Assessment Unit (FAU) for further relevant information. Respondent will testify she has
sometimes utilized this Court service in cases where a parent alleges the other parent is

jeopardizing the well-being of their mutual children.

During the time Mr. Camburn and Lantz were awaiting information from FAU, the
evidence will show Lantz paced in Respondent’s courtroom and frequently approaéhed the
bench in between the other cases Respondent heard that day. As mentioned earlier, the
caseload for this day was extremely congested and many of the cases involved dire fact
situations; Respondent will testify she regardeci many of these cases as more cgitical than
the Camburn matter, which she had already made the preliminary determination lacked

merit.

Once Lantz had the FAU findings, the evidence will show she and Mr. Camburn
approached Respondent to report the results, which were that the children had not been in
school for one week. While this information was relevant to determining long-term
custody, Respondent will testify she informed Lantz and Mr. Camburn that this was not
sufficient to grant a CPO. During this exchange, the evidence will show Lantz told the Court
that Mr. Camburn was very distressed because he did not know the whereabouts of his
children. The evidence will further show Lantz had just earlier informed the Court that the
entire Camburn family had been living with Mrs. Camburn’s mother until Mr. Camburnb

moved out. Respondent will testify that these two statements, put together, further

61 Exhibit F1, p. 1.
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convinced her that Mr. Camburn’s concern was not with his children’s safety but his

inability to locate them.

When Respondent further learned that Mr. Camburn had not discussed the
children’s whereabouts with their maternal grandmother, she will testify she obtained
Lantz’s authorization to do so from the bench ~ the evidence will show Lantz provided the
telephone number to the Court. In the presence of Lantz and Mr. Camburn, Respondent
called the maternal grandmother; Respondent will testify that she spoke to the
grandmother, Dianna Caparrott1 over the telephone and toldrher that she d1d not want any
substantive information about the case, but she wanted to ascertain the location of the
children, as she believed that was Mr. Camburn’s true concern (as opposed to whether their
mother would harm them). The evidence will show the Court phone did pot have a speaker,
but Mr. Camburn and Lantz were present for the entire call. The evidence will further show
that Ms. Caparrotti informed the Court either that the children were “not with their mothef”

or were “not [in any danger] with their mother,” and that her daughter was represented by

Attorney Barry Wolinetz.

The evidence will show Respondent told Lantz and Mr. Camburn that she was not
inclined to grant the CPO as to the children, but she would sign it as to Mr. Camburn;
further, she recommended Lantz and Wolinetz work out an agreement on their own. To
facilitate this end, Respondent called Wolinetz in Lantz and Camburn’s presence and
Wolinetz’s office offered to make information available to Lantz and Mr. Camburn in

response. Respondent specifically instructed Wolinetz’s office not to share that information

..30_







