Jeffrey R. & Elsie Y. Golin

1350B Pacheco Blvd. #234

Los Banos, CA 93635

(650) 814-6284
November 16, 2006

Tucker Liske, District Manager

San Andreas Regional Center

300 Orchard City Dr.

Suite 170

Campbell, CA 95008

By e-mail and fax

I have carefully examined your letter, dated November 2, 2006, last week on November 9 by e-mail attachment.  I have distributed your letter to my attorneys and to the “visit supervisor” you approved, John Lehman, and to several other interested parties. 

 Unanimously, all the parties that I showed your letter to urged me to write you to insist that you clarify your letter. Consistent with your budding but not-so-promising creative fiction side career that I read about recently, it appears to contain many cleverly unspecific generalities, innuendoes and ambiguities, all conveniently left to the reader to imagine. 

In the past you and Mimi have been totally unresponsive and evasive to all inquirers’ direct questions about Nancy, such as, “why supervised visitation?”.  Let’s see if you can do better this time.  Here are some of the questions that were suggested.

First, we would like to know what “actions” of ours, if any, are you referring to in your letter? You mean the civil lawsuit against you and your company for damages and injunctive relief? Second what specifically did you find “detrimental” to Nancy about what we have allegedly done?  Third, how do you believe we could adequately protect ourselves from false reporting by one of your hired, vendorized and paid “supervisors”, without a witness of our own? Don’t you really know we have enough bad experiences to teach us not to trust someone you hired as a witness? Fourth, what if anything do even more draconian supervised visitation restrictions have to do with “our actions” which are supposedly “detrimental”.  What specific “detriment” do you claim was being caused? Fifth, why was John Lehman fired as our visit supervisor? Was it that declaration he wrote in our support to the Sacramento Superior Court? Had you ever had any complaints about him, either now or in the past? If so you never expressed them before? And how does firing him remedy in any way the alleged unspecific problems about which you are complaining?  Why do these visits have to be so carefully scheduled now?  Do you really think you in your position have the unfettered authority to abrogate the Lanterman Act?  Are you unaware of the fact that you are completely and habitually out of compliance to the Lanterman Act, as I informed you in January 2004?  Do you know what the Lanterman Act is?  Is it possible that you still do not understand that I will not be bullied?

Isn’t it really true that the letter you sent me represents nothing more than petty vengeful retaliation for our lawsuit against you, taking out your fears, embarrassment and loss of prestige on Nancy? Are your attorneys aware of what you are writing me? Do they know what you are doing? Are you aware that someone from law enforcement carefully reading your letter could reasonably construe it as a not-so-veiled threat of harsher physical or psychological harm, more restrictive settings, or further emotional trauma that you could cause to Nancy if we do not abate our legal efforts?  Is it such a threat, in fact? Aren’t you really just trying to quash an embarrassing investigation by taking it out on Nancy, by depriving her of contact with her family under any but the most oppressive conditions? How did Nancy happen to come down with pneumonia and a partially collapsed lung last October 21, with half of it showing granularity and infiltration?  Could it have been inhalation pneumonia? Why is Nancy’s left thumb suddenly crippled so she can no longer make effective use of her best hand?

If we do not receive answers to these questions in the next week, I, my attorneys, significant interested parties, and probably a judge or jury will conclude that you have none.  Perhaps they will come up again in an interrogatory or deposition. 

A final note.  I believe it is the usual practice for represented parties in a lawsuit to be prohibited from speaking directly to one another out of earshot of their attorneys.  I believe you have an attorney, and due to ongoing litigation I recommend you direct all further communications to us through him.

Jeffrey R. Golin

cc: Gerard W. Wallace, Esq.

Geoff White, Esq.
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