In support of adopting the recommendations of the judicial task force and
Governors task force and in favor of openness to the courts and judicial
accountability

Christopher Kennedy
CT Civil Rights Council
314 Jobs Hill Rd
Ellington CT 06029
860-871-8538

In the last four years | have lost all rights and access to my three children, have been arrested
three times, had two protective orders and two restraining order issued against me all related
to my complaints against judge Jonathan Kaplan, Edward Graziani, Lawrence Klaczak and
Patricia Swords of Rockville court. Judge Kaplan has personally overseen, initiated and
influenced each action against me. After defeating each charge and having my record
expunged of any negative actions, Patricia Sword terminated all contact with my children with
no facts or findings, no allegations of abuse or unfit parenting and without service.

Currently Judge Swords has sealed two judicial complaints against her and added them to my
family court folder.

Enclosed are the following documents:

1. Marked A Complaint to the Connecticut State Police, Major Crime Squad against Jonathan
Kaplan, Administrative judge of Rockville court detailing unethical and illegal actions by this
judge, influencing prosecutors, submitting fraudulent documents and the most recent event
of Kaplan harassing and stalking a father, Christopher Kennedy, at Rockville courthouse.

2. Marked B Arrest Warrant and affidavit from Hartford Criminal Court stating that Kaplan
supplied the documents referenced in the arrest warrant, two restraining orders restraining
Christopher Kennedy from his former spouse Leanna Putman, a contempt of court against
Christopher Kennedy and a criminal case in Enfield court against Christopher Kerinedy.

3. Marked C Pages from a transcript of February 26, 2004 of Judge Kaplan affirming that the
restraining orders included the mother due to a computer glitch against his orders and
Kaplan refused to fix the error or the computer. Kaplan's admission of calling state
prosecutor Chris Parakilas and influencing a pending criminal case in Enfield, CT

4. Marked D Second Restraining terminating the contact of Christopher Kennedy and his
daughters. No allegations of abuse or children were listed. The mother is again included
due to a computer glitch.

5. Marked E Chris Parakilas response to a grievance detailing several phone calls from
Judge Kaplan of Rockville court and Teresa Wassenburg of Rockville family court family
relations influencing a pending Criminal case against Chris Kennedy.

6. The contempt of court in #2 was reversed by the Appellate court at the time of this affidavit,
omitted by judge Kaplan.



ExriT A

DPS-630-C Rev. 02/03 STATE OF CONNECTICUT

. N\ CASE NUMBER: 0600444572
HOME #: 860-871-8538 4‘5;;’» {8}z | DATE: 12/13/06
WORK #: 860-565-0429 néat‘;fm S84 | TIME STARTED: 1210hrs

CELL#: 860-539-6610 TIME ENDED: /424 hs

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF STATE POLICE

STATEMENT OF: Christopher Kennedy

I, Christopher Kennedy date of birth, 05/23/67
of 314 Jobs Hill Road town / city of Ellington, Connecticut

make the following statement, without fear threat or promise. I have been advised that any statement(s) made herein

which I do not believe to be true, and which statement is intended to mislead a public servant in the performance of his/her
official function, is a crime under C.G.S. section 53a-157.

I am at Troop C today to make a formal complaint against Judge Kaplan of GA 19 in Rockville.
My contact with Judge Kaplan began in January of 2004 when a restraining order was filed
against me by my ex-wife Leanna Putman. Judge Kaplan subsequently extended this order for six
months, suspending visitation with my son, Sean Kennedy 08/19/88. Judge Kaplan allowed full
contact with my son. This decision didn’t make sense to me at the time, Judge Kaplan told me
that I could have contact with Sean anyway 1 wanted by phone by email, at school etc. but I
couldn’t have visitation with him..- The- Qrder was issued under Docket Number FA04-0083356 at

‘the Rockville Family Court.

I then filed a motion to re-argue which was heard on February 26, 2004. I brought up issues that
his ruling was incorrect and that he was biased. - There - was -no testimony or evidence of abuse. I
also brought to his attentior thit the order that was issued'included the mother (my ex-wife
Leanna Putman) and that was ‘against his'court orders at the hearing, this is noted around page 43
of the February 26, 2004 transcript. In this, February 26 transcript; the court clerk confirmed that
the mother was included in this.order due to a computer error.. In this: transcript Judge Kaplan
acknowledges that the order issued by the clerk was incorrect and that the mother was not to be
included, but Judge Kaplan refused te. fix it.- Judge Kaplan further stated that he contacted the
Enfield Prosecutor Christopher Parakllas to.inform him of this restraining order and to tell him
that he shouldn’t nolle the case as he had intended. . IO

Kaplan then stated that he contacted Peter Myers the Superv1sor of Famlly Relations to discuss
the details of this case.

The next issue occurred on.March 19, 2004. On thig. day,.Susan Boyan (Legal Counsel for
Leanna Putman) filed a secong restraining order with Judge Kaplan. There were no children
listed on this application and theré were no allegations of abuse. - As a result of this application
Judge Kaplan suspended all contagct with. my two daughters. . The apphcatlon again included the

mother due to the same computer error... : . Coh

By affixing my signature to this <rarement T acknowledge thiat I have reqd 1t and/or have had it read to me and it is true to the best

% o éignamre: )4 Wﬂ’ - 13-64

b N
Signature:

ol'my knowledge

Witness:

Wilnc@j{? /7;

Personally appeared t(e signer of the foregoing statement and made oath before me to the truth of the matters contained herein:

P
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If notarized, endorse here: R
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DPS-630-C Rev. 02/03 . STATE OF CONNECTICUT v

L e ( CASE NUMBER: 0600444572
P DATE: 12/13/06
w@n o L@é{ TIME STARTED: 1210hrs
' | TIME ENDED: /426 /ag

HOME #: 860-871-8538
WORK #: 860-565-0429
CELL#: 860-539-6610

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY :
DIVISION OF STATE POLICE

STATEMENT OF: Christopher Kennedy

After this March 19 hearing after being served with the restraining order, I filed a motion to
recuse Judge Kaplan. I alleged that Judge Kaplan was violating my civil rights, that he was
biased and that he was violating state and federal laws. I based these allegations on his actions in
court and his statements throughout the transcripts. He acted improperly on many occasmns
during this hearing which lasted three days. OnJ anuary 21, 2004 Judge Kaplan 1 met usan
Boyan (Counsel for Leanna Putman) and had improper Ex-Parte commumcatlonjze( tomey
Kaplan discussed the details of this ¢ase prior to the presenting of all the evidence. Susan Boyan
stated to her client in the court hallway that she spoke to the Judge and the Judge told her how he
would rule. This was witnessed by Elleh Kennedy (my mother) Joan Drury (my aunt) and Lisa
Dislet (an independent witness who was at court that day). Llsa was the one who first brought
this to my attention, I had not met her before that day

My motion to recuse Judge Kap‘lan'was never heard and I don’t know why.

On April 5, 2004 a hearing: was held to extend thlS restrammg order On this date Judge Graziani
and Judge Kaplan met with: .Tudge Lawrence Klaczak prior to and during this hearing. Judge
Klaczak presided over this hearing. At the hearing Judge Klaczak refused to state who I was
restrained from, he stated that the:application was worthless that there were no allegations of
abuse. Judge Klaczek however, granted this restraining:order.in part, he said, because of
statements in my motion to recuse Judge Kaplan. Judge Klaczak explained that he had read my
motion to recuse Judge Kaplan and. thd mg that because I had suggested criminal violations by

Judge Kaplan that I must be unstable

At this hearing the clerk again stated that the mot'her was included in the order due to a computer
error. This time Judge Klaczak refused to fix it.

Somctime in April 2005, after thls hcarmg Judge Kaplan took both of these restraining orders and
drove them to the Hartford Superior Court GA 14 and.submitted them to the state prosecutor.
Judge Kaplan did this knowmg that these documents inclyded the mother due to a computer error

that he had refused to fix. Judge Kaplan requested that anl investigation be done regarding these
two restraining orders and a restrarnmg order that I had filed:at Hartford Family court.

Throughout this experience at the. Rockv111e court I had ﬁled numerous restraining orders against
my ex-wife and they had all been demed ] went to,_ the Hartford, Court to apply for a restraining

By affixing my signature to this statement I acknow]edge that I have read it and/or have had it read to me and it is true to the best

of my knowledge and beli M
s it 6 306

Signature:

Witness:

Witness:

Personally appeared the signer of the foregoéing statement and made oatb:before me to the truth of the matters contained herein:

If notarized, endorse here:

" Page 2 of Pag?S,_ o
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DPS-630-C Rev. 02/03 1. . STATE OF CONNECTICUT :
g o~ %« | CASE NUMBER: 0600444572

DATE: 12/13/06
TIME STARTED: 1210hrs

TIME ENDED: /¢/2¢ 4 .5

HOME #: 860-871-8538
WORK #: 860-565-0429
CELL#: 860-539-6610

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF STATE POLICE

STATEMENT OF: Christopher Kennedy

order because I believed Judge, Kaplan was biased against me and because my ex-wife lived in
Hartford County. I filed this order to prevent my ex-wife and her boyfriend from contacting me
and for custody of my chrldren ‘This order was granted. 1 tqok the initial document that I had
filed in Rockville (which had been denled) and added to it when I filed it. This shows that the
same order or near same order that was granted in Hartford was denied in Rockville. The piece
that was added was an allegation that the. boyfrrend of my ex-wife had kicked my daughter. Also
when I applied for this order I failed-to check the box that stated there were other cases pending in
another court. Ididn’t check this box because I had spoken to a clerk at the court and he
explained to me that this box should only be checked for pending cases. All of my cases had been
ruled on except for my family case. I,mcluded in my afﬁdav1t a reference to this family case.

Judge Kaplan also brought with’ him an order of contempt agamst me by Judge Graziani. Judge
Graziani held me in contempt because he stated that I hadn’t been allowing my son to contact his
mother by telephone. Kaplan Ialled to tell the prosecutor however that this order of contempt had

been turned over on appeal. -

On June 29, 2005 an arrest warrant was 1ssued for me by the Hartford Superior Court for the
charges of Perjury 53a-156 and Fabricating Physical Evidence 53a-155. These charges were
based on the restraining order that L had filed in Hartford and the documents that Judge Kaplan
had provided. They alleged that I.had committed perjury and had fabricated physical evidence
because I had not checked the box statmg that there were other pendmg cases and because I had
omitted that the protective order against my ex-wife had expired, .

After being arrested on these charg'ee Iplead not guilty but w'ésfgjrented accelerated rehabilitation.
On May 5, 2006, the charges were, disrnissed

Since December of 2005, eve,ry motron that I have filed.in the Rockville Court has becn delayed
by Judge Kaplan. At every. hearmg that I have at the fam11y court, my motions are not heard, but

every other motion filed is heard

On or about October 23, 2006 at about'._9,:3_(;)am-'.l-_.went to the Rockyille family court on a motion I
had filed. On that date Judge Kaplan followed me around the:.courthouse. For some reason the
court was delayed, it usually startsiaround 10:00am. I noticed that Judge Kaplan, as soon as he
saw me, began following me arOu,nd;-I was at the courthouse,_im,t;il about noontime. Judge Kaplan

Ry affixing my signature fo this statement, I ncknowledge that I have read it and/or have had it read to me and it is truc to the hest

%cfﬁ? | Signamre:%éé,\/W /13-

Signature:

of my knowledge an

Witness:

W lmesscqu /7..«

Personally appeared the signer ofthc foregomg statement and made oath before me to the truth of the matters contained herein:

If notarized, endorse here:

Page-j of Pagcs“ ‘
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DPS-630-C Rev. 02/03 ~ STATE OF CONNECTICUT

= CASE NUMBER: 0600444572
HOME #: 860-871-8538 t@gg} DATE: 12/13/06
WORK #: 860-565-0429 s TIME STARTED: 1210hrs

CELL#: 860-539-6610 o T TIME ENDED: /¢42¢ | ¢
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
" DIVISION OF STATE POLICE

STATEMENT OF: Christopher Kennedy

did not follow me the whole time I was there. He would go off and do different things and come
back to me every so often. [ just noticed that he was watching me for the whole time I was there.

On October 23, 2006 I returned to the court in‘the afternoon to file a notice of appeal. I left the
cour}h e at about 5:00pm, went to my car and began to drive out of the parking lot. At this
timg,notrced a car coming down the road toward me, As the car approached it slowed down and
stopped in front of me. When the car stopped I saw ‘that Judge Kaplan was in the drivers seat of
the car. He looked at me and then continued driving.. Judge Kaplan stopped his car in front of
mine, blocking my path so I could not leave the parking-lot, he stopped his car for a few seconds.
This bothered me because I felt like Judge Kaplan had done this to me intentionally because he is
upset with me for filing a complamt against him. I believe Judge Kaplan has a personal vendetta

against me for challenging his authomty

On November 6, 2006 I went back to the Rockville family court on a contempt motion that I had
filed. The court again refused tq hear the.motion.and told .me that | had to schedule a hearing. I
went down the hall to the case flow office and at this time Judge Kaplan followed me down the
hallway to the case flow office. Judge Kaplan stood.in the doorway. to the office while I was
inside and then called a guard to come stand next to me as I filed my motion. This bothered me
because I felt harassed and intimidated. . I, felt that one way or another he was going to have me

arrested Or cause my arrest.

These are the main issues that brought me here today :

/Udgé Kaplen Has woowsd  Tudged, Prosecotors, Cawwfg fe[a}férfs AND D7
toor ¥ officidls o h/é WS A ;n/JT/M.e AND HAT ATTEMPIEAD 7O
InFlvence Clases ahao (’oum‘ oflicers v /‘/M?’fﬂﬂb Pockuelle prPO ErVFIECD

ZODRT 7 have MET u/vTH - ArAD: Shar&p{' 8)rm/a/ @kpe//wgpg u)//l,

.....

ofher mlzwd’m/s Who alsp whsh 4o conve focwar A paro FeponTt
AYwse in The jodrcied braneh lndw;ﬂ/\og abuse b% JU/je How e D

Sheinblom aﬂoé P?’%‘E{u!&f‘ Lhits PQ(&CP((C(J Z heve enclosed '

wlen/m‘//c of otlen Pea,v(e: ,’wo/ue’d i Mt tovnT SYSTEM

Signature'

Witness! f

Personally appeared the sxgner of the foregomg statement and made oath beforc me to the truth of the matters contained herein:
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ARRE".ST WARRANT APPL'CAT[ON STATE OF CONNECTICUT FOR COURT USZ ONL \';
JD-CR-64EL Rev. 7-86 SUPERIOR COURT Supporling Afiidavi:s Sealeg
C.G.S. § 54-2a, Pr. Bk, Sec. 593, 593A, 594 D YES E NO
NAME AND RESIDENCE (Town) OF ACCUSED COURT TO BE HELD AT (Town) - : G NO. -
Christopher B. Kennedy, Ellington, CT Hartford /-\ "

APPLICATION FOR ARREST WARRANT

TO: A Judge of the Superior Court

The undarsigned hereby applies for a warrant for the arrest of the above-named accused on the basis offthe facts set
forth in the...

ﬁ affidavit below... D affidavit(s) attached.

TN -
DATE AND | DATE o _ SIGNED (Prosecutorial Official) -
SIGNATURE G =29 -0o% N e
AFFIDAVIT /
—

The undersigned, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

he affiant is Stephen A. Kumnick. He is a sworn Police Inspector employed by the Division of Criminal
Justice, Office of the Hartford State’s Attorney. He presently has over 31 years of police experience. His
duties include investigation of complaints received at his office. ON April 2, 2004, the Honorable Jonathan
Kaplan, a Judge of the Superior, referred a matter to this office for investigation to determine if possible crimes
may have been committed by a party in obtaining an Ex Parte Restraining Order from Judge Prestley of the
Superior Court in Hartford.
Judge Kaplan provided copies of documents referred to in this affidavit and the affiant has reviewed them in
connection with this investigation.

On April 16 2001, Christopher Kennedy of 314 Jobs Hill Road, Ellington, CT filed for a divorce from his wifc -
Leanna Kennedy of Broad Brook, CT. It was filed in the Judicial District of Tolland at Rockville with a return
Date of May 8, 2001. At the time of filing the couple had three (3) children. They are:

Scan Christopher Kennedy (DOB 08/19/88)
Kathleen Lee Kennedy (DOB 02/07/1993)
Brenna Marie Kennedy (DOB 05/08/1996)

The divorce action was subsequently Docketed in the Superior Court for the Judicial District of Tolland as
number FA 01-00756608S.

Also on April 16, 2001 Christopher Kennedy applied for and received an Ex-Parte restraining order against
Leanna Kenendy. This matter was docketed in the Tolland Judicial District as FA 01-00755918S.

DATE AND | DATE . e SIGNED (Affiant)
SIGNATURE Juveg R, 2003 M&ﬁ%ﬂ%A

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE M&ON (Date} SIGNED (Judge, Clefk, Comm. Sup. CL., Notary Pub.)
JURAT \/C/'U éud_s j. QL¢A7 éMf“‘L"

—

FINDING

Thne foregoing Application for an arrest warrant, and affidavit(s) attached to said Application, having been submitted to
and considered by the undersigned, the undersigned finds from said affidavit(s) that there is probable cause lo believe that
an offense has been committed and that the accused committed it and, therefore, that probable cause exists for the
issuance of a warrant for the arr/est of the abge—named accused

DATE AND |DATE //JZ/ é/‘/ SIGN gﬁ‘%mmm%

SIGNATURE | )
! (Page 1 of?)




ARREST WARRANT APPLICATION  STATE OF CONNECTICUT FOR COURT USE ONLY

JO-CR-64EL Rev. 7-96 SUPERIOR COURT Supporting Affidavits Sealed
' [Jyes [nNo

C.G.S. § 54-2a. Pr. Bk. Sec. 593, 593A, 594

NAME AND RESIDENCE (Town) OF ACCUSED COURT TO BE HELD AT (Town) | G.A N0
Christopher B. Kennedy, Ellington, CT Hartford P14

APPLICATION FOR ARREST WARRANT

TO: A Judge of the Superior Court
The undersigned hereby applies for a warrant for the arrest of the above-named accused on the basis of the facts set
forth in the...

E affidavit below... D affidavit(s) attached.

DATE AND | DATE A ] SIGNED (Pr 4c1a1)
SIGNATURE b ~29 0(

AVIT
The undersigned, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

On April 30, 2001 the Court vacated the aforementioned Restraining Order and that is documented in the file as
an Agrecment of the Parties signed by both Christopher and Leanna Kennedy on Apri! 30, 2001.

On April 17, 2002 Leanna Kennedy was arrested by the Connecticut State Police Department on the charge of
Assault 2nd Degree based upon a complaint made by Christopher Kennedy. That matter was presented in
Superior Court, G.A. 19 as Docket Number CR02-76144. The matter was Nolled on June 12, 2003.

On May 7, 2002 the Honorable Edward Graziani, a Judge of the Superior Court at the Judicial District of
Tolland. granted a divorce to Christopher Kennedy and Leanna Kennedy. As part of that divorce, Leanna
Kennedy had her name changed to Leanna Putman. Also as part of that divorce both parents were to share joint
physical and legal custody of their three children. This was under Docket # TTDFA0100756608S.

On February 4, 2003, Judge Graziani issued an order in Docket # TTDFAQ10075660S that included the
provision to give sole custody of the three Kennedy children to Leanna Putnam with reasonable visitation rights
given to Christopher Kennedy. Also on that same date the court found that Christopher Kennedy willfully
disregarded the court’s May 7, 2002 order regarding telephone access by the children to contact a parent.
Christopher Kennedy was found in contempt of court. No attorney’s fees or sanctions were ordered at that
time. On that date Christopher Kennedy was Pro Se before the court.

On February 14, 2003 a Pro Se Motion to Reargue Post Judgement was filed in Docket # TTDFA010075660S
by Christopher Kennedy. It requested a hearing on the motions of February 4, 2003. Judge Graziani denied that
motion on February 24, 2003.

DATE AND | DATE

/ L 7 (. P
R SIGNED (Aff: 1/ 2
SIGNATURE Vi e 2, 2073% /Qﬁ%ZWM'MQ@é

SUBSCRIZER AND SWC RN TO BEFORE ME ON (Date) SIGNED (Judge, Clerk Comm. Sup. CL., Notary Pub.) : /‘,_,,/rr

JURAT | JUt ¢ cogd ol o ety

FINDING

The foregaing Application for an arrest warrant, and affidavit(s) attached to said Application, having been submitted to
and considered by the undersigned, the undersigned finds from said affidavit(s) that there is probable cause to believe that
an offense has been committed and that the accused committed it and, therefore, that probablé cause exists for the
issuance of a warrant for the arrest of the ange/—named accused

SIGNATURE

DATE AND | DATE / / SIGNE /udgv@?rﬁomm Sop. Ot Notary Pub,)
| // 19 /(7

—

/ ( (Page 1-of2)
28



ARREST WARRANT APPLICATION  STATE OF CONNECTICUT | _FORCOURT USE ONLY

JD-CR-E4EL Rev.7-96 SUPERIOR COURT [ Supporting Affidavis Seaied
.55, § 54-2a, 2r. Bk, Sec. 593, 593A, 594 L D YES { :NO
NAME AND RESIDENCE (Town)} GF ACCUSED COURT TO BE HELD AT (Town) GLAL \C—-
Christopher B. Kennedy, Ellington, CT Hartford P14

APPLICATION FOR ARREST WARRANT

TO: A Judge of the Superior Court

The undersigned hereby applies for a warrant for the arrest of the above-named accused on the basis of the facts set
forth in the...

[T affidavit below... [ ] affidavit(s) attached.

7
DATE SIGNED (Prosecutorial Official) f
- 29-0¢ I —
arFiphr "

The undersigned, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

On March 10, 2003 Christopher Kennedy filed a Pro Se appeal to the State Appellate Court in Docket #
FAO010075660S. He signed the form (JD-SC-28) as pro se party. In the section marked APPEAL he cites the
rcason as ‘JUDGEMENT TO SET ASIDE VERDICT”.

DATE AND
SIGNATURE

On or about May 5, 2003 Christopher Kennedy filed a Pro Se Motion entitled “Motion for Contempt Post
Judgement” in Docket # FAQ100756608S at the Rockville Superior Court. The heading was dated April 21,
2003. On May 7, 2003 the Court, in the person of Judge Graziani, accepted Mr. Kennedy's oral niotion to
withdraw the aforementioned motion.

On July 22,2003, Christopher Kennedy was arrested by the Enfield Police Department and charged with three
(3) counts of Custodial Interference Second Degree (CGS 53a-98). That matter is pending before the Superior
Court in Enfield as Docket # HI13W-CR03-0128850-S. A Family Violence protective Order was issued by the
Court {Scheinblum, J.) on October 2, 2003. Among the conditions ordered, the court also ordered “COMPLY
W/ VISITATION ORDER ISSUED THRU ROCKVILLE COURT” and “CONTACT W/ CHILDREN AS
ORDERED IN ROCKVILLE COURT™.

{’E)n January 8, 2004, the Court (Scholl, J.) Entered a restraining order in the matter of Kennedy v. Pumam
(Tolland Judicial District, Docket # FA04-0083356). The court ordered that Christopher Kennedy refrain from
imposing any restraint upon the person or liberty of Leanna Putnam, refrain from threatening, harassing,
assaulting. molesting, sexually assaulting or atacking Leanna Putnam.

The court further ordered Kennedy to refrain from entering the family dwelling or Leanna Putnams’ dwelling.
L’I'he order also applied Lo minor children but visitation was allowed as to Kathleen and Brenna according to a

DATE AND

DATE , SIGNED (Affia ,é; ‘ . 7
SIGNATURE \/C/X/é' 27 ot %/ LC/ /gé-fz&b/((_,/
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEEORE ME ON (Dafe] | SIGNED, (Judge, Clerk, Comyr Sup. Gf.. Notary Peb, )

—

FINDING

Tne foregoing Application for an arrest warrant, and affidavit(s) attached to said Application, having been submitted to
and considered by the undersigned, the undersigned finds from said affidavit(s) that there is probable cause (o believe that
an offense has been commiited and that the accused committed it and, therefore, that probable cause exists for ine
issuance of a warrant for th; arrest of the above- named/accused

DATE AND | EATE ///7,2(//\( Q/WW

SIGNATURE 1

o ) , / (Page‘bef—Z)

3 o




ARREST WARRANT APPLICATION  STATE OF CONNECTICUT FOR COURT USE OALY

JD-CR-G4EL Rev. 7-96 SUPERIOR COURT Supporting Affidaviis Sealed
C.G.S. § 54-2a, Pr. Bk. Sec. 593, 593A, 594 ' D YES E‘ NO
NAME AND RESIDENCE (Town) OF ACCUSED COURT TO BE HELD AT (Town) [ G.A. NC.
Christopher B. Kennedy, Ellington, CT Hartford | 14

APPLICATION FOR ARREST WARRANT

TO: A Judge of the Superior Court

The undersigned hereby applies for a warrant for the arrest of the above-named accused on the basis of the facts set
forth in the...

S_Z, affidavit below... D affidavit(s) attached.

——— LN s
legTE AND | DATE F Z 9 -6 5/ SIGNED (Prosecutorial omcia(/ ' .
NATURE ) LD

AFFIDAL{T /

The undersigned, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

schedule. Kennedy’s visitation was suspended as to his son Sean and Kennedy was specifically ordered not to
attend Sean’s PPT or School conferences for Sean.

After a hearing on January 22, 2004, the Court (Kaplan, J.)extended the restraining order for a period of six (6)
months.

On January 30, 2004, Christopher Kennedy filed a pro se Motion to Reargue Post Judgement the
alorementioned Restraining Order (Docket # FA04-0083356 in the Tolland Judicial District).
On February 26, 2004, the Court (Kaplan, J.) Denied that motion to reargue.

On March 15, 2004 Christopher Kennedy was at the Hartford Superior Court at 95 Washingtopn Street.
Hartford, CT and submitted an Affidavit Temporary Custody Relief From Abuse (Form JD-FM-138A) and an
Application for Relief From Abuse (Form JD-FM-137). The Form JD-FM-137 also has attached to it a two
page alfidavit in support of the request.

The Affidavit Temporary Custody Relief From Abuse (Form JD-FM-138A) requested that Mr. Kennedy be
given Temporary Custody of his three children (Sean Kennedy, Kathleen Kennedy and Brenna Kennedy). The
respondent was listed as Leanna Putnam - the former wife of Mr. Kennedy. Section 3 of the form (Form ID-
FM-138A) contains the following :

“3.(“X”one)| | THAVE | | IHAVENOT participated as a witness or in any other capacity i
any case in Connecticut or any state involving the children listed in this affidavit.”

DATE AND | DATE j SIGNED (Affiant) . ‘{ '
SIGNATURE \/L'//Uf: U/ Loaf Mﬁ Cerx ‘a‘;‘é

UBSCRIZZD AND SWO NTO BEFORE_ME ON (Date} SIGNED (Judge, Clerk Comm Sup Ct,, Notary Pub.)
JURAT ‘ f/‘ ; — i 200 L 4-! z 8 M ﬁ.w/ﬁ

FINDING

The foregoing Application for an arrest warrant, and affidavit(s) attached to said Application, having been submitted to
and considered by the undersigned, the undersigned finds from said affidavit(s) that there is probable cause to believe that
an offense has been committed and that the accused committed it and, therefore, that probable cause exists for the
issuance of a warrant for the arrest' of}he above-named. accgsed.

DATE SIGNED (J/bgsy¢lérk, Comm. Sup. CL., No
044%4/( z

DATE AND
SIGNATURE

7 magaTFa?r



! custody or something like that you said was pending

there -- that at the end of the case if they’'re making

2
R "a recemmendation of & nolle, that the State’s
4 Attorney’'s Cffice shculd have all the relevant
3 information, and I had no idea that the State‘s
6 Attcrney Office would ever get the relevant
7 infermation. I could have ordered & transcript of
3 three days of hearings and sent it to them. You Xnow,
Y that’'s one way to have dealt with i1t, but I chose not
[Q £to do that because I thought that was a lot mwore
1 information than he had to know.
12 I simply reported to the supervising State’s
i3 Actorney in the office, Mr. Parakilis, the new
4 supervisbr, that he’s got that case pending, that it
13 was in the hands of family services and that there’s
(o scmething related to December 30, 2003 or 31%,
17 whatever the date was, that allsgedly occurrad that
3 micht be relevant to that case and he should try tc
i9 get that infcrmation before he made a decision about
20 wnat he was going to dc because he should not pe
kY 1if he feels that wl WaS
!
2z relevant to the case and i
23 indicates that for whatever reascn he shculd not e
h1 exercising his discretion and ii’s sclely the
a3 crosecutor’'s discretion, not family relaclons or nst
26 the -“ucge for that nmatter He’y exsrcising ois
o7 discration ©o enter a nolle. I felt I zad an
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obligation to tell him that there’s something that
might be relevant. What he did with that, wnhether he
investigated that, I don‘t know. I don’'t care. I
didn‘tc tell him what to dec with

the case. He wanted

to enter a nolle: That's his business, but I had o -

elt I had to report that information to zim. As

N

- I

said earlier, you allege that Ms. Putman has an

~ oy

obligation Lo do certain reporting within twenty-four

hours. I don’t necessarily have a twenty-four time

limit, but I think as a judge, I have an cpligatiocn to
i

advise & ceourt officer and the prosecutor is a courc

icer that there mayv be something relevant tc his

n

cf
case that I'm aware of in this court. I'd thir
De derelict in my duty not to do that. Agair,

wrong about that, that’'s why we have Appellate and

Supreme Courts. They can figure that out. I don’'t
think I am. I think I'm correct about that.
So paragraph thirteen, maybe not word-for-wocxrd, but
oF:

caragraph thirteen in general I agresd occurred, &I
I gid report, and ag I =aid, I put cn

beforehand that I would report. Paragraph fourieen is

2

somebody’s misunderstanding &t best or at worsh,

fabrication. I don't know, but it’s cleavrly nct
sometining that occurred. I
it's s0 treoublling to me that

sets made that I have Lo repeat 1o so
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because I was trying to be very thoughtful about all
this. And I guess you don't like analcgies, but I'11
~ﬁse the analcgy: you don’t kill a mouse with an elephant
gun.

I don't have to enter an order terminating all your
visitation with all three children if your conflict is
with Sean and your daughters appear to be safe with you.
We don’'t have to stop the visitatien with your

daughters. However, since we had, what I found toc be,

abuse with Sean -- I realize you don’'t see it that way,
Mr. Kennedy -- since I found abuse with Sean, I'm always

concerned that other abuse may occur; therefores, te
enter an order that you not harass, threaten, etc. your
daughters, again, I think I’'d be derelict in my duty neot

7o do that.
And by the way, when we’re dealing with restraining 7

orders regarding children, parents can file the

regtraining orders in the names of the children. You

may recall at the beginning of this, I asked that the
petition be amended to be in your wifé's name in the
role of.parent for your children. %

THE CLERK: ?our Honor, when we ctried to 4o ib that ;

way, it could not be entered,

so that it made it cleare i
that she was doing for the children.

THE COURT: Okay. I ordered it, but the computer :

154
o o

Werz

doesn‘t take it. We’'re in the world of computers

appropriate orders may not always be able to be acceptead
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or not there was some excuse for it,

e

by computers, unfortunately; “but I made it-clear on the-§\7

record..that she was not acting in her individual

tapac;tyx .She was not threatened; she was not abused

3

t,

directly. But.she was acting in the capacity of pare

2 Lru

n
!

and I allowed her to proceed that way even if th
computer wen't take it that way. Is thaz Edison?
THE CLERK: I’'m not the one that dces --
THE COURT: Okavy. I'm going Lo have Zo &0
scmething with old Edison. All right. we'll find a way
to get those things fixed in time. You indicated today,
Mr. Kennedy, that you do not understand what aspects of
your behavior were threatening or harassing to your
children; and again, it may be a matter of
interpretation but after sitting three days c¢f nearings

-- I rezlize they weren’t three six or eight hour days -

I

[oF

- but the hearing over three days -- over a period o

three days and hearing all the testimony, that clearly

what cccurrad between ycu and Sean was atbuse. Whether

whether or not Sean

was severely injured, is not the guestion. The question

was, was that a violent, aggressive act? Was it

directed towards Sean? Was Sean injured in scme way?

N

the azbove.

T

Ard I found ves fcr all o

Ay~
=

You guestiloned my imparciality kscaus

o your rules as stupid. I think that’/s taken cut ol
conText bezcause I think what I actualiy said was that I

thougnt the rules were ludicrous
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XX EX PARTE RESTRAINING ORDER Within 48 hours of Issuance of this order,
INSTRUCTIONS TO CLERK: Assign a heaqing date of not later than 14 days from the date of the the clerk shall send to the law enforcement agency
where applicant resides, and, if different, the law

Order and Notice of Court Hearing. Provide the%geinals of the completed Application (JD-FM-137),
Affidavit (JO-FM-138), this order (JD-FM-139) as {I as two certified copies of this order to the Applicant.
Retain one copy for the court file. Provide one copy to CSSD Family Services until January 1, 2003.

enforcement agency where respondent resides and
the law enforcement agency where applicant is

employed:
[ IRESTRAINING ORDER AFTER HEARING ploy
INSTRUCTIONS TO CLERK: Retain original for court file. Provide two cerlified copies Prior to January 1, 2003—a certified copy of this order.
of this order to the Applicant and one copy to the Respondent. Provide one copy to On or after January 1, 2003—a copy of this order or the
CSSD Family Services until January 1, 2003. information contained herein by facsimile or other meal
J.D. COURT LOCATION (No., street, town, zip code, and courtroom, rfaéosllcable) DOCKET NO.
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NAME OF APPLICANT (Last, First, Mi) £ DATE OF BIRTH (mm/ddyyyy) | SEX RACE
LEANNA PUTNAM EEN &
 GuaEE AR FRENAT 6-24-65 O MEXF W
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ON THIS DATE IT IS HEREBY ORbERED THAT:
THE ABOVE-NAMED RESPONDENT,

¥ Refrain from imposing any restrajr’it upon £ Refrain from threatening, harassing, assaulting, molesting,
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An EX PARTE RESTRAINING ORDER is only effective until the date of the heaning unless TOLLAND
extended by agreement of the parties or by order of the court for good cause shown.
A RESTRAINING ORDER AFTER HEARING remains effective for six months from the date M AR 1 9 200 §
of the order unless a shorter perigd is ordered by the court. 12! 30 Fm
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result of a physical confrontation that occurred between the Complainant and his son during
visitation with the Complainant on New Year’s Eve. The incident was also reported to DCF.
Hearings on the restraining order application were held before the Honorable Jonathan Kaplan
hepween January 20, 2004 and January 22, 2004, The Complainant appeared pro se and gave sworn
estimony as part of those proceedings. Judge Kaplan ordered that the restraining order as to the son
continue and suspended Complainant’s visitation with him accordingly.

On February 3, 2004 the Complainant again appeared in the Enfield court with hus attorney
The Family Relations counselor provided the Respondent with a report which included disclosure
of the New Year’s Eve incident. A copy of said report is attached hereto and marked as Exhibit #4.
Despite this report, the counselor agreed to continue supervision of Complainant’s matter and
zxpected that he complete his individual therapy. At this time, the Respondent did not object to the
Cornplainant’s continued supervision as recommended.

At some point shortly after Complainants February appearance in Enfield, the Respondent
was conlacted by Judge Kaplan. During this telephone conversation, Judge Kaplan expressed that

N

ecd dealings with the Cowmplainant, he had significant concems with respeut wo the

commbuae’s menal healith siatus and ability to function as an appropriate and stable father w his

cuitidren. The Judge rold the Respondent that, based on the manipulative ard controlling
that he observed in his cowtroom, Respondent should pay close attention to the Enfield case and
cemindiul of the continued dsterforation of the relationship between Complainant and his children,
lie Respondent infonmed his Honor that Complainant’s Enfield case had been referred to Family

services and would likely be nolled so long as there were no further problems. Judge Naplan

sowsiiealiy stated thal 1o was the Respondent's exciusive protil Clommanian
i TN AR TUD RESN0RACHT Cedimid QRPTOPUIitic, OWEY L IT SI2000d W T
iriier SN OO \:,--'\i":' ad W i1 l Sd aoproooiate considerdiior '\" VRSO NRTHS Lo
! LD DTS COULIOI WO LD DS A WEATTUNISA a0d GoDroaiale CONSIderaiar. Ao s vl s hn e

L falh i )

e e 1 ey gl N 1o o Flaa o dy e Ty o
urder the Respondent to prosecute the charges pending against the Complainaani,

“~
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On February 11, 2004, DCF filed a report of their investigation of the New Year's Eve

incident which substantiated physical neglect on the part of the Complainant as to his son, and

.
G tara
Wers,

=otional neglect on the part of the Complainant as to his miner duug!

On February 26, 2004, Judge Kaplan denied the complainant’s motion to reargue the
Rockville restraining order.

On Murch 18, 2004, the Complainant applied for and received an ex-parte restraining order
from the Hartford Superior Court granting him temporary custody of the three children. Aspartof
the application for same, the Complainant signed and attested, under oath, that he had not
participated as a witness or in any other capacity in any case in Connecticut involving his listed
children. A copy of said attestation is attached hereto and marked as Exhibit # 5. The order was

taxed ro the schools that the children attended and also served on Leanna Putman on March i8.

2004. The Complainant attempted to pick up his daughters at their school in Somers on March 18.
2004 and was denied duc to the conflicting restraining orders. Upon leaming of this LeannaPutmu
surmmoncd the authorities. As soon as the State Police who were assinged to investigate the matter
discovered what the Complamnant had done the Hartford Superior Court inumediately vacated it’s
wrsiraining order. On March 19, 2004, Lee Putma s granted a restraining order from the
Pocioville court suspending Comnlainants visitation with his daughters.

Sometime during the end of March, 2004, the Respondent was again contacted [ by Judge
Kaplen who exolained his account of the deception and fraud perpetrated by the Complainant
~egarding the application and issuance of'the Hartford restraining order. Judge Kaplan mdicated that

e was reterring the matter tor investigation to the Hartford State’s Attorney's office
O -

On the next scheduled court date inEnfield on April 24, 2004, the Respoadent was presented

U S LI . RI el
anoa camidy Services veport svhich subsiuniively provided that despite
Gepiiion of o fatierhood development prearam and individual theropy, there conriin

4



problems with the Complainant and his children.  Specifically, the report indicated that the
Cormpiainant had been arrested on April 20, 2004 for a domestic violence incident involving his
minor son and conszquently had charges of Assault third degree, Unlaw il Restraint second degree

and Risk ot [njury to 1 Minor pending in the Rockville Superior Court, Geographic Area #19. A

Based on the aforementioned report, the Family Relations counselor, upon her owninitative
and unsolicited by the Respondent, made a motion that the diversionary referral be revoked and the
matter be restored oln the docket for prosecution. The motion was granted. Also on that date,
Attorney Rothenberg’s oral motion to withdraw as counsel based on a breakdown of the attorney
client relationship was granted.

On the next scheduled court date of May 13, 2004, Attorney John F. O Brien filed an
ippearance on behalf of the Complainant. Attorney O’Brien asked the Respoadent (o coasider
citering a nolle in the matter given that the Complainant had completed two separate counseling
courses and that prosecution of the Complainant for the criminal charges now pending in Rockville
should suftice to serve the interests of justice. However, based upon the further breakdown of the
raiciionstup bebween the Complainant and his children, the substantiation of abuse and neglect by

LAUE, e fraud assoclated with obtaining the Hartford restraining order, the criminal charges now

nending in Rockville, and the revocation of the diversionary referral at the request of Family

Services, the Respondent refused to nolle Complainant’s case.

=

Fanes

Lrzome ume during June of 2004, the Respondent was contacted by Theresa VWassenbur

wRockviile tumily courtoffticer, who expressed her concerns with regard to the Complainant. Based

5

tpos por mteractions with the Complainant. she concluded that he was an individual incezd otz

IS IRARRE SN
L

Sevcomine evaluaiien. [nberopinion, the Complaimant was unable ro tet go of the relaizonshipwith

[V SR SN

Hisierner wite and that he was manipulating the miner children as weapons in e butle 1o rewin

onwel i the relatonship,. Ms. Wassenburg deemed it necessary and appropriate to provide this
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