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STATE 

v. 

EDWARD TAUPIER 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
MIDDLETOWN 

March 2, 2017 

STATE'S MOTION TO REVOKE APPELLATE BOND 

The State of Connecticut, pursuant to Connecticut Practice Book § 43-2(b),1 

moves this court to revoke or increase the appellate bond that was set in the above-

captioned case. The State submits that the defendant has violated multiple conditions 

of his release for the appellate bond. 

In support of this motion the State asserts as follows: 

1. On October 2, 2015, after a court trial in which the defendant was convicted of 

threatening in the first degree, two counts of disorderly conduct and one count of breach 

of peace in the second degree, the court, Honorable David P. Gold presiding, set a 

$90,000 cash appellate bond. The defendant posted the bond. The crimes stemmed 

from a threatening email the defendant had authored pertaining to a superior court 

judge who presided over his divorce proceedings. 

2. On January 15, 2016, the court imposed the following pertinent conditions of 

release for the defendant's post-trial appellate bond: Condition # 1."electronic 

' . Connecticut Practice Book § 43-2(b) governs the bond amount and conditions of release for a 
defendant who appeals his case after conviction. It provides that "[t]he judicial authority may 
order that the bond in effect continue until imposition of sentence, and it may order an increase 
in the amount of such bond. It shall also have authority to modify or revoke at any time the 
terms and conditions of release." 



monitoring for 2417 lockdown and GPS for carve-outs as approved by court:"; Condition 

# 2. "No contact w/ [with] the following parties: a) Judge Elizabeth Bozzuto and her 

family, b) Jennifer Verranault and her family, c) Tanya Taupier"; Condition # 3. 

"Defendant is to remain 1,000 feet away from the person/home/or place of employment 

of the parties above (#2); Condition # 4. "[Defendant] not to assaultlthreaten/abuse/ 

harass/follow/interfere with the parties above (#2)"; Condition # 5. "No personal, 

written, electronic or telephone contact (direct or indirect) w/ [with] protected parties 

above (#2), their house, workplace or others w/whom the contact wd [would] be likely to 

cause annoyance or alarm."; Condition # 6. "Defendant is to comply fully in all 

respects w/ [with] family court orders." and; Condition # 8. "All other conditions of 

release shall remain in place since the duration of the case and 11/18/2014." (Condition 

# 8). See Attachment 1-January 15, 2016 Conditions of Release - 2 pages. 

3. The November 18, 2014 conditions of release in the defendant's pending voyeurism 

case #CR 13-0200821, provides in pertinent part as follows: 1. the [defendant] "not to 

assault, threaten, abuse, harass, follow, interfere with, or stalk Tanya Taupier, Gabriel 

Taupier or Sara Taupier" - Condition 1) b); 2. Condition 1) c) provides that the 

defendant "is to remain 100 feet away from Tanya Taupier, Gabriel Taupier, or Sara 

Taupier" See Attachment 2 - November 18,2014 Conditions of Release - 3 pages. 

4. The State alleges that Mr. Taupier has violated five of his conditions of release while 

out of custody on an appellate bond. The violations are alleged as follows: 1. 

Condition # 3 - defendant to remain 1,000 feet from Tanya Taupier; 2. Condition # 4 -

defendant not to assaultlthreaten/abuse/harass/follow/interfere with Tanya Taupier; 3. 

Condition # 5 - no personal, written, electronic or telephonic contact (direct or indirect) 
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with TanyaTaupier, her house, workplace or others with whom the contact would be 

likely to cause annoyance or alarm; 4. Condition # 6 - defendant is to comply fully in all 

respects with family court orders; and 5. Condition # 8 - all other conditions of release 

shall remain in place since the duration of the case and 11/18/2014. Each of the five 

violations is outlined in the paragraphs below. 

5. Condition # 3 - Defendant to remain 1,000 feet from Taniya Taupier 

On Monday, January 2,2017 at about 6:30 p.m., the defendant violated 

Condition # 3 of his release by being within one thousand feet of his ex-wife , Tanya 

Taupier. On that date, Ms. Taupier saw the defendant in the passenger seat of his 

black GMC truck . The truck was parked in her driveway at her apartment at 160 

Windermere Avenue #3608 in Ellington, CT. The defendant was returning their two 

ch ildren home after a visit. Ms. Taupier observed a woman known as "Lillian" driving 

the truck. She heard her two children , Gabriel and Sara yelling, "Go, go, she will see 

you ." The defendant was located less than fifteen feet from Ms. Taupier at that time, 

which is a clear violation of Condition # 3. Between January 1, 2017 and March 1, 

2017, the defendant has violated the one thousand feet distance from Ms. Taupier on 

multiple occasions by personally dropping off the children at or near her residence in 

Ellington . CT. 

6. Condition # 4 - Defendant not to assaultlthreaten/abuse/harass/follow 
!interfere with Tanya Taupier 

The State submits that the defendant violated Condition # 4 of not abusing, 

harassing, or interfering with Tanya Taupier when he showed up in person at her 

residence on the evening of January 3, 2017. Despite an express family court order to 
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drop off the children at Ms. Taupier's residence via a third party, he disregarded that 

order and personally came to her home. He has done this on more than one occasion. 

He has also violated the express condition of staying at least 1,000 feet from Ms. 

Taupier on multiple occasions between January 1, 2017 and March 1, 2017 by dropping 

the children off in her driveway, near her mailbox or across the street. When the 

children were dropped off across the street, they crossed the roadway alone on foot 

during the darkness and had to navigate through motor vehicle traffic. The defendant's 

two children are young. During this timeframe their ages were only nine and ten years 

old . It is anticipated that Ms. Taupier considered this an unsafe drop off procedure for 

the children , which caused her annoyance and alarm. 

7. Condition #5 - No personal, written, electronic or telephonic contact (direct or 
indirect) with Tanya Taupier, her house, workplace or others with whom the 
contact would be likely to cause annoyance or alarm 

The State submits that the defendant has repeatedly violated Condition # 5 of his 

release by posting annoying and alarming accusations against his ex-wife, Tanya 

Taupier via YouTube and Facebook social media internet sites during the past year. 

For example, in a January 8,2017 Facebook post under the name "Edward Taupier", 

the following caption was posted: "Cromwell Police Duped by Mentally ill Ex to Think 

Children are Endangered ... They Say They Don't Need Warrants to Come in 

Home .... Police Don't Need Warrants , They Will Need Body Bags Next Time." It is 

believed that Mr. Taupier's ex-wife will testify that she is familiar with this account, it 

belongs to Mr. Taupier, and the written/electronically disseminated social media posting 

describing her as his "mentally ill ex" was annoying or harassing to her in violation of the 

court order. 
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Another recent posting on the Edward Taupier social media account stated as 

follows: "This is some of the evidence against me where I am hurting my children, this 

false report was called in that the children are in danger. .. by their psychotic whore 

mother." Yet another recent "Edward Taupier" social media post stated, "mother Tanya 

Taupier of Aetna creating child abuse." Ms. Taupier is expected to testify that these 

social media postings annoyed and harassed her and adversely affected her 

employment at Aetna. Ms. Taupier is expected to testify that there are many more of 

these type of social media postings by her ex-husband and that she finds them 

annoying and alarming. 

8. Condition # 6 - Defendant is to comply fully in all respects with family court 
orders 

The State submits that the defendant has been noncompliant with multiple family 

court orders including: third party drop off of the children, keeping the children past the 

court ordered visitation dates and times, engaging in words and/or actions to estrange 

the children from their mother, and disparaging the children's mother to the children. 

In a "Memorandum of Decision" dated August 28, 2015, the family court, J. 

Pinkus, ordered in paragraph 4.e. that the "defendant shall be entitled to pick the 

children up from school, however, the children's pickup or return to/from the plaintiff's 

residence, when required by this order, shall be by a third party for so long as the 

parties are not allowed to have contact with each other." (Emphasis added) See 

Attachment 3- "Memorandum of Decision", page 10 paragraph "e." As outlined 

above in paragraph 6 of this motion, the defendant has repeatedly violated the third 
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party drop off condition from the time period of January 1, 2017 to March 1, 2017 by 

personally taking the children to Ms. Taupier's residence in Ellington, CT. On January 

1 g, 2017, the children eventually admitted to Ms. Taupier that the defendant had 

personally dropped them off on that date. 

In paragraphs 4 a. -.C, page ten of the family court orders, the defendant has 

visitation with the children every Tuesday and Thursday from 3 p.m. to 7 p.m. and on 

alternate weekends. During holidays, the defendant has parenting time from Christmas 

Eve at 2p.m. until Christmas Day at 1 p.m. on "even" years. On Tuesday, December 

27,2016, the defendant's brother picked up the children at 2 p.m. in Ellington and they 

weren't returned to their mother until Monday January 2, 2017 at 6:30 p.m. The 

children's mother became concerned because per the order, the defendant was only to 

keep them for 4 hours. She then asked the Cromwell police department to go to 6 

Douglas Drive in Cromwell (the defendant's residence). She wanted them to conduct a 

safety check on the children's well-being. The defendant refused entry into his home 

but did allow the police to see his two children from a window in the residence. The 

children confirmed that they were fine. The defendant violated the visitation orders of 

the court by keeping the children almost one entire week instead of only four (4) hours

from 3 to 7 p.m. 

In paragraph 3, page 8 of the family court orders contained in the "Memorandum 

of Decision," "[n]either party should do anything which may estrange their children from 

the other party nor injure the opinion of the children as to their mother or father nor act 

in such a way as to hamper the free and natural development of the children's love and 

respect for the other party. Neither party shall disparage the other parent or any 
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significant other to the minor children .... "Ms. Taupier is expected to testify that the 

defendant violated this order by repeatedly telling the children to run away from their 

"abusive" mother's home. The defendant called Ms. Taupier a "psychopath" in both 

children's presence on a YouTube video posted February 25,2016. The defendant 

has made numerous disparaging remarks to the children regarding his ex-wife, Tanya 

Taupier, in violation of the family court orders. 

9. Condition # 8 - All other conditions of release shall remain in place since the 
duration of the case and 11/18/2014 

As outlined fully in the State's Motion to Revoke or Increase the Defendant's 

Bond filed with this court on March 2, 2017, and incorporated by reference herein, the 

defendant has violated the conditions of release contained in the pending voyeurism 

case under docket # CR13-0200821 by annoying and harassing the victim and 

protected party in that case, Tanya Taupier. The defendant's failure to abide by the 

1,000 feet distance from his ex-wife and violation of the family court orders, including 

third party drop off, scheduled visitations, and disparaging social media postings and 

remarks regarding the mother (Tanya Taupier) all violate Condition # 8 of the appellate 

bond. 

10. The State submits that Mr. Taupier is in violation of his appellate bond conditions of 

release because under those terms he was to abide by all conditions of release 

including those for the threatening case as well as the voyeurism case. The State 

seeks to revoke the defendant's bond or in the alternative, substantially increase the 

current $90,000 cash bond. 
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Based on the foregoing, the State respectfully asks the court to revoke the 

defendant's appellate bond or in the alternative, substantially increase it. 

THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

By: .. i1~ It\'J\y 14Ovr6 , 

BRENDA HANS, Assistant State's Attorney, Juris# 420294 

State's Attorney's Office 

1 Court Street 

Middletown, CT 06067 

(860) 343-6379 

ORDER 

The State's motion to revoke the defendant's bond or increase the bond is 

hereby ORDERED: 

GRANTED ___ DENIED 

CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was electronically mailed to the defendant's 

appellate counsel, Norm Pattis, Esq, 649 Amity Road, Bethany, CT 06524 

Np,tt;'@p,tt;",d,mith.oom '" M'~h 2, 20~~ f' AI)' 
<i::J \ (! ' rJ v! : i rf'lJ 

BRENDA HANS, Assistant State's Attorney 
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CR13-0200821 -T 

STATE 

V. 

EDWARD TAUPIER 

SUPERIOR COURT 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
MIDDLETOWN 

March 2, 2017 

STATE'S MOTION TO REVOKE OR INCREASE THE DEFENDANT'S BOND 

The State of Connecticut, pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §54-64f and 

Connecticut Practice Book § 38-13-17, § 38-19-20 1 moves this court to revoke or 

increase the defendant's $24,000 nonsurety bond in the above-captioned criminal case. 

The State contends that the defendant has violated two conditions of his pretrial 

release. The conditions of release that the State submits have been violated are: 1) 

the defendant "is to remain 100 feet away from Tanya Taupier," and 2) the defendant 

"is not to assault, threaten, abuse, harass, follow, interfere with, or stalk Tanya Taupier." 

In support of this motion the State asserts as follows: 

1. The defendant is charged in the above criminal case with voyeurism and 

disseminating voyeurism material in violation of General Statutes 53a-189a(a)(1) and 

53a-189b, respectively. These felony charges emanate from the defendant allegedly 

posting a nude video of his wife, Tanya Taupier, (now his ex-wife) on the "Vimeo" social 

media website . The allegations are that he had secretly videotaped his unclothed wife in 

I General Statutes § 54-64f governs the violation of conditions of release. Connecticut Practice Book §§ 
38-13 through 38-17 and §§ 38-19, 38-20 govern hearings for bail modifications and violation of 
conditions of bail, respectively. 



their home and placed it on the internet without her knowledge. The crimes occurred in 

July of 2012 and February of 2013. The case is currently on the firm jury trial list. 

2. On October 2,2015, in case CR14-0675616, after a court trial, the defendant 

was convicted of threatening in the first degree, two counts of disorderly conduct and 

one count of breach of peace in the second degree. The defendant was found guilty of 

threatening a Hartford superior court judge who had presided over his family case. The 

court, Honorable David P. Gold presiding, set a $90,000 cash appellate bond. The 

defendant posted the bond. On January 15, 2016, the court imposed multiple 

conditions of release on the defendant's appellate bond. One of those conditions 

specified that "all other cond[itions] of release shall remain in place since the duration of 

the case and 11/18/2014." See Attachment 2 - January 15, 2016 Conditions of 

Release, case # CR14-0675616 - 2 pages. 

3. The November 18, 2014 conditions of release in the defendant's pending voyeurism 

case #CR13-0200821, provide in pertinent part as follows: 1. [defendant] "not to 

assault, threaten, abuse, harass, follow, interfere with, or stalk Tanya Taupier, Gabriel 

Taupier or Sara Taupier" - Condition 1) b). 2. Condition 1) c) provides that the 

defendant "is to remain 100 feet away from Tanya Taupier, Gabriel Taupier, or Sara 

Taupier" See Attachment 1 - November 18,2014 Conditions of Release - 3 pages. 

4. On Monday, January 2, 2017 at about 6:30 p.m., the defendant violated his 

conditions of release by being within one hundred feet of his ex-wife, Tanya Taupier. 

On that date, Ms. Taupier saw the defendant in the passenger seat of his black GMC 

truck. The truck was parked in her driveway at her apartment at 160 Windermere 

Avenue #3608 in Ellington, CT. The defendant was returning their two children home 

2 



after a visit. Ms. Taupier observed a woman known as "Lillian" driving the truck. She 

heard her two children, Gabriel and Sara yelling, "go, go, she will see you." The 

defendant was located less than fifteen feet from Ms. Taupier at that time, which is a 

clear violation of Condition 1) c) -"defendant to remain1 00 feet away from Tanya 

T . " aupler ..... Between January 1,2017 and March 1,2017, the defendant has 

violated the one hundred feet distance from Ms. Taupier on multiple occasions by 

personally dropping off the children at or near her residence in Ellington. CT. 

5. In a "Memorandum of Decision" dated August 28,2015, the family court, J. Pinkus, 

ordered under condition 4.e. that the "defendant shall be entitled to pick the children up 

from school, however, the children's pickup or return to/from the plaintiff's residence, 

when required by this order, shall be by a third party for so long as the parties are not 

allowed to have contact with each other." (Emphasis added) See Attachment 3-

"Memorandum of Decision", page 1 0 paragraph "e." 

6. The State submits that the defendant violated the condition of not abusing or 

harassing Tanya Taupier when he showed up in person at her residence on the evening 

of January 3, 2017. Despite an express family court order to drop off the children at Ms. 

Taupier's residence via a third party, he disregarded that order and personally came to 

her home. He has done this on more than one occasion. He has also violated the 

express condition of staying at least 100 feet from Ms. Taupier on multiple occasions 

between January 1, 2017 and March 1, 2017 by dropping the children off near her 

mailbox or across the street. If they children were dropped off across the street, they 

crossed the roadway on foot during the darkness and had to navigate through motor 

vehicle traffic. The defendant's two children are young. During this timeframe their 
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ages were only nine and ten years old. This unsafe drop off procedure for the two 

children caused annoyance and alarm to the children's mother because she witnessed 

it. 

7. In a January 8, 2017 Facebook post under the name "Edward Taupier", the 

following caption was posted: "Cromwell Police Duped by Mentally ill Ex to Think 

Children are Endangered .. . They Say They Don't Need Warrants to Come in 

Home .... Police Don't Need Warrants, They Will Need Body Bags Next Time." It is 

believed that Mr. Taupier's ex-wife will testify that she is familiar with this account, it 

belongs to Mr. Taupier, and the social media posting that she was a "mentally ill ex" was 

annoying or harassing to her in violation of the court order. 

8. Another recent posting on the Edward Taupier social media account stated as 

follows: "This is some of the evidence against me where I am hurting my children, this 

false report was called in that the children are in danger. .. by their psychotic whore 

mother." Yet another recent "Edward Taupier" social media post stated, "mother Tanya 

Taupier of Aetna creating child abuse." Ms. Taupier is expected to testify that these 

social media postings annoyed and harassed her and adversely affected her 

employment at Aetna. Ms. Taupier is expected to testify that there are many more of 

these type of postings by her ex-husband and that she finds them annoying and 

alarming. 

Based on the foregoing, the State respectfully urges the court to find probable 

cause that the defendant has violated his release conditions and order the defendant to 

appear for an evidentiary hearing. 
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THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

By: ,-13(o. ,.kj/0~/J 
BRENDA HANS, Assistant State's Attorney, Juris# 420294 

State's Attorney's Office 

1 Court Street 

Middletown, CT 06067 (860) 343-6379 

ORDER 

The State's motion to increase or revoke the defendant's bond, having been 

reviewed by the Court, the Court hereby makes the following finding: 

PROBABLE CAUSE I NO PROBABLE CAUSE 

ORDER 

The court, having found probable cause to believe the defendant has violated the 

conditions of his release, orders Edward Taupier to appear in court on 

_______ for an evidentiary hearing upon such allegations. 

Judge 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was electronically mailed to counsel for the 

defendant, Norm Pattis, Esq. 649 Amity Road, Bethany, . CT 06524 
J 

Npattis@pattisandsmith .comonMarch 2, 201~ h~;/) 

~~l1t)'vl(! , <. If/jl f~ 1·< . 

BRENDA HANS, Assistant State's Attorney 
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Attachment 3 

MMX-FA-12-4018627 S SUPERIOR COURT 

TANYAA. TAUPIER J. D. OF MIDDLESEX 

v. AT MIDDLETOWN 

EDWARD F. TAU PIER AUGUST 28, 2015 

MEMORANDUM OF DECISION 

The plaintiff, Tanya A, Taupier, and the defendant, Edward F, Taupier, were married in 

Wethersfield, Connecticut on September 25 , 2004 , There are two children issue of the 

marriage: Gabriel Taupier, born November 4, 2005 and Sara Taupier, born March 23 , 2007 , 

The jurisdictional requirements are satisfied, The trial was conducted by the court on May 20, 

21, 22, July 6, and August 5, 2015, The parties were unable to reach an agreement on the 

financial issues or custodial arrangement for their children prior to trial. 

At the time of the marriage, the plaintiff was working at United Healthcare and the 

defendant was working at the Hartford Insurance Company. The defendant testified that in 

2004 he earned $110,000, which included overtime, That same year the plaintiff earned 

approximately $87,000, By all accounts, the early part of the marriage was a happy time with 

both parties actively participating in the upbringing of the children, The defendant created a 
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consulting fiml known as Structure by Design, LLC. This, along with an inheritance from the 

plaintiffs family, was the primary source of income after the children were born. In 2010, the 

plaintiff went to work for Aetna Insurance Company as a consultant. The plaintiff is now 

executive director of human resourc~s for the Aetna Insurance Company. The defendant had a 

consulting contract with Citigroup running a subgroup from 2010 through 2012. 

In 2012, both parties were working full-time and the children were enrolled In the 

Montessori School in West Ha11ford, Connecticut. The defendant testified that starting in 2012 

the stress between the parties increased and that there was a lack of communication between 

the parties. In September, 2012, the parties were on vacation in Maine. The plaintiff claims 

that the defendant threatened her in Maine . The defendant denies making any threats to the 

plaintiff. In fact, a friend of the parties who was a lieutenant in the Connecticut State Police 

was also present in Maine and the plaintiff did not report any threatening behavior to him. This 

argument , if it occurred, happened early in the vacation . The parties completed their vacation 

and returned to Connecticut. Sometime after returning from vacation, the plaintiff moved from 

the family home with the children to a friend's house. In October 2012, the plaintiff started this 

dissolution of marriage action. Subsequently, the plaintiff moved to Ellington, Connecticut 

where she still resides. The defendant still resides in the marital residence in Cromwell, 

Connecticut. 

During the pendency of this action the parties were able to reach several agreements. 

On April 10,2013, the matter was referred to family relations fo), a full custody evaluation. On 

May I, 2013, the parties agreed to a pendente lite custody and parental responsibility plan, 

which provided for shared parenting of the children. On August 13, 2013, the parties reached 

an agreement providing for joint legal custody of the minor children. Primary residence would 
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be with the mother and the children would attend school in Ellington, Connecticut. The parties 

agreed that the marital home in Cromwell would be sold and in fact a contract to sell the house 

for $445,000 was entered into in 2013. The property was never sold because of a flood from a 

condensing unit in the attic. The repairs to the house were managed by the defendant. There is 

currently approximately $17,000 in insurance proceeds relating to the water damage being held 

In escrow. 

On May 23, 2014, the court ordered a full comprehensive evaluation to be completed by 

family relations. On June 18, 2014, the parties agreed to a comprehensive summer parenting 

plan. On August 20, 2014, the defendant registered the children in the Cromwell School 

District. The children attended the first day of school in Cromwell but were removed from the 

school by the police at the request of the plaintiff. The plaintiff filed an ex parte motion with 

the court on August 25, 2014. On that date the court (Bozzulo. J.) ordered the parties to abide 

by the order dated August 13, 2013, indicating that consistent therewith, the children shall 

attend school in Ellington, forthwith. Apparently, sometime thereafter the defendant was 

arrested. The nature and extent of these charges was never made clear to the court.' The court 

(Simon, 1.) on September 2, 2014 ordered, that in the event the defendant posted bond, his 

visitation would be on Wednesdays from 4 p.m. or 4:30 p.m. and would last for two hours, as 

well as every Saturday from noon until 2 p.m. This visitation would be supervised by Kidsafe 

in Vernon or an alternate program as agreed upon by the parties' attorneys. The defendant did 

in fact post bond. However, the conditions of his release on bond placed limitations on his 

leaving his residence. The conditions or the defendant's release also prevent contact with the 

plaintiff. The defendant claims that as a result of his inability to travel freely. he is unable to 

1 There was absolutely no evidence presented regarding the nature of the criminal charge(s) pending against the 
defendant. The court has made no inferences as a result of these charge(s) due to the lack of evidence, 
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work and he is currently unemployed. On September 26, 2014, the case was transferred to the 

Middlesex judicial district. On November 19, 2014, the court (Pinkus, 1.), ordered that the 

defendant have supervised visitation on Sundays from II a.m. to 3 p.m. with the children at his 

home. The defendant has been visiting the minor children in accordance with the schedule 

since that date. 

On November 20, 2014, the family relations counselor assigned to do the evaluation 

returned the matter to court for further direction claiming that he was not able to complete the 

evaluation. This was based upon appointments not being kept by the defendant and also due to 

the fact that significant information was not being made available and requested releases of 

information were not signed by the defendant. The family relations counselor stated in his 

report (Exhibit D) that without this information as weJl as the standard appointments. 

observations and home visits, it was not possible to complete an assessment and make 

recommendations regarding the overaJl parenting situation. Attorney Margaret Bozek acted as 

the guardian ad litem for the minor children but apparently has not been actively involved in 

the file since June 2014 . 

The children are seen by Nancy A. Eiswirth, Ph.D., a clinical psychologist. Dr. Eiswirth 

sees the children on a semi regular basis. Dr. Eiswirth testified that both children are suffering 

from adjustment disorder with anxiety caused by the parental conflict. She indicated that both 

children are positively attached to the mother and the father. 

The plaintiff is seeking sale custody of the minor children. The plaintiff would like to 

continue with the current parenting plan and graduaJly resume the parenting plan agreed to by 

the parties on August 13,2013. The defendant would like to have the children reside with him 
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in Cromwell and attend school in Cromwell. The best evidence for the court as to the best 

interest of the children, since there were no evaluations and there is not an active guardian ad 

litem, is the relative success of the August 13, 2013 parenting plan. This arrangement was in 

effect for approximately onc year unti l the COUlt order of September 2, 2014. 

The primary assets of the parties consists of the marital home located at 6 Douglas 

Drive, Cromwell , Connecticut, some stocks and bonds held by the plaintiff, the plaintiffs 

retirement accounts and the escrow accollnt of approximately $17,000. There was no appraisal 

provided for the marital home. As indicated above, there was a contract to sel l the property in 

2013 for $445,000. The defendant claims it is now worth less due to necessary repairs not yet 

completed resulting from the flood and deferred maintenance. The defendant's retirement 

accounts were exhausted in litigation expenses. There are two Honda automobiles, which may 

be in the name of Structure by Design, LLC. 

The pendente lite orders required the parties to equally pay the mortgage on the marital 

home. The defendant has been paying the entire mortgage since October, 2014. The pendente 

lite orders required the parties to share certain expenses for the minor children. The defendant 

has made no payment towards these expenses since October, 2014 and disputes many of these 

charges as being made without his consent. The plaintiff claims that she left behind at the 

marital home numerous items of personal belongings, including memorabilia from her late 

father. 

The balance on the mortgage on the marital residence is approximately $270,000. The 

plaintiff has credit card debt of approximately $15,000. This includes a Chase Visa Account 

that the plaintiff claims was used by the defendant without authorization. The plaintiff also 
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claims unspccified tax liabilities on her 2013 and 2014 taxes. The defendant has credit card 

debt of approximately $50,000. He also claims personal loans and a!tomey fees to be owed in 

excess of $250,000. Both parties are responsible for a balance owing to the Montessori School 

of Greater Hartford in the approximate amount of $24,000. 

The plaintiff was primarily responsible for managing the finances of the parties. The 

defendant alleges that there was approximately $47,000 removed from the business account 

improperly. The plaintiff has demonstrated that all this money was used for family purposes. 

With regard to the issue of custody, the following quotation fro111 the casc of Raymond 

v. Raymond, 165 COIUl. 735, 741, 345 A.2d 48 (1974) sets forth the rule of law upon the issue . 
of custody: "Where custody and visitation rights have been affected, a court has the power and 

the duty to safeguard those rights while recognizing that such interests are subordinate to the 

welfare of the children. Neither parent's interests with regard to his or her children arc a 

property right nor are they rights which cannot be terminated without his or her consent. . . . A 

contest relative to custody, such as visitation rights, is not one primarily to determine the rights 

of the respective parties but rather a determination of the best interests of the child or children." 

(Citations omitted.) 

In devising its orders, the court mllst look to the criteria of the variolls statutes dealing 

with custody of minor children. General Statutes § 46b-56 (b) directs the court to enter custody 

orders "that serve the best interests of the child and provide the child with active and consistent 

involvement of both parents commensurate with their abilities and interests." (Emphasis 

added.) That statute goes on to enumerate sixteen separate factors for the court to consider in 

devising such orders. 
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The "best interest of the child" standard is the ultimate basis of a court's custody 

decision. Knock v. Knock, 224 Conn. 776, 789, 621 A.2d 267 (1993). The gender of the 

parents is not considered by the court and there is no automatic presumption favoring the 

mother as custodial parent. Presutti v. Presulli. 181 Conn. 622, 627-28,436 A.2d 299 (1980); 

Hurtado v. Hurtado, 14 Conn. App. 296, 301-02, 541 A.2d 873 (1988). Either parent can be 

awarded custody and the issue "is not which parent was the better custodian in the past but 

which is the better custodian now." Yonte! v. Yontef, 185 Conn. 275, 283, 440 A.2d 899 

(1981). 

The court has considered all of the statutory factors enumerated in Connecticut General 

Statutes Section 46b-8 J and 46b-82 in making the financial orders set forth below. "A 

fundamental principle in dissolution actions is that a trial court may exercise broad discretion in 

awarding alimony and dividing property as long as it considers all relevant statutory criteria." 

(Internal quotation marks omitted.) Keenan v. Casillo, 149 Conn. App. 642, 663, 89 A.3d 912, 

cert. denied, 312 Conn. 910. 93 A.3d 594 (2014) . "The distribution of assets in a dissolution 

action is governed by. . § 46b-8 J, which provides in pertinent pan that a trial court may 

assign to either the husband or the wife all or any part of the estate of the other. . .. In fixing 

the nature and value of the propel1y, if any, to be assigned, the court, after hearing the 

witnesses, if any, of each party ... shall consider the length of tbe marriage, the causes for the . 

. . dissolution of the marriage ... the age, health, station, occupation, amount and sources of 

income, vocational skills, employability, estate, liabilities and needs of each of the parties and 

the opportunity of each for future acquisition of capital assets and income." (Internal quotation 

marks omitted.) Nalal'ajan v. Natal'ajan, 107 Conn. App. 381, 392-93,945 A.2d 540, cert. 

denied, 287 Conn. 924, 95 J A.2d 572 (2008). 
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Similarly, "[§] 46b-82 governs awards of alimony. That section requires the trial court 

to consider the length of the marriage, the causes for the ... dissolution of the marriage ... the 

age, health. station, occupation, amount and sources of income, vocational skills. 

employability, estate and needs of each of the parties .. In awarding alimony, [l]he court 

must consider all of these criteria . ... It need not, however, makc explicit reference to the 

statutory criteria that it considered in making its decision or make express findings as to cach 

statutory factor." (Internal quotation marks omitted.) Wiegand v. Wiegand, 129 Conn. App. 

526,536,21 A.3d 489 (2011). 

Atier careful consideration of the statutory criteria expressed in General Statutes §§ 

46b-56, 46b-56a, 46b-81, 46b-82, 46b-84, and other pertinent statutes and case law, as well as 

the testimony and exhibits presented at trial, the court enters the following: 

ORDERS 

I . The marriage of the parties is dissolved on the grounds of irretrievable breakdown. 

2. The plaintiff shall have sole legal and physical custody of the minor children. 

3. When and if the parties are allowed contact with each other they shall be respectful to 

one another when communicating with one another about issues relating to the children 

in a positive, prompt and nonconfrontationalmanner. Neither party should do anything 

which may estrange their children from the other party nor injure the opinion of the 

children as to their mother or father nor act in such a way as to hamper the free and 

natural development of the children's love and respect for the other party. Neither party 

shall disparage the other parent or any significant other to the minor children, nor shall 

either party pennit the children to be in the presence of or hearing of a third-party that is 
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disparaging the other parent. The parties shall not discuss the court proceedings with the 

minor children. The parties will not disclose any pleadings, documents or court orders 

in this action, to either of the children. Each will make reasonable precautions to make 

sure the children do not have access to such docwnents. Neither party shall tell the 

children that they have the right to make decisions regarding parenting time. Neither 

party shall tell the children that their decisions are more important than the decisions of 

the other parent. 

4. The defendant shall have parenting time with the minor children on the following 

schedule: 

a. Alternating weekends commencing from Friday dismissal from school or 3 

p.m. if school is not in session, through return to the plaintiffs residence on 

Sunday evening at 6:30 p.m. and in the event there is no school on the 

following Monday the defendant's visitation shall be until 6:30 p.m. on that 

Monday. In addition, the defendant shall have parenting time with the minor 

children every Tuesday and Thursday from dismissal from school, or 3 p.m. 

if school is not in session until 7:30 p.m. The defendant's weekends shall 

commence on September 4, 2015. 

b. During the summer months, beginning the Monday after school ends, 

through the week before school begins, the parties shall share parenting of 

the children by alternating weeks during which time the respective parent 

may also exercise hislher right to vacation with the children subject to 

notification of the other parent as to itinerary including transportation and 

hotel (or other accommodations) information and contact numbers. The 
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exchange of the children shall be on Sundays at 7 p.m. at which time the 

parent finishing hislher week shall drop off the children to the other parent. 

c. Holidays shall preempt regular parenting time. Unless parents agree 

otherwise, they shall alternate the major holidays by year, beginning with 

Thanksgiving 2015 in accordance with the holiday schedule set forth in 

paragraph 3 of the court order dated August 13, 2013, which paragraph is 

incorporated herein by reference. 

d. School year vacation time shall also preempt regular parenting time. Unless 

parents agree otherwise, they shall alternate the April school vacation week, 

beginning or ending with the regular scheduled weekend, mother having the 

children in odd years and the father having the children in even years. The 

parties shall share the children's break in February. 

e. The defendant shall be entitled to pick the children up from school, however, 

the children's pickup or return to/from the plaintiffs residence, when 

required by this order, shall be by a third-party for so long as the parties are 

not allowed to have contact with each other. 

f. When the children are in each parent's care, the off-duty parent shall have 

the opportunity for regular daily telephone contact with the children between 

7:30 p.m. and 8 p.m. on days that they do not otherwise have parenting time 

with the children. Each parent shall support and facilitate such daily calls to 

maintain the children's connection to each of their homes. If the call is 

missed, the on-duty parent shall have the children return the call as soon as 

possible that same day. Parents shall honor the children's request to call 
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between homes at other times, provided it is within reasonable hours in " 

reasonable duration and they shall be afforded privacy for such calls. 

5. The parties shall keep the children in regular counseling with Nancy Eiswirth, Ph.D., to 

heir them manage their changing family situation, as often and for so long as Dr. 

Eiswirth deems appropriate. 

6. The plaintiff shall be responsible to maintain medical and dental insurance for the minor 

children. All unreimbursed medical and dental expenses including medical devices, 

optical, orthodontic, psychological and therapy (including physical therapy and 

occupational therapy) for the minor children shall be paid 75 percent by the plaintiff and 

25 percent by the defendant. The plaintiff shall cooperate with the defendant to facilitate 

his access to health insurance pursuant to COBRA , at defendant's sole expense. 

7. The defendant shall immediately notify the plaintiff when he obtains employment so 

that a child support order and an order dividing extracurricular activities can be 

established. Said child support order shall be retroactive to the date of the defendant 's 

employment. 

8. The plaintiff shall pay to the defendant $300 per week as alimony for a period of two 

years commencing September 4, 2015. Said alimony shall be non-modifiable as to 

duration except that it shall earlier terminate upon the death of either party or the 

defendants remarriage or cohabitation pursuant to statute. The alimony is only 

modifiable as to amount if the plaintiffs income is reduced substantially. 

9. The plaintiff shall transfer all of her interest in the jointly owned real estate known as 6 

Douglas Drive, Cromwell. Connecticut to the defendant. The defendant sllall refinance 

or otherwise remove the plaintiff from any mortgages or other liability regarding this 
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property within two years from the date of judgment. In the event the defendant fails to 

refinance or otherwise remove the plaintiff from any mortgage or other liability 

regarding this property within two years from the date of judgment, the property shall 

be immediately placed on the market for sale. All proceeds from the sale shall belong to 

the defendant. Any deficiency resulting from the sale shall be the defendant's 

responsibility. The defendant shall be responsible to make all mOltgage payments and 

shall be responsible for all expenses relating to said property. In the event the defendant 

fails to make any required payment, the property shall immediately be placed on the 

market for sale. The plaintiff shall be entitled to make any missed mortgage payments 

and deduct them from the alimony payment. The court shall retain jurisdiction 

regarding the property. 

10. From the escrow held by Attorney Hurvitz, the plaintiff shall receive $14,000 in full 

satisfaction of defendant's failure to pay the pendente lite orders. The balance shall be 

applied to the September 2015 mortgage payment on the Cromwell property. 

11. Each party shall retain the personal property in their possession without any claim by 

the other except that the plaintiff shall be entitled to retrieve any personal belonging 

currently located at the marital residence in Cromwell, Connecticut, within sixty days 

from the date of judgment. Failure to remove the items within said sixty day pcriod 

shall result in said items being abandoned by the plaintiff. 

12. The defendant shall be the sole owner of Structure by Design, LLC. The defendant shall 

cause the Honda Pilot to be transferred to the plaintiff. The plaintiff shall be responsible 

for all transfer and registration fees. The defendant shall retain ownership of the Honda 
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Accord. The defendant shall save and hold the plaintiff hannless with regard to all 

aspects of the LLC, including state and federal taxes. 

13. Each party shall retain their bank accounts without any claim by the other. 

14. Each party shall maintain such life insurance in the amount of $100,000 if available 

through their employer at reasonable expense naming the other party as irrevocable 

beneficiary until the youngest child reaches the age of 23 years . 

15 . The plaintiff shall retain her stock and mutual funds without any claim by the 

defendant. 

16. Each party shall retain their retirement accounts without any claim by the other. 

17. The court shall retain jurisdiction for post-majority educational support of the minor 

children pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §46b-56c. 

18 . Each party shall be responsible for their own debts, including state and federal taxes, 

except as set forth herein. The debt owing to Montessori School of Greater Hartford 

shall be shared equally by the parties . 

19. Each party shall be responsible for their own attorney fees . 

1'111 ·ll~. 1. 
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