STATE OF INDIANA
)


IN THE ELKHART SUPERIOR COURT NO. 5



)  SS:
ELKHART COUNTY
)


CAUSE NO. 20D050010DR640

IN RE THE  MARRIAGE OF:
)







)

ALISON GRATZOL,



)




PETITIONER

)







)

V. )
)

AMIR H. SANJARI,



)




RESPONDENT

)
EMERGENCY PETITION FOR:
EMERGENCY REMOVAL OF THE MINOR CHILDREN
AND

HOLDING AN EMERGENCY HEARING ON THE MINOR CHILDREN’S SAFETY AND CUSTODY ISSUES
AND

PERMANENT INJUNCTION TO PREVENT FURTHER VISITS AND CONTACTS BETWEEN THE MINOR CHILDREN AND THE

SOCIAL WORKER LOU ANN TODD
COMES NOW, the Respondent/Father, Amir H. Sanjari, say:

1. That, he is respondent in the above-entitled cause of action.


2. That, from the date of separation and divorce, the Respondent/Father, Amir H. Sanjari, and the Petitioner/Mother, Alison Gratzol, had joint physical and legal custody of the parties’ minor children, A F. Sanjari (now 14 years old), and M R. Sanjari (now 10 years old),


3.
That, on August 27, 2001, this Court unduly, and based upon the Petitioner/Mother’s lies as well as other questionable circumstances, revoked the Respondent/Father’s joint physical and legal custody and awarded the Petitioner/Mother sole legal and physical custody of the parties’ minor children while the Respondent/Father was TEMPORARILY away and not legally represented although every attempt was made to have legal representation at the hearing (proof available). The Respondent/Father was given unreasonably limited visitation and telephonic access to the children, ignoring the close relationship between the former and the latter,


4.
That, while in the Petitioner/Mother’s physical custody, one of the minor children, A, carried out continual self-mutilation (not mere “scratches” as downplayed by the Petitioner/Mother and in Dr. Berardi’s - see below -            report!- scars due to “scratches” do not last for a year as these cuts have! ) and hitched a ride across the state line in a stranger’s truck,


5.
That, the Petitioner/Mother attempted to cover up the self-mutilation of the minor child.   Upon finding out about A’s self-mutilation, the Respondent/Father informed the Court and the Elkhart School Corporation, and other agencies,


6.
That, the Petitioner/Mother has been inflicting Parental Alienation Syndrome (PAS) upon the minor children, in particular A, with the aim of alienating them from the Respondent/Father. (PAS, simply, is a syndrome whereby the children are manipulated, coerced, intimidated, bribed by one parent, in this case the Petitioner/Mother, to believe her and identify with her hostile and negative views of the other parent, the Respondent/Father, hence gradually alienating the children from their father. This is re-enforced by the passage of time until it could result in permanent psychological damage to the children and damage to their relationship with the father. This has been inflicted pervasively upon A.),

7.
That, the Petitioner/Mother, after having been exposed, had A seen by a social worker, Lou Ann Todd, under dubious circumstances for “therapy”. Ms. Todd was apparently recommended by the children’s physician, Dr. Blunk, whose own role in this case is questionable,


8.
That, the minor child, M, expressed her wish on several occasions to live with the Respondent/Father,


9.
That, on August 09, 2002, and September 10, 2002, respectively, the Respondent/Father filed for Rule To Show Cause against the Petitioner/Mother and Verified Emergency Petition for Modification of Custody, Support, and Visitation. M’s wish to live with the Respondent/Father was included in the latter petition,


10.
That, on February 21, 2003, the Court issued an Order (hereafter referred to as the February Order) based upon Dr. Berardi’s report canceling further Court hearing on this matter indefinitely, hence further exacerbating the psychological and/or physical safety of the minor children and depriving them and the Respondent/Father of the Due Process, as the latter intended to present evidence in Court refuting the lies and erroneous assertions and conclusions within the Berardi report, as well as evidence to support change of sole legal and primary physical custody to the Respondent/Father.
A.  & B.  Emergency Removal Of The Minor Children And Emergency Hearing
COMES NOW, the Respondent/Father, Amir H. Sanjari, stating: 

1.         That, the minor child, A, has resumed self-mutilating AGAIN while in the   
            custody of the Petitioner/Mother.
            According to the Petitioner/Mother (please see emails of April 01 & 02, 2003) 
            this occurred on Friday March 28, 2003 “at school” (please see enclosed 
            documents- emails), yet the latter did not inform the Respondent/Father until she 
            sent him an email at 07:35 p.m. on Tuesday April 01, 2003! 
           
2.
That, Respondent/Father, on April 04, 2003, contacted the counselor, Mr. 
             Fieldstra, the principal, Mr. Wild, and vice principal, Mr. Nomay, of Memorial 
             High School where the minor child attends. The latter two individuals had not 
             been aware of the minor child’s self-mutilation although, according to the 
             Petitioner/Mother (please see enclosed evidence), if she is to be believed, the 
             incident had taken place “at school”!
             Respondent/Father had previously informed Mr. Nomay and various other 
             teachers, as well as showing them photographic evidence of minor child’s prior 
             self-mutilations and asking them to inform the Respondent/Father and/or Child 
             Protection Services of any recurrence.
             The school simply failed to do so!

3.
That, on April 04, 2003, after having checked with Mr. Fieldstra 
             and the school nurse, Mr. Nomay made the following statements:
a. That the mother came in with A on Monday [April 02] to see Mr. Fildstra, telling him that she [mother] was taking A off the school and that A would be absent from school,


b. That the school had not been "given much in the way of specifics" by the mother, 


c. That, "this [self-mutilation] had happened outside of the school" (!),


d. That he had talked with Mr. Fildstra and A. And what had happened was "that on Monday [March 31, 2003] morning around 10:30, 11:00 o'clock, somewhere in that range, … mom came into Mr. Fildstra's office and said that A had heard something from another student that made her upset and made her think about doing something [self-mutilation], that she [A] had not done anything to herself, but just the thought of being upset, mom wanted to know" what the steps were for excusing A from school,


e. That his "understanding" was "... that there was someone that said something to her [A] Monday [March 31] morning in school" and A had "visions of doing this [cutting herself], or wanting to do this, and mom came in",


f. That he "know[s] nothing about the Friday [March 28) or anything prior to Monday [March 31]".

4.
That, it is clear that the Petitioner/Mother’s statements are not only deliberately and unduly belated, but also there is an obvious, significant and disturbing discrepancy between them and those of the school personnel regarding the circumstances of the minor child’s latest self-mutilation,


5. That, in assessing the above remarks, it should be noted that the Petitioner/Mother had previously covered up earlier self-mutilations by the minor child.
Additionally, a Court hearing would shed light, and hear further evidence, on further lies, deceptions and violations perpetrated by the Petitioner/Mother and her husband, 


6. That, the Petitioner/Mother still refuses to provide full information to the Respondent/Father regarding this latest episode of minor child’s self-mutilation,


7. That, the environment in the Petitioner/Mother’s custody is neither safe nor appropriate for the psychological and physical safety of the minor children, and the Petitioner/Mother has shown herself to be negligent, unfit, incapable and unwilling to reasonably guarantee the safety of the minor children,


8. That, the Respondent/Father would provide for their counseling and other needs (including appropriate professional help and services) once the care and custody of the children are relinquished to him,

9. That, the Respondent/Father has, since February 2002, pled with and informed the Court of such consequences in regard to the safety of the minor children.     By its prejudicial (against the Respondent/Father and, by extension and consequence, against the minor children) refusal to consider the relevant facts, and by its inaction, the Court has been willfully negligent in its presumed duty of safeguarding the psychological and physical safety of the said children. This has come about through its refusal to address and act meaningfully upon the Respondent/Father’s various petitions.
Such a conduct by the Court has endangered, and its continuation will further endanger, the psychological and physical safety of the minor children. 
       
Therefore, in the light of the new evidence presented here, the Respondent/Father, yet again, asserts that the Petitioner/Mother is unfit to maintain the custody of the children, and petitions that, for their safety, the minor children be removed from their current residence and be placed in the care and custody of the Respondent/Father until such time that a fair and unbiased hearing is held on the matter.
Furthermore, the Respondent/Father asks that an emergency hearing be convened to address these issues.
Is the Court waiting for the minor child(ren) to commit suicide before it acts !?
C. Emergency Permanent Injunction To Prevent Further Visits And Contacts    

                  Between The Minor Children And The Social Worker Lou Ann Todd
COMES NOW, the Respondent/Father, Amir H. Sanjari, say: 

1. That, after the minor child’s self-mutilation, while residing under the
 Petitioner/Mother’s supposed care, was discovered by the Respondent/Father in  early 2002, the child, and, subsequently, the younger minor child were coerced and manipulated by the Petitioner/Mother into visiting Ms. Lou Ann Todd (as opposed to the minor child continuing to see her then psychologist, Dr. Seldin) under false pretenses. Since A started visiting Ms. Todd, her negative psychological disposition has been directed at the Respondent/Father, re-enforcing the Petitioner/Mother’s Parental Alienation of the minor children against their father,


2. That, the involvement and role of Ms. Todd in this case are questionable and destructive,


             3.
         That, visiting Ms. Todd has been counterproductive to the well-being of the   
      
         children, particularly A.

      The continued contacts with Ms. Todd have facilitated further deepening of this 
      deterioration, as well as the alienation of the minor child from her father,  
4.         That, A has been under the supposed care of Ms. Todd.
The Court repeatedly ignored and denied Respondent/Father’s requests to have their connection severed,


             5.          That, prior to the Petitioner/Mother’s alienating actions, the minor children had 
                          NO psychological conditions warranting counseling. 

             Even when, in 2001, after the Petitioner/Mother started inflicting PAS, the  
Respondent/Father suggested that A visit a psychologist (Dr. Seldin), the 
Petitioner/Mother initially resisted! And when A needed further help after 
self-mutilation while in the SOLE custody of the Petitioner/Mother (!), the latter 
took her to Ms. Todd instead(!),


6.          
That, Ms. Todd was aware of the latest self-mutilation (March 28, 2003) by the minor child prior to writing her letter of March 31, 2003 (enclosed here, as well as the Respondent/Father’s response to it), covering herself and her actions after the fact vis-à-vis the minor child,

7.          That, in addition to the Petitioner/Mother, her husband and the Court, Ms. Todd is held as one of the parties responsible for the current state of affairs vis-à-vis the older minor child’s (for that matter, also the younger one’s) psychological and physical conditions. 
            Therefore, the Respondent/Father petitions that the Court urgently order any and 
           all visits and contacts between Ms. Todd and the minor children be stopped. 
           And that, both the Petitioner/Mother and Ms. Todd be held responsible for 
           compliance with such an order.
WHEREFORE, the Respondent/Father, Amir H. Sanjari, petitions the Court that, 


- in the interest of justice and safety of the minor children, promptly and without delay, and in order to prevent further psychological and physical damage upon the minor children, the minor children be removed from the Petitioner/Mother’s residence and put in the care of the Respondent/Father until a full, unbiased and fair hearing of the matter is held.
- an emergency hearing to be held to examine the latest evidence and consider the best course of action for the minor children with a view to giving the Respondent/Father sole legal and primary physical custody of the children. 
- to prevent further exacerbation of their psychological conditions and the family  
  (vis-à-vis the Respondent/Father) relationships of the minor children, all  contacts 
  between them and the social worker Lou Ann Todd be prevented.

I affirm under the pains and penalties for perjury that the above and foregoing representations are true.

______________________________

Amir H. Sanjari, Respondent (Pro Se)
206 Berkley Manor Drive

Cranberry

Pennsylvania  16066

Ph: (724) 741 0678
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following:
Max K. Walker, Jr., Attorney at Law

131 East Franklin Street, Suite 12, Elkhart, IN 46516

By Fax and/or United States Mail postage prepaid on this _16th_day of _April_, 2003

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing document was served upon the following:

Alan L. Weldy, Attorney at Law

P O Box 575, 130 North Main Street, Goshen, IN 46526
By Fax and/or United States Mail postage prepaid on this _16th_day of _April_, 2003
