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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 22, 2026 

Defendant :  

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY RESPONSES FROM 
DEFENDANT RAYMOND J. MILOT, JUNIOR 

The Plaintiff, Jon A. Goodwin, appearing pro se, respectfully moves the Court, pursuant 

to Connecticut Practice Book §§ 13-14, 13-26, and 13-27, for an order compelling the Defendant, 

Raymond J. Milot, Jr., to provide full, complete, and verified supplemental responses to the 

Plaintiff’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production dated August 31, 2023, and to produce all 

responsive documents and electronically stored information (“ESI”) within his possession, 

custody, or control. The specific deficiencies and supporting authority are set forth in the 

accompanying Memorandum of Law and the Affidavit of Jon A. Goodwin. In support, the 

Plaintiff represents: 

1. On August 31, 2023, the Plaintiff served the Defendant with Interrogatories and 

Requests for Production relevant to the claims in this action. See Exhibit A. 

2. On November 13, 2023, the Defendant served responses consisting almost entirely 

of boilerplate denials—“No knowledge of any of these allegations,” “Not 

applicable,” “N/A,” and “Not available”—and produced no responsive documents. 

See Exhibit B; see also Exhibit C (Notice of Compliance). 

3. The Plaintiff has satisfied the good-faith conferral requirement of the Court’s 

November 25, 2025 order, conferring with the Defendant’s counsel by video on 

December 22, 2025 (approximately 1 hour 20 minutes), by Microsoft Teams on 
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January 27, 2026, and in person on March 23, 2026, and by repeated written 

demands. See Exhibits D, E, F and M; Supplemental Affidavit of Jon A. Goodwin 

(appended hereto). The Defendant produced no additional material. 

4. The Defendant’s responses are incomplete and, in material respects, contradicted 

by the record. As set forth in the accompanying Memorandum and Affidavit, the 

Defendant’s sworn deposition testimony of May 26, 2026 contradicts his responses; 

the Defendant provided to the Department of Children and Families the November 

1, 2019 video and/or photographs of the Plaintiff, and provided a juvenile-court 

document referencing the Plaintiff to the children’s school, yet has produced none 

of these materials in this action; and the document the Defendant disseminated is 

appended as Exhibit A to the Plaintiff’s Reply to Objection to Motion to Intervene, 

filed September 27, 2021 in the juvenile matters and served on the Defendant’s 

counsel, of which his counsel were aware. See Exhibit L; Affidavit of Jon A. 

Goodwin. 

5. The Defendant was under a duty to preserve evidence no later than November 2019, 

as shown by the Plaintiff’s November 4, 2019 litigation-hold letter (Exhibit I), 

delivered through Our Family Wizard on November 5, 2019 (Exhibit J), and the 

Defendant’s own requests that the police and DCF investigate the Plaintiff. Despite 

that duty, the Defendant continued the deletion of his messages, directed the 

deletion of his daughter’s messages and, through counsel, now represents that he no 

longer possesses the 2019 cellular devices. See Exhibit F (R. Salerno email, June 10, 

2026). The unavailability of the physical handsets, however, does not excuse 
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production: the responsive data—text messages, call-detail records, photographs, 

and associated metadata—exists independently of the 2019 devices in the 

Defendant’s Apple iCloud account(s) and in the records of his cellular carrier, 

AT&T (Ex. H, Tr. 6, 42–43). By focusing on the devices rather than the data, the 

Defendant and his counsel raise a strawman intended to circumvent the actual 

issue—production of the responsive information, which remains accessible from the 

Defendant’s cloud-backup and carrier accounts. 

6. Although the Defendant’s counsel promised on May 28, 2026, and again on June 10, 

2026, to produce the parties’ Our Family Wizard records, the Defendant has not 

produced them. See Exhibit F (R. Salerno emails, May 28, 2026, and June 10, 2026). 

7. For the reasons set forth in the accompanying Memorandum of Law, an order 

compelling full compliance and awarding sanctions under Practice Book § 13-14 is 

warranted. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court: 

1. Order the Defendant to serve full and complete supplemental responses to the 

identified Interrogatories and Requests for Production within thirty (30) days; 

2. Order the Defendant to produce all responsive, non-privileged documents and 

electronically stored information, including the Our Family Wizard records and the 

other materials identified herein, or to state under oath, after a diligent search, that 

no such materials exist; 

production: the responsive data—text messages, call-detail records, photographs,

and associated metadata—exists independently of the 2019 devices in the

Defendant's Apple iCloud accounts) and in the records of his cellular carrier,
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Defendant's cloud-backup and carrier accounts.
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no such materials exist;
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3. Order the Defendant to provide a sworn certification describing the search 

undertaken and identifying any loss, deletion, transfer, or destruction of responsive 

material; 

4. Order the Defendant to produce a privilege log for any material withheld on a claim 

of privilege; and 

5. Retain jurisdiction to consider sanctions, including costs and fees under Practice 

Book § 13-14, if compliance remains incomplete. 

If the Court finds that the Defendant’s production remains incomplete after 

supplementation, the Plaintiff requests leave to renew his request for a targeted forensic 

inspection of the Defendant’s devices, accounts, and the Our Family Wizard account, and for 

appropriate spoliation sanctions, including an adverse inference. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court grant this 

Motion to Compel and order the relief set forth above. 

Respectfully submitted, 

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 
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CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 

I certify that a copy of this document was mailed or delivered electronically or non-
electronically on June 22, 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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DOCKET NO: LLI-CV21-5014019-S : SUPERIOR COURT 
 : J.D. OF LITCHFIELD 
JON A. GOODWIN : AT TORRINGTON 

Plaintiff :  
v. :  
 :  
RAYMOND J. MILOT, JUNIOR : June 22, 2026 

Defendant :  

PLAINTIFF’S MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL 
DISCOVERY RESPONSES FROM DEFENDANT RAYMOND J. MILOT, JUNIOR 

I.! CONCISE STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

This is a civil action asserting claims of slander, libel, and defamation; false light invasion 

of privacy; battery; assault; negligent supervision; intentional spoliation of evidence; tortious 

interference; negligent infliction of emotional distress; and intentional infliction of emotional 

distress. On August 31, 2023, the Plaintiff served Interrogatories and Requests for Production. On 

November 13, 2023, the Defendant served responses that were almost entirely boilerplate and 

produced no documents. The Plaintiff’s prior Motion for Order of Compliance (Dkt. No. 178) 

was denied without prejudice on November 25, 2025, on procedural grounds; the Plaintiff has 

since completed the required good-faith conferrals, and the dispute remains unresolved. 

II.! STATEMENT OF FACTS 

1. Deposition admissions. At his deposition on May 26, 2026, the Defendant 

admitted that he communicated with his children by text message (Ex. H, Tr. 7–8); that he was 

aware before October 2019 that his son N could become physically aggressive and had 

emotional-regulation difficulties (Tr. 15–18); that he paid for and controlled his children’s cellular 

telephones and that the carrier was AT&T (Tr. 30–31, 42–44); and that he did not produce his 

text messages with Christine Jowdy or his children, testifying that he “would not” produce them 

(Tr. 35, 39–40). 
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2. Possession of videos and/or photographs. As set forth in the accompanying 

Supplemental Affidavit, the Plaintiff assisted Christine Jowdy and her counsel in the related 

juvenile matters, and Ms. Jowdy informed the Plaintiff that the Defendant provided the 

November 1, 2019 video and/or photographs of the Plaintiff to the Department of Children and 

Families, and provided a juvenile-court document referencing the Plaintiff to the children’s 

school. These materials are responsive to the Plaintiff’s requests, yet the Defendant produced 

none of them and represented that responsive materials were “N/A” or “Not available.” See 

Supplemental Affidavit of Jon A. Goodwin. 

3. Undisclosed dissemination of a juvenile-court document concerning the 

Plainti!. The Defendant disseminated a Connecticut Juvenile Court order referencing the 

Plaintiff to persons not authorized to receive it. That order is appended as Exhibit A to the 

Plaintiff’s Reply to Objection to Motion to Intervene, filed September 27, 2021, in the juvenile 

matters In re C, H, and N M., and was served on the Defendant’s counsel, Rebecca Mayo-

Goodrich, who also appeared in those matters. See Exhibit L. The document is directly relevant 

to the Plaintiff’s defamation and false-light claims because it evidences the Defendant’s 

dissemination of documents identifying the Plaintiff. The Defendant has never produced that 

document, or related dissemination materials, in this action, and his counsel were aware both of 

the document and of the Defendant’s failure to produce it. 

4. Duty to preserve and spoliation. The Defendant’s duty to preserve attached no 

later than 2019: the Plaintiff sent a litigation-hold letter on November 4, 2019, demanding 

preservation of evidence relating to his claims, including defamation, delivered via Our Family 

Wizard on November 5, 2019 (Exhibits I, J); and the Defendant himself sought police and DCF 

Possession of videos and/or photographs. As set forth in the accompanying
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Families, and provided a juvenile-court document referencing the Plaintiff to the children's

school. These materials are responsive to the Plaintiff's requests, yet the Defendant produced

none of them and represented that responsive materials were "N/A" or "Not available." See

Supplemental Affidavit of Jon A. Goodwin.

Undisclosed dissemination of a juvenile-court document concerning the

Plaintiff. The Defendant disseminated a Connecticut Juvenile Court order referencing the

Plaintiff to persons not authorized to receive it. That order is appended as Exhibit A to the

Plaintiff's Reply to Objection to Motion to Intervene, filed September 27, 2021, in the juvenile

matters In re C, H, and N M., and was served on the Defendant's counsel, Rebecca Mayo-
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preservation of evidence relating to his claims, including defamation, delivered via Our Family
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investigations of the Plaintiff. Despite that duty, the Defendant directed his daughter to delete 

messages and, through counsel, now represents that he no longer possesses the 2019 devices. See 

Exhibit F (R. Salerno email, June 10, 2026). 

5. Our Family Wizard records. On May 28, 2026, the Defendant’s counsel wrote 

that he had asked the Defendant to provide the Our Family Wizard documentation and would 

produce it; on June 10, 2026, counsel wrote that they were “reviewing the OFW messages” and 

would produce them “soon.” None have been produced. See Exhibit F. 

6. Counsel’s knowledge. The Defendant’s interrogatory and production responses 

and the Notice of Compliance were certified, served, and filed by counsel. See Exhibits B and C. 

Counsel acted with knowledge that the “no knowledge” and “not available” responses were 

false—knowledge derived from counsel’s appearance in the related juvenile proceedings 

concerning the children, in which the Defendant disseminated a court document referencing the 

Plaintiff (Exhibit L); the Defendant’s testimony in the prior and juvenile proceedings; and the 

Defendant’s provision of responsive video, photographs, and a court document to DCF and the 

children’s school, as set forth in the accompanying Supplemental Affidavit of Jon A. Goodwin. 

III.! THE SPECIFIC DISCOVERY DEFICIENCIES 

As permitted by the Court’s November 25, 2025 order, the deficiencies are grouped by 

category below; the full text of each request appears at Exhibit A, and the Plaintiff’s item-by-item 

analysis at Exhibit E. 

a. Slander, Libel, and Defamation (Interrogatories Nos. 4–14): the “No 

knowledge”/“Not applicable” answers are contradicted by the Defendant’s 

investigations of the Plaintiff. Despite that duty, the Defendant directed his daughter to delete

messages and, through counsel, now represents that he no longer possesses the 2019 devices. See

Exhibit F (R. Salerno email, June 10, 2026).

5. Our Family Wizard records. On May 28, 2026, the Defendant's counsel wrote

that he had asked the Defendant to provide the Our Family Wizard documentation and would

produce it; on June 10, 2026, counsel wrote that they were "reviewing the OFW messages" and

would produce them "soon." None have been produced. See Exhibit F.

Counsel's knowledge. The Defendant's interrogatory and production responses

and the Notice of Compliance were certified, served, and filed by counsel. See Exhibits B and C.

Counsel acted with knowledge that the "no knowledge" and "not available" responses were

false-knowledge derived from counsel's appearance in the related juvenile proceedings

concerning the children, in which the Defendant disseminated a court document referencing the

Plaintiff (Exhibit L); the Defendant's testimony in the prior and juvenile proceedings; and the

Defendant's provision of responsive video, photographs, and a court document to DCF and the

children's school, as set forth in the accompanying Supplemental Affidavit of Jon A. Goodwin.

III. THE SPECIFIC DISCOVERY DEFICIENCIES

As permitted by the Court's November 25, 2025 order, the deficiencies are grouped by

category below; the full text of each request appears at Exhibit A, and the Plaintiff's item-by-item

analysis at Exhibit E.

Slander, Libel, and Defamation (Interrogatories Nos. 4-14): the "No

knowledge" /"Not applicable" answers are contradicted by the Defendant's
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communications and his statements to law enforcement and DCF; full and fair 

answers are required (P.B. § 13-7). 

b. False Light (Nos. 15–21): the boilerplate denials ignore the Defendant’s 

dissemination of false and identifying information through the children and to 

authorities, including the juvenile-court document described above (¶ II.3). 

c. Battery (Nos. 22–32) and Assault (Nos. 33–42): the “No knowledge” answers are 

evasive given the Defendant’s admitted awareness of the relevant incidents and his 

receipt of related video. 

d. Negligent Supervision (Nos. 43–50): contradicted by the Defendant’s deposition 

admissions concerning Noah’s aggression and his control over the children (¶¶ 

II.1). 

e. Electronic Devices and Services (Nos. 51–53): the vague “various phones” answer 

and “No knowledge” responses are contradicted by the Defendant’s admitted 

ownership, payment, and control of the devices and his identification of AT&T as 

the carrier. 

f. Intentional Spoliation (Nos. 54–61): the “No knowledge” answers are 

contradicted by the Defendant’s own deletion instructions and his preservation 

duty (¶ II.4). 

g. Tortious Interference (Nos. 62–69), NIED (Nos. 70–77), and IIED (Nos. 78–84): 

the “No knowledge” answers fail to provide the required substantive information 

and are contradicted by the documentary record. 

b.

d.

e.
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ownership, payment, and control of the devices and his identification of AT&T as
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the "No knowledge" answers fail to provide the required substantive information

and are contradicted by the documentary record.
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h. General Interrogatories (Nos. 85–92): the “No knowledge” answers regarding 

statements and electronic records are incomplete and, as to electronic records, 

false. 

i. Requests for Production Nos. 1–10: the “N/A” and “Not available” responses 

lack any statement of a diligent search. The Defendant must produce responsive 

materials—including the videos and photographs provided to DCF (Nos. 7–8), the 

Our Family Wizard records (No. 9), and the juvenile-court document he 

disseminated and any related materials (Nos. 1, 10)—or state under oath, after a 

diligent search, that none exist. 

IV.! ARGUMENT 

Under Practice Book § 13-26, a party may move to compel where the responding party 

fails to answer interrogatories or produce documents. Answers must be “full and fair” (§ 13-7), 

and a party must produce all non-privileged responsive materials within its possession, custody, 

or control (§ 13-10). Connecticut policy favors broad, liberal discovery. Millbrook Owners Ass’n v. 

Hamilton Standard, 257 Conn. 1, 17–18 (2001); Standard Tallow Corp. v. Jowdy, 190 Conn. 48, 57–

58 (1983). Boilerplate or evasive responses are subject to compulsion. Biro v. Hill, 231 Conn. 462, 

465 (1994). Control is construed functionally to reach materials a party has the practical ability to 

obtain. Rosado v. Bridgeport Roman Catholic Diocesan Corp., 276 Conn. 168, 222–23 (2005). Where 

responses are not merely evasive but contradicted by the responding party’s own sworn testimony 

and the documentary record, the Court may order supplementation and impose sanctions under 

§ 13-14. 

General Interrogatories (Nos. 85-92): the "No knowledge" answers regarding

statements and electronic records are incomplete and, as to electronic records,
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and the documentary record, the Court may order supplementation and impose sanctions under

§ 13-14.
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