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DOCKET NO: LLI-CV21-5014019-S : SUPERIOR COURT 
 : J.D. OF LITCHFIELD 
JON A. GOODWIN : AT TORRINGTON 

Plaintiff :  
v. :  
 :  
RAYMOND J. MILOT, JUNIOR : JUNE 16, 2026 

Defendant :  

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND/OR REARGUMENT OF 
MEMORANDUM OF DECISION RE: DEFENDANT RAYMOND J. MILOT, JR.’S 

MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

Pursuant to Practice Book §§ 11-11 and 17-4, Plaintiff Jon A. Goodwin respectfully moves 

this Court to reargue and/or reconsider its Memorandum of Decision granting Defendant 

Raymond J. Milot, Jr.’s Motion for Summary Judgment. 

Reargument is warranted because the Court overlooked or misapprehended material facts 

contained in the summary judgment record, resolved disputed factual issues in Defendant’s favor, 

relied on facts not established by admissible evidence, failed to address Plaintiff’s Practice Book § 

17-47 argument regarding outstanding discovery, and made legal conclusions inconsistent with 

the governing summary judgment standard. 

This motion is accompanied by a Memorandum of Law in Support and a Certificate of 

Service. 

THE PLAINTIFF, 
 
By: /s/ Jon A. Goodwin 

Jon A. Goodwin, Pro Se 
34 N Franklin Ave. 
Box 687-2690 
Pinedale WY 82941 
+1 (212) 372-4803 
jgoodwin@protonmail.com 

 



 

DOCKET NO: LLI-CV21-5014019-S : SUPERIOR COURT 
 : J.D. OF LITCHFIELD 
JON A. GOODWIN : AT TORRINGTON 

Plaintiff :  
v. :  
 :  
RAYMOND J. MILOT, JUNIOR : JUNE 16, 2026 

Defendant :  

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION AND/OR REARGUMENT OF MEMORANDUM OF DECISION 

RE: DEFENDANT RAYMOND J. MILOT, JR.’S  
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

I.! INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff Jon A. Goodwin respectfully submits this memorandum in support of his Motion 

for Reargument and/or Reconsideration pursuant to Practice Book §§ 11-11 and 11-12. The 

Court’s memorandum of decision granting Defendant Raymond J. Milot, Jr.’s motion for 

summary judgment overlooked or misapprehended material record evidence, resolved disputed 

factual issues in Defendant’s favor, and failed to address Plaintiff’s Practice Book § 17-47 

argument that summary judgment was premature because essential discovery remained 

outstanding. (Ex. A, Ex. B, Ex. C, Ex. D, Ex. E, Ex. F, Ex. G.) 

Reargument is warranted because the Court’s ruling rests on assumptions not established 

by the summary judgment record, including when any DCF investigation began or ended, 

whether Defendant knew the status of any DCF proceeding when he made the challenged 

statements, whether the challenged statements were factual assertions rather than opinion, and 

whether deleted or withheld communications would bear directly on Defendant’s knowledge, 

intent, and publication. See Jaser v. Jaser, 37 Conn. App. 194, 202, 655 A.2d 790 (1995); Disturco 

v. Gates in N. Canaan, LLC, 204 Conn. App. 526, 536, 253 A.3d 1033 (2021). 



 

This motion does not reargue matters already fully and fairly considered. It seeks 

correction of specific factual and legal premises that were overlooked or misapprehended and that 

materially affected the ruling. See Comm’n on Hum. Rts. & Opportunities ex rel. Cortes v. Valentin, 

213 Conn. App. 635, 661, 278 A.3d 607 (2022). 

II.! GOVERNING STANDARD 

A motion to reargue is appropriate where the movant demonstrates that the court 

overlooked controlling law or misapprehended material facts. Jaser v. Jaser, 37 Conn. App. 194, 

202, 655 A.2d 790 (1995). Reargument is not a vehicle for a second bite at the apple, but it is 

proper to address overlooked facts, overlooked authorities, inconsistencies in the decision, or 

claims of law not previously addressed. K.A. Thompson Elec. Co. v. Wesco, Inc., 24 Conn. App. 758, 

760, 591 A.2d 822 (1991); Comm’n on Hum. Rts. & Opportunities ex rel. Cortes v. Valentin, 213 

Conn. App. 635, 661, 278 A.3d 607 (2022). 

Summary judgment may be granted only if there is no genuine issue of material fact and 

the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Conn. Practice Book § 17-49; Stuart v. 

Freiberg, 316 Conn. 809, 825–26, 116 A.3d 1195 (2015). The evidence must be viewed in the light 

most favorable to the nonmoving party, and the court may not weigh credibility, choose between 

competing inferences, or resolve disputed facts. Mac’s Car City, Inc. v. Am. Nissan, LLC, 205 

Conn. App. 736, 746–47, 258 A.3d 245 (2021); Maltas v. Maltas, 298 Conn. 354, 365, 2 A.3d 902 

(2010). 



 

III.! ARGUMENT 

A.! The Court Overlooked That the Record Does Not Establish When Any DCF 
Investigation Began or Ended, or That Plainti! Was “Under Investigation” 
When Defendant Made the Challenged Statements. 

A central premise of the Court’s decision is that Defendant’s statement that 

Plaintiff was “under investigation by DCF” was true because DCF investigated allegations 

involving Plaintiff. The record, however, does not establish the temporal facts necessary to 

support that conclusion. (Ex. A.) 

DCF’s December 13, 2019, notice states only that DCF had “recently investigated 

reported allegation(s)” and concluded that the allegation of physical abuse regarding Noah Milot 

was “Unsubstantiated.” (Ex. A.) The same notice further states that “DCF finds that you do not 

pose a risk to the health, safety or well-being of children.” (Ex. A.) But the notice does not 

establish when the investigation commenced, when it concluded, or whether any investigation 

was pending when Defendant made the challenged accusations. (Ex. A.) 

The distinction is material. A statement that a person was “under investigation” at a 

particular time is not proven merely because an agency later investigated some complaint at some 

point. The Court’s reasoning effectively assumed the missing temporal facts and resolved that 

disputed issue against Plaintiff. That was improper at summary judgment. See Stuart v. Freiberg, 

316 Conn. 809, 825–26, 116 A.3d 1195 (2015). 

The error is not merely that the temporal facts were unproven; it is that the Court 

supplied a fact the record affirmatively contradicts. The Complaint pleads that Defendant stated 

Plaintiff “is subject to an investigation by DCF” and was “under investigation by DCF”—

assertions, in the present tense, of a then-existing investigation when Defendant spoke on 

November 3, 2019. (Compl., Count Six ¶ 15; Count Eighteen ¶ 42(d).) The only evidence of any 



 

DCF investigation is the December 13, 2019 notice, which post-dates the challenged statement by 

nearly six weeks and recites only that DCF “recently investigated” allegations—past tense. (Ex. 

A.) The record connects that investigation to the report a school staff member made to DCF after 

Defendant’s own daughter brought her recording to school on November 4, 2019 (a Monday)—

the day after, Defendant’s statement. (Compl., Count Eleven ¶ 24.) On this record a reasonable 

jury could find that no DCF investigation existed when Defendant declared one did, and that 

Defendant helped manufacture the very investigation he then publicized. The Court resolved that 

dispute the other way by inferring a “pending” investigation that the record does not establish 

and that the timeline calls into question. A party may not invoke the truth of an investigation that 

did not yet exist when he spoke, still less one he set in motion. 

Even under the substantial-truth doctrine the Court applied, whether the “gist” of 

Defendant’s statement was substantially true when published is itself a disputed question of fact 

where the only evidence of an investigation post-dates the statement. See Mercer v. Cosley, 110 

Conn. App. 283, 303–04, 955 A.2d 550 (2008) (substantial truth ordinarily a jury question, 

suitable for summary judgment only where the record excludes any real doubt). The Court’s 

contrary conclusion required it to choose Defendant’s inference over Plaintiff’s, which Practice 

Book § 17-49 forbids. 

B.! The Court Equated the Existence of a DCF Investigation With the Truth of 
Defendant’s Abuse Accusations, But Those Are Separate Questions. 

Even if DCF investigated allegations at some point, that does not establish the truth of 

Defendant’s accusations that Plaintiff was “abusing his children,” was “dangerous,” or was a 

“psycho.” (Ex. C, Ex. D, Ex. E.) Truth is an affirmative defense, but it is not established by a 



 

generalized showing that some governmental inquiry occurred. See Gleason v. Smolinski, 319 

Conn. 394, 430–31, 125 A.3d 920 (2015). 

The summary judgment record contains contrary evidence. Plaintiff averred that New 

Milford police investigated the November 1, 2019, incident and determined there was no 

evidence of a crime by an adult. (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 22–23; Ex. C.) DCF then issued the written 

determination stating that the abuse allegation was “Unsubstantiated” and that Plaintiff did not 

pose a risk to children. (Ex. A.) Plaintiff’s November 4, 2019, letter also expressly described 

Defendant’s accusations as false and demanded preservation of evidence. (Ex. C.) Christine 

Jowdy’s November 24 and November 26, 2019 messages likewise describe Defendant’s alleged 

statements to the children and to DCF-related contacts as “unstable,” “abusive,” “psyco,” and 

“fraudulent.” (Ex. D, Ex. E.) 

Those materials created classic factual disputes concerning falsity, malice, publication, 

and damages. The Court should not have collapsed them into a single proposition that DCF had 

investigated allegations at some point. 

C.! The Court Failed to Address Plainti!’s Practice Book § 17-47 Argument That 
Summary Judgment Was Premature Because Essential Discovery Remained 
Outstanding. 

Plaintiff expressly argued that summary judgment was premature because Defendant’s 

communications had not been produced and because evidence had been deleted at Defendant’s 

direction. (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 46–48; Ex. G.) The record contains text messages in which 

Defendant instructs his daughter, “And you should delete these texts,” and “You should not save 

texts to me sweets,” followed by responses reflecting deletion. (Ex. G.) Plaintiff also averred that 

Defendant refused to produce his own text messages relating to these events. (Goodwin Aff. ¶ 

48.) 



 

Conn. Practice Book § 17-47 permits the court to deny or defer summary judgment where 

the nonmoving party cannot present facts essential to justify opposition. Plaintiff’s argument was 

not peripheral. The missing communications were directly relevant to Defendant’s knowledge, 

intent, motive, participation in creating or disseminating the accusations, and credibility. 

(Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 46–48; Ex. G.) 

The Court’s memorandum of decision does not address that argument at all. It contains 

no reference to Practice Book § 17-47, to the outstanding depositions and the contemplated 

amended motion to compel, to Defendant’s refusal to produce his own communications, or to the 

deletion instructions as a bar to summary judgment. The only place the deletions appear is in the 

Court’s intentional-infliction analysis, where the Court treated them solely as a question of 

outrageousness and concluded that telling one’s children to delete texts is not extreme and 

outrageous. The Court never considered those same deletions, and Defendant’s withholding of 

his own messages, as what they independently are: grounds to deny or defer summary judgment 

because Plaintiff cannot yet marshal facts essential to his opposition. A court’s failure to address a 

properly raised argument that could alter the outcome is itself a recognized basis for reargument. 

K.A. Thompson Elec. Co. v. Wesco, Inc., 24 Conn. App. 758, 760, 591 A.2d 822 (1991). And where, 

as here, the movant’s own conduct in directing the destruction of evidence and refusing 

production is what leaves the record incomplete, summary judgment on that record is especially 

inappropriate. See Barasso v. Rear Still Hill Rd., LLC, 64 Conn. App. 9, 16, 778 A.2d 980 (2001). 

D.! The Court Erred in Treating Defendant’s Statements as Nonactionable 
Opinion. 

The Court concluded that Defendant’s references to Plaintiff as an “abuser,” a “child 

abuser,” or similar terms were nonactionable opinion. That conclusion overlooks both the context 



 

of the challenged statements and the allegations contained in the Complaint. (Ex. C, Ex. D, Ex. 

E.) 

Under Connecticut law, whether a statement is actionable depends on whether it can 

reasonably be understood as stating or implying verifiable facts. See Goodrich v. Waterbury 

Republican-Am., Inc., 188 Conn. 107, 111–13, 448 A.2d 1317 (1982); Daley v. Aetna Life & Cas. Co., 

249 Conn. 766, 778–79, 734 A.2d 112 (1999). Here, Defendant allegedly stated that Plaintiff was 

“abusing his children,” was under investigation by DCF because of child abuse, and was 

dangerous. (Ex. C, Ex. D.) Those are not merely loose insults; they are factual assertions capable 

of being proven true or false. 

The Court appears to have relied in part on Plaintiff’s own litigation characterization of 

Defendant as a “child abuser.” But the context of Plaintiff’s statements in litigation is not the 

same as Defendant’s alleged public accusations in the neighborhood, in the presence of children, 

and in connection with DCF and police involvement. (Ex. C, Ex. D.) The issue is not whether the 

noun “abuser” can never be opinion. It is whether, in context, Defendant’s statements conveyed 

objective factual allegations of child abuse. At minimum, that question is for the jury. See Daley v. 

Aetna Life & Cas. Co., 249 Conn. 766, 778–79, 734 A.2d 112 (1999). 

E.! The Court Relied on Facts Not Established by the Summary Judgment 
Record Concerning Defendant’s Role in Creating and Disseminating the 
Allegations. 

The Court’s analysis treated Defendant as though he merely repeated information from 

others. The summary judgment record does not compel that characterization. Plaintiff presented 

evidence from which a factfinder could conclude that Defendant participated in creating, 

encouraging, promoting, or disseminating the accusations. (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 3–6, 24–33, 46–48; 

Ex. B, Ex. G.) 



 

The text messages in Exhibit B show the timeline of Defendant’s communications 

immediately surrounding the incident, and the materials in Exhibit G show later communications 

instructing deletion of texts and other messages. Those documents support an inference that 

Defendant was not a passive recipient of information but an active participant in the creation, 

shaping, and concealment of evidence. (Ex. B, Ex. G.) 

Because multiple competing inferences could be drawn from the same record, the Court 

should not have resolved Defendant’s role as a matter of law. See Maltas v. Maltas, 298 Conn. 354, 

365, 2 A.3d 902 (2010). 

F.! The Court Improperly Weighed Evidence Concerning Malice, Knowledge, 
Intent, and Credibility. 

Plaintiff’s claims turn on state-of-mind issues, including whether Defendant acted 

knowingly, recklessly, maliciously, or with disregard for the truth. Those are ordinarily jury 

questions. See Gallo v. Barile, 284 Conn. 459, 473–74, 935 A. 2d 103 (2007). 

The summary judgment record contains evidence from which a reasonable factfinder 

could infer malice or reckless disregard, including Defendant’s alleged continued accusations 

after police found no crime, his continuing reliance on accusations that DCF later found 

unsubstantiated, his instructions to delete communications, and his refusal to produce his own 

messages. (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 22–23, 29–33, 46–48; Ex. A, Ex. C, Ex. G.) The Court instead 

adopted Defendant’s innocent explanation and rejected contrary inferences favorable to Plaintiff. 

That was improper. See Mac’s Car City, Inc. v. Am. Nissan, LLC, 205 Conn. App. 736, 746–47, 258 

A.3d 245 (2021). 

The record also contains evidence that the underlying abuse narrative was coached rather 

than truthfully reported. In a March 21, 2020 text message, a friend of Defendant’s daughter 



 

instructed her: “If you call the police bring up the abuse stories and [N.M.].” (Ex. H.) A 

reasonable factfinder could read that message as evidence that the “abuse stories” were a 

coordinated fabrication—to be raised with law enforcement on cue—rather than genuine reports 

of abuse. That inference bears directly on the falsity of the accusations Defendant published and 

on whether he acted with malice or reckless disregard for the truth. At a minimum, Exhibit H 

presents a genuine issue of material fact on falsity and malice that precludes summary judgment. 

G.! The Court Improperly Resolved Publication, Republication, and Publicity 
Issues Against Plainti!. 

Plaintiff presented evidence that Defendant’s accusations were made outdoors in a 

residential neighborhood, in the presence of others, and in a manner audible to neighbors and 

police. (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 24–28; Ex. C, Ex. D.) Plaintiff also presented evidence of republication: 

a stranger later called Plaintiff a “child abuser,” and Heather Walsh later posted on Facebook that 

Plaintiff and Christine Jowdy were “in trouble for abusing her children.” (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 35–

38; Ex. F.) 

Those facts are sufficient to raise genuine issues concerning publication, republication, 

foreseeability, publicity, causation, and damages. The Court’s memorandum did not resolve those 

issues in Plaintiff’s favor, as required on summary judgment. Instead, it effectively treated 

publication and community spread as insufficiently established, despite the record evidence. That 

was error. See Gallo v. Barile, 284 Conn. 459, 468–74, 935 A.2d 103 (2007). 

H.! The Court Narrowed Count Eleven Beyond the Allegations and Failed to 
Address Plainti!’s Concerted-Action Theory. 

Count Eleven does not allege merely independent conduct by Hannah Milot. Plaintiff 

alleged that Defendant met with Hannah immediately before the November 1, 2019 incident, 



 

encouraged conduct designed to generate allegations, aided dissemination, and acted in concert 

with Hannah. (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 3–6, 16–21; Ex. B.) 

The Court’s decision does not address those allegations. Instead, it appears to have 

analyzed Count Eleven as though it involved only separate statements made by Hannah. That 

omission matters because the count was pleaded on a concerted-action theory, and the record 

contained evidence supporting that theory. See Golek v. St. Mary’s Hosp., 133 Conn. App. 182, 

194–95, 34 A.3d 546 (2012). 

I.! Reconsideration Is Necessary to Prevent Manifest Injustice. 

The Court’s ruling rests on disputed facts and unresolved discovery issues concerning: 

-! when any DCF investigation began and ended; 

-! whether Plaintiff was under investigation when the challenged statements were 

made; 

-! whether the statements were factual accusations or opinion; 

-! whether Defendant participated in creating or disseminating the accusations; 

-! whether Defendant instructed deletion of evidence; 

-! whether essential communications remain undisclosed; 

-! whether publication and republication occurred; and 

-! whether malice or reckless disregard can be inferred from the record. 

(Ex. A, Ex. B, Ex. C, Ex. D, Ex. E, Ex. F, Ex. G.) 

If those issues are reconsidered under the proper summary judgment standard, the Court 

should deny summary judgment or, at minimum, defer judgment under Practice Book § 17-47 

until essential discovery is complete. 



 

IV.! TIMELINE OF THE NOVEMBER 1, 2019 INCIDENT AND SUBSEQUENT 
EVENTS (WHAT THE EVIDENCE WILL SHOW) 

!! On Friday, November 1, 2019, Hannah Milot and Noah Milot were in the custody of 

their Mother, Christine Jowdy at 95 Indian Trail in New Milford, Connecticut, a 

residence that was shared by Mr. Goodwin and Ms. Jowdy. 

!! Hannah Milot and Noah Milot were interacting in a cooperative manner. 

!! Uninvited by Ms. Jowdy or Mr. Goodwin, at approximately 5:27 p.m. on Friday, 

November 1, 2019, Defendant Raymond Milot met with Hannah Milot outside of 

Ms. Jowdy’s and Mr. Goodwin’s residence. The timing is fixed by Defendant’s own 

contemporaneous text messages: “Can you come outside” (5:26 p.m.), “Top” 

(5:27 p.m.), and “Be there in 1” (5:27 p.m.). (Ex. B; Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 3–6.) 

!! Immediately after returning to the residence from meeting with her father, Hannah 

Milot began accusing her younger brother of stealing one piece of her Halloween 

candy which was implausible given the mountain of candy she had collected. 

Hannah Milot carried on for over two hours, demanding that Ms. Jowdy and Mr. 

Goodwin “punish” Noah Milot. 

!! During the same evening of Friday, November 1, 2019, N’s dysregulation escalated 

until, at approximately 7:28 p.m., the children texted Defendant that the police had 

been called and that “mom got hit multiple times by Noah.” At Ms. Jowdy’s 

request, Mr. Goodwin removed bolts N had taped between his fingers as an 

improvised weapon and assisted in restraining N to prevent harm; N kicked and 

struck Mr. Goodwin. Hannah Milot recorded Mr. Goodwin without his consent. 

(Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 11–16; Ex. B.) 



 

!! The New Milford Police responded that evening, spoke with the parties, and 

determined there was no evidence of any crime by an adult. (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 22–

23; Ex. B.) 

!! On Saturday, November 2, 2019, Defendant instructed his daughter by text message, 

“You should not save texts to me sweets,” and the daughter replied, “I’ll just delet 

the whole conversation.” (Ex. G.) That instruction followed an earlier one on 

October 19, 2019—“And you should delete these texts”—and was followed by a 

further instruction on November 25, 2019—“Delete that.” (Ex. G.) 

!! On Sunday, November 3, 2019, outdoors in the residential neighborhood, in the 

presence of a uniformed New Milford police officer and his minor children, 

Defendant accused Mr. Goodwin of “abusing his children,” being “dangerous,” 

“abusive,” a “psycho,” and “under investigation by DCF.” (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 24–

29; Ex. D.) 

!! Also on Monday, November 4, 2019, Defendant’s daughter brought her recording to 

her school and reported to a staff member that Mr. Goodwin had abused N; the staff 

member then contacted DCF. The record connects DCF’s ensuing investigation—

which produced the December 13, 2019 notice—to this November 4 report, not to 

any proceeding shown to be open when Defendant spoke. (Compl., Count Eleven 

¶ 24.) 

!! On Monday, November 4, 2019, Mr. Goodwin sent Defendant a written letter via 

Federal Express identifying the false and defamatory statements, demanding that 



 

Defendant cease the conduct and preserve all evidence, and providing notice of 

impending litigation. (Goodwin Aff. ¶ 31; Ex. C.) 

!! On November 24, 2019, Ms. Jowdy sent Defendant a written message confirming 

that she personally heard Defendant’s Sunday, November 3rd accusations, including 

that she and Mr. Goodwin were “unstable” and “abusive” and that Mr. Goodwin 

was a “psyco.” (Ex. D.) 

!! On November 26, 2019, Ms. Jowdy sent Defendant a further written message 

addressing an additional fraudulent DCF report Defendant was alleged to have 

instigated. (Ex. E.) 

!! On December 13, 2019—nearly six weeks after Defendant’s November 3 

statement—DCF issued its written Notification of Investigation Results finding the 

allegation of physical abuse of Noah Milot “Unsubstantiated” and stating, “DCF 

finds that you do not pose a risk to the health, safety or well-being of children.” 

(Ex. A; Goodwin Aff. ¶ 32.) 

!! On March 21, 2020, a friend of Defendant’s daughter texted the daughter, “If you 

call the police bring up the abuse stories and [N.M.],” coaching the deployment of 

the abuse narrative to law enforcement. (Ex. H.) 

!! Notwithstanding the police finding of no crime, the DCF “Unsubstantiated” 

determination, and Mr. Goodwin’s preservation letter, Defendant’s accusations 

foreseeably spread within the community. A stranger later called Mr. Goodwin a 

“child abuser,” and in March 2023 Heather Walsh publicly posted on Facebook that 

Mr. Goodwin and Ms. Jowdy were “in trouble for abusing her children.” Walsh is 



 

represented by the same firm that represents Defendant. (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 33–38, 

43; Ex. F.) 

!! In September 2021, as a result of the ongoing hostility, Mr. Goodwin was forced to 

leave 95 Indian Trail and relocate to Canaan, Connecticut, where additional harm 

occurred. (Goodwin Aff. ¶¶ 39–42.) 

!! Throughout this litigation, Defendant has refused to produce his own text messages 

relating to these events, leaving only the partial record recovered from a child’s 

device. (Goodwin Aff. ¶ 48.) 

The evidence will further show that no investigation was ever opened by DCF regarding 

the Friday, November 1, 2019, incident, and that at the time Defendant Milot made the 

defamatory statements about the Plaintiff, no DCF investigation was open regarding the Plaintiff. 

The evidence will also show that the investigation for which the Plaintiff received the December 

13, 2019 notification of investigation results from DCF occurred on November 16, 2019. 

V.! CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court: 

1. Grant this Motion for Reargument and/or Reconsideration; 

2. Vacate the Memorandum of Decision granting Defendant Raymond J. Milot, Jr.’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment; 

3. Deny Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment; or 

4. In the alternative, defer adjudication pursuant to Practice Book § 17-47 pending 

completion of discovery. 

  



 

THE PLAINTIFF, 
 
By: /s/ Jon A. Goodwin 

Jon A. Goodwin, Pro Se 
34 N Franklin Ave. 
Box 687-2690 
Pinedale WY 82941 
+1 (212) 372-4803 
jgoodwin@protonmail.com 

 



 

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 

I certify that a copy of this document was mailed or delivered electronically or non-
electronically on June 16, 2026, to all attorneys and self-represented parties of record and to all 
parties who have not appeared in this matter and that written consent for electronic delivery was 
received from all attorneys and self-represented parties receiving electronic delivery. 

Robert Salerno and 
Rebecca Mayo-Goodrich 
Of Conti Levy Salerno Goodrich LLC 
Counsel to Defendant Milot 
P.O. Box 239 
Torrington, CT 06790 
rgoodrich@contilevylaw.com 
rsalerno@contilevylaw.com 

John R. Williams 
Counsel to Jon A. Goodwin 
51 Elm Street, Ste 409 
New Haven, CT 06510 
jrw@johnrwilliams.com 

By: /s/ Jon A. Goodwin  

Jon A. Goodwin, Pro Se 
34 N Franklin Ave. 
Box 687-2690 
Pinedale WY 82941 
+1 (212) 372-4803 
jgoodwin@protonmail.com 
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Plainti!’s Memorandum of Law in Support of Plainti!’s Motion for Reconsideration 
and/or Reargument of Memorandum Decision Re: Defendant Raymond J. Milot Jr’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment 
 

 in 
 

Goodwin v. Milot, No. LLI-CV21-5014019-S 
(Conn. Super. Ct., J.D. of Litchfield Oct. 21, 2021)   

 
 



9\A^_L=D\`=YY@?ANF ?M K Q?>= `= >a:_O@\O=A\aOL

B\D=b\\9I@D= `= ?.9 \T=Y@LAcT@_Y9
5 = `d= [LL\OO@DbL\D

O[eE\D9=B =E@Y\L.=_L= [Y= f= T_!Oa[Oe=H.=F FP

[TT@9[N@L

@.=B&'=[ =b&&%/-'.=2$-'7=%+36=#/&1'.=%$4&#$="'%=#("($="#=0&33&/#`

!"*J71&+'%

= ",=()$=:3"-'(-;=-'=()-#="*(-&' =@=)"5$=4$1#&'"3=J'&/3$%7$=&0=()$=0"*(#=#$(=0&1()=)$1$-'="'%
*&+3%=*&,4$($'(36=($#(-06=(&=()$,=-0=*"33$%="#="=/-('$## 

F = [(="33=1$3$5"'(=(-,$#=%+1-'7=()$=$5$'(#=%$#*1-2$%=2$3&/.=@=1$#-%$%=/-()=A)1-#(-'$=B&/%6="(
QM=-'%-"'=L1"-3.=D$/=E-30&1%.=A&''$*(-*+(.=/-()-'=()$=41-5"($=A"'%3$/&&%=Y"J$=A3+2=*&,,+'-(6 

D&5$,2$1= .=F Q.=@'*-%$'(="'%=:1$?@'*-%$'(=@'#(-7"(-&'

H = \'=D&5$,2$1= .=F Q.=41-&1=(&=4&3-*$=-'5&35$,$'(.=9$0$'%"'(<#=,-'&1=%"+7)($1.=VE E W
,$(=41-5"($36=/-()=9$0$'%"'(=O"6,&'%=B =E-3&(.=B1 =-'=)-#=5$)-*3$=&+(#-%$=()$=1$#-%$'*$="(=QM=@'%-"'=L1"-3 

K = @=4$1#&'"336=&2#$15$%=()$=,-'&1=%"+7)($1=3$"5$=()$=1$#-%$'*$=(&=,$$(=/-()=9$0$'%"'(="'%
()$'=1$(+1'=-'#-%$=-,,$%-"($36=()$1$"0($1 

M = a4&'=1$(+1'-'7=01&,=()"(=,$$(-'7.=E E =-,,$%-"($36=2$7"'=5$12"336=-'#(-7"(-'7="'%
41&5&J-'7=)$1=6&+'7$1=,"3$=#-23-'7.=Ve E W.=*"+#-'7=)-,=(&=2$*&,$=%6#1$7+3"($%="'%=$#*"3"($% 

P = ]L$g(=,$##"7$#=3"($1=*&'G1,$%=()$=(-,-'7="'%=#+2#("'*$=&0=()$=,-'&1=*)-3%<#=,$$(-'7=/-()
9$0$'%"'(=-,,$%-"($36=2$0&1$=()$=$#*"3"(-&'.=-1-*3+%-'7=9$0$'%"'(<#=,$##"7$#=#("(-'7`=VA"'=6&+=*&,$
&+(#-%$.W=0&33&/$%=26=VL&4.W="'%=()$=1$#4&'#$=V!$=()$1$=-'=  W

9&*+,$'($%=:#6*)-"(1-*=A&'%-(-&'#=&0=()$=E-'&1=A)-3%=UO$%"*($%X

R = :1-&1=(&=D&5$,2$1= .=F Q.=D E =)"%=2$$'=$5"3+"($%=26="=2&"1%?*$1(-G$%=*)-3%="'%
"%&3$#*$'(=4#6*)-"(1-#(="'%=%-"7'&#$%=/-()=9-#1+4(-5$=E&&%=96#1$7+3"(-&'=9-#&1%$1=U9E99X.
[(($'(-&'?9$G*-(hc64$1"*(-5-(6=9-#&1%$1.="'%=>-23-'7=O$3"(-&'"3=:1&23$,#.="#=%&*+,$'($%=-'="=/1-(($'= W
4#6*)-"(1-*=$5"3+"(-&'=%"($%=B"'+"16=FF.=F Q 

S = L)$=$5"3+"(-&'=%&*+,$'($%=()"(=D E =)"#=#-7'-G*"'(=%-Z*+3(6=1$7+3"(-'7=$,&(-&'#.="=3&/
(&3$1"'*$=0&1=01+#(1"(-&'.="'%="=)-#(&16=&0=1"4-%=$#*"3"(-&'=-'(&="771$##-5$=2$)"5-&1.=4"1(-*+3"136=-'=1$#4&'#$
(&=-'($14$1#&'"3="'%=#-23-'7=*&'i-*( 

Q = L)$=$5"3+"(-&'=0+1()$1=%&*+,$'($%=()"(=D E <#=%6#1$7+3"(-&'=-#=)-7)36=#$'#-(-5$=(&
41&5&*"(-&'.="'%=()"(=$#*"3"(-&'=*"'=&**+1=#+%%$'36="'%=%-#41&4&1(-&'"($36=/)$'=(1-77$1$% 



 = !"#$%=&'=()$#$=%&*+,$'($%=*&'%-(-&'#.=-(=/"#=0&1$#$$"23$=()"(=41&5&*"(-&'=26="=#-23-'78
4"1(-*+3"136=-,,$%-"($36=0&33&/-'7="=41-5"($=,$$(-'7=/-()=9$0$'%"'(8*&+3%=(1-77$1=1"4-%="'%=%"'7$1&+#
%6#1$7+3"(-&' 

:3"-'(-;<#=>"0$(6?91-5$'=@'($15$'(-&'

= 9+1-'7=()$=$'#+-'7=-'*-%$'(.=A)1-#(-'$=B&/%6=1$C+$#($%=()"(=@="##-#(=)$1=-'=1$#(1"-'-'7
D E =%+$=(&=)-#=%6#1$7+3"($%=#("($="'%=-,,$%-"($=#"0$(6=*&'*$1'# 

F.= !$0&1$=1$#(1"-'-'7=D E .= @= 1$,&5$%=2&3(#=()"(=)"%=2$$'=("4$%=2$(/$$'=)-#=G'7$1# 

H = I)-3$=@=/"#="##-#(-'7=-'=1$#(1"-'-'7=D E .=D E .=J-*J$%="'%=#(1+*J=,$=1$4$"($%36 

K = L)$#$="*(-&'#=&**+11$%=/)-3$=@=/"#="(($,4(-'7=(&=41$5$'(=)"1,="'%=%$?$#*"3"($=()$
#-(+"(-&'="(=E# =B&/%6<#=1$C+$#( 

M = @=%-%='&(=#(1-J$.="2+#$.=&1="##"+3(=D E =&1="'6=&()$1=*)-3%="(="'6=(-,$ 

D&'?A&'#$'#+"3=N-%$&=O$*&1%-'7="'%=>*)&&3=9-##$,-'"(-&'

P = 9+1-'7=&1=-,,$%-"($36=0&33&/-'7=()$=D&5$,2$1= .=F Q.= -'*-%$'(.=()$=E E =1$*&1%$%="
5-%$&=&0=,$=/-()&+(=,6=*&'#$'(=-'#-%$=()$=1$#-%$'*$ 

R = @=%-%='&(=*&'#$'(=(&=2$-'7=1$*&1%$%.="'%=()$=1$*&1%-'7=/"#='&(=,"%$=0&1=#"0$(6.
$,$17$'*6.=&1=$5-%$'(-"16=4+14&#$# 

S = E E =3"($1=#)&/$%=()"(=5-%$&=(&=#*)&&3=#(";.=&+(#-%$=,6=41$#$'*$="'%=/-()&+(=,6
*&'#$'( 

Q = L)$=5-%$&=/"#=41$#$'($%=-'="=,"''$1=-'($'%$%=(&=4&1(1"6=,$=0"3#$36="#="2+#-5$=&1
%"'7$1&+# 

F  = L)$=%-##$,-'"(-&'=&0=()$=5-%$&=(&=#*)&&3=4$1#&''$3=-'#(-7"($%="=1$4&1(=(&=()$=A&''$*(-*+(
9$4"1(,$'(=&0=A)-3%1$'="'%=T",-3-$#=UV9ATWX 

F  = L)$=9AT=-'5$#(-7"(-&'=()"(=0&33&/$%=/"#=2"#$%.=-'=,"($1-"3=4"1(.=&'=()$=0"3#$='"11"(-5$
41&,&($%=()1&+7)=()"(='&'?*&'#$'#+"3=5-%$&="'%=9$0$'%"'(<#="**+#"(-&'# 

:&3-*$=O$#4&'#$="'%=Y"*J=&0=A1-,-'"3=T-'%-'7#

FF = D$/=E-30&1%=4&3-*$=&Z*$1#=1$#4&'%$%=(&=()$=1$#-%$'*$=&'=D&5$,2$1= .= F Q.="'%=#4&J$
/-()=()$=4"1(-$#=41$#$'( 

FH = [0($1=-'5$#(-7"(-'7.=4&3-*$=%$($1,-'$%=()"(=()$1$=/"#='&=$5-%$'*$=&0="'6=*1-,$=*&,,-(($%
26="'="%+3(="(=()$=1$#-%$'*$.

9$0$'%"'(<#=:+23-*=[**+#"(-&'#=&'=D&5$,2$1=H.=F Q

FK = \'&1="2&+(=D&5$,2$1=H.=F Q.=9$0$'%"'(=6$33$%=0"3#$="**+#"(-&'#=()"(=@=/"#=V"2+#-'7=)-#
*)-3%1$'.W=/"#=V%"'7$1&+#.W="'%=/"#="=V4#6*)&W=&'=()$=#(1$$(='$"1=QM=@'%-"'=]L1"-3 

?M?


















































