Testimony of Doreen Ludwig, resident of Berks County, Pennsylvania, PO Box 13778, Reading PA 19612, phone #610-939-1354.
I left an abusive man and filed for divorce on November, 2004.  My lawyer told me that since I was the primary caretaker of our two daughters since birth and there were no problems with Children and Youth or school, that the children should be safe, meaning there was no reason for an extended court custody fight.  I was willing to compromise with the father.  I was advised that I was entitled to a significant portion of the over $500,000 in marital assets.

Chester Stepien (husband and Father) hired a Father’s Rights Attorney, Jacqueline Mark.  They immediately petitioned for custody claiming that Mother was mentally ill.  Judge Scott Keller ordered the parties to Dr. Timothy Ring for a custody evaluation.  Father paid the full amount of $3,200.  Dr. Ring is a member of The Professional Academy of Custody Evaluators, a pro-abuse, pro-PAS, network headed by Dr. Barry Bricklin.

I have listed my case specifics under the heading of Issues identified by Commission for Judicial Excellence.  I have documented and researched “Why’s”&“How’s” for three years
Issue 1 – Remedies – None exist.  The trial court has many conflicts of interests with the custody evaluator, including that my hearing and support master is the wife and sister-in-law of the evaluator and his counseling firm’s law firm.  Evaluations are written for the sole purpose of obtaining high-priced counseling.  Court administrator wrote me a letter confirming they have no problem with women going bankrupt and that they approve of their evaluator writing one-sided reports.  State Court administration agreed.

Appeals -

An appeal of custody and support was denied by the Superior and Supreme Court of Pennsylvania because they did not like the Statements of Matters Complained of on Appeal.  For custody, the Judge was permitted to stop the appeal by claiming he didn’t receive a copy even though it was date-stamped and attached to his claim.  

The Judge has NEVER written why he made his decision and NEVER pointed to the place in the record for his order.  Yet, parental rights have been eliminated.  

Three Stays of the Order were denied. 

A PFA appeal more than proves that Father is abusive using testimony and proof, yet the Superior Court wrote they will give Judicial Discretion and that “Father is scared.”  Father’s Rights cases are often set-up to turn the victim into the abuser (i.e. PAS).

The Superior Court did not use evidence to deny enforcement of a divorce decree, thereby, continuing to limit Mother’s funds for defense.  

The Higher Courts are determined to keep the case in the trial court.  They do not have a PA Constitutional Right to deny appeals, yet do it anyway.


In PA, the administration is writing appeal Memorandums (not opinions) and keeping them off-the-record.  A simple trace of Judges calendars would prove Judges are not reading Appeal briefs.

The Administrative Office of PA Courts is representing the Judges and County in a Federal Due Process complaint.  They have failed to acknowledge the overwhelming evidence of conspiracy to obstruct justice.  The AOPC believes that Judicial Immunity permits denial of due process.  They believe that lawyers are permitted to perjure and that custody evaluators are Judges.

Instead of remedying the situation, the Supreme Court and legislators rewrite rules and law
2009 UPDATE: At this time, the trial court REFUSED to hold a custody hearing, having denied THREE Petitions.  They are claiming “collateral estoppel.”  The matter is under appeal and Mother expects the Superior court to again deny due process.

Go to:  http://childabusecondonedbyfamilycourt.pbworks.com/  go to: Navigator (right-hand side) – then unfiled items – then options.  You will get a list of files.  Go to document (pdf) called “changing custody plan  for PA”  SB analysis and working paper explain problems with this plan.
Ex parte hearing  In August, 2006, the Judge and CCN Attorney held an ex parte hearing based on this hidden perjury “Mother obtains sexual gratification at the expense of the minor children by engaging in a continuous and perverse exploitation of her genital region to the children.”  There is no evidence and there was NO cross-examination.  Appeals and Stays denied for no reason by the PA Superior Court, PA Supreme Court and US Supreme Court.  

The Judicial Conduct Board of PA decided there was no reason to investigate, but the Judge voluntarily recused himself.  The JCB admits that they “call Judges and accept their explanation” page 17 of 2006 JCB annual report.  2009 Update:  the JCB again refused to investigate even having proof in the Dr. Ring charges.
An ex parte Order was issued in October 2006, claiming Mother was incapacitated and ordering a lawyer over “CUSTODY ONLY.”  A fictitious psychiatrist report was written based SOLELY on the fictitious custody evaluation.  The psychiatrist has admitted in federal documents that he “only did what the Judge wanted.”

Mother was jailed for ten days for not “going along with” the appointed lawyer.
Issue 2 transcripts – altered transcripts  A July 14, 2006 transcript of Judge Keller yelling “you’re mentally ill – you need help” at Mother was changed.  Transcript proves the beginning was left-out.  Time overlaps the previous case, where Mother met another Fathers Rights victim – walked in on the set-up of Dietrick case (same Judge & lawyer).
Issue 3 – children In my case, children are brought before the Judge in his quarters and they are questioned until they affirm what the court is trying to manufacture.  A nine-year-old girl was asked three times if she ever saw her Mother naked.  She finally admitted to seeing “a leg.”  For this, she has been responsible for the loss of her Mother and entire Maternal family, toys, dog.  Second daughter said “no” and was ignored.
This was after being in Father’s Attorney’s office for 1 ½ hour (proof is in a bill).  
Issue 5 Ex Parte Hearings removal of children During the ex parte hearing, Mother and children were waiting on a bench outside the courtroom.  Mother was called into the court after the hearing and the children were taken by Father and his attorney.  The children went to Mother’s home and took their stuffed animals for sleeping.  Mother has had NO CONTACT with the children since August 15, 2006.  Mother was manhandled from the courtroom by four security guards.  In his order, the judge writes “hopefully, this can be done with little harm to the children.”
Issue 6 Judicial Demeanor – Mother was threatened verbally and in writing for over a year with arrest.  Once, because she asked for marital funds to pay off 31% interest on credit cards.  Second, because she appealed the custody order and filed a licensure ethical complaint.  Third, because she witnessed the set-up of the Dietrick case.
Issue 7 Investigations – evaluations Dr. Ring is a member of The Professional Academy of Custody Evaluators, a pro-abuse, pro-PAS, network headed by Dr. Barry Bricklin.

Dr.  Ring filed a false report.  Mother filed ethical charges.  After 2 ½ years, Dr. Ring has been served a Rule to Show Cause for causes of actions:  
(1) gross incompetence, negligence or misconduct in the practice of psychology
(2) committing immoral or unprofessional conduct
(3) failing to focus his custody evaluation on parenting capacity the psychological and developmental needs of the children and the resulting fit
(4) failing to use multiple methods of data gathering
(5) drawing conclusions not adequately represented by the data
(6) failing to make recommendations based upon what is in the best psychological interests of the child
(7) failing to maintain an objective, impartial stance.
Factual Allegations include:

(1) Dr. Ring’s report contains insufficient data and information to show that his recommendation of a change in custody is in the best psychological interests of the children.

(2) Dr. Ring’s report fails to explain how the children would benefit from a change in custody.

(3) Dr. Ring’s report fails to explain why the father has better parenting skills so as to support a change in custody.

(4) Dr. Ring’s conclusions and recommendations are unsupported by the data and information contained in his report and reflect a lack of objectivity and impartiality in his assessments.
At the custody trial on March 2006, the evaluation was marked Defendants Exhibit, was underlined only in favor of Father, the psychologist is listed as Father’s only witness along with the two children, and the Child Custody Network Attorney when asked by the Judge for more witnesses, states “No we are happy, we have Dr. Ring, we have only listed (witnesses) of Dr. Ring and the children.”  This psychologist DENIED to be cross-examined, he and the Judge DENIED the witness of the intern who conducted 80% of the evaluation and could testify that Father admitted physical abuse.   But custody was changed to Father SOLELY because of Dr. Ring’s report.
The record includes three hours of testimony and a denied-into-evidence written report from Dr. Susan Atkins, (Mother’s treating psychologist, who works for over twenty years with Lancaster Domestic Violence Shelter and worked with the truly mentally ill).  Dr. Atkins even states when reading Dr. Rings evaluation “I was shocked,”  “Dr. Ring did not make a DSM diagnosis,” and that Mother does have “ADD, PSTD, Adjustment Disorder.”  This testimony was ignored by the trial court and the Superior Court.  The custody evaluator did not consult with Dr. Atkins, nor any school employees where Mother was heavily involved and had been employed.  The school employees were listed as Mother’s witnesses and were DENIED by the Judge.  They would have proven the evaluation false.

2009 Update – Dr. Ring has been permitted to be unethical by the PA State Department.  Charges were withdrawn because “he will never do it again,” “ he got training,” “he does a lot of reports for Berks County” and “he volunteers for the Red Cross.”
Issue 13 – Support   Custody is changed solely because of its effect on support.  Abusers are financially controlling.  Due to manufactured custody, Mother is ordered to pay Father $494 per month in support.  Mother’s income is valued 100% OVER real income.  Father’s income is valued at 25% BELOW real income.  Father is permitted to claim unemployment for on-going of two years.  Mother’s income is well below SSR (self-support reserve), Mother has a corneal disease that limits her ability to work; Mother has limited education; Father is 28 year union member making over $32 per hour; Father has NOT paid alimony for two years but this is not charged against support; Women are jailed due to fictitious income support orders.
2009 Update:  A second fictitious support order is under appeal.  This support order is a fabulous document of court financial manipulation!  Also proves that Father is given custody in order to  use the children as Federal tax deductions, thereby paying federal taxes of $7.00 (seven dollars) on income of $64,000 plus.
Issue 15 – Bias – A four-year bias report issued in 2003 admits Judges bias against victims, ignorance and mishandling of abuse, and nonadherence to consolidated statutes.  Yet, the Bias Report omitted analysis on Custody and Support bias.
Issue 16 - Due Process 

No cross-examination, witnesses and exhibits denied; State Consolidated Statutes ignored; State Constitution right to appeal ignored; crime statutes not enforced; 
Issue 17 – Conciliation Courts

Berks County is an institutional member of the Association of Family Conciliation Courts (AFCC).  This is a trade group that advances profit making ventures for psychologists such as evaluations and parenting coordination.  This group minimizes abuse, blames the victim, and calls domination and control and the victims response “high-conflict” rather than abuse.  Abuse is profitable.
The actuality is that there are NO attempts at conciliation.  Victims are forced to concede to abusers.
Issue 18 – Prevention

“Researchers have found that the violent actions of batterers and ways in which they choose to exhibit them are selective.... [T]he decision to commit spousal abuse is a conscious choice made by the batterer for a particular purpose.... [namely,] domination and control ....”). In re Sharline Nicholson, et al. 00-CV-2229 (JBW) (CLP) Eastern District New York  2002
Batterers use Family Courts to continue domination and control, often with the Courts help.  Victims of abuse can be male or female.  What is constant is that a victim has no power and cannot conciliate (issue 17), mediate (issue 10) or share custody (issue 14) with a parent whose motivation is domination and control.  
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