
DOCKET NO. LLI-CV-21-5014019-S n SUPERIOR COURT

JON A. GOODWIN J.D. OF LITCHFIELD

V. AT TORRINGTON

RAYMOND J. MILOT, JR. JUNE 30, 2026

MOTION TO QUASH OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE PROTECTIVE ORDER

Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes § 17a-28, and the authority of

Giesing v. Blefeld, 2001 Conn. Super. LEXIS 56 (Conn. Super. Ct. Jan. 4, 20271),

see also Abreu v. Leone, 120 Conn. App. 390 (2010) (records maintained by the

Department of Children and Families, including testimony relating thereto, shall be

confidential and shall not be disclosed without the consent of the person who is

the subject of the records), the Commissioner of the Department of Children and

Families, Susan |. Hamilton, MSW, JD, hereby moves to quash the subpoena

served on the Custodian of Records of the Department of Children and Families

(DCF) in connection with the above-cited matter. The subpoena, a copy of which

is attached, (Exhibit A), commands the Custodian of DCF’s Records to produce

the person(s) most knowledgeable to appear and testify at the Torrington City Hall

on July 8, 2026, at 1:00 p.m. and to produce documents from the period from

October 1, 2018 to December 31, 2022 related to any DCF involvement with Jon

Goodwin. (Exhibit A)

Accordingly, Susan |. Hamilton, MSW, JD, Commissioner of DCF, moves

to quash the subpoena for the below reasons.

A. Confidentiality.



1. Pursuant to General Statutes § 17a-28, the DCF Commissioner is

prohibited from producing, in whole or in part, the documents identified in the

attached subpoena. Section 1/7a-28 (b) states that, “records maintained by the

department shall be confidential and shall not be disclosed, unless the department

receives written consent from the person [who is the subject of the records],”

except as provided in certain other provisions of the statute that are inapplicable

to the instant matter.

2. Upon information and belief, the Commissioner does not have the

consent of the individuals named in the records requested by the plaintiff and she

would be subjected to a fine or imprisonment for any unauthorized disclosure.

Thus, absent an order of the court allowing disclosure of these records, disclosure

could place the witness in jeopardy of criminal and/or civil liability.

3. General Statutes § 17a-28 broadly mandates that DCF records shall

not be disclosed in recognition of the strong privacy interests of children and

families receiving services from or under investigation by DCF. To that end, the

statute broadly defines “records” as follows:

information created or obtained in connection with the
department's child protection activities or activities related to a
child while in the care or custody of the department, including
information in the registry of reports to be maintained by the
commissioner pursuant to section 17a-101k....

4. In turn “Disclose” means: “(A) to provide an oral summary of records

maintained by the department to an individual, agency, corporation or organization,



or (B) to allow an individual, agency, corporation or organization to review or obtain

copies of such records in whole, part or summary form.”

5. General Statutes § 17a-28 constitutes a broad legislative declaration

of confidentiality that has been recognized in both civil and criminal proceedings.

State v. Kulmac, 230 Conn. 43, 57 (1994). In the context of criminal cases, where

the constitutional right to confrontation is implicated, our courts will conduct an in-

camera review of DCF records and, only under narrow circumstances, will order

the release of such records. See State v. Leduc, 40 Conn. App. 233 (1996)

(General Statutes § 17a-28 encompasses a broad legislative declaration of

confidentiality that may yield only to fundamental constitutional rights).

6. In the civil context, where constitutional rights are not implicated, the

confidentiality created by General Statutes § 17a-28 is absolute and may not be

abrogated unless one of the statutory requirements allowing for the disclosure of

DCF records is strictly met. See Giesing v. Blefeld, 2001 Conn. Super. LEXIS 56

(Conn. Super. Ct. Jan. 4, 2021).

7. In the civil context, General Statutes 17a-28 has been strictly

construed to limit disclosure in view of the strong public policy favoring the

confidentiality of DCF records. See Carroll v. Casey Family Services, 2002 Conn.

Super. LEXIS 1943 (Conn. Super. Ct. June 10, 2002) (plaintiff not entitled to

records of private agency providing services to DCF-involved child); Bridgeman v.

Ragaglia, 47 Conn. Supp. 273 (1999) (litigants not entitled to privileged DCF

records that they claimed were necessary to prosecute civil litigation).



8. In Abreu v. Leone, 120 Conn. App. 390 (2010), the Connecticut

Appellate Court emphatically re-emphasized that the testimonial disclosure of

information created or obtained in connection with DCF’s child protection activities

is prohibited except in conformity with General Statutes § 17a-28.

9. Maintaining the confidentiality of information relating to children and

families involved with DCF is consistent with the strong legislative policy set forth

in General Statutes § 17a-101 (a), “[t]o protect children whose health and welfare

may be adversely affected through injury and neglect . . . [and] to provide a

temporary or permanent nurturing and safe environment when necessary.”

B. The Subpoena is Unreasonable and Oppressive.

1. Practice Book § 13-28A (f) provides in relevant part: “The court may,

upon motion made promptly, and, in any event, at or before the time for compliance

specified in a subpoena authorized by subsections (a) or (b) of this section, (1)

quash or modify the subpoena if it is unreasonable and oppressive or if it seeks

the production of materials not subject to production under the provisions of

subsection (c) of this section... .” See also Markowitz v. Villa, Superior Court,

judicial district of New Haven, Docket No. CV-16-6060963-S (January 6, 2017,

Wilson, J.). “[T]he test in determining whether the court should grant the witness’

motion to quash is whether the subpoena Is ‘unreasonable and oppressive.’ The

court must also determine whether the information sought is outside the scope of

§ 13-2.” Id. See e.g., Salatto v. Hospital of St. Raphael, Superior Court, judicial

district of New Haven, Docket No. CV-09-5032170-S (October 4, 2010, Lager, J.)



(“to the extent the subpoena demands the production of documents already sought

in the Request for Production, it is deemed burdensome and oppressive and is

quashed”): Clark v. Quehl, Superior Court, judicial district of Meriden, Docket No.

FA-98-0263254-S (September 19, 2013, Shluger, J.) (granting in part and denying

in part motion to quash overly broad subpoena); Redding Life Care, LLC v. Town

of Redding, Superior Court, judicial district of New Britain, Docket No. CV-13-

6021904-S (April 7, 2021, Klau, J.) (finding “discovery being sought is oppressive

and unduly burdensome’).

2. Compliance here with the subpoena would be unreasonable and

oppressive as it would place an unreasonable burden on DCF to identify,

designate, and produce potentially multiple witnesses.

3. Further, the subpoena demands the production of documents

already provided by DCF to the plaintiff.

4. On February 8, 2022, the Court (Lynch, J.) issued an order in

connection with the above-cited matter, a copy of which is attached, (Exhibit B),

where it limited the plaintiffs deposition of DCF’s record keeper and access to DCF

records to those only pertaining to the plaintiff. (Exhibit B)

5. On at least two occasions, May 15, 2020 and December 12, 2022,

DCF provided the plaintiff with DCF records pertaining to the plaintiff.



WHEREFORE, Susan |. Hamilton, MSW, JD, Commissioner of the Department

of Children and Families, prays that the Court quash the subpoena that is the

subject of this motion for the reasons stated herein or in the alternative that the

Court issue a Protective Order.

Respectfully,

SUSAN I. HAMILTON, MSW, JD
COMMISSIONER
DEPT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

BY: WILLIAM TONG
ATTORNEY GENERAL

Ciarra Minacci- Digitally signed by Ciarra
Minacci-Morey

Morey Date: 2026.06.30 16:34:05 -04'00'
Ciarra J. Minacci-Morey
Assistant Attorney General
Juris No. 443556
Office of the Attorney General
55 West Main St.
Waterbury, CT 06702
Tel. (203) 805-6324
Fax (203) 805-6320
Email: Ciarra.Minacci-Morey@ct.gov
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ORDER

The foregoing motion, having been heard, it is hereby ORDERED:

GRANTED / DENIED.

BY THE COURT

Judge/Clerk of the Court

DATE: / /



CERTIFICATION

This is to certify that, pursuant to Practice Book § 4-4, the foregoing was

filed electronically with the court on the date hereof and, pursuant to Practice Book

§§ 10-12 through 10-17, a copy hereof was delivered electronically to all attorneys

and self-represented parties of record, as follows:

John R. Williams, Esq.
John R. Williams and Associates, LLC
51 Elm Street Suite 409
New Haven, CT 06510
jrw@johnrwilliams.com

Robert Salerno, Esq.
The Law Offices of Conti, Levy, Salerno & Goodrich, LLC
355 Prospect Street
Torrington, CT 06790
rsalerno@contilevylaw.com

John A. Goodwin (Pro Se)
34 North Franklin Avenue
Pinedale, WY 82941
igqoodwin@protonmail.com

; ; _.Digitally signed by
Ciarra Minacci- Ciarra Minacci-Morey
Morey s=Date: 2026.06.30

1,6:34:20 -04'00'

Ciarra J. Minacci-Morey
Assistant Attorney General
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DOCKET NO: LLICV215014019S SUPERIOR COURT

GOODWIN, JON A. JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF LITCHFIELD
V. AT TORRINGTON

MILOT JUNIOR, RAYMOND J. Et Al
2/8/2022

ORDER

ORDER REGARDING:
01/19/2022 117.00 MOTION FOR ORDER

The foregoing, having been considered by the Court, is hereby:

ORDER:

Granted in part and denied in part.

The plaintiff may conduct depositions of Dr. Khalil and Iurato. The questions shall be limited to any
reports made about the plaintiff, the reason(s) why said reports were made and/or the information
contained in the affidavits or attachments they submitted in support of their motions to dismiss.

However, plaintiff has failed to make any showing or argument even suggesting that under Connecticut
General statutes 46b-124, he should have access to juvenile records. Accordingly, his request for the
deposition of the keeper of records for the juvenile court is denied.

The plaintiff may take the deposition of the keeper of records for DCF but may only access records
pertaining to the plaintiff in accordance with Connecticut General Statutes section 17a-28(g)(1). The
plaintiff may not compel from DCF, any other DCF records.

This discovery shall be completed with 45 days of the issuance of this order.

Judicial Notice (JDNO) was sent regarding this order.

439606

Judge: ANN E LYNCH

This document may be signed or verified electronically and has the same validity and status as a document with a physical
(pen-to-paper) signature. For more information, see Section I.E. of the State of Connecticut Superior Court E-Services
Procedures and Technical Standards (https://jud.ct.gov/external/super/E-Services/e-standards.pdf), section 51-193c of the
Connecticut General Statutes and Connecticut Practice Book Section 4-4.
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