024,
Hereinafter, this Defendant will be referred ta as “Attamey Perrizio™,

13. Defendant Children’s Rights Society Inc., has its primary place of business located at 213
West Main St.. P.O. Box 1002, Goshen, New Yok, }0924, This Defendant acted
through its agent Attorney Kim Pavlovic as the faw guardian for Plaintiff's children. The

Defendant may he served a summons at their primary place of business, 213 West Main
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St., Goshen, New York, 10924, Hereinafter, Defundant will be referred to as “Attorney
Paviovic™.

19, Delendant Attomey John Francis X, Burke holds his primary office at 210 Main Street,
P.O. Box 943, Goshen, New York, 10924, This Defendant acted as attorney For Plainiff
in the Family Court praceedings. Defendant Attorney Burke may be served a summons at
the location listed above. Hereinafter, this Defendant will be referred to s “Attomey
Burke”,

20, Defendant Child Protective Scrvices of Orange County, New York, i3 a New York
govemment entity located at 23 Hatfield Lane, Goshen, New York, 10924, This
Defendant acted through its agents, including Christine Brunet, and may be served a
summons at their primary place of business, which is 23 Hatfield Lane. Goshen, New
York, 10924, Hereinafter, this Defendant witl be referred to as “CPS™.  CPS is sued for
imjunctive retief only,

21 Defendunt Department of Social Services of Orange County, New York is a Now York
government entity Iocated at Box Z., Quarry Road, Goshen, New York, 10024, Thic
Defendant acted through its agent’s attorney Stephanie Bazileor and Social Caseworker
John or Jane Does, The Defendant may be served a summons at the Orange County Law
Depariment Family Law Divigion, which is located at 285 Main Street, Goshen, New
York, 10924, Hereinafter, Defendunt Department of Social Services of Orange County,
NY., will be referred 10 as “Social Services” or “DSS™. DSS is sued for injunctive retief
only.

22, Defendants John Doe 1 through 95 end Jane Doe 1 through 20 were at all times relevant

herein us part of the conspiracy against Plaintiff as of about March 2010 antil now.
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23, Miram Teitelbuum, the wife of Plaintff, is a key non-party and is a subject of

proceedings of Defendant FPamily Court.  Hereinafter she will be referred to as
“Plaingiff's wife"”,

24, Ben Friedinan, a friend of Plaintitf, is a non-party who wis witness to some of the svents
described in the Statement of Facts.

25, Meir Tennenbaum is the father of Plaintiff’s wife,

26, Mrs. Tennenbaum is the mother of Plaintiff’s wife.

27.  Rabbi Dr. Price is the Plaintiff's psychiatrist,

STATEMENT OF FACTS

28.  On or gbout March 2010, Plaintiff and his friend Mr. Ben Eriedrnan got involved in a
religious campaign against forced divorees that had been taking place through the use of
illegal kidnapping in the community.

29, Upon information and belicf, thercafter individuals in the comminity conspired to silence

this campaion,

30, Onorabout April 14™, 2010, Defendant Chaya Katz arranged with Plaintiff’s wife for the
Defendunt’s children to visit Plaintiff’s home in order to make an cxchange of personal

ftems. The exchange was to oceur while the Plaintiff's wife was going to mikveh,
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Defendant Chava Katz's chiidrcn came to the house as previously arranged in order to
exchange the itams.

Not suspeeting anything. Plaintiff allowed Defendant Katz's children into the house.
Meanwhile, Plaintiff stepped outside the house with child ‘A’ Child *B* was sleeping in
his crib and thus remained in the house with Defendant Katz's chiklren,

Defendant Katz's children then abducted child *B’ from his crib,

Plaintiff re-eniered the house once Defendant Katz's children left and noticed that child
‘B" was missing [rom his crib.

Plaintiff then realized that Defendant Katz's children had abducted child 'B."

Plaimtitf and his wife [once back from mikveh) tried reaching Defendants Juda and Chaya
Katz by calling them on the phone, but were unsuccessful.

Plaintiff and his wife then went to Defendants Juda and Chaya Katz's home to get the
child back, and knocked at their door for about an hour.

Defendant Hatzalah EMS then arrived at Defendants Katzs' home.

Defendants Juda and Chaya Katz returned the child *B’ to Pluintiff and his wife.

On or about April 27%, 2010, Plaintiff's wife gave baby Tylenol to Child 'B."

Soon thereafter, Plaintiff's wife found Child 'A* playing with the open baby Tylenal

botile.

Plaintiff's wife then called Defendant Hatzalah EMS so that they might determine
whether Child ‘A’ had ingested the Tylenol.

Defendant David Rubenstein from Hatzalah EMS arrived at the home.
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45, Defendant David Rubenstein said he would take Child *A’ to the hospital for a’'checkup.
Plaintiff's wife would accompany Defendant Rubenstein and Child ‘A’ 10 the hospirtal,

46.  Defendant David Rubenstein asked Plaintiff"s wife to sign a consent that would allow
Defendant Rubenstein to keep Child ‘B’ st his apartment until the Plaintiffs wife
returned from the hospital the next day with Child ‘A,

47. Plaintiff's wife signed the consent for Defendant David Rubenstein,

48, Once the consent was signed, Defendant Rubenstein had another EMS member take the
Child “B™ to his apartment.

49, Defendant David Rubenstein then abducted Plaintiff's wife with an ambulunce, taking
her and committing her to a mental institution.

50. Defendant David Rubenstein then gave Child *A’ to Defendants Juda and Chaya Karz.

51, Defendant David Rubenstein did not inform Plaintiff of the abduction of Plaintif{"s wife
or of her placement in the hospital.

52, Neither Defendant David Rubenstein nor Defendants Juda or Chaya Katz informed
Plaintiff or his wife of Child "A’s' whereabouts,

53. Onabout April 287, 2010, Defendant CPS confronted Plaintiff at his home.

54, Al that time, Defendant CP$ officially informed Plaintff that they had removed his
children,

33, Defendant CPS served Plaintiff with charges in the evening,

36, Defendant CPS charged Plaintiff with Child Neglect.

57, Plaintiff was charged without proper investigation.

38, Plaintiff was charged without probable cause.

59, Defendant CPS removed the children withoul imminent danger,



Case 7:12-cv-02858-VB Document 28-2  Filed 07/20/12 Page 24 of 50

MAY~02-~3012 14:27 LEGAL AID SOCIETY OF oC 845 294 2638 P.026

60. On or about May 5%, 2010, Defendant Family Court assigned to Plaintiff Defendant
attorney John F.X. Burke.

61.  Thereafter, Plaintif asked Defendant attorney Burke 1o both deny the charges and prove
to the Defendant Famity Court that the charges were false.

62.  Defendant attomey Burke refused to fight for Plaintift, claiming he had received a deal
from DS8.

03, Defendant attorney Burke insisted that, because of his deal with DSS, Plainiff must
plead guilty to the charges.

64, Plaintiff was recently informed that Defendant attorney Burke had entered consent to all
the charges without a fact tinding hearing,

65, On the other hand, Plaintiff's wife reccived an ACD for the same charges.
66. Onor about August 2010, through several phone calls made to the Plaintiff's wife, people

in the commuaity incited and obliged Plaintiff’s wife 1o stop Plaintff from completing

his religions campaign.

67, On or shout September 7%, 2010, Defendant DSS retumed the children to Plaintiff and

his wife.

10
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68.  On or about September 15%, 2010, Plaintiff performed a peaceful demonstration in

Kiryas Joel as part of his religious campaign.

69.  Onor about September 16", 2010, Child *B* did not wake from his usual daytime nap.

70.  Plaintift"s wife called Defendant Hatzalah EMS.

71, Defendant Hatzaluh EMS took Child ‘B’ to Westchester Medical Center.

72, Thereafter, Defendant DSS removed the children from the Plaintiff’s home once again,

73. According to a Court Order duted February 8%, 2012, a petition alleging a violation of the
terms and conditions of the Order of Disposition [which bad ordered that Plaintiff was to
secure his medication out of the children's reach] was filed on Qctober 25" 2010.

74, Defendant attorney Burke claims [in Feb 2012] that he does not have a copy of the
petition,

4. According to the Court transcript dated Jan 12, 2011, the matter was scheduled for
trial on Jan 12, 201 1.

b, According to the Court transcript dated Jan 12", 2011, potition was not read in
Defendant Family Court.

73 According to the Court transeript dated Jan 26%, 2011, Defendant D$SS$ stated they had
not yet received the hospital records or the records from Defendant Hatzalah EMS
regarding the September 16, 2010, incident with child *B” [the subpoena wus served on
January 215, 2011,

76, Defendant attorney Burke told Plaintiff that in order 10 get bis children back he would

need to admit that he failed to secure his medication. However, Plaintiff had never taken

11
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the medication. The medication bottle was unopened and contained within an unopened
bag.

Meanwhile, Defendant Family Court adjourned Plaintiff's wife's wial to a later date of
March 197,

Detendant Family Court stated that this situation was an accident and that Plaintiff's wife

could not be blamed for an accident,

On or about September 26", 2010, Meir Tenncnbaum, Plaintiff®s wife's father, visited
Plaintiff's house.

Meir Tennenbaum then verbally harassed and embarrassed Mr, Ben Friedman, who was
present at the Plaintiffs house, for being involved in the religious campaign,

Meir Tennenbaum then harassed Plaintiff for having a friendly relationship with Mr. Ben
Friedman,

Meir Tennenbautn then ordered Plaintiff’s wife to not allow Mr. Ben Friediman into her
house anymore,

Since this time, Plaintiff's wifc has resisted each time Plaintiff has wanted Mr Ben
Friedman to vigit their hoase,

Also since this ime, Plaintift’s wife has blocked all calls from anyone who is associatcd
with the religious campaign, ctfectively preventing Plaintiff from re¢eiving cg.lls from

those involved with the campaign,

12
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85.  On or ubour Qctober 2010, Defendant DS$ agreed to allow the Payos opsheren
celebration of Child *A* to take place at Plaintiff's home on Qctober 11,

86, On or about October 9™, Defendant DSS informed Plaintiff that they were not sure about
allowing the celebration to take place at Plaindff's home,

87. On or about October 10, Defendant DSS informed Plaintiff that the celebration would
only be allowed to take place at the home of Meir Tennenbaum.

88. Defendunt DSS gave no reason for the sudden change in required location.

89. On or about July 2011, Defendant DSS informed Plaintff that the court had ordered
Plaintiff to leave his house every Friday for 1-¥4 hours, during the time that his wife

would have visitation with the children, (Exhibit *AD)

50.  On or about July 2011, Plaintift’s psychiatrist, Rabbi Dz, Price, informed Plaintiff and his
wife that he saw no real necessity for Plaintiff taking the psychotropic medication that
had been prescribed to Plaintiff at an earlier time under the direction of the Plaintiff's
family.

91.  Dr. Price also informed Plaintiff that as long as he insisted on continuing the religions
campaign, Plaintiff would not get his children back.

92.  Plaintiff’s wife disagreed with Dr. Price, insisting that Dr. Price tell Plainiff that he must

take medication.

13
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93. Plaintff's wife's request was an offort to stop Plaintiff from his religious campaign
through the use of medication. This tactic is a common one used in the Hasidic ulra-
Orthodox community in order to gain control over someone, and was in fact the tactic
that had resulted in the prescribing of the psychotropic medication to Plaintiff in the tirst

place,

94, On or about July 18", 2011, Defendant David Rubenstein, in conjunction with other
Hatzalah EMS mentbers, organized the abduction of the Plaintiff, forcing him into a
mentaf institation (Bellevue Hospital Center).

95, On or about July 19™ 2011, Plaintifl was signed out of the hospital and retumied to
Kiryas Joe! through the assistance of his friend Mz, Ben Friedman.

96.  Bellevue Hospital released Plaintiff only on the condition that Plaintiff would not return
10 his own home.

97.  Once Plaintiff rewrned to Kiryas Joel, Defendant Rubenstein and other Hatzalah
members chased Plaintiff in the street, attempting to abduct him again.

98.  Plaintiff then took cover by fleeing in a friend’s car to his friend Ben Fricdman's house.

99.  Defendant Rubenstein and other Hatzalah EMS mermbers continued to chase Plaintiff to
said house.

100.  Defendant Rubenstein attempted to open the door of the bouse without asking permission

to enier,

14
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When he was denied entry, Defendant Rubenstein intruded through the window,
threatening that he would kidnap both Plaintilf’s fricnd and Plaimiff if Ben Fricdman
woald not open the door for Defendant Hatzalah EMS immediately.

Plaintiff's friend immediately cailed the N.Y. State Police.

N.Y. State Polics arrived and did not allow Defendant Rubenstein or other Hatzalah EMS
members to abduct or institutionalize Plaintiff.

Defendant Rubenstein and the other Hatzalah EMS members then left the scene.

Plaintiff then went to Arden Hill Hospital 1o be evaluated in order to prove that the
allegations Defendant Hatzalah EMS were making against Plaintitf were false,

On or about July 19" 2011, Arden Hil! Hospital confirmed that there was no reason to
institutionalize Plaintiff,

Arden Hill Hospita] released Plaintiff on the condition that Plaindff would not return 1o
his own home,

Plaintiff then retumned to his home.

Plaintiff's wile then called Defendant Hatzalah EMS, asking them to remove Plaintiff
from the home and to return him to 4 mental institution.

Defendant Hatzalah EMS did not respond to het cequest,

Plaintiff's wife then called the N.Y. State Police, asking them to remove Plaintiff from
the home,

N.Y. State Police informed Plaintiff's wife that they could not remove Plaintiff, and

advised her that she conld only have him removed through the family court svstem.

15
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113, On or about July 2011, individuals in the community contact Plaintiff's wife again via
telephone, attempting (o incite her to separate from Plaintiff by moving out of the homs
into another apurtment of her own, However, Plaintiff's wife refused.

114, Acting under the instructions of certauin individuals within the community, Plaintiff's wife
scized Plaintiff's Shabbas clothing,

115, Plaintff firmly demanded that his wife returm the clothing.

116, On or about Aungust 2011, Plainiiff’s wife demanded that those individuals in the
community who posscssed Plaintift’s clothes must return the clothing to her. Once she
received the clothing, she then gave the clothing back to her husband and resumed living

in peace with Plaintiff,

117, On or about Augnst 2011, through more telephone calls to Plaimiff s wife, individuals in
the conununity threatened to abduct Plaintiff's wife and to force her into a mental
institution because she had resumed living in peace with Plaintiff rather than atternpting
to deter Plaintiff from his religious campaign,

118 On or about September 8%, 2011, this threat was carried oul, Defendant Hatzalah EMS
zbducted Plaintiff's wife from the street cutside her home and forced her into a mental
hospital (IN.Y. Presbyterian, Westchester County).

116, Defendant Hatzalah EMS did not inform Plaintiff of abduction.

120.  Defendant Hatzalah EMS [or the family] instructed the admitting hospital to not listen to

Plaintiff or his agents whatsoever,

i6
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Plaintitt's wife was thus institutionalized for about two and a half weeks, lasting until Tate
September 201 1.

On or about September 12, 2011, Plantiff's wife called her mother Mys, Tennenbawm to
ask her why her mother had participated in said abduction.

Plaintiff’s wife's father, Rabbi Meir Tennenbaum, interrupted the phone coaversation.
hysterically proclaiming that the Plaintiff's wife .. deserved it, because six weeks ago
you told me that your husband is the problem, and now you are in peace with him and

M, Friedman, I'm not afrmid of vour husband or Mr, Friedman.”

On or about October 6%, 2011, after Plaintiff’s wife had been released from the mental
institution, Plaintiff’s wife's parents -Meir and Mrs, Temenbaum - had another heated
discussion with Plaintiff's wife. During the conversation, they expressed their anger
about her living in peace with Plaintiff as well as the fact that she was no longer trying to
deter Plaintiff from his religious campaign.

Plaintiff's wife’s purents then sent Defendant Hatzalah EMS to Plaintiff's home with the
goal of once again abducting Plaintitf™s wife and foreing her into a mental institution.
Plaintiff’s wife then called the N Y. state police,

Defendant Hatzalah EMS took Plaintitf's wife to Qrange County Horton Medical Center,
who released her the very same day once the Plaintiff contacted them to say that his wife

was fing.

17
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128, On or about October 21, 2011, Defendant DSS did not allow Plaintifl’s children to visit
Plaintiff in the men's section of the synagogue for Simchas Torah dancing with their
father ag all childeen do.

129, Defendant DSS then fought with Plaintiff's wife for having allowed the childeen to po
into the men’s section with Plaintiff-for a meve few minutes.

130.  Since that incident, Defendant DSS has prevented visitations from gceurring at the

Plaintiff"s home; rather, visitations must accur at the office of DS,

131, On or about November 4% 2011, Defendant DSS shortened the length of Plaintiff's
wife's scheduled visitation with her children without waming or explanation. When
Plaintiff"'s wifc inquired as 1o why the visitation was shortened and ri ghtfully requested
that she be granted the full agreed scheduled time, she was foreefully committed iato
Orange Regional Medical Center. Defendant DSS's justification for this action was that
the Plaintiff's wife was “irritated.”

132, In this case. Defendant DSS had hospitalized Plaintiff’s wife on the cve of a weekend
when no resident psychiatist was these, requiring the hospital to keep her at the hospital
until & doctor would be able to discharge her on Monday after verifying that there was no

reason that she must stay there.

133, On or about Dec 27", 201}, Plaintiff filed a motion with Defendant Family Court to stop

Defendant DSS's politically motivated actions,

18
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134, Plaintiff asked Defendant Family Court to make a determination through a fact finding
hearing that the underlying involverment of the Defendant DSS in this matter was based
ont politeal reasons,

135 Plaintiff stated that Plaintiff's wife was now being targeted by the Defendant DSS,
Defendant Hatzalah EMS, and those in the community in en effort to stop Plaintiff from
his rcligious campaign, By saying this, Plaintiff alleged that this clearly demonstrated
that Defendant DSS's actions were politically motivated,

136, On or about January 3" 2012, Defendant attorney Maria Petrizio called Plaintiff's wife
and stated that Plaintiff woufd never get custody of the children because:

a, Plaintiff had filed a motion:
b, Plaintiff had a friendly relationship with Mr, Ben Friedman; and
¢ Plainnil had not cooperated with Delendunt attormney Buike.

i37. Defendant attorney Petrizio also stated that should the subject of the Plaintiff’s motion be
raised in court the next day, then Plaintiff would have to say in coust that he did not file
this tmoton.

138, Defendant attorncy Petrizio also stated that Plaintiff's wife must choose botween either

separating from Plaintiff or giving up the right to hev children forever.

139.  On or abour January 4", 2012, Defendant DSS dropped the motion against Plaintiff's
wife,
140.  Plaintiff had attempted to obtain a transcript of the record of the cour appearance for

January 4% 2012,

12
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141 Plaintiff was informed by Defendant Family Court that there was no record for any

appearances on that day.

142 On or about January 4™, 2012, while in the Court building, Defendant attorney Petrizio
suggested to Plaintiff's wite that she ignore and abandon Plaintiff because he had filed
the above mentioned motion,

143, Defendant atiorney Petrizio then demanded to know what Plaintiff’s wifc had chosen of
the two options she had been given during the previous day's conversation; whether

Plaintiff"s wife would separate from Plaintiff or give up her right (o her own children,

144, On or about Jenuary 9%, 2012, Defendant attorney Kim Pavlovic propesed in Couwrt that
the children be returned to Plaintiff's wife on the condition that Plaintiff would be evictsd
from the home.

145, Defendant attorney Pavlovic stated that the major issue that would prevent the return of
the chﬂdren was the Plaintiff and that the Plaintiff's wife had been complying all along.
Defendant attorney Paviovic also stated that only by evicting the Plaintiff could the
siteation be helped

146, Defendant attorney Burke did not objeet.

147, Defendant DSS did not object to Defendant attorney Pavlovie's proposal to return the
children to Plaintiff's wifc on the condition that Plaintiff was evicted from his home,

148, Defendant Family Court agreed and affirmed all of this,

20
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149, As seen on the transcript, Defendant Family Court stated the following to the Plaintiff:
"You must realize that apparently the difficulty lies with you, unless you are more
amenable to the rceommendations of the Department of Social Services. You Xnow,
there's an old saying. If you go along, you get along. Sometimes it's easier to comply
with the requests of the Department of Sociul Services than it is to buck up against them,
Do you understand what I mean?”

150, As seen on the transcript, Defendant Family Court then stated to Defendant DSS: “In the
meantime I expect sorcething © be done,” In this case. Defendant Family Coust was

binting that DSS should be keeping pressure on the Plainsiff,

131, After the Court session, Defendang attormeys Petrizio and Burke demanded that Plaintiff
leave his home immediately and for good.

152, Defendant attomey Petrizio stated again to Plainifl's wife thas she would lose the
children forever if she would not comply with (heir request 10 eviel Plaintiff from the
home.

153, On or about January 20™, 2012, Defendant attorney Petrizio called Plaintiffs wife o
insist that she file a motion that would cvict Plaintiff from the heme for several months,
Defendant attorney Petrizio said that this action would result in Plaintiff's wife getting
the children back, und also stated again that Plaintiff's wife would lose her children
forever if she did not file it. Defondant attorney Petrizio very strongly pressured

Plaintiff's wife 1o file this motion,

21
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154, Thereafter, Plaintiff sent a letter to Defendant Family Court informing the Court of the
intimidation his wife was experiencing. The letier also asked why this was happening.

135, On or about January 26, 2012, Defendant attorney Petrizio called Plaintiff's wifs and
asked what she had decided to do ubout evicting Plaintitf. In response, Plaintiff's wifs
said that she needed Plaintiff, especially if the kids were at home, and that it would be
detrimental to her and to the well being of the children if the Plaintiff was not at home,

156, Defendant Anorney Petrizio continued to insist that Plaintiff's wifc file a request to evict
Plaintiff because the Defendant Family Court had already made up its mind not 1o return
the children to Plaintift. Defendant Attomey Petzizio also stated that the Couct would not
change its mind,

137, Thereafter, Defendant Attorney Mariz Petrizio sent a letter to Plaintiff’s wife dated
February 9™, 2012, reiterating her previous warning that Plaintiff”s wifc should separate
from Plaintitf to facilitate having the children returned to her custody. The letter further
stated that it Plaintiff’s wife decided to remain with Plaintiff, her parental rights could be
terminated: that she would no longer be the lepal pacent of her own children and thar the

children could potentially be adopted by another party. (Exhibit ‘B')

158.  Plaintiff's first motion filed on or about December 27%, 2011, was returnable for J anuary
17", 2012,

159, As of Jannary 17", 2012, nane of the Defendants had reptied to the motion.

1680.  There is no document reflecting any written request for an extension to reply to this

motion,
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161, There is no record of any verbal request for an extension to reply to this motion,

162, On or about February 3", 2012, Plaintiff received a reply to his motion from Defendant
DSS dated Fanuary 19", 2012.

163.  Plaintiff immediatcly wrote to Defendant Family Court asking if he could still reply to
Defendant DSS's reply, as their reply was dated after the deadline had passed.

164, Defendant Family Court did not answer Plaintiff’s question,

165. On or about February 10%, 2012, Plaintiff received Defendant Family Court's decision
dated February 8", 2012,

166.  Defendant Family Court denied Plaintiff's motion, reasoning that it was frivolous.

167. On or about January 17", 2012, Plaintiff filed a 2™ rnotion requesting  writen
clarification from Defendant DSS as o whether or not they wanted him to stop his
involvement in the religious campaign for the interest of his children. Plaintiff also asked
that, shoutd Defendant DSS have no issue with his religious campaign, Defendant DSS
give Plaintiff a written notification identifying the charges against him and explaining
what Plaintiff would need to do in order to be compliant with those charges. This request
wus made with the ultimate goal of getting the childeen back.

168, On or about February 3, 2012, Plaintiff received the Defendant DSS's opposition papers
for Plaintiffs 2™ motion.

169.  Defendant DSS did not mention what requircmenis would need 1o be met in order for

Plaintiff to get his children back,
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On or about February 7%, 2012. Plaintiff replied to Defendant DSS's opposition papers to
Plaintiff’s 2*! motion, Pleintiff again requested an cxplanation of what the charges
against him were and how he could comply with them. He ulso asked, again, about
whether Defendant DSS required him to stop his invalvement in the religious campaign.

th

On or about February 107, 2012, Plaintiff received Defendant Court’s decision in
response 1o Plaintiff's 2™ motion dated February 8™, 2012.

Defendant Family Cowrt stated that it would be advancing this motion and would render
its decision immediately, ulthough it was returnable by February 23rd, 2012,

Defendant Family Court further stated that Defendant DSS acted only to protect the
children.

Defendant Family Court denied Plaintiff's 2" motion, reasoning that it was frivolous.

Defendant Family Court failed o explain why Defendant DSS would not provide

Plaintiff with whal they required of him to comply with in order to get back the children.

On or about Dee 27", 2011, Plaintiff wrote to Defendant Family Court, dismissing the
Court-assigmed Defendant attormey Burke,

On or about January 3%, 2012, Plaintiff wrote to Defendant Family Court cequesting an
interpreter.

Plaintiff informed the Defendant Family Court that his case was not being properly
communicated to the Court through Defendunt attorney Burke, and requested that an

interpreter be atlowed (o help him present his side pro se.

24



Case 7:12-cv-02858-VB Document 28-2  Filed 07/20/12 Page 39 of 50

MAY-02-2012

130,

181,

183,

184,

186.

i87.

188,

189.

14:30 LEGAL AID SOCIETY OF OC B46 294 2638 P.041

O or about January 8®, 20172, Defendant Family Court ordered that Defendant attorney
Burke again represent Plaintiff,

Thereafter Plaintiff wrote once again to Defendant Family Cours, unequivocally
dismissing his attorney,

On or about January 17", 2012, Plaintiff filed a 3" morion that the Court should relieve
Plaintiff's attorney, allowing Plaintiff to proceed Pro Se.

On or about February 10", 2012, Plaintiff received Defendant Family Court’s decision to
Plaintitt’s 3" motion dated Febraary 8%, 2012,

Defendant Family Court denied Plaintiff's motion to proceed Pro S¢.

Defendant Family Court further divected Plaintiff not to send correspondence direetly to

the Court, and that Plaintiff may only communicate with the Court through his atcorney.

On or about January 25", 2012, Defendant DS$ filed a petition to terminate parental
rights for Plaintiff and his wife based on mental illness.

Defendant DSS brought new claims of mental liness against Plaintiff,

O or about February 3%, 2042, Plaintiff received Defendant DSS's motion dated J anuary
25", 2012, which stated that Plaintiff and his wife must be evaluated for mental illness.
On or about February 7%, 2012, Plaintiff filed opposition papers against both the
Defendant DSS’s motion for mental evaluation and their petition,

On ot about February 17%, 2012, at the Defendant Family Court hearing, on this matter,

Defendant attorney Burke did not object to the motion for mental evaluation,
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190, Defendant Family Court ordered that both Plaintiff and his wife must have a mental

evatuation.

191, On or sbout January 25" 2012, during a scheduled visitation at Plaintiff's home.
Defendant DSS's supervisor Mr. James screamed lovdly and angrily at Plaintiff in the
presence of Plaintiff*s children,

192, Plaintiff’s children became terrified and cried.

193, Thereafter, Plaintiff immediately wrote to Defendant Family Court about the visitation
incident.

194, Plaintiff alieg;:d that Defendant DSS was secking to justify their new plan to return the
children to only Plaintiff’s wife [and not the Plaintiff] by creuting a new theory that it
would be harmful to the children for the Piuintiff to remain in the house,

195, Plaimtiff also wrote to Defendant DSS about the incident.

196.  Defendant DSS chunged the Plaintiff's visitation supervisor.

197, Plaintiff is not currently having visitation because of the difficulties presented sinee this
incident, as it regards his children.

198, Plaintiff is afraid a set up is being planned against him by Defendant DSS.

199, On or agbout July 1™, 2011, Defendant attorney Burke requested un interpreter on
Plaintiff’s behalf.

300, Defendant Family Court denied the request.
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201, On or about January 3%, 2012, Plaintiff wrote to Defendant. Family Court, again
requesting an inteepreter,

202, Plaintiff does not fully understand the English Janguage, nor does he know how to
properly speak the English language.

203, Despite these facts, Defendant Family Court did not grant an interpreter to the Plaintiff,

204, On or sbout January 2011, Plaintff’s children ‘A’ and "B’ were moved and began o
reside at Defendants Jocl and Biuma Tennenbaum's house.

205.  Thereafter, Plaintitt child ‘A’ began to call Plaintiff's wife [their mother] as “Mrs,
Teitelbaam™ and not “mommy,”

206, Instcad, Plaintiff child *A” called Defendant Bluma Tennenbaum “mommy,”

207, Plaintiff child ‘A’ since claims that Plaintiff is not his father.

208, Plaintiff child ‘A" since claims that his family name is not Teitclbaum.

209, Instead, Plajariff child ‘A’ claims that his family name is Tenncnbaum,

210, Plaindff child "A’ resists getting in the car to attend visitation with his tue maother,
Plaintiff's wifc,

211, Plaintff clild ‘A° constantly‘ﬁ ghts with Plaintiff during visitations. rebelling against any
request made by Plaintiff and overall refusing to be friendly or to enjoy the visit.

212, On or about October 2011, Plaintiff and his wife found 2 family in the community who
were willing and able to foster Plaintiff's children.

213, Thereafter, vpon information and belief, Defendants Joel and Bluma Tennenbaum

discouraged suid family trom fostering Plaintiff’s children.
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214, Defendant Jocl Tennenbaum claimed G-d punished Plaintiff by removing his children

because of Plaintiff's involvement in the religious campaign.

215 Upon information and belief, Defendant DSS and certain individuals in the community
involved in the matter agreed to return Plaintiff's children o Plaintiff and stop alf
intimidation and uccusation if Pluintiff would willingly stop his religious campaign
against forced divorees,

216.  However, it is the Plaintiff's belief that it is his religious obligation, as someone who
obeys the wue Torsh teachings and principles. to continue with his peaceful religious
campaign. Jewish history is full of events where certain people have tried to change
fundamemal principles of the Torah and others have fought against that change. It is also
documented that those people who have fought against changing the true principles of the
Torah have met much resistance.

217, Our sages have foretold that before the redemption of exiles and the coming of the
Messiah. there will be very strong movements to overthrow and reform the true teachings
of and adherence to the Torah, Through this foretelling, we were forewarned to fight and
resist such changes, Plaintiff is trying to uphold the true teachings of the Torah and
believes that the opposition and intimidation he and his wife are facing are a fulfillment

of this foretelling,
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THE ABOVE CAPTIONED PLAINTIFF does. herewith, set forth as his Causes of
Action the following claims, 1o wis;

CAUSES OF ACTION

COUNT ONE
DEFENDANT'S VIOLATION OF THE PLAINTIFF’S CIVIL RIGHTS PURSUANT
TO 42 1).8.C. § 1983,
218, Plaintiff repeats and reaftinms each and every allegation contained in paragraphs |
through 217, above, as it fully sets forth hersin,

219.  Defendants Kiryas Joel Community Ambulance Corp., Family Court of Orange County,
Hon. Andrew P. Bivona, Child Protective Services of Orange County, Orange County
Department of Social Services, Dravid Rubenstein, Atty. Kim Pavlovie, Christine Brunet,
Ay, Stephanic Bazileot, Atty, John F.X, Burke, Atty. Marta Petrizio, John Does 1 - 95,
and Jane Docs 1 - 20, in their capacities as State run entities and/or agents of the State of
New York or the various political subdivisions contained therein, and acting under the
Color of Law, did, both individually and in cooperation with one another, deprive the
Plaintiff of his Constitutional Rights pursuant to 42 USC $1983 by and through the 14"
Amendment to the United State Constitution.

2]
2
o

The various defendants, acting jointly and severally, in violation of the Plaintiff's Civit
Rights did deprive him of his freedom. without affording him Due Process under the law,
al various umes since, on or about April 14, 2010 continuing at this time in that they,
without cause, facilitate and ia fact confine the Plaintiff to Bellevue Hospital Center,
contrary to the Plaintif€s rights and interests.

221, Defendants, acting jointly and severally, did deprive the Plaintiff of his unenumerated
Caonstitutional Right to raise his children in a manner that he deems proper and in his
children’s best interests in that they sought to and have deprived the Plaintiff of custody
and reasonable and unfettered access to his children.

222, The Defendants, in cooperation with religious interests, deprived the Pluintiff of his
Constitutional Rights for reasons that are based in the tenants of the religious commumty
prevalent in the ares sad contracy 1o the intergsts of the Pluintiff.

COUNT TWOC
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DEFENDANT’S VIOLATION OF THE PLAINTIFF'S RIGHTS PURSUANT TO 42
U.5.C. 1985 ACTED IN CONCERT TO DEPRIVE THE PLAINTIFF OF HIS
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS,

T2
[\ ]
ke

Plaintiff repeats and reaffirrms each and cvery allegation contained in paragraphs 1
through 222, above, as it fully sets forth herein,

224, Defendams Kiryas Jocl Community Ambulance Corp,, Family Court of Orange County,
Hon. Andrew P. Bivona, Child Protective Scrvices of Otange County, Orange County
Department of Sccial Services, David Rubenstein, Atty. Kim Pavlovie, Christine Brunet,
Atty. Stephunte Bazileor, Atty. John F.X. Burke, Atty, Maria Petrizio, John Does 1 ~ 93,
and Janc Docs 1 - 20, in their capacities as State run entitics and/or agents of the State of
New York or the various political subdivisions contained therein, and acting under Color
of Law, did, both individually and in cooperation with one another, deprive the Plaintiff
of his Constitational Rights pursuant to 42 USC §1985.

P
[
LA

The Defendants acted in concert to facilitate the depravation of the Defendant’s
Constitutional Right to his {resdom by acting 1o place him, on or about July 18, 2011 in
Bellevue Hospital Center. a secure mentul facility, thereby depriving the Plaintiff of his
personal frecdom,

226. The Defendants acted in concert to deprive the Plaintff of his unenumerated
Constitational Right to raise his children in a manner that he sees fit and, further, have
continued o deny him custody and reasonable, unfetiered access to bis children,

227.  The Defendants, in cooperation with religious interests, deprived the Plaintiff of his
Constitutional Rights for reasons that arc based in the tenants of the religious community
prevalent in the area and contrary to the interests of the Plaintiff.

COUNT THREE

THE DEFENDANTS HAVE CAUSED THE NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF
EMOTIONAL DISTRESS ON THE DEFENDANT BY VIRTUE OF THEIR TORTUOUS
ACTS TO THE DETRIMENT OF THE PLAINTIFF,

228, Plaintiff repeats and reaffirms each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1
through 228, above, as it fully sets forth herein.

229 Defendants Kiryas Joel Community Ambualance Corp., Family Court of Orange County,
Hon. Andrew P, Bivona, Child Protective Services of Orange County, Orange County
Depurtment of Social Services, David Rubenstein, Atty. Kim Pavlovie, Christine Brunet,
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Afty. Swephanie Bazileor, Atty. John F.X. Burke, Atty, Matia Petrizio, John Does 1 — 93,
and Jane Does 1 20, in their capacitics as State run entities and/or agents of the State of
New York and acting under the Color of Law, or the various political subdivisions
contained therefn, did, both individually and in cooperation with one another, will wiliful
disregard for the Plaintiff’s and the Plaintiff's family’s well being negligently acted in a
mannet designed to inflict emotional distress on the Pluintiff and to cause hirn harm (o his
spiritual, emotional, and physical well being.

230, The Defendants negligently inflicted emotional distress on the Plaintiff to further the ends
of certain of the Defendants to remove the children of the Plaintff from the custedy and
care of the Plaintiff and his wifs,

231, The Defendants acted in concert to force a separation and potential divoree on the
Plaintiff and his wife by offering to reunite the Plaintiff's wife with the children in
exchange for her separating from and divorcing the Plaintiff. The negligent actions of the
Defendants cause the Plaintiff to suffer cmotional distress.

&
L)
[au]

The Plaintiff continues to be separated from his family because of the negligent actions aof
the Defendants and continues to suffer ongoing emotional distress.

COUNT FOUR

BASED ON THEIR UNIQUE POSITION OF HAVING A FAMILIAL RELATIONSHIP
WITH THE PLAINTIFF THE DEFENDANTS BY VIRTUE OF THEIR TORTUQUS
ACTIONS INTENTIONALLY INFLICTED EMOTIONAL DISTRESS ON THE
PLAINTIFF.

g
Tt
(3]

Defendant’s Juda Katz, Chaya Katz, Yoel Tennanbaum, and Bluma Tennanbaum, by
virtue of their famnilial relationship to the Plaintiff conspired with one another to facilitate
their own goals to separate the Plaintiff and his wife and children and in doing so
Intentionally Inflicted Emotional Distrass on the person of the Plaintiff.

234, Defendants, acting in concert with one another, took custody of the Plaintiff’s children
from the Plaintiff and his wife and caused those children to call others, not their mother
and father. mommy and daddy, thereby intentionally inflicting emotional distress on the
Plainriff,

235, Defendants, acting in concert with one another, have sought to divide the Plaintiff from

his wife by counseling her ro divorce her husband and by using the Plaintiff’s children as
an ingentive to do so,
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236,  Defendants have caused false and misleading information to be disseminated throughout
the locat and close knit Hasidie Community, attempting to bring dishonor and shame on
the Plaintiff and thereby Intemionally Inflict Emotional Distress to the Plaintiff.

2
it
=~

Defendants have acted in concert with one another 1o permanently deprive him of access
to his children and in doing so have Intentionally Inflicted Emotional Distress on the
Plaintiff,

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for consequential, compensatory, statutory damages
to adequately compensate Plaintiff for his damages, with attorney’s fees, costs of suit, an award
of damages as allowed under 42 U.S.C. § §1988, and all such other costs as this Honorable Court
deems just and appropriate under the citcumstances as may be deemed appropriate.
Additionally, the Plaintiff seeks Injunctive relief barring the Defendants from interfering with the
Plaintifl"s peaceful enjoyment of his family and from continued interference in their lives as any

and all injunctive reliet that this Court deems just and equitable.

PLAINTIFF DEMANDS TRIAL BY JURY ON ALL COUNTS

Dated at Monros, in the Caunty of Orange and $tate of New York this 11® day of

April 2012. f
A
Al

Jabot Teitelbaum, Plaintiff ProSe
20'Gerzel Berger Boulevard, Unit 104
Monrae, New York, 10950

Ted No. 845-782.8993
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

David Jolly
Cammisgionar
Eibward 4. Diona e er R 058%
County Exveudive TEL (845) 2514300 FAX (B45) 291-4228

WA QIEG BCOUATYgRY. SN
Visitation Man and Agreement

Visis dnys ang times:
Wednesdays 3:30 10 3:00 for Mr. and Mrs. Tefelbaum
Fridays 9:30 o 11:30 Mrs. Teitelbaum ONLY

As per the coust onders, Mrs. Teitelbavm has 3 % hours of supervised visitation g week. Mr. Teitelhaum has | ' howrs
Supervisad visitation i week, Mr., Teitelbaum is not to partisipate in tha Friday visits ax this time is only for Mrs.
Teitelbaum.

Trapsporiatdaa;

Start of vislt: The Caseworker assistant will pick Miriam Teiltelbaum up At her home at 3:15 on Wednesday and
%:15 on Fridays. The will go to the foster home and piok up the shlldren asd roturn to the home, Mrs, Teitz|baum must
be ready 1 go when the CWA arvives st her home 1o pick her up.

Eod of visie: The children need 1o bo packed up and ready 1o go priec the eod time of the visit,
The visit ends promptly at 5:00 on Wednesday and 11:30 an Fridgays, The car should be leaving the residence at this time,

1 is sgreed that M. Teitelbaum con ride to sad from the foster home with the shildren both o1 the start and end of the
visit. However, if Mrs, Teitelbawm is not rendy 10 be picked up 81 the start of the visit the Caseworker Assistany will
prodesd to the foster home withott Mrs. Teitelbaum to pick the children up. Atthe end of the vigits if Mrs. Teitelbaum
dows ot have the children ready fo leave mt the sppropriate time the Caseworker Assistant will get the children ready 1o
leave and take them to the foster home without Mrs. Teitelbaum,

I, Miriam Teitelbavm, agres to the above plan. | understand that iFihe plan is Ret foBowed | will no jonger be allowed 1o
ride to and from the foster hame with my children,

Mirtar Teite lhaum Date

I Jacob Teitelaum, agres 1o the sbove plan. | understand that my visitation is on Wednesdays and that [ sm nata
paricipate in the Friday visitations.

Jaeow Teitelbaumn ' Dite

Witness-Kati Geehern Date

34



Case 7:12-cv-02§58-VB Document 28-2 Filed 07/20/12 Page 49 of 50

MAY~02-2012 14:32 LEGAL AID SOCIETY COF OC 845 2394 2638 P.051

Exhibit
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THE LEGAL AID SOCIETY OF ORANGE COUNTY, INC,

STERHEN A HALGIND
M .
Facaibent Ghrr RaHAMEOYy

CHILF AT108MEY

GoaHER, NEW YaRa KDA4
IB4R FO-FL54
FAR D6 2R4-2438

February 9, 2012

Miriam Teitelbaum

20 Getzel Berger Boulevard
(Unit 104)

Monres, New York 10950

Re:  DSSv. TEITELBAUM
FFE 55083

Dacar My, Teitelbaum:

As we have discussed several limes, [ have to adviss you that it would be in your
hest Yegal interest to live in @ separate home from your husband, 1t is my opinion that
vour chances of having your children retuined to you would greatly inerease if your
husband werg not in your household,

On the other haad, 1 am concerned that if you decide to continue liviog with your
husband, your parcntal eights could be terminared. Uf your purcatal vights are lerminated,
you would no longer legally be the parent of Nussen and Yecheskel. Your children could
then be adepted by someone else.

Plense consider this matver carciully and let me know what you decide 1o do,
Stucerely,
A
LYit ey fE AT

Maria A, Patrizio
Siff Attomey

MAPfer

TATAT P NE2



