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KEVIN THOMPSON'S MOTION TO REMOVE THE GUARDIAN AD LITEM, BRIAN T. CUFFE, FROM THE ABOVE-REFERENCED CASE


The Plaintiff, Kevin Thompson (hereinafter "the Father") moves that the guardian ad litem, Brian T. Cuffe, Esq., be removed from the court-appointed investigation of the issues identified in the Father's pending Complaint for Modification of the Child Custody Orders.


As grounds for this motion, the Father contends that:

(1)
Attorney Cuffe was appointed by the court to specifically investigate the issues identified in the pending Complaint for Modification and Answer.

(2)
Attorney Cuffe has failed to adequately investigate the Father's claim that [the Mother] has abused her role as sole custodial parent.

(3)
Although assured that he would get the opportunity to present his evidence prior to the April 9, 2007 due date for a written report to the Court, the Father has yet to present this evidence.

(4)
Attorney Cuffe is now attempting to "subcontract out" his job to a psychologist by bringing a deceptive motion to the court that would require payment by the tax-payers of this state.

(5)
In Attorney Cuffe's motion, he makes the unsubstantiated claim that it is necessary that the state fund an unwarranted psychological evaluation because the parties do not have the ability to pay.

(6)
Attorney Cuffe attempts to substantiate this request in his motion with the argument that "his" services are being paid by the state for that very reason - the parties' inability to pay.

(7)
The Father contends that any guardian ad litem, who has been working in the family court system for over 20 years, would be well aware of the fact that the state is paying for his services because it is required to pay by law, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 215, section 56A.

(8)
Attorney Cuffe has underestimated the Father's integrity by assuming that the Father would assent to this motion simply because it would, in effect, result in someone other than the Father paying for the psychological evaluation.  

(9)
The Father contends that he has been 100% honest with the Court from day one and will not compromise that truth or his personal integrity by assenting to a motion, which he knows to be deceptive.

(10)
The Father further contends that the "ability to pay" argument provides a loophole for the court to pursue the costs from the litigants after the fact with a future "finding" that the litigants did, in fact, have an ability to pay.

(11)
Since Attorney Cuffe asked the Father whether he would be willing to submit to a psychological evaluation within the first five minutes of meeting him, the Father contends that these psychological evaluations are likely incorporated into every GAL investigation, regardless of its need, as a "bait and switch" opportunity to throw business to another "employee" in this industry.

(12)
The fact that Attorney Cuffe failed to inform the Father that the fees for a psychological evaluation were separate from the fees being paid by the state for his investigation and would have been billed to the litigants if the Father had not asked the right question, is just cause to question Attorney Cuffe's integrity.

(13)
The fact that there is little evidence to indicate that Attorney Cuffe has done anything to substantiate the claims made in the Father's complaint and has failed to respond to the Father's inquiries in a timely manner is just cause to question his work ethic if not his competence.

(14)
Father advocate groups throughout the state recommend that fathers NOT cooperate with GAL investigations with the claim that GALs are indoctrinated to believe that fathers are lesser parents than mothers.  They further claim that GALs are only appointed by judges to validate the courts gender-biased agenda with future appointments dependent on sticking to this "institutionalized" program.  

(15)
Despite the negative opinion expressed by everyone who chose to respond to the Father's request for information on GALs, the Father gave Attorney Cuffe the benefit of the doubt and the opportunity to prove these critics wrong by fully cooperating with his investigation in good faith. 

(16)
The Father accurately and promptly completed the requested data sheet, which upon completion was 25 pages in length.  He provided additional, unsolicited documentation for this investigation.  He met with Attorney Cuffe at his office in Lynn.  And he allowed Attorney Cuffe into his home to observe the relationship that the Father has with his son. 

(17)
Attorney Cuffe has insisted that his investigation would be based entirely on the facts, but contradicts that statement with his pursuit of a psychological evaluation, which the father, in agreement with numerous father advocate groups, contends is "junk science."

(18)
The Father contends, as a science major and an individual who has taken several classes in psychology, that psychology is far from an exact science.  The data collected on an individual subject is highly qualitative allowing the scores to be interpreted to support any number of "agenda-driven" outcomes.

(19)
For example, the use of the MMPI (Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory), which is often used by these forensic psychologists as a clinical test, can misinterpret the justifiable "anger" of a father to a system that has stripped him of his parental rights without just cause or due process as a "symptom" of a psychopathic deviate personality.  Or, the psychologist can misinterpret a father's justifiable "suspicion" to the people working in this same system as a symptom of a "paranoid" personality.

(20)
These tests are also vulnerable to "faking" because of the transparency of many of the items.  A "subject" could conceivably stick to a mindset that will produce a desired result.  Those who claim otherwise are the courts and the psychologists themselves, who profit by wildly exaggerating the significance and validity of these tests.

(21)
The bottom line is that the test is only as "valid" as the willingness of the test-taker to be truthful and the skill of the individual interpreting the results.

(22)
The Father contends that this psychological evaluation is a "red herring" used to distract from the legitimate grounds of the Father's complaint.  

(23)
The Father contends that if the family court system sincerely believed in psychology as a legitimate science, then it would start referencing the numerous statistics and studies cited in the Father's complaint, which confirm that it is in the "best interests" of children that they have a balanced relationship with both parents.

(24)
Although the Father does not believe in the validity of psychology on a single subject as a factual, forensics tool, he does agree to participate in the evaluation if it is not being funded by him.

(25)
If Attorney Cuffe believes that the psychological evaluation is necessary to "his" court-appointed investigation, then it becomes part of "his" investigation and, by law, must be paid by the state pursuant to M.G.L. c. 215, section 56A.

(26)
If Attorney Cuffe believes that the psychological evaluation is necessary because the Mother has fraudulently claimed that the Father has some undiagnosed, psychological disorder, then the Mother should be held responsible for the costs.  

(28)
The Father proposes that each parent have the option to finance the psychological evaluation conducted on the other parent.  

(29)
Since the Father already possesses the evidence to substantiate the claims made in his complaint and since he believes that the Mother would "fake" the evaluation to conceal her personality disorders, the Father will pass on the opportunity to overpay a psychologist to evaluate the Mother.

(30)
If the Mother truthfully believes that the Father has a personality disorder that will be exposed in a psychological evaluation and since the Mother is the one with the burden of proof to overcome, then she should be more than happy to pay for such information and evidence.
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Kevin Thompson, Plaintiff

GAL REMOVAL HEARING NOTES

Judge Manzi, I scheduled this hearing to move the court to remove the guardian ad litem, Brian T. Cuffe, from this case.

As grounds for my motion, I contend that:

(1)
Attorney Cuffe was appointed by the court to specifically investigate the issues identified in my Complaint for Modification and in the Mother's one-page Answer to that complaint.  Those were the parameters as spelled out in your orders, Judge Manzi.  

(2)
There is little evidence to indicate that Attorney Cuffe has done much of anything to investigate the specific claims made in my complaint.  He claims to have put 20 hours into this investigation, but I see less than five hours from where I am standing.

(3)
Although assured that I would get the opportunity to present my evidence prior to the April 9th due date for a written report to the Court, I have yet to present this evidence.

(4)
Attorney Cuffe claims in his motion that he has already contacted some collaterals in the case.  I have contacted all three of the people that I gave him to substantiate my claims and he has not contacted any of them.

(5)
Now, Attorney Cuffe is coming into this courtroom today with the outrageous request that the court approve 60 more hours of an investigation that should have been completed inside of the 20 that you generously gave him... AND to postpone a trial that my son and I have been waiting for over a year to have happen.

(6)
Attorney Cuffe was appointed to this case on January 9, 2007, which gave him three full months to complete his investigation.  There were no allegations of abuse or neglect, so my question to him is: what has he been doing with his time?  

(7)
Since I am currently unemployed, I have been available at any time to meet with him.  I have called him on numerous occasions without the courtesy of a return call until days later.  And I can show you the phone records to confirm that fact.

(8)
If he was too busy to do this investigation within the parameters that were spelled out and within the time period ordered, then he should have turned down this appointment.

(9)
My son and I should not be made to wait even one more day because Attorney Cuffe cannot do the job that he was hired to do within the very reasonable time period that you gave him.

(10)
I am the only one in this case who has adhered to deadlines.  When Attorney Cuffe came on this case, he mailed a questionnaire on January 24th, requesting that it be returned within two weeks because it was a time-sensitive matter.  

(11)
According to Attorney Cuffe himself in his motion for an extension of time, he received my completed questionnaire on February 5th and the Mother's questionnaire on February 23rd, a month after his request and 16 days after his deadline for a response back.

(12)
Attorney Cuffe then attempted to "subcontract out" his job to a psychologist by bringing a deceptive motion to the court that would require payment by the tax-payers of this state.

(13)
In Attorney Cuffe's original motion, he makes the unsubstantiated claim that it is necessary that the state fund an unwarranted psychological evaluation because the parties do not have the ability to pay.

(14)
Attorney Cuffe tries to substantiate this request in his motion with the argument that "his" services are being paid by the state at this time for that very reason - the parties' inability to pay.

(15)
Any guardian ad litem, who has been working in the family court system for over 20 years, would be well aware of the fact that the state is paying for his services because it is required to pay by law, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 215, section 56A, when the GAL is appointed by the court.

(16)
When I questioned Attorney Cuffe about this, he said that he just assumed that we did not have an ability to pay.

(17)
The fact is that it is not Attorney Cuffe's job to assume anything.  It is his job to verify every word he puts in his report.  I do not want a single comment contained in his report that is based on an assumption because it is assumptions that are used to remove fathers from the lives of their children.  

(18)
Case in point is the assumption that fathers are lesser parents than mothers and the assumption that mothers are all victims whose allegations must always be taken as truthful.

(19)
Attorney Cuffe underestimated my integrity with the assumption that I would assent to his motion simply because it would, in effect, result in someone other than me paying for the psychological evaluation.  The fact is that I don't steal from anyone, including the state.

(20)
I have been 100% honest with the Court from day one and will not compromise that truth or my personal integrity by assenting to a motion, which I know to be deceptive.

(21)
I was also not born yesterday. Using an "ability to pay" argument provides a loophole excuse for the court to pursue the costs from the Mother and I after the fact with a future "finding" that we did, according to some subjective criteria, have an ability to pay.

(22)
Since Attorney Cuffe asked me whether I would be willing to submit to a psychological evaluation within the first five minutes of meeting him on February 13th, before he had even received any information from the Mother, I contend that these psychological evaluations are likely incorporated into every GAL investigation, regardless of its need, as a "bait and switch" opportunity to throw business to another "employee" in this industry.

(23)
The fact that Attorney Cuffe deliberately concealed that the fees for a psychological evaluation were separate from the fees being paid by the state for his investigation and would have been billed to me and the Mother if I had not asked the right question, is just cause to question Attorney Cuffe's integrity.

(21)
The fact that there is little evidence to indicate that Attorney Cuffe has done anything to substantiate the claims made in my complaint and has failed to respond to my inquiries in a timely manner is just cause to question his work ethic if not his competence.

(22)
Father advocate groups throughout the state recommend that fathers NOT cooperate with GAL investigations with the claim that GALs are only appointed by judges to validate the courts gender-biased agenda with future appointments dependent on sticking to this "program."

(23)
I did my homework when you made this unexplained appointment of a GAL to this case.  And I have eleven pages of responses back to my inquiries.  Among the responses include the following:

I advise you to reject the GAL appointment.  GALs are used to provide what family court judges require to justify physical custody to mom.  Once a GAL recommends that, the judge's ass is covered.  

You will be criticized by the GAL for having a "retaliatory nature."  Your heroics in fighting the system will be interpreted as reasons why shared custody is not possible in your case.

In the rare cases that GAL's do recommend custody to fathers, that being 1 in 100 cases, the judges don't follow the recommendation and the GAL does not get future appointments.

You will meet with the GAL alone and possibly with your child at another time.  You will be able to submit documents but whatever you submit he will turn it against you.

You are trouble to them and this is their way of coming after you.  It's a scam and a con.  He may even say things attributed to you that you never said, in other words, your ex will tell him something negative about you and he will pretend that you told him yourself.

The "abuse training" for GALs is simply more proof of unscientific, feminist, self-serving procedures to unconstitutionally deny fathers custody of their children.

GALs are fundamentally incapable of objectivity in family dynamics.  The academic underpinnings of their trade have been hopelessly politicized and corrupted by over three decades of anti-male, feminist ideology and indoctrination.

An open letter to a GAL was forwarded to me which states: While you are learning techniques to better recognize batterers posing as loving fathers and how to adjust the psychological evaluation test scores of a violent mother because she has been traumatized by domestic abuse, know that we know that your part in a custody case is to provide the legitimate, defensible grounds for the court to take away a father's children and ensure that he becomes the financial provider for the "new" family that no longer includes him.

Someone even alerted me to the fact that Attorney Cuffe was being investigated for professional misconduct.

(24)
Despite all the negative comments expressed by everyone who chose to respond to my request for information on GALs, I gave Attorney Cuffe the benefit of the doubt and the opportunity to prove these critics wrong by fully cooperating with his investigation in good faith. 


I made him aware of my suspicions and the warnings that I had received and he responded with all the right answers, assuring me that he could be impartial.  If there was even a 1% possibility of finding someone in this court system with integrity, I was willing to take that chance for the sake of my son.

(25)
I accurately and promptly completed the requested data sheet, which upon completion was 25 pages in length.  I also provided additional documents to help him.  I met with Attorney Cuffe at his office in Lynn.  And I allowed Attorney Cuffe into my home to observe the relationship that I have with my son. 

(26)
Attorney Cuffe, who insisted that his investigation would be based strictly on the facts, has contradicted that statement with his pursuit of a psychological evaluation, which I contend is "junk science."

(27)
As a science major and someone who has taken several classes in psychology, I can say with authority that psychology is far from an exact science.  

The data collected on an individual subject is highly qualitative and for that reason, allows the scores to be interpreted to support any number of "agenda-driven" outcomes.

(28)
For example, the use of the MMPI (Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory), which is most often used by these forensic psychologists as a clinical test, can misinterpret the justifiable "anger" of a father to a system that has stripped him of his parental rights without just cause or due process as a "symptom" of a psychopathic deviate personality.  Or, the psychologist can misinterpret a father's justifiable "suspicion" to the people working in this same system as a symptom of a "paranoid" personality.

(29)
These tests are also vulnerable to "faking" because of the transparency of many of the items.  A "subject" can stick to a mindset that will produce a desired result.  

Those who claim otherwise are the courts and the psychologists themselves, who profit by wildly exaggerating the significance and validity of these tests.

(30)
The bottom line is that the test is only as "valid" as the willingness of the test-taker to be truthful and the skill of the individual interpreting the results.

(31)
I contend that this psychological evaluation is a "red herring" used to distract from the legitimate grounds of my complaint.  

(32)
If the family court system sincerely believed in psychology as a legitimate science, then it would start referencing the numerous statistics and studies cited in my complaint on statistically valid sample sizes, which confirm that it is in the "best interests" of children that they have a balanced relationship with both parents.

(33)
If Attorney Cuffe believes that a psychological evaluation is necessary to "his" court-appointed investigation, then it becomes part of "his" investigation and, by law, must be paid by the state.

(34)
If Attorney Cuffe believes that the psychological evaluation is necessary because the the Mother is claiming that I suffer from some undiagnosed, psychological disorder, then the Mother should be held responsible for the costs.  

(35)
I proposed to Attorney Cuffe that each parent have the option to finance the psychological evaluation conducted on the other parent.  

(36)
Since I already possess the evidence to substantiate the claims made in my complaint and since I believe that the Mother would "fake" the evaluation to conceal her disorders and invalidate the test, I will pass on the opportunity to overpay a psychologist to evaluate her.

(37)
If the Mother truthfully believes that I have some kind of disorder that will be exposed in a psychological evaluation and since the Mother is the one with the burden of proof to overcome, then she should be more than happy to pay for such information and evidence.

(38)
Lastly, I cannot see how the Mother and Attorney Dow could possibly think that they could bring such an outrageous motion that they have brought to the court today without the assurance from Attorney Cuffe that he would back whatever they say and in the process satisfy his own plan to discredit me and retaliate against me for questioning his competence and integrity and seeking his removal from this case. 
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