INDEX OF OFFENSES CONTAINED IN THE ATTACHED COMPLAINT

This is a synopsis of the offenses committed by the 18th
Judicial District court of Colorado and the Honorable Judge Joyce
Steinhardt, Chief Judge and presiding Judge over the subject
proceeding as contained in the attached Complaint:

DENIAL OF TRANSCRIPTS
Paragraph 13:

This Court is deliberately harboring the transcripts to the subject
proceeding in order to avoid exposure of the blatant indiscretions
and civil rights violations that occured therein. This is the sanme
judge who harbored the transcripts from the Ocrant family until
legal and media preasure forced the information into the open.

DENIAL OF DUE PROCESS
Paragraph 14:

This Court denied Plaintiff the opportunity to be properly
represented by an attorney. Plaintiff's attorney died just before
the hearing. When Plaintiff asked for a continuance to obtain
council and properly prepare for the case, his request was denied
and he was told he would represent himself whether he liked it or
not. When Plaintiff refused after declaring on the record that his
right to council was being violated the Judge put him in jail and
forced him to attend the proceeding.

VIOLATION OF FEDERAL BANKRUPTCY RULES

Paragraph 16:

This court ignored Plaintiff's bankruptcy status and illegally
participated in the distribution of assets held in trust in
Bankruptcy Proceeding, Case no. 89 B 08827-A. This proceeding has
not been discharged to date.

BREAKING AND ENTERING
Paragraph 18:

The Court condoned the illegal breaking and entering of Plaintiff's
residence without a search warrant.
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ILLEGAL SEARCH AND SEIZURE
Paragraph 18:

The Court's participation in the breaking and entering of
Plaintiff's residence resulted in an illegal search and seizure.
His personal safe was drilled out, his files and computer ransacked
and even his personal belongings disturbed throughout the house.
An entire box of files and personal belongings were removed from
the house illegally.

VIOLATION OF ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE

Paragraph 20:

The Court accepted into evidence documents obtained during the
illegal search that included privileged attorney-client written
communications.

VIOLATION OF RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

Paragraph 23:

The Court accepted arguement from opposing council that due to
Plaintiff's religious beliefs in the Charismatic Faith, he is
mentally unstable and dangerous to the public at large. As a
result the Court ordered his 2 year old son removed fxrom him,
permitting no contact, subject to at least one year of psychiatric
evaluation and care. All this was ordered without any professional
psychological evaluation or testimony from a qualified
psychologist. In fact the Final oOrders actually quoted the Judge
as justifying this position as valid "from a laymans point of
view"! :

The above synopsis is only the tip of the iceburg. This suit
was designed to restore my civil rights as declared by the
Constitution of the United States. All I am asking for is "just
a little justice".
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LN THE UNTTED STATES DISTRICT COURTS el COLRAT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO Fooeeohabl

civil Action No. e | L

HARMON L. WILFRED 90 - - 1 8 9 2 o SLeR
Plaintiff,

vs.

STATE OF COLORADC, 18TE JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
HONORAELE JOYCE STEINHARDT, CHILF JUDGE

Defendants.

COMPLAINT

Plaintifs, appearing Preo se, for 2 complaint against
defendants alleges and avers:

rariies

1. Plaintiff is a resident of +he State ol Colcrado.

2. 'The 18th Judicial District, pefendant, is & governmental
unit of the State of Coloradc.

3. Defendant Judge Joyce ¢. Steinharat is the chief District
Judge for the 1gth Judicial District cf the State of Coloradc.

Ju;iséiction-Venue

4. This Court has subject matier jurisdéiction oI +his action
in that matters at issue include constitutional anc other feceral
guestions and the matter in CONTYOVETrsSY exceecs +he sum ¢ $50,000,
exclusive of interest and costs; ‘thereby giving <the court
jurisgéiction subject te 28 U.S.C. section 1332.

5. The 18th Judicial pistrict anéd Judge Joyce Steinharget
shall herein after be referred To as the n grate District court".

€. Venue is proper in +he United States District Court for
+he District of Coiorade pursuant to 28 T.5.C. Section 13%1.
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7. Petitioner, prior to £inal judgment in the subject
proceeding, £iled suit on June ¢4, 1990 in United States pistrict
court for the District of Colorade, based o©On the denial of his
Federal constitutional Trights which include similar state
constitutional rights, which action was dismissed in an order of
Dismissal, dated also June &, 1990 for the reason that Petitioner's
federal rights can be amply protected in state court and apparently
because the Ccolorado District Court in the subject proceedings had
not f£inally ruled on the validity or invalidity of Petitioner's

position.

8. The Colorade State pistrict Court in the referenced
action for dissclution of the marriage issued jts Permanent Orders
on June 2%, 1880. subseguent thereto Plaintiff petitioned the
colorado State supreme Court in its ORIGINAL PROCEEDING PURSUANT
70 C.A.P. 21, dated October 5, 1090 for relief in the nature of
Preonibition and Mandamus <TO protect Plaintiff's constitutional
rights under poth the Coloradec State constitution and the United
ctates Constitution. See COPY of Petition for ORIGINAL
PROCEEDINGS attached hereto. This petition was denied on October
11, 1990. Also, see artached Motion to Recuse entered anc genied
october 15th at 2 contempt hearing in the subject proceeding as 2
final effort to obtain 2 fair hearing at the State level.

S. pecause of the issuance of Permanent Orders in the
Colocrado State pistrict Court and the &enial of Plaintifi’'s
petition to +he Colorado State Supreme Court to protect his Federal
constitutional rights Plaintiff hes exhausted 21l his remedies
available to him at +he state level. &As mentionet in paragraph 7
nherein above Tthis regeral District Court previously cismissed 2
sgimilar lawsuit 1in chis matter on June &, 190 because Plaintifsl
&id not have the sinal dispesition of nis éissolution of marriace
case ané had not sought further protection of his constitutional
rights in the Cclorado State Courts. a+-+ne Time of this £:1ling,
poth <these events have cccurred and Pizintifii's remeéles are
exhausted in the Colorade State Court Systez. Snoulé the Federal
pistrict Court net cake ‘jurisdiction over +nis matter Plaintifl
will continue TO experience irreparable harm and injury because cs
+he continued violation of his constitutional rights.

Design ~ed Tactual Basis for Action

10. Plaintiff and Ssandra A. Wilfred were married on August
g, 1962. On March 3, 1989 Sanéra A. Wilfred filed action No. BS
DR 477 as plaintifZ for gissclution of the marriage cf the parties
in the 1l8th Judicial District Court of the State of Colorado.
pefendgant Joyce S. creinnardt is the Chiel Judge of said court.
Tlaine G. Edinburg is legal counsel foTr Sanéra A. Wilfred in saic
dissplution action. Susan J. Dycus is court appointed Guaréian At
Litem in said gissolution action on penalf of the minecr ghilé o
the Wilfreds, Tyier Jonathan Wilfred,.age TWO vears and nin
mOnNLnS.



1, ©On March 16, 1989 Plaintiff filed for protection under
Chapter 11 oI the United States Bankruptcy AcT on pehalf of IwoO
pusiness entities managedé by plaintiff, Promenade Limited and
Regatta Lanéing Limited: poth being called 1imited partnerships.
on June 29, 198°% plaintiff filed for protection under Chapter 11
of the United States Bankruptcy Act personally. on February 28,
1890 said Chapter 11 proceeding was converted to a Chapter 7 case.

12. With respect t0O the aforementioned dissolution action the
following sequence of events are apropos:

a. A temporary restraining order and injunction against
Plaintiff was granted by the State District court on March 6, 198S.

b. On April 18, 188% 2 nearing was held on Plaintifi's
motion to modify the aforesaid temporary restraining order, which
potion was denied and Plaintiff was placed on supervised visitation
with the minor chilg, Tyler J. Wilfred, because of his religious
peliefs and practices.

c. on april 18, 1989 Susan J. Dycus was appointed
guardian Ac Litem.

d. ©On June 1%, 1989 and July 17, 1989 hearings were held
with respect to temporary orders in said case. Upon the filing of
plaintiff's Chapter 11 case on June 2%, 1989 all proceedings in the
aforesaid @issolution action were stayed; the July 17 hearing
mentioned above having been on the jesue of the Stay ol Execution.
relief from the StaYy of Execution was granteé by the Unitec States
District Court effective December 1, 19g89. &as of Janualy 1, 12%0
Plaintifl was represented in the aforeszid aissolution action bY
attorneyvs Irom two £irms, acting &s co-counsel: Robert Binds and
Fred Epstein.

. e. On August 10, 198¢, Edinburg scheduled 2 hearing in
+he aforesaid court which hearing was cczneduled for August 23,
19889. on August 16, 1882, Ecinburg scheguled 2 hearing ©N
permanent ©Orgers in the aforeszid case 2T which time & pre-triel
conference was scheduled for Mey 32, 1090 and permanent croers
hearing for June 5 and €6, 19%0. :

£, On January 26, 1090 Ropert Eincs moved to withéraw
as counsel for Plaintiff, Harmon L. 1i1freé, in the gissolution
action due to his inakility in bankTuptcoy ©o make adeguate pavment,
which motion was granted by the State Dis=rict Court oOn FebruaTry
15, 1980. ©On April 12, 1980 an attorney representing the law firm
of Frederick Epstein, ?.C. moved to withcraw as <ne only remzining
counsel of record for plaintisf in said cdissolution case on the

grounds that MI. Epsteir hac ¢ied anc the professional corporaticn
bearing his name was ceasing to GO business.




g. On May &, 1990 the pre-trial conference was held at
which Plaintiff appeared Pro Sse and moved to continue the permanent
orders hearing on the grounds that he was no longer representec bY
an attorney and could not adeguately represent himself. Said
potion was denied. On May 10, 1990 Loyé G. Pearcy, an attorney
licensed to practice in the State of Colorado, made a special entry
of appearance on pehalf of Plaintiff for the purpose of moving to
continue the scheduled hearing and provide the crucial time toO
adegquately prepare for the case on permanent orders. Said motion
was denied.

h. The permanent orders hearing toock place on June 6th
and 7th before the Honorable Judge Steinhardt. Plaintiff was in
attendance but declined to participate without legal counsel and
ample time for such counsel to prepare for the case. Plaintiff
stated on the record that ne coulé not with good conscience
participate in the proceeding as long as he felt his constitutienal
rights of due process and religious freedom were being viclated.
Plaintiff was incarcerated for contempt cof court, forced to attend
the balance of the trial and held for six days in the Arapahoe
County Jail.

jvet Claim for Relief

13. Delav of Transcript

Plaintiff, being ordered to appear before the State
District Court at the Contempt Hearing on October 15, 1990, was
nancéicapped and continues to pe handicappeé for his next contempt
hearing schedule¢ November §, 1090 by lack of availability cf the
Transcript of the recorc ol the State District Court's proceecling
to reguest & motion TO oOpen up the proceeding to modify the Final
Orders based on new evidence and the prior impropriety cf that
court. Plaintiff has paicd for anc ordereé the Transcripts <thirteen
(13) weeks ago anc has not to date received <he copy orderec. The
transcript was promised Plaintiff in two (2) weeks; nowever, Judge
Steinnarét took the court reporter o=* vhe task. For PlaintiiIi o
nave to wait i3 weeks with no hope <£or <the ranscript's
availapility in time for his Contempt Hearing certainly appears to
be an abuse of power and gdiscreticn by the Defencdant ~einharét and
the State District Court. As these transcripts are not aveilakble
at this time, see attached letter DY ¥r. lovcé Pearcy provicing an
account of the trial and events thereof as convevet DY PlaintifZi.

Seconé Clziw for Reijed
14. Depniz} of Due Process
a. The refusal of the State pistrict Court to grant 2
continuance at the reguest of Mr. Llovd Pearcy, seeking to mnmake

entry of appearaunce 1o represent Plaintifif after the occasion of
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the untimely death of Plaintiff's previous counsel, Mr. Frederick
Epstein. The State District Court even though penalties in such
proceedings are involved, oroered Plaintiff to proceed and
represent himself without counsel.

b. The State District Court forced Plaintiff into the
Permanent Orcers Hearing with the roral absence of any pre-trial
discovery, with the excepticn of ¢inancial depositions taken inside
plaintiff’'s bankruptcy proceeding for pusiness purposes only. No
depositions OI other discovery inside this divorce case Was
undertaken on penalf of Plaintiff, nor wvas any critical
investigation such as interviewing key witnesses allowed because
the State District Court forced Plaintiff to proceec without
adegquate counsel.

c. Failure of the State pistrict Court toO grant
plaintiff a continuance £rom attendance at the pre-Trial Conference
until he obtained services of counsel, after the death of Mr.
Epstein when no prior continuance OT reguest py either party had
peen made to the Court in the proceedings.

15. The State District Court deprived Plaintiff of his
constitutional rights to due process in that he was forced TO
gefend himself due 1O che withdrawal of cone co-counsel and the
death of the only remaining counsel cI recoré: in vieclatien of his
rights to be representec by an attorney, te confront witnesses, and
to a2 fair hearing.

16. The State District court, by ignoring Plaintifi's
bankruptcy Status, illegally participated in the déistripution cf
assets held in trust in Bankruptcy proceeding, Case No. BP B 0BBZ7~
2, Chapter 11, later converted to Chapter 7, which proceecing has

not been éischarged to gate.

17. Plaintiff incorporates all of the allegations in the
first claim for reliel.

Thixre clzim for Rreliesd
18. Illegal cseayrch and Seizure

The State District Court condcned the breaking and
entering of Plaintiif's residence and accepted evidence cbtained
¢yem Plaintiff's resicence tnrouch this illegal search ané seizure
py his ex-wife, Sanéra Wilfred, peritioner, in Tthe suriect
proceeding, her atzorney, Elazine ECinburg, and Mr. Tom Jones, an
adverse witness. This incident ~ook place without & searych warrant
wnile Plaintiff was incarcerated in the arapahoe County Jail.
Althouuh the property searcned was Jjointly owned by Petitionexr and
his ex-wife, Sancra Wil®red had moved out of <he resicaence and
Plaintiff was unaexr Restraining Orcer of the State District Court.
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Both Plaintiff and Ms. Wilfred were under the State District
court's 1Injunctien, which erjoined each Zfrom *molesting ©T
disturbing the peace of the other party."”

19. Under the circumstances, under well-settled case law of
the United States Supreme Court, such action violated Plaintiff's
constitutional rights against such action in this proceeding. The
Dnited States Supreme Court in United States V. Matlock, %4 S. Ct.
G8B (1574) stated that mere property ownership is not sufficient
for having common authority over the property searched. The
authority which justifies third-party consent does not rest on the
law of property, but rests rather on mutual use of the property by
persons generally'having joint access Or control for most purposes.

20. The District Court accepted into evidence documents

representling privileged at;g:nev—client ;gmmugica;icns obtea.nec in
ille search. : _

s1. The State District Court has viclated Plaintiff's civil
rights by unjustifiably requiring him to have 2 supervisor present

at all visitations with his minor son, based solely on his
religious beliefs and practices.

22. Plaintiff re-alleges the allegations in the First and
Second claims for relief.

Fourth Clzim for Relief

23, Yieclation of Constitutional Rights Tnvelving Freedor OF
eligi

a. The State District Court participated in the
persecution of Plaintiff Dbecause of his religious Dbeliels,
practices and mode of worship by:

b. By accepting and condoning arcument DY opposing
counsel Ms. Elaine Edinpurg, Esg. and Guaréian A& Litem, Ms. Susan
Dveus, Esg. that because Plaintiff is a Charismatic Christian whe
pelieves in the manifestations of 21l tne Gifts cf the Hely Spirit
as set forth in First Corinthians, Chapter 12, incluging but not
1imited Tte healing, the speaking in tengues, interpretation eof
toncues and word of knowlecce is ipso facto mentally unstable,
eccentric and would "kidnap his child if told to éo so by God."

c. By persecuting and cpenly mocking Pleintiff because
he believes God speaks TO him as promised by Jesus Christ anc the
apostolic writers of the New Testament, the State District Coure,
after having Plaintiff incarcerated for contempt IoY refusal tTo
participate in the proceeding without counsel, attempted TO nave
Plaintiff .committed to 2 psychiatric hospital on +he premise that
his religious practices were not only dangerous To himself put the

6



public at large. Please note that 2 court-appointed psychiatrist
found no evidence to support such action. The Transcript orcdered
will substantiate these facts and the open hostility of the
District Court Judge.

a. By accepting as evidence of Plaintiff's emotional
instability, his devotional writings compiled in his guiet time
worshipping God, which writings were illegally obtained as set
forth herein in paragraph 18 above. See First Corinthians Chapter
2 regarding the wisdom and mind of God, which is "foolishness to
man in his natural state,* and Jeremiah 30:2 "write in & book all

worgs v ou." The Gay after receiving this
information into the court Irecord, Defendant Judge Steinbaret
received Plaintiff intc the courtroom proceedings by mocking his
religious beliefs with the statement, "Well Mr. Wilfred, what are

your ‘voices' telling you te do today.™

e. By accepting and condoning testimony o¢f an
evangelical Christian, Mr. David Campbell, who is not & Charismatic
Christian and who to the contrary does not believe or accept the
Charismatic mode of worship and view towarc the manifestation of
the Cifts of the Holy Spirit, and that such Charismatic worship is
evidence of apparent - identity confusions, lack of sense of
accountability and 2 poor understanding of cause and effect in his

relationship with his son.

f. Please let the Federal District Court take judicial
notice that contrary to Mr. Campbell's views the Charismatic mode
of worship and practice is generally accepted not only in separeate
denominations such as the Assembly of Goé, but also in the Roman
cathelic Church, the Episcopal Church, the Presbyterian Church, the
Lutheran Church and many other denominations tToc numerous o
mention. .

g. By +taking such partiality the State District Court
is participating not only in the denial ol Piaintiff's civil richts
on account of his relicious opinions, but aisc in the pr ference
¢f a particular denomination and modes ¢f worship over anotner
religious dencmination and modes of worship. &Agein, please note
chat the Transcript ordered will substantilate tnese circumstances
set forth.

h. The State District Court, as & result of the above
religious freedom viclations, persecutions, and opinions concludec,
and I cuote Judge Steinharét, "The Court £inds that from 2 lavmen's
perspective, the minor chiléd's emctional anc phyvsical development
could very well Dbe impaireéd with contact with Mr, Wilfred."
Therefore, <the Court haé ordered <That PlainTiff's rignts TO
visitation be initially supervised and has, in <tThe peImanent
orders, totally revoked Plaintiff's parental right to gny contact
with his son pending psychniatric care for as least one year with



a full psychiatric evaluation. Conseguently, Plaintiff has had no
contact with his son, at the time of this £iling, for over five
(5) months.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that this honorable court:

A. Issue permanent injunctive relief prohibiting the Court
in case No. 8% DR 477 from proceeding any further in matlers
inveolving its Permanent Orders and enforcement.

B. Declare that the Permanent Orders in case No. 89 DR 477,
pe declared null and void because Plaintiff's constitutional rights
+o a fair hearing have been abridged.

c. Tssue an order disgualifying Judge Joyce Steinhardt from

any further participation in matters involving the parties in case
No. 89 DR 477.

D. Tssue an order requiring the State pistrict Court in case
No. 8% DR 477 grant Plaintiff 2 new hearing ab initio in the
subject dissoclution of marriage matier.

E. Issue an order reguiring the gtate Disirict Court to
permit the immediate visitation of Plaintiff with his minor son,
Tyler J. Wilfrec.

F. Issue an order for such other and £ur<her reliefl a2s +his
Court may deem proper.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED on this 25  gay of October, 1990

or Mapmmn 2 widad

Hzrmon L. Wilfreg, Pr¢ Se
7613 South Imerscn Street
1ie+leton, Colorade 80122
(203) 79%4-1612
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pr. Jay Sekulow

Attorney AT Law

c.A.S.E.

3756 La Vista Roaé, Suite 250
+lanta, GA 30085

Dear Mr. Sekulow:

T am writing a2t the request of my client, Harmon Wilfrec. He
has spcken with your assistant, Mark Davis, severzal tTimes. I
wanteé tc give Yyou an overview of his case. I am enclieosing
nerewith &a cassetile Tape in which Harmon narrated tTo me the
experiences that led to his serving a week in jail for contempt of
cour<. This memorandum is pased upon my interview with Harmen, &S
1 was not present 2ati the hearing and have not recelvet <tThe
transcripts. ‘

STMMARY

mris case is complex. But +he szliept "botiom line" facis zTe
+pese: EHarmon was forced into pro se representztion iz & tigkly
coptested divorce case due to the death of Lis atierney. EIs pro
se motior £or coptinuance WBs denied &as was Yy motior ZfoI
coptinuzance. No prior coptinuance baéd beer crantec. During the
tripl, Harmon was jziled for cortempt oI coulrt. Wiiie he wes
ipearcerzted, the judge slloveéd opposing counsel ané her client IO
search kis home. There was Do sesrch warreapt anf nc parameless fer
+he seezrch. Among the items taker ip the searchk vere priviliegec
communiceatiocns betwveer HaTmon ané his atternevs. These docunments
vere thex usel as evidence ageinst niz the following &zF iz the
beering. Disregaréing Harmor's SWCID €ipppciel effigavit, wrick
showed bim in Chapier 7 DankIupIey, hzvinc & cuTrent inconme &t best
¢f $2500 per montk, the jutge orderef bim to pev Lis ex~-wife z Jump
spr ©f S500,000 plus S5500 pes poptd iz meintensznce 2ang ciild
suppert! She zlsc berred rix frop yvisitime kis sOD oI el veerrs,
sursjecc to reconsiderztion &Zter One YerT. She 2l.sc issuet &
restreiving crder against coptactinc &Yy withesses I the heasing
"£or TErL YerIrs. Further, 2Tt the Irial HazTmon was repezatelfly
portrayel a5 emotionelly pnstabie @ue to bis chavismetic fzitk and
practice. Illustrative of the tome ©f the hezTing was “ezxpert?
testimopy thzt Kemretd Copelant Piristries was z *rult" whose
£cllovers believe they zre "little gods.”

Eistory ¢f Case

He~mon Wilfref wes & well=-to—-ac vezl estate Geveloper. He and
nis wife, Sanérs Wilfred, were chllidless, ané in 1987 <They accrted
an infant, Tyier Jonsthan Wilfrecd. In 1988, Harmon was DCIn again
ané 2 shert Time later received the paptism in the Hecly SpiTit.
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He Dbecame associated in business with ancther spirit-filled
christian, Tom Jones. Karmon, Sandra and Tom Jones a>l wcrked
together on various business projects.

1n late 1987 and early 1988, Harmon's business interests began
to deteriorate as 2 result of the economic downturn Denver
experienced. Denver had been overly dependent upon the energy
segment ©of the economy and wvhen the oil companies crashed, so did
penver's economy. The point being that economic distress was 2
fact for all or most of Denver real esiate companies.

In March 198¢, Sandra Wwilfred £iled for dissoluzion of
marriace against Harmon. She retained 2 céivorce specialist, Tlaine
£dinpurg, Esg., who is Xnown for aggressive representation of her
clients. Ms. Edinburg obrained an ex parte restraining order which
among other things, reguireé¢ that Harmon's vigitation with his son
be “supervised”, meaning somecone else naé to be present To prevent

him from taking the chilé to another juriscdiction.

Tnitially Harmon retazined 2 generalist attorney, who
representec him at 2 hearing on continuation o the restrzining
poréer. BRarmeon was dissatisfied with that counsel's representation,
teeling that he hac peen intimidated by Sancra’'s mcre accressive
counsel. Harmon then vetzined an attorney, MaIXy Kelly, Irom &
iarge anté respected law ZiIrm. She servet on Santra's 2atierney
interrogatories &nc reguests for production ol documents. However,
ghe ant Harmon édisagreeé oOnh coals for the case ané she never
entered her appezrance in <the Ccissclution case. Harmen <Then
retzined twe respected ¢iverce specizlists, Rodert Einde ant Fred
Epstein. Mr. Einds representec karmen 2t several hearings on
Temporary Orders. accoréing ©o Harmorn, pings' sTrazTegy &t thet
point was TO allow Eéinburg latitude S50 he coulé CEiscover her
~hecrv of case, evidence, ett. AS & Censeduentce, 251 €£ the tTime
in these hearings was. Spent presenting Sancra Wiifref's eviOoence.

-« was at these Two hearincs <nhzt the religcious persecuTion
jssue £irst arose. hcosoriéing To Rarmon, me. Efinpusg ant The CoultT
appointed Guardian AE Litem Zfor <The chilé, Ms. Susan Dycus,
repeztecly c=ressed <tThat because HaImon speaks in <Tengues and
pelieves he hears Goc's voice, he 1s, peT Sse, ‘menTelly unstable.
sanére Wilfreé testifieC as 10O ppysical apuse Dy Harmol. Rzrmen
genies the allegations and 2TTempied TO inTrocuce into evidence The
police reper:t ©i the incigent in guestion Whifh is =Zaveranle 0
nim. However, Efimnburg successfully orjectet TO agrissarility cf
~ne repcrt cGue Tto & lack cf foundaTlon.

2 bearing on Permanent Orgers was scheduled. Bowever, shcortly
sfter +the <£iling of <the civorce action, The lender ©On TWO cs
Hevmon's ShOPPing centers ToOoK pvack the prciects. HaImon strongly
suspected tnat Sancrz Wilsred was acting 1n ccllusion with tThis
iender. As his pusiness affalrs deteriprarzet further, HaTmon £iled
Chapter 11 proceedings foT himsels personally anc the TWO limZted
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‘partnerships throuch wvhich he hacé developeé the Two shopping
centers.

. The £iling of the bankruptcy proceedings, cf course, subjectec
+he divorce case tO the auteomatic stay of execution which is
statutory in the bankruptcy code.

The bankruptcy proceecings were at times acrimonious. On
+hree occasions, Harmon's counsel subpoenaed the lenger
representative, Alma Rhode, whom Harmon suspected of colluding with
Mre. Wilfred in the foreclosure of the Two properties. on all
three occasions, Ms. Rhode obtained counsel and guashed <tThe
subpoena. Also, the business relationship between Harmon and Tom
Jones had soured. Harmon suspected Mrs. WilZred anc Jones of
colluéing on several matters. One such matier invclved @
diseribution of approximately $32,000 from a ccrporzTion in which
Harmon was an cfficer and director; which gistribution was
zllecedly made in a meeting of which Harmon hac no netice ané in
which 2l the shareholders except Harmon received 2 partiad
distribution. Tom Jones and Sandra Wilfred have denied that
scenario under oath. One other sharehcléer has confirmed It.
Harmon accoréingly brought suit against Jones, who in the meantime
2lso filed personal ané business Chapter 7 proceedings. Harmon 1is
21so contesting Jones' discharge on a Zrauc theory.

Frozx Hermon's viewpoint, the Chapter 12 proceecings were
substantive ané successful. He negotizted releases IYOL nore <han
. €20 =xmillion in debrs which he hacé personelly guaranteec.
Eventuzlly, however, he flliec to convert Irom Chapler -2 10 Cheapter
7 on his personal bankrupicy Case.

71 October 1588, Sandrz Wilfred's bankruptcy counsel obtained
2 release fror the stav cf execution effective Decemper IZI, 19BE.
In earlv December 1982, Edinpurg setl Ine heaTrinc on Permanent
Oréers for June &5 ang 6, 2850. A Pre-Trizl Ccrference was
scheduled fcr May E, 129C.

2t <this point <things began <O detericrazte raplcoly! In
January, 1990, Ropert Einds withorewv as ieaf ccocunsel Zor Hammon
because Barmon was behiné on pavment ¢f fees. Judge Etelnharct
approved the withérawal. This, o course, w111 le%t Fref EIpstein
as counsel ©f record Zor Harmorn. However, in April 1880, M.
Ipstein cied. X representztive cf khis IiTm represented Eaxmon In
2 tTelepnone heaTing on 2 side issue. Sneruiy Therezfter, <This
counsel moved TO withéraw zlsc. The gniv grounas tiven in the
movicn To withéraw was <that M-. Epstein nat clef angé Inis
professionzl ccrperation was 1ln the process £ g¢isscliution.

Hermon aTrenced the Pre-Trizl Conference pro se, and cubmiTted
2 writTten moTion to continue the Permanent Oroers hearing until he
couldé ortain new counsel. Ecinburg ané Dvous oplieftec, apparently
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on the crounds that Harmon had initiated the bankruptcy proceedincs
for the scle purpose of delaying The Permanent Orders hearing, and

. +hat Mrs. Wilfred had suffered enough gelay. No prior continuance
or reguest for same had been made by either party!

2t that point, I offered to file 2 motion for continuance and
enter My appearance cenditionally upon <he granting oI the
continuance so that I would have adeguate time TO prepare for
trial. I was confident that Judge Steinhardt would grant my
motion, if for no other reason than the efficiency that would
_yesult from having counsel compared to 2 layman acting pro se in
& highly contested matter. I was further confident because 1o
giscoverv had¢ vel been undertzken or Barmor's Dbehelf. It is
important tc note that by this tTime, Harmon hacd undergone <three
different psychological/psychiatric exarinations <from three
separate agencies.’ No discovery had been attempted 2s TO <tThe
results ©of these examinations. 1n addition, the supervisor oIl
visitation had observeé Harmon interacting with his child for more
+hnan 500 hours. This supervisor is 2 fundamentalist Christian who
ook it upon himself to dissuade Harmon Irom his charismatic
leanings, and became angry 2t hinm when he woulé not be dissuadec.
mhis man had not been deposec. Nor had Tom Jones, Santra wWilfred
or the other principals in the shared business proiects. Neor had
Zlma Rhode, the lender representztive. Sanéra Wilfred's counsel
nhaé not respondet tTte his interrogatories anéd reguests IoY
documents, which haé been servec on her more than z vear previous.
mnis, Gespite the fact that &t The Pre-Trizl Conference Ms.
. Edinpurc had made & bpig point oI Harmon not having answered
interrogetories which she had served on him 2t the becinning ¢ the

case.

I brought these matTters cut in my motion, 2s well as <The
religious/constitutionzl issue. In e telepnone conference hearing
on my metion (which lasted about 15 pinutes) Jucge Steinnargt
Genieé mv motion for continuance. She statel, in par%, that il
cf ¥r. Epstein's cases were belng competently representel py ciher
zrtormevs. I respondeg Tthat all I could €o Dy was The MecTion TO
Wiendraw, which had only stated that be had Cled and the I Im was
peing céissclved. - -

2t Thet peint, I helped Harmon prepare e Distlosure Statemernt
£or The Trizl, which included & swern afiidavit showing Ris lncome
as £2,500 per month. I alsc counseled bixm To cefenc himse.f as
pest he coulf s& as TO proTect his appeal rignis.

Thie brings us to June 2 ané 3, 1990 which wes The weekend
prececing <the hearing on Fermanent Oroers. L Ztery Juage
~einherér's denizl cf my mction, I had advised Harmon On several
zlrerneTives aveilable To him to still Trv to defer The hearing.
One ©f them would have been a rroceecing uncer Rule 106 o Tne
tolerado Rules of Civil Procedure, woich is essentially an “aduse

. of céiscretion™ proceeding whick is normelly applled against
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political bodies such as County Commissioners. I éi€ nect feel it
wvas appropriate to bring such an act ion against Judoe Steinharét
The other alternative we had éiscussec was & Motion for a Tempo*a*v
Restraining Order in the federal court. I hacd a trial on Thursday
and Friday, May 31st and June 1lst. O©On Saturday, June 2nd, I met
with Harmon, a2t his home, because he had his secretary available
+o us. AT that time Harmon ciscussed with me the possibility of
2 money damages action against Judge Steinhardt, both attorneys,
and Sandra Wilfreé. Following that meeting, I regretted having
even discussed that matter with Harmon, and met with him the
following d2y andé told him so. For my protection, ‘since he seemed
intent on going through with this, I obtained IZrom him a le.ue-,
in which he acknowledoed that the money damages suit was against
my advice and that I had counseled against it.

on Monday, Harmon filed that lawsuit along with 2 Met 10n for
Restrazining Order in the U.S. District Court in Denver. khfter
waiting several hours, he was given by the Clerk of the Court an
Order of Dismissal. BHe cdid not co before the Judge, the Cour
having hancéled the matter solely from the pleacdings that he had
filed.

The hearing on Permanent Orders was scheduled To becgcin on
Tuesgay, but it was on & trailinc docket ané haé to be oelayec
+il Wednesday. However, Judce Steinhardt czlled the case up ¢n
Tueséay, at which time Barmon informed her that because nhe fe.t
<hat his civil ané religicus richts were being abrogeted, he cic
not intené to defend himself in the hearing. Judge Steinnardét told
rim that she woulé recuire him To @o sc, ané threztened Lim wWitl
contempt ©f Court

On Wednesday, Harmon apclocizef to the Court for the way ne
haté adcéressef the Judoce the p*ev;cn. cay, nu: -enea:ec his peoeition

<hzt he would not participste in The FT ines. rparently,
<owaert the end cf the day, he was ca.lie€ bv :la-ne E:¢“~_-c a2s an
adverse witness. Whenh he refused To testify, Judge Steinnarct

£pungé hin in contexp:t ©f Court, ané crdered him To Jall. he was
reteined in Jjail until the fcllowinc Tuesday, even thouch the CTourt
heaTing ended on Thursday alternoon. He was recaeinef on Frigay
pencing psvcno¢o:1==1 examinations. ACSCTEIne TC Harmon, the Tourt
PSVSnologist exanined nim anc repcried o Lhim Ttnet sne Iound

netiinc u—anc with rixm. @ However, Jutge Steinnharct croereé an
adéivional outside psvchiatrit examination, The arbarent purpose
for wn;:h wWas TO Geterzine TtThe neet Ior hosp;:al_ba-icn. The

psvchiatrist repecrted tnat there was no suth neet. He was ¥XeptT 2
ja_l over .ne weekend because Jutge Stelnnarct was ncT evellarle
o release hix. He was celief beck pefore Jutoe Stielnnarst on
Monday morning, at which time she acoed 24 heurs of Jell Time as
the pun.isnment for contempt.

2 criticel and I lieve kizarre event occurref at the ent cf
+he £irst cay of hearing. On wecnesgay, Eiaine Edinburg reguested
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permission tc €c TO Barmon's home and search for The decuments
wvhich woulé have been included in her Motion for Interrogatories

and Production of Documentis. Apparently, Judce teinharct
initially hesitated, but acreed to upon learning tThat Harmon had
his office in his home. Please understand that his arrancement

within the home is that he has a study with a desk Ior himself and
his secretary, records, worc processor, etc. He also has & copv
machine in the living room. According to Harmon, Judge Steinharct
did not issue any separate Order, such as a2 search warranti, OX any
other 1legal document. She simply gave perxmission for Ilaine
Edinburg and Sandra Wilfred to obtain a2 locksmith and enter the
home, to be accompanied by a deputy sherif:I.

Keep in mind, that Harmon was incarcerated a2t the time this
was occurrinc. His secretary and her husband went by Harmon's home
about E:30 p.W. that eveninc. Ms. Edinburg and Tom Jones answered
the door. There was no sheriff present, but Ms. Edinburg stated
she was an officer of the Court and wes supervising the search; and
that the sheriff had left on a ccfifee break.

Apparently, <this search party went through &ll of Harmon's
belongings in the house. There are indications that they went
through hkis becdroom, clothing, drawers, eIc. They eiso haé &2
locksmith €érill open 2 safe in which he hadé stored severzl ci his
past business cdiaries. Thev apperently also put &ll cf his
diskettes in the computer and ran copies ©f becth business and
perscnal matters. You zlso need to unaerstand that I had optainec
<»or Harmon all of the files which had beliongeé tc Ropert Einds and
Trec¢ Epstein. There were zlsc & few documents tna2t I hac generziec
in these files such as my Mection for 2 Continuance c¢f the hearinc.
I haé retuvned those files Tc Harmen, on the assumpt.on Thzt he
woulf need thexm in defendinc himself at the hearing. Apparently,
he had Gecided he woulf nct neec then since he £i€ notT nienc o
gefend himself, ané so had l1left them in &is home. Severel
documents were apparentlv tTaken from the aTierney Illes.

In adéicion, the letter fror Harmon €O me With Trespett To The
fegerzl couTt stit was &lse Taken. Tnat letier naf been JeltT on
Harmor's desk. Increcibly, fhet jetter snf sever:! cther @osumernts

*2ker STor <+he rrtorner “:lec wvere pCcTuUZLlY LsrTrTpOouces Tt
evigdence by Mc, TE sppe=r the felliowonc peXronec. TRorsgpT, 2T The -
Perpepert Orfiers heavint. I De_ieve The priviiegef nature ©I sulh -

gocuments is self evigent. In adgéition, Ms. EZinpurt suspoenzed
Pastor bacwell, Harmon's former paster, and he hacd testifled. I
believe there is & possibility that testimony was &ls® ixpreoper IcT
vigcliation of privilege.

At the hezxing, there hac been various allegaTions tThat Harmon
had concealed income. One witness testifled Thnat in her Jjucgment
he had secreted scmewhere hetween 2 million @cllars andé 7 millicn
gollars. Sancre Wilfred testified Tnat she estimatef the Ilgure
to be approximately S80C,000.
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Apparently Judoe Steinharct based upon this testimony, Iound
+hat he haé secreted $1,000,000, and accerdéingly ordered Rim o
make 2 lump sum payment teo Sancra WilZred eI £500,000. In
addition, Harmon's recollection is that she ordered him I0 pay
€5,500 per month as maintenznce and chilé support. In addéition,
she continued and expanded the restrzining oraer to include any and
2ll witnesses who testified in the hearing, and continued it for
a period of ten years. She also ordered that he was 1o have no
visitation rights with his son for a2 period of ten years, but thet
she would reconsider that after one year provided that he getls
psychiatric counsel. '

With respect to the monetary Order, Judge teinharct
apparently did not believe or take in to account Harmon's sworn
financial affidavit (which I had furnished to the Court ané te both
attornevs) which showed him as having an income of 53,500 per month
ané his current status as bankrupt! I might add that Harmon has
only been able to pay me $100 total so far.

FUTURE COURST OF ACTION

I have advised Harmon to the feollowing steps with respect to
this case:

1. File an appeal, which we can file any time within 45 cays
of the Order. Under Colorado Rules, we 4o not have To move tThe

-

~»izl Court for reconsideration, ané I see no peint in écing sc.

Pilease understanté that I have not been present &t any cI

+he hearings in this case, ither on tThe Temperery Kestralining
réer, Temporary Orders or Permanent Orders. But Irox my knowlecce

- !

cf the case, tieaned from Harmen, . lieve the Zfcllowing zre The
crounds for an appezl:

2. Denial ¢f éune prrocess cccasioned by the relusal To
grant a continuance. Considering the enermitTy cf this case (bcth
<inancizl ané cuswofizl), <the virtuelly Total apsence €I any rre-
wrizl ciscovery, ané the fact <that Rarmon was without counsel
+nrouch no fanlt of his own because his last attorney had diec, I
pelieve there is & dGue process issue inveclvezZ. A11 tThe more SO
because no prior continuances had peen granted Cr recuestet. The
cpposition will arcue that the bankruptey proceecings were purposed
<o avecif the Permanent Orcéers. But we can Snow as matier ¢ reccrd
in <he banikzuptey proceedings that in excess ¢ £20,000,000 In
perscnal indebredness were negctiztef cGurinc those proceellncs.
They were supstantive and certzinly not ifcor The purpose o delay;

b. 2 constitvtional issue on relicicus persecuticon.
Cancidly, this is where we mosST neef your expertlise. I 4on't Know
wnether this issue has been liticeted in cther fcrums ©r not. The
issue as I expressed TO Judge Steinnharét Iin my aryument on my
Moticn for continuance ig this: when & charismetic Christian is
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being accused oI mental instability there should be a reguirement
+hat the accuser shows a nexus between religious faith and practice
on one hand and mental deficits on the other. tated ancther way,
what the world views as relicious eccentricities should nct be per
se equated with emotional instability. And certainly, any such
nexus should be more substantive than merely an orinion testimony
that the religious faith and practice is tantamount to emotional
problens. Even worse in this case, the only vexpert" testimony
chat was taken was Irom the visitation supervisor (fundamentalist
christian). Xeep in miné that he had not been hired as a
counselor, but as a purely physical supervisor of visitation. Yet
he testified as an expert witness because apparently he has a
masters degree in counseling, even though his primary vocation is
as a professional writer;

c. Error in admitting into evidence privileged
communications between one, two or three lawvers and the client;
possible error in admitting to evidence testiimony Zfrom Harmon's
former pastor;

c. The constitutionzl argument that <the search cI
Harmon's home was 2 warrantless search, anc even if you construe
Judge Steinharét's verbal orders a2s 2 search warrant, it would be
2 cefective one in thezt there were ne parameters governing <tThe
scope ©¢f the search, elither phvsicelly within the house oY DY
subject mattier; .

e. An egual prozection issue given the gigparity ¢l
cvezatment a<forded the parties on the issue cl Thelr mutual feilure
to ansver pre-trizl interrogaicries. Sancra Vilfreé was crantied
sanctions, &ané I  Dbelieve Kazrmon's <Zallure <TO @Enswer ~he
interrogatories was the mzin basis IcT Judoe Steinharéi's approvel
cf the search of his house. On the cther hand, In Iy arcument on
mv Motion to Continue, I specifica.ly DIOUCET IO Judge Steinnaret’'s
a=~~entiorn that Harmen's reguest fcy interrogziories ang Cosuments
naé 21so been ignered for more tThan & vear. Ms. Idinburg's reply
©p +that was that the 2TIicrney wno served Those on hel hever erntered
her appearance. My position is that 2t was irrelevant wWnReTner she
had entered her appearznce beczause The interrpgestcries cSzme IXonm
Bzrmon, the ctlient, as well as The 2TTOTNEY WND Serves hnex.

mhere ave no Gourt cther issues <That we WwWill
fiscover for inclusion in the azpeezl. However, I Dpelieve <The
fcregoing are the mzin ones and certainly emopogy The essence ¢l

~his case.

2. Bankruptcy proceefings. tince Earmoen's personal
pankruprcy case is still pending, and since <tThere is aliso
approximately $75,000 on deposit in the regicstrv ¢f The banxIuptly
cours, I have asked him to consult his- bankrurpily counsel as TO
wne<her scme o The money on geposit Can be uset Zor an inoependent
audit of financial reccrds. We believe such an aucit WiIll sShow
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+hat Harmon has not secretec any money, and that accoréingly Jucge
ceinhardt's financial oroers are ill-basec. Harmon hazs since
. requested the audit. The recerds in guestion are in storage anc
I have a2lso asked Harmon ~o Turn those over immediately to ~he
pankruptcy trustee. Harmon insists to me that there will Dbe 1o

enbarrassing ©r sUrprise revelazions contained in these recorcs.

Finally, I have infocrmed Harmon that the scope cf this case
is far too immense for one lawvyer and his client to hancle
competently. I believe we need to assemble 2 Team which incluces
several attorneys, an investigator, and one Or more paralecals.
I have advised him that he is looking at a budget ol at least
$100, 000 to go forward with the divorce appeel, relatec maiters in
+he bankruptcy case, and an investigation in connection both with
+he appeal and for the new hearing on the Permanent Orders assSuming
we are successful on the appeal.

T apeologize for the lencth of this letter, but as vou can see
<his has been 2 convelutecd case, ané it involves numerous 1SSues,
not <to mention potentially pillions of Gdo.lars in Ppropert}
set+lement. Flease feel Iree T0 czll me if I can be of any further
assistance to You.

Sincerely yours,

. A 10YD &. PIARCY, P.C.

e

Lovc G& Pearcy
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PETITION FOR RELIEF IN THE NATURE OF PROKIBITION AND MANDAMUS

HARMON L. WILFRED, Petitioner,

v.

DISTRICT COURT OF THE EIGHTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND FOR THE
COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE, AND THE HONORABLE JOYCE STEINHARDT, CHEIEF JUDGE
THERECF, Respondents.

MMMHMMMQEL_I_&IMOHB* ON AND MANDAMUS

COMES NOW, Petitioner Harmon L. Wilfred, seeking the original
jurisdiction of this Honorable Court pursuant to Rule 21 of the
Colorado Appellate Rules to assume jurisdiction of this cause and
to issue and reguesting an order of the Court enj oining Respondents
in civil Action No. 89 DR 477, Division 10 (R~1), District Court,
county of Arapahoe, State of Colorado in which Petitioner is the
Respondent, from reguiring Petitioner to appear in its Court on

. October 15, 1990 in the action mentioneé herein above to& show cause
why he should not pe held in contempt of that Court and enjeining
any further proceedings in nis case until the Supreme Court has
considered and acted upon +he constitutional matters hereinaiter

set forth.

Further, Petitioner petitions the Supreme Courtc to issue an
order reguiring Respondents to re-open the entire proceecings 1in
tne District Court action cited herein above with regard to all
issues including maintenance, suppoTrt, custody and visitation which
were the subject of the court's Permanent Orders in the case, dated
June 27, 1990 and have Judge Steinhardt removed from presiding over
any further proceeding invelving this case.

Petitioner reguests the Court's original jJurisdiction in that
the District Court has rendered final Jjudgment in the matter, and
Petitioner, denied the advice of Counsel in the proceedings, did
not have the resources TOC make a timely appezl on the merits,
making an appellate remedy inadeguate.

Only within the past few davs has Petitioner become cognizant
that in situations where a jower District Court in Colorado has
irreparably and seriously abused 1TS discretion angé mncre
importantly denied a Petitiocner his constitutional rights is

. petition available to the Colorado Supreme Court for its original
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jurisdiction to address such violations and provide such remedies

as deemed appropriate in its jurisdictioen including damages.

I. Circumstances which Render It Necessary That The Supreme

Court Exercise Jts Jurisdiction for the Relief Sought

Petitioner, prior to final judgment in the subject proceeding
filed suit on June 4, 1990 in United States District Court for the
District of Colorado, based on the denial of his Federal
Constitutional rights which include similar state constitutional
rights, mentioned herein above, which action was dismissed in an
Order of Dismissal, dated alsc June 4, 1990 for the reason that
Petitioner's federal rights can be amply protected in state court
and apparently because the Colorado District Court in the subkject
proceedings had not finally ruled on the validity or invalidity of
Petitioner's position. It also appears from the Order of Dismissal
that Federal district courts do not like to become involved in
domestic relations cases regardiess of how egregious <the state
court has been in abusing its discretion in vieclating the Federal
and State constitutional rights of a party to a suit. Therefore
without the Supreme Court exercising its original jurisdiction
here, Petitioner would literally be without any adeguate appellate
remedy, or any remedy for that matter. See attached Summons,
Complaint and Order of Dismissal in the U. S. District Court for
the content of pre-trial civil rights vioclations. See "Exhibit F"

TI. Nature of circumstances reguiring original jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court

For a complete summary of the subject proceeding (Permanent
Orders Trial) and in depth recitations of the abuse of discretion
by the District Court and violation of Petitioner's constitutional
rights see attached letter of Loyd Pearcy, P.C., a%ttorney and
counselor at law, admitted to practice in the State of Coleorado,
dated June 21, 1990, hereinafter referred to as Petitiocner's
"Exhibkbit A."

A. Delav of Transcript

Petitioner, being ordered to appear before the District
court at the Contempt Hearing on October 15, 1990, is handicapped
by lack of availability of the Transcript of the record of <the
District Court's proceeding to reguest a motion to open up the
proceeding to modify the Final Orders based on new evidence or
prior impropriety of that Court. Petitioner has paid for and
ordered the Transcripts eleven (11) weeks ago and has not to date
received the copy ordered. The transcript was promised Petitioner
in two (2) weeks however Judge Steinhardt took the court reporter
off the task. For Petitioner to have to wait 11 weeks with no hope
for the transcript's availability in time for his Contempt Hearing
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certainly appears to be a further abuse of power and discretion by
the District Court. (See attached letter to the Rocky Mountailn
News for further clarification of this issue.) "Exhibit IV

B. Denial of Due Process

1. The refusal of the District Court to grant a
continuance at the request of Mr. Loyd Pearcy, seeking to make
entry of appearance to represent Petitioner after the occasion of
+he untimely death of Petitioner's previous counsel, Mr. Frederick
Epstein. The Court even though penalties in such proceedings are
involved ordered Petitioner to proceed and represent himself
without counsel.

2. The total absence of any pre-trial discovery. Ne¢
depositions or other discovery was undertaken on pehalf of

petitioner, nor was any critical investigation such as interviewing
xey witnesses allowed because the District Court forced Petitioner
to proceed without adeguate counsel. See EXHIBIT B., SPECIAL ENTRY
OF APPEARANCE AND MOTION TO VACATE DATE FOR HEARING ON PERMANENT
ORDERS, of Mr. Loyd Pearcy, seeking to represent Petitioner as

counsel.

3. Failure of the District Court to grant Petitioner a
continuance from attendance at the Pre-Trial Conference until he
obtzined services of counsel, after the death of Mr. Epsteln when
no prior continuance or reguest by either party had been made tO
the Court in the proceedings. See EXEIBIT A, page 4 and Exhibit
B, Request for Continuance.

4. The District Court ignored Petitioner's bankrupt
status and therefore illiegally distributed assets held in trust in
Bankruptcy Proceeding, Case Noc. 89 B 08827-A, Chapter 11, later
converted to Chapter 7, which proceeding has not been discharged
to date. See EXHIBIT C.

¢. Illegal Search and Seizure

: The District Court condoned and accepted evidence
obtained from Petitioner's residence through an illegal search and
seizure by his ex-wife Sandra Wilfred, Petitioner in the subject
proceeding, her attorney Elzine Edinburg, and Mr. Tom Jones, an
adverse witness, without a search warrant. Although the property
searched was jointly owned by Petitioner and his ex-wife, Sandra
Wilfred, Ms. Wilfred had moved out of the residence and Petitioner
was under Restraining Order of the District Court. See EXHIBIT D,
Copy of District Court's Restraining Order and EXHIBIT E, Summons
for Dissolution of Marriage and Temporary Injunction. Both
Petitioner and Ms. Wilfred were unger the District Court's
Injunction, which enjoined each from “"molesting or disturbing the
peace of the other party."”
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Under the circumstances, under well-settled case law of
+he United States Supreme Court, such action violated Petitioner's
constitutional rights against such action in this proceeding. The
United States Supreme Court in United States v. Matlock, 94 5. Ct.
988 (1974) stated that mere property ownership is not sufficient
for having common authority over the property searched. The
authority which justifies third-party consent does not rest on the
law of property, but rests rather on mutual use of the property by
persons generally having joint access or control for most purposes.
In addition, the Distriect Court accepted into evidence documents
representing privileged attorney-client communications obtained in
the illegal search. See EXHIBIT A, page 6.

D. Violation of Constitutional Rights Involving Freedom of
Religion

The District Court participated in the persecution of

Petitioner because of his religious beliefs, practices and mode of
worship by:

1. Accepting argument Dby opposing counsel Ms. Elaine
Edinburg, Esg. ané guardian Ad lLitem, Ms. Susan Dycus, Esg. that
pecause Petitioner is a Charismatic Christian who believes in the
manifestations of all the Gifts of the Holy Spirit as set forth in
. First Corinthians, <Chapter 112, including but not limited to
_healing, the speaking in tongues, interpretation of tongues and
word of knowledge is ipso facto mentally unstable, eccentric and
would "kidnap his child if told to do so by God."

2. By persecuting Petitioner because he believes God
speaks to him as promised by Jesus christ and the apostolic writers
of the New Testament, The District Court, after having Petitioner
incarcerated for contempt for refusal to participate in the
proceeding without counsel, attempted to have Petitioner committed
to a psychiatric hospital on the premise that his religious
practices were not only dangercus to himself but the public at
large. Please note that a court-appointed psychiatrist found no
evidence to support such action. The Transcript ordered will
substantiate these facts and the open hostility of the District

Court Judge.

: 3. By accepting as evidence of Petitioner's emotional
instability, his devotional writings compiled in his gquiet time
worshipping God, which writings were illegally obtained as set
forth herein in paragraph 3 above. See First Corinthians Chapter
2 regarding the wisdom and mind of God, which is "foolishness to
man in his natural state,” and Jeremiah 30:2 "Write in a book all

the words I have spoken to vou. "
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4. By accepting testimony of an evangelical Christian,
Mr. David Campbell, who is not a Charismatic Christian and who to
the contrary does not believe or accept the Charismatic mode of
worship and view toward the manifestation of the Gifts of the Holy
Spirit,emd that such Charismatic worship is evidence of apparent
identity confusions, lack of sense of accountability and a poor
understanding of cause and effect in his relationship with his son.

Please let the Supreme Court take judicial notice
+hat contrary to Mr. Ccampbell's views the Charismatic mode of
worship and practice is generally accepted not only in separate
denominations such as the rssembly of God, but also in the Roman
catholic Church, the Episcopal Church, the Presbyterian Church, the
Lutheran Church and many other denominations too numerous to
mention.

By taking such partiality the District Court is
participating not only in the denial of Petitioner's civil rights
on account of his religious opinicns, but also in the preference
of a particular denomination and mode of worship over another
religious dencomination and modes of worship. Again please note
that the Transcript ordered will substantiate these circumstances
set forth. See also EXHIBIT A, page 7.

_ III. Names and Addresses of the Parties and Their Attornevs

A. Judge Joyce Steinhardt, chief Judge of the 18th Judicial
District, State of Colorade
Justice Center
7325 South Potomac
Englewood, Colcrado 80112

B. Petitioner in District Court proceeding:

Sandra A. Wilfred
c/o Elaine G. Edinburg, Esq.
675 Grant Street
Denver, Coloradc 80203-3563

c. Counsel for Petitioner in District Court proceeding:
Elaine G. Edinburg, Esqg.
€75 Grant Street
Denver, Colorado 80203-3563
D. Guardian AQ Litem for Tyler J. Wilfrea:
Susan Dycus, Esg.

1600 York Street, Suite 104
Denver, Colorado 80206
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RespectfullY submitted this JT*L day of October, 1890.

@
by WAU.

Harmon L. Wilfred, Petitioner,jzkb A
7611 South Emerson Street

Littleton, Colorado 80122 -

(303) 794-1612

Tv. Exhibits

Exhibit A. Loyd Pearcy, P.C. letter
B.1. Loyd Pearcy - Entry of Appearance
B.2. Reguest for Continuance

c. Chapter 7 Motion to Convert

D. Restraining Order (Divorce)

E. Summons & Injunction

F. Complaint

G. Permanent Orders

H. Contempt Citation

I. Correspondence {(RocKy Mountain News & ACLU)

ExiiBIT A - ATTHCHED TO ComPLENT

- AL OTHER ABoVE LUSTED ExtaBuTS
PAY PE MADE RVAILABLEL U Por)
REQUEST



CERTITICATE OF SERVI(CE

I hereby certify that on the 5th day of October, 1290,

a true and correct copy of the foregoing ORIGINAL PROCEEDING
PURSUANT TO C.A.R. 21 was deposited in the United States Mail,
postage pre-paid, to the following:

Honorable Jovce Steinhardt
Justice Center

7325 South Potomac
Englewoocd, Celorado B(C1l2

Elazine G. Edinburg, Esg.
675 Grant Street
Denver, Colorado B0203-3563

Susan Dvecus, EscC.
1600 York Street, Suite 104
Denver, Colorado 80206

M&A/M

Earmon L. Wallfred¥ Petitioner, Pro 5e
7611 South Emerson Street

Littleton, Cocleorzdo 80122

(303) 754-1612




SUPREME COURT, STATE OF COLORADO

CASE NO. 90SAk418
ORIGINAL PROCEEDING, DISTRICT COURT, ARAPAHOE COUNTY, B9DR477

ORDER OF COURT

BARMON L. WILFRED,
Petitioner,

vE.

DISTRICT COURT OF THE EIGHTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND FOR THE
COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE, AND THE HONORABLE JOYCE STEINHARDT, CEIEF
JUDGE THEREOF,

Respondents.

Upon consideration of the Petition for Relief in the
Nature of Prohibition and Mandamus filed in the above cause, and
now being sufficiently advised in the premises,

IT IS THIS DAY ORDERED that said Petition for Relief

shall be, and the same hereby 1s, DENIED.

BY THE COURT, EN BANC , OCTOBER 11, 1990.
Justice Vollack does not participate.

cc:

Harmon L. Wilfred, Pro Se

7611 So. Emerson Street

Littleton, CO 80122
Supreme Court

Honorable Joyce 5. Steinhardt State of Coicr
Arapahoe County Justice Center Cen o s . o ot o
7325 8. Potomac Streetl

Englewood, CO 80112 Yo IR B il
Clerk of Arapahoe County District Court MAC V. DANFORD

Arapahoe County Justice Center Court Sterk g the Supreine Court

7325 5. Potomac Street
Englewood, CO 80112




Elaine G. Edinburg
675 Grant Street
Denver, CO 80203-3563

Susan Dycus
1600 York Street, Suite 104
Denver, CO 80206



LI — R A —

007 1

DISTRICT COURT, COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE, STATE OF COLORADO Lossriee -

on

1041
oy

case No. 8%, DR 477, Division 10C Bram-ier Lo

MOTION FOR CHANGE OF JUDGE PURSUANT TO RULE 87, C.R.C.P.

IN RE THE MARRIAGE OF:
SANDR2 A. WILFRED, AKA SANDRA A. ALLEN, Petitioner

and
HARMON L. WILFRED, Respondent

COMES NOW, Respondent, Harmon L. Wilfred ané hereby moves that the
Honorable Joyce Steinhardt, presiding Judge in these proceedings
immediately disgualify herself (recuse herself) in the contempt
proceedings on October 15, 19%0, and all subseguent proceedings
involved in this case pursuant to the mandates of Rule 57, Change
of Judge of the C.R.C.P. because of her prejudicial conduct toward
respondent at every step in this proceeding including her refuseal
+o accept his sworn affidavit regaréing financial condition,
failure to make any attempt to protect Respondent's constitutional
rights of d@ue process of law and protection against illegal search
and seizure, andé because ol Judge's mockery of Respondent's rights
fiowing from his form of religious expressions, practices, and
cpinions. The specificity cf these allegations are contained in
Respondent's sworn affidavit attached hereto, which incorporates
by reference and attaches theretc a copy of the ORIGINAL PROCEEDING
PURSUANT T0 C.A.R.21, filed on October 5, 1990 with the Colorado

Supreme Court.

colorado state law interpreting Rule §7 of <the C.R.C.P. 1s very
clezr. The Colorado State Supreme Court in Jochnsor v. District
Court, 674 P.2¢.952 (1984) ctated +That & Judge shouicé have
disgualified himself when affigavite €iled reportec acTusl events,
and statemente which, if <True, evigence parTizliTy COr appearance
of bigzs or preijudice against petitioner on the part of the Juage.
The Court in Jonnson even went to the further eXtent to say that
i+ ic an abuse of discretion if that Judge does not withéraw from
the case, even though he or she pelieves thet statements are false
or that the meaning attributed to them by the party seeXing recusal
is erroneous. ‘

Tne facts alleged by Respondent are not based on mere "guspicion,
surmise, speculation, rationalizations, conjecture or innuendo”;
nor are they statements ci mere conclusions cf Respondent. The
allegations actually accused and the transcript of the records cf
~he total proceedings are replete with instances of such action Dby
+the Judge. Carr Vv. Barhes, 580 P.2D.803, 805 (1%78}. They are
reports concerning actual events and statements which evidence
prejudice against Respondent on the part of the Juage.

canon 2.C of the Colorade Code cf Judicial Conduct is verv explicit
in setting forth reguired guidelines IoT Judge CGiscualification
(recusal). Canon 3.C. reguires that a Judge should perform his or



ner office impartially and goes further to state that a Judae
should disgualify him or herself in a proceeding in which the
Judge's impartiality might reasonably be gquestioned, including but
not limited to instances where a Judge has 2 personal bias or
prejudice concerning a party.

I1f for no other reason than this Judge mocked Respondent's
religious opinions and mode of worship, this Judge shoulad
disgualify herself. In particular, this 1is true Dbecause this
prejudice against Respondent's religious practice and beliefs--all
of which are widely accepted within Christianity, and lawful at
poth the State and Federal level have had great bearing on the
Judge's decisions with regard to the fitness of Respondent for
custody of the minor child invclved and also with regard <to
visitation rights contained in this Court's Permanent Orders 1in
this case. :

HEREBY SUBMITTED TO THE HONORABLE Judge Joyce Steinhartd this 15th
day of October, 1950.

Signed:

Harmon L. wilfred, Pro Se

7611 Socuth Emerson Street
Littleton, Cclorade 801iz2
(303) 794-1612

ORDER

THE COURT, having reviewed the foregoing motion ancd being fully
agvised of the premises DOTE EEIRIBY GRANT said MOTION FOR CHANGE
OF JUDGCE PURSUANT TO RULE $7, C.R.C.P. this gday of

, 19%0.

BY THE COURT:

Juage Joyce Steinnardt

DENIED OCT, I5*~




DISTRICT COURT, COUNTY OF ARAPAHOL, STATE OF COLORADO
case No. 89 DR 477, Division 10

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR CHANGE OF JUDGE PURSUANT TO RULE
7, C.R.C.P. :

IN RE THE MARRIAGLE OF:
SANDRE A. WILFRED, AKA SANDRA A. ALLLN, Petitioner

and

EARMON L. WILFRED, Respondent

COMES NOW, Respondent Harmon L. Wilfred and hereby under cath
swears and avers the following particulars hereinafter set forth
evidencing prejudicial conduct on the part of presiding Judge Joyce
Steinhardt in the subject proceedings toward Respondent 1o such
extent that Respondent was denied his rights to & fair and
impartial hearing in this case.

A. Delav of Transcript

) Petiticner, being ordered to appear before the District
Court at the Contempt Hearing on October 15, 1990, is handicapped
by lack of availability of the Transcript of the record of the
District Court's proceeding to reguest a motion tc opern up the
proceeding to modify the Final Orders based on new evidence oY
prior impropriety of that Court. Petitioner has peaicd for and
rdered the Transcripts twelve (12) weeks ago andé has not to date
received the copy ordered. The transcript was promised Petitioner
in two (2) weeks however Juage Steinhardt took the court repertTer
c£f the task. TFor Petitioner tc have to wait 12 weeks with nc hope
for the transcript's availability in time for his Contempt Hearing
certainly appears to be a further abuse of power and discretion by
“he District Court.

E. Deniegl of Due Process

1. The refusal of the District Court Judge to grant &
continuance 2t the reguest of Mr. Loyd Pearcy, seeking tTo =make
entry of appearance to represent Petitioner after the occasion of
+he untimelv death of Petitioner's previous counsel, Mr. Frederick
Ipstein. The Judge, even though penalty in such proceedings are
involveg, rdered Petitioner to proceed and represent himself
without counsel.

2. The total absence of any pre-trial discovery. No
depositions or other discovery was undertaken on benalf of
PeTitioner, nor was any critical investigation such as interviewing

1



Xxey witnesses because the District Court forced Petiticner to
proceed without adeguate counsel.

3. Failure of the Distriet Court Judge to grant
Pe-itioner a continuance from attendance at the Pre-Trial
Conference until he obtained services of counsel, after the death
of Mr. Epstein when no prior continuance or reguest by either party
had been made toc the Court in the proceedings. :

4. The District Court Judge ignored Petitioner's
bankrupt status and therefore illegally gdistributed assets held in
+rust in Bankruptcy Proceeding, Case No. B9 B D8B27-A, Chapter 11,
ljater converted to Chapter 7, which proceeding has not been
discharged to date.

c. Illegal Search and Seizure

The District Court Judge condoned and accepted evidence
obtained from Petitioner's residence through an illegal search and
seizure by his ex-wife Sandra Wilfrec, Petitioner in the subject
proceeding, her attorney Elaine Edinburg, and Mr. Tom Jones, &n
adverse withess, without a search warrant. Although the property
searched was jointly owned by Petitioner and his ex-wile, Sandra
Wilfred, Ms. Wilfred had moved out of the residence and Petitioner
was under Restraining Order of the District Court. Both Petitioner
and Ms. Wilfred were under <the District Court's Injunction,
enjoined from "molesting or disturbing the peace o©f the other
party."”

Under the circumstances, under well-settled case law of
+he United States Supreme Court, such action viclated Petitioner's
constitutional rights against such action in this proceeding. The
United States Supreme Court in United Stateg V. Matlock, 54 S. Ct.
988 (1674) stated that mere property OWnershlip is neotr sufficient
for having common autherity over the property searched. The
autheority which justifies thircé-party consent does not rest on the
law of property, but rests rather on mutual use of the propertTy by
persons generally having joint access o control for most purposes.
In adéiticon, the District Court accepted inteo evidence documents
representing privileged attorney-client communications obtaineg in
+he illegal search.

D. Violstion of Cone+itutionsl Rights Involwine Treedom c<
Religion

The District Court Judge participated in the persecution
of Petitioner because of his religious beliefs, practices and mode
cf worship by:

1. Accepting argument that because Petitioner is =
Charismatic Christian who believes in the manifestations oI a2ll the
Gifts of the Holy Spirit as set forth in First Corinthians, Chapter

2



12, incluéing healing, the speaking in tongues and interpretation
of tongues, is ipso facto mentally unstable, eccentric and would
wkxi@dnap his chilé if told to do so by God.” '

2. By persecuting Petitioner because he believes God
speaks to him as promised by Jesus and the apostelic writers of the
New Testament, the District Court Judge after having Petitioner
incarcerated for contempt for refusal =To© participate in the
proceeding without counsel, attempted to have Petitioner committed
o a psychiatric hospital on the premise that his religious
practices were not only dangerous to himself but the public at
large. Please note that a court-appointed psychiatrist found no
evidence to support such action. The Transcript ordered will
substantiate these facts and the open hostility of the District
Court Judge.

3. By accepting as evidence of Petitioner's emotional
instability, his devotional writings compiled in his guiet time
worshipping God, which writings were illegally ocbtained as set
forth herein in Section C above. See First Corinthians Chapter 2
regarding the wisdom and mind of God, which is "foolishpess to man
in his natural state," and Jeremiah 30:2 "HWrite in & book &1l the
words J have spoken tc vou." The day after receiving this
information into the court record, Judge Steinhardt recelived Mr,
Wilfred intc the courtroom proceedings by mocking his religious
beliefs with the statement "Well Mr. Wilfred, what are YOur
'voices! telling you to do today?"

4. By accepting testimony of an evangelical Christian,
Mr. bDavid Campbell, who is not & Charismatic Christian and who to
the contrary Goes not believe or accept the Charismatic mode of
worship and view toward the manifestation ol the Gifts of the Holy
Spirit, and that such Charismatic worship is evidence of apparent
igentity confusions, lack of sense of accountability and & poor
understanding cf cause and effect in his relationship with his son.

Please let the Court <take juéicial notice that
contrary to Mr. Campbell's views the Cnarismetic mode o©f wership
ané practice is generally accepted nct only 1in separzte
denominations such as the Assembly of God, but also in the Roman
tatholic Church, the Episcopal Church, the Prespvrerian Church, the
Lutheran Church and many other tToo numerous To mention.

By taking such partiality this Judge parcicipated
not only in the deniel of Petitioner's civil rights on account oIl
- his religious opinions, but also in the preference of a particular
denomination and mode of worship over ancther religious
denomination and mode ©f worship. Again please ncte that the
Transcript ordered will substantiate these circumstances set forth.



Respectfully submitted this 15th day of October, 1990.

7
by M R AL u/

[V

Harmon L. Wilfred, Petitioner, Pro Se
7611 South Emerson Street

Littleton, Colorado 80122

(303) 7%4-1612

Y4
Subscrihga,a sworn to before me by Harmon L. Wllfred thls /4ﬁ7i/
day of M:z-i , 1990:

(7%/}# ,‘\//)_,JJUJ - -

Nota'y Public
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BISTRICT COURT, COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE, STATE OF COLORADO BRELE

Case No. 89 DR 477, Division 10 o
Aragenee Losniy Coig

MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE

In re the Marriage of:

SANDRA A. WILFRED, N/K/A SANDRA A. ALLEN
Petitioner,

and

HARMON L. WILFRED

Respondent.

Comes now Harmon L. Wilfred, Respondent, in +the above
referenced matter and reguests a further continuance of the
proceeding entitled ORDER T0 ISSUE CONTEMPT CITATION currently
scheduled for hearing on November 7, 1990 for the following
reasons:

1. In order to properly provide verifiabkle information to
+this Court as to Respondent's financial condition, and therefore
his inability to perform financlally as set fort in the Permenant
Orders issued in this case, Respondent has ordered an audit of all
his financial records for 1988, 198% and 1920 up to and including
the current date. Said audit is taking place inside Respondent's
Bankruptcy proceeding Case No. 89 B 08827 filed in United States
District Court as a Chapter 11 case on June 29, 1989 and converted
to Chapter 7 on February 28, 19290. This audit is being performed
by a Certified Public Accountant chosen, paid for and under the
supervision of the Bankruptcy 7Trustee Mr. Jeffrey 1. Hill.
Although it was anticipated this audit would be completed by the
November 7th hearing date, the most current information provided
by the auditer indicates the completion of the audit no sooner than
January 1, 1991. Respondent's defense in this Contempt Citation
and this Court‘'s opportunity to properly and accurately adjudicate
rhis matter is dependent upon the information to be provided by
this audit in progress.

2. Respondent has not had the opportunity to adequately
procure proper legal council of his choice without the availability
of the above mentioned audit and a copy of the transcript
currently on order with this Court's +ranscriber. Respondent has
interviewed a number of attorney's in whom he has confidence, none
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of whom are willing to provide representation with an acceptable
payment plan without a comprehensive knowledge of <this complex
case, including the opportunity to review the transcripts and the

audit.

Wherefore, respondent respectfully requests that this proceeding
pe continued until both the transcript currently on order and the
above mentioned audit are made available to Respondent and his
prospective legal council with a reasonable time for review as
deemed by this Court.

Respectfully submitted to the Honorable Judge Joyce Steinhardt this
7th day of November, 1990.

Signed:

slomssnrsn o ww

Harmon L. Wilfred, Respondent, Pro Se

7611 Scuth Emerson Street
Littleton, Coloradeo 80122
(303) 7%94-1612

ORDER

THE COURT, having reviewed the foregoing motion and being fully
advised of the premises DOTH EEREBY GRANT said MCTION FOR
CONTINUANCE this day of November, 1590.

BY THE COURT:

Judge Joyce Stelnharadt



DISTRICT COURT, ARAPAHOE COUNTY, COLORALO

case No. 8¢ DR 477, Division 10 ExiBIT G

PERMANENT ORDERS )

In re the Marriage cf:
SANDRA A. WILFRED,

Petiticner, i
and )

EARMON L. WILFRED,

Respondent.

This matcer was heard by the Court with respect to Permanent Ordexs
on June, S5th, 6th and 7th, 198C, by the Bonorable Jjovce S. Steinhardt. The
petitioner, Sandre A. Wilfred, appearing in persen, by and through her
attorney of record, Elaine G. Edinburg of Elaine G. Edinburg, P.C., the
Respondent, Harmon L. Wilfred, appearing in perscn, pro se. The Cowrw,
naving heard the statements of counsel ané testimony of the Petitioner and
various witnesses, makes the following findings and Orders:

1. Decree of Dissolution: The parties were ma~Tied on August g, 1982
and separated on February 28, 198%. & Tempecrary Restraining Order
was entered against Respondent on March 3, 1285. The Courc finds
+hat the merriage is irretrievably broken. A Decree of Disscluticon
of Mar—iage is entered. The Petitioner's meiden name i1s restcored TO
her to wit: Sandra A. Allen. ‘

2. Custodv: One child was acdopted by the parties to wit: Tyler
Jona—han Wilfred, date of birth: December 30, 1887. The Court £inds
+hat the Petitioner has been primarily respensikle for the care of
rne miner child and the minor chilé has done well with her. The

Court crants Scle Custody of Tyier Jcnathan Wilfred <To <the
titicner.

3. Visitation: The Respondent was granted visitation with the miner
child under a supervised setting. Mr. David Camsbell, the supervisor
of visitation chosen by Respondent who supervised most visitations,
tectified in great detail to his many experiences in cbserving tne
Respondent and Respondent's inreractions with the minor chiic. M.
Camppell expressed his serious COncerns regarding Respondent's
apparent identity confusions, lack of a sense of accountakility,
tendency to be vindictive, and his poor understanding of cause anc

ffect in his relationship with the minor child. The Court is very
concerned about the mental health of Respondent. The Court £inds
+hat £rem a laymen's perspective, thne minor child's emotional and
physical development could very well be impaired with contact with -

—



the Respondent. Therefcre, the Court denies any visitation between
+he minor child and the Respondent at this time. The Court will
reserve crdering future visitation upon the following conditions:

a. Respondent must undergo a complete psvchiatric and mental
health examination by a Psychiatrist including MMPI and cther
diagnostic testing; and

b. A psychiatric evaluation of parent-child interaction to
determine what i1f any visitation should be granted.

only after Respendent has complied with the above requirements will
the Court then review this matter to determine if there will be any
future visitations, ané if so, under what circumstances.

Restraining Order: Every witness testified that they were extremely
concerned about testifying and were very fearful of the Respondent.
Therefore, the Court QOrders that a Permanent Injunction be entered
against Respondent restraining him from contacting, harassing,
maligning, molesting or disturbing the peace of any withesses or
attorneys inveolved in this matter including +the following: David
Campbell, Joann Coffey, Laura Kelker, Thomas Jones, Wayne-Craven, Pat
Bush, Paster Bagwell, Susan Dycus, Elaine &. Edinburg and the
Petitioner, Sandra A. Wilfred. -

Propextv: The Court finds that the Respondent has nct cooperzted at
all with respect to providing discovery. The Respondent has refused
tc participate in this Hearing in any way including refusing to take
the witness stand after being ordered to do so by the Court. A wide
range of valuations were entered into evidence with respect to the
marital estate ranging from $20 million to $800,00C0. The marital
estate is valued at at least $1,000,000. Therefore, the Court awards
the Petitioner $500,000 as a property settlement. The Court retains
jurisdiction over this matter in the event additional property 1is
discovered and additional orders are warranted.

Rezl Dyopertv:

a. The Petiticner owns a2 townhome located at 1748 W. 36th Aveme,
Denver, Coloradeo, which she owned prier to the marriage. This
propexsy shall remsin the sole and separate property of
Petitioner and she snall held Respondent harmiess from all
liability therecn.

b. The Respendent is living in the marital residence located at

7611 S. Emerson, Littleten, Colorado. This property is subject

to the Respondent’'s Chapter 7 Banicwptcoy Proceeding. The Court

shall not make any specific order on this property at this
time.

c. In acddition, the Court finds that the Respondent owns a
condominium in Vail, the vacztion residence, which was owned

2



10.

1.

by him prior to the marriage. The Court awards this property
+o the Respondent as his scle and separate property and he
shall holé Petitioner harmless from any liability thereon.

Personal Prgpertv: The Court €inds that the parties have already
divided all personal property. The property in each_ parties

possession shall remain their scle and separate property.

Maintenance: After considering the provisions of §14~10-114, the
Couz- finds that the Petiticner does lack sufficient property to
support herself and is unable to support herself through appropriate
employment. The Petitioner worked cnly part-time during the marriage
which consisted of assisting Respondent in his many business
adventures. Respondent earns between $10,000 and $20,000 per month
and is certainly able to pay Maintenance to the Petiticner. This
finding is directly related to Respondent's abllity to pay Pertiticner
the property settlement awarc of $500,000. The Court awards $4,500
per month Maintenance payable from the Respondent to the Petiticner
commencing June 1, 1990 ané continuing each month thereafter until
further Order of the Court. The Court orders these Maintenance
payments retroactive tc the date of Temporary Orders in July 198¢9.
Therefore, the sum of $3750 each month is due and owing to Petiticner
for a period of 12 months which totals 545,000, .

Child Support: The Respondent's monthly gross income exceeds $10,000
per month and to apply the Guidelines would not be applicable.
mherefore, the Court orders the Respondent T2 pay Child Support to
the Periticner in the amount of $1,000 per menth, commencing June 1,
1590, and commencing each month thereafler until the miner child is
emancipated cr further Order of the Court. The Court specifically
orders the Respondent *to pay his Maintenance and Child Suppert
obligations as first pricrity each month.

2pe=ermev's Fees: The Respondent received $30,000 £rom the Bankruptcy
Court for payment cf his attcrney's fees. The Court orders
Respondent to pay e&ll of Petiticner's attormeys fees incurref in this
mat—er from Elaine G. Edinburg which tctal over 320,000 as additional
Maintenance. Tn addition, the Court orders that Respondent pay
Petiticner's attornevs fees incurred tec defend Petiticner in the
Bankruptcy proceedings by Maria Flora of Gorsuch, Kirgis. Those Iees
are in excess of £5,000.

Castc: The Petitioner has incurred extensive expenses fcr the costs
of Suppoenas, copies, service of process and other expanses resulting
frem the Respondent's unwillingmess to comply with discovery
requests. The Court orders Respondent To pay 2ll costs.

Guaréian ad Litem Fees a2né Witness-Fees: The Cowrt £inds that the

fees incurred by Susan Dycus, Guardian ad Litem, ancd David Campbell
are in +he nature of Child Suppert. The Court orders Respcndent
responsiple for payment of all cof Ms. Dycuses fees totzlling
approximately $2,206 as well as the fees for Mr. Carpbell's testimony
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1l4.

15.

16.

which total approximately $600.

Insurance: The Respondent currently covers the minor child's medical
insurance and orders him to maintain in full force and effect mecdical
insurance coverage for the benefit of the minor child. The
Respondent is also ordered to maintain in full force and effect a
life insurance policy with the minor child as beneficiary in the
amount of at least $100,000 death benefit with the Petiticner as
Trustee.

211 documentation cbtained from Respondent's residence be turned over
+o the Bankruptcy Trustee, Mr. Jeffrey Hill by Petiticner and Elaine
G. Edinburyg. :

Respondent’s unwillingmess to provide discovery, unwillingness to
testify and behavior in the Courtrocom has been contemptuous. The
Court therefcre finds the Respondent in Contempt of this Court and
will holé him in the Arapahoe County jail.

Each party shall perform the applicable provisions of these Permanent
Orders. The Court retains jurisdiction over this matter as provided

by law.

DONE AND SIGNED this @7 day of dyw—‘—‘ , 1950, nunc pro
I

+unc June 7, 1980.

BY THE COURT: .
COiginal Jr’gn::j Qy
ﬂol;cc S. é\“mﬁmat

JOYCE S. STEINHARDT, District Court Judge

Prepared by:

The mewng sy & Wty [wmrgd

m:: G. EDMRG, P- c. [+ ar:'.‘:’ 2 :_,d. 5: ;:',;"- ;"._-‘.;:.- bee)

posl J pini £ Gllecdis U Jovee 3. Smmnaret
Elaine G. Edinburyg, #6348 Jugge

Attorney for Petitioner

675 Grant Street

Denver, Colcrade 80203-2563
(303) 837-1141



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

