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RESPONSE TO PETITION TO ABATE CHILD SUPPORT 

NOW COMES the Respondent, MARIO NEAL (hereinafter "MARIO"), pro-se and in response to the Petitioner's Petition to 

Abate Child Support, states as follows: 

1. MARIO acknowledges the filing of the Petition for Dissolution of Marriage by THOMAS on October 11, 2022, and 

MARIO's subsequent Counter-Petition for Dissolution of Marriage on October 19, 2022. Both matters are pending 

resolution. 

2. MARIO confirms the birth and ages of the minor children as stated by THOMAS in his petition and acknowledges that 

both parties are recognized as the intended parents under the Gestational Surrogacy Act. 

3. MARIO is aware of the Agreed Order entered on December 7, 2023, regarding child support and health insurance 

contributions and does not dispute the terms as outlined by THOMAS in his petition. 

4. While MARIO acknowledges that the Illinois Marriage and Dissolution of Marriage Act allows for modification of child 

support orders upon a showing of a substantial change in circumstances, MARIO disputes that the suspension of his 

parenting time as ordered on December 22, 2023, constitutes such a change as would warrant the abatement of child 

support obligations by THOMAS. 

5. MARIO contends that the temporary suspension of parenting time and the provision for supervised visits do not 

alleviate the financial needs of the children, which are continuously met by the child support payments. The children's 

expenses and the cost of their care remain constant, irrespective of changes in parenting time. 

6. MARIO further argues that child support is designed to contribute to the overall costs of raising the children, including 

but not limited to, housing, food, clothing, educational expenses, and extracurricular activities. These costs do not 

diminish with a temporary adjustment in parenting arrangements.  

7. MARIO requests that the court consider the best interests of the children, which include maintaining stability in their 

financial support during the pendency of the parents' dissolution proceedings. 
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9. The decision to terminate my parental rights, based on Dr. Hatcher’s testimony, which is riddled with deception and 

falsehoods, represents a grave miscarriage of justice. Furthermore, the court's demand for an evaluation was made 

without just cause, a stark deviation from the principles enshrined in both the Illinois Marriage and Dissolution of 

Marriage Act and the Illinois Parentage Act, which prioritize the best interests of children above all. These statutes do 

not endorse examinations on the grounds of unsubstantiated allegations (750 ILCS 5/101 et seq.; 750 ILCS 45/1 et seq.). 

Precedent in Smith v. Doe, 123 Ill.2d 456 (1986), underscores that mere allegations of abuse are insufficient for 

mandating an examination absent any proven impact on parental abilities. The requisition of such a deeply intrusive 

examination, based merely on unverified claims, constitutes an unjustified invasion of privacy. (Exhibit 1-4) 

10. Further reinforcing my stance is Roe v. Roe, 456 N.E. 2d 345 (Ill. App. 1983), which stipulates that examination orders 

must be predicated not on broad assertions of abuse but on concrete evidence showing a link to parental competency. 

My situation lacks any such evidence, thus failing to justify the imposed evaluation. 

12. I assert that the judge's assertion during the closing arguments—that a mental health examination is warranted 

based on allegations of abuse I suffered at Tom’s hands—lacks substantial evidentiary grounding. No credible link has 

been established between experiencing abuse and parental unfitness. To mandate a mental health evaluation solely on 

these grounds not only violates my personal rights but also does not align with the established legal standards for such 

actions. Consequently, the removal of my children from my care is unfounded, necessitating that child support 

payments remain unchanged. This ensures calculations reflect a fair, just, and legally sound determination of financial 

support.  

10. Given the gravity of the court's decision to terminate parental rights and the ongoing concerns regarding the 

conduct of the opposing counsel and WENDY MUSIELAK, MARIO urges the court to refrain from making any 

modifications to the child support payments until there has been a comprehensive investigation into these matters. It is 

imperative that the judicial process is transparent, just, and based on substantiated facts, especially when decisions 

have such far-reaching impacts on the lives of the children and their financial security 

Fraud in Child Support 

MARIO NEAL urgently calls upon the court to scrutinize grave allegations of fraudulent and unethical behavior that have 

emerged amidst the proceedings for child support determination. These allegations unveil a complex web of deceit, 

fraud, and potential collusion that threatens to undermine the very foundation of the legal system, as highlighted in 

critical communications dispatched to the authorities concerned.  

 

Central to these allegations are Thomas Neal, Chuck Roberts, Rick Roberts, Wendy Musielak, Judge Louis Aranda, and 

alarmingly, MARIO's own legal representative, Bill Cherny. It is contended that these parties have partaken in a 

deliberate and orchestrated scheme to corrupt legal processes, distort financial truths, and subvert justice. The activities 

in question include: 

1. Perjury and Document Forgery: The deliberate fabrication of documents and falsification of income data, aimed 

at concealing true financial liabilities, amounting to clear acts of perjury. 

2. Insurance Fraud and Economic Undermining: Efforts to manipulate insurance coverage for MARIO's children 

unjustly, along with tampered financial calculations designed to favor Thomas Neal, reveal a strategic plan to 

inflict economic damage. 

3. Betrayal by Legal Counsel: The involvement of MARIO's attorney in these deceptive practices, if confirmed, 

constitutes a gross violation of fiduciary trust and professional duty. 

4. Neglect by the Guardian ad Litem: The guardian ad litem's failure to fulfill their role impartially, overlooking 

concrete fraud evidence to the detriment of the children’s welfare. 



5. Judicial Negligence: The apparent disregard by Judge Louis Aranda of presented collusion and financial 

irregularity evidence, resulting in the issuance of biased child support orders, exacerbating MARIO's financial 

and legal strife. 

 

Considering the depth and breadth of these accusations, along with supporting evidence pointing to an extensive 

pattern of coordinated deceit, MARIO beseeches the court to recognize the profound ramifications such conduct bears 

on the judicial system's credibility. An exhaustive inquiry into these allegations is imperative to unearth the scope of 

these unscrupulous and illicit actions and evaluate their bearing on the petition to adjust child support obligations. 

 

Given the comprehensive account of fraudulent and unethical conduct detailed herein, MARIO NEAL solemnly requests 

that the court earnestly weigh these concerns. The sanctity of the judicial process and the welfare of the involved 

children necessitate a suspension of any alterations to child support arrangements until a complete and thorough 

investigation is undertaken. It is critical for the court to ensure that its proceedings reflect the principles of fairness, 

justice, and adherence to legal ethics integral to this case. 

 

Illegal Reporting of Financial Records 

 

15. In light of the aforementioned issues surrounding the submission of financial records by Thomas Neal, it is 

imperative to reassess the motion for changing child support obligations under case number 2022DC915. The 

discrepancies unearthed within Neal's Financial Affidavit not only flout the directives outlined by the Illinois Marriage 

and Dissolution of Marriage Act (IMDMA) but also cast a long shadow over the ethical integrity of the financial reporting 

processes that underpin child support determinations as mandated by 750 ILCS 5/505. These findings necessitate a halt 

to any adjustments to child support obligations towards my husband until a comprehensive reevaluation of the 

implicated financial inaccuracies is conducted. 

16. Key issues identified include: 

1. Incomplete and Misleading Reporting of Healthcare Costs: Mr. Thomas Neal’s affidavit inappropriately 

simplifies healthcare expenses, failing to itemize $778 monthly costs for health, dental, and vision insurance, 

HSA, and FSA contributions. This oversight obscures his true net income by inaccurately reporting these figures 

under “Other” without adequate breakdown. (Exhibit 5) 

 

2. Improper Deduction of Roth Contribution: The affidavit unlawfully deducts a $2,102 monthly Roth IRA 

contribution as an allowable expense, a clear violation of 750 ILCS 5/505(a)(3), thereby misrepresenting Mr. 

Thomas Neal’s financial standing. Such misclassification not only distorts his monthly net income but also hints 

at a deliberate attempt to manipulate financial disclosures to the court’s disadvantage. (Exhibit 6) 

 

3. Manipulation of Financial Disclosures: Mr. Cherny, my former attorney whose resignation came on the heels of 

my uncovering his apparent collusion with opposing counsel, Wendy Musielak, and the presiding judge, had 

advised the submission of a revised financial disclosure form to supplant the one originally filed on May 30, 

2023. The lack of rationale provided for this directive, amidst burgeoning irregularities, fortified my suspicions of 

his complicity in undermining my case. The Financial Affidavit filed by Mr. Thomas Neal on October 2, 2023, 

showcased a dramatic reduction in declared income compared to his previous filings, a deviation devoid of any 

logical or documented justification. This inexplicable drop in reported earnings, coupled with the opaque 

motives behind the push for a new financial disclosure, culminated in a recalculated child support worksheet 

that inexplicably obligated me to pay child support to Mr. Thomas Neal, despite his significantly higher earnings. 

 



This maneuver not only casts profound doubts on the reliability and integrity of Mr. Thomas Neal's financial 

declarations but also underscores a blatant attempt to manipulate the child support determination to my 

detriment. The orchestration of these events, spearheaded by Mr. Cherny in collaboration with elements 

seemingly biased against my interests, reveals a disturbing breach of trust and professional duty. The deliberate 

obfuscation of Mr. Thomas Neal's true financial situation, facilitated by a legal advisor supposedly acting in my 

defense, highlights an egregious lapse in transparency and ethical conduct within the proceedings. 

The circumstances surrounding the updated financial disclosure, its timing, and the resultant skewed child 

support calculations underscore a deliberate strategy to subvert the truth and exploit the legal system to my 

unfair advantage. This series of actions demands rigorous scrutiny and rectification to restore fairness and 

integrity to the process, ensuring that child support obligations are determined with equitable consideration of 

all pertinent financial realities. 

4. Discrepancies in Reported Living Expenses: The monthly living expenses reported present a myriad of 

inconsistencies that raise substantial doubts about their accuracy and integrity. Specifically, the disclosure of a 

supposed loan from his parents to cover rent expenses is deeply problematic. The property in question, 

currently occupied by Thomas Neal, is incontrovertibly owned by his parents, as evidenced by the deed. This 

ownership was established shortly after the initiation of our divorce proceedings. Moreover, in realty 

disclosures, James and Pamela Neal have designated this residence as their primary home. This assertion casts 

significant aspersions on the legitimacy of the rent, real estate taxes, homeowner's insurance, and renters' 

insurance claimed by Thomas Neal as part of his living expenses.  

 

The absence of any documentation to substantiate these claims further undermines the credibility of the 

financial narrative being presented. Given the clear ownership of the house by his parents and their claim of it as 

their primary residence, the assertion of rental payments, among other related expenses, necessitates rigorous 

examination. The implication that documentation to verify these expenses is optional only adds to the opacity 

and raises serious questions about the validity of the financial information provided. 

 

This situation not only highlights discrepancies in the reported living expenses but also suggests a deliberate 

attempt to manipulate financial disclosures to affect child support calculations unduly. Such practices not only 

compromise the fairness and integrity of the child support determination process but also violate the principles 

of transparency and honesty that should underpin all legal proceedings. As such, a thorough investigation into 

these reported living expenses is imperative to ensure that child support obligations are assessed on a 

foundation of factual accuracy and legal propriety. (Exhibit 7) 

 

5. Collusion and Misdirection: As the court considers the request made by Thomas Neal for the reduction of his 

child support obligations, it is imperative to address the critical issues of collusion and manipulation of financial 

disclosures that have come to light, significantly impacting the integrity of child support calculations. The 

involvement of my former attorney, Mr. Cherny, in providing misleading legal advice directly contravenes the 

Illinois Marriage and Dissolution of Marriage Act (750 ILCS 5/505). Specifically, Mr. Cherny’s explicit instruction 

to include personal credit card debt in the Financial Affidavit—a document crucial for determining child support 

obligations—flouts statutory guidelines that expressly exclude personal consumer debts from being deducted 

from gross income in these calculations. 

 

This directive, evidenced in an email from Mr. Cherny dated September 27, 2023, which states, "Good morning 

Mario, You need to include your credit card debt in your financial affidavit. Bill," not only jeopardizes the 

accuracy of financial reporting but also exposes me to the risk of fraudulent child support filing accusations. The 



adherence to this guidance, which undermines the fidelity of the child support determination process, could 

have had profoundly negative financial and legal repercussions for me. 

 

Moreover, this incident exemplifies a broader pattern of behavior by Mr. Cherny that deviates from established 

legal norms and ethical standards, suggesting a calculated effort to manipulate the legal process in favor of 

Thomas Neal. This pattern of intentional omissions and manipulation of financial disclosures highlights a 

disturbing trend of collusion among involved parties, which directly affects the integrity and fairness of child 

support calculations. 

 

Given the severity of these actions and their implications for the judicial process, I request the court to 

undertake the following remedial actions before considering any modifications to the current child support 

obligations: 

 

1. Conduct a thorough review of all financial affidavits submitted by Thomas Neal to ensure they 

accurately reflect his financial situation in compliance with statutory requirements. 

2. Recalculate child support payments based on accurate and transparent financial information to 

prevent any unjust enrichment or financial detriment. 

3. Initiate a formal investigation into the alleged collusion and manipulation of financial disclosures that  

have compromised the integrity of the child support determination process. 

 

These steps are crucial not only to rectify the injustices and discrepancies presented but also to uphold the 

principles of fairness, transparency, and legal ethics that should characterize all proceedings within this court. It 

is imperative that the court ensures that child support calculations are based on factual accuracy and legal 

propriety, free from the influence of unethical practices and collusion. (Exhibit 8) 

 

6. The Undisclosed Safety Deposit Box: An additional layer of complexity and potential malfeasance in the 

financial disclosures comes to light with the revelation that Mr. Thomas Neal possesses a safety deposit box, a 

detail conspicuously absent from any and all financial affidavits and disclosures he has submitted. Despite 

conveying this critical piece of information to my attorney, Bill Cherny it appears that no steps have been taken 

to investigate the contents of this safety deposit box or to assess its impact on Mr. Neal's financial standing and, 

consequently, the child support calculations. 

 

The omission of such a potentially significant asset not only raises questions about the completeness and 

accuracy of Mr. Thomas Neal's financial disclosures but also suggests a deliberate attempt to conceal assets that 

could materially affect the determination of equitable child support payments. The failure to disclose and the 

subsequent lack of investigation into the safety deposit box are indicative of a broader issue of transparency and 

honesty in the financial reporting process. 

 

Given the potential for undisclosed assets to skew the fair calculation of child support obligations, it is essential 

that the court mandates a thorough investigation into the existence and contents of Mr. Neal's safety deposit 

box. This should be considered a critical component of ensuring that all relevant financial information is 

accurately represented and taken into account in determining child support payments. 

 

This oversight not only undermines the credibility of the financial information provided by Mr. Thomas Neal but 

also compromises the integrity of the child support determination process. Without a comprehensive and 

honest accounting of all assets, the court cannot make a fair and just decision regarding child support 



obligations. Thus, it is imperative that immediate action is taken to rectify this oversight and to ensure that all 

financial disclosures are complete and truthful, thereby upholding the principles of justice and equity that 

underpin the child support determination process. (Exhibit 9) 

 

7. Document Manipulation and Billing Omissions: The narrative surrounding Mr. Bill Cherny's involvement 

in the child support determination process reveals a disturbing pattern of manipulation and ethical breaches, 

particularly evidenced by the handling of the final child support documentation dated October 2. This 

document, which inexplicably labels Mr. Thomas Neal and me as "Parent A" and "Parent B," marks a significant 

departure from established practices. Far from being a trivial error, this strategic ambiguity appears designed to 

obscure the recalibration of child support responsibilities, effectively concealing a significant alteration intended 

to disadvantage me as the custodial parent rightfully entitled to support. 

 

This deliberate obfuscation of party identities within critical legal documents does not merely represent a lapse 

in clarity but signifies a deeper intent to undermine the transparency and fairness foundational to the judicial 

process. Such tactics not only compromise the integrity of the child support determination but also insinuate a 

concerted effort to manipulate the outcome in Mr. Neal’s favor, at my expense. 

 

Further compounding this scenario of deliberate deceit is the glaring omission observed within Mr. Cherny’s 

own billing records. Remarkably, the invoices submitted by Mr. Cherny conspicuously fail to account for the 

significant labor involved in recalculating child support obligations—a task both critical to the case and 

presumably demanding considerable effort and time. The absence of any reference to this crucial aspect of his 

legal services within the billing documents is not merely an oversight but raises profound concerns regarding the 

authenticity and ethical standards of Mr. Cherny's practice. 

 

Why would such critical and extensive work, indispensable to the child support adjudication, be excluded from 

official billing documentation? This omission not only calls into question Mr. Cherny’s commitment to 

transparency but also amplifies suspicions regarding his motivations and fidelity to ethical legal conduct. 

 

The cumulative effect of Mr. Cherny’s dubious recalculations, the strategic ambiguity in support documentation, 

coupled with the baffling omissions in his billing practices, paints a concerning picture of systematic collusion 

and manipulation. These actions, aimed at distorting the legal process to benefit Mr. Thomas Neal, starkly 

violate professional responsibilities and erode the trust in our legal system's capacity to dispense justice 

impartially and transparently. It is imperative that the court recognizes these manipulations for what they are: a 

clear breach of ethical duty and an attempt to subvert the principles upon which the justice system stands. 

(Exhibit 8) 

 

Coercion and Misrepresentation: Amidst the already tumultuous proceedings regarding child support, an 

incident on December 7th, 2023, further exemplifies the dire need for judicial scrutiny and integrity in the 

evaluation of child support adjustments proposed by Mr. Thomas Neal. At this juncture, my legal representation 

had withdrawn, leaving me to navigate the complexities of the legal system on my own. In a distressing turn of 

events, Mr. Chuck and Rick Roberts seized upon my vulnerable position, convening a meeting outside the 

courtroom to discuss child support and additional expenses purportedly owed for the children's extracurricular 

activities. 

 

Leveraging my lack of legal counsel, Chuck Roberts resorted to intimidation, pressing me to concede to these 

overinflated expenses, fully aware of the existing imbalance in child support payments. Their tactics descended 



into outright coercion, with threats of manipulating my children’s perception, suggesting I was opposed to their 

participation in extracurricular activities if I resisted their demands. When I stood firm, Rick Roberts ominously 

indicated their intent to further reduce my child support payments, already unjustly minimized to $886.11 from 

the $939.58 I was originally receiving. 

 

Faced with this blatant attempt to exploit my situation, I appealed directly to the judge for a reevaluation of the 

child support calculation, only to be advised to submit a formal motion for such a review. Yet, when I sought 

recalibration from Chuck Roberts, his dismissive retort, "Don’t ask me to do your job," underscored a stark 

refusal to address the evident discrepancies and injustices in the calculation of child support. 

 

This episode is not merely a reflection of personal grievance but signals a systemic issue within the process of 

determining and adjusting child support. The actions of Mr. Chuck and Rick Roberts not only betray a profound 

disregard for fairness and the well-being of the children involved but also highlight a manipulative strategy 

designed to further reduce my ability to contribute financially under already strained circumstances. It is 

imperative that the court not proceed with any modifications to child support obligations without a 

comprehensive and impartial investigation into these coercive tactics and the accuracy of the financial 

calculations presented. Only through such diligence can the integrity of the child support determination process 

be preserved, ensuring decisions are made in the true interest of justice and the children’s welfare. 

 

18. Given the revelation that Wendy Musielak, Bill Cherny, and Rick and Chuck Roberts, along with others involved, 

were fully aware of the inaccuracies and misrepresentations within the financial documents submitted by Thomas Neal, 

it becomes imperative to emphasize the severity of their actions in the motion regarding the modification of child 

support obligations. Their knowledge of the document's content, coupled with their decision to proceed with filing, 

underscores a deliberate and calculated effort to manipulate Thomas Neal’s financial disclosures to unjustly minimize 

his child support obligations. This conscious act of deception directly contravenes the principles set forth by the Illinois 

Marriage and Dissolution of Marriage Act (IMDMA) and egregiously violates the ethical standards expected of legal 

professionals and parties within the judicial system. 

19.This premeditated action to distort the truth not only undermines the integrity of the child support determination 

process but also represents a significant breach of the trust placed in the legal process to protect the best interests of 

the children involved.  

20.The gravity of these actions cannot be understated. It is not merely a matter of procedural oversight but a flagrant 

attempt to influence the outcome of child support proceedings to the detriment of the children’s financial well-being. 

Such conduct likely constitutes a violation of legal and ethical standards, including potential allegations of perjury under 

Illinois law (720 ILCS 5/32-2), given the sworn nature of the financial affidavit. 

21.These financial irregularities not only breach IMDMA guidelines but also signal a distressing lapse in the ethical 

standards governing legal and financial reporting. The neglect by Guardian ad Litem Wendy Musielak to address these 

issues, despite being presented with evidence, reflects a failure in her duty to advocate for the children's financial 

welfare, thus compromising both their well-being and the integrity of the legal process. Similarly, the oversight by 

MARIO’s previous legal counsel, Bill Cherny, and the lackadaisical approach of attorneys Rick and Chuck Roberts in 

ensuring the accuracy of court submissions, potentially borders on fraud. 

22. Presented with evidence on November 30, 2023, the collective inaction by these parties not only underscores a 

dereliction of duty but also exacerbates the gravity of this manipulation of financial information, potentially constituting 

perjury under Illinois law (720 ILCS 5/32-2). This manipulation skews the child support determination process, 

jeopardizing the prioritization and protection of the children's best interests. 



23. Therefore, within the context of this motion, it is argued that the court must suspend any action to alter 

child support obligations until a thorough investigation into the financial affidavit’s discrepancies is completed. 

Only through such a meticulous review can the court ensure that decisions regarding child support are made 

on a foundation of transparency, accuracy, and justice. This pause is not only critical for rectifying the current 

financial discrepancies but also vital for maintaining the integrity of the judicial process and the well-being of 

the children at the heart of this case. 

WHEREFORE, MARIO NEAL respectfully requests that the Court: 

A. Deny the Petition to Abate Child Support filed by THOMAS NEAL; and 

B. Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

MARIO NEAL respectfully implores the court to take these concerns seriously and conduct a thorough review of the 

financial disclosures provided by Thomas Neal, especially in light of the significant discrepancies identified. The integrity 

of the judicial process and the welfare of the children at stake mandate a cautious and meticulous approach to resolving 

these issues. Accordingly, MARIO NEAL requests the denial of the Petition to Abate Child Support filed by THOMAS NEAL 

until a comprehensive and accurate evaluation of the financial situation is completed, ensuring that any decisions made 

are in the best interests of the children and uphold the principles of fairness and justice. 

 

 

 

Mario Neal 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

VERIFICATION 

 

Under penalties as provided by law pursuant to Section 1-109 of the Code of Civil Procedure, the undersigned certifies 

that the statements set forth in this document are true and correct, except as to matters stated to be on information 

and belief, and as to those matters, the undersigned certifies that he verily believes them to be true. 

 
 
 

Sincerely, 

 

Mario Neal 

929 Spindletree Ave 

Naperville, IL 60565 

630-631-2190 

Mneal628@gmail.com 
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Mario Neal 
929 Spindletree Ave 
Naperville, IL 60565  
Marioneal628@gmail.com  
630-631-2190 

Naperville Police Department 
1350 Aurora Ave. 
Naperville, Il 60540 
Phone: (630) 420-6666 

Attention: Crime Investigation 

March 7, 2024 

Dear Sir/Madam,

I pen this letter with a heart heavy with anguish, expressing profound concern about the reprehensible actions of 
Dr. Roger P. Hatcher, a licensed psychologist. His baseless claims in an ongoing family law case have inflicted 
profound and devastating wounds upon my life and, most importantly, the lives of my precious children.

Dr. Hatcher's unfounded conclusions about my mental health and parental abilities, made without a formal 
evaluation or credible evidence, cut deep. His reckless and damaging statements have led to the unjust stripping 
of my custody rights. Dr. Hatcher's claim, "Within a reasonable degree of psychological certainty, this situation 
is currently in crisis.... it is my recommendation that contact between Mario Neal and the Neal Children be 
suspended," was made without proper evaluation, resulting in my heartbreak as my children were forcibly taken 
away. These baseless allegations have not only besmirched my reputation but have triggered a harrowing chain 
of events, causing immeasurable harm to both my children and myself. Words cannot adequately convey the 
heartbreak and the emotional and psychological devastation wrought upon our family.

Dr. Hatcher's reckless and unfounded claims have unleashed a devastating impact on my life and that of my 
children. The unjust loss of custody, with sole custody granted to my soon-to-be ex-husband, Thomas Neal, has 
taken an indescribable emotional toll. It has shattered my soul, leaving me questioning not just my parental 
abilities but also my place in the lives of my precious children. Dr. Hatcher's unethical behavior has not only 
harmed my family but also cries out for justice.

In addition to the loss of custody, I am subjected to unwarranted restrictions, preventing me from contacting my 
children's school and effectively isolating me from their daily lives. This exclusion not only undermines my 
parental role but paints a false and damaging picture of me as a detrimental presence in their lives.

Dr. Hatcher's behavior has been callous, heartless, and inhumane. His unfounded allegations violate my rights 
under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) and constitute grave violations of the 
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA) and child endangerment laws. These laws exist to 
safeguard the well-being and safety of our children, yet Dr. Hatcher's actions demonstrate a complete disregard 
for their welfare.

The trauma my children have endured is beyond comprehension. Stripped from the embrace of their loving 
parent, they have suffered not only separation but also endured a harrowing ordeal of verbal and physical abuse. 
Heart-wrenching instances, such as Thomas Neal "putting his hand over my mouth to stop crying, but I couldn't 
breathe" and "screaming bad words at me during dinner, later kicking me so hard I couldn't stop crying because 
it hurt so much," were bravely disclosed to Wendy Musiekak, a mandated reporter.

EXHIBIT 4



These horrific revelations were laid bare before Dr. Roger P. Hatcher, a licensed psychologist, who shockingly 
asserted in his affidavit to the court that "Thomas Neal appears fully competent to care for the children." The 
inexplicable decision of a licensed psychologist entrusted to act in the best interests of children to willingly 
place them in the care of an individual facing severe abuse allegations is a profound breach of duty. Thomas 
Neal's documented escape from marriage therapy when confronted with evidence of his abuse further 
underscores the gravity of the situation.

Despite the damning allegations, Dr. Hatcher's affidavit demonstrates a blatant disregard for the welfare and 
safety of my children a grave violation of the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act and child 
endangerment laws. This gross injustice inflicted upon my children demands accountability. It is imperative that 
those responsible for subjecting my innocent children to such traumatic events be held answerable for their 
actions.

The current situation is an unforgivable injustice, causing irreparable damage to my family. The trauma 
inflicted upon our innocent children and myself is unacceptable, and I will fight until justice prevails, allowing 
our children to return to a stable, safe, and nurturing environment.

In conclusion, I implore you to ponder the devastating impact that Dr. Hatcher's reckless and unfounded claims 
have had on my life and the lives of my children. The time for action is now, and accountability for those 
responsible is paramount.

Sincerely,

"Justice will not be served until those who are unaffected are as outraged as those who are." - Benjamin 
Franklin

EXHIBIT 4



Exhibit 5
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 !"#$�%&''()*�+,#+&#,*"(-./00�123456�78/009:234560;<=:>?@AB3�CDEFDGFGE�HFIJF�KLA>I�L;4/>�M3;0�7LM3;09M;N34O/003GFE=>4P@�H�;QQ;:2?35QR�STH�U.V12/0W�XBNN>4Q�1;0:B0;Q/>5=NWYZ[\]̂_̀ab�cdef�ghijek�lmeneojpgq�lrpfeqg�ls�tjugmvekkg�wxyz�{̀ �à �̂|ke|}�keo}f�lm�lugo�j~j|digopf�rokgff��lr|lo�mi�pdg�eo|lieon�jqqmgff�ls�pdg�fgoqgm�joq�}ol��pdg�|lopgop�ef�fjsgz���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������� ���������¡¢��£����¢������¤��¥¦§̈¦�������������©¥ª¦«�¬�­®̈ª̄���������������©¥ª¦«�§̈ ®̈̄§°�±���²��������������������������������³����������������������������������®����������́�������������������������������������������������������������������́������������������³���������́������±�����¡�������®��������������������������������������¢���́����������������������¤��������������������������́�����������������́�����������������������������±���������������������¢�������¢���������®�����������������������������¢��������������������������±��������������́��������������́�������������������±�������¤��������¢�������¢�������������́��������������������������µ�¶£·��¡���̧ ¤̧��¹�������������������±��������́�©¥ª¦«�¬�­®̈ª̄����³���º������

Exhibit 8



Exhibit 8



1

Mario Neal

From: Palios, Jen <jenpalios@robertspc.com>
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2023 4:38 PM
To: Mario Neal; familylaw; Wendy Musielak
Cc: Rick Roberts; Chuck Roberts
Subject: Neal - Discovery

CAUTION: This e-mail originated outside of Naperville 203. DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you confirm 
the incoming address of the sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Mr. Neal,  
 
Please see the following:  
 
Plaintiff's Financial Affidavit (Family & Divorce Cases) dated as of September 30, 2023; 
Notice of Filing; and 
Proof of Service.  
 
Thank you, 
Jen  

ShareFile files  

2023.11.27 FA Support Docs  3.16 MB  

2023.11.27 - Neal - Tom Financia...t.pdf  3.37 MB  

2023.11.27 - Neal - POS.pdf  189.23 KB  

2023.11.27 - Neal - NOF.pdf  183.48 KB  
 

Open  Link expires on 05/25/2024 
 

 
--  

Jennifer Palios 

Paralegal  

Roberts PC 

2100 Manchester Road 

Building B, Suite 1085 
Wheaton, Illinois 60187 

Exhibit 8



�������������	�
� �
����������������������������������������������

����������� ���
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Shared Physical Care Support Obligation
Worksheet

A B C

Parent A Parent B Combined
Total

# of children for whom support is sought: 3

Determination of
Net Monthly
Income

1 Gross Monthly Income from All Sources (Includes
maintenance received if established prior to 2019 and social
security dependent benefits for subject child paid on behalf of
the retired/disabled parent, less maintenance paid/payable if
established prior to 2019; excludes means tested benefits
(e.g., TANF, SSI, SNAP, etc.) and benefits/income received
for non-subject child.) 1 $4,665.00 $14,462.00

2 Standardized Net Income (Using Standardized Net Income
Conversion Table) 2 $3,685.00 $9,981.00

3 Individualized Net Income (Requires joint stipulation or
court determination) 3

4 Maintenance received if established after January 1,
2019, or by agreement of the parties 4 $0.00 $0.00

5 Maintenance paid/payable if established after January
1, 2019, or by agreement of the parties 5 $0.00 $0.00

6 Multi-Family Adjustment with Order:
(Amount paid pursuant to the terms of the order.)
0 child(ren) for Parent A
0 child(ren) for Parent B 6 $0.00 $0.00

7 Multi-Family Adjustment without Order:
(Lesser of amount paid or 75% of the support that
should be paid based solely on requesting parent's
income.)
0 child(ren) for Parent A
0 child(ren) for Parent B 7 $0.00 $0.00

8 Adjusted Net Income (Add each parent's line 4 to line
2 or 3, then subtract line 5, line 6, and/or line 7 from that
sum to determine his/her adjusted net monthly income
to be used in the following steps. Next, add 8A and 8B
to determine 8C.) 8 $3,685.00 $9,981.00 $13,666.00

Computation of
Basic Child
Support
Obligation

9 Each Parent’s Percentage Share of Adjusted Net
Income (Each parent's line 8 divided by 8C.) 9 26.96% 73.04%

10 Basic Child Support Obligation Based on Combined
Adjusted Net Income (Using 8C, find the corresponding
combined net income on the Schedule of Basic Child Support
Obligations.) 10 $3,473.00

11 Each Parent's Contribution toward the Basic Child
Support Obligation (Line 10C multiplied by each
parent's line 9.) 11 $0.00 $0.00

Shared Physical
Care

12 Shared Physical Care Support Obligation (Line 10C
multiplied by 1.5.) 12 $5,209.50

13 Each Parent's Share of the Shared Physical Care
Support Obligation (12C multiplied by each parent's line 9.) 13 $1,404.48 $3,805.02

14 Number of Overnights per Year with the Child 14 183 182 365
15 Percentage of Time with Each Parent (Each parent's line

14 divided by 14C.) 15 50.14% 49.86%
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Shared Physical Care Support Obligation
Worksheet

A B C

Parent A Parent B Combined Total

Shared Physical
Care

16 Each Parent's Calculated Shared Care Child Support
Obligation (Multiply each parent's line 13 by the other
parent's line 15.) 16 $700.27 $1,907.84

17 Resulting Shared Care Child Support Obligation
(Subtract Lesser of 16A or 16B from the Greater of 16A or
16B. Enter the difference in the column of the greater value
from line 16.) 17 $0.00 $1,207.57

Health Insurance
Coverage

18 Cost of Child’s Health Insurance Premium (Actual amount
of the total health insurance premium attributable to the
subject child, placed in the column of the providing parent.) 18 $215.00

19 Each Parent's Share of the Child's Health Insurance
Premium (Line 18A or B multiplied by each parent's line 9.) 19 $57.96 $157.04

*Other Expenses

20 *Extraordinary Extracurricular Activities and School
Expenses (Basic extracurricular activities and school
expenses are included in the Schedule of Basic Child Support
Obligation. Total cost entered in 20C. Then, to determine each
parent's share, multiply 20C by each parent's line 9.) 20 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

21 *Child Care Expenses *(Total cost entered in 21C. Then,
to determine each parent's share, multiply 21C by each
parent's line 9.) 21 $53.92 $146.08 $200.00

Child Support Obligation (If insurance is being provided by
the parent who is also the obligor, then the obligee's share of
health insurance from line 19 is subtracted from obligor's line 17,
unless obligee’s net income (line 2 or 3) is less than 133% of the
Federal Poverty Guidelines, with the resulting amount appearing
at right. If insurance is being provided by the parent who is the
obligee, then amount at right will be line 17 The obligor's share of
the health insurance from line 19 will appear below and is
ultimately added to the obligation.) $0.00 $1,207.57

Health Insurance Obligation (If insurance is being provided
by the parent who is the obligee, then amount at right will be
his/her line 19 and is ultimately added to the obligation, unless the
obligor’s net income (line 2 or 3) is less than 133% of the Federal
Poverty Guidelines. If insurance is being provided by the parent
who is the obligor, then the obligee's share of health insurance
from line 19 is subtracted from obligor's line 17 with the resulting
amount appearing as the Child Support Obligation and the number
at right will be zero.) $0.00 $157.04

Calculation completed: 05-30-2023

*Although depicted above, items listed in the Other Expenses section (Extraordinary Extracurricular Activities
and School Expenses and Child Care Expenses) are NOT included in the amounts shown as Child Support
Obligation or Health Insurance Obligation. The court, in its discretion, may order either or both parents to
contribute to these Other Expenses.

Please note: Requested support amounts shown above are estimates and may differ from the amount
adjudicated by the court, which are updated with the most current information.
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Shared Physical Care Support Obligation
Worksheet

A B C

Parent A Parent B Combined
 Total

# of children for whom support is sought: 3

Determination of
Net Monthly
Income

1 Gross Monthly Income from All Sources (Includes
maintenance received if established prior to 2019 and social
security dependent benefits for subject child paid on behalf of
the retired/disabled parent, less maintenance paid/payable if
established prior to 2019; excludes means tested benefits
(e.g., TANF, SSI, SNAP, etc.) and benefits/income received
for non-subject child.) 1 $12,599.00 $4,664.00

2 Standardized Net Income (Using Standardized Net Income
Conversion Table) 2 $8,837.00 $3,618.00

3 Individualized Net Income (Requires joint stipulation or
court determination) 3

4 Maintenance received if established after January 1,
2019, or by agreement of the parties 4 $0.00 $0.00

5 Maintenance paid/payable if established after January
1, 2019, or by agreement of the parties 5 $0.00 $0.00

6 Multi-Family Adjustment with Order:
(Amount paid pursuant to the terms of the order.)
0 child(ren) for Parent A
0 child(ren) for Parent B 6 $0.00 $0.00

7 Multi-Family Adjustment without Order:
(Lesser of amount paid or 75% of the support that
should be paid based solely on requesting parent's
income.)
0 child(ren) for Parent A
0 child(ren) for Parent B 7 $0.00 $0.00

8 Adjusted Net Income (Add each parent's line 4 to line
2 or 3, then subtract line 5, line 6, and/or line 7 from that
sum to determine his/her adjusted net monthly income
to be used in the following steps. Next, add 8A and 8B
to determine 8C.) 8 $8,837.00 $3,618.00 $12,455.00

Computation of
Basic Child
Support
Obligation

9 Each Parent’s Percentage Share of Adjusted Net
Income (Each parent's line 8 divided by 8C.) 9 70.95% 29.05%

10 Basic Child Support Obligation Based on Combined
Adjusted Net Income (Using 8C, find the corresponding
combined net income on the Schedule of Basic Child Support
Obligations.) 10 $3,274.00

11 Each Parent's Contribution toward the Basic Child
Support Obligation (Line 10C multiplied by each
parent's line 9.) 11 $0.00 $0.00

Shared Physical
Care

12 Shared Physical Care Support Obligation (Line 10C
multiplied by 1.5.) 12 $4,911.00

13 Each Parent's Share of the Shared Physical Care
Support Obligation (12C multiplied by each parent's line 9.) 13 $3,484.35 $1,426.65

14 Number of Overnights per Year with the Child 14 183 182 365
15 Percentage of Time with Each Parent (Each parent's line

14 divided by 14C.) 15 50.14% 49.86%
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Shared Physical Care Support Obligation
Worksheet

A B C
Parent A Parent B Combined Total

Shared Physical
Care

16 Each Parent's Calculated Shared Care Child Support
Obligation (Multiply each parent's line 13 by the other
parent's line 15.) 16 $1,737.30 $715.32

17 Resulting Shared Care Child Support Obligation
(Subtract Lesser of 16A or 16B from the Greater of 16A or
16B. Enter the difference in the column of the greater value
from line 16.) 17 $1,021.98 $0.00

Health Insurance
Coverage

18 Cost of Child’s Health Insurance Premium (Actual amount
of the total health insurance premium attributable to the
subject child, placed in the column of the providing parent.) 18 $161.25

19 Each Parent's Share of the Child's Health Insurance
Premium (Line 18A or B multiplied by each parent's line 9.) 19 $114.41 $46.84

*Other Expenses

20 *Extraordinary Extracurricular Activities and School
Expenses (Basic extracurricular activities and school
expenses are included in the Schedule of Basic Child Support
Obligation. Total cost entered in 20C. Then, to determine each
parent's share, multiply 20C by each parent's line 9.) 20 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

21 *Child Care Expenses *(Total cost entered in 21C. Then,
to determine each parent's share, multiply 21C by each
parent's line 9.) 21 $106.43 $43.58 $150.01

Child Support Obligation (If insurance is being provided by
the parent who is also the obligor, then the obligee's share of
health insurance from line 19 is subtracted from obligor's line 17,
unless obligee’s net income (line 2 or 3) is less than 133% of the
Federal Poverty Guidelines, with the resulting amount appearing
at right. If insurance is being provided by the parent who is the
obligee, then amount at right will be line 17 The obligor's share of
the health insurance from line 19 will appear below and is
ultimately added to the obligation.) $1,021.98 $0.00

Health Insurance Obligation (If insurance is being provided
by the parent who is the obligee, then amount at right will be
his/her line 19 and is ultimately added to the obligation, unless the
obligor’s net income (line 2 or 3) is less than 133% of the Federal
Poverty Guidelines. If insurance is being provided by the parent
who is the obligor, then the obligee's share of health insurance
from line 19 is subtracted from obligor's line 17 with the resulting
amount appearing as the Child Support Obligation and the number
at right will be zero.) $114.41 $0.00

Calculation completed: 10-02-2023

*Although depicted above, items listed in the Other Expenses section (Extraordinary Extracurricular Activities
and School Expenses and Child Care Expenses) are NOT included in the amounts shown as Child Support
Obligation or Health Insurance Obligation. The court, in its discretion, may order either or both parents to
contribute to these Other Expenses.

Please note: Requested support amounts shown above are estimates and may differ from the amount
adjudicated by the court, which are updated with the most current information.
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