Petition to exercise/change visitation rights

Petitioner: Dr. V. Ravi Chandran 
Respondent: Vijayasree Voora (aka Artha Voora, aka Artha Chandran)

Child: Aditya Chandran, Age 4, DOB 7/1/02

This court is aware of a) the custody and visitation order entered on 18th April 2005 (Order Index No. 44511), b) Order for exchange of Passport of Aditya between the parties dated June 30, 2005, and c) Judgment of Divorce entered on September 8, 2005 at State of New York Supreme Court, County of Warren, respectively, and copies of which are attached as Appendix I, Appendix II and Appendix III.
Purpose of this petition to bring to this courts attention, since the divorce, there has been numerous violations of the custody and visitation agreement by Artha (respondent). The petitioner has previously informed this court of the nature of such violations (Appendix IV). The following is a summary of the violations, and a detailed description of the violations along with supporting exhibits is attached herewith. Summary also includes the relief requested.
Summary

a) Visitations Denied: Custody and visitation order entered by the court (Appendix I) clearly delineates the responsibilities and obligations of both petitioner (Dr. Chandran) and respondent (Artha). Most important violation of the court order was Artha’s denial of Dr. Chandran’s right to have visitation with their son (Aditya Chandran) in numerous occasions. 

For example, Artha DENIED visitation rights to Dr. Chandran at least 39 times during a period of 12 months. 

b) Medical information: While Artha maintained that Aditya’s health was deteriorating during his visits with Dr. Chandran, during the entire year, there were multiple occasions when Aditya was sick in the custody of Artha, and he was always healthy and cheerful in Dr. Chandran’s custody. Furthermore, Artha only accused of Dr. Chandran that their son was sick in his custody, but never produced any information of his health during her custody. In multiple occasions she DENIED providing doctor, emergency, treatment and prescription drug information to Dr. Chandran. She has also prevented Dr. Chandran obtaining any information regarding the treatment of Aditya by not submitting any of the treatments, office visits, emergency admissions, invasive surgical procedures to the insurance company. While Dr. Chandran documented that Aditya was in good health during his custody with him on at least 5 occasions, his health deteriorated in Artha’s custody most of the time, documented at least 6 occasions within the last one year period.
c) Excessive phone calls: Artha made several phone calls during Aditya’s custody with Dr. Chandran to disturb peace and with a view to harass the members of Dr. Chandran’s household. These repeated calls, successively made within few minutes of each other were made at least 9 different occasions throughout the year.

d) Denial of Passport: 2 Counts of Violations. 1. In an order dated June 30, 2005, the Supreme Court of NY ordered that each party shall provide passport of Aditya to the custodial party for safe transport of Aditya between US and other countries. In spite of Dr. Chandran returning the passport back to Artha on several occasions, Artha DENIED transferring the passport to Dr. Chandran and sabotaged Dr. Chandran’s travel to Mexico in early July 2006. 2. Similarly when requested for passport to transport Aditya to Montreal, on 7/31/06   requested for passport to transport Aditya to Montreal, on August 3, 2006. Artha DENIED passport, and petitioner could not get a refund of the hotel reservation.
e) Return of Aditya from India: While both parties agreed to transport Aditya to India, Artha was supposed to bring Aditya back to USA on February 27th. However, she postponed her return back to USA at least 7 times, and ultimately returned to USA only on June 28th, late by 4 months, inflicting agony and emotional pain on Dr. Chandran and his family members wondering if she will ever return with Aditya back to the USA.

Summary of the Requests for Relief
     a) Request for Psychological and/or Psychiatric Evaluation and treatment of Artha;

b) Request to provide sole physical and legal custody of Aditya.

c) Request for visitations rights with Aditya for Artha during the rest of the year.

The petitioner requests the following dates for visitation for Artha with Aditya for remainder of the year 2006:

Sept 1-10

Oct 1-Nov 10

Dec 1-10

Rest of the time, Dr. Chandran shall have the possession of Aditya.

The above dates are requested as Dr. Chandran will be out of the country during most of October 2006. Since Artha does not agree to any dates Dr. Chandran ever proposed, the petitioner requests this court to grant of the above dates.

d) Request to sign of IRS forms 8332 for the year 2006 and beyond.

e) Request to have Ms. Mary Christos present testimonial in any future proceedings of this court regarding this petition.

f) Restrain Artha from making excessive, harassing and untimely phone calls to Dr. Chandran’s residences.

g) Restrain Artha from making accusations of any kind of abuse by Dr. Chandran (Appendix V and XI).

h) Reimbursement of $ 460 from the recently sabotaged trip to Montreal

i) Reimbursement of $ 307 from daycare and medical expenses, for which Artha is solely responsible (Page 9, Item I, Page 10, Item D, Separation Agreement, Appendix IX, and Exhibit 78).

j) Due to Artha’s numerous passport and birth certificate transfer violations, petitioner request that he shall be the primary custodian of Aditya’s passport and birth certificate.

k) Refrain Artha from moving to Moorestown, NJ unilaterally with total disregard for Dr. Chandran’s rights to be with Aditya (Appendix I).
      (Detailed descriptions of the above requests are shown in pages 28-34)
Furthermore, the petitioner requests any other relief that the court may deem fit. 
Detailed Description of Violations by Artha
Visitations Denied

1. In a e-mail dated 8/11/05 (Exhibit 2) Dr. Chandran requested for visitation schedule for the period between September 2005 to March 2006, consistent with alternate weekends (4 and 5 days respectively). 
Artha’s Response: DENIED 

Artha did not allow Dr. Chandran to have the dates requested, instead provided only alternate weekends and changed many schedules without any previous warning or reduced Dr. Chandran’s visits in an arbitrary and capricious manner.

2. In an e-mail dated 8/15/05, Artha agreed to pick up Aditya in India on August 27th. (Exhibit 3) However when the actual date arrived, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED.

3. Final agreement was entered between Dr. Chandran and Artha regarding the Custody of Aditya on August 15, 2005 (Exhibit 4). However Artha did not comply with any of the schedule shown in that exhibit 4.

4. In an e-mail from Artha to Dr. Chandran on 10/8/05, Artha agreed to a schedule as shown (Exhibit 7, Exhibit 8). Dr. Chandran was to have visitation with Aditya on Nov 15-19 and Nov 23-28

Artha’s Response: DENIED
Also Artha was supposed to bring back Aditya to USA from India on Feb 27.

Artha’s Response: DENIED
5. While Artha has taken 14 days of her vacation time with Aditya during Jan 2006, and expects additional 7 days in Winter 2006 (Exhibit 9), when Dr. Chandran asked for his vacation time with Aditya,

Artha’s Response: DENIED
6. Since Artha has already taken her spring holidays with Aditya as per her letter (Exhibit 11), she has DENIED Dr. Chandran’s right to be with Aditya in winter vacation, for which he is entitled as per the custody order.
7. When requested for make up days for lost days in November 2006 (Exhibit 13) 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
8. When requested for make up days again in an e-mail dated 12/23/05 (Exhibit 16),

Artha’s Response: DENIED
9. Artha has changed the return date of Aditya numerous times. In an e-mail dated 1/5/06, Artha stated that she will bring Aditya back to USA on Feb 27, 2006. When the actual date arrived (Exhibit 21),

Artha’s Response: DENIED
She changed the US arrival to March 16, and when the actual date arrived (Exhibit 21), 

Artha’s response: DENIED
10. While in the previous e-mail Artha agreed to bring back Aditya to USA on March 16th, it was now postponed to April 10, 2006 (Exhibit 24). However when the actual date arrived, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
11. In a new e-mail dated March 25, 2006 (Exhibit 27) Artha agreed to bring Aditya back to USA on April 20th. However, when the actual date arrived,
Artha’s Response: DENIED
12. When Dr. Chandran repeatedly requested for the actual time he is entitled to be with Aditya, in a letter dated 4/4/2006 (Exhibit 30), 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
13. As per previous agreement, when Artha was requested by Dr. Chandran to bring Aditya to Chennai Airport (Exhibit 35), 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
14. When Dr. Chandran explained that he is eligible for visits with Aditya on alternate weeks, at 4 and 5 days respectively (Exhibit 37)

Artha’s Response: DENIED
15. Artha complained that Dr. Chandran is taking Aditya during his classes; hence when he offered to take him on the weekends, April 21-23, 2006 (Exhibit 38).
Artha’s Response: DENIED
16. Dr. Chandran requested 21-days of vacation taken in multiple occasions, which was DENIED by Artha. Furthermore, Artha stated that she does not have access to e-mail in Chennai. She has double masters’ degrees, one of which is in information technology from Purdue University. She is also in possession of a laptop computer. Finally the city she lived in India was Chennai, a corridor of high tech communications. Hence it is height inconceivable that she would not have access to computers. (Exhibit 39).  Also Dr. Chandran asked for visits with Aditya on April 28-30, again weekends, 
Artha’s Response: DENIED
17. When requested for lost visitation days in March, at no fault of Dr. Chandran, (Exhibit 40), 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
18. In an e-mail dated 4/24/06 (Exhibit 41), Dr. Chandran explained the nature of the custody agreement, especially visitations every alternate weeks, 4 and 5 days respectively, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
19. In an e-mail dated 4/29/06, Artha agreed to bring Aditya back to USA on May 7, 2006. However when the actual date arrived,

Artha’s Response: DENIED
20. In an e-mail dated May 4, 2006 (Exhibit 43) Dr. Chandran asked for the 15 days lost as of April 2006.

Artha’s Response: DENIED
21. In an e-mail dated May 4, 2006, Dr. Chandran explained the agreement that has been entered between the parties. While Artha complied with this during the early part of 2006 in India, as time passed, she continued to DENY Dr Chandran’s rights to be with Aditya. Also the Exhibit 44 reiterates the pick up and drops off locations in India, and it was implicitly understood, that Aditya should be brought back to USA for attending his classes. Dr. Chandran never agreed to have Aditya starting school in India, and in accordance with Custody order and internal agreement between the parties, all schooling is supposed to happen in USA. When requested to bring Aditya back to the USA on promised, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
22. When requested by Dr. Chandran to visit with Aditya in May 2006 on various dates as shown in Exhibit 45, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
23. In various occasions throughout early part 2006, Artha agreed to bring him back to USA which was constantly postponed to Feb 7 to Feb 29th to Mar 8th, to Mar 15th, to April 8th, to April 15th to April 25th, to May 8th. At each occasion when requested to bring Aditya back to USA (see Exhibit 46), 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
24. Most egregious violation of the visitation agreement was done by Artha on May 15th, 2006 when she agreed to drop Aditya off at Hyderabad India Airport at 430 PM (Exhibit 48) in two different e-mails. When Dr. Chandran appeared (Exhibit 48a) at the Hyderabad Airport on that day at 430 PM,

Artha’s Response: DENIED
No explanation was ever provided. While Dr. Chandran had plans with family members and Aditya, all such events were sabotaged. 

25. In an e-mail dated May 15, 2006, Dr. Chandran agreed to see Aditya on the weekends, so that his classes are not disturbed (Exhibit 50),

Artha’s Response: DENIED
26. In an e-mail dated May 17, 2006 Artha agreed to bring Aditya back to USA on June 1st, 2006 (Exhibit 51). However when the actual date arrived, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
Furthermore all dates she agreed in June, for example, as per Exhibit 51, June 2-6, June 14-19, and June 29 – July 3rd were all DENIED.

27. When requested by Dr. Chandran to avail of the lost 15 days in 2006 and 9 days in June (Exhibit 52), 
Artha’s Response: DENIED
28. When Dr. Chandran requested 4 days in May 2006 to be with Aditya (Exhibit 53, Exhibit 54)

Artha’s Response: DENIED
29. When the same request to be with Aditya on May 18-22 on an e-mail dated 5/28/06 (Exhibit 55),

Artha’s Response; DENIED
30. Dr. Chandran would like to inform the court that not only he, but his mother, sister and others in the extended family are routinely in contact with Aditya. All of his family members eagerly wait patiently for the visits of Aditya. This was clearly explained to Artha in a letter dated May 18, 2006 (Exhibit 56). 

Artha’s Response: DENY rights of all members of Dr. Chandran’s family.

31. In an e-mail to Dr. Chandran on May 18th, (Exhibit 57), Artha agreed to drop Aditya off at Dr. Chandran’s custody on May 19th. Dr. Chandran Agreed. However, when the 19th arrived, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
32. Requested Artha on May 25, 2006 to visit with Aditya on Memorial Day, which is authorized by custody order for Dr. Chandran (Exhibit 58), and when memorial day arrived,
Artha’s Response: DENIED
33. In an e-mail to Dr. Chandran, Artha agreed to bring Aditya back to USA on June 11th. (Exhibit 59, Exhibit 60) However, when the actual date arrived,

Artha’s Response: DENIED
Furthermore, Artha in the same e-mail (Exhibit 59), Artha agreed that Dr. Chandran is eligible for alternate weeks, 4 and 5 days respectively. But when it came to enforcement in subsequent visitation dates, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
34. In an e-mail dated June 7, 2006, Dr. Chandran requested that he be with Aditya on Father’s day (Exhibit 64). However, when Father’s day arrived, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
35. In a letter dated July 11, 2006 Dr. Chandran again asked for lost days in 2006, which he wanted to compensate on July 20-24 (Exhibit 69). When those dates arrived,

Artha’s Response: DENIED
36. When Dr. Chandran requested Artha on a letter dated 7/25/06 requesting for 21 days of vacation with Aditya, and regular weekly schedule (Exhibit 72),

Artha’s Response: DENIED
It is clear from the above actions by Artha, she is in violation of the court order, provisions stated in pages 3-5 of the Custody Agreement dated 18 April 2005. In most occasions no explanation was provided for denying Dr. Chandran his right to be with his son. Such violations of visitation rights Dr. Chandran occurred at least 39 times during a period of 1 year. 

Summary of visitations in 2005 and 2006.

Dr. Chandran is stating that he lost 9 days in November 2005.

In 2006, Dr. Chandran had custody of Aditya on the following days:

Jan 26 – Feb 1 = 6 days

Feb 6 – Feb 13 = 7 days

Feb 21-27
= 6 days

March 16-20
= 4 days

Mar 30- Apr 2
= 3 days

Apr 7-13
= 6 days

May 2-4
= 2 days

May 10-13
= 3 days

June 29-30       = 2 days

July 2-17 
= 15 days
Aug 1-5
= 4 days

Total number of days in 2006 = 58 days. As per court order, total number of days Dr. Chandran eligible to have custody of Aditya between Jan 1 – Aug 31st, = 77 days. Therefore Dr. Chandran requests this court to provide him with additional 19 days before the end of the year. Adding the days lost in November 2005, total number of days owed to Dr. Chandran is 28 days. This does not include 21-day vacation period authorized for Dr. Chandran each year.
Since it is of the position of the court and Artha that if you don’t take those days, you lose those days, Dr. Chandran lost those days at no fault of his own, and his right to visit with Aditya was DENIED by Artha. Hence Dr. Chandran requests the court to mandate Artha to provide those 23 days to Dr. Chandran before the end of year 2006.
Miscellaneous Violations
1. When requested for filling out IRS form 8332 to release of Claim of the child for tax purpose, she consistently DENIED such request, putting Dr. Chandran in a tax disadvantage. So far Artha DENIED Dr. Chandran to be able to claim his son as a dependant at the very least in the tax forms for the years 2003, 2004, and 2005, while he has consistently provided the child support without fail.

2. When requested for location of Aditya in India during her visit, specifically asking for his address (Exhibit 25),

Artha’s Response: DENIED
3. All child support checks written by Dr. Chandran during the six month period starting January 1, 2006 to June 1, 2006 were not cashed by Artha. At least in 3 occasions, the checks were returned by the post office. For example, the checks written for the month of January, February and March 2006 were returned on April, May and June 2006 respectively. This created additional work for Dr. Chandran to keep track of returned checks and re-write all those checks again. (See Exhibit 33).

4. While Dr. Chandran provided address and contact information (Exhibit 25), in a second e-mail Dr. Chandran requested the same from Artha (Exhibit 34).
Artha’s Response: DENIED
5. When Dr. Chandran agreed to pay fund in Indian Currency, so that Artha can continue to enjoy the child support funds, (Exhibit 33)

Artha’s Response: DENIED
6. When asked again in a second notice, to provide a different address for mailing check on April 18, 2006, (Exhibit 36),

Artha’s Response: DENIED
7. When asked for address of Aditya, or made requests for reasonable answers via e-mail (especially in Hyderabad, Exhibit 47), 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
8. Not only Artha DENIED Dr. Chandran at several occasions his right to be with Aditya, many a times she did not allow Dr. Chandran to speak to Aditya either. For example she claimed that she does not have the funds to use a cell phone and sometimes she does not want to pay for roaming charges. Whenever she was transporting Aditya between cities in India, she either purposefully turned off the cell phone, or did not bother to activate roaming. This prevented Dr. Chandran being able to maintain contact with his son during his travel. When requested by Dr. Chandran to have Aditya call him (via his mother’s phone, Exhibit 49),

Artha’s Response: DENIED
9. Violation of Federal Cobra laws

When this court mandated that Dr. Chandran shall provide medical insurance premium at the current level for Artha immediately after divorce decree, Dr. Chandran complied with the court order, and continued to pay premium through his employee leasing company, Benefit Services Corporation. (President, Mary Christos, Tel 518 587 2155). Artha wanted a better plan than one that was used by the family (before divorce), and agreed to pay the difference in premium. She did so for the first few months, and finally stopped paying the excess premium she had agreed. Eventually Artha went to India, and never communicated or paid the excess premium. The benefit service then cancelled her insurance, due to lack of payment. However, with great difficulty they reinstated her medical coverage. (Refer to Appendix 74).

Dr. Chandran requests that Mary Christos be entered in to evidence for future proceedings and allow her to testify in this court during a future hearing.

Aditya’s Care during Artha’s Custody

In a court hearing dated December 22, 2004 (Appendix V), it was alleged by Artha that Aditya’s care was poor during his custody by Dr. Chandran. This court did not believe these accusations, as shown in the transcript (based upon questions asked by the court, shown in pages 17-18 of Appendix V). 
As recently as August 4, 2006, this court again heard accusations from Artha stating improper care and child being returned from Dr. Chandran’s after Aditya’s visit 2 out of 3 times (Appendix XI). As usual the respondent refused to provide any documents, hospital records, and any doctor’s testimony under oath. 

In fact during those hearings, then attorney representing Artha stated that Artha’s guessing on the care of Aditya by Dr. Chandran (see page 19, Appendix V and pages 27-29, Appendix XI), and no medical records, medical or expert testimonials were provided during that time or ever since. However Artha continued to accuse Dr. Chandran of poor care. Dr. Chandran would like to set the records straight so that this issue is never brought before this court.

Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody -1

In a letter to Dr. Chandran (Exhibit 9a), Artha claimed that Aditya was sick in her custody.

Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody – 2

Aditya was so sick in Artha’s custody, he was transported to emergency (Exhibit 10) as per e-mail received from Artha.

Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody – 3
In an e-mail, Dr. Chandran responded to Artha’s claim that he was sick in Artha’s custody (Exhibit 14)

Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody – 4

Another e-mail informing Artha that she is not taking care of Aditya properly (Exhibit 15)

Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody – 5

In an e-mail to Dr. Chandran Artha claims that Aditya is sick in her custody (Exhibit 29)
Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody – 6

Aditya has been subjected to all kinds of strong medications, and a protest by Dr. Chandran goes unheeded. (Exhibit 31).
Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody – 7

In an e-mail dated May 17, 2006, Artha continues to claim that Aditya was sick in her custody (Exhibit 54, last two lines).
Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody – 8
In an e-mail to Dr. Chandran, Artha claims that Aditya was sick in her custody (Exhibit 61). When asked for details of his prescription medications, doctor and hospital information,

Artha’s Response: DENIED
Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody – 9
In an e-mail to Dr. Chandran, Artha claims that Aditya was sick again (Exhibit 62).

Aditya Sick in Artha’s Custody – 10
Artha made decision, based upon poorly trained doctors in India that Aditya must undergo surgery in a third world country, which Dr. Chandran did not approve. It is still not known if such a surgery took place or not. (Exhibit 63).

All statements from items 1-10 above were e-mails, and none of these e-mails were substantiated by Artha with doctors’ visits or prescriptions or claims with insurance company. If they are unsubstantiated claims of Aditya’s sickness, then Artha is in violation of child custody agreement for violating Dr. Chandran’s right to be with Aditya in numerous occasions. In almost all the times when Artha sent an e-mail (above 1-10), Aditya has already been in her custody in excess of at least 10 days, and in certain circumstances in excess of 2 weeks. Therefore, any sickness of Aditya at the custody of Artha should be attributed strictly to her care, and not to the care Aditya by Dr. Chandran offered at least 10-15 days earlier.
There were numerous other violations regarding health of Aditya, especially when requested for the same. For example, 

Dr. Chandran asked for doctor, hospital, prescription drug and emergency information regarding Aditya’s stay in India (Exhibit 65), 

Artha’s Response: DENIED
Till to day Dr. Chandran has no information regarding any treatment that Aditya was subjected to in India. Artha has cleverly made sure no such information is made available to Dr. Chandran by not filing any insurance claim with Blue Shield of NE NY, the medical insurance provider for Aditya. This is in violation of custody agreement (Appendix I, page 6, lines 4-6). Furthermore, Artha took Aditya to the pediatrician on June 30, 2006 to demonstrate to Dr. Chandran that Aditya is in good health. The reason for the same is nothing to do with actual examination or testing of Aditya; however, she made an appointment with the doctor on July 18th, 2006 to see if Aditya had fallen sick in Dr. Chandran’s custody. Please note that Dr. Chandran had Aditya during the period November 30 to July 17, 2006. 
However, Artha did not share the results of testing of Aditya done on July 18th 2006. This court would have heard screaming accusations if Aditya were to be sick or had other problems at the doctor’s examination on July 18th. While each and every testing of Aditya was done by Artha to demonstrate if he was sick during Dr. Chandran’s custody, each and every pediatric examination of Aditya at the conclusion of his visit with Dr. Chandran  didn’t turn up any evidence of improper or poor care. Therefore I would request this court to make a declaratory judgment to deny any additional request by Artha to examine Aditya needlessly by any physician, and Dr. Chandran is fully capable of taking care of his son.
However, during the entire 4 year period, since the birth of Aditya, Dr. Chandran did not notice constant sickness on the part of Aditya, apart from usual cold and cough, and of course asthma during his custody. Dr. Chandran took numerous (hundreds) videos and photographs during his custody of Aditya to maintain family album as heirloom. In reviewing these photos and videos, it was surprising to Dr. Chandran if he is seeing the same Aditya, who is apparently sick all the time at Artha’s custody, while no such symptoms were apparent during Dr. Chandran’s custody. For example,

Aditya’s health improved in Dr. Chandran’s custody -1
In an e-mail to Artha, (Exhibit 12), Dr. Chandran explains how he took care of Aditya’s health;

Aditya’s health improved in Dr. Chandran’s Custody -2

In an e-mail communication to Artha, Dr. Chandran explains why Aditya should not be subjected to heroic interventions and be loaded with toxic drugs (Exhibit 19).

Aditya’s health improved in Dr. Chandran’s Custody – 3

While explaining the problems associated with Aditya being picked up from Dr. Chandran by strangers, Dr. Chandran stated that Aditya’s health improved during his custody of Aditya (Exhibit 23).

Aditya’s health improved in Dr. Chandran’s Custody -4

Dr. Chandran in an e-mail dated 3/20/06 explained the importance of vitamins and nutritional supplements in the health of a child, and indicated that Aditya’ health improved during his custody (Exhibit 26)

Aditya’s health improved in Dr. Chandran’s Custody -5

In an e-mail to Artha, (Exhibit 32), Dr Chandran explained the concept of “drug holidays” for Aditya, and demonstrated improvement in Aditya’s health.

While there was no need to take Aditya for emergency hospital visitations by Dr. Chandran, it was a continuous phenomenon with Artha. Aditya was taken to emergency in numerous occasions by Artha, as shown in Appendix VI. (Blue Shield Report on doctor and hospital visits by Aditya). If you carefully analyze this report, it is very clear that all emergency and other visits were exclusively during the period of custody by Artha. Granted that immunizations and regular visits are essential and encouraged, it is apparent from the Blue Shield report that Aditya was admitted to hospital or emergency care under Artha’s custody far too often than normal.

In many occasions, Artha incurred testing and doctor office expenses that were not originally approved. For example, the separation agreement, on page 10, it states that “(e) Except in the event of an emergency, neither party shall make any commitment for any uninsured medical expense for Aditya in excess of $ 200 without the other’s consent, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld”.

However, Artha decided to subject Aditya to a number of non-emergency tests, which were not indicated, or obtained permission from Dr. Chandran (Exhibit 18).

Artha’s refusal to provide medication for Aditya:

On January 23, 2006, when Dr. Chandran arrived in India to exercise his rights for child custody, the airline company lost his baggage, containing Aditya’s medications for Asthma, and nebulizer. When Dr. Chandran requested for the same from Artha for a temporary period, (Exhibit 22)

Artha’s Response: DENIED
It is clear from the above statements that there were numerous times Aditya was sick under Artha’s custody by her own admissions, Dr. Chandran understands that children do get sick on many occasions. However it is surprising that most of such sickness occurred during Artha’s custody of Aditya.

Aditya has stayed with Dr. Chandran’s family for extended periods of time, for example,

August 12 – Sept 2, 2005 (3 weeks)

June 30 – July 17, 2006 (3 weeks)

August 10 – August 31, 2006 (3 weeks).

During these extended stays with Dr. Chandran, Aditya’s health improved, and there were no need to take him to any doctors or emergency visits. 

Dr. Chandran believes in modern medicine. He has spent better part of last 30 years studying modern medicine and understands its benefits and risks. Dr. Chandran is a PhD in pharmaceutical sciences (University of Florida, 1986) and has an undergraduate degree in Pharmacy and double masters' degree in Pharmaceutical Sciences. He is well aware of the benefits of surgery and other treatments offered by allopathic medicine. He has spent more than 25 years in the pharmaceutical business.

In May 2004, Dr. Chandran was honored as a “Distinguished Pharmacy Alumni” by the University of Florida for his “extraordinary lifetime accomplishments, and exceptional achievements that has brought Pride, Honor and Recognition to the College of Pharmacy, University of Florida” (Quoted in a Plaque by Dean William Riffee, College of Pharmacy, May 2004). 

Therefore, Dr. Chandran is capable of evaluating and monitoring the health of his son both as a father and as a medical professional.

Excessive Phone Calls and Harassments

In a court proceedings dated December 22, 2004, excessive phone calls made by Artha to Dr. Chandran’s residence was raised (Appendix V, page 20, lines 1-6), where it was stated that telephone calls were numerous, are overly intrusive, and an attempt to control the time Dr. Chandran has with his son.
As early as February and April of 2004, Dr. Chandran complained to the Bolton Police Department regarding the excessive harassing calls (Appendix VI). However these calls still continued even after divorce proceedings are over as shown in the following documents.

Excessive harassing phone calls -1

In an e-mail dated 8/25/06 Dr. Chandran requested Artha to stop making excessive phone calls during Aditya’s custody under Dr. Chandran (Exhibit 5). In a subsequent e-mail dated 8/23/05 (Exhibit 5a) Dr. Chandran again requests Artha to stop making excessive harassing phone calls to disturb peace in his household.
Excessive harassing phone calls -2

In a letter dated 12/5/05, Dr. Chandran asked Artha to stop harassing phone calls (Exhibit 10a).

Excessive harassing phone calls -3

In the same month, additional phone calls were made by Artha, and requests by Dr. Chandran to stop making these calls were unheeded (Exhibit 17).

Excessive harassing phone calls – 4

A minimum of 12 phone calls successively, within a short period of time was made by Artha on 1/28/06, and request to stop these calls were not complied with by Artha (Exhibit 22).

Excessive harassing phone calls -5

Again Dr. Chandran requested Artha to stop making excessive harassing phone calls on March 29, 2006 (Exhibit 28).

Excessive harassing phone calls – 6
Artha called Dr. Chandran’s residence in Texas innumerable times on or about 7/14/06 to disturb peace in his household (Exhibit 70).

Excessive harassing phone calls – 7

On July 14th after requesting Artha to stop making excessive harassing phone calls to disturb peace in Dr. Chandran’s residence, the next day Artha made numerous calls to Dr. Chandran’s residence (Exhibit 71). In addition to the above, there were numerous phone calls that were not documented.

Dr. Chandran’s Compliance with all Orders of the Court
While Artha consistently DENIED Dr. Chandran’s right to be with Aditya, Dr. Chandran went beyond his call of duty to make sure that all provisions for the Custody agreement (Appendix I), Separation Agreement dated July 28, 2005 (Appendix IX), and Court order regarding exchange of passport between the parties dated June 30, 2005 (Appendix II).
Dr. Chandran Complied -1

For example, Dr. Chandran routinely and consistently returned passport of their son Aditya back to Artha whenever his time with Aditya was concluded. (Exhibit 73)
Dr. Chandran Complied -2 

Dr. Chandran maintained consistent high quality medical insurance for Aditya, and provided court mandated coverage for Artha as per Separation Agreement, page 11. (Exhibit 1)

Dr. Chandran Complied -3

On page 6 of the custody agreement stipulates that each party shall keep the other reasonably and timely informed of the other the whereabouts of their son (page 6 lines 3, 4). Dr. Chandran routinely sent information about the address, telephone number and locations of his son as shown in Exhibit 6.

Dr. Chandran Complied -4.

While Artha DENIED Dr. Chandran’s right to be with Aditya on alternate weeks at the rate of 4 and 5 days, DENIED Memorial Day, DENIED Father’s Day, and many other occasions, when Artha asked for time to be with Aditya during mother’s day, Dr. Chandran complied. This is in spite of breaking his time with Aditya, as mother’s day fell on a period during Dr. Chandran’s custody of his son. (See Exhibit 50a).
Dr. Chandran Complied -5

When Artha requested that she is eligible to be with Aditya on his birth day, Dr. Chandran complied (Exhibit 66).

Dr. Chandran Complied – 6

Dr. Chandran complied routinely with all provisions of the custody agreement, separation agreement, June 30 passport exchange order and other provisions of the divorce agreement.

For example, Dr. Chandran took life insurance policy as mandated by the court on him, while it was difficult and expensive at his age and due to his health conditions. Currently the insurance policy is held at US Financial Life Insurance Company for the amount $ 500,000 for a period of 20 years with declining value (Contact Joe Lacovara, insurance agent, Tel 800 222 9735 X97). 
Dr. Chandran Complied -7:

While under no obligation to send the returned checks back to Artha, who did not bother to cash any of the child support checks consecutively for a period of 6 months, Dr. Chandran electronically transferred 3 month’s child support again, to make sure he is compliant of the court order beyond his call of duty.

Dr. Chandran Complied – 8

While Artha DENIED Dr. Chandran’s right to be with Aditya in numerous occasions as stated above, Dr. Chandran always maintained his time, met with all obligations of being with Aditya as per the agreements, and had never cancelled any of his visitation rights throughout past 12 month period since conclusion of divorce proceedings in July 2006. 
Denial of passport
This court is well aware of the denial of passport of Aditya by Artha to sabotage safe transport of Aditya by Dr. Chandran. The petitioner has previously brought action in the court to provide passport of Aditya to Dr. Chandran. Artha had DENIED passport to Dr. Chandran at least 3 occasions during the divorce proceedings, effectively sabotaging his time with Aditya to transport him outside the immediate NY state and abroad. For example the 3 occasion Artha previously DENIED Dr. Chandran to receive Aditya’s passport is well documented (Appendix VIII). 

In fact the court had passed an order on June 30, 2005 requiring each party to hand over the passport of Aditya to the custodial parent for safe transportation (Appendix II).

Dr. Chandran complied with this court order each and every time it was his turn to return the passport back to Artha (Exhibit 73).

Recent Passport Denial by Artha 1:

As recently as July 2006, in spite of a court order, Artha DENIED transferring passport Dr. Chandran on July 1st, effectively sabotaging Dr. Chandran’s plan to take Aditya, along with his grandmother, aunt and cousins in Dallas to Mexico. Dr. Chandran planned to take Aditya to Mexico to compensate the loss of this travel earlier due to refusal of passport by Artha in 2005. However, Artha consistently sabotaged Dr. Chandran’s every plan to transport Aditya safely in and out of USA (Exhibit 67).

Dr. Chandran asked for at least his birth certificate which was also DENIED.

In a separate e-mail Dr. Chandran asked for the passport to be sent via courier (like Federal Express) to Dr. Chandran’s address in TX, (Exhibit 68)
Artha’s Response: DENIED.

It is important to realize when Dr. Chandran asked for passport on June 29th, Artha had just returned back from India on June 28th; hence the issue of passport being put away in storage does not arise.

It is to be noted that Artha believe that Dr. Chandran may not return the passport back to her, contrary to the actions of Dr. Chandran, wherein he returned the passport consistently during 2005 at least 8 times and at least 3 time in 2006. Dr. Chandran never held Aditya’s passport for a minute more than it was necessary.

However, Artha’s obsession with Aditya’s passport borders paranoia and mental instability. I request this court to take actions against Artha who is clearly in contempt of this court order in many counts.

Recent Passport Denial by Artha 2:

On July 31st, 2006 Dr. Chandran requested for passport for safe transport of Aditya from Bolton Landing to Montreal, along with 3 family members. (Exhibit 75). Dr. Chandran also booked at a hotel in Montreal (non-refundable booking) for the outing (Exhibit 76). When Dr. Chandran went to pickup Aditya on August 1st, and requested for passport, 

Artha’s Response: DENIED.

Recent Birth Certificate Denial by Artha:
In a court order by the Supreme Court of New York dated August 4, 2006, presiding Judge Honorable Timothy Breen made the ruling that birth certificate of Aditya be handed over to Dr. Chandran on August 10, 2006 (Appendix X). When Dr. Chandran went to pick up the same on August 10, 2006 at 900 AM,

Artha’s Response: DENIED
Timing of this complaint:

While there were numerous violations of all court orders by Artha, Dr. Chandran could not file a case against Artha till now, as she was outside the country since October 2005 till June 28, 2006. This court was informed of the violation in a letter to the court by Dr. Chandran in April 2006 (Appendix IV). However Dr. Chandran waited for Artha to return back to USA, considering the difficulties in serving Artha in a foreign country, not knowing the appropriate valid and auditable serving methods.
Regarding this court’s displeasure with both petitioner and the defendant:

This court has previously stated that the Honorable Judge Breen was chagrined to note that two educated individuals are unable to agree upon anything. (i. Appendix II, Passport Exchange order, Page 2, line 2 and ii) Recent 21 day vacation days with Aditya to Dr. Chandran, Appendix XI, page 47, line 14). While both the petitioner and the defendant are at the mercy of this court, on August 4, 2006, the court has witnessed the outbursts of the respondent. While Artha did not have any perception of her position in front of the court, continued with tirades (Appendix XI). It only behooves the court if Artha did not have any respect for this court, how else she would behave towards her ex-husband, only ten times worse. It has been impossible for Dr. Chandran to deal with Artha who has clearly shown to the court to be disturbed individual (Appendix XI). Therefore, Dr. Chandran respectfully submits to the court that he is not in any position to logically interact with the respondent. Previous attempts to relate to the respondent had only resulted in humiliation and harassment for the petitioner in each and every occasion.
Psychiatric and/or psychological evaluation of the Respondent:
This court has witnessed in several occasions the mental imbalance of the respondent. These problems were evident during the divorce proceedings itself, for example, Artha fired 3 sets of competent attorneys, and 2 sets of qualified financial forensic accounting firms. For example, a) the divorce case was critical importance to Artha affecting her future, and b) the court mandated that all her legal costs be paid by her ex-husband so that there are no out of pocket expenses for Artha. In spite these concessions offered to her by the NY court system, Artha demonstrated her recklessness by appearing pro se in front this court’s judge. 

Artha continued to make a number of mistakes, such as denying Dr. Chandran his right to be with his son, numerous phone calls to disturb peace in the house hold of Dr. Chandran, illogical behavior towards Dr. Chandran and his family members, refusal to sign IRS form 8332 (while it offers no disadvantage to her by signing it, as child support funds are tax free) excessive and abnormal attention to the medical needs of Aditya, innumerable visits to doctors offices in various parts of the world and unconscionable behavior in front of this court on Aug 4, 2006.

In the section denoted excessive phone calls, it is clear that these harassing phone calls made by Artha are not only intrusive of Dr. Chandran’s time with his family, they also clearly indicate a pattern of abnormal behavior by Artha.

Artha has demonstrated that she does not have any respect for any court order, does not have respect for others time, especially Dr. Chandran’s and does not believe in American justice system. These unusual behaviors have consistently blocked her ambition to excel in life, as a mother or wife or as a professional in her chosen field. She is unstable in every aspect of her life, as she moved Aditya between continents, joined him in several schools for short period of time, and relocated Aditya all over the world. She subjected Aditya to medical examinations in every country she traveled all over the world, visited numerous doctors in a very short period, and suggested heroic surgical interventions for Aditya. When one doctor does not prescribe or treat Aditya in the ways she desired, she moved on to the next doctor who would listen to her. 
For example, the following is a typical list of doctors who saw Aditya in just 1 year period before she took Aditya to India in January 2006 (Appendix VI): Scott C. Bello, MD, Anthony F Malone, MD, Howard S Snyder, MD, Paul R. Silk, MD, Kishan K Battu, MD, Stephen G. Hasset, MD, Mary J. Nevins, MD, John Braico, MD, Daniel Burke, MD, Dennis McKenna, MD, Wayne Trainer, MD, Joseph Wayne, MD, Kimberley Konig, MD, Jennifer Larner, MD, and numerous others. This does not include downstate doctors such as Baik Hahn, MD, Babu Bangaru, MD and others. This list does not include all those doctors who treated Aditya in 2002-2004. Also this list does not include a battalion of doctors she employed to examine, treat and surgically intervene with Aditya in India. Furthermore, several emergency admissions, outside and inside of USA went unreported. Only source for Dr. Chandran is to routinely request Blue Shield to provide him with database report each year. It was previously pointed out that she also cleverly covered up all the examinations and surgical intervention done in India by not submitted any information to Blue Shield of NE NY, and when requested for such information (Exhibit 65), 
Artha, response: DENIED. 

By her own admission, Aditya was sick in her custody far more times than Dr. Chandran’s custody (Please refer to pages 15-18 of this report). Numerous violations of various orders of this court are of any indications, it is unlikely that these violations will end due to few additional court orders. It is therefore clear that she requires immediate psychological intervention, as reported and requested by her family members and by other doctors over the last few years. 

In the recent outburst at this court, for example (Appendix XI), Artha called Dr. Chandran as Ravi Yates, (in relation to Andrea Yates who killed her 3 children), accused of to be an abuser and other incredible allegations (Exhibit 79). She had used very strong words, such as “extremely unjust”, “Abuse, “Kill my son”, (Pages 38, 40, Appendix XI). These statements indicate that Artha may have serious mental imbalance. These accusations are not normal, and are beyond any logical behavior in a court of law and in front of a presiding judge, with absolutely no evidence. Furthermore, when a person is accused as an abuser, it marks them permanently even if the accused is acquitted at a later date. It is easier for anyone to accuse someone of certain act. However, it is almost impossible for the accused to prove the negative. 

Allegations of Artha regarding Dr. Chandran are not in the best interest of Aditya, and to date there is absolutely no evidence of any type of abuse from Dr. Chandran. It defies logic, if Dr. Chandran is an abuser, why would she leave her son with Dr. Chandran for extended period of time? If there were any credible evidence, this court would have heard it in the last 4 years with supporting documents and expert testimony. Artha has also indicated that she had visited an organization that helps with south Asian women from domestic violence (Appendix XI, page 7). It is surprising to note that why she is visiting that organization at this juncture, and how that information figures into providing Dr. Chandran with his request of 21 days with Aditya. Her entire testimony (Appendix XI) jumps from one thought process to another point or idea, which are totally disjointed. These statements are typical of mentally imbalanced individuals.
In fact Artha does not believe that Dr. Chandran is any danger to his son, as per her e-mail dated 8/22/06, (Exhibit 80) wherein she asks Dr. Chandran to continue with his visits for additional 4 days with Aditya at the conclusion of the court ordered 21-day vacation. This again defies any logic, that while Artha accused vehemently (Appendix XI) Dr. Chandran to be a danger to his son only few days back, now volunteers to let Aditya stay with Dr. Chandran for additional 4 days, and that too consecutively for 25 days. 

Due to the above reasons, the petitioner respectfully requests this court to order Artha to undergo psychological and/or psychiatric evaluation and obtain help immediately for the sake of her and our son.
Request for Relief
a) Request for Psychological/psychiatric Evaluation and treatment of Artha

(Please refer to pages 28-30)
b) Request to provide sole physical and legal custody of Aditya.

During the first six months of 2006, Artha did not cash any of the checks issued by Dr. Chandran. Also checks from Jan, Feb, and Mar were returned to Dr. Chandran in Apr, May and Jun 2006 respectively. Artha has demonstrated that she can take care of Aditya or herself without any financial support from Dr. Chandran.

In an e-mail to Dr Chandran (Appendix 81), and also during a proceeding in this court (Appendix XI, page 17, lines 11-25) Artha indicated that she is getting a job in NJ and admitting Aditya in a school in Moorestown, NJ. In relation to this move, Artha stated in several oral telephone conversations, that she will forego any and all types of child support payments. Artha recently indicated that she is planning to get a job, and had requested that child support payments can be stopped. In fact, Artha continued her life with Aditya without cashing any of the child support checks for a period in excess of 190 days (Exhibits 33 and 36). Artha seems to be able to support herself in spite of having no job. Therefore the petitioner requests that all child support payments be cancelled for now and forever. This will be consistent as and when Dr. Chandran is awarded the sole physical custody of Aditya.
Bases upon the detailed description of the violations of Artha which she managed to heap within one year divorce, it is requested that petitioner should be provided sole legal and physical custody of the child, and request that child support payments be terminated. Also request that court order Artha to live to closer to petitioner’s residence in Bolton Landing for further schooling of Aditya so that he can properly take care of Aditya during his custody period and Artha can have generous visitation rights.

c) Request for visitations rights with Aditya for Artha during the rest of the year.

The petitioner requests the following dates for visitation for Artha with Aditya for remainder of the year 2006:

Sept 1-10
Oct 1-Nov 10

Dec 1-10
Rest of the time, Dr. Chandran shall be in physical custody of Dr. Chandran. 
The above dates are requested as Dr. Chandran will be out of the country during most of October 2006. Since Artha does not agree to any dates Dr. Chandran ever proposed, the petitioner requests this court to grant of the above dates for both petitioner and the respondent.
d) Request to sign of IRS forms 8332 for the years 2005, 2006 and beyond.

e) Request to have Ms. Mary Christos present testimonial in any future proceedings of this court regarding this petition.

f) Restrain Artha from making excessive and untimely phone calls to Dr. Chandran’s residence.

g) Restrain Artha from making accusations of any kind of abuse by Dr. Chandran (Appendix V and XI).
h) Reimbursement of $ 460 from the recently sabotaged trip to Montreal

i) Reimbursement of $ 307 from daycare expenses, for which Artha is solely responsible (Page 8 Item I, and Page 10, Item D, Separation Agreement, Appendix IX), and Exhibit 78).

j) Due to Artha’s numerous passport and birth certificate transfer violations, petitioner request that he shall be the primary custodian of Aditya’s passport and birth certificate and shall be responsible for timely renewal of Aditya’s passport.
k) Restrain Artha from moving to Moorestown, NJ unilaterally with total disregard for Dr. Chandran’s rights to be with Aditya and in violation of court order (Appendix I, Page 7, lines 20-21) 
In an email dated 8/22/06 (Exhibit 81), Artha has indicated that she will or has already admitted Aditya to a school in Moorestown, NJ and planning to take him there starting September 2006. This issue was raised in the previous proceedings as well (Appendix XI, proceedings of the court held on Aug 4, 2006, page 17). Artha did not discuss the details of this school, did not discuss any future plans for Aditya’s education, and unilaterally decided to take him to NJ. Artha did not use her best effort to consult with Dr. Chandran as required by the custody agreement (Appendix I, page 7, lines 10-14).
Artha has prevented in numerous times Dr. Chandran’s access to Aditya during the last one year period, and allowing her to move another city or country would only result in her trying to completely cut Dr. Chandran from his son’s life. There is no guarantee that Artha will not quit this new location and move to another location, perhaps to India. She has already pleaded with this court to allow her and Aditya to move to India (Appendix XI, page, 27, line 16). Vast majority of the violations of the court order took place in India (between January and June 2006) and allowing her to go anywhere other than this Warren County NY jurisdiction will result in Dr. Chandran not being able to visit with his son.
Furthermore, Artha has indicated in her e-mail that she may get a job in NJ or NY, and even if she gets a job there is no guarantee that she will be able to maintain the same. She has been fired from her last two information technology management jobs she held in Ingersoll Rand Company, and Signature Pharmaceuticals in quick succession and she didn’t last in any job more than 3 months. 
Dr. Chandran has closed his operations is TX during 2005. Beginning January 2006 has moved back to Bolton Landing, NY. Dr. Chandran has been residing in Capital District of NY since 1986. Therefore, Dr. Chandran is not willing to uproot his base in Bolton Landing (Capital District, NY) and follow someone who is unstable in her professional career and has clearly demonstrated that she would certainly cut off Aditya’s father from his life.

In fact, in several of the conversations recently, she indicated that she will waive child support payments, if Dr. Chandran agrees to give up all his rights towards his son. Contrary to Artha’s motives, Dr. Chandran does not want his son to be separated from his mother, and feels that mother is an equal and important part his son’s life. In fact, Dr. Chandran insists on significant participation of Aditya’s mother in his life. However, same feelings are not reciprocated by Artha. She presents danger to Aditya by her own admission and actions, of her desire to remove Dr. Chandran from his son’s life.

Furthermore, the petitioner requests any other relief that the court may deem fit.
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