$200 CARTOON COMPETITION

PRINCIPLES OF LAW AT NASSAU COUNTY FAMILY COURT
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Above is a child’s cartoon of a Magistrate taking 16 months to apply the “Principle Of Equity”.

WHY would an experienced Magistrate need 16 months to apply the “Principle Of Equity”? 

Could it be INCOMPETENCE?

WOULD YOU LIKE TO BE SUED FOR SUPPORT FOR A CHILD WHO: lives in your home, eats food you buy, learns at a college you pay & drives a car you bought?

IF YOU WERE 20 YEARS OLD, WOULD YOU LIKE YOUR MOTHER TO RECEIVE YOUR SUPPORT MONEY AGAINST YOUR WISHES?

CARTOON DRAWING COMPETITION: The charity CUSTODIALABUSE.ORG will AWARD a 1st prize of $200 for the best cartoon illustrating a possible ATTRIBUTE OF A MAGISTRATE PROCRASTINATING AN OBVIOUS DECISION FOR 16 (SIXTEEN) MONTHS, as exemplified in the HISTORY below.

Participating in this competition will concede copyright of submitted material to CUSTODIALABUSE.ORG. Please submit your entry by 

Mail:
Custodial Abuse
or 
e-mail
P.O.Box 439


prevent@custodialabuse.org
Pound Ridge



NY 10576-9919

HISTORY

Magistrate Bannon of the Nassau County Family Court took 16 MONTHS to discover that according to the “PRINCIPLE OF EQUITY” one could not further take money from the very parent who is already supporting a child in the name of the very child whom that parent is already supporting (Docket # F-07933-07/07 of Nassau County Family Court).

EXPLICITLY: In January 2007, PETITIONER PARENT “A” sued RESPONDENT PARENT “B” for support for their 20 year old child “C”.


Child “C” (20 years of age)

-
Was NOT living in the PETITIONER’s PARENT “A” home,

-
Had NOT been supported by the PET. PARENT “A” since January 2005,

-
Was living in the RESPONDENT’s PARENT “B” home,

-
Was entirely (from food to tuition) supported by the RESP. PARENT “B”,

-
Did NOT want PARENT “A” to control his finances,

-
Had explicitly expressed and written to both PARENTs “A” and “B” and to their lawyers that he did not want PARENT “A” to control his finances,

-
Had explicitly written to all the parties involved, including the Magistrate’s Office, that he did not want PARENT “A” to control his finances.

After 16 moths of looking at a petition which on the front page showed the address of child “C” as coinciding with the address of PARENT “B”, in May 2008, M. Bannon ruled that indeed NO moneys were owed to PETITIONER PARENT “A” because of the “NOTION OF EQUITY”.

This case generated over $100,000 (ONE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS) in legal fees.

On the very first day, the Magistrate could have reduced this process by a factor of 10 by asking:

“Since this involves a 20 year old who appears to be living with the RESPONDENT rather than the PETITIONER, do we know what this 20 year old wants?”

However, the Magistrate did not.

During the horror of the 16 MONTHS TRIAL the three children entirely supported by parent “B”, the family of parent “B”, the professional life and employment of parent “B” suffered horrendous setbacks.

One could attribute this kind of disastrous PROCRASTINATION to: INCOMPETENCE, CRUELTY, BIAS, or PERSONAL INTEREST.

We value Your opinion. If YOU have a BETTER alternative to the above, please mail it to us.

