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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

PROGRAMMATIC

RECOMMENDATION 1: Data about the GAL program should be collected and
evaluated.

RECOMMENDATION 2: The court should review the role and responsibilities of
a GAL to ensure judicial authority and discretion are not usurped.

RECOMMENDATION 3: The court, with the assistance of an independent court
consultant, should decide whether to retain the Five Step Sequential Evaluation
order as the foundation of its GAL program.

RECOMMENDATION 4: Reports that track the number of appointments of
GALs should be generated by the family court administration office.

RECOMMENDATION 5: The court should determine whether to continue to
assign the majority of custody cases to only one GAL.

RECOMMENDATION 6: If the court is going to maintain a full-time GAL in the
family court building, a separate, secure area should be provided.

RECOMMENDATION 7: The deputy family court administrator should be
responsible for the administrative functions of the GAL program.

RECOMMENDATION 8: Complaints about GALSs should be directed to the
deputy family court administrator for screening and referral to the proper entity.

RECOMMENDATION 9: Minimum qualifications for a GAL appointed to family
court cases should be established.

RECOMMENDATION 10: Mandatory continuing education and training for all
GALs should be reinstituted.

RECOMMENDATION 11: Guidelines or standards for GALSs should be
established.

RECOMMENDATION 12: All GALs should be required to meet the court’s
expectations for performance.



RECOMMENDATION 13: The current local rules of civil procedure governing
custody and visitation should be submitted for publication on the UJS website and
on the County’s court administration web page.

RECOMMENDATION 14: Court information posted on the County’s website
should be correct and updated regularly.

FINANCIAL

RECOMMENDATION 15: Data about the cost of the GAL program should be
collected, tracked and reviewed.

RECOMMENDATION 16: IFP invoices submitted by Ms. Ross and the conflict
GALs should be subject to the same review procedure. :

RECOMMENDATION 17: Billing and payment terms on Ms. Ross’s invoices
should be consistent.

RECOMMENDATION 18: The family court administration office should track
payments made to GALs.

RECOMMENDATION 19: The court and County should work with Ms. Ross to
implement a financial accountability process.

RECOMMENDATION 20: The court should determine if the benefits of keeping
Ms. Ross’s office in the family court building outweigh incurring her incidental
overhead expenses and the appearance of impropriety.

OTHER PROGRAMS AND PROCESSES REQUIRED IN CUSTODY
CASES

RECOMMENDATION 21: A reporting structure should be created for the court’s
family service providers.

RECOMMENDATION 22: The Kids First contract should be administered by the
family court administration office.



RECOMMENDATION 23: Outcome data about the Kids First program should be
collected and reviewed.

RECOMMENDATION 24: The Kids First fee collection structure and process
should be reviewed by the court.

RECOMMENDATION 25: Mr. Libassi’s court contract should delineate the
custody mediation services to be provided.

RECOMMENDATION 26: Outcome data about the custody mediation program
should be collected and reviewed.

RECOMMENDATION 27: Mr. Libassi’s invoices should include case
information and a description of services provided.

RECOMMENDATION 28: The fee schedule for mediation should be reviewed by
the court.

RECOMMENDATION 29: Ms. Termini’s contract should delineate the services
to be provided.

RECOMMENDATION 30: The court should determine whether the consulting
specialist services currently provided by Ms. Termini are sufficient to justify that
position.

RECOMMENDATION 31: The new parenting coordination agreement should be
reviewed and approved by the court.

RECOMMENDATION 32: Outcome data about the parenting coordination
program should be collected and reviewed.

RECOMMENDATION 33: The “consulting specialist” hourly rate arrangement
should be reviewed by the court.

RECOMMENDATION 34: The parenting coordination fee schedule and payment
process should be reviewed and approved by the court.

RECOMMENDATION 35: Ms. Termini’s invoices should include case
information and a description of services provided.



RECOMMENDATION 36: The deputy family court administrator should be
responsible for the administrative oversight of home inspectors.

RECOMMENDATION 37: A court-approved list of qualified home inspectors
should be established.

RECOMMENDATION 38: Home inspection policies and procedures should be
developed.

RECOMMENDATION 39: Mandatory training for home inspectors should be
established.

RECOMMENDATION 40: A standard fee schedule for home inspections should
be established by the court.

RECOMMENDATION 41: The deputy family court administrator should be
responsible for the administrative oversight of private professional visitation
supervisors.

RECOMMENDATION 42: Only persons approved by the court should be utilized
for court-ordered supervised visits.

RECOMMENDATION 43: Policies and procedures about court-ordered
supervised visitation should be developed.

RECOMMENDATION 44: Mandatory training for visitation supervisors should
be established.

FAMILY COURT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE OPERATIONS

RECOMMENDATION 45: Increased communication between the court
administration offices, President Judge Munley and the family court judges is
needed.

RECOMMENDATION 46: President Judge Munley’s expectations for the district
court administrator’s authority, role and responsibilities should be clarified.

RECOMMENDATION 47: An automated caseflow management information
system will benefit the family court.



RECOMMENDATION 48: A full-time receptionist for the family court
administration office should be considered.

RECOMMENDATION 49: Court employees should be assigned only court duties
and not perform work for an independent contractor while being supervised by
court officials.

RECOMMENDATION 50: Increased security is required for the family court
administration office.

CONCLUSION

RECOMMENDATION 51: The President Judge should consider the appointment
of an individual such as a special master to coordinate the review of this report and
implementation of any recommendations.



PURPOSE OF REVIEW

In May 2011, Lackawanna County President Judge Thomas J. Munley contacted
Zygmont A. Pines, Court Administrator of Pennsylvania to request that the
Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts (AOPC) review the court’s child
custody guardian ad litem program (GAL program) and make recommendations
for improvement and corrective action, if necessary. President Judge Munley and
the common pleas judges want to ensure the GAL program is operating effectively
and efficiently, and that appropriate safeguards exist for monies received and
expended on behalf of the program and its family service providers. The purpose
of this review is to assess the GAL program programmatically and financially,
review other family court ordered services and make recommendations for
improvement and corrective action.

L Methodology

At Mr. Pines’s request, the AOPC’s review of the GAL program was conducted by
its Judicial Programs Department (JPD). The recommendations contained in this
report are based upon the observations and findings of JPD staff.

From July through October 2011, twenty-nine in-person and telephone interviews
were conducted with judges, masters, court and County personnel, family law
attorneys, child custody litigants and GAL program family service providers. Nine
follow-up interviews with court staff and judges were held in February and March
2012. While most of the interviewees were selected by JPD staff, several
individuals contacted the AOPC to offer information.

The attorneys interviewed were suggested by a member of the Lackawanna County
Bar Association’s Family Law Section. Many persons interviewed requested to
remain anonymous in order to speak freely, and the AOPC is grateful for their
candor. Interviewees were asked for their suggestions to improve the GAL
program, and those suggestions are incorporated in the review.

Child custody case files; local and state court rules, statutes and court orders;
billing records and invoices; contracts; emails; websites; continuing legal
education presentations; and letters from child custody litigants were reviewed and



analyzed. Note: The review does not include an examination of GAL involvement
in the dependency case process.

A survey of court practices involving GALSs in the Commonwealth’s other third
class counties was conducted, and is attached (Appendix 1).

II. Background

President Judge Munley, shortly after assuming his duties as president judge, was
made aware of complaints concerning the GAL program. He requested William
Browning, Executive Director of Lackawanna County Human Services, to examine
the practices of the court’s Kids First program and determine the efficacy of
divorce and custody parent education programs generally. During the information
gathering process for his report on these programs, Mr. Browning received
information criticizing the GAL program. These criticisms included allegations of
financial inefficiencies and improprieties as well as concerns about the
effectiveness of the program itself. Many of the criticisms were directed
specifically at GAL Danielle Ross, but the entire program itself was called into
question. Much of the criticism stemmed from custody litigants, often made
anonymously. Lackawanna County officials contacted President Judge Munley to
express their concerns about the program.

In March 2011, President Judge Munley and County officials conducted an
investigation of the GAL program based on allegations the program is a “Kids for
Cash” scheme, and complaints about Ms. Ross’s billing practices. Mr. Browning
was the main investigator.

In May 2011, President Judge Munley contacted Mr. Pines for assistance in
assessing the GAL program. Independently, Mr. Pines had received
communications complaining about the GAL program. After the JPD’s assessment
began, it was learned that local and federal law enforcement officials were
investigating the program and a number of individuals connected with it.

ITI.  The Child Custody Case Process in Lackawanna County

Pennsylvania law vests the courts of common pleas with jurisdiction to resolve
disputes regarding custody, partial custody and visitation of minor children. 23 Pa.
C.S.A. §§ 5321 - 5340. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court has adopted general
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procedural rules to be followed in these cases. Pa.R.C.P. Nos. 1915.1 — 1915.24
and Nos. 1930.1 —1940.9. The Supreme Court has also authorized common pleas
courts to establish local rules of court not inconsistent with state rules. Pa. R.C.P.
No. 239. The Lackawanna County Court of Common Pleas has adopted local
procedural rules regarding, among other things, cases involving custody, partial
custody and visitation of minor children. The rules are available at:
http://www.pacourts.us/T/Special Courts/ LocalRules.htm.

In certain cases, the court may appoint an attorney for a child. See e.g., Pa. R.C.P.
1915.11(a). In Lewis v. Lewis, 414 A.2d 375 (Pa. Super. 1979), the Superior
Court noted, “In some custody disputes the children do need someone to advance
and protect their interests.” 414 A.2d at 379. More recently, the Superior Court
wrote, “[A] guardian ad litem is appointed by the court to represent a minor child
in particular litigation. The function of the guardian is to represent and protect
unrepresented minors and their interests.” C.W. v. K.A.W., 774 A.2d 745, 748-49
(Pa. Super. 2001).

In 2010, Pennsylvania law governing actions for custody, partial custody and
visitation was amended to specify the powers and duties of a guardian ad litem. 23
Pa. C.S.A.§5224, effective January 24, 2011.

A petition for child custody may be prepared by a private attorney or a self-
represented (pro se) litigant and filed with the Clerk of Judicial Records (clerk) at
the family court building located at 220 Adams Avenue, Scranton. A pro se
litigant with limited or no financial resources may file a motion to request to
proceed in forma pauperis (IFP). If IFP status is granted by a judge, certain court
costs such as filing and program fees are waived.

When a custody petition is filed in Lackawanna County, the parents are generally
ordered to attend the Kids First class presented by Dr. Chet Muklewicz. Kids First
is a four hour educational program designed for parents to help their children cope
with the difficulties of divorce and family conflict. The court may issue a
contempt order for a parent’s failure to appear.

After completing the Kids First class, the parents (and counsel, if represented)
must appear for a parenting conference before a custody master. Custody or
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visitation may be affected if they fail to appear. The parents must complete and
file a parenting plan with the clerk and court administration office at least two days
prior to the conference.

The parenting conference is generally held on a Tuesday one month after the
petition is filed, and the case is assigned to the next available custody master. The
custody masters are attorneys George Seig and Alexandra Kokura. They hear
cases involving partial visitation, partial custody, modifications of custody,
relocation petitions, petitions for special relief and unsuccessful mediations.

Masters may conciliate custody cases (which includes meeting with the parents,
counsel and children, if appropriate); take limited testimony if necessary; and issue
recommendations for temporary relief and/or other additional actions. They may
also order the parties to avail themselves of services (e.g., drug and alcohol
treatment).

If the parents agree on a parenting plan at or prior to the conciliation conference,
the plan may be entered as an order of court effective on the date of the conference.
If an agreement is not reached, the master will issue a recommendation that will
serve as the temporary order and remain in effect until a final court order.

If the parents do not agree on a parenting plan, they can be ordered to attend a
mediation orientation session with the court’s mediator, Anthony Libassi.
Mediation is an alternative to litigation. The mediator’s role is to facilitate
communication and the resolution of issues between the parties. The goal of
mediation is for the parties to reach an agreement. Parties can terminate mediation
at any time and return to court.

Since November 2008, a Five Step Sequential Evaluation has applied to any and
all custody filings pursuant to Order No. 08-CV-6514 issued by then-President
Judge Harhut (Appendix 2). The order has not been incorporated into the court’s
local rules. The stated purpose of the new procedure is to “channel the focus on
custody cases in Lackawanna County on two main objectives: (1) self-settlement;
and (2) to insure that every child involved in the Lackawanna County Family Court
system is provided with a lifeline, a Guardian Ad Litem.”
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Cases filed prior to November 1, 2008 were to follow the “old” procedure, and the
“existing” appointed GAL was to continue to serve. Sanctions were to issue if the
new procedure was not followed. The 2008 order does not reference Ms. Ross.

In Step One, at the conciliation conference before the master, or at the initial
appearance before a judge, the facts of the case are assessed. Should any of the
following 13 “indicators” be involved, a GAL is supposed to be automatically
appointed: current Children and Youth Services (CYS) involvement; substance
abuse; mental health issues; domestic violence; past and/or present PFA; visitation
refusal; lack of communication between parties; pending criminal charges;
allegations of physical or sexual abuse; supervised visits; domestic instability;
relocation; and a high degree of volatility. A GAL may also be appointed in a drug
court case (if a custody issue is involved), and in a dependency case.

Ms. Ross has been the court’s full-time GAL since 2008. She is the appointed
GAL in almost all custody cases. The court maintains a list of several GALs
(conflict GALs) who are appointed in the event Ms. Ross has a conflict.

Whether the court or a family pays for the GAL is determined by a judge, based on
a review of the IFP form completed by the parent(s). If IFP status has not been
requested, within ten days of the GAL’s appointment, the parents are to each make
an initial deposit of $300 the GAL. The court retains the power to order the
parents to pay any additional fees of the GAL and reallocate the parents’

- responsibilities for such fees. The costs may be borne by the plaintiff, the
defendant, shared by the parents, assigned to the parents by percentage or the
County may pay the GAL’s costs.

In Step Two, the GAL is to meet with the parents and minor child, if age
appropriate, to obtain the necessary facts/issues and build a relationship with them.
By court order, a GAL in Lackawanna County may, if necessary: collect and
review information and documentation; interview parents, children and others;
consult with professionals; obtain collateral information; conduct home
visits/assessments (scheduled or unannounced); monitor the case to ensure
compliance; recommend/authorize referrals; petition the court as necessary; and
submit a comprehensive written report to counsel and the court. In each case, the
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court’s order spells out what the GAL is to do, and includes any specific
instructions or areas of concern.

In Step Three, within ten days of meeting with the parents and minor child(ren),

the GAL is to contact counsel of record to report the services, if any, recommended
for the family. Services include, but are not limited to: parenting coordination;
drug and alcohol evaluation; drug testing; individual counseling; family

counseling; reunification therapy; therapeutic visitation; anger management; the
domestic violence intervention program; parenting classes; a psychological
evaluation; and supervised visitation. If the parties do not agree to comply with the
services, the GAL is to seek a court order to compel them to do so.

When appropriate, the GAL (or a judge or the parties) can request a custody
evaluation. A home inspection may be conducted at the GAL’s request. The GAL
may also request a court-ordered supervised visit between a parent and child(ren).

Step Four requires the GAL, family service providers, attorneys and/or parties (if
pro se), to share information pertaining to the services in which the parents and/or
children are participating.

Under Step Five, within forty-five days from the date the parents and/or minor
child(ren) begin services, the GAL is to contact the parties and/or attorneys to
schedule a GAL conference. The GAL conference is held with the parents, with or
without counsel present. The GAL’s preliminary recommendations are provided at
this conference.

If a settlement is reached at the conference, a court order will be sought by the
GAL. If a settlement is not reached, a hearing before a master or judge will be
scheduled. The GAL’s formal recommendations will be submitted to the court
prior to the hearing. However, nothing is filed until the attorneys have read the
GAL’s preliminary recommendations.

IV. History of the GAL Program in Lackawanna County

In 2003, at the direction of Judge Harhut, Ann Marie Termini (parenting
coordinator) was charged with developing training programs and a “certification”
process for attorneys who wanted to work as a GAL in custody cases. GALs were
required to have between ten and twelve hours of specialized training and had to
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apply to the court. Once their qualifications were approved, they were added to the
GAL list. That year, twenty-three attorneys were on the list. In October 2005, Ms.
Ross attended the training and was included on the list of qualified GALs. Ms.
Ross received approximately one case every two weeks.

In 2007, Judge Harhut, who was concerned about the responsiveness and work
products of a number of GALSs, determined a full-time GAL was needed. He
decided the court would benefit from a full-time GAL who was a licensed attorney,
had a social science/family law/psychology background and would agree to not
practice family law in the County.

On November 26, 2007, a contract for $18,000 per year with no benefits was
signed between Ms. Ross and the Lackawanna County Court Administrator for the
provision of GAL services. The agreement was for one year with automatic
renewal (Appendix 3). In January 2008, Judge Harhut entered an order that
appointed Ms. Ross “Guardian Ad Litem to Family Court” (Appendix 4).

On February 12, 2008, Ms. Termini circulated a document entitled, “Guardian Ad
Litem In Situations Involving The Family” (Appendix 5). Ms. Ross is referred to
as “independent contractor for Lackawanna County Court.” The document says:
“Please assign cases to Danielle Ross, Esquire that requires [sic] an immediate
investigation and recommendation. In addition, assign her cases that are paid by
the County. She is also available for other cases involving custody.”

On June 17, 2008, Ms. Ross, Judge Harhut and Lackawanna County District Court
Administrator Ronald Mackay agreed on a contract for Ms. Ross to be: “The sole
GAL appointed by the Court for any and all custody cases, dependency cases,
juvenile cases and/or any other type of the cases [sic] the Court deems a GAL
appointment is necessary.” The contract reads: “The Court Administrator shall
make payable to the GAL a set amount as compensation for services rendered.
That amount was $38,000, payable in monthly installments. The AOPC was
advised the amount approximated a law clerk’s salary. In return, Ms. Ross agreed
to not practice family law in Lackawanna County. Ms. Ross’s 2008 contract was
similar to 2007’s, but provided: “The GAL shall be available full-time...; be
entitled to bill the County and private pay parties of the cases, for which she is
appointed....” (Appendix 6).
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As aresult of Ms. Ross’s appointment, the court’s list of GALSs was to be utilized
in the event Ms. Ross could not serve. The list is referred to as the Conflict GAL
list. According to Ms. Termini, the attorneys currently on the list are: Marjorie
DeSanto Barlow, Donald J. Frederickson, Brenda M. Kobal, Theresa J. Malski-
Pezak and Kim Giombetti.

After family court administration moved to the family court building, it became
apparent the court would need to hire a receptionist. In addition, Ms. Ross advised
that as a full-time GAL, she could use the assistance of a paralegal. Judge Harhut
eliminated one position from his staff and hired an individual to work as a part-
time receptionist for the family court, and a part-time paralegal for Ms. Ross. In
2009, this position was taken over by Sue Mcllwee.

On July 21, 2009, Ms. Ross signed a contract with the family court that “is an
extension of said GAL’s services set forth in a previous contract...” The contract
stated Ms. Ross would be: “The sole GAL appointed by the court for any and all
custody cases, Protection from Abuse cases and/or any other type of cases...” and
it extended her agreement for services to three years (Appendix 7). The salary
continued to be $38,000.

In January 2010, a task force comprised of family law attorneys, Ms. Ross, Deputy
Court Administrator for Family Court Claire Czaykowski and Ms. Termini met to
discuss modifications to the GAL program. The program had been discussed in
meetings of the Lackawanna County Family Law Rules Committee, and was to be
included in a redraft of the court’s local rules. Nothing has happened since
because of the transition of president judges and the 2010 changes to the custody
statute.

V. Rationale for the Current GAL Program

As part of his caseload as a new judge in 1987, Judge Harhut was assigned to hear
custody and PFA cases. He was authorized by then-President Judge Walsh to
create a system for these cases utilizing ideas from the Association of Family and
Conciliation Courts. Judge Harhut instituted the appointment of a GAL in custody
and PFA cases after he noticed attorneys were not getting work done on these
cases quickly enough, PFAs were being filed in divorce cases and fathers were not
seeing their children. The Judge would rule on the PFA action, appoint a GAL for
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the child and have the parties return in sixty days. Within five years, the number of
trials for full custody fell from fifty a year to four.

Judge Harhut’s long standing belief in guardian ad litem representation of a child’s
best interest is reflected in an article he wrote for the Juvenile and Family Court
Journal:

After sitting as a family court judge for only a short while, it became
obvious that very often litigation does not serve the best interest of the
child...Since the court has a duty to  protect the child’s best interest and welfare,
it is important to establish a structure within which the judge can best ascertain
how to meet that standard. The appointment of a GAL can be a significant step
toward providing such a structure...The GAL can be the court’s assurance
that the child’s needs will be independently investigated, adequately addressed

and protected. The GAL can provide relevant information which the parties
have not or cannot reveal. More importantly, a GAL can help the court grasp a
clearer picture of the psychological and social framework within which the
parents are operating...In both PFA and custody cases, a GAL can perform a
number of important services aimed at accomplishing the primary goal of
providing a safe and stabilized family environment for  the children.

A GAL, though no guarantor of success, is the court’s best assurance that it
has taken all possible steps to gain the needed information and insight as to
what is in fact the child’s best interest. At the same time, the GAL can
function as the catalyst toward achieving  the court’s ultimate goal: establishing
a long term change in the family dynamic by affording the parents
themselves the opportunity to recognize and act in accordance with  their child’s
best interest.

An Expanded Role for the Guardian Ad Litem, Judge Chester T. Harhut, Juvenile
and Family Court Journal, Summer 2000. pp. 31-35.

Judge Harhut’s 2008 order establishing the Five Step Sequential Evaluation
embodies his core belief that, “It’s the cost of doing business - a child needs to
have an attorney appointed.” The Judge developed the program because of his
view that fairness requires that the parties in litigation before the family court need
representation, and a fairer decision can be reached with the appointment of a
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GAL. Several judges were adamant that Judge Harhut’s vision and passion for the
GAL program brought them to the court. They have a lot of respect for him, and
for Ms. Ross.

These judges also said the GAL program developed because of the family court
bench’s view that fairness required parties in litigation have representation. One
commented, “In custody battles, each parent has zealous advocacy, and both
believe they are acting in the best interest of the child. They are literally splitting
the baby. The role of the GAL is to come in and advocate for the child.”

Another judge said, “People come in at 4 p.m. on a Friday afternoon slinging
accusations to stop the other parent from visiting. In other counties, a judge stops
the visit and hopes a GAL will jump on it. Here, the GAL or GAL’s home
inspector goes to the house right away and reports to the judge on the situation, and
the kid is able to go on the visit. How will [ know when to appoint a GAL? It’s
the easiest decision.”

Persons interviewed for this review do not disagree there is value appointing a
GAL for a child in certain instances. Their concerns are about how the GAL
program is administered, both programmatically and financially.

Several judges commented the GAL program was set up with the best of intentions
by Judge Harhut. They believe there was insufficient attention paid to the
administration and oversight of the program during the implementation of other
cutting edge programs at the family court. The court has served as the “beta test
site” for a number of programs, “and the structure of the GAL program did not
catch up with the therapies put in place.”

Judges and court staff also noted the family court is held up as a national model for
innovative programs. One judge said, “My question to other counties is ‘why
don’t you have a system like ours?’ Lackawanna should never go back to the
periodic representation of a child with a whole group of attorneys.”

The AOPC was asked how the GAL program compares to others in the state. The
Lackawanna County Family Court’s approach to custody cases appears to be more
conciliatory. Because its GAL program is so different - by design - from how
GALs are utilized in other third class counties, a fair comparison cannot be made.
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The Lackawanna program is an outlier because no other third class county has a
full-time GAL working at the courthouse, and the annual number of cases to which
the full-time GAL is appointed appears to exceed the total number of GAL
appointments in the other counties. '

This review assesses the programmatic and financial aspects of the Lackawanna
County GAL program. Most of the information contained in the assessment was
obtained from interviews conducted last summer and fall. However, many persons
interviewed were contacted in recent weeks to ensure the information they
provided regarding practices and procedures is still current.

REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS

VL. PROGRAMMATIC

The assessment of the programmatic aspects of the GAL program includes an
examination of perceived benefits of the system, the criticisms leveled against it by
attorneys and families, and the administration of the program.

A. The Lackawanna County GAL Program Model

According to several judges and Ms. Czaykowski, anecdotally the GAL system in
Lackawanna County has proven to be “extremely successful.” Lawyers have told
them things are working better because of their access to Ms. Ross. Cases settle
and there is no further involvement by the parties in the court system. Ms. Ross
said as a result of the GAL conference, many more cases are “reviews” by a judge
rather than a trial. Ten custody trials have occurred since 2005.

Several judges cited the “unbelievable” benefit of having a full-time GAL who is
located in the courthouse and is on call for PFA court. Because of Ms. Ross’s
immediate availability, if a judge is in the middle of a PFA hearing and needs a
GAL to represent the child, she can provide a quick assessment and
recommendation. Under the old system, the judge would have to continue the
hearing.

A benefit to utilizing a GAL is that very few custody evaluations are conducted in
Lackawanna County. An evaluation can cost between $4,000 and $8,000. The
judges and Ms. Czaykowski said evaluations are not needed because of the clear
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picture of what is happening in a case provided by the GAL. The AOPC was
advised that many custody evaluations are conducted in some neighboring
counties.

Ms. Czaykowski reported that when the family court judges were asked for.their
position on the GAL program as it currently operates and Ms. Ross’s role, they
were overwhelmingly positive. In his May 2011 letter to the AOPC, President
Judge Munley noted, “This court deems the GAL’s work to be very favorable.”
He recently advised he has appointed Ms. Ross to many cases. The court also
reported anecdotally that when members of the bar have been asked their opinion
of the GAL program, nearly all responses have been positive.

One master said everyone in the GAL program works well together and as a team.
The program is believed to be functioning efficiently and is “a very good system.”
Another master agreed the program works well, and that there is consistency in
having one GAL. “Ms. Ross 1s prepared and thorough, and you know what kind of
information you get.”

Data about the GAL program has not been collected in a systemic or measurable
way. As aresult, it is difficult to make decisions about the program and the court’s
budget based on fact rather than on anecdotal information. The statistics that have
been collected (custody trials fell from fifty a year to four when Judge Harhut
began appointing GALs, ten custody trials occurred in the past seven years) are
indicators that the GAL/conference may be effective in reducing the number of
trials. However, without collecting and evaluating additional data, the court will
be unable to quantify how successful its program is or measure progress toward its
goals.

Ms. Czaykowski, as the deputy court administrator for family court, should be
responsible for the collection of GAL program data. Her office should issue
regular reports to the family court judges. It is recommended the family court
engage professional assistance to help it determine how to structure its data
collection effort and identify feasible and systematic measures that can be used to
monitor and continually improve progress towards program goals.

RECOMMENDATION 1: DATA ABOUT THE GAL PROGRAM SHOULD BE
COLLECTED AND EVALUATED.
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B. Authority of the Full-Time GAL in Lackawanna County

There was widespread agreement among the family court’s judges, staff and
service providers that Ms. Ross is extremely dedicated to her GAL work. Among
other things they stated: “Her work has been ‘exemplary’,” “She is more
conscientious than other GALSs,” “I am impressed-she always strikes a balance,”
“She has never had a case fall through the cracks,” “She is efficient and
responsive,” “She does a fabulous job” and “She is very passionate, and I have a
lot of respect for her.”

The judges mentioned several protracted custody cases in which Ms. Ross dealt
with very tough circumstances and effected good outcomes. She did not dodge the
many difficulties in these cases. One judge was thanked for getting Ms. Ross
involved to help children in a particularly contentious case. Another judge stated
Ms. Ross was appointed in a case in which two therapists had quit, and “things
went really well.” The judges also reported when members of the bar have been
asked their opinion of Ms. Ross’s performance, nearly all responses have been
positive.

Families were equally complimentary about Ms. Ross’s work. The AOPC
reviewed letters sent to the court in which Ms. Ross received praise and thanks
from parents: “You are a Godsend to my children-thank you.” “If not for Danielle,
we would be in court more often ...she would help us negotiate...she was patient,
kind, persistent and professional...her number one focus was the children...I hold
Danielle Ross in the highest esteem,” “Danielle is more than helpful...” and “I
have the utmost respect for Atty. Ross because of the challenges she faces with
child custody litigation.” Parents who had custody cases with Ms. Ross have
called her and Ms. Mcllwee to let them know things went well after their cases
were over, and they have sent photographs of their children.

However, a number of complaints were also heard from attorneys about how the
GAL program has led to a change in their relationship with the court, namely that
they have less access to a judge. Several attorneys grumbled a hierarchical system
— “a wall”—- has been created to get to a judge. One noted the court has become so
reliant on GALs, “it can take attorneys out of the equation.”
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Criticism of the GAL program reached a new level in 2011. Relevant criticisms
heard by the AOPC include: Ms. Ross appropriates a judge’s role; the “automatic”
appointment of a GAL is inappropriate; Ms. Ross is appointed as GAL in all
custody cases; judges give too much weight to Ms. Ross’s recommendations; Ms.
Ross’s workload is too much for one person and Ms. Ross’s office in the family
court building creates an appearance issue.

1. Does the GAL Appropriate the Role of the Judge?

Although attorneys acknowledged there is a place for a GAL to participate in the
child custody case process, some were disgruntled about Ms. Ross’s role as the
court’s full-time GAL. They stated judges are side-stepping their role in process
and need to be more involved. One attorney said lawyers like to ply their craft
before a judge, and “the GAL is usurping the judge’s function.” Another attorney
commented he gets to see a judge and the case is resolved sooner in other counties.

Ms. Ross has received withering criticism from attorneys that she is acting in a
“quasi-judicial capacity” in her role as the full-time GAL. The “authority” she has
in the GAL conference appears to be a particular irritant. According to Ms. Ross,
she does not have any decision-making authority at the conference. “The
conference isn’t anything more than sitting down and discussing my preliminary
recommendations in hopes of collaborating towards a settlement.” Ms. Ross said
the GAL conference “is completely discretionary for attorneys.”

As the result of an unsubstantiated complaint from a litigant, Ms. Ross received an
educational letter from the Disciplinary Board of the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania. The disciplinary counsel wrote: “...While the GAL is expected to
assist the court in the process, the GAL is clearly not in any quasi-judicial capacity,
which could conflict with at least some of the duties of the GAL as set forth by
Judge Harhut.” (Emphasis added by the AOPC.)

The court, not Ms. Ross, determined her role and scope of authority as a GAL.
While Ms. Ross may have been asked to provide input into how her role was
structured, the court, not Ms. Ross, is responsible for establishing the role and
authority of a GAL.
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Given the Disciplinary Board’s letter stated some of Ms. Ross’s duties may
conflict with judicial lines of authority, the family court judges should review a
GAL’s duties to ensure they do not infringe on the duties and authority of the
judge.

RECOMMENDATION 2: THE COURT SHOULD REVIEW THE ROLE AND
RESPONSIBILITIES OF A GAL TO ENSURE JUDICIAL AUTHORITY AND
DISCRETION ARE NOT USURPED.

2. The “Automatic” Appointment of a GAL

Pursuant to Judge Harhut’s 2008 order, the first step of the Five Step Sequential
Evaluation requires the automatic appointment of a GAL if a master or judge finds
any of the thirteen indicators listed previously. The automatic appointment of a
GAL has been controversial since the order was issued.

Several attorneys observed the judges appoint Ms. Ross “way too often.” They
pointed out a GAL is not needed to resolve (for example) a holiday schedule; “It’s
a waste of litigants’ money to pay for that.” One attorney said there are lots of
cases (especially with older children) that don’t need a GAL. Another stated, “In
Luzerne County and neighboring rural counties, an attorney needs to file a motion.
In Lackawanna County, a GAL is ‘overly appointed.’” Ms. Ross believed there
were about ten cases to which she was appointed but should not have been.

One of the court’s mental health professionals said, “On average, 10-12% of the
cases are likely ‘high conflict’ cases necessitating the appointment of a GAL,” and
that the judges may benefit from more training on when the appointment of a GAL
is appropriate.

Attorneys also stated the masters are encouraged to appoint a GAL even when
attorneys say one is not needed (e.g., “If a child is three, there is no benefit to
having a GAL.”). One master said a GAL was appointed in custody cases if: a
third party was needed to investigate the real story, there was a situation involving
abuse, CYS was involved, a case manager was needed to gather information from
agencies and when the parties were battling over who was going to be the primary
custodian. Out of the ten to thirteen cases she handled on a given day, the master
would appoint a GAL in two of them. Another master stated he generally appoints
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a GAL if the parties request one, and will certainly do so if he believes one is
needed. '

There needs to be a collaborative process among the judges as to how they want
the GAL program to operate going forward. As the court explores how it wishes to
proceed, input from the masters and practitioners may be valuable.

 An experienced, independent court consultant (such as the National Center for
State Courts or the National Council for Juvenile and Family Court Judges) with
nothing to gain financially should be engaged to help the court ascertain the
efficacy of the GAL program, determine whether to continue the current approach
to custody cases, and suggest the most cost-effective and non-duplicative way to
provide services and desired outcomes.

RECOMMENDATION 3: THE COURT, WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF AN
INDEPENDENT COURT CONSULTANT, SHOULD CONSIDER WHETHER
TO RETAIN THE FIVE STEP SEQUENTIAL EVALUATION ORDER AS THE
FOUNDATION OF ITS GAL PROGRAM.

3. Allegation: Ms. Ross is Appointed as GAL in All Custody Cases

A frequent criticism of the GAL program was that Ms. Ross is assigned to all
custody cases.

According to Mr. Browning, it was the belief of practicing attorneys and court
personnel that Ms. Ross routinely receives GAL referrals if an agreement is not
reached during a conciliation conference. He said initial statements from court
personnel and private attorneys indicated Ms. Ross receives approximately twenty-
five cases per month.

The AOPC was told judges and masters are using their discretion to appoint other
GALs at the request of the parties in cases in which Ms. Ross does not have a
conflict. Two judges, one master and several attorneys confirmed other GALSs
have been appointed.
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a. Frequency of GAL Appointments to Ms. Ross Since 2008 —
Anecdotal Evidence

Given the concern that Ms. Ross is appointed in nearly 100% of the cases, and the
allegations by litigants and others that Ms. Ross is making an exorbitant amount of
money from GAL appointments, the AOPC tried to ascertain how often Ms. Ross
is appointed as GAL.

According to Mr. Browning’s report to Ms. Elkins, the County’s chief of staff:

“Initial statements from court personnel and private attorneys indicated that Ms.
Ross receives approximately 25 cases per month through direct judicial referrals.
The family court judges were not sure how often Ms. Ross or other GALSs have
been appointed, and neither was Ms. Czaykowski. She said masters and judges are
responsible for tracking their cases.

Ms. Czaykowski advised the family court administration office does not track the
appointments of GALs because judges do not involve the office in the appointment
process. Although her office assists the masters with GAL appointments, those
appointments aren’t tracked, and statistical reports are not gerierated. Ms.
Czaykowski mentioned an old report she put together in which it appeared 7% of
custody cases before the masters had a GAL appointed.

Without information about how often GALs are appointed, the court is making
decisions about the GAL program and its budget without the benefit of data.
While Ms. Ross and other GALSs can keep their own statistics, the family court
administration office should generate reports about the appointment of GALSs.
These reports should be distributed to the judges and masters on a regular basis for
their review. The independent court consultant recommended earlier can provide
guidance about how to collect the data, generate the reports and transition to a new
case management information system. The family court administration office
should track the information manually in the interim.

b. Frequency of GAL Appomtments to Ms. Ross Since 2008 —
Sample of Case Files

In September 2011, Ms. Ross told the AOPC she was appointed in 629 cases in
total, and had 87 active cases. These appointments were in custody cases, PFA
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cases, involuntary terminations of parental rights cases, drug court cases, special
relief hearings and emergency special relief hearings. A court order exists for

/ every case to which she has been appointed, and Ms. Ross keeps a copy of each

order in her GAL files. She estimated she is appointed in 98% of all GAL cases.

In January, 2012 the AOPC reviewed case files in the Clerk of Judicial Records’
(clerk’s) office. The purpose of the review was to get a sense of how many family
court cases Ms. Ross was actually appointed to as a GAL; find out how many
conflict and contempt petitions had been filed; review any documentation available
on home inspections and bills; and obtain any other information relevant to this
review. Custody cases, PFA cases and divorce cases in which custody was an
issue were reviewed.

Nine months of cases were chosen at random.
The sample of cases showed Ms. Ross was appointed as follows:

October 2008 — 38 new cases filed. Ms. Ross appointed in 9 of them (23.68
v0);

December 2008 — 24 new cases filed. Ms. Ross appointed in 5 of them
(20.8%);

March 2009 ~ 37 new cases filed. Ms. Ross appointed in 10 of them (27 %);
July 2009 — 38 new cases filed. Ms. Ross appointed in 11 of them (28.9 %);

November 2009 — 30 new cases filed. Ms. Ross appointed in 9 of them
(30.0%);

February 2010 — 27 new cases filed. Ms. Ross appointed in 10 of them
(37.0%);

September 2010 — 26 new cases filed. Ms. Ross appointed in 13 of them
(50.0%);
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December 2010 — 29 new cases filed. Ms. Ross appointed in 7 of them (24.1
%); and

January 2011 — 31 new cases filed. Ms. Ross appointed in 10 of them
(32.3%).

Based on these numbers, it appears Ms. Ross was appointed as GAL in
approximately 30% of family court cases.

The clerk’s office was asked to prvovide the total number of custody cases, PFA
cases and divorce cases in which custody was an issue for 2008-2011. The
numbers provided were:

2008 — 385 new cases filed
2009 — 330 new cases filed
2010 — 350 new cases filed
2011 — 416 new cases filed

Utilizing the numbers gathered by the AOPC during the case audits and the total
number of custody-related cases filed as reported by the clerk’s office, an estimate
of the number of cases to which Ms. Ross was appointed may be reached. Ms.

Ross was appointed to between 86 and 116 cases in 2008'; 94 and 99 cases in
2009% 105 and 130 cases in 2010% and between 125 and 134 cases in 2011%.

These numbers suggest Ms. Ross was appointed to (approximately) between 7.2
and 9.7 family court cases per month in 2008; 7.8 and 8.3 cases per month in 2009;
8.8 and 10.8 cases per month in 2010; and 10.4 and 11.2 cases per month in 2011.
Thus, on average, it appears Ms. Ross has been appointed as GAL in
approximately 8.6 to 10 cases per month, or between 2 and 2.5 cases per week.

U For 2008: (23.68+20.8)/2=22.3. 385%x.223=85.9 vs. 385x.30=115.5.
2 For 2009: (27 +28.9+30)/3=28.6. 330 x.286=94.4 vs.330x .30 =99.

* For 2010: (37+50+24.1)/3=37.0. 350 x.37=129.5 vs.350x .30 = 105.
“For2011: 416 x .323 = 134.4 vs. 416 x .30 =124.8
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This, of course, is far fewer than the allegation that she is appointed in all family
court custody cases.

RECOMMENDATION 4: REPORTS THAT TRACK THE NUMBER OF
APPOINTMENTS OF GALS SHOULD BE GENERATED BY THE FAMILY
COURT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE.

4. Weight Given to Ms. Ross’s Recommendations

The family court judges were perceived by some attorneys to give too much weight
to Ms. Ross’s recommendations. Among the criticisms were the judges “rubber
stamp” her decisions, rely too much on her recommendations, look to her to make
the decisions and are substantially moved by her recommendations. Attorneys
complained if the judges rely on what Ms. Ross says, “They are giving up the
function of the court to assess the case themselves.” One stated the judges should
consider a GAL’s report as an element, not a tipping point or the end of the case,
and still be prepared to hear testimony.

The judges were adamant Ms. Ross’s recommendations are only one factor in their
decisions. Ms. Ross commented that although the masters usually adopt her
recommendations, the judges “hardly ever” accept them fully; they are almost
always tweaked. Ms. Ross and Judge Moyle have had debates on the record. Ms.
Ross also advised several cases were appealed because of her role or
recommendations: Yates v. Yates, Soa v. McClosky, Korning v. Korning and
Judge v. Judge. '

During the AOPC’s review of family court case files, it was observed that
sometimes judges adopted Ms. Ross's recommendations in court orders, and
sometimes they did not. There is no evidence judges give too much weight to Ms.
Ross's recommendations or otherwise simply endorse her proposals.

5. Ms. Ross’s Workload

Several attorneys claimed Ms. Ross has too many cases to handle - that one person
can’t manage her caseload. They complained she can’t get her work done with just
one staff person, she does not put time into her reports and her reports are
submitted late. One attorney said these issues are not Ms. Ross’s fault. “She is a
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victim of a system that is bursting at the seams due to the sheer volume of cases.
She 1s flying by the seat of her pants and is pulled in too many directions at once.”

The perception by some families that Ms. Ross is deliberately dragging out
proceedings was belied by the attorneys. They said proceedings are not
deliberately protracted, but complaints about Ms. Ross’s availability are legitimate.
“Because Ross is in court every day, she can’t be available for appointments.”

Ms. Termini, Ms. Czaykowski, the masters and the judges disputed the assertions
Ms. Ross is overloaded with cases. Ms. Termini stated Ms. Ross’s reports and
performance are excellent, her caseload is not overwhelming and that she can
assume as many cases as her time allows. Ms. Czaykowski noted, “If Ms. Ross
has been too busy, the judges and masters would hear complaints that she is not
getting her work done,” and “Ms. Ross would advise if she was too busy.”

The masters stated Ms. Ross handles her caseload well. The judges emphatically
said Ms. Ross is not overworked; she is very thorough, and has been exceptional in
particularly difficult cases; she prepares a thorough written report in every case;
her reports are submitted timely; and she has performed the same level of work for
several years. They also emphasized Ms. Ross would advise if she could not
handle her caseload.

One judge initially wondered how Ms. Ross — as the one full-time GAL - would
work out, “but it has worked out beautifully.” Another said if Ms. Ross was
overworked, it would be reflected in the timelines and quality of her work
products, and that has not been seen.

When asked the maximum number of cases one GAL can reasonably carry, the
responses from the masters and judges differed. “I can’t give an answer because
each case is different.” “A GAL can have 100 easy cases and one full-time case.”
“100 or so cases, depending upon the complexity of each.” “I’m not sure, because
some appointments require a lot of time.”

According to her count last September, Ms. Ross has a caseload of 87 active cases.
The new custody statute enacted in January 2011 placed additional responsibilities
on a GAL, including attendance at every court hearing, which affects a GAL’s
availability. Given these new responsibilities, it is difficult to envision that one
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GAL, regardless of how competent, can perform all the duties required for a
caseload the size of Ms. Ross’s. Attorneys asked how Ms. Ross can work on cases
if she is in court so frequently.

If the court continues to make broad use of Ms. Ross, it may wish to consider
utilizing more than one GAL. The costs and benefits of utilizing: 1) an additional

full-time GAL or 2) the conflict GALs more frequently should be weighed by the
court.

RECOMMENDATION 5: THE COURT SHOULD DETERMINE WHETHER
TO CONTINUE TO ASSIGN THE MAJORITY OF CUSTODY CASES TO
ONLY ONE GAL.

6. Ms. Ross’s Office in the Family Court Building

Ms. Ross has an “office” in the family court building at the request of Judge
Harhut. In actuality, it is a small, crowded cubicle located with the family court
administration office suite on the first floor. '

Judge Harhut determined having the GAL on site would be beneficial and
convenient for the court and the litigants. According to the judges and court
administration staff, the arrangement has worked well. If a judge is in the middle
of a PFA hearing and needs a GAL to represent the child, Ms. Ross is summoned
to provide a quick assessment and recommendation. Without her immediate
availability, the judge would have to continue the hearing to obtain a GAL.

Ms. Czaykowski said Ms. Ross and Ms. Mcllwee have often assisted the court and
family court administration staff by intervening with parents with whom Ms. Ross
is involved, thereby stopping needless filings and averting potentially dangerous
situations for children. There is a room specifically designed to be child friendly
that Ms. Ross uses to meet with litigants before and after hearings.

Ms. Czaykowski also pointed out there is security in the building, which lessens
the chance of an incident (e.g., child snatching) occurring in highly volatile
custody matters. Unlike at a private law firm, there is no possibility of a weapon
being brought into the office. Ms. Czaykowski noted the family court building is
conveniently located in downtown Scranton within walking distance of many
areas, and is served by public transportation.

30




a. Appearance/Conflict of Interest

Several attorneys asserted that by providing Ms. Ross with an office in the family
court administration office, the court has created an appearance of impropriety
and/or a conflict of interest issue. One said “it looks bad. Her paralegal’s voice is
on the court administration answering machine, and she sits at the office’s front
desk.” Others said while they understood the convenience for the judges, the
physical arrangement of the family court building makes it appear the GAL is part
of the court system, and that Ms. Ross should be moved out. They commented
other GALs would be able to get to the courthouse quickly.

(1%

Comments were also made regarding Ms. Ross’s “identification badge,” and how
members of the bar do not have similar badges. The identification badge is a
County “swipe” access card/identification badge that opens secured family court
doors.

The court should weigh the pros and cons of having an independent contractor
working in the family court building because of the perception created that there is
a relationship between the adjudicator and the independent contractor. Great care
needs to be taken by the court to emphasize its neutrality.

b. Privacy Issues

Despite a sign in Ms. Ross’s area that says “No unauthorized people allowed,”
attorneys regularly walk up to her desk to obtain appointments. Ms. Ross was
concerned they may see confidential case documents on her desk. She also
worried about being overheard on speaker phone conferences with families.

Family court administration staff do not have access to Ms. Ross’s GAL files. The
paper files are kept in a row of locked file cabinets near Ms. Ross’s cubicle. Her
electronic files are password protected.

One attorney complained anyone in the family court administration office can hear
what Ms. Ross says about cases in conversations she has on the telephone or in
person with litigants. Another questioned whether Ms. Ross’s cubicle is the proper
environment in which to talk to families given all the “traffic.”

31



Ms. Mcllwee and family court administration staff noted President Judge Munley
wanted a wall to be erected to provide privacy for Ms. Ross’s files. They said
measurements for the wall were taken but that nothing has happened since.

Ms. Ross needs privacy not afforded by a cubicle to carry out her duties as the
court’s full-time GAL. Ideally, she should have an enclosed office that can
accommodate her file cabinets and be locked. . Adequate security measures for her
office should be provided, e.g., a “panic” button that can summon security
personnel.

RECOMMENDATION 6: IF THE COURT IS GOING TO MAINTAIN A FULL-
TIME GAL IN THE FAMILY COURT BUILDING, A SEPARATE, SECURE
AREA SHOULD BE PROVIDED.

C.  Supervision by the Deputy Family Court Administrator
1.  Oversight of the GAL Program

Considerable confusion exists among some attorneys, judges and court personnel
about who is responsible for the administrative activities of the GAL program,
particularly since Ms. Ross became the full-time GAL. It appears the
administration of the program has been languishing for some time, and one judge
flatly stated, “There is no one in charge.”

The court administrators said Ms. Termini is the GAL program’s administrator.
Ms. Termini confirmed that as part of her consulting specialist position, she is the
administrator, and she “keeps oversight of the GAL system.” Oversight includes:
maintaining the lists of conflict GALs and private professional visitation
supervisors, and handling complaints about GALSs from parents. In past years she
worked with family law attorneys on guidelines/standards for GALs, developed
the form used during home inspections, conducted trainings for GALs and created
a system for recruiting people who wished to serve as private professional
visitation supervisors.

When asked whether anyone is keeping track of how the GAL program has been
working since the utilization of a full-time GAL, Ms. Termini responded not
formally, but anecdotally.
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It is recommended the administrative oversight of the GAL program should be
supervised by Ms. Czaykowski as Deputy Court Administrator for Family Court.
While her specific duties should be directed by President Judge Munley and Mr.
Mackay, they may include: transmitting program information, policies, procedures
and program changes to relevant individuals on a timely basis; screening
complaints against GALs; developing and overseeing GAL trainings; participating
in the drafting of GAL guidelines; ensuring complete and current program
information is posted on the County’s court administration web page; overseeing
and monitoring the home inspectors’ and private professional visitation
supervisors’ compliance with court policies and procedures; monitoring the family
court service providers’ compliance with contract requirements and invoicing
procedures; and collecting data and generating statistical and management reports
about the program’s outcomes and its service providers.

Ms. Czaykowski should communicate frequently with President Judge Munley, the
family court judges and Mr. Mackay about the operations of the GAL program. In
order to ensure she is able to carry out her new responsibilities, Ms. Czaykowski
should be allowed to reallocate the duties of the family court administration
office’s staff. She may require additional staff to fulfill her obligations. The
“return” on the investment of additional staff will come from the daily monitoring
of the programmatic and financial aspects of the GAL program and the
transparency of its operations.

Although Ms. Czaykowski has the title of deputy court administrator for family
court, her job description on file with the AOPC does not reflect any of the work
she does for the family court. An updated job description should be forwarded.

RECOMMENDATION 7: THE DEPUTY FAMILY COURT
ADMINISTRATOR SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS OF THE GAL PROGRAM.

2. Complaints about the GAL Program

By their nature, custody cases generally involve contention and conflict. Parents
may be rigid in their perceptions, and attempt to enlist the GAL to advocate for
their position as to what is best for the child. They may have diametrically
opposed viewpoints, and their emotions can run high. These dynamics can
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influence how the parties perceive actions taken by the court or the GAL,
particularly if the outcome is not what was desired. Therefore, it is not surprising
that judges, masters, GALs, attorneys and family court service providers are the
subject of complaints by litigants.

The AOPC has learned that formal complaints about Ms. Ross are rare. Some have
gone to Ms. Czaykowski, who has forwarded them appropriately. Mr. Mackay has
received “one to three complaints” about Ms. Ross. Ms. Ross has received six
formal complaints. Ms. Termini has received one “official” complaint about Ms.
Ross three years ago, but “numerous parents have complained about the conflict
GALs.” Judges reported that complaints about Ms. Ross are rare.

Complaints about all the GALs have been received by a master, who recounted the
parties’ litany: “They are not getting back to me, they are taking money and not
doing anything and they are not on top of the case.” Another master said
complaints against Ms. Ross are very rare. “Sometimes attorneys just don’t want
any GAL, and sometimes they just don’t want her.”

Attorneys raised two concerns about actions taken by Ms. Ross. Several observed
her to follow judges and masters outside the courtroom, which one attorney said
gives the parties the perception their case is being discussed, even if it is not. “Ms.
Ross represents a party, and it is inappropriate for her to have conversations with a
judge or master. Things should be determined by what is on the record, not by ex
parte communication.”

The court’s process for the receipt of complaints about GALs is fragmented. Ms.
Czaykowski should screen complaints about GALs and refer them to the proper
entity.

RECOMMENDATION 8: COMPLAINTS ABOUT GALS SHOULD BE
DIRECTED TO THE DEPUTY FAMILY COURT ADMINISTRATOR FOR
SCREENING AND REFERRAL TO THE PROPER ENTITY.

D.  Qualifications of GALSs

Some attorneys and litigants questioned Ms. Ross’s qualifications and experience.
They asked what training and background she has “to get appointed to the position
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as someone who will determine outcomes and have the authority she does in
family law cases.”

Ms. Ross has a B.A. in psychology from the Pennsylvania State University, an
M.A. in Forensic Psychology from the University of North Dakota and a law
degree from Widener University. She is currently a doctoral student in the clinical
psychology PhD program at Fielding University. -She has completed coursework
towards an MBA. Ms. Ross has been a practicing attorney since 1994.

There is widespread agreement among the family court’s judges that Ms. Ross
does excellent work and is qualified to be a GAL. Several said Ms. Ross’s
additional education in the social sciences is very helpful.

The qualifications of attorneys on the conflict GAL list were not examined for this
review, so it is unknown how they compare with Ms. Ross’s. To avoid criticism,
the court should establish minimum qualifications for all GALs, e.g., five years’
experience practicing family law. :

RECOMMENDATION 9: MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS FOR A GAL
APPOINTED TO FAMILY COURT CASES SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED.

E.  Continuing Education and Training of GALs
1. Training

Judge Harhut established mandatory continuing education and training for GALs
that began in 2003. Ms. Termini was charged with developing and overseeing the
training program. The last “training” was an informational seminar about the new
GAL program conducted by Ms. Ross and Judge Harhut at the October 2008 bench
bar conference.

When asked why there has been no mandatory continuing education and training
provided during the last several years, no one seemed to know. Judge Harhut
advised he told Ms. Termini to “go back to providing training.” It is unclear why
that was not done.

An attorney commented there used to be a court policy about attending continuing
legal education programs, but now “there is no training oversight from the court.”
Judges and attorneys said the system would operate better with specialized training
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‘to prepare GALSs for what the job is going to be, and that attorneys on the court’s
current GAL list require training. A judge commented that GAL work is
“specialized work, and a high level of training is needed to talk to seven or eight
year olds.”

Comment: Some of the complaints made about the GAL program suggest
topics for  future trainings. A custody evaluator expressed concern that some
GALs are confusing their role as a GAL with being a child advocate. The
evaluator said - given the highly contentious nature of custody cases - a new
GAL “can get in trouble” if s/he is not mentored, “because it is easy to get
lost in a case.” The evaluator strongly suggested new  GALSs be mentored.

As part of her administrative functions for the GAL program, Ms.
Czaykowski should develop and oversee-GAL training with input from the
judges. If'the court is going to broaden its use of GALSs, an orientation
program for new GALSs should be held as necessary.

RECOMMENDATION 10: MANDATORY CONTINUING EDUCATION AND
TRAINING FOR ALL GALS SHOULD BE REINSTITUTED.

2. Guidelines/Standards for GALs

In 2005, Judge Harhut asked Ms. Termini to work with his law clerks on a protocol
to give the GAL program structure. Under the Judge’s guidance, they surveyed
national programs and developed guidelines for GALs. These guidelines, which
were drafted with local family law practitioners, were presented to the Lackawanna
County Bar Association’s Family Law Section that year and put into practice.
Different versions of the guidelines are currently being used by some attorneys and
GALs.

The guidelines purport to establish the authority and goals of a GAL; criteria for
becoming eligible to serve as a GAL; procedures to be followed if service is to be
terminated or if a conflict of interest arises; case development procedures;
guidelines governing reports and recommendations; mandates for continuing
education and training; fees; and the “rights of a GAL.”

After the focus of the GAL program shifted to the Five Step Sequential Evaluation
in 2008, a task force comprised of Ms. Ross, Ms. Termini and several family law
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attorneys met to revise and turn the guidelines into “standards” for GALs. The
task force met several times to discuss the pros and cons of the new GAL program,
and sought input from the family court judges. It is unclear who authorized the
task force or its work.

The task force did not finish its revisions to the guidelines. The AOPC was told
worked halted because of Act 112 of 2010, and uncertainty about the court’s plans
for the GAL program.

The court needs to clearly establish its expectations for a GAL’s performance, and
should do so through published guidelines or standards. The previous work of the
task force should be completed.

The guidelines/standards should be consistent with Act 112, state and local
procedural court rules, as well as any standing orders of court, such as Order No.
08-CV-6514, which has governed all custody cases filed on or after November 1,
2008. The guidelines/standards should be reviewed by the judges assigned to
family law cases before they are adopted by the court. Any guidelines/standards
adopted by the court should be made available to the public.

An “old” document entitled “Guardian ad Litem Program — Role &
Responsibilities of the Guardian and Parent,” was reviewed. This document,
which is instructive, should be updated and provided to parents by all GALs. The
fee section should explain in detail fees charged by a GAL, a home inspector, a
private professional visitation supervisor and any court-ordered family services
provider.

RECOMMENDATION 11: GUIDELINES OR STANDARDS FOR GALS
SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED.

F. Judicial Evaluation of GALs

Ms. Termini was asked how the performance of a GAL is evaluated. She was
unaware of a formal evaluation process, but said measures are in place and judges
have input on who to use. “A review process takes place during a case. The
judges review their work all the time. For example, if an attorney doesn’t show or
submits an untimely report, s/he is not appointed.” Ms. Termini said if concerns
are raised about an attorney’s performance, she will look into them.
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Based on the observations of judges and attorneys that certain GALs need training,
it appears the informal review process described by Ms. Termini isn’t working
very well. All GALs should meet the court’s expectations for performance as
stated in the guidelines/standards for GALs.

The list of conflict GALSs should be reviewed annually by the judges to determine
who should remain on the list. The judges should consider: whether time frames
established by the court for the submission of reports and other documents are met
by a GAL, a GAL’s compliance with the GAL guidelines/standards and continuing
education requirements, the number of substantive complaints received about the
GAL, etc.

RECOMMENDATION 12: ALL GALS SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO MEET
THE COURT’S EXPECTATIONS FOR PERFORMANCE.

G. Lackawanna County Local Rules

The Lackawanna County Rules of Civil Procedure governing custody and
visitation that appear on the court administration page of the County’s website and
on the Unified Judicial System local rules website are not up to date. The posted
rules do not accurately reflect current practice and changes made to court
procedure as a result of administrative orders.

RECOMMENDATION 13: THE CURRENT LOCAL RULES OF CIVIL
PROCEDURE GOVERNING CUSTODY AND VISITATION SHOULD BE
SUBMITTED FOR PUBLICATION ON THE UJS WEBSITE AND ON THE
COUNTY’S COURT ADMINISTRATION WEB PAGE.

H. Family Court Information on the Web

Only two of the court’s forms appear on the court administration page of the
County’s website, neither of which relate to family court practice. By not fully
utilizing and updating all of the court’s pages with resources and information about
the work of all its divisions, the court administration office is losing an opportunity
to provide a service to attorneys and the public. The District Court Administrator,
in conjunction with the judges, should review the court’s pages and decide what
information to post. In addition, accurate information about family court practice
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and procedures should be provided to the Lackawanna County Bar Association for
publication on its website.

RECOMMENDATION 14: COURT INFORMATION POSTED ON THE
COUNTY’S WEBSITE SHOULD BE CORRECT AND UPDATED
REGULARLY. -

VII. FINANCIAL

The assessment of the financial concerns about the GAL program includes an
examination of: the court’s review of IFP invoices submitted by GALs, Ms.
Ross’s billing practices, Ms. Ross’s annual income from her work as the GAL and
County payment of Ms. Ross’s operating expenses.

A. Cost of the GAL Program

Many who work in the family court believe the GAL program costs less to operate
with a full-time GAL, and that the program is cost-effective. The AOPC was
advised, “If the court went back to the old GAL procedure, it would involve more
money.”

The belief that a full-time GAL reduces the program’s cost is based on anecdotal
information rather than data. In March 2011, President Judge Munley and County
officials conducted an investigation of the GAL program based on allegations the
program is a “Kids for Cash” scheme, and complaints about Ms. Ross’s billing
practices. Mr. Browning was the main investigator. His report clearly stated the
information he gathered was “largely anecdotal, with limited documentary back-up
and without formal investigation of individual records [and] should be viewed only
as a baseline for which to determine the validity of the various claims made.”

In order to determine the GAL program’s true cost, the family court administration
office should collect and monitor cost data and issue regular reports to the Court,

RECOMMENDATION 15: DATA ABOUT THE COST OF THE GAL
PROGRAM SHOULD BE COLLECTED, TRACKED AND REVIEWED.
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The financial concerns expressed about the GAL program are examined in the
sections below to the extent the AOPC’s skills and limited staff resources allowed.
Some issues may benefit from additional study by financial professionals.

1. Court Review of IFP Invoices Submitted by GALs

The old and new procedures for the payment of IFP invoices were discussed with
GALs, court administration staff and judges. Neither procedure is in writing.

a. Old Procedure

Until December 2011, Ms. Ross submitted IFP invoices directly to the County for
payment without judicial review and approval. No one knew why her invoices
were not reviewed. Ms. Ross advised that parties have never challenged her

invoices.

According to court administration staff, prior to March 2005, GAL invoices for
IFP cases were submitted to each judge for their approval and initials. Invoices
were then sent to court administration for review before they were forwarded to the
controller. Custody masters did not review invoices.

When asked what involvement she had in reviewing GAL invoices as the GAL
program’s administrator, Ms. Termini said, “Historically, a GAL submitted
invoices to either the court administration office, the treasurer’s office or ‘maybe’
to President Judge Harhut.” Ms. Czaykowski did not have any involvement with
reviewing GAL invoices.

According to President Judge Munley’s law clerk, after March 2005, GALs who
worked before Ms. Ross became full-time submitted their invoices to the judges
who appointed them for review and signature of the IFP litigants. Several GALs
said their invoices went to judges, whom they assumed reviewed them. None of
their bills were reduced, although they did not know if that was “because of a lack
of oversight or whether the invoices were OK..”

b. New Procedure

In December 2011, President Judge Munley instituted new invoicing procedures
for Ms. Ross. Mr. Mackay explained Ms. Ross separates her IFP invoices
according to the judge or master who was assigned to the case. She obtains their

40



signatures and sends the invoices to President Judge Munley, who signs for each
group of invoices and for Ms. Ross’s contracted monthly retainer. Mr. Mackay
then processes the invoices, and his staff enters them into the County’s financial
accounts payable system and creates a batch.

When a batch is ready, Mr. McLane is the second level of approval. He reviews the
invoices to “see if they make sense” and contain the necessary signatures. If so, he
approves the batch and forwards it to the controller. After approval by the
controller, the invoices are paid by the finance department and mailed by the
treasurer.

According to President Judge Munley’s law clerk law, conflict GALSs “have been
in the practice of submitting their bill to the judge who appointed them for review
and signature of IFP litigants. On occasion, Judge Munley, in his capacity as
President Judge, received bills from other GALs appointed by other judges, but
that is rare.” It is unclear that all conflict GALs submit IFP invoices to the judges
for review.

There should be one procedure used by the court to review GAL IFP invoices
submitted to the County for payment. Ms. Ross’s invoices should not be reviewed
using a different standard.

RECOMMENDATION 16: IFP INVOICES SUBMITTED BY MS. ROSS AND
THE CONFLICT GALS SHOULD BE SUBJECT TO THE SAME REVIEW
PROCEDURE.

2.  Ms. Ross’s Billing Practices

Invoicing and other financial activities pertaining to her work as a GAL are
managed by Ms. Ross alone. Ms. Ross completes time slips to record the services
she provides for the parties.

As noted earlier, Ms. Ross works under a contract that pays her $38,000 per year.
In addition, when Ms. Ross is appointed to a case, a court order directs which party
or parties shall be responsible for paying her compensation. Typically, each party
is ordered to pay to Ms. Ross a retainer of $300.00. The judge issuing the order has
discretion to order one party or the other to pay this retainer, pay a reduced
amount, or order the costs to be borne by the County for one or the other party. If
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the initial retainer is depleted, Ms. Ross may invoice the party for any additional
work, but does so rarely. In situations where a case is closed and subsequent action
is required for her to be reappointed as a GAL, Ms. Ross does not charge an
additional $300.

The County pays Ms. Ross’s invoices for parties granted IFP status. Pursuant to the
new procedure instituted by President Judge Munley last December, Ms. Ross
submits her IFP invoices to the judges and masters for approval on a monthly
basis.

One month of Ms. Ross’s 2011 invoices that was chosen at random were reviewed.
Ms. Mcllwee had advised Ms. Ross does not bill for her work as a paralegal, and
the invoices reviewed appear to confirm her statement.

Ms. Ross was asked why the payment terms of some bills differed. It appeared
some parties received 30 days to pay while others didn’t. She responded it was
due to her lack of knowledge about how to fix the standard language option in the
software. If Ms. Ross is having difficulty getting the software to reflect her
invoicing system accurately, she should consult with the software’s technical
assistance provider.

RECOMMENDATION 17: BILLING AND PAYMENT TERMS ON MS.
ROSS’S INVOICES SHOULD BE CONSISTENT.

Ms. Ross was also asked how she bills for consultations in cases in which she and
Ms. Termini are both involved. She does not charge for consulting or discussing
cases with Ms. Termini unless she is: 1) specifically reviewing and circulating one
of Ms. Termini’s reports, or 2) calling Ms. Termini to discuss a parent’s progress
in Ms. Termini’s sessions on a case to which Ms. Ross has been appointed. In
those situations, Ms. Ross bills for the phone call or time it takes her to review and
circulate the report, which in both cases is approximately ten minutes at the $50 an
hour rate.

Ms. Ross rarely files contempt petitions. She has filed seven since 2004, and only
does so if the parent is showing disregard or disrespect to the court. Neither the
family court administration office nor clerk’s office keep track of contempt
petitions filed, so there are no independent statistics to confirm the number.
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Several judges pointed out that, inthe past, GALs would not work on cases if the
parties weren’t paying them. They noted Ms. Ross works on cases and submits
reports to them even though she has not been paid. One judge said Ms. Ross has
never filed a contempt petition before her.

No evidence has been uncovered that would suggest Ms. Ross is billing either the
County or private parties in a manner inconsistent with her contract.

B. Ms. Ross’s Annual Income From Her Work as the GAL

President Judge Munley’s May 2011 letter to the AOPC stated that Ms. Ross is
paid approximately $70,000 per year by the County. According to Mr. Browning,
“Ms. Ross is paid via County voucher at a rate of $1583.33 per month for a total of
$18, 999.96 annually. In addition, she was paid an additional $48,182.89 for
FY210 to cover a review of records, meetings and other billable activities."

Ms. Ross also receives income from private parties, as authorized by her contract.

A great deal of speculation exists concerning the amount of money Ms. Ross
actually earns as the court’s full-time GAL. Some have estimated her income as
high as $500,000 or $600,000 per year.

In an attempt to ascertain an independent estimate of Ms. Ross’s total income from
serving as the family court’s full-time GAL, the AOPC estimated Ms. Ross’s
annual income from its review of cases in which she was appointed as GAL.

According to AOPC estimates based on a review of family court records over nine
months, Ms. Ross was appointed to between 86 and 116 cases in 2008; 94 and 99
cases in 2009; 105 and 130 cases in 2010 and between 125 and 134 cases in 2011.

These numbers suggest Ms. Ross was appointed to between 7.2 and 9.7 cases per
month in 2008; 7.8 and 8.3 cases per month in 2009; 8.8 and 10.8 cases per month
in 2010; and 10.4 and 11.2 cases per month in 2011. Averaging these numbers
suggests Ms. Ross was appointed, on average, to between 8.6 and 10 cases per
month, or between 2 and 2.5 cases per week.

During its case reviews, the AOPC also examined the liability for payment of Ms.
Ross’s GAL fees. The case review showed:
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October 2008

" December 2008

March 2009

July 2009

November 2009

Defendants were ordered to pay fees in 5 cases
Plaintiffs were ordered to pay fees in 5 cases
The County was ordered to pay fees in 1 case

In three cases, there was no record of fee distribution.

Defendants were ordered to pay fees in 3 cases
Plaintiffs were ordered to pay fees in 3 cases
The County was ordered to pay fees in no cases

In one case, the court directed the parties to sign a GAL
release, but made no mention of payments. In another
case, the GAL was assigned to the case, but no order
appointing Ms. Ross was in the file.

Defendants were ordered to pay fees in 7 cases
Plaintiffs were ordered to pay fees in 7 cases
The County was ordered to pay fees in 3 cases

Defendants were ordered to pay fees in 5 cases
Plaintiffs were ordered to pay fees in 5 cases
The County was ordered to pay fees in 5 cases

In one case, there was no record of fee distribution.

Defendants were ordered to pay fees in 5 cases
Plaintiffs were ordered to pay fees in 4 cases
The County was ordered to pay fees in 3 cases

In two cases, there was no order appointing a GAL.

However, Ms. Ross worked on the case as evidenced by
reports in the files.
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the GAL
such as misfiled documents or cases that were related to earlier filings in which

February 2010

September 2010

December 2010

January 2011

Defendants were ordered to pay fees in 7 cases
Plaintiffs were ordered to pay fees in 7 cases

. The County was ordered to pay fees in 3 cases

Defendants were ordered to pay fees in 5 cases
Plaintiffs were ordered to pay fees in 7 cases
The County was ordered to pay fees in 6 cases

In two cases, no orders appointing a GAL appeared in the
files.

Defendants were ordered to pay fees in 4 cases
Plaintiffs were ordered to pay fees in 4 cases
The County was ordered to pay fees in 2 cases

In one case, there was no record of fee distribution.

Defendants were ordered to pay fees in 8 cases
Plaintiffs were ordered to pay fees in 8 cases
The County was ordered to pay fees in 1 case

In one case, the costs of the GAL were ordered to be split
three ways: father-one third, mother-one third and
grandmother-one third. In another case, the plaintiff and
defendant were ordered to pay half of the GAL fee. The
other half was to be paid by the County.

Note: In some case files, there was no clear order specifying who should pay

Ms. Ross was already
case reviews. Nevertheless, it would seem prudent that care be taken to clearly

fees. While this should not occur, there may be a simple explanation,

appointed. Examples of both were seen during the two

specify the division of costs in each  case.
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In one or two other cases, the order appointing Ms. Ross and ordering fees to
be paid by the parties included a notation that fees were “at the discretion of the

GAL.” Ifit was the judge’s or master’s intent for Ms. Ross to determine if
the parties should pay, this is not necessarily appropriate, and the practice is
discouraged.

In summary, combining the findings from the case reviews:
Defendants were ordered to pay Ms. Ross in:

5 of 9 cases in October 2008 (56%)

3 of 5 cases in December 2008 (60%)
7 of 10 cases in March 2009 (70%)

5 of 11 cases in July 2009 (45%)

5 of 9 cases in November 2009 (56%)
7 of 10 cases in February 2010 (70%)
5 of 13 cases in September 2010 (38%)
4 of 7 cases in December 2010 (57%)
8 of 10 cases in January 2011 (80%)

Plaintiffs were ordered to pay Ms. Ross in:

5 of 9 cases in October 2008 (56%)

3 of 5 cases in December 2008 (60%)
7 of 10 cases in March 2009 (70%)

5 of 11 cases in July 2009 (45%)

4 of 9 cases in November 2009 (44%)
7 of 10 cases in February 2010 (70%)
7 of 13 cases in September 2010 (54%)
4 of 7 cases in December 2010 (57%)
8 of 10 cases in January 2011 (80%)

Based on these numbers, on average, private parties were ordered to pay Ms.
Ross’s fees in approximately 59% of the cases. Based on this percentage and the
average number of cases in which a GAL was appointed, it is estimated that private
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parties were ordered to pay Ms. Ross for services as a GAL in approximately 5%
cases per month, or 66 cases per year.

If it is assumed all parties actually paid Ms. Ross, and she did not bill more than
the initial $300 retainer per party, it is estimated she would make on average
$39,600 per year from private parties (5.5 cases per month x 12 month = 66 cases
per year x $600 per case = $39,600). This compensation would be in addition to
any amounts paid to her by the County (in both base salary and I[FP payments).

Ms. Ross’s IRS Form 1099s were reviewed. She was paid $6,333 in 2008,
$71,839 in 2009, $72,815 in 2010 and $70, 167 in 2011. Presumably these figures
include both Ms. Ross’s contracted payment amounts per the January 2008 court
order establishing her “salary” at $18,000 per year; the June 17, 2008 contract
establishing her retainer in the amount of $38,000 per year; and the July 21, 2009
contract establishing her retainer in the amount of $38,000 per year.

Ms. Ross was appointed as the court’s full-time GAL in 2008, so presumably
payments to her during that year would have been less. The figures from the 2009-
2011 Form 1099s average approximately $71,600 per year. If this amount is added
to the estimated income Ms. Ross received from private parties, $39,600 per year,
it is then estimated that Ms. Ross’s pre-tax income from the GAL program — at
least since 2009 — has been approximately $111,200.00 per year. This estimated
amount is higher than the approximately $70,000 Ms. Ross was paid by the County
alone, but lower than the hundreds of thousands of dollars per year some have
suggested Ms. Ross earns.

RECOMMENDATION 18: THE FAMILY COURT ADMINISTRATION
OFFICE SHOULD TRACK PAYMENTS MADE TO GALS.

As recommended earlier, the family court administration office should track the
appointments and work of GALs, and generate reports. It should do the same for
County payments to GALSs.
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Whether the family court administration office should also track private party
payments to Ms. Ross is debatable. Ms. Ross is an independent contractor whose
fees are arguably her own business, subject to the litigants seeking relief from the
judge who appointed her to their case. However, in evaluating the cost of access to
justice, the court arguably has an interest in determining the true cost of Ms. Ross’s
services to litigants, which would mean the court arguably has an interest in
keeping track of how much Ms. Ross is charging for her services.

The AOPC concurs with Mr. Browning’s statement in his report, “While there is
no direct evidence linking Ms. Ross to any improprietous [sic] or illegal acts, the
lack of independent oversight will continue to fuel speculation about the true cost
of the GAL program.”

RECOMMENDATION 19: THE COURT AND COUNTY SHOULD WORK
WITH MS. ROSS TO IMPLEMENT A FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY
PROCESS.

The process should meet the parties’ respective requirements, contain appropriate
confidentiality provisions and be auditable. It should not be unduly burdensome to
Ms. Ross. She (and the court’s other independent contractors) deserve to be paid
timely by the County for services rendered.

No evidence was seen that Ms. Ross is charging, or that she has received, hundreds
of thousands of dollars per year as alleged by some, or that she is billing in a
manner inconsistent with her contract.

C.  County Payment of Ms. Ross’s Operating Expenses

In his May 2011 letter to the AOPC, President Judge Munley wrote, “. . .the GAL
operates from an office and with virtually all other overhead expenses supplied by
Lackawanna County.” Since Ms. Ross became the court’s full-time GAL, her
“office” (cubicle) has been located within the family court administration office
suite at Judge Harhut’s direction.

Ms. Ross pays for her office supplies and paper. She purchased the bookshelves
and file cabinets in her cubicle. The County provides the cubicle walls and desk,
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heat, electricity, cleaning services, and the phone/fax and computer equipment
“because it is their network.”

Ms. Ross maintains an office in the courthouse because that is a component of the
system established by Judge Harhut. As noted in this report, there are many
benefits realized my Ms. Ross's office location. However there is also an
appearance of impropriety when independent contractors are provided office space
in court facilities.

RECOMMENDATION 20: THE COURT SHOULD DETERMINE IF THE
BENEFITS OF KEEPING MS. ROSS’S OFFICE IN THE FAMILY COURT
BUILDING OUTWEIGH INCURRING HER INCIDENTAL OVERHEAD
EXPENSES AND THE APPEARANCE OF IMPROPRIETY.

VIII. OTHER PROGRAMS AND PROCESSES REQUIRED IN CUSTODY
CASES

Although the AOPC was requested to review the GAL program, the review of that
program revealed information concerning other programs and processes for
litigants in custody cases about which there have been problems and criticisms
similar to those surrounding the GAL program. Attorneys and litigants
complained about the “hoops” they have to jump through in the GAL program
before they see a judge, including Kids First, mediation and parenting
coordination.

Some litigants ascribed wrongdoing to the independent contractors who provide
these family services to the GAL program, Dr. Chet Muklewicz (Kids First),
Anthony Libassi (mediation), and Ann Marie Termini (parenting coordination).
The litigants asserted that: the three contractors have offices in the courthouse and
their operating expenses are paid by the County; Ms. Termini and Mr. Libassi
benefit from cases referred to them by Ms. Ross; and the court forces parties to
these providers. They also alleged the court forces them into these services and
“makes them pay enormous fees so the providers can enrich themselves.”
Attorneys complained their clients don’t have money for all the programs and that
some are too expensive.
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In his May 2011 letter to the AOPC, President Judge Munley wrote questions had

been raised regarding the expenditure of funds by the County and party litigants in
child custody matters, and that it appeared “there has been minimal accountability

for these expenditures.”

When asked if a court organization chart exists that shows to whom the three
contractors report, court administration staff responded they have never seen one.
Many were uncertain whether the family service providers report to anyone.

RECOMMENDATION 21: A REPORTING STRUCTURE SHOULD BE
CREATED FOR THE COURT’S FAMILY SERVICE PROVIDERS.

While it is recommended that Ms. Czaykowski be responsible for the
administrative functions of the GAL program, the independent contractors who
provide family services should ultimately be accountable to the bench.

A. Kids First

Kids First is a mandatory parent education program for all parents who file for
custody. The court may issue contempt proceedings for failure to appear. The
program is presented by Dr. Chet Muklewicz, a licensed psychologist trained in
family therapy, divorce mediation and custody evaluation, who has a private
practice. Dr. Muklewicz also provides services to the Status Offense Review
Court (SORC), a joint effort between Children and Youth Services (CYS) and the
Juvenile Probation Office, for the Family Peace Program, which attempts to keep
children out of placement.

Dr. Muklewicz said a family court’s processing of the legal and physical custody
of one’s child during a time of conflict in a litigation environment has been well
documented to be a tragedy. “The process tears children apart, causes money to be
spent and uses hurtful instruments like custody evaluations.” Kids First is
designed for parents to help their children cope with the effects of divorce and
family conflict. Parents are presented with information to help them learn how
their relationships have a direct effect on children, free themselves of entrenched
conflict and develop a functional co-parenting relationship, among other things.
“The program empowers parents and reinforces that they love their children.” Dr.
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Muklewicz was not aware that he or Kids First has been the subject of a formal
complaint.

In 1995, Dr. Muklewicz contacted Judge Harhut, who was trying to start an
education program for divorcing parents. Together they developed the Kids First
program. Dr. Muklewicz is the author of the booklet Kids First, Children Coping
with Divorce and Family Conflict, which parties are required to purchase for the
program.

Dr. Muklewicz has two contracts with the County, one to present the Kids First
program, and the other to provide therapeutic services to the SORC. The Kids
First program takes 10-15% of his work week.

The County posted bids for providers to present the Kids First program. Dir.
Muklewicz was the only bidder. “For the first time, the Kids First program has a
contract,” he said. The contract is between Dr. Muklewicz and the County, not the
court, and runs from September 1, 2011-August 31, 2012. The contract is dated
September 14, 2011.

The contract states Kids First will be conducted “under the guidance of the
Domestic Relations Office (DRO),” which will “review each case individually and
will recommend class attendance, where necessary. The Domestic Relations
Office will direct any and all recommendations for attendance to the Family Court
Administration.” However, Dr. Muklewicz is required to submit year-to-date
quarterly reports to the family court administration office. It is unclear why the
contract does not specify how often Dr. Muklewicz is required to present the
program.

It is unknown why Dr. Muklewicz’s contract is administered by the DRO,
particularly when the contract states attendance at the program “is not mandatory
for parties to domestic relations matters.” It is also unclear if it is appropriate for
DRO funds to be used to pay for a court-ordered education program.

If a person re-files for custody within five years, files new litigation or remarries
and has another child, s/he must retake the Kids First class. Dr. Muklewicz said
this provision is not contained within the contract, but it is the practice.
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Presumably the court has approved this practice; it should also be reflected in the
contract. '

RECOMMENDATION 22: THE KIDS FIRST CONTRACT SHOULD BE

ADMINISTERED BY THE FAMILY COURT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE.

Dr. Muklewicz is required to “maintain an accurate list denoting the names and
docket numbers of participants, including: (a) those ordered to attend; (b) those
who did attend; (c¢) those who did not attend; (d) those who rescheduled; and (e)
those who have been issued a completion certification. Professional shall also
keep a record of fees collected, fees waived and method of payment...and maintain
year-to-date quarterly reports...[that] will include a total dollar amount of fees
collected to date.” While these statistics are important, they do not provide
information about the program’s outcomes. Data that helps the court evaluate
whether the program is meeting its goals should be collected. Reports should be
generated and circulated to the judges on a regular basis.

A request was made to review the quarterly reports required since the contract
went into effect. Neither Ms. Czaykowski nor Mr. Mackay had seen any reports.
Mr. Mackay found a court administration staff person had “a pile of papers sitting
on a file cabinet,” which were not organized. After he reviewed the reports, Mr.
Mackay realized there were deficient. He contacted Dr. Muklewicz, “who thought
he was doing everything he was supposed to be doing.” Mr. Mackay emailed him
his contract and President Judge Munley’s July 15, 2011, both of which clearly
state what his reporting obligations are.

Dr. Muklewicz subsequently produced the quarterly reports. However, on the Kids
First Class List, the columns “payment method” and “payment amounts” are blank.
These deficiencies must be remedied. The family court administration office
should regularly cross-check attendance and payment amounts on the reports.

RECOMMENDATION 23: OUTCOME DATA ABOUT THE KIDS FIRST
PROGRAM SHOULD BE COLLECTED AND REVIEWED.

An average Kids First class has forty-seven persons. The classes used to meet in
the jury lounge of the courthouse, but his contract specified Dr. Muklewicz must
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hold them outside the courthouse. Since September 2011, classes have been held
Saturday mornings at Lackawanna College’s Student Union.

In his report to President Judge Munley, Mandated Divorce and Custody Education
in the Lackawanna County Family Court, Mr. Browning pointed out, “ ...allowing
a provider with a vested fiduciary interest to determine the necessity,

~ appropriateness and scope of the program appears to be contrary to the
methodology of the vast majority of programs delivered throughout the
Commonwealth or the nation.” He also noted in Pike County, “the local rules
mandate attendance to Kids First or an equivalent program approved by the court
rather than subject to the approval of Dr. Muklewicz as stated in Lackawanna
County’s local rules.”

Dr. Muklewicz’s interaction with Ms. Ross has been limited to a few cases in
which he was a private therapist (via a court order or when he was sought out by
the parents). Prior or subsequent to those therapy session(s), the parties had a GAL
appointed, so Ms. Ross was involved. He has worked most prominently with
Judge Harhut. '

Dr. Muklewicz does not receive payment from the court for the Kids First
program. After receiving the court’s order, each parent submits a $30 class fee
together with a registration form directly to him. The fee has remained $30 since
the program’s inception. It is waived for parents who are granted IFP status, have
an Access Card or are on SSDI. On average, 20% of the fees are waived, and Dr.
Muklewicz does not receive reimbursement for them from the County. If an IFP
petition has not been filed by the time the parties attend the program, the court’s
local rule authorizes Dr. Muklewicz to determine if the party is indigent for
purposes of reducing or waiving the program fee.

The issues of whether the program fee should remain $30, who determines if the
fee should be waived and how the fee should be collected (and by whom) should
be reviewed by the court in conjunction with any new contracts for the program.

RECOMMENDATION 24: THE KIDS FIRST FEE COLLECTION
STRUCTURE AND PROCESS SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY THE COURT.
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Mr. Browning suggested “...The court might benefit from multiple providers
delivering court approved content [for divorce education],” and “To offset Court
Administrative filing activities and contempt proceedings related to attendance at
court-approved classes, an increase in the fee for every pleading containing a count
for custody may be warranted.”

It is unclear how much Dr. Muklewicz was paid from Kids First fees prior to his
contract. According to the program’s year-to-date quarterly report through
December 2011, Dr. Muklewicz was paid $6,930. He noted the value of fees
waived was $1,890, but that he still incurs expenses for administration, rent,
security, books, handouts, etc.

Dr. Muklewicz has never had an office at the courthouse. He has always paid for
his office space and administrative assistant. He has a County “swipe” access
card/identification badge, presumably for his work with the SORC.

B. Mediation

Mediation is an alternative process to litigation. A neutral person who does not
have a stake in the process — the mediator - helps the parties negotiate their
differences with the ultimate goal of reaching an agreement. Research has shown
mediation is effective because the parties themselves formulate solutions that meet
their needs. Parties can terminate mediation at any time and go back to court.
Anthony J. Libassi provides mediation services to the family court and CYS. He
has a master’s degree and is a certified rehabilitation counselor.

Cases are referred to mediation by an order from a master or a judge, typically in
lieu of or prior to Ms. Ross’s appointment as GAL. Ms. Ross does not refer cases
to mediation. Mr. Libassi keeps a copy of each order for mediation in his files for
three to four years. He did not know whether the AOPC would find copies of court
orders in the clerk’s office’s case files.

In 1997, Mr. Libassi began working for the court after attending a training during
which Judge Harhut invited interested persons to “sit in on custody cases.” He
accepted the invitation and observed several mediations, although he had a full-
time job. Judge Harhut noticed Mr. Libassi and asked him to mediate a dispute,
which he did successfully. The Judge then began referring cases to Mr. Libassi for
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about a year. Mr. Libassi was not paid for those mediations, and he did not ask for
payment. The mediations were held in the clerk’s office in the courthouse.

On May 30, 1997, Judge Harhut filed an order that appointed Mr. Libassi as
“special master in all areas of the family court.” Judge Harhut referred
increasingly difficult cases to him. Mr. Libassi conducted mediations part-time in
his Clarks Summit office, and was paid for them. He worked non-traditional hours -
that ran as late as 8 p.m. Mr. Libassi said Judge Harhut, who wanted him to be
closer than Clarks Summit, “made him move” to the family court building in 2011.
Judge Harhut confirmed he wanted Mr. Libassi at the courthouse because “buses
don’t go to Clarks Summit.” The Judge posted sheriff’s deputies at the courthouse
doors to accommodate mediations that ran into the evening (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.).

“I never wanted to have an office at the courthouse and be ‘part of the system.” 1
wanted to be an alternative to the system,” said Mr. Libassi. Parking is an issue for
the parties at the family court building. The sheriff’s deputies lock the doors and
leave at 6 p.m., which creates a problem for mediations scheduled later. Mr.
Libassi wants to return to Clarks Summit.

Mr. Libassi was questioned about the court’s local rule that states, “...if desired by
the parties, the parents may choose an appropriate mediator.” In practice, parties
are being required to attend mediation after the conciliation conference before a
master. Mr. Libassi provided a copy of a January 22, 2001 memorandum from
Alan Wandalowski to Judge Harhut entitled, “Amendment to Rule 1915.1
requiring mediation before the court will set a hearing date to resolve claims in
actions for custody, partial custody and visitation.”

This amendment is not contained in the local rules posted on the court
administration page of the County’s website or the Unified Judicial System’s
website.

The amendment states if a claim for custody, partial custody, visitation or
modification of an existing order is raised during the course of an action of divorce
or for support, the following procedures apply:
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A. The parties must schedule a conference to resolve the claim.  The
conference must take place within forty-five days after the complaint or
petition is filed.

B. If the claim is not resolved at the conference, the parties must participate in
mediation within fifteen days after the conference.

C. If the claim is not resolved in mediation or by other appropriate means, the
court must order a hearing to address the merits of the claim. The hearing
must take place within forty-five days after mediation.

Mr. Libassi was unhappy with the court’s standard order referring litigants to
mediation, and has asked that it be changed. He objected to the language, “... the
parties shall resolve their disputed issues through mediation,” and “The parties
shall split the cost of mediation.” Mr. Libassi would prefer that parents be ordered
to attend a mediation session to see if they want to resolve their issues via
mediation.

Litigants are currently asked to come to a mediation orientation session. They are
not obligated to participate in mediation. Mr. Libassi advises in the orientation
session that either party can terminate mediation and go back to the court without
prejudice. Anything said during mediation cannot be used in the court process.

When asked about the difference between a conciliation conference and a
mediation session, Mr. Libassi advised the conference is a court hearing during
which the master tries to broker a deal between the parties and imposes a decision.
The parents are empowered to make decisions in a mediation session. The parties’
adherence to an agreement reached in mediation is higher than to an agreement in a
court order.

Mr. Libassi mentioned “thousands” of custody evaluations were ordered prior to
the mediation program. Judge Harhut wanted to remove custody cases from the
court system with mediation and parenting coordination. The Judge wanted to
empower the parents to make their own decisions with regard to their children.

Although he has provided custody mediation services since 1997, Mr. Libassi has
only had one contract with the court from September 1, 2010 through August 31,
2011. The services required by the contract were: “ ...provide Divorce and
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Custody Mediation, at no charge, to parents who reside in Lackawanna County...;
Provide Dependency Mediation for families and Lackawanna County Children and
Youth Services by resolving issues between the involved parties, establishing
Dependency, creating Family Service Plans and visitation schedules, and
presenting treatment options; Provide Dispute Resolution services to all specialty
courts, Juvenile Probation, Adult Probation and Domestic Relations when
requested; Provide Co-Parenting services and Family Group Decision Making
sessions, as needed; Represent Lackawanna County on the House Resolution 126
committee which is creating legislation for Alternative Dispute Resolution.”

Mr. Libassi was requested to allocate percentages to the time he spends on each
service listed in the expired court contract:

1. Divorce and custody mediation — 95%
2. Dependency mediation — 0% because that is done under his CYS contract

3. Mediation for specialty courts, juvenile probation, adult probation and
domestic relations office — 5%

4. Co-parenting (parenting coordination) and family group decision-making
— 0%

5. Represent Lackawanna County at House Resolution 126 Committee
which is creating legislation for alternative dispute resolution — 0%

Mr. Libassi has not done co-parenting (parenting coordination) or family group
decision making in ten years.

Mr. Browning advised Mr. Libassi’s contract with CYS to provide dependency
mediation services “is a separate and distinct program from the court-administered
custody mediation program.”

In any future contract with Mr. Libassi, care must be taken to segregate custody
mediation services from dependency mediation services provided under his CYS
contract. Dependency mediation services should not be included in two contracts.

RECOMMENDATION 25: MR. LIBASSI’S COURT CONTRACT SHOULD
DELINEATE THE CUSTODY MEDIATION SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED.
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When asked whether dependency mediation, which must be conducted within
specific time frames, impacts his ability to provide custody mediation timely, Mr.
Libassi advised all dependency mediations occur during the work day. He does
custody mediation in the evenings on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday.
“Premium” custody mediation appointments for working parents are night
appointments.

Although his court contract did not require him to provide outcome reports, Mr.
Libassi provided Judge Harhut with reports about mediation when department head
meetings were held. Those reports weren’t kept, and meetings are no longer held.
He mediated about 100 custody cases a year, and had a 66% success rate. One
third of the remaining 34% of cases were inappropriate for mediation because of
domestic violence or mental health issues.

Information about the program’s outcomes is not collected currently. Data that
helps the court evaluate whether the program is meeting its goals should be
collected. Reports should be generated and circulated to the judges on a regular
basis

RECOMMENDATION 26: OUTCOME DATA ABOUT THE CUSTODY
MEDIATION PROGRAM SHOULD BE COLLECTED AND REVIEWED.

Mr. Libassi maintains a paper filing system for custody mediation that is separate
from his dependency mediation filing system, which is automated. When asked
who substitutes for him when he is ill or on vacation, Mr. Libassi responded no
one, and that it has never been discussed with him.

The AOPC heard two complaints about the mediation program. Mr. Libassi was
accused of “overreaching” in mediations by one attorney. The court would send
her clients for a custody mediation, “but Mr. Libassi would resolve support or
divorce issues instead ‘so the parties don’t need an attorney.”” The attorney
claimed Mr. Libassi is “conducting the unauthorized practice of law — he is a
mediator, not an attorney.” Another attorney said he has not had parents tell him
that mediation was meaningful. ‘“Because the attorney is not allowed to observe,
they can’t see the results. Counsel should receive a report about the mediation.”
As the AOPC did not talk to any families that went through the mediation program,
it is unknown how they perceived it.
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Mr. Libassi’s only contract with the court to provide custody mediation services
was from September 1, 2010 through August 31, 2011. The contract was for
$30,000 and specified he would receive bi-monthly payments of $1,250, regardless
of how many mediations he facilitated. ~Although he continues to provide custody
mediation services and submit invoices to the court pursuant to the 2001 local rule
amendment about mediation, Mr. Libassi does not have a contract with the court.
Mr. Libassi sent a memorandum to Mr. Mackay requesting a new contract.

According to Mr. Mackay, since January 2011, Mr. Libassi’s invoices have been
approved by President Judge Munley. Mr. Mackay then approves the invoices and
his staff enters them into the County’s financial accounts payable system and
creates a batch.

When a batch is ready, Mr. McLane is the second level of approval. He reviews
the invoices to “see if they make sense” and contain the necessary signatures. If so,
he approves the batch and forwards it to the controller’s office. After approval by
the controller, the invoices are paid by the finance department and mailed by the
treasurer.

A review of Mr, Libassi’s invoices showed there was no case information on them.
Invoices should include the case name, a description of the services provided, and
to whom the services were provided.

RECOMMENDATION 27: MR. LIBASSI’S INVOICES SHOULD INCLUDE
CASE INFORMATION AND A DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES PROVIDED.

Mr. Libassi was asked to explain the fee structure for custody mediation. The first
three sessions are free to the parties. The parents are advised by Mr. Libassi that
he will try to assist them in three sessions. Pursuant to the terms of the court’s
standard Agreement to Mediate (signed by the parents), additional sessions are
$140 per hour, and are payable directly to Mr. Libassi. The $140 is required to be
split between the parties, who each pay $70 an hour. In the last seven to eight
years, Mr. Libassi has not collected a fee for a fourth or fifth mediation session.

The court should review the fee schedule and also examine whether paying a flat
rate to Mr. Libassi for mediation services is equitable and fair given: 1) the
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number of sessions a mediation may involve and 2) the actual number of custody
mediations held during an average week.

RECOMMENDATION 28: THE FEE SCHEDULE FOR MEDIATION
SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY THE COURT.

Mr. Libassi has a contract with CYS to provide dependency mediation services and
services to the intensive reunification court. The current contract runs from July 1,
2011 through June 30, 2012 and is for $140,000. Any services required beyond
that rate must be pre-approved by the CYS director.

According to the County’s director of revenue and finance, Mr. Libassi’s invoices
“for mediation services” are entered into the County’s financial accounts payable
system by CYS staff and approved by the CYS director. Invoices are required to
have the number of hours and a per diem listed. They are then forwarded to the
controller’s office for approval. After approval by the controller, the invoices are
sent to the finance department for payment and mailed by the treasurer.

When asked how $140,000 is justified for one person to provide dependency
mediation services, Mr. Libassi explained he pays four people: himself, two
secretary/typists and a part-time bookkeeper. In addition, Mr. Libassi pays four
attorneys for the intensive reunification court as independent contractors. The
attorneys receive a flat fee.

Mr. Libassi’s previous CYS contracts were for: $192,711.96 in 2008-2009,
$192,711.96 in 2009-2010 and $183,926.62 in 2010-2011. The reduction in the
contract amounts occurred when he was taken out of the intensive reunification
court. Mr. Libassi’s IRS Form 1099s from 2008-2011 were reviewed. He was
paid $24,840 in 2005, $153,569 in 2006, $153,748 in 2007, $221,461 in 2008,
$237, 521 in 2009, $223,444 in 2010 and $191,355 in 2011.

- Lackawanna County’s FY 2011-12 Needs Based Plan and Budget Narrative
Template for CYS was reviewed. On page 56, it states, “two of the largest
providers of In-Home Services” are Mr. Libassi and Dr. Muklewicz. Mr. Libassi
was asked what “in-home services” he provides. He was unfamiliar with the
document and said he doesn’t provide in-home services.
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A county’s plan is required to be approved by the court’s president judge. Then-
President Judge Harhut and Mr. Browning put mediation into the plan originally.
It is not clear if President Judge Munley reviewed the most recent plan submitted
to the state. Judge Harhut said mediation should still be included in the County’s
plan.

Mr. Libassi has an office in the family court building because of Judge Harhut’s
concern about the lack of bus service to Clarks Summit. However, Ms. Termini
provides parenting coordination services from an office at Clarks Summit, and the
AOQOPC did not hear any concerns that parents can’t get to her office. (Ms. Termini
also has an office at the courthouse, but it intended for her work as consulting
specialist.) Regardless, the court needs to be cognizant of the pros and cons of
having an independent contractor working in the family court building because of
the perception created that there is a relationship between the adjudicator and the
contractor. Great care needs to be taken by the court to emphasize its neutrality.
As noted previously, Mr. Libassi would prefer to have an office in Clarks Summit.

Mr. Libassi pays for his own benefits, secretary, accountant, parking and
unemployment compensation. He purchased his own furniture (with the exception
of the table in the room where dependency mediations are held). The County
provides the cleaning services, heat, electricity and a bathroom, which he shares.
Mr. Libassi has a County “swipe” access card/identification badge.

C. Parenting Coordination

In 1998, Ms. Termini was offered a part-time contract position by Judge Harhut to
assist him in implementing the holistic as opposed to litigious approach in family
court. She currently works for the court in two capacities, as a “consulting
specialist,” and as a parenting coordinator. There is no single document that
details all of the services she provides. Ms. Termini “doesn’t really report to
anyone.”

Although she has been paid by the County for years, Ms. Termini hasn’t had a
contract with the court for either position. She believed there is a court order that
serves as a contract, but didn’t know where it was.
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RECOMMENDATION 29: MS. TERMINI’S CONTRACT SHOULD
DELINEATE THE SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED.

Ms. Termini works on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday from 9:30-3:30 p.m. as a
consulting specialist. In that capacity, she consults with Ms. Ross and the judges,
and she interviews parents and children. These services are performed for custody
cases, CYS matters and juvenile proceedings.

As part of her consulting specialist position, Ms. Termini said she serves as the
GAL program’s administrator, and “keeps oversight of the GAL system.”
Oversight includes: maintaining the lists of conflict GALs and private professional
visitation supervisors, and handling complaints about GALs from parents.

In past years Ms. Termini worked with family law attorneys on different iterations
of the guidelines for GALs, developed the form used during home inspections,
conducted trainings for GALs and created a system for recruiting individuals who
wished to serve as private professional visitation supervisors.

Ms. Termini’s current primary function for the GAL program is to “consult with
Danielle about different things on cases (e.g., “brainstorm ideas about what is
appropriate for referrals outside the family system or develop systems for kids”)
and how procedures are working.” When asked how much interaction she has with
Ms. Ross, Ms. Termini responded there are some cases to which they are both
assigned, but did not provide specifics. She used to consult with Ms. Ross more
frequently in cases they both were not assigned to, but now consults with her about
one hour a month.

The AOPC does not know how often Ms. Termini consults with the judges and
CYS or interviews families and children in custody cases, and is unclear about how
much consultation occurs with Ms. Ross on cases to which they are both assigned.

Ms. Ross was asked how many hours a month she consults with Ms. Termini, on
average. She typically only consults on cases in which Ms. Termini is involved,
and such consultation is sporadic and limited.
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RECOMMENDATION 30: THE COURT SHOULD DETERMINE WHETHER
THE CONSULTING SPECTALIST SERVICES CURRENTLY PROVIDED BY
MS. TERMINI ARE SUFFICIENT TO JUSTIFY THAT POSITION.

According to Ms. Termini, parenting coordination is “a psycho-educational
program that addresses the relationship between separate households created as a
result of divorce or family separation.” If the parties fail to meet the requirements
of the program, contempt proceedings may be instituted by the court.

In her capacity as parenting coordinator, Ms. Termini is directly involved in
“toxic” cases for which parenting coordination is ordered. Her parenting
coordinator responsibilities include “educating the parents, monitoring
arrangements for the child and mediating parenting concerns.” Ms. Termini may
also provide unification therapy or family counseling, but they are ordered
separately by the court. Parenting coordination work is generally done at Ms.
Termini’s Clarks Summit office.

Ms. Termini makes recommendations to the court and the parents about family
functioning. If other services are needed, she will tell the parties and/or their
attorneys, and, if necessary, meet with a judge or Ms. Ross. She may also
withdraw as parenting coordinator if she feels that effective change is no longer
occurring in keeping with the best interest of the child. In Lackawanna County, a
parenting coordinator “does not make any binding decisions that due process
would be called into question” —Ms. Termini just makes recommendations. Ms.
Ross was asked how often she refers cases to Ms. Termini, and wasn’t sure. She
does not keep a list of cases in which she makes recommendations for parenting
coordination.

The AOPC reviewed the old “co-parenting” Informed Consent Program Overview
and Agreement and new version (Appendix 8) in use as of January 21, 2012. Ms.

Termini noted, “The impetus to change the agreement is ongoing, as working with
high conflict cases (that parenting coordination is designed for), requires concrete,
clear and detailed protocols.”

The new agreement has a number of provisions not found in the previous version,
including: the initiation of the parenting coordination process, the procedure and
rights of the parenting coordinator, communications with the parenting
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coordinator, confidentiality, compensa’tion and privilege. Ms. Termini said Judge
Harhut did not approve the agreement but gave her license to draft it. It is
unknown whether any family court judge reviewed and approved the version that
is in use.

RECOMMENDATION 31: THE NEW PARENTING COORDINATION
AGREEMENT SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE COURT.

No parenting coordination orders were found during the AOPC’s reviews of
custody case files in the clerk’s office. There were rare, occasional notations that
the parents were to participate in co-parenting courses in court orders or on sheets
used by the masters. More often, there were notes in the GAL reports mentioning
reports from Ms. Termini.

Ms. Termini said she worked as a parenting coordinator in 41 cases in 2009. One
is still active, and the parents were non-compliant in 15. In 2010, she was assigned
to 43 cases. Five are still active, and seven involved non-compliant parents. In
2011, she was assigned to 47 cases. In 11, the parents were non-compliant.

According to Ms. Termini, differences exist between the parenting coordination,
Kids First and mediation programs. Her program handles only high conflict cases,
and works with families much more intensively than Kids First does. Kids First is
a designed to give parents strategies to help their children cope with divorce and
family conflict. Mediation consists of a few sessions and usually only involves
one or a few issues. Parenting coordination takes between eight and twelve
months or longer. Mr. Libassi handles most mediation cases, the exception being
cases that involve domestic violence. Those cases are sent to Ms. Termini.

It is unknown whether reports are generated about the parenting coordination
program. In the absence of a contract with Ms. Termini, there is no formal
requirement for her to produce reports. Data that helps the court evaluate whether
the program is meeting its goals should be collected. Reports should be generated
and circulated to the judges on a regular basis.

RECOMMENDATION 32: OUTCOME DATA ABOUT THE PARENTING
COORDINATION PROGRAM SHOULD BE COLLECTED AND REVIEWED.
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Several attorneys criticized the parenting coordination program. “The program is a
‘boondoggle’ — the parties have to go for months.” “She is too close to the action

- and runs her own little domain.” “The process goes on and on and I don’t
understand the value of it. The court should get rid of Termini’s kingdom.” “A
conflict of interest is created by the court making people go to her program.”
“Termini is nice and bright, but she qualifies everything and never makes a
definitive statement. She is like a counselor.”

Others complimented the program. A master said if a parent needs therapeutic
setting, Ms. Termini is appointed, and cases are referred to her when the parties
won’t communicate. “She does good work, and can get through to people.” One
parent wrote, “She tried to help us, teaching us the fine art of negotiation...Ann
Marie was persistent, kind and knowledgeable...her number one goal was to help
us with effective co-parenting...I was pleased working with Ann Marie Termini.
She was professional every step of the way.”

Although Ms. Termini does not have a contract with the County, the County has
been paying her since 1998. In the past, her bills were “simply approved” by
Judge Harhut. Mr. McLane said when Ms. Termini was located in Judge Harhut’s
office, cash payments from the parties were mailed to her there. His understanding
was the cash payments were taken to the treasurer by Judge Harhut’s tipstaff, who
received a receipt for the deposit. Ms. Termini would then submit a voucher to the
County for payment.

During the interim period before the new invoice review procedure took effect,
President Judge Munley reviewed and approved bills previously submitted by Ms.
Termini. Mr. Mackay advised in January 2012, changes were made in the way
invoices for Ms. Termini are processed. Ms. Termini now separates her invoices
according to the judge or master who heard the case. She obtains their signatures
on the invoices and forwards them to President Judge Munley, who signs for each
group of invoices. Mr. Mackay then approves the invoices, and his staff enters
them into the County’s financial accounts payable system and creates a batch.

When a batch is ready, Mr. McLane is the second level of approval. He reviews
the invoices to “see if they make sense” and contain the necessary signatures. If so,
he approves the batch and forwards it to the controller’s office. After approval by
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the controller, the invoices are paid by the finance department and mailed by the
treasurer.

Ms. Termini bills the court $20 an hour for the work she does as consulting
specialist between 9:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. on Mondays, Tuesdays and Thursdays.

As recommended earlier, the court should determine whether the consulting
specialist services Ms. Termini provides to the court are sufficient to justify that
position. The court should also review her hourly rate arrangement.

RECOMMENDATION 33: THE “CONSULTING SPECIALIST” HOURLY
RATE ARRANGEMENT SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY THE COURT.

Ms. Termini’s work as parenting coordinator is billed to the court at $60 per hour
for parties proceeding IFP (for whom costs are waived). She invoices the parties
for reunification therapy or family counseling, and payment is made directly to her.
When she does parenting coordination work at her courthouse office, Ms. Termini
does not bill the court as consulting specialist, so there is no “double dipping.”

The fee schedule outlined in the January 2012 Parenting Coordination Informed
Consent Program Overview and Agreement (agreement) used by Ms. Termini
reads:

$300 retainer for each parent (the fee may be reduced at Ms. Termini’s
discretion)

$40 per individual 50 minute session (if represented by Legal Aid, $20)

$35 per parent for each 80 minute joint session (if represented by Legal Aid,
$15)

$15 per quarter hour telephone consultation with
parent/guardian/professionals (if represented by Legal Aid, $15)

$35 per hour for preparation of written reports (if represented by Legal Aid,
$15)

$35 per hour for home/school/work visits including travel to and from the
location (if represented by Legal Aid, $15)
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$35 per hour for court time including travel to and from the proceedings (if
represented by Legal Aid, $15)

$35 per hour for reading extensive reports and records (if represented by
Legal Aid, $15)

$20 per parent for the book Cooperative Parenting and Divorce: A Parent
Guide to Effective Co-Parenting

These fees are waived if the parties are granted IFP status.

The agreement states the retainer is expected from each parent to initiate the
process unless other arrangements have been made with Ms. Termini or are
stipulated to differently in the court order. After the fees are received, Ms.
Termini contacts the parents to schedule their first individual session. Parents are
provided with an itemized copy of their bill on a monthly basis. An additional
retainer may be requested as needed. The initial retainer of $300 is payable by
money order only to the “Lackawanna Family Court.” The book fee of $20 per
parent is payable by money order only to Ms. Termini.

It was unclear how the fee schedule applies to non-IFP cases (cases in which
people can afford to pay, and cases in which a Legal Aid attorney is involved) and
requested clarification from Ms. Termini. She was asked when it applied, and if
any or all of the fees were made payable directly to her or the court. Ms. Termini
responded, “The $300 retainer, if one is supplied, is used to deduct session fees. I
only charge by the hour for the sessions I offer. If someone has a $300 retainer
and the session fee is $30, then the $30 gets deducted from the 300. The $300 is
used, [Sic] then they pay monthly.”

The AOPC is still unclear how the fee schedule applies or why the retainer is paid
to the family court (rather than Ms. Termini), only to be “turned around” by the
County and paid out to Ms. Termini.

According to Ms. Termini, Judge Harhut did not approve the new agreement but
gave her license to draft it. Judge Harhut said he did not discuss the fees listed in
the new agreement. It is unknown whether President Judge Munley was consulted
about or reviewed the new agreement.
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RECOMMENDATION 34: THE PARENTING COORDINATION FEE
SCHEDULE AND PAYMENT PROCESS SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND
APPROVED BY THE COURT.

All fees collected from the parties in cases for which the court is billed are
recorded by Ms. Termini in a notebook. She submits invoices to the District Court
Administrator that contain a summary of the hours worked and her hourly rates.
Ms. Termini said she does some work for which she doesn’t bill.

Ms. Ross was asked how she bills for consultations in cases in which she and Ms.
Termini are both involved. She does not charge for discussing cases with Ms.
Termini unless she is: 1) specifically reviewing and circulating one of Ms.
Termini’s reports or 2) calling Ms. Termini to discuss a parent’s progress in Ms.
Termini’s sessions in a case to which Ms. Ross has been appointed. In those
situations, Ms. Ross bills for the phone call or time it takes her to review and
circulate the report, which in both cases is approximately ten minutes at the $50 an
hour rate. It unclear if or how Ms. Termini bills for these consultations.

A number of Ms. Termini’s 2011 invoices were reviewed. Very little detail was
provided on the invoices. A representative sample invoice read:

Services Rendered to L.ackawanna Family Court for June 2011

In the position of Consulting Specialist: 56.75 hours x $20 = $1,135
In the position of Parenting Coordinator: 82.25 hours x $60 = $5,115
Grand Total = $6,250

There was no itemization of the services provided for either position, nor were the
case names listed to which the services pertained. On some invoices an amount
was charged for “Services Rendered Without Client Payment,” and for “Book
Reimbursement.” On one, there was a charge just for “Services.” Ms. Termini
also invoiced the court for travel reimbursement to a conference that presumably
was work related.

It is not clear she is prohibited from providing more detailed invoices for services.
Under HIPAA, otherwise protected health care information may be disclosed for
certain purposes, such as, among other things, for payment. A full analysis of how
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HIPPA applies to the services Ms. Termini provides, and answering what
information she can disclose consistent with HIPPA, are beyond the scope of this
assignment. However, as the court is paying for Ms. Termini’s services, and doing
so out of public funds, it seems unreasonable that the court cannot know what
services are being provided in each case. Whether that information should be
shielded from further (public) disclosure is another question.

At a minimum, all invoices should include case information and a description of
the services provided, and to whom (or this information should be included on a
separate sheet to be held confidentially by the family court administration office),
or Ms. Termini should be required to explain in a thorough manner why such
information should be withheld. A bald invocation of HIPPA should not be
acceptable as a reason for keeping billing information secret. The burden should
be on Ms. Termini to provide a legal justification for withholding the information.

RECOMMENDATION 35: MS. TERMINI’S INVOICES SHOULD INCLUDE
CASE INFORMATION AND A DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES PROVIDED.

Ms. Termini’s IRS Form 1099s were examined. She was paid $38,799 in 2009,
$47,325 in 2010 and $61,165 in 2011. The AOPC does not know how much she
was paid for parenting coordination work billed directly to the parties.

The family court also utilizes parenting coordination services provided by Jewish
Family Services (JFS), but the JFS fee structure was not examined or compared to
Ms. Termini’s. Ms. Ross advised referrals to each are fairly equal, “in that there
are many litigants whom are indigent and can’t afford Anne Marie Termini despite
her sliding fee scale, and the Jewish Family Services accepts Medicaid.”

Ms. Termini has an office on the second floor of the family court building. It is
generally used for her work as consulting specialist three days a week.
“Occasionally” she will use it for parenting coordination work, but most of that
work is done at her Clarks Summit office.

If the court determines Ms. Termini’s work as consulting specialist is sufficient to
justify an office in the family court building it should bear in mind Judge Harhut’s
decision that the lack of bus service to Clarks Summit justified providing Mr.
Libassi with an office in the family court building. Regardless, the court should be
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cognizant of the pros and cons of having an independent contractor working in the
family court building because of the perception created that there is a relationship
between the adjudicator and the contractor. Great care needs to be taken by the
court to emphasize its neutrality.

The County provides the cleaning services, electricity and heat. Ms. Termini has a
County “swipe” access card/identification badge.

D. Home Inspections

The court’s standard order for the appointment of a GAL states, “The Guardian ad
Litem may, if necessary...conduct home visits/assessments (scheduled or
unannounced)...” A home inspection of a family’s residence is done to determine
its suitability for the child.

A number of family court employees perceive Ms. Termini is responsible for the
administrative oversight of home inspectors. This perception may result from the
practice of GALs utilizing individuals on the court’s private professional visitation
supervisor list to conduct home inspections. Other employees think President
Judge Munley is in charge given the new home inspection payment procedures he
instituted last June. Ms. Termini said although she developed a home inspection
form that was given out at the 2005 mandatory orientation program for GALs, she
“has nothing to do with home inspectors.”

Ms. Czaykowski should be responsible for the administrative oversight of the
inspectors. Oversight includes: qualifying and approving inspectors, monitoring
their compliance with policies and procedures, reviewing invoices and providing
training.

RECOMMENDATION 36: THE DEPUTY FAMILY COURT
ADMINISTRATOR SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
ADMINISTRATIVE OVERSIGHT OF HOME INSPECTORS.

1. Qualifications

The AOPC was continually referred to the “list of home inspectors and visitation
supervisors used by GALs.” Court staff and GALs appear to be under the
impression that home inspectors are the same individuals who are on the court’s
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list of private professional visitation supervisors. The supervisors are apparently
under the impression they are “approved” to conduct home inspections. For
example, Ms. Lisa Tisdel’s fee schedule (Appendix 9) lists fees for both supervised
visits and home inspections.

Ms. Termini said there is no court-approved list of home inspectors, “that is up to
the GAL,” and that she is only in charge of approving the appointments to and
maintaining the list of the visitation supervisors.

It is not acceptable for unqualified persons to conduct inspections. Ms.
Czaykowski, the GALs and a family court judge should determine the education
requirements needed to be an inspector and interview interested persons.
Applicants should provide an official transcript and submit to a criminal/child
abuse background check.

RECOMMENDATION 37: A COURT-APPROVED LIST OF QUALIFIED
HOME INSPECTORS SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED.

2. Policies and Procedures

Other than Ms. Termini’s home inspection form, there are no written policies or
procedures that provide guidance about how to conduct a home inspection or what
should be contained in the report expected by the court. Thus, it is likely the
“quality” of a report varies by the individual inspector.

One inspector said the court expects pictures and a written report of the home
inspection. Ms. Termini’s form does not specify that photographs are required by
the court. Some inspectors are taking photographs, and the practice varies among
inspectors whether the parties are charged for them. It is unclear if all inspectors
are using Ms. Termini’s form. All persons approved to conduct inspections should
be required to sign an acknowledgement that they will comply with the court’s
policies, procedures and fee schedule.

The court should also consider developing a leaflet for families that explains what
occurs during a home inspection. The leaflet should include a detailed explanation
of the court’s fee schedule for home inspections and be provided to the family by a
GAL and/or when the inspector arrives at the home.
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RECOMMENDATION 38: HOME INSPECTION POLICIES AND
PROCEDURES SHOULD BE DEVELOPED.

3. Training

The court’s standard order for the appointment of a GAL does not specifically state
that a GAL may utilize a designee. However, the AOPC was advised GALs “find
someone” to conduct inspections. One judge was told by a conflict GAL, “You
may as well end our practice if we have to do home studies.”

Both Ms. Ross and the conflict GALs utilize other persons to conduct inspections.
The AOPC does not know if conflict GALs have conducted home inspections
themselves, or whether all inspectors currently utilized by the conflict GALS are
approved private professional visitation supervisors.

Ms. Mcllwee conducts inspections after hours at the request of a judge, master or
Ms. Ross. The request may be contained within a court order, or in a note from
Ms. Ross attached to a case file. If Ms. Ross requests Lisa Bauman to conduct an
inspection, Ms. Mcllwee calls Ms. Bauman to make the request.

There is no training provided by the court for home inspections by non-GALs. Ms.
Ross advised Ms. Mcllwee how to conduct an inspection. All persons who are not
GALSs and who wish to be an inspector must undergo training.

RECOMMENDATION 39: MANDATORY TRAINING FOR HOME
INSPECTORS SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED.

4. Alleged Home Inspection Scheme

It has been alleged that Ms. Ross was running a home inspection “scheme.” It
appears the allegation resulted from complaints about where cash payments went
that her home inspectors, particularly Ms.Mcllwee, “privately charged” and
received from litigants.

No evidence has been seen that Ms. Ross is running a scheme using proceeds from
home inspections conducted by Ms. Mcllwee or other inspectors or that any other
impropriety exists with these fees. Home inspections are only conducted if ordered
by the court.
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5. Home Inspectors’ Cash Payments

Another complaint necessitating the AOPC’s review of the GAL program was that
court staff who conducted court-ordered home inspections demanded cash
payments without the issuance of receipts. The method of payment for services
provided by a GAL (such as a home inspection) is not specified in the court’s
standard order for the appointment of a GAL, and it is not clear how the fees for
home inspections were established. Ms. Ross said the “fee schedule” inspectors
followed was, to the best of her knowledge, established by the inspectors.

Ms. Mcllwee confirmed she had taken cash and checks from parties for
inspections. She initially charged for inspections according to a price list she
received from Ms. Kobal’s office. She now generally charges $50.00 for an
inspection, but more if she has to travel a greater distance, which occurs
infrequently. For example, she charged $60.00 to conduct an inspection in
Carbondale, and $100.00 to conduct an inspection in Lancaster County, which is
less than what has been charged by other inspectors.

Ms. Mcllwee gave parties a receipt so they could prove to the court they paid. She
did not keep copies of the receipts because she considered the reports she wrote a
receipt. Her findings during an inspection are contained in reports placed in Ms.
Ross’s GAL files, and a memorandum was also placed in the “official” case file
referencing the inspection.

It has been alleged that Ms. Mcllwee has been paid tens of thousands of dollars for
performing home inspections. A review of records shows this accusation has no
basis in fact.

The lists of inspections conducted by Ms. Mcllwee during 2010 and 2011 were
reviewed. They show the case name, number and party for whom the inspection
was conducted. Ms. Mcllwee did not have a list for 2009, as that was the first year
she began working for Ms. Ross and didn’t do many inspections.

According to the lists of Ms. Mcllwee’s inspections, she conducted 20 in 2010, and
16 in 2011. Assuming an average charge of $50 per inspection, the total amount
collected by Ms. Mcllwee for those two years was $1,800 (36 inspections x $50).
Further assuming Ms. Mcllwee conducted 10 inspections in 2009 (the AOPC’s
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estimate), the total amount collected in three years is around $2,300, not the tens of
thousands of dollars alleged.

On May 19, 2011, President Judge Munley issued an order and instituted a new
policy regarding the payment of home inspection fees. An inspector is no longer
allowed to take or handle cash.

Inspectors are to deposit fees received by check or money order with the Clerk of
Judicial Records, Family Division. The inspector is to make the arrangements for
the inspection and tell the family member “to make a check or money order
payable for the appropriate amount (based on distance to be traveled).” The
inspector must follow several steps in receiving the payment, and keep a list of all
visits and fees collected.

While the court prohibited cash payments to inspectors, it apparently did nothing to
prevent inspectors from charging as they see fit. The new policy did not define
what the standard “appropriate amount” was or provide guidance as to the
amount(s) of an additional fee(s) to be collected based on distance. It also did not
require a receipt be given to the family by the inspector, presumably because the
money order to be made out to the clerk’s office has a tear off stub (containing the
money order number) that can be used as a receipt.

The fee schedule should show the fee(s) to be charged for inspections in the
Scranton area and outside the area (perhaps by mileage “zones”). It also should
state the fees to be assessed for photographs of the inspection and for a court-
ordered appearance of the inspector, if the court determines those fees can be
charged. The fee schedule should be publicly available, and provided to the parties
by the GAL and/or the inspector during the inspection.

A receipt should be given to the parties, a copy of which should be kept by the
inspector and also attached to the inspector’s report. The receipt should show the
date of the inspection, where the inspection took place, all fee (s) charged and the
inspector’s name.

RECOMMENDATION 40: A STANDARD FEE SCHEDULE FOR HOME
INSPECTIONS SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED BY THE COURT.
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Ms. Czaykowski should be charged with the administrative oversight of the home
inspectors. Until that occurs, there is no way to ensure procedures pertaining to
home inspectors are being followed.

No evidence was seen that Ms. Mcllwee tried to conceal how she was paid for
home inspections. By her own admission, she received cash payments. There were
no policies and procedures in effect that prohibited cash payments. Other
inspectors also took payments in cash.

There is also no evidence that Ms. Mcllwee performed home inspections during
times when she was being compensated as a County employee.

E. Private Professional Visitation Supervisors

Private professional visitation supervisors supervise the visit of a parent with a
child.to ensure the safety and security of the child. According to Ms. Termini, in
years past families had limited options if a supervised visit was ordered. She was
asked by Judge Harhut to develop a list of qualified individuals to supervise visits
at other locations. Ms. Termini was put in charge of the supervisors when the
guidelines for GALs were revised by a committee overseen by the court.

Ms. Ross said once a judge orders a visit, the parties and their counsel (and Ms.
Ross, if she is involved), will “usually pick someone from the court’s list” to
supervise visitation. Ms. Ross has only performed three or four supervised visits in
the past eight years.

Ms. Czaykowski should be responsible for the administrative oversight of the
supervisors. Oversight includes: qualifying and approving supervisors, monitoring
their compliance with policies and procedures, reviewing invoices and providing
training.

RECOMMENDATION 41: THE DEPUTY FAMILY COURT
ADMINISTRATOR SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
ADMINISTRATIVE OVERSIGHT OF PRIVATE PROFESSIONAL
VISITATION SUPERVISORS.
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1. Qualifications

According to Ms. Termini, the committee that worked on the GAL guidelines
determined supervisors needed a bachelor’s degree in education, social work,
psychology or mental health. Persons interested in being a supervisor provided an
official transcript, submitted to a criminal/child abuse background check and were
interviewed by Ms. Termini. She noted, “We also use family members and friends
or people known to the family to offer supervision for visitation when appropriate
to the case in order to reduce costs.”

Ms. Termini was authorized to approve supervisors. The Children’s Advocacy
Center and Scranton Area Family Center had been providing visitation services
prior to her involvement, but they did not meet the committee’s criteria.
Supervisors may be removed from the list for “unprofessional services.” There
have been two removals, one for lying about events that occurred during a
visitation, and the second for changing the date on a check.

A review of the resumes of several individuals on the supervisor list revealed that
one has an associate’s, not a bachelor’s or a master’s, degree. Ms. Termini said the
supervisor was one of long standing who had been utilized prior to the approved
protocol. Ms. Mcllwee, who conducted two or three supervised visits, was not on
the list. Ms. Termini was not aware Ms. Mcllwee had supervised visits.

Ms. Ross explained that Ms. Mcllwee performed approximately two supervised
visits for her on the same case during a holiday weekend when an approved
supervisor could not be found. Ms. Ross advised the parties she would ask if Ms.
Mcllwee was willing to supervise the visit, which Ms. Mcllwee was. All parties
agreed Ms. Mcllwee could supervise the visit, so the children were able to see their
father on Father’s Day. Ms. Mcllwee said she gave the parties a half an hour of
her time for free.

The utilization of persons who have not been approved by the court, even in an
effort to reduce costs, defeats the purpose of having qualifications, and is
unacceptable. In order to accommodate judges’ requests for visitations to be held
at the family court building, the court may wish to revise its qualifications so that
court personnel can apply for consideration.
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RECOMMENDATION 42: ONLY PERSONS APPROVED BY THE COURT
SHOULD BE UTILIZED FOR COURT-ORDERED SUPERVISED VISITS.

2. Policies and Procedures

There are no written policies or procedures to guide the supervisors. Some
supervisors were confused about procedures and have asked Ms. Mcllwee about
them. When Ms. Termini interviews potential supervisors, they are told to keep
notes of their observations of the visits and not to make interpretations or
recommendations. She said, “If they choose to do so, it is without my consent.”

All supervisors should be required to sign an acknowledgement that they will
comply with the court’s policies, procedures and fee schedule.

RECOMMENDATION 43: POLICIES AND PROCEDURES ABOUT COURT-
ORDERED SUPERVISED VISITATION SHOULD BE DEVELOPED.

3. Training

According to Ms. Termini, supervisors are not required to have any training
“outside of their degree.” The AOPC was told by a supervisor the “training” is
“eyes on the child at all times.” All persons who are not GALs and who wish to be
a supervisor should undergo training. Given that supervisors may be called to
testify in court, they should receive specific instruction about taking notes, etc.

RECOMMENDATION 44: MANDATORY TRAINING FOR VISITATION
SUPERVISORS SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED.

4. Cash Payments

Prior to the new payment policy for court-ordered supervised visits, it was
“common practice” for visitation supervisors to take cash payments. Ms. Termini,
who oversees the supervisors, did not know how they charged.

On June 14, 2011, President Judge Munley issued an order and instituted a new
policy regarding the payment of fees for court-ordered supervised visitations. A
supervisor is no longer allowed to take or handle cash. The hourly rate for a
supervisor is $20 per hour. Supervisors are to deposit fees received by check or
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money order with the Clerk of Judicial Records, Family Division. The supervisor
must follow several steps in receiving the payment and keep a list of"all visits and
fees collected.

The new policy does not require that a receipt be given to the family by the
supervisor, presumably because the money order to be made out to the clerk’s
office has a tear off stub (containing the money order number) that can be used as a
receipt. A receipt should be given to the parties, a copy of which must be kept by
the supervisor. The receipt should show the date of the visit, where it took place,
the fee charged and the name of the supervisor.

Mr. Mackay sent a memorandum explaining the new policy together with a copy
of President Judge Munley’s order to “persons performing private professional
visitation supervisor duties” and the family court judges. The persons were
requested to return a written acknowledgment that they would abide with the
policy and other documentation to Ms. Czaykowski. When asked how the
supervisors were informed of the change to the visitation payment process, Ms.
Termini responded, “I do not know for sure how they were informed of the
changes. I only knew of the changes made by Judge Munley after the fact.
Therefore, I had nothing to do with informing anyone anythlng ” She also had no
input regarding the new hourly rate.

The court’s order and accompanying memorandum should be amended to reflect
the receipt requirement, and distributed to all family court judges, all GALs, Ms.
Czaykowski, court administration staff involved with accounts payable, the clerk’s
office and all persons approved to conduct supervised visits. Supervisors should
complete a new acknowledgment form and return all documentatlon to Ms.
Czaykowski prior to supervising any visits.

One GAL complained, “The new payment order puts such an onus on the
supervisors. The parties — in front of the children — are supposed to write a check
and have the supervisors bring the money to the County. It is crazy to have a
supervisor go to a house for two hours on a case for only $40 and the hassle.
Supervisors have master’s degrees and are getting peanuts to watch kids.” The
GAL spoke to President Judge Munley about her complaint.
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Ms. Ross contacted President Judge Munley to confirm the new policy was to be
followed, which he did. She notified all supervisors via email that they could not
be “supervisors” unless they submitted the required documentation. Ms. Ross does
not know whether everyone complied. To date, only Ms. Mcllwee and Marcy
McNamara returned the required documentation to Ms. Czaykowski. As
recommended earlier, Ms. Czaykowski should be charged with the administrative
oversight of private professional visitation supervisors. Until that occurs, there is
no way to ensure that any procedures pertaining to the supervisors are being
followed.

IX. FAMILY COURT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE OPERATIONS
A.  General Operations

Responsibility for different administrative aspects of the GAL program is divided
among Mr. Mackay, Ms. Czaykowski, President Judge Munley and Ms. Termini.
Mr. Mackay has been signing contracts, approving service provider invoices,
receiving program reports and issuing memoranda about new policies and
procedures; Ms. Czaykowski has been supervising staff with program
responsibilities, scheduling GAL cases and working with the service providers;
President Judge Munley has been approving service provider invoices and issuing
policies and procedures; and Ms. Termini has been “overseeing the GAL program”
(maintaining the GAL conflict and private professional visitation supervisors lists
and handling parents’ complaints about GALS).

The bifurcation of responsibilities between the two court administration offices
together with President Judge Munley’s involvement and Ms. Termini’s nominal
“oversight” function is not conducive to the effective administrative management
of the GAL program. Ms. Czaykowski should be responsible for the
administrative functions of the GAL program. The delegation of these functions to
Ms. Czaykowski does not constitute a loss of control by President Judge Munley,
the family court judge(s) or Mr. Mackay. Rather, their knowledge of the
administrative operations of the GAL program should increase because Ms.
Czaykowski will be reporting regularly to them about the program’s operations.

The administrative management of the GAL program has been affected by the
“vacillation” in the court administration offices that has been apparent for some
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time. This vacillation has its roots in the relocation of the family court
administration office from the main courthouse and the resulting reduction in
communications, and the January 2011 President Judge transition.

According to court personnel and the AOPC’s observations, communication has
been lacking between the two court administration offices, and between the two
offices and the GAL program’s family service providers.

President Judge Munley and Mr. Mackay need to establish an effective
communications structure between the court administration offices, and conduct
regular communication between those offices and the court. While he does not
need to know every detail of court operations delegated to the deputy court
administrators, it is expected Mr. Mackay will have general knowledge about all of
the court’s programs, including the GAL program.

As part of establishing an effective communications structure, Mr. Mackay should
hold regular management meetings with the deputy court administrators and court
department heads. Mr. Mackay, the deputy court administrators and the court’s
department heads must proactively, rather than reactively, address administrative
issues that come to their attention, and keep the judges advised of any issues that
require their involvement.

RECOMMENDATION 45: INCREASED COMMUNICATION BETWEEN
THE COURT ADMINISTRATION OFFICES, PRESIDENT JUDGE MUNLEY
AND THE FAMILY COURT JUDGES IS NEEDED.

Whenever there is a transition between president judges, it is not unusual for the
leadership in a court administration office — the district court administrator and
deputy court administrators - to be apprehensive about the new president judge’s
leadership style, and what it will mean for them. It appears Mr. Mackay and the
deputy court administrators have been reluctant to take action on GAL program
issues because they are unclear about how much authority they have been granted
by President Judge Munley, and concerned about the future of the GAL program.

The functions of a district court administrator are to increase the amount of time a
judge has for adjudication and bring professional court management knowledge to
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the judiciary. A successful court administrator should be able to analyze problems,
formulate recommendations, build consensus, empower people and foster change.

Whether a court administrator operates effectively depends on several factors,
chief among them a clear delineation of the administrator’s role and
responsibilities; regular and open communication between the administrator and
the president judge; and the knowledge, skills and abilities of the administrator.
“Judges and court administrators work in a complex environment characterized by
ambiguity and adherence to local custom, both political and organizational...how
the chief [president] judge perceives the court administrator’s role will determine,
to a great extent, the exact duties of the court administrator.”

It appears the administrative oversight for the GAL program has been lacking in
part because of Mr. Mackay’s uncertainty about the extent of his authority, role
and responsibilities. It is not evident that President Judge Munley’s expectations
for Mr. Mackay have been explicitly stated, or that Mr. Mackay has requested
clarification about them.

RECOMMENDATION 46: PRESIDENT JUDGE MUNLEY’S
EXPECTATIONS FOR THE DISTRICT COURT ADMINISTRATOR’S
AUTHORITY, ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES SHOULD BE CLARIFIED.

The judges and masters were positive about Ms. Czaykowski’s management of the
family court office. “She does a great job.” “I’ve never had a complaint about
her.” “Court administration is responsive with regard to case processing.” “Court
administration works cooperatively with me.” Attorneys were also positive about
Ms. Czaykowski’s performance. “She does a really good job.” “She is on the job,
responsive and accommodates counsel’s schedules for prompt hearings.”

The family court administration office utilizes different “case scheduling systems.”
The family court has a license for Trumba, a web-based calendar that functions
like an Outlook calendar. Schedules for the judges, masters, visiting judges and
jury rooms are kept on Trumba. The “family court system” is a Word document
system housed on the County’s server. It is used to schedule conferences and
hearings before the masters and judges. This system does not show the docket
sheet entries in a case. To access case docket sheets, court staff must use the clerk

of judicial records’ office’s LACADA (AS400) software. None of these
81




scheduling systems are a caseflow management information system able to track
the progress of a case, monitor whether deadlines are met, etc.

An effective caseflow management information system focuses on the goals
of the system, facilitates timely access to needed information and highlights
departures from desired results. Standards and goals define the direction of
the case-flow management system. Appropriate information enables the
court to determine whether progress is being made.” “A complete case-flow
management system should provide at least: measures of activity, measures
of inventory, measures of delay, measures of case scheduling accuracy,
evaluation measures and individual case progress information.

Solomon, Maureen and Douglas K. Somerlot, Caseflow Management in the Trial
Court, American Bar Association, Chicago, Illinois, 1987.

Without an effective caseflow management information system, it is more difficult
for the family court to ascertain whether its approach to custody cases is working
well. The judges and court administrators should consult with the recommended
independent court consultant about the acquisition of a new, much needed
caseflow management information system for the family court.

RECOMMENDATION 47: AN AUTOMATED CASEFLOW MANAGEMENT
INFORMATION SYSTEM WILL BENEFIT THE FAMILY COURT.

During each visit to the family court administration office, the AOPC observed a
number of people making inquiries to the receptionist, being assisted with paper
work and waiting in the seating area. This observation was reinforced by family
court personnel. “People don’t realize how busy the office is.” It appears the
family court administration office needs a full-time receptionist. A workload
analysis should be conducted to ensure there is sufficient justification for a full-
time position.

RECOMMENDATION 48: A FULL-TIME RECEPTIONIST FOR THE
FAMILY COURT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.
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B. Court Staff Working for Ms. Ross

Ms. Mcllwee is a salaried court employee who works in the morning as the family
court administration office’s receptionist, and in the afternoon as Ms. Ross’s |
paralegal. Her receptionist duties include: responding to telephone and walk-in
inquiries from the public; assisting litigants who come to court for a PFA, custody
case or special emergency relief; providing court forms to litigants; limited
scheduling of custody case conciliation conferences; and entering information into
the family court’s computer systems.

As Ms. Ross’s paralegal, Ms. Mcllwee’s duties include: making appointments for
GAL conferences; responding to questions about Ms. Ross’s fees and payment
options; performing clerical functions; following up on case task lists; working on
case files; receiving updates from doctors and counselors; proofing, filing, faxing
and delivering Ms. Ross’s reports and recommendations; creating memoranda for
the files; and assisting generally assisting Ms. Ross’s clients. Ms. Mcllwee also
conducts home inspections for Ms. Ross after court hours. Ms. Ross advised the
AOQOPC she could use Ms. Mcllwee’s assistance full-time, because of the volume of
work.

An “appearance” and/or conflict of interest issue is created when a court employee
is paid with public funds to do work for an independent contractor.

RECOMMENDATION 49: COURT EMPLOYEES SHOULD BE ASSIGNED
ONLY COURT DUTIES AND NOT PERFORM WORK FOR AN
INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR WHILE BEING SUPERVISED BY COURT
OFFICTALS.

C. Office Security

Security for the family court administration office is lacking. It is too easy for
anyone to walk past the reception desk and into the office suite, particularly when
the receptionist is busy assisting the public. Attorneys routinely make their way to
Ms. Ross’s office in spite of the “No unauthorized people allowed” sign.

Increased security measures are strongly recommended for the family court
administration office. They include: 1) “swipe” card access on the door by the
Adams Avenue entrance (the one before the sheriff’s security scanner); 2) “swipe”
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card access on the glass door leading to the back of the office from the reception
area; 3) a buzzer at the front reception desk that will activate the door into the court
administration area, and 4) a “panic” button in the deputy family court
administrator’s office that can be pressed to summon security personnel.

RECOMMENDATION 50: INCREASED SECURITY IS REQUIRED FOR THE
FAMILY COURT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE.

X. CONCLUSION

The utilization of a full-time GAL in the Lackawanna County Family Court arose
from Judge Harhut’s conviction that fairness demands parties in litigation, and
especially children, require representation, and a GAL can help the court protect a
child’s best interest and welfare. The court’s therapeutic approach and use of a
full-time GAL to resolve custody cases are believed to effectuate the settlement of
cases, empower families, diminish trauma to children and reduce costs for the
litigants and court system. However, the efficacy and benefits of the GAL
program are unclear because of a reliance on anecdotal information rather than
data. Data about the program’s operation and costs should be collected and
evaluated.

The GAL program has been criticized by attorneys, particularly the role of the full-
time GAL and the reduced access to a judge. The court should determine whether
to continue to assign the majority of cases to one GAL or alter the system that has -
been in place since 2008. Local court rules should reflect actual practice. Also,
the court should consider if the benefits realized by providing office space to
independent service providers are outweighed by an arguable appearance of
impropriety. If service providers are to remain in court/county facilities, steps
should be taken to ensure any appearance of inappropriate influence is diminished.

It is recommended that President Judge Munley and the judges presiding over
family court matters collaboratively determine if the program and its components
are worth the cost, and ensure the services retained are non-duplicative, consistent
and affordable for families. An independent court consultant charged with
reviewing the program’s family services, outcomes and therapeutic approach can
help the court decide whether to retain the Five Step Sequential Evaluation as the
foundation of the GAL program.
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Administrative oversight of the GAL program is lacking. The deputy family court
administrator should be responsible for the administrative functions of the
program, including the administrative oversight of home inspectors and private
professional visitation supervisors. The district court administrator needs to foster
increased communication with the court. The court’s contracts should be
monitored for compliance.

The lack of administrative oversight of the GAL program has given rise to
conjecture about financial misconduct and corruption by Ms. Ross, court staff and
family services providers. The AOPC does not find evidence of criminal
wrongdoing or malfeasance by these individuals. It cannot be discounted that
professional disputes and jealousy, personal grievances, internal office
maneuvering and disgruntled litigants have played a role in the allegations.

There should be increased financial oversight of the GAL program. IFP invoices
submitted by all GALs should be reviewed by the court, as should the invoices
from all family services providers. The court should work with its independent
contractors and the County to implement a financial accountability process that is
auditable.

Given the scope and breadth of this report, the review of it and decisions regarding

its implementation will be a time-consuming task that will likely require the use of

a committee or task force, and will also need the ongoing attention and guidance of
one individual who has the time available and expertise needed.

RECOMMENDATION 51: THE PRESIDENT JUDGE SHOULD CONSIDER
THE APPOINTMENT OF AN INDIVIDUAL SUCH AS A SPECIAL MASTER
TO COORDINATE THE REVIEW OF THIS REPORT AND
IMPLEMENTATION OF ANY RECOMMENDATIONS.

The AOPC’s JPD is available to provide any assistance that is required by the
President Judge and the Lackawanna County Family Court.

85




Aunoo

ay) uo pased
54 pinoys 51509
aupj o Tvo 8y
0 1502 32U} dJeys

pinoys saped

AU} 4t sapjoap
ynoo ay| ‘pnoa
ayi Aq paroidde

S| Jey} 29j0AU|

pied sas) Jo BuiUNOIDE Lk SAIR231
UoljENSIUIUWPE HNOD/UNOD 3y S90p “TvD Apolsnd

B/ B/U oN oN San aN oN ue spwgns v | priya ayj o3 ARaeuip sejded sy Aq pred s1 fsuow § 6
Tyo ayp shed
usi} oym Alejouoyiord
2y} 0} epew slseq aseo-Ag-oseo
eu VO 84l O 8yl o8yl 34 0} 5| juswiheq B U0 paujwieisg e/u :0} pled s] Jauleged syl 8
abpn[ Buyuiodde
8y} Jo uopuaye UmeIpyIm
8} 0} sansst aq o} jsanbat 3UBLN2 JoU S| 83} JaY/S1Y JL 9S8
2/l B/U SOA SaA 28] sBuug Tvo Aay) sssjun ‘sax e/ saA B U0 )JOM 0} INULRUO2 YD AROISNI PIIYD € [IIA] A
Jauleial oN Aped Jad Junowy
abpn( Bunuiodde
Aq pautiieyep Jauiejal
padinbai junowy e Aed sojped 1eyy siseq 9se2-Ag-a583 £95E2 k U0 YJoM suifsq Ty Apojsna pjlys
B/U ON Allensn joN oN “s9A Ajjessuas) | Jepio Aew sBpnlayy ON B UD paujuIslag oN B 2l0j2q Jsujejal e Aed o3 paainbaa seied syj oy 9
Asea ues junowy
BuiAed *Aed o) saiped Japio
S| UojjeJ)siujlipe Aew abpn( ‘unoo siseq asea-Ag-9se0
e sv$ HNoa §l "1 09$ ] 05 ey} Aq pred §| "1y 0sg or$ € U0 paujuue)ed Gl HN02 J0 IO q
Aped
o} pabieyo J1 1y Atea ueo junowy
051$-09% iU 09% “Aed o} sajped Japio
aAl8021 skauloye Rew abpn[ ‘unao siseq asen-Ag-ose0
70 sr$ pajujodde pnog 5% 0gs$ au Aq pred 3f "1y 05$ 093 B U0 pauuuaied | 05§ - Junowe [eujwionN 001$ Hnod u e
253nied 03 obIeyd 0 paMoie 51 ¥
Apo3sna pJiys B aa) el J0 33BL ALNOY paepuels g|
B/U B/U g/ e/l B/ B/U B/U B/U ¢ TyD Apoisna pjiys swii ped e jo Alejes Jenuuy I2
B/U e/u e e/u B/U Eju B/l B/l 2TYD ApOISND PIIYD SWj3 [N € 30 ¢
slejjew
asay) uj }salou)
passaldxa aney oym
Jeq 2y} jo sJaqwawt
wijodde jim aBpinp
IS} [BLLIO} B Uleju(eus
SI019B1U0D S100BJUCD SICIIBAUOD 10U 530p AJUNoD
wapuadapuy juepuadapu) juspuadapu| JoiseyQ "pepasu
B/U ai ale pajujedde [y ae psjulodde jv |  aue pajuiodde |y X saiy) Jo om | se jujodde [leys pnoD a sJ0joRIjU0D Juspusdspu|
B/u [} 0 0 0 [i] 0 0 [i] seaho|dwa Hnos pauejes swn-Hed
e/ 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 [} S58K0]diUs unos pepieles SWh-(INg
aJe oYM STYD APOISNS PRYD JO Jsqiuny [3
yjuow Jad
000'Z$ @ STvO
EOVIH slseq papaau se 221y - yyuow ieak Yoea
10 om} awes oy} s|seq ased ue uo pajujodde Jad 0oo'ss®D us} 0} aAl4 "siseq
Aensn 'sAsuioye | -Ag-osed e uo AV 1102 S Bupeuipiaos uoow 49U 5,31 9nv)jeq sebpnp|  ases-Ag-eses Eunos
9l sjujodde pnop  |pejusoddy - suoN]  ugomylo sup  {sAsusoye B - 110z | 8uO -|ejo} Inog |anig B uj eouo pesny| wayy esnjuop Aoyt | e uo pajoddy AnoA Jo} Bupjiom syS Apoisna pHYD Jo Jsquiny L
HHOA ONYTIHOWLSIM | NOIJWYHLYON ANHIZNT HOIHT1 AUILSYONYT El:E] NiHdNvQd UY3LSIHD SH¥3d # Uofisenp|

1102 ¥IE0L00 - AFAUNS (VD) WLIT AV NVIQUYND AQOLSND ATHD

ALNNOD SSVI0 QYIHL
b XIAN3ddY

86



spuny
4o ¥oe| 0} anp syisia asiaedns
paso]d 5| JoJUsd 0} aUOEWOS sidpla pasiiadns
saiued Jo-jussuoo UOHBHSIA 33UIS {enpialpul abpnl auy Jo sucawos 104 VOMA 24} SSIWEYD 2ljoyieD
£q uosJad pancidde SJ0}ORIUOD siqefiene jou a.e [ojealsd Jo AousBe|  uo sssbe selued Jo uosiad e Joses 10 1114 SPRY Ui
ue Jo Aousbe spisino|  Juspuadepy) 2izem 21203 | S} ss9jUn umouyun seiyed Aensn sysia pesiusdng ueuio '}
{Anosds} puucsiad Ajuncn
LEIS SAD {As198ds) jpuuosiad Ajunog
1JE}S UORRIISIUIWPE HNOD
1IBJS 3JN0d 5, TYD
(slive
259583 Apojsnd
B/U PilY2 ay3 U] s)isIA pasialadns S1oNpuos oy Vi
J3pJo Unod
uo Bugoe isyiom
[e100S sjeaud
Kousbe apisinQ e Ag pajonpuod lsy10
ivo ® Aq pafojdwa yeys £ [ N
SAD
pebsie st josifeu  |uBnoiy; siojenuoD
Jo asnqge y AuQ Juapusdspu| X HE3S SAD P
LJEYS UO)! 1ul unos B
3483S HNoJ $vD q
X Ajjeuoisesao (slivo 2
paposu
1 AousBe ateAud
*pajonpuon isaseo Apojsna
B/u umousun e SUON Plys w 13e0| 1 2woy P oy el
X X X X X X e/l X X _m 1p]Ing PAUMA-AJUNCIFSNOYUNGS B UL 10N )
e/ Buipling paumo-AJuncs e uj )
Bfu 32130 uoy Hall HNoS Y uIYEMm q
2/U [@SNOYLINGD By U] e
em :pajeaoy/eIE s] {s)ealyo (s)1v'o Apoisna pio syL zL
¢{8qi1ossp eses]d) 18130 B
siseq
aseo-Ag-asen e
UD PAJINLD oG KB oN oN oN oN oN ON 2 @oueansuj asloeldiely
oN ON ON ON ON oN oN 24Je)s Hoddns [ealtslo
oN oN oN oN ON oN oN B [ duiog
ON ON ON ON oN oN oN Zainjuwing
oN ON ON oN OoN oN oN 2ooeds asill0
:103 Aed 10 aplacid 1noa ay; seop ‘{s)siojpenuod
e e juspuadapu; ue 81z/s| {s)Iv9 APoisha PIU2 au3 it 1
$59001d [elouBLY BY)
Ul PaAJOAU) aLIa9aq jou
X X S90p AJUNOD 18)58yD pomalasl jou are siig )
oN (A3193ds) 231440 JaUI0 P
1neo Aq pled jI 'Y oN SJUSWILIOD 935  |UOHBISIIILPE UN0Y B
oN asysew Gupuloddy o
X X X X AaIssod X aBpn[ Bunuioddy ‘e
ZiewAed Jo} sagied o9y3 0) Juss ol Aoy
e 2100 siild 5. TvS Apoisno pya B sMajaal oy ok
HUOA ANVIZHOW1S3IM | NOLJWYHLNON ANYIZN HOIHI1 HUILSVYONY | Elt=F] NiHdNVad YILSTHD syy3g # vogsanp

1102 1380100 - A3AYNS (TvD) WAL Y NYIGUYND AAOLSND ATIHD
ALNAOD SSV10 GYIHL

L XION3ddv

87



Bupeay/aousisiuos
au
Joye paiodde 1 ‘ON

Zobpn] e 10 I9JSElll € alojeq bulEsy
© 10} PAINP2Y2S S1 3SEI Y3 JJO 439 Judwsaube
ue yaeas pue AJ} 03 sAsuione ayl yim jeau (s} o

Bunaaw Bunleayyesusiajuod siseq unes Ap PY2 8y} (s
siseq asea-Ag-osed © Joj Juawalinbsl sy} o1 aseo-Ag-ased B ayj o) jodas e pue (sjuor
B/U SOA B U0 Jn220 Az SOA few.of oN Joud pajulodde ) 'sa A uo pajpuey si iyl sPwgns ¥o - oN ed s1)) Bupmalleiul ISPy 8
ZUoleYSIA
B/u oN oN oN oN ON ON oN oN posiatadns 10) JSHH20YO/ELISILD USBUM *a
e/ ON ON ON ON ON ON ON ON ésuoyeby; Bswioy 10} 3SiP|3sya/eUBIID USHUM |9
slelswered
uieyuoo pjnom
e ON ON ON ON ON PEIUoY ON Jays] waunuioddy oN £5TYD Apoisno pjiyo a0) ssuleping usplm
t3Aey unod AncA ssoq 8l
198
sanaeld areaud usaq jou sey B
E sey os|e auwny BIRUL VO B UM &Aues f|qeuoseal ues (s)Tyo & sesea
B/U B/ Umouury Asutone yual | ejessessup umouun LMoL e/ $9589 M3) 0§ - BA ApOISn3 PHY? JO JOGUINU WNILXEW 343 S1 3BUM 11
abueyoxs
saped sy} Jo Yed jou
Aq Apoaup wawked S} uojessuIWpe Zsuopensia pasipuadns pue suoyebisaau;
B/U umouun J0] UMDLNUN 20 S umouyun HNOY "UMoUN 15114 SPIY - SOA 3woy Joj sepJed 2y} 03 uanil sydiedas auy 9l
jue.b e Jo ped se
syisia pasiasadns
391 £} SINPUOD
sajieyDd ofoyed
“8]e0s 29} Buy
JIspiaosd 2 U0 Is}d Spiy
o} pted aie 01 AosuIp salued
pasialadns ayy Aq pled ale
10} 599} iSPi0oRY SUsIA pasiaiadng
fouabe salpued |e12tpne J0 ssao0.d |eigueuy ay} 3U0p Jou
pue sajued ay;  [Ag Apoaup JuewAed 318iD 0} ped ae U] paAjoAL| 21L022q Jou
usamiaq paujwlseg 10} usouun $3IPNIS SWoH umeusun sa0p AJUNoD Jalsay)D {Anoads) eui0
YD 2} 03 2342 Ag
TVD 23 03 yses u]
Jainskeai} Aunoa ayj 0} Y2812 Jo Yysed Ag
E
UORBRNSIUIIPE MNOD 3U3 03 )93Y2 0 YsEd Ag
uonessiulwpe osiaadng
HNo3 Aq pled j| uoljensiajolebsasur awoy ay3 o} o3y Aq
f0s1Aedns
uope)ISIAI0IeBESIAUL QWO JU3 03 Ysea u| 8
s|seq asea-Ag-ases zsepJed ey; Ag epew s)isia pesiuedns
e/ LmouUn B U0 patiuialeQ pue suoneliysaay) 10} syuswied aie moH Si
MHCA | GNVIZHOWLISIM | NOLJWYHINON | anggzni HSIHT1 MFLSYONY] ETRE] NIHdNYa FETCENR) SREE] # uopsenp

1102 ¥3E01L00 - AIAYNS (TvD) WALIT AV NVIAHYND AQOLSND ATHD
ALNNOD SSV10 adiHL

L XiGN3ddv

88



*aouelnsU| soRoeIdiEW SJapuaep aljgnd to) Aojjod Bj@iquin $,Aunoa ey

4SpuUn paJsAoo le 510J0BIUGD JUSpUIdepUI paiujodde-unod jey) os painooid sem Jepy ¥ “SIopEIUGD JUapuadapu Bujeg pue soueinsul yons Buiney jou SASUIOKE JIIUOD )M SSNSS] 219M aJsy} 'STYS 10 S9UBINSUS 8] u Gujplefay - yuoN

PIIYR 243 4O 158I9)U] 1594 3U3 Ui sem Jeym BuiAes ssouisnq Aue pey ays aAaljag Luplp
pue 'saseo Apojsno ui Ty E Se ,BNeA oU Jo, B} BUS |, UOISIOBp al} SXBW pinoys oBpn{ e pue ‘Jejem Byl SBIPPNLL, TyO B JEL) PaJUBLWILLIOD Jojelisiulupe Unoa Ajilue) Aindap sy} “Lojeuse [B)0} 10 8SNGE Jo SaSed aWanXs i pajujodde Sem vo v 'Sased
Apoisna pliyo ul pejulodde saLjaLIoS Sem pue ‘Pnod Aduspuadaep s,AlUnos UojdWeypoN Ul Ty € Useq SeY ays 'sesed as aid Ul Ty & Buizynn jo ALpien auj seas sojedisiuiipe Unod Ajwe) Aindap ayL as cid aie S3SED BUJ IO %0/ - %09 - YBIYaT

‘sajued aU} Uo passasse aq || §1503 ‘JusLuiodde PROS B INoyYIM PYa B 10} PAJY S| |9SUNAD §j "sased snojBly u; suop Auo sJ pue ‘pajuiodde ASUIOHE Ue 3By O} PHYS € 1o} aJel AISA 5| - Je1say)

“(05/05) 089'1$ pied saiped auy *9sED paIY} B U “(H1dS 09/0%) 9589 JSIOUE UO 00L'ES
U3 01 JunoWe pasojosipun Ue pied salled au} ‘eseo paute u] *(05/0S) 9SED JBUJOUR Wl G2 6] 'Z$ pled sated ay| *ased sua Ut AJunos sy Ag

led selued oYL "ase3 3U0 Lo 0gp¢ PIzd AUnod au} ‘L LOT Ul “Aposip Ve

"JusLuAed 10) 8|qisUadsas aJe sa)ed DU} USyM SIOPIO B} SAIED) JOU S0P UOHEHSIUILPE LNGD

“pled s305 vo ayz 05 Japlo U} sasses0.d UoKEASIUIWPE UNOS “TyD BU} 0} JuswAed Joj 3jqisuodsad St AJUNoD aly Yorym uf sase2 asou} Joj abpn & Aq paubis pue pemalaal USaq SEY J JaYe JOPID U} SAAID00S UOBASIUIWPE UAGD - 0} UOJSSND - sileg  :Sjuswiwiar)
oN oN oN £57v9 20} (UoRLIM] BLIDYI0 Bully @18y} S| ¥2|

£1102Z PUe 0102 Ul STvD
599'e$ 0 vi1'628 Sjuswitod 898 0} Aed {semied 8y3 Jou) UNod BYy3 pIP Yonw Moy £2

1102 - OF YD yoes 0} L0z - XIS &L10Z pue
S9SED XIS 0LOZ - 08 BUO ‘S9SED OM | $95B2 0Z - [ 102 0102 - 8UIN 0102 i pajulodde gvo aiom soses Auew moy u] F44

: (Aoads) Joy30
unoa Ag pled
3 Ajuo JuawAed Jog 40JELSIUIWPE JNGD JoiasIg

12)seW Buguoddy

ucisiatedns jenpe
Jo ybisiano Jeyjo
ON “TVD sAoWaY

X o} Ajuoyine sey X X Auo JuswiAed so4 X X X X aBpnl Bunjuloddy
BONE]
B/U ® JaA0 Auioyne AlosiatednsayBisionc sey oy 144
(Aioads) Joyio
VO
Apojsna se awes
8y} 1ou ase Aay ]
‘pejuiodde v STYD awiHiny
e € aAel Uaipjiya SBSBa 953U} J0) 99.U} SBY Hno2
Aouspuadap e 'seA SBA aN judpuadap v aN SOA SSA ssoo0ad umo sey SAD | Aouapuads( - oN [ésasea Asuapuadaq 0
o Aouspuadsp v 1nod Brup oN oN oN oN 450583 Wnod bBniq *d
PSAOAU| JOU D18
STy Apojsng
“josunoa
pajiodde sjeb
anss| ay Joulw e s|
18 S1 Apojsna J Auo S9N N juepuajep ayy jf SOA oN oN iSvdd e
e uj pautodde osje {s)Tyo Apoisno pliyo oL aejs| 0z
pit:[eFN GNVIIHONISIM | NOLJNYHIMON ANNIZNT HOIH31 HILSVYONYT ElE] NIHdOVQa WILSIHD SHy=" # uanssnp

1102 ¥380100 - AIAENS (TvO) WALIT AV NVIQUVYND ADOLSND dTHD
ALINNOD SSY10 aQdiHL

L XIONIddv

89



APPENDIX 2

1n Re: : INTRE COURT OF COMMON b '
o ! OFLACEAWARNA COSN

GUAEDIAN ad LI7EM :
| .]ci:i"“ M \

o

R~
a9z
=

=

£ g 2
R0 B
22
e
=5 2 g2
¢ %2

P =z
ANDNOW s 22% dwvol Sapbeh. 2008, & Is hersby
'ORDIERED and DECRYED as bz ©

. Effeetive November1, 200l & Five [5) Step Bequeniis] Evalugtion ghel]
Ry oy o) sty matters Fed with the Laskawarng Conrnty
Checkt of Joaclinlat Revnnde Family Divisinn, '

A Amy cages filed priorto Noverdber 1, 2008 shell somtinne
‘boryonrle with the exdsting GAL appointed and follow e

2 The porpose of this v procadiee bs to shaneed fhe foous on eustody

eases fn Lackawainns County en o maln sbjestives: (1) Baf
Suttlement; wnd {2 to insime thet every cilld Involved the Laeownmn
l{;‘fi:;ﬁm;l?mwmr: Kystern iz provided with o Ufe line, & Goerdinn A2

8, In the event ol pavties, practitioners and Masters do ot einsetly ihide

4. Thu Five {55 B qul:rmﬁul Exvelpation i g folows:

& BTEP1 - Autorastic Appolabment of & (AL
rthe copsilistion eonferere, the Hearing Masnoror gt the
Toitiul appesmunce, the Judpe ehall mepead the: freen 0f tha ragp pod
sl arty o thi Sollwing thivteen f1) bndicetors be involved,
mstenaticaliyeomele b Gt sl Tiem:

-IL' e
: —

-
(24

. donegti :L&)‘aﬁﬂ]mm -
5. pastendfor mresent PRA;

. 6. wisliation bt
Vo Dok o eommmnicetion betwenn
B, pendingciminal charges
o alegetions of phyelod] and for seal
. supervined visits:

E—-+

bz,

]
]

90




S

APPENDIX 2

A darmestic epsbility,
12 relocation;
13, cases fovelving Heh depree of wolitllity,

B. SBTEP z~ Byiiding a Relationskip
Onee 5.4.L. i ippointed, GAL wil] mest with parties nd minor
efidfren), If mpe eppesprizte, to ohtein the pecessiry fets/iesoss and
r frmifiartoe the fermtly with the GAZL, The GAL will xlas condud » fret
finding rvestipetiom, Le. contart collzbars) witneses, femily sembers,

. professionsls, sehoot eficidy, e,

Withit tem (100 Sass Froon fhe dete the GAL hae met with the merties
wnd mnor chiid{ren, the GAL will contmact sommnssl of record w mepart
tha sarvizes the BAL recommends the pertles a5d/or nrinor chitd{ran)

pertichabe.
1. List of Sorviees, But not Hmiled te:
© L o PerentUpoeiinstion
b DATR muﬁnm
£ Drag Teetinem
5 i) Eonpssting
6. Familyi plbmps
i Mﬁmcﬁ'mmﬁm
i Dompstic Violeste Intervention
Fropran,

i’“ Paretiting Closses;

i If the partes do not aryes, then the
b L, vl sk b, ot order by
fillng s Petition in secondanes
wiith the Fader of Devre

I, BTEP i = Informuation Gethering/Wetework
Thin (341, services providers and practitioners ondjor partics, i Pro Se,
shell ghire information pertaining to the servines nwhich fhe parties
endfor chlidren eee porticipeting, ,

‘Within forty-five (45} days from the dute the papties and/or minor ©
childfren) beptn serviows, the (AL, will eomtset the parties endfor
practitioners of rcond to schedels 2 GA L Conference, The GAL's
prettmingry recommendstion wil be provided at thisSlep,

L In the pwenta setilement Is reachisd et the GAL

L]

91




APPENDIX 2

Canferenee, the G AL will saek 5 "Conrt Oredee.

& Inthe event v pettlemen bs noe reached, the Goa 1
viill exdanclule n heating In fromt of Hesring
Meszr cr Judge, .

- & The QAL fnrma) Felommendeting will be
Ebmited, prior tp the henring gnd wil)
imhude o] informrtian ohteined rtomph gt
th antire Five () Step Sequentis]
Eyvaluating,

b, T eetlement it not reashed within fve [5)
Hays prioe w the Dearing, fhe e wil]
procesd, rerprdees of the Propoes]
Rpreement glter that dgte.

5. Dmee the Fvp ) Step Semuitia) Bvalustion {5 appliad to & caes befome
Parties or practitonems file Pabseguent Petitions, the Morine Barty

mus provide the GAL with vl htes o detertningtion whether

or tar he matter ran be revcilved, priorto fling thePetitlon nnless ]

BITErEENEY,

A Within ten (1) days of hihg pit on written
botios, the B 1 will Frovid & prelimizsey
recormunAtion a to wWhsthep or et e
Fualter can besperthod withont the moping Bty

Hling the petti,,

BYTHE pOURT,

92

e ———




APPENDIX 3

CONTRACT

M~
This Agreement is made on this QZZZ day ofMEOOT, by and between

Danielle M. Ross, Esquire, "GAL" and the Lackawanna County Court Administrator,
"Court Administrator.”

The GAL shall act as an independent contractor for the Lackawanna County Court
subject to the following terms and conditions,

1. Services for the above GAL, under the terms of this Agreement shall commence on
Monday, November 28, 2007,

2. The GAL shall serves as a Guardian Ad Litem, in accordance with the terms set
forth In the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litems in Lackawanna County, and shall be
available at all times for the Court to appoint, when it deems necessary, by entering a
Crder of Court.

3. The Court wil! provide a copy of said Order to the GAL and in said order, the Court
will direct the GAL as to the Court's expectation of the GAL for each individual case.

4. The GAL shall comply with all stated guidelines of performance, policies, rules, and
regulations, as set forth in the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litem in Lackawanna
County. At this time, the GAL acknowledges receipt of the guidelines manual. The GAL
shall also comply with such future Court policies, rules, regulations, performance
standards and manuals as may be published or amendad from time to time.

8. The Court Administrator shall make payment to the GAL a set amount as
compensation for services rendered. The GAL agrees 1o accept a retainer of the sum
of eighteen thousand dollars ($18,000.00) per year, payable In accordance with the
Lackawanna County contract payment schedule The sum of $18,000.00 is the
GAL’s retainer until July 2008, when this sum will be renegotiated. In addition to the
above compensation, the GAL will be entitled to bill the parties of the cases for which
she is appointed in the same manner as set forth in the Guidelines for Guardian Ad
Litems in Lackawanna County.

1. This agreement for services is for a period of one (1) year from the date of
commencement, but shall renew from year to year without interruption, unless
written notice of termination is given by either party within thirty (30) days prior to the
termination of this Agreement, This Agreement may also be terminated upon the
occurrence of any of the following events: (a) the death of the GAL; {b) the failure of
the GAL to perform her duties satisfactorily after notice or warning thereof; (c) for just
cause based upon nonperformance of duties by GAL; (d) economic reasons of the
Court Administrator which may arise during the term of this Agreement and which
may be beyond the control of the Court Administrator.
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8. In the event that a conflict of interest shall arise, the GAL is required to notify the
appointing Judge within five (5) days from receipt of the order appointing her GAL.

- 10. This Agreement may not be assigned without prior notice by either party. Such
assignment is subject to the mutual consent and approval of any such assignment,”

11. This Agreement constitutes the complete understanding between the partles
unless amended by a subsequent written instrument signed by the Court

Administrator and the GAL.

Lackawanna County Court Administrator ~Danielle M. Ross, Esquire
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: IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

INRE;

APPOINTMENT OF GUARDIAN AD  :  OF LACKAWANNA COUNTY

LITEM DANIELLE ROSS, ESQUIRE FAMILY DIVISION

TO FAMILY COURT : 2008 FC 1/0 [05
ORDER

NOW, this M day of January, 2008, It is hereby Ordered that Danielle Ross,

Esquire is hereby appointed Guardian Ad Litem to Family Court effective Jannary 23,

2008 at & salary of $18,000.00 per year with no benefits,

BY THE COURT:
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GUARDIAN AD LITEM
IN SITUATIONS INVOLVING THE
FAMILY

Revised
February 12, 2008

Removal: Michael J. Marrazzo, Esquire

Independent Contractor for Lackawanna County Court
Danielle M. Ross, Esquire
108 North Washington Avenue
Suite 400
Seranton, PA 28503
Tel: 370-504-3200
Fax: 570- 504-3209

Please assign cases to Danielle Ross, Esquire that requires an immediate
investigation and recommendation, In addition, assign her cases that are
paid by the County. She is also available for other cases involving custody.

Marjorie DeSanto Barlow, Esquire Brenda M, Kobal, Esquire
Scranton Electric Building 435 Main Strest

507 Linden Street Moosic, PA 18507

Suite 601 Tel: 570-451-0600
Scranfon, PA 18503-1634 Fax: 570-451-2976

Tel: 570-344-6543
Fax; 570-344-0792
Theresa J, Malski-Pezak, Esquire

Donald J. Frederickson, Esquire 907 Church Street
435 Main Street Jessup, PA 18434
Moosic, PA 18507 Tel: 570-383-9608
Tel: 570-451-0600 Fax: 570-383-9608

Fax: 570-451-2976
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CONTRACT

This Agreement is made on this /77 _ day of Jiwe-, 2008, by and between
Danielle M. Ross, Esquire, "GAL" and the Lackawanna County Court Administrator,
“Court Administrator.”

The GAL shall act as an independent contractor for the Lackawanna County Court
subject to the following terms and conditions:

1. Services for the above GAL, under the terms of this Agreement shall commence on
Monday, September 1, 2008.

2. The GAL shall serve as a Guardian Ad Litem, in accordance with the terms set forth
in the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litems in Lackawanna County, and shall be
available full time for the Court to appoint, when [t deems necessary, by entering an
Order of Court.

3. The Court will provide a copy of said Order to the GAL and in said order, the Court
will direct the GAL as to the Court’s expectation of the GAL for each individual case.

4. The GAL will be the sole GAL appointed by the Court for any and all custody cases,
dependency cases, Juvenile cases and/or any other type of the cases the Court
deems a GAL appointment is necessary. In the event of a conflict of interest, as
defined In the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litems in Lackawanna County, the GAL will
notify the Court within five (&) days from the date of the appointment and make a
recommendation to the Court as to an alternative GAL,

5. The GAL shall comply with all stated guidelines of performance, policies, rules, and
regulations, as set forth in the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litem in Lackawanna
County. In addition, the GAL will be responsible for implementing the policies, rules
and regulations, as set forth in the GAL Intermediary Mediation Program outline, The
GAL shall also comply with such future Court policies, ruies, regulations, performance
standards and manuals as may be published or amended from time to time.

6. The Court Administrator shall make payment to the GAL a set amount as
compensation for services rendered. The GAL agrees to accept a retainer of the sum
of thirty-eight thousand dollars {$38,000.00) per year, payable in monthly
installments. In addition to the above compensation the GAL will be entitled to bill
the county and ptivate pay parties of the casés, *for which she is appointed, in the
same manner as set forth in the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litems in Lackawanna
County.

7. This agreement for services is for a perlod of one (1) year from the date of
commencement, but shall renew from year to year without interruption, unless
written notice of termination is given by either party within thirty (30) days prior to the
termination of this Agreement. This Agreement may also be terminated upon the
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the occurrence of any of the following events; (a) the death of the GAL; and (b) for
Just cause based upon nonperformance of duties by GAL,

7. This Agreement may not be assigned without prior notice by either party. Such
assignment is subject to the mutual consent and approval of any such assignment.

8. This Agreemant constitutes the complete understanding between the parties,
unless amended-bya subsequent written instrument signed by the Family Court and

%f% Dol T

%.ackawanna County Famnly ourt . Danielle M. Ross, Esquire
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CONTRACT

This Agreement made on this é_{l_ day of _j;i%, 2009, by and between
Danlelle M. Ross, Esquire, "GAL" and the Lackawanna Céunty Family Court "Family
Court” and Is an extension of said GAL's services set forth In a previous contract
with a commencement of services on September 1, 2008.

The GAL shall continue to act as an independent contractor for the Lackawanna
County Family Court subject to the following terms and conditions:

1. The GAL shall serve as a Guardian Ad Litem, in accordance with the terms set
forth in the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litems in Lackawanna County and the Five
(5) Step Sequentlal Evaluations of custody cases, and shall be available full time for
the Court to appolnt, when it deems necessary, by entering an Grder of Court,

2, The Court will provide a copy of said Order to the GAL and in said order, the Court
will direct the GAL as to the Court's expectation of the GAL for each individual case.

3. The GAL will be the sole GAL appointed by the Court for any and all custody
cases, Protection from Abuse cases and/or any other type of the cases the Court
deems a GAL appointment is necessary. In the event of a conflict of interest, as
defined in the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litems in Lackawanna County, the GAL
will notify the Court within five (5) days from the date of the appointment and make
a recommendation to the Court as to an alternative GAL.

4. The GAL shall comply with all stated guidelines of performance, policles, rules,
and regulations, as set forth in the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litem in Lackawanna
County. In addition, the GAL will be responsible for impiementing the policies, rules -
and regulations, as set forth in the GAL Intermediary Mediation Program outline.

The GAL shall also comply with such future Court policies, rules, regulations,
performance standards and manuals as may be published or amended from time to
time.

5, Family Court shall make payment to the GAL a set amount as compensation for
services rentered. The GAL agrees to accept a retainer of the sum of thirty-eight
thousand dollars ($38,000.00) per year, payable in biweekly installments. In
addition to the above compensation, the GAL wiil be entitled to bill the county and
private pay parties of the cases, for which she is appointed, in the same manner as
set forth in the Guidelines for Guardian Ad Litems in Lackawanna County and
personally retain sald payments,

6. This agreement for services is for a period of three (3) years from the date of
commencement, but shall renew from year to year without interruption, unless
written notice of termination is given by either party within thirty (30) days prior to
the termination of this Agreement. This Agreement may also be terminated upon
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occurrence of any of the following events: (a) the death of the GAL: (b) the failure of
the GAL to perform her duties satisfactorily after notice or warning thereof: {c) for just
cause based upon nonperformance of duties by GAL; (d) economic reasons of the
Court Administrator which may arise during the term of this Agreement and which
may be beyond the control of the Court Administrator.

8. In the event that & conflict of interest shall arise, the GAL is required to notify the
appointing Judge within five (5) days from receipt of the order appointing her GAL, at
which time, the appointing Judge shall then utifize the GAL list to appoint another
GAL.

9. This Agreement may not be assigned without prior notice by either party. Such
assignment is subject to the mutual cansent and approval of any such assighment.

10. This Agreement constitutes the complete understanding between the parties,
unless amended by a subsequent written Instrument signed by the Court

Administratgr,an GAL.
(1 I,{M )% m

e

Fi;":.j 7 )’-..I y /
/Lackw Court Administrator Danielle M. Ross, Esquire
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PARENTING COORDINATION INFORMED CONSENT
PROGRAM OVERVIEW & AGREEMENT

Parenting Coordination
A program for separating or separated parents

Parenting Coordination is a psychoeducational program that addresses the relationship between separate
households created as a result of divotce or family separation. Parenting Coordination is a setvice designed to
improve the quality of the parental relationship by minimizing conflict. The overall emphasis is to offer
children the opportunity to grow in a home environment free from the devasting stress of being caught in the
middle of parental conflict.

The goals of Parenting Coordination are to:

Educate parents regarding the impact of their behaviors on their child(ren)’s development.

Reduce parental conflict through anger management, communication and conflict resolutions skills.

Decrease inappropriate parental behaviors to reduce stress for the child(ren).

Diminish the child(ren)’s sense of loyalty binds.

Help parents identify their contribution to conflict while increasing impulse control. -

Encourage both parents to maintain an ongoing relationship with their child(ren).

Work with parents in developing a detailed plan for issues such as discipline, decision-making,

communication, etc.

8. Create a more relaxed home atmosphete allowing the child(ren) to adjust more effectively with the new
family structure.

9. Collaborate with professionals involved with the family in order to offer coordinated services.

NO R W

Parenting Coordinator

Responsibilities:
The role of the parenting coordinator is to assist both parents and any significant others in resolving conflict in a
manner that is beneficial to their child(ren). The parenting coordinator has the following responsibilities:

Educational Responsibilities

e Educates parents regarding the impact of parental conflict on the child’s development,

e Teaches parents anger management, communication and negotiation skills and children’s issues in
divorce.

e Covers the concepts highlighted i the eight chapters in the Parent Guide — Cooperative Parenting &
Divorce: Parent Guide to Effective Co-Parenting.

Parenting Responsibilities

e Assists parents in shifting their role from former partners to co-parents.

e Reduces the emotional attachment to the marital relationship.

e [elps parents identify their contribution to conflict while increasing impulse control,

e Identifies the impasses to effective communication.

e Recognizes the therapeutic needs of family members and makes recommendations for additional
educational or therapeutic resources, evaluation and supervised visitation.

Monitoring Responsibilities

e Advocates for the child and safeguards their emotional and physical needs,

¢ Monitors time-sharing arrangements and, when necessary, temporarily modifies the plans as a means of
reducing parental conflict.
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e Encourages both parents to maintain on ongoing relationship with their child(ren),
¢ Records and monitors family progress and compliance.
e Consults with all professionals involved with the family.

Mediation Responsibilities S

e Mediates palentmg concerns in order to reach a mutually satisfying resolu’non that is in the child{ren)’s best
interest.

e Works with parents in developmg a detailed par entlng plan for issues such a discipline, transnlons
between homes decision-making procedures, communication, etc.

4)

The parenting coordinator is impartial and facilitates a non-confidential process regarding issues where the parties
are unable to reach agreement. The parenting coordinator is not employed for the benefit of either parent but rather
for the benefit of the child/ren.

The role of parenting coordinator also includes the responsibility of documenting parental compliance with any
court order, program agreements and program guidelines. The parenting coordinator may determine if and when
to video tape joint sessions. The purpose of video-taping will allow the parties to view their behavior for
educational purposes, and for the parenting coordinator to assess progress. Any video tapes shall remain in the
parenting coordinator’s possession unless ordered to be released by the Court.

Unless otherwise indicated by the court order, the parenting coordinator’s responsibilities include those outlined
above. The parenting coordinator has full discretion regarding program implementation including, but not
limited to, frequency of sessions, session participants, the type of session, sessions with the children,
“temporary” modification of time-sharing plans (visitation), holiday and vacation planning as well as
recommending additional educational and/or therapeutic resources, evaluations and therapeutic or supervised
vigitation, The parenting coordinator may utilize consultants as necessary to assist in the performance of the
duties herein. The parenting coordinator cannot change the legal or physical custody status of the chﬂd(ren) nor
offer a recommendation on custody arrangements.

In the event that parents are unable or unwilling to reach a mutual decision after two or three joint sessions have
been dedicated to the issue under mediation, the parents may wish to involve their attorneys in the resolution of
this specific parenting matter, In the meantime, the process of parenting coordination will continue as it relates

to parenting of the children.

Withdrawal of the Parenting Coordinator:
The parenting coordinator may withdraw from the role as parenting coordinator should he or she feel that
effective change is no longer occurring in keeping with the best interests of the child(ren). The parents, as well
as their respective attorneys, will be given 30 days’ notice of the decision to withdtaw. The names of two
professionals competent to assume the role of coordinator will be provided to both parents. If the parenting
coordinator resigns, counsel for the parties may attempt to agree on a replacement. If they are unable to agree
upon the next parenting coordinator then they may allow the current parenting coordinator to select the
replacement, The parenting coordinator resetves the right to confer with any subsequent parenting coordinators,
under any circumstance, and bill for their time, to ensure continuity of care for the parties and child(ren) prior to
the commencement of the service of the new parenting coordinator. The parenting coordinator will continue to
act as coordinator until parents have established contact with the new parenting coordinator.

The parenting coordinator reserves the right to withdraw at any time without 30 days’ notice as required elsewhere
in this agreement for non-payment of fees, harassment by either party, or unreasonable, harassing or distespectful
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behavior of either attorney toward the parenting coordinator, who has sole authority to designate it as such. The
patenting coordinator is not obligated to prepare any documentation or reports if the fees have not been paid.

The parenting coordinator may issue a recommendation with regard to any matters under consideration at the time
of resignation or end of the parenting coordinator’s term.

Program Implementation

Initiation of the Parenting Coordination Process: : :
The parenting coordination process will begin only when the information noted below is received from each
parent, the initial retainer is paid, and each parent has participated in the initial intake appointment.

The initial meetings with the parties will not be scheduled until the parenting coordinator receives;

a. Consent order signed by the judge;

b. Retainer from both parents,

¢. Parenting Coordination Intake & Assessments forms from both parents;

d. Current court orders regarding parenting time and custody and other decrees and
judgments including protective orders;
Parenting Plan;
Copies of all evaluations that have been performed on both the parties and their
children.

o

Procedure and Rights of Parenting Coordinator:
The parenting coordinator may conduct sessions that are informal in nature, by telephone, email or in person.
The parties are expected to schedule sessions when requested by the parenting coordinator.

The parties understand that the parenting coordinator will attempt to facilitate disputes. Settlement discussions
conducted by the parenting coordinator are not considered mediation, As such, they are not confidential,

The Parenting Coordinator shall have:

a. The authority to determine the protocol of all interviews and sessions, including, in the case of
meetings with the parties, the power to determine who attends such meetings, including
individual and joint sessions with the parties, interviews with collateral contacts, the children,
significant others or both

b. Reasonable access to the children;

Notice of all proceedings, including requests for examinations affecting the children;

d. Access to any therapist ot psychological evaluator of any of the parties or children, and access to
school or medical records;

e.  Copies of all evaluations and psychological test results performed on any children or any parent or
custodian or guardian of the children, including Friend of the Court reports, psychological
gvaluations, etc.

f. Access to any psychological testing or test results performed on the children or any parent,
custodian, or guardian of the children and access as needed to speak with the evaluator
personally;

g. Access to principal/teachers/teacher’s aides of the children;

h. The ability to use consultants as necessary to assist the Parenting Coordinator in the performance
of the duties in this Order;

i. Copies of all past and future pleadings relating to custody and parenting issues within seven (7)
calendar days after filing.

e

Time Commitment:
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The parenting coordination program consists of an average of sixteen 80-minute sessions, The sessions are
usually held over a period of approximately eight to twelve months. Sessions are scheduled in this manner to
better ensure a positive and cooperative transition over an extended period of time. The parenting coordinator
reserves the right to adjust the schedule based on the unique needs of the participants. In addition, the parenting
coordinator may deem it necessary to request that the parents attend additional sessions. Other significant
individuals (ie: grandparents, aunts, etc.) in the life of the child(ren) may be asked by the coordinator to attend
joint sessions. B

Joint follow-up sessions may be scheduled at three, six and twelve months, Parents are encouraged to return to
the parenting coordinator in the future to address any difficulties interfering with their ability to co-parent prior
to secking legal counsel. Under these circumstances, both parents are expected to work in good faith under the
direction of the parenting coordinator for at least four sessions, and will share the expenses associated with this
service. This acknowledges that co-parenting improvements do not have to end with the completion of the
program or that future issues do not have to create a setback for the child(ren),

Telephone Contact:

All telepbone contact initiated by a parent should be limited. Only emergency calls and change of appointment
calls will be returned. An emergency is defined as any situation that seriousty endangers the child(ren)
emotionally or physically. In order to remain objective, the parenting coordinator must maintain an attitude of
open-mindedness and objectivity. The parenting coordinator must be able to have the freedom to view the
situation free from fixed preconceptions, biases and expectations. Therefore, telephone consultations will be at
the discretion of the parenting coordinator, Parents are discouraged from calling the coordinator as a
replacement for problem-solving and conflict resolution. Letter writing and phone messages used in this same
way are discouraged. Likewise, all matters and concerns of the parents must be disclosed during joint sessions,

Communication with the Parenting Coordinator:

The parents and their attorneys have the right to initiate communications with the Parenting Coordinator. Any
party may initiate contact in writing with the Parenting Coordinator, provided that copies are submitted to the
other party.

The Parenting Coordinator may discuss with either attorney, the process of parenting coordination and details
regarding their own client. The other party shall not be discussed unless joint conference calls with attorneys,
joint meetings, status memos are used or by deposition or testimony. The Parenting Coordinator will not
communicate ex parte to the court except in the case of an as stated above,

The Parenting Coordination process is non-confidential and the Parenting Coordinator may exchange information
with any screener, evaluator, therapist or guardian ad litem or other party. The Parenting Coordinator may speak
with any combination of parties, counsel, and collateral contacts (including but not limited to therapists, teachers,
caregivers, relatives, friends and employers) outside of the presence of other parties or counsel. The Parenting
Coordinator will contact and discuss the family situation with any person involved with the family, An
“Authorization for Release of Information” will be utilized for obtaining information. Although issues
discussed during sessions might be discussed with other professionals involved with the family, the principle of
confidentiality as it relates to parenting coordination implies that all consultations are intended for the direct
benefit of the child(ren). This arrangement will not be exploited or abused. Parenting Coordinator may not
casually communicate information learned in her performance of these responsibilities to those who are not
involved with the family.

The Parenting Coordinator may communicate with the children outside the presence of the parties. The
Parenting Coordinator may communicate with the therapists who are treating the parties’ children. If the
Parenting Coordinator is of the opinion that the information or notes generated by the Parenting Coordinator’s
communication with the children or with the children’s therapists contain information that may be detrimental
to the children or that may be damaging to the children’s relationship with his or her therapist or with either
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parent, the Parenting Coordinator may withhold that information in her discretion. If either parent wishes to
review such information, a review may only be allowed on a noticed Motion, after an in camera review of the
information by the Court, in consultation with the Parenting Coordinator. If, after such a review, the Judge
agrees with the Parenting Coordinator that the divulging of such information could be detrimental to the
children or damaging to the children’s relationship with his or her therapist or either parent, the Court may order
* that such information need not be divulged.

If necessary the Parenting Coordinator may function as a communication conduit between the two parties until
they are able to successfully do so without the assistance of the Parenting Coordinator,

Confidentiality

The Parenting Coordinator’s notes and tr. anscnptlons of communications between confidential sources and notes
with the children will be kept confidential and are not subject to discovery or subpoena, unless required by the
Judge, if the Parenting Coordinator determines it would not be in the best interest of the children or the parties.

In the following situations, the Parenting Coordinator is required by law to reveal information to other persons
or agencies without permission from the participant:

o[f a parent threatens grave bodily harm or death to self or another person,

olf there i3 any reasonable suspicion that a minor is being neglected or abused.

Mandated Reporting: Pennsylvania law requires that all health care practitioners (Physicians, Marriage
Counselors, Family and Child Counselots, Psychologists, Teachers, Social Workers and others) report to Child
Protective Services any information regarding suspected child abuse,

Health care practitioners who are required to report allegations of child abuse are immune from civil suits or
liability for making their required reports. They may not be sued either for the report or for the violation of the
confidentiality privilege. Specific statutes provide for the immunity for civil suits and also provide an
exception to the confidentiality privilege. Others, including attorney Parenting Coordinators, are also immune
from prosecution, civil suits, or liability for good-faith reporting of suspected child abuse.

Privilege Does Not Apply:

Although the parenting coordinator is a psychotherapist, the nature of confidentiality as it applies to the
parenting coordination program is substantially and qualitatively different from confidentiality as it pertains to
therapist-client privilege in situations of psychotherapy.

The Parenting Coordinator is not acting as therapist or attorney to the parties, and as such, no client-therapist
relationship or client- attorney relationship is established with the Parenting Coordinator, and that communication
is not privileged.

No attorney-client relationship or privilege is created between the Parenting Coordinator and the parents. When
the Parenting Coordinator is a mental health provider the parties recognize that no legal information is being
offered but rather experience. Thetefore, the patties are encouraged to speak with their attorney.

Confidentiality and the Courts:

Since written reports may be submitted to the Court, and the Court may require testimony from the parenting
coordinator, it is understood that parenting coordination is not a confidential process. Parents are encouraged
not to subpoena the parenting coordinator to produce notes or person for the purposes of litigation. Parenting
coordination is a process that provides services designed to promote a cooperative relationship between parents
on behalf of their child(ren). It is not the intent of the parenting coordination process to gather information that
can be used in the attempt of one parent to discredit the other. The parenting coordinator is not employed for
the benefit of either parent.
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Therefore, the parenting coordinator who is subpoened by an attorney or the Court to testify in either a court of
law or by deposition will do so only in the child(ren)’s behalf pursuant to their best interests, All testimony
requested from the parenting coordinator will be focused solely on the interactions observed between co-parents
or between parents and child(ren). If any records or information are needed or helpful to the Presiding Judge in
order to make an informed decision, they will provided for a processing fee, The party requesting the
appearance of the parenting coordinator will be responsible for the fees associated with this request.

Unless ordered by a Court or other lawful authority to release records or portions thereof, records will not be
released if requested by only one individual. The records are the property of both parents.. Therefore, the -
release of records will only be released if both parents approve and sign an author1zat1on to release information
with the exception of the cluldren s records as noted above,

The parent who desires the Parenting Coordinator to testify on any matter, must file a Motion and Notice of
Hearing and show good cause in the Motion and at the hearing why the Court should require the PC to testify.

The Parenting Coordinator must be given a copy of the Motion and Notice of Hearing: If called to testify, all
testimony shall be for the best interest of the child rather than for either party. The parent who chooses to
subpoena the parenting coordinator to testify or be deposed shall be responsible for the full fees associated with
testimony. A four (4) hour minimum payable seven (7) business days in advance is required. The balance shall
be due seven (7) business days from the date of testimony. No written material will be presented and no work will
be performed without the presence of a retainer. The Judge, at their discretion may determine if the cost of
testimony shall be shared by both parties. The Parenting Coordinator shall not be required to testify at any hearing,
deposition or trial between the parties, except under court order.

It may be required or permitted to disclose personal information without the parents’ written authorization. The
following examples of when such disclosures may or will be made:
1. If disclosure is compelled by court pursuant to an order of that court.
2. If disclosure is compelled by a board, commission or administrative agency for purposes of
adjudication pursuant to its lawful authority,
3. If disclosure is compelled by a board, commission, or administrative agency.
4, If disclosure is compelled by a search warrant lawfully issued to governmental law enforcement
agency.
5. If disclosure is compelled or by the Pennsylvania Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act (for
example, if I have a reasonable suspicion of child abuse or neglect).
6. If disclosure is required or permitted to a health oversight agency for oversight activities authorized
by law, including but limited to, audits, criminal or civil investigations, or licensure or disciplinary
actions.

(15)
Written Reports:
All information shared during the parenting coordination process may be requested and/or ordered by the Court,
and will be provided promptly. Ifreports are written, copies of all reports will be sent to each of the parent’s
attorneys and guardian for the child(ren). Timing and frequency of these reports will be at the discretion of the
Court and/or the Parenting Coordinator.

The Parenting Coordinator's written recornmendations and/or memos shall be mailed, emailed or faxed to each
party, their attorneys and guardian ad litem. The Parenting Coordinator may send status memos to document any
impasse or non-compliance by either parent. If required by the Judge, the Parenting Coordinator shall mail, e-
mail or fax a copy of recommendations and memos to the Judge with copies to the attorneys, gnardian ad litem
and the parents.
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In the case of an emergency, the Parenting Coordinator shall have discretion to issue oral emergency
recommendations, if they believe they are warranted. Emergency recommendations, including the need for an
emergency hearing, shall be communicated to the parents, their attorneys and the Court by the means most
likely to ensure that each is-aware of the request, with a confirming letter, fax or email to follow as soon as
possible.

The Parenting Coordinator may subsequently issue a written recommendation, as described in the paragraph
preceding. An emergency recommendation may also address the potential need for visitation to be changed to
supervised visitation, '

The Presiding Judge may request a final written report along with the Parenting Plan, Parents are required to
pay for all fees including the fee for the final report prior to the conclusion of the program.

Disruption

The intent of the parenting coordination process is to provide services agreed by all participants as outlined in
this document. While every precaution — short of physical intervention — shall be taken to secure the safety of
participants, it cannot be assured. Appropriate medical and law enforcement notification are the extent of the
Parenting Coordinator’s responsibilities at times of physical danger to any one participant involved in the
program. A guarantee that no harm will occur during each session is neither stated nor implied. '

Should a parent choose to engage in disruptive behaviors, the Parenting Coordinator may:
1. Ask the parent to stop,
2. Ask the parent if they would like to leave the room for a short break.
3. End the session. The disruptive parent will be responsible for the full fee for the session.
In situations in which a parent has made alternative financial arrangements with the court
the disruptive parent will still be responsible for the full session fee.

£l

Either parent may request that an additional coordinator be involved in the process. If requested by a parent, it
is the parent’s responsibility to pay for the services of the second coordinator, However, if the level of the
conflict indicates that the process is being compromised, the Parenting Coordinator may make this
recommendation. Under these circumstances, both parents shall split the cost of the second coordinator. The
fees for the second coordinator are $80.00 per 80-minute session,

At any time, either parent is welcome to invite their attorney and the guardian ad litem to be an observer in the
process as long as arrangements are made with the parenting coordinator a minimum of one week ahead of the
scheduled session, In the event that one parent invites their attorney to attend a joint session, the other parent’s
attorney shall also be invited to attend the session,

Responsibilities of the Parents
One of the goals of the parenting coordination process is for both parents to leatn strategies for problem-solving
and conflict resolution. Therefore,
-Parents shall employ these strategies in solving their conflict and will delay the impulsive expression of
anger.
-Parents shall schedule appointments in advance. Appointments will be held during business
hours,
~Parents shall attend appointments on time and prepared.
-Parents shall abide by all program requirements and expectations.

When applicable, one parent must provide a copy of the Court Order and any psychological reports prior to the
first session. The parents must provide all reasonable records, documentation, and information requested by the
Parenting Coordinator.

07-06: Copyright (1997) Susan Boyan & Ann Marie Termini — The Psycifotherapist as Parent Coordinator in High-Conflict Divorce: Stratesies and
Techniques (Haworth) Revised Fanuary 19, 2010 107



APPENDIX 8

The parents have seven (7) business days from the receipt of the paperwo1k provided to them by the Parenting
Coordinator to return such forms and initial retainer

Parents are encouraged not to initiate any legal action after beginning the process of parent coordination with
the exception of matters governed by Domestic Relations. Since one of the program goals is to increase trust
and cooperation, parents must advise their respective attorneys not to do anything that might be conceived as
adversarial. However, as nioted above, in the event that parents are unable or unwilling to reach a mutual
decision afier two or three joint sessions have been dedicated to the issue under mediation, the parents may wish
to involve their attorneys in the resolution of this specific parenting matter. In the meantime, the process of
parent coordination will continue as it relates to parenting of the children.

Parents are encouraged to return to the Parenting Coordinator at any point in the future as a means of resolving
parenting issues that they have been unable to resolve on their own. Both parents will participate and share the
costs of any future sessions. :

Process Regarding Complaints:

If either parent is dissatisfied with the performance of the Parenting Coordinator they can make their opinion
known by following these procedures:

Step 1: Discuss the problem with the Parent Coordinator i a joint session.

Step 2: Request an individual session with the Coordinator in an attempt to work through any difficulties.
Step 3: Request that their attorney or the guardian be invited into a joint session.

If either parent files any form of complaint, suit or gricvance against the Parenting Coordinator, he/she agrees to
fully compensate and reimburse the Parenting Coordinator for her time and expenses incurred in defending any
frivolous complaints ("frivolous" is defined as a complaint that is dismissed as unfounded), including attorney
fees.

Compensation of the Parenting Coordinator:

A retainer of $300.00 is expected from each parent to initiate the parent coordination process unless other
arrangements have been made with the Parent Coordinator or stipulated differently in the Court Order, On a
monthly basis, both parents will be provided with an itemized copy of their bill. An additional retainer will be
requested as needed. Otherwise, payment may be due each month or at the beginning of each session.

The Parenting Cootdinator shall not be required to perform any services until the retainers have been paid.

If there is any retainer balance at the conclusion of the Parenting Coordinator's work, the Parenting Coordinator
shall return the balance to the parties when the Parenting Coordinator deems the work complete.

If, a balance occurs, the parties shall pay the additional fees within ten (10) days of the receipt of a bill sent for
services.

In either situation of individual or joint sessions, if either parent must cancel, it must be done within 24-houts of
the scheduled session. 1t is the canceling parent’s responsibility to reschedule the session. When the session is
a joint session, the canceling parent must notify all participants of this change and the date and time of the
rescheduled session. If cancellation is not done within 24-hours of the scheduled session, the entire session fee
will be charged to the canceling parent. This provision will be reinforced in all circumstances regardless of the
financial arrangements with the Court.

In the situation of a joint session, if a parent is fifteen minutes late, the session will be canceled and the absent
parent will be charged the full session fee. This provision will be reinforced in all circumstances regardless of
the financial arrangements with the Court.
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The fee schedule is:
Individual Session (50-minutes)
Per Parent for each Joint Session (80-minutes)
Per Quarter Hour: Telephone consultations with parent/guardian or plofesswnals
Per Hour; Preparation of written reports.
Per Hour: Home/School/Work Visits including travel to and from the location
Per Hour: Court time including travel to and from the proceedings
Per Hour: Reading extensive reports and records
$20.00 Book: Cooperative Parenting and Divorce: A Parent Guide to Effective Co-Parenting pet parent

Since the process of parenting coordination is not therapy no third party insurance reimbursement shall be
accepted.

The Parent Coordinator shall be reimbursed for any expenses he or she incurs in association with his or her role
as a Parent Coordinator. These costs may include, but not limited to, the following: photocopies, messenger
service, reading and responding to email correspondence, long distance telephone and fax charges, express
and/or certified mail expenses, parking, tolls, mileage, travel expenses and word processing. Payment for
services involved in the intake process shall be deducted from the retainer prior to the initial meeting.

The amount charged for the program will be equally divided (with the exception of individual sessions) unless
the Parent Coordinator is provided with a certified copy of the divorce decree or court order that states
otherwise. Each party shall pay the full fee for their intake appointment, partner’s or extended family member’s
intake appointment and any coaching sessions. The fees for reports, status memos, including non-compliance
memos, shall be equally shared.

If the court order stipulates that only one parent is financially responsible for the fees and the non-paying parent
cancels without 24-hour notice, the non-paying parent is responsible for the charge. The same procedure
applies to termination of a session due to a parent’s disruptive behavior and phone calls made by the non-paying
parent. Phone calls will be billed to the parent who initiates the call. However, an emergency phone calls and
services associated with emergencies will be billed at the discretion of the parenting coordinator.

If one parent insists that the Parent Coordinator read extensive reports and the Parent Coordinator agrees to do
s0, this parent alone will pay for the time involved. There may be times when the Parent Coordinator deems it
appropriate to charge only one parent a patticular fee,

The Parenting Coordinator may adjust the fee of each patty based upon other circumstances such as ene parent
coming to joint meetings more than ten minutes late, for inappropriate behavior and misuse of the time during
joint meetings, and other reasons deemed appropriate by the Parenting Coordinator. The Parenting Coordinator
shall have the right to reallocate payment of her fees in her discretion, for example, if she believes the need
former services is attributable to the unreasonable conduct and/or intransigence of one parent, or if one parent
makes legitimate but disproportionate use of services.

Any objection to the Parent Coordinator’s billing statements must be brought to the Coordinator’s attention in
written form within 10 business days of the billing date. Otherwise, the billing statement shall be deemed
agreed to by the parent. and collectable. The Parenting Coordinator reserves the right to utilize a collection
agency to obtain overdue balances. Fees associated with the use of the collection agency shall be charged to the
delinquent party. If arbitration proceedings or a legal action become necessary to enforce any provision of this
order, the non-prevailing party must pay any attorney fees and costs that are incurred
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Summary
Iunderstand that the Parent Coordinator cannot change the custedy status of my child(ren). I understand that
the Parent Coordinator has full discretion regarding program implementation including, but not limited to, the

recommendation of additional therapeutic and education resources as well as therapeutic and supervised
visitation.

I understand that my participation in the Parent Coordination Process is instrumental in reducing the conflict
between the parents. I agree to maintain a serious commitment to the process by abiding by the guidelines and
requirements of the program as noted herein. Furthermore, I agree to maintain scheduled appointments and will
not interfere in the process by refusing to attend sessions or frequently rescheduling appointments.

I agree that T will not request the Parent Coordinator to produce records or require the Parent Coordinator to
testify in Court against the other parent, Should the Parent Coordinator be requested to testify, I understand that
he or she reserves the right to speak in the best interest of the child(ren).

In agree to abide by any new agreements made between me and the other parent during the parenting
coordination process.

I agree to limit my telephone contact with the Parent Coordinator to only emergency situations and/or o change
an appointment.

I understand that a therapist-client relationship in a therapeutic setting is not created by this agreement.

Signature Page
Keep this document and return the signature page on the next page

By their signatures below, the parties acknowledge their understanding that if either or

My signature reflects that I will abide by all the conditions outlined in this 8 page agreement.

This Parent Coordination Agreement is executed by

Mother Father
On On
Date Date
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- PARENT COORDINATION
PROGRAM OVERVIEW & AGREEMENT

Parent Coordination
A program for separating or separated parents

Signature Page
Return this page with your paperwork

My signature reflects that I will abide by all the conditions outlined in this 8 page agreement.

This Parent Coordination Agreement is executed by

Mother Father
On On
Date Date
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Lisa Fisdel
Cawst (pproved Supeuwiser
Phane: 570-690-7150
Email: bisa tisdel@yafiec.cam

Fee Schedule

Sgpezwiéed Visits: $25.00 pér hour in the Scranton area.
(A travel rate will be added outside of the Scranton Area)

Feome Tnspections: startat $50.00 and up
(A travel rate is also added pending location)

seronton Area 450,00 , oSy, %mié’%f ..
Clocks S’ummtlr/ wawerly Mea e HI00. U

Dol ton | Fadkonoille =Rico .00
Jevonyn | Mayfield /Cor bovnlle - # 100°©
Phote of Fame Tnspection wie Gb :
$35.00 up to 40 pictures, anyihing Over 40 pictures will be an

additional charge.
CD of photos~$10.00

Count Dates:

(Required three days priof to.hearing and is non-refundable)

Y, day ~$100.00 -

Full day- $200.00

Phone Testimony-$30.00 per hour (Must be arranged prior to court date)

=faas are subjected to change at any fime

N
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