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BILL OF COMPLAINT

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGES OF THE SAID COURT:

COMES NOW the Complainant, Barry Donald Oehl, and respectfully

represents to the Court as follows:‘

1‘

That your Complainant is now and has been for a period of more

than one year prior to the institution of this suit domiciled in and an
actual bona fide resident of the State of Virginia; that the Complainant is

a resident of Prince William County, Virginia; and the Defendant is a

ident of Croyden in the County of Surrey, England.
2,

Teate?

That the Complainant and Defendant were married, each to the

A
fice tho..«Z—“Y of
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other, on March 16, 1963, at Tooting, London, England.

3. That two children were born of this marriage, namely, Lorraine

;%Claire Oechl, born August 28, 1968, and Stewart Clark David Oehl, born

the Cl

» April 29, 1970, both of said children now residing with the Defendant.
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4. That the Complainant and Defendant are over eighteen (18) years
of age; that both parties are members of the Caucasian race; and that neither
party is a member .of the Armed Forces of the United States. )

5. That the Complainant and Defendant have mot cohabited as husband

and wife since on or about October 28, 1970; and that your Complainant has

lived separate and apart without any cohabitation and without interruption
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Page 2
from his wife, the Defendant in i_:hi.s cause, since on or about October 28,
1970.

WHEREFORE, the premises considered, your Complainant respectfully
prays that he be awarded a Decree of Divorce A Vinculo Matrimonii ofl and
from the Defendant, VANDRA COLLINSWORTH OEHL, in accordance with Section
20-91 (9) of the Virginia Code of 1950 as amended;and that the Complainant
may have all such other and further relief as the nature of his case may

require or to equity shall seem meet.

Barry Doflald Oehl

BERRYMAN, MELNICK AND SANDERS
2400 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, Virginia

Counsel for Complainant ,

COUNTY OF ARLINGION, to-wit:-

BARRY DONALD OEHL, Con.nplainant named in the foregoing and attached
Bill of Complaint, being duly sworn, says that 'the facts and allegations
contained herein are true except so far as théy are therein stated to be on
information, and that so far as they are stated to be on information, he

believes them to be true.

Lon O

Barry Dodald Oehl

Subscribed and sworn to before me this _od 7d«day of

_@:ﬁ:?%) , 1973. .
Notary Pub; lic )
: My commission expires: ‘; 5’ é
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ANSWER AND CROSS-BILL OF COMPLAINT

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGES OF THE SAID COURT:

ANSWER

COMES NOW the Defendant, Vandra Collinsworth Oehl, by her

counsel, and, by leave of this Honorable Court, files this her
nswer to the Bill of Complaint exhibited against her herein,
espectfully represents and alleges as follows:

1., That she admits that she is a resident and domiciliary
of England; that she denies that Complainant is a domiciliary of
the Commonwealth of Virginia; that she is not advised, and
therefore denies and demands strict proof, as to the residence of

omplainant; and that she alleges that Complainant, a citizen of
reat Britain, is merely a sojourner in the Commonwealth of
irginia.

2. That she admits the allegations set forth in paragraphs
wo, three and four of said Bill of Complaint.

3. That she neither admits nor denies the allegations set

orth in paragraph five of said Bill of Complaint, and demands
strict proof thereof.

4, That Defendant believes and therefore alleges that both

f the parties hereto are citizens of Great Britain and that

(4

e, 2290/

omplainant is attempting to use the Courts of the Commonwealth of

irginia to avoid the process and jurisdiction of the Courts of

(4

ngland.

Zeonard K Haltlor

2000 M%Mm&(r.f&d
108 - 525-5552

5. That there is currently in full force and effect an Order
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of the Magistrates' Court sitting at Barbican Way for the Petty
Sessional Division of the County of Gloucester, England, entered
on the 21st day of October, 1970, requiring Complainant herein to
pay to Defendant herein a total of 150 English Pounds (& 150.) per
month for the support and maintenance of Defendant and the parties'
two infant children, Lorraine Claire Oehl and Stewart Clark David
Oehl, a true copy of said Order being attached hereto, marked
Defendent's Exhibit A, and by this reference made a part hereof.

6. That the said Order of the Magistrates' Court for the
Petty Sessional Division of the County of Gloucester was entered
by consent of the parties, both of whom were represented by
counsel, and that same constitutes a stipulation and agreement
or court—approved contract between them.

7. That said Order of the Magistrates' Court for the Petty
Sessional Division of the County of Gloucester, being valid and
enforceable throughout Great Britain, is entitled to comity by this
Honorable Court.

8. That the Complainant is heavily in arrears in the pay~
ments due in accordance with the provisions of the said Order of
the Magistrates' Court for the Petty Sessional Division of the
County of Gloucester; and that a Certificate of Arrears has been
issued by the Collecting Officer, duly appointed by the Magistrates
Court sitting at Gloucester in Gloucester County, England, dated
November 9, 1973, indicating that as of November 1, 1973,
Complainant was in arrears in his said paywents to Defendant in the
total sum of b 577.60, true copies of said Certificate of Arrears,
with three Collecting Officer's Ledger Cards attached, being
attached hereto, marked Defendant's Exhibits B, C and D, and by
this reference made a part hereof.

9. That Complainant comes before this Court with "unclean
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hands," seeking equity without having been or being willing to do
equity.

] 10, That solely because of Complainant's said arrearages
since his having departed England, Defendant has had to engage the
services of counsel in London, and in Virginia since July, 1972,
and has expended and is indebteded to said London and Virginia
counsel for great sums of money as a result thereof; that her said
London and Virginia counsel have been in contact and in correspond-
ence with Complainant's present and prior counsel, John J. Cooleen,|

| Esquire, of the Washington, D. C. Barj and that notwithstanding

all of said great sums of money paid and obligated by Defendant,

Ias aforesaid, Complainant has persisted and continues to persist in
imaking monthly payments to Defendant in accordance with his
Eunilateral reduction of the monthly amount due Defendant Ly the

i

{ terms and requirements of the said Order of the Magistrates' Court

for the Petty Sessional Division of the County of Gloucester.

WHEREFCRE, being without remedy in the premises save in a

1
'
!
]

| court of equity, Defendant prays:

l. That the said Bill of Complaint exhibited against her
herein be dismissed.

2. That a judgment be entered in favor of Defendant for the
amount of arrearages due her in accordance with the provisions of
the said Order of the Magistrates' Court for the Petty Sessional
Division of the County of Gloucester, at the time of the hearing

lof this cause.

\

| 3. That she be awarded a Jjudgment in the amount necessary to;

repay and defray the fees paid and due said London and Virginia

counsel.

w, 22901

4. That this Honorable Court enter an order requiring

203-585-5552

Y00 Nimthy Hoteondhy Adooot
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Complainant to pay to Defendant the equivalent of & 150.00 per
month.

And Defendant will ever pray, etc.
VANDRA COLLINSWORTH OEHL

By Counsel

CROSS-BILL OF COMPLAINT

COMES NOW Vandra Collinsworth Oehl, Defendant and Cross-
Complainant, by her counsel, and, by leave of this Honorable
Court, files this her Cross-=Bill of Complaint against Barry Donald
Oehl, Complainant and Cross-Defendant, respectfully representing
untec this Honorable Court as follows:

1. That the parties hereto were legally married to each
other, on the 16th day of March, 1963, at All Saints in the Parish
of Tooting Graveney in the Metropolitan Borough of Wandsworth,
London, England.

2. That for the purpose of this cause Defendant/Cross-
Complainant alleges that Complainant/Cross-Defendant "is now and
has been for a period of more than one year prior to the institu-
tion of this suit domiciled in and an actual bona fide resident of
the State of Virginia," currently residing in Prince William
County at 4209 Glendale Road, Woodbridge, Virginia.

3. That there were two children born of the said marriage,
both of whom are in the custody of Defendant/Cross-Complainant,
namely: Lorraine Claire Oehl, born August 28, 1968, and Stewart
Clark David Oehl, born April 29, 1970.

4, That the parties hereto are both members of the Caucasian

Race and above the age of 18 years, and that neither party hereto

is a member_of the Armed Forces of the United States.

- 006



i

abandoned Defendant/Cross-Complainant and the parties?

5. That Complainant/Cross-Defendant wilfully deserted and
said two
infant children on the 4th day of October, 1970} and that the
parties have lived separate and apart without any cohabitation and
without interruption since the said date.

6. That as a result of Complainant/Cross-Defendant's having
deserted Defendant/Cross-Complainant and the parties' said two
infant children, as aforesaid, Defendant/CrosseComplainant formally
complained to the Magistrates' Court for the Petty Sessional
Division of the County of Gloucester; that the said Court adjudged
Defendant/Cross-Complainant's complaint was true and ordered that
the legal custody of the parties' said two infant children be
committed to Defendant/Cross-Complainant; that Complainant/Cross-

Defendant pay to Defendant/Cross-Complainant the sum of & 149.00

per calendar month on the first day of every month for the benefit

cf Defendant/Cross-Complainant, together with the sum of 50p per

month on the first day of each month for each of the said two

infant children of the parties while under the age of 16 years
(totalling & 150.00); and that the Complainant/Cross-Defendant is
currently heavily in arrears with respect to the said payments
ordered by the said Court (see Defendant/Cross-~Complainant's
Exhibits B, C, D and E).

7. That Defendant/Cross~Complainant is currently a student;
that she receives a small monthly stipend from the government to
permit her to attend school; and that she has no funds with which
to defend herself as to Complainant/Cross-Defendant's Bill of
Complaint and with which to maintain the prosecution of her Cross-—
Bill of Complaint.

8. That there is no hope of reconciliation between the

parties.
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WHEREFORE, the premises considered, Defendant/Cross-
Complainant prays:

1. That she may be awarded a decree of divorce A VINCULO
MATRIMONII on the ground of willful desertion and abandonment

from the fourth day of October, 1973.

2. That she may be awarded custody of the said two infant
children of the parties, Lorraine Claire Oehl and Stewart Clark
David Oehl, subject to reasonable rights of visitation by the
Complainant/Cross-Defendant.

3. That she may be awarded support and maintenance for the
said two infant children of the parties, both pendente lite and
permanently.

4., That she way be awarded support and maintenance for
herself, both pendente lite and permanently.,

5. That she may be awarded adequate counsel fees with which
to maintain the prosecution of this cause and with which to pay
London and Virginia counsel for services rendered prior to the
institution of this suit as a result of Complainant/Cross-Defendant
arrearages.

6. That this Honorable Court recognize the Order of the
Magistrates' Court for the Petty Sessional Division of the County
of Gloucester (see Defendant/Cross-Complainant's Exhibit A) and
award to her a judgment for the arrearages due as of the date of
the hearing in this cause; and, because the said Order is a valid
and subsisting one, entered by the said Court having in personam
Jurisdiction over the parties, that this Honorable Court recognize
and grant comity to same and, therefore, award support and
mainteﬁance to Defendant/Cross-Complainant in behalf of herself
and the parties' said two infant children in United States Dollars

in an amount approximately equal to 150 British Pounds (& 150.00).
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By

And Defendant/Cross—Complainant will ever pray, etc.

COWAN, LIPSON & RUMNEY
Audley House, 12 Margaret Street
London W1N 8BX, England

By

e ——————r

Michael C. Gilchrist

BRAY and SATTLER
2000 North 16th Street
Arlington, Virginia, 22201

Teonard S. Sattler

Counsel for Defendant/
Cross~-Complainant

VANDRA COLLINSWORTH OEHL

By Counsel

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Thie is to certify that 1 have

December, 1973, mailed a true copy of the foregoing and hereunto

annexed Answer and Cross Bill of Complaint, postage prepaid, to

on this azdd‘y of

Roger E. Senders, Esquire, of Berryman, Melnick and Sanders,

24300 Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia, 22201, Counsel for

Complainant/Cross-Defendant.

Leonard S. Sattler




STIPULATION

COMES NOW the Complainant, by counsel, and the Defendant, by counsel,

and enter herewith the following stipulations:-

1. That on or about October 28, 1970, the Complainant discontinued
cohabitation with the Defendant by leaving their residence in England.

2. That his departure was without the consent of the Defendant.

3. That Defendant in no wise caused the Complainant to leave their
residence but his decision to do so was voluntarily determined by the

Complainant alone and without the concurrence of the Defendant.

WE AGREE.TO THIS:

N Y /
I\' & Dated:__ %5 /3’/7# W, B .
e 4 2‘ z ‘ R dery:ounsi;a,l for Complainant
=t 2 . Ry
- 4 22677 - k& Y
5 o Dated: _ } v A Yy e
;_‘écz I Leonard S. Sattler, Counsel for Defendant
3= BERRYMAN, MEINICK AND SANDERS
5 9 2400 Wilson Boulevard
5 o Arlington, Virginia

Counsel for Complainant

By,

Roger E. Sanders
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Q. And do you have any relatives in this country?

A. No sir.

Q. Since having come to the United States, have you voted in
any British elections?

. No sir.

We. Have you paid anj British taxes?

s. No sir.

<+ are you still carrying a British passport?

A, Yes sir.

4. Do you have a green card issued by the United States Govern-
ment:

A, Frankly I am unsure, I am not absolutely certain, 1 am sorry.
ue Do you have an identification issued to you by the United
States Government which permits you to live in this couhtry?

a. Yes sir, I have a social security card and I am a perﬁanent
regident.

se Do you have identification from the Department of Immigration
and Naturalization which says you are a permanent resident?

A, Yes sir.

de When did you get that?

A, I would have to look at that to tell you.

Q. &Approximately, a year, two years?

A. Possibly a year ago.

Q. And you have not visited the British Isles since you came

to the United States?

Mr. Sanders: Objection, we didn't ask that question, there was
no response to that type of question.

Mr. Commissioner: The record will note yur objection, you can
go ahead and answer the question.

A. Sorry sir.
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We
‘\.

Q.

Have you visited the British
Yes sir.

How many times?

Once.

When was that approximately?
Possibly two or three months
At that time you were not in
No sir.

Or your children?

No sir.

Were you represented by Mrs.

Isles since you have come here?

ago.

contact with your wife?

Brooks in Bantam?

(Mr. Sanders) Objection, I would prefer that these matters

be taken care of before the Circuit Court.

A,
Q.

A,

(Mr. Sattler) All right.

When did you and your wife last live together?

Towards the end of October, 1970, I believe the date was

the 27th or 28th,

We
Al

Qe

And you haven't lived together since?

No sir.

And is it true that on the 27th or 28th of October, 1970,

Mrs. Oehl remained in your home that you had resided in with the

children and you left?

A.
e
A,
Mo
A.
Ge

A,

Yes.

Did you come to the United States at that time?

Yes s8ir.

Did she know where you were going?

Yes sir.

Did you make arrangements to bring her here?

No sir, not at that time.
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Q. How long after the 28th or 27th of October, 1970, daiqd you
actually leave England and coae to the United States?

A, Sorry.

Q. How many days or weeks after the 27th or 28th of October,
1970, did you actually leave England?

A. If my memory serves me correct, I came to the United States

on the 28th of October, 1970.
Q. And weren't you and your wife involved in litigation in

England before you left?

MNx. Sanders: Objection, this appears to be off the cause here.
Mr. Sattler: 1I am not going into the support part of it.

Mr., Commissioner: All right, the record notes your objection
you can go ahead and answer the question.

ihe I am sorry, can you explain litigation?

we Were you and your wife represented by solicitors or barristers
and were you involved before a Court?

A. Yes sir.

«e That was before you left England?

A. Yes sir.

e &nd except for the litigation in Prince William County which
we are now involved, you are in no other litigation, just that
litigation and this litigation?

a. That is correct sir.

4e Vo you remember the name of the court?

a. No sir.

We YO you remember the names of your attorneys?

Hr.FSanders: Objection, I think this has gone far from the
field of examination and I think it is irrelevant and we are in
the process of litigating in what amounts in a no-faplt type of

divorce, fault not necessary to be shown here.
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Mr. Sattler: 1 will withdraw the question.

Q. Are you aware of the fact that, if it is a fact, that

Mrs. Oehl has instituted divorce litigation against you in
England?

A, Yes sir.

“s How did you becone aware of that?

a. 1 was served with papers, I received papers.

W. From whom did you receive such papers?

A. I am not exactly sure who they came from, I assume her
attorney.

Q. But not yours?
A, No sir.

G, I see, did you respond to those papers?

A. No sir.

2. Do you intend to murn to England?

A. No sir,

Q. Never?

A. No sir,

4e The two children are in the custody of Mrs. Oehl?

A. I believe so, yes.

4. How old are you and Mrs. Oehl?

A. I am 30, &om recollection, I cannot be certain, but she
is two years younger than me which would make her 28.

Q. Is she a fit and proper person to have custody of the two
children of you and Mrs. Oehl?

A. Yes sir.

Qe Do you feel there is any hope of eventual reconciliation
between you?

A. No sir.

Q. Mr. Commiasioner, I don‘'t think I have any further questions

of Mr. Oehl at this time. 013



Mr.
Q.

you

Commissioner: All right Mr. Sanders do you have any questins?

No further questions.
QUESTIONS BY MR, COMMISS IONER TO MR, OEHL
W

Mr. Oehl, are there any property rights to be settled between
and Mrs. Oehl?

Property,can you qualify that for me?
Any real estate you own jointly?

No sir,

Any personal property you own jointly?

No sir.

There might be a question as to support payments for the

children, is that correct?

A

We

A,

we

Ae

e
e

Q.

Yes sir.

Do you have a driver's license?

Yes sir.

A Virginia driver's license? \
les. |
JO you have it with you?

Yes sir. ‘

May 1 see it?

Jertainly.

All right, while you are getting that, this address of 4209

Giendale Rkoud, 18 that a house or an apartment?

RN e

e

That's o« house,

are you renting that house or buying it?

buying it.

‘et the record show that the Complainant has exhibited a Common-

wealth of virginiu license indicuting his address as 1299 Bayside

Drive, apt. 6, woodbridge, Virginia and it was issued on the 6th

day of vecewmber, 1971,
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Q. So you are buying the house where you are residing?

A. Yes sir.

Q. All right, that is all the questions I have, do either one
of you have questions?

A QUESTINS BY MR. SATTLER TO MR. OEHL

Q. When did you purchase the house Mr. Oehl?

A. November, '72.

Q. Are you the sole owner of thelpuse?

A, Yes sir.

Q. And your name is the only name as the owner on the deed?

Mr. Sanders: I think he just answered that question -~ he said he
was the sole owner.

Mr. Commissioner: Well, he can go ahead and answer the question.
A, Yes sir, I am.

Q. And do you have a deed of trust on that house?
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H ‘ FINAL DECREE OF DIVORCE

THIS CAUSE came on to be heard upon Complainant's Bill
of Camplaint; upon substituted service of process upon the

Defendant in Croyden, England; upon Defendant's Answer and

I
|Cross-Bill of Complaint; upon Complainant's Answer to Cross-

Bill of Complaint; upon the depositions taken before a Corrissioner
in Chancery of this Court on January 1€, 1974, filed on behalf

,ot the vomplainant upon the Cormiasioner's Report filed in
this cause; and upon argsurent of counsel.

; UPOH CONSIDLRATION WHEREOT, it appearing tc the Court,
5independent of the admissions of elther of the parties hereto,
ﬁin the plealings or otherwise, that the parties hereto were
%le;ally aarried Yo each other on the l6th day of Merch, 1¢£3
kin Tooting, London, England: that the parties are both members
;of the CTaucasian zzce and above the age of eizhteen years:
ithat the Complainant is en aectual bona fide resident of and
gdomiciled in the County of Prince ¥William, Conronwealth of
f¢1r51n1a, &end has been a resident of the Commonwealth of Virginia
H&nd 80 domiciled for more than two years next preceding the
institution of this suit; that the Defendant is a nonresident

.of the Comnonwealth of Virginia, residing in England; that

ithere sre tvo childiren born of the saild marriage, in Defendant's
!custody in Fngland, namely: Lorraine Claire Oehl, age sir,

gborn August 28, 1968, and Stewart Clark David Oehl, age four,

iborn April 29, 1970; that the Defendant 1s a fit and proper person
jto have the custody of the parties' sald two children; that the
parties last lived and cohabited together as husband and wife
in England, where the Defendant still lives; that the parties

have lived separate and apart without any cohabitation and without
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any interruption for more than two years next preceding the in-
stitution of this suit; that there are no property rights to be
settled between the parties but that there remains a question

of support and maintenance arrearages in accordance with an Order

of the Magistrates' Court sitting at Barbican Way for the Petty

;Sessional Division of the County of Gloucester, England, entered

on the 2lst day of Océober, 1970; and that there is no probability:

" of a reconciliation between the parties; it is, therefore

ADJUDGZD, ORDERED and DECREED that the Complainant, Barry ?
" Donald Oehl, be, and he hereby is, granted a divorce A VINCULO ;
eéMATRIMONII from the Defendant, Vandra Collinsworth Oehl, on the

; grounds of two years separation, and the bonds of matrimony here- |
f tofore existing between the parties are hereby declared to be

f dissolved; and it 1is

FURTHER ADJUDGED, ORDERED and DECREED that the Defendant,

S Vandra Collinsworth Oehl, be, and she hereby 4s, awarded the com-

? Plete custody and control of the parties' said two children, Lor-
Taine Claire Oehl and Stewart Clark David Oehl, subjeot to reason-
able rights of visitation to the Complainant; and it is

| FURTHER ADJUDGED, ORDERED and DECREED that Complainant §
pay to Defendant, through the Juvenile and Domestic Relations '
General District Court of Prince William County, the total sum

of One Hundred Fifty Dollars (US$150) per month, commencing on

the first day of October, 1974 ($30.00 by way of alimony for Def-
endant and $60.00 per child), and continuing on the first day

of each month thereafter until the further order of this Court;
rand it is

FURTALR ADJUDGZD, ORDERED and DECREED that Complainant

e — e ——
T T

gpay to Leonard S. Sattler, Counsel for Defendant, the total sar !
o

£ One Thousand Dollars (4$1,000.00) by way of his contribution i

0418
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to Defendant's counsel fees and costs, $500.00 immediately upon
tne endorsement hereof and the balance on or before December 31,
1974, and it is

TURTHER ADJUDGED, ORDERID and DECRELDD that this Céurt shall
Ehave continuine jurisdiction over the parties and the subject

|
imatter hereof until the further order of this Court, all service

2oad, Voodbridge, Virginia, or, if he not be found there, upon
‘the Clerk of this Court.

53D THIS DuCRzZz IS5 FINAL,

ZNTLRED this day of October, 1974.

Wo ASK FOR THIS:

+3
[ 72]

'3RAY and SATTLZR
2000 .i. 16th Street
Arlinston, Va,., 22201

Leonarc 5. Sattler (

Counsel for Vandrﬁ
Collinsworth Oehl

lﬁarry 33§ald Jehl ¥

14202 Glendale 3oad
tWoodbridise, Virginia
i

0419
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"ORDER
¢ THIS CAUSE came on the fourth day «f May 1977 to be heard upon

"~ Complainant's motions to compel visitation in +*he United States
[N

iwith the parties' two infant children, Lorraine Claire Oehl and‘

Stewart Clark David Oehl, for a minimum of forty-five days, to be-

;gin on or about June 15, 1977, with travel expenses to be appor-

|
" tenance payments for the parties' said two infant children during

qsald visitation period; and upon Defendant's ore tenus motions for:

Ia continuance in order to obtain depositzons and to subpoena wit-i

hnesses to testify concernlng Complainant's said Stateside visita-
étion with parties' said two infant children and to refer this matte
;to the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court of Prince
~William County, in accordance with Secticn 16.1-161 of the Code of

fVirginia, of 1950, as amended, for its investigation with respect

;of- and upon the pro se arguments of Complainant and of counsel for

hDefendant.

IT APPEARING TO THE COURT: that Complainant is at this time

| current in his support and maintenance obligations to Defendant

éand the parties' said two infant children (based upon Complainant's

- representations as to same); that Complainant is entitled to State-

iside visitation with the parties' said two infant children resident

" in England; that there should be no suspension of payments on ac-

r‘

'count of child support and maintenance during said Stateside visit-

B+

v ation; and that Defendant's motions for a continuance and to refer

. this matter to the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court

ﬂ

"of Prince William County as to the guestion of Complainant's State-

. side visitation with the parties' said two infant children should

020

!
|

tioned between the parties an@ for a suspension of support and mainf

r
|

[}
i
to Complainant's rights of visitation and the setting of terms theré
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o Ri.le see

" ren's round-trip transportation, including air fare.

~with airline regulations.

~ren's itinerary and round-trip airline tickets at least ten days;

~in advance of their departure from England.

: maintenance payments to Defendant during the said@ children's said

be denied; it is therefore

ADJUDGED, ORDERED AND DECREED as follows:

1. That Complainant be, and he hereby is, granted rights of )
visitation in the United States with the parties' two infant child-
ren, Lorraine Claire Oehl.and Stewart Clark David Oehl, on the fol-

lowing terms and conditions:

a. Said visitation shall be for a period of thirty days

commencing on or about June 15, 1977 or five days after they are

released ffbm school for summer recess.

b. Complainant shall bear ali costs of the said child-

c. Round-trip air transportation shall be in accordance

d. Complainant shall furnish Defendant with the child-

[}

e. Complainant shall continue.to make child support and

Stateside visitation.

2. That Defendant's s;id motions for a continuance and to
refer this matter to the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District'
Court of Prince William County be, and they hereby are, denied.

3. That the exceptions of both parties to the Court's rulings
are hereby noted.

ENTERED this = day of May, 1977.

JAMES C. CACHERIS, JUDGE
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! 2000 N, 16th Street
. Arlington, Va., 22201

]
:

i

Barry Donald Oehl,
Complainant pro se

7910 Charles Thomson Lane

Apartment Number 101

Annandale, Virginia, 22003
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PREACIPE
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TO: C. E. Gnadt, Clerk
Circuit Court of Prince William County

Please place the above styled cause on the docket for the 26th
day of August, 1977, for a Rule To Show Cause why the Defendant,
should not be held in contempt of Court, for failure to comply with the
Order, entered by the Honorable James C. Cacheris, of the 4th day of May,
1977.

BARRY DONALD OEHL

o Oth 0

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing Preacipe was maiied
to Counsel for Defendant, Leonard S. Sattler, Esquire, Bray and Sattler,
2000 N. 16th Street, Arlington, Virginia, 22201, and Counsel for Defendani,
Michael C. Gilchrist, Esquire, Messrs., Cowan, Lipson and Rumney; Audley
House, 12 Margaret Street, London, WIN, 8BX, ENGLAND, postage prepaid,

on August 12, 1977.

BARRY DONALD OEHL
b 0.0 O
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LAW OFFICES

BRAY AND SATTLER

RICHARD P. BRAY. JR. 2000 NORTH 16TH BTREET

(1922-1960) : CABLE ADDRESD:
e ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA, 22201 PRECISION, WABHINGTON, D. C.
LEONARD 8. SATTLER 2035288852

G. EMERSON SCHINDLER
JEFFREY W. KNAPPS

August 31, 1977

Honorable Elliott Marshall
Front Roysal County Courthouse
Post Office Box 856
Front Royal, Va., 22630

Re: Oehl vs. Oehl; In Chancery No. T222
Circuit Court of Prince William County

Dear Judge Marshall:

Reference is made to the above-referenced matter; where-
in Your Honor heard Mr. Oehl pro se and ths undersigned on
behalf of Mrs. Oehl. Perhaps Your Honor will recall my rep-
resentations to you that Mr. Oehl's mother, Mrs. Margary Oekl,
offered +to pay her own way, round-trip, to accompany her two
infant grandchildren to Northern Virginia to visit with their
father, a trip concerning which the two children, themselves,
have great trepidation. In addition to not knowing or remem-
bering their father (since they were approximately two years
of a§e and six months of age respectively when he left Eng-
land). :

The purpose hereof is to enclose a photocopy of a letter
from said Mrs. Margary Oehl, the authenticity of which is cer-
tified by & Vice Consul of the United States in England. The
original is either in the Court's file or it has been mis-
placed. In any case, the same is herewith submitted to Your
Honor on the assumption that you would ©be interested in its
contents. '

With best wishes, I remain
Riiijgi;}l;y yours,

Leonard S. Sattler

—)
\\
by

LSS/brs

cc: Mr. Barry D. Oehl

| ) 024
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(?‘;m e ] GREAT BRITAIL )
; ’:"-.:'» -4 ::' )
k- i e eemas . -~ -~
IN AND NORTI“‘RN IRELAND )

3 :JF "‘HE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA )

" '\" ,suhu - . - -
Lawrence &, Kugudu . Vice Consul of the United States o7
srica residing at London, England, duly commissioned ané gualiizZiazd,
herel.y certify that

MARTIN JOHN SCANNALL

-

A0se¢ signature and official seal are respsctively subscribed and
Lffixed tc the annexed certificate, was on the date of the sighin¢ :
~heresf o Notary Public at London, England, duly authorized to pz:-form
notarial acts, duly appointed and qualified, zo whose officieal zc:s
faith and credit are due; that I have conmparec the signature of said

MARTIN JOHN SCANNALL .

on the annexed certificate with a specimen of his signature f1led in
this Embassy; that I believe his signature to be genu-ne, that I have
i compared the impression of the seazl affixed thereto with a speciman
thereof filed in this Embassy, and that I believe the impressica of
she seal upon the said original annexed certificate to be genuine.

-IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have heraunto
set my nand and affixed the seal
6f the Consular Service of the
United States of America at London,

England, this second day
of May ir the year of

Our Lord one thousand nins hundred
and seventy-&isex. seven,

e S

ence S. iug‘»u
Vice Consul of the United St
of Amasxrica at London, Englar
Service Recaipt No.  G14807.i35
Tariff Item No. Agl
Fee: $2.50 = &boﬁi.&:l&?
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HEMSWORTH, to me personally known a. -ne individual who
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LAW OFFICES

"BRAY AND SATTLER

RICHARD P. BRAY, JR. 2000 NORTH 16TH STREET

1922-1968) CABLE ADDRESS:
_ ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA, 22201 PRECISION, WASHINGTON, D. C.
LEONARD 8. SATTLER 703-525.5352

G. EMERSON SCHINDLER
JEFFREY W. KNAPPS

Se»stember 9, 1977

Honorable Elliott Marshall
Front Royal Courthouse
Front Royal, Va., 22630 .

Re: Oehl vs. Oehl; In Chancery No. T222
Circuit Court of Prince William County

Dear Judge Marshall:

Unfortunately, the enclosed letter of September 6, 1977 to
Your Honor was returned for insufficient postage; again as a re-
sult of secretarial inadvertence (which, if not immediately rem-
edied, will result in secretarial replacement). I sincerely hope
that these communications reach Your Honor in time for Your Honor
to consider them prior to further argument in Oehl vs. Oehl. We
are s8till taken aback in this office that Mr. Oehl would have the
temerity to attempt so flagrant a strategem as to give us a check
pursuant to a court order and then, almost immediately, stop pay-
ment on it.

"With reference to the first postscript to the enclosed let-
ter to Your Honor, enclosed herewith please find a carbon copy of
our self-explanatory letter of even date to Mrs. Elizebeth Butler-
Sloss, Registrar of The High Court of Justice in England, in an-
swer to Mr. Oehl's letter to The High Court of Justice of August
9, 1977, & copy of which Mr. Oehl handed to Your Honor on the day
we last appeared before you.

With best wishes, I remain

Sini%rely yours,

W i, -

L@onérd S. Sattler

LSS/brs

Enclosure
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LAW OFFICES

BRAY AND SATTLER

1922.1968) 2000 NORTH 18TH STREET

© RICHARD P. BRAY, JR.

CABLE ADDRESS:

—_— ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA, 22201 ' PRECISION, WASKINGTON, B. C.
 LEONARD 5. BATTLER ' ’ 203.5205.-5882

G. EMERSON SCHINDLER
JEFFREY W. KNAPPS

September 6, 1977

SPECIAL DELIVERY

Honorable Elliott Marshall
Front Royeal Courthouse
Front Royal, Va., 22630

Re: Oehl vs. Oehl; In Chancery No. T222
Circuit Court of Prince William County

Dear Judge Marshall:

) As & result of secretarial inadvertence, for which I
must and do accept the blame, we failed to advice Your
Honor of &a very serious situation with respect to the
above-referenced matter.

Your Honor will undoubtedly recall that I asked the
Court please to comnsider Oehl vs. Oehl out of order be-
cause same could be handled in a summary manner. I rep-
resented to Your Honor +that only minutes before Court
convened I had visited the Clerk's Office of the Juvenile
and Domestic Relations District Court of Prince William
County and had there been advised that Mr. Oehl had meade

. absolutely no child support and maintenance payments what-
soever since our having appeared before Judge Cacheris on
May 4, 1977; and, therefore, payments were due for the
months of June, July and August. Your Honor mey also re-
call that for the foregoing reason I asked the Court to
refuse to hear Mr. Oehl's motion +to issue a rule ageinst
Mrs. Oehl until he purged himself of contempt; and that
Your Honor thereupon advised Mr. Oehl of the propriety of
my motion. Whereupon, Your Honor may also recall that
Mr. Oehl stated to the Court that he anticipated such a
tactic on my part and that the money was in "escrow" and
that he was then and there prepared to pay same. At this
point Mr. Oehl and I quit the bar enclosure and Mr. Oehl
asked me to confirm +the exact amount due my client (to

- continued -
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Honorable Elliott Marshall
Page Number Two

September 6, 1977

which I replied four hundred and fifty dollars). Mr.
Oehl then requested of his current wife that she prepare
the check in said amount, which she did, payable to the
order of my client, Vandra C. Oehl, who resides in Eng-
land; following which Mr. Oehl signed same and handed it
to me.

Mr. Gnadt called Oehl vs. Oehl and Mr, Oehl and I
argued the matter bdbefore Your Honor from the left hand
side of Your Honor's bench. Mr. Oehl provided Your Hon-
or with certain documents as did I, following which Your
Honor +took +the matter under advisement, informing Mr.
Oehl and me that Mr. Gnadt would let wus know when Your
Honor would next be sitting in the Prince William Circuit
Court, to which date the matter would be continued for
further proceedings before Your Honor.

On the afternoon of the same day, Friday, August 26,
1977, I had my secretary check with Mr. Oehl's bank,
through the auspices of my bank, which is associated with
his bank, to ascertain if his check was good. Upon learn-
ing that there was sufficient money in Mr. Oehl's account
to cover the check, I endorsed same as follows: "Vandra
C. Oehl by Leonard S. Sattler, Attorney & Agent;" follow-
ing wvhich same was deposited to our Trustee Account in
the Arlington Trust Company. Unbelieveably outrageous as
it may seem, before said check could clear his account in
the Clarendon Bank and Trust Company, Mr. Oehl had already
had "PAYMENT STOPPED" on said check. In view of Your Hon-
or's rulings when Oehl vs. Oehl was first considered by
Your Honor (that Mr. Oehl must purge himself of his own
contempt before he could seek a rule to hold my client in
contempt), I respectfully reiterate that Mr. Oehl's mo-
tion be dismissed and I also respectfully submit that he
be dealt with by the Court, on its own motion, es Your
Honor may deem just and proper under the circumstances,
for the cavalier contempt of Your Honor's rulings early
Friday morning, August 26, 197T. By having stopped pay-
ment on the check (which was, in effect, <the sine qua
non of his being permitted to address Your Honor), not on-

- continged - 082
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Honorable Elliott Marshall
Page Number Three

September 6, 1977

ly did Mr. Oehl demonstrate his gross contempt of the
Court and our system of jJjustice, but, with scienter, Mr.
Oehl willfully &end wantonly practiced a fraud upon Your
Honor and +the Circuit Court of Prince William County and
my client and me, in that he thought that by having had
his check made payable directly to my client in England,
-that Your Honor and I would not know about his having
stopped payment on said check until long after Your Honor
would have ruled on issues before the Court. It has been
this type of conduct that the undersigned and his English
client and his . English associate counsel have had to put
up with at the hands of Mr. Oehl, and even one of his lo-
cal attorneys, during the past several years

With best wishes, I remain

Leonard S. Sattler

LSS/brs

P.S. The undersigned is currently engaged in the drafting
of a lengthy communication to Mrs. Elizabeth Butler-
Sloss, Registrar of The High Court of Justice in Eng-
land, responding to Mr. Oehl's inferences of improper
conduct on the part of my associate counsel in Eng-
land, Michael C. Gilchrist, Esquire, and, upon com-
pletion of same, I will provide Your Honor with a

°°PY¢2?:) .

P.P.S. Enclosed herewith please find photocopy of said
check and accompanying bank debit noticeZZEED
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LAW OFFICES

BRAY AND SATTLER

RICHARD P. BRAY. JR. 2000 NORTH 16TH BTREET : CABLE ADDRESS:
19221908 ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA, 22201 PRECISION, WASHNGTON, B. C-
LEONARD 8. SATTLER 203-5285.885

—

6. EMERSON SCHINDLER
JEFFREY W. KNAPPS

September 9, 1977

Mrs. Elizadbeth Butler-Sloss, Registrar
The digh Court of Justice
Fanily Division, Principal Reglstry:
LONDON, ENGLASRND

Re: Guardiaaship proeeedings concerning minors :

Lorraina Claire Oehl and Stewart Clark :
David Oelkl

Ho. WG510 of 1977 ;

Dear Mra., Butler-Slois: f\

Having received a copy of Mr., Oehl's letter to you of Augud¥
9, 1977 from Mr., Oehl, I feel that it behooves me to set some of}
tha raecord straight, it being impossible in correspondence to ap«~
Prise The High Court of Justice of all that has transpired in the.
Circuit Court of Prince William County and in the Cireuit Court \
of Arlington County, Commonwvealth of Virginia. With reference, \
therefore, to the "facts" as set forth in the six enumerated para- ..
graphs of Mr. Oehl's said letter, permit me to state seriatum as
follows'

o e e o e

1. Although substantially correct, Mr. Oehl falils to nention,
in parazraph one that when he was "voluntarily" agreeing to chila
support, vhich was memorislized in a court order, he was also in
the process of deseriing his vife and infant children (who vere
then approximately two ysars and 8ix months of age respectively).

2. Mr, Oehl didcﬁocato in the United States almost coaten~
poraneously with the =2atry of said court order.

3. The contents of Mr, Oehl's parazraph three are patently
untrue aad the facts as stated dy Mr, Uehl in ecorrespondence and
in court on numerous occasions are: that his salary in the United
States was such that he could not geep up the payments as required
by suid court order, or so he allegad; that he d4id indeed make

tateside effortsito have such payments loweredy that at no tine
did he move the ecourt in England which entered sald court order to
lovar the payments for the equitadle reasons he claimed; and that
finslly, on an ex parte basis, Nr. Oehl lowered the payments to
suit his ability to pay, or so he said., It was not until many
months later that his "unemployment" (poasibly "arranged") could

- continued - (35
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Hr3, Blizabethr Sutler-Sloss
vaga NHumber Two

Saptember 9, 1977

hive in any way affacted his ability to nmake payments in accordance
with the 8aid Fn:lish court order,

4, The "lo:al counsel" referrad to in Mr. Oehl's paragraph
sux is the uaizraizzn:d. Altaough nmy maeaory is indesd fallidble and
liihough we did nugch research to ascertain the extent to which the
:ourta of tha Coaaonwealth of Virginla would grant comity to the
ald #nglish court's order, at no time did the Cirecuit Court of
Eriuse Williaa Couasy make any award on the dasis of gsame, As a
tabher of fact, llitigation for divorce was instituted in the Cir-
¢ils Court of Prince William County, under applicadle statutes of
,thz2 Coamoawealisn of Virginia in such ca393 made and provided, dased

/upon Hr. Oehl's rssidance in Prince William County 2nd upoa the “no-

’

fauli" grounds of szeparadsion for the statutory period. Mr, Oehl's
han wife in Enzland was served there with proecess and the under-
slgned, on her bdenalf, filed an Answer and Cross-Bill of Complaint
on the grounds of desertion. In the pleadings filed on behalf of
Mrs, Oehl, the 3aid English court's order was referred to and al-
lagations were nade as to Mr, Oehl'’s then very sudstantial arrear-’
ag2s. To verify these facts, one needs only to coasult the court
records in the Jurisdiction where said English court's order was
entered, Befors a final decree of divorce could be entered in the
Circuit Court of Prince William County, Mr. Oehl had a falling out
with his attoraey (who withdrew as Mr, Oehl's counsel and who later
sued him for his fes), I, personally, vas in no hurry concerning.
the entry of a final decree of divorce, being more interesied in
keeping Mr. Oehl under the active Jurisdiction of the Circuit Court
of Prince Williaa County 4in order that I might petition said Court
to "force" Mr. Oehl to make paynmants to his wife on behalf of the
two infant ehildiren. On one such occasion, Mr, Oehl and his fiance
and the undersignad reported to the Circuit Court of Prince William
County on, I beliave, the undersigned's motion to require Mr, Oehl -
‘to make support payments as aforesald. At that time, MNr. Oehl was
indeed unenployed and I doudted it very much that the Circuit¢ Court
of Prince William County would hold aim in ebntemnt for not making
support paymeants under such clrcumstaasces, ‘Phe thrase of us repair-
el to a MecDonali's rastaurant in Manazsas, Virginia, the county
seat of Priace Wil¥iam Couaty, and then and there "hammered out" a
bargain, The "boitom line"™ of said bargain was that 1f I would im-
medlately prevare a final decrea of divorce for entry by the Cir-
ciil% Court of Prince William County, Mr. Oehl would azrae therein
to ve orderad to pay one hundred and fifty dollars per month to his
thea wife on accouat of support and maintenance. During our rather
lengthy confereazs, I ascertained taat Mr, Oehl would be golng dack

- continued -
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Mrs, Zlizabeth Butler-Sloss
Page Number Three

September 9, 1977

to wvork at a substantial cut in salary; that he and his then flance
would be married immadiately upon the Prince William Circuit Court's
entering & final decrees of divorce; that his then fiance had a young
son for whom she wes receiving only five dollars per month support
and malntenance, a circumstance which emdittered bdoth Mr. Oehl and
his fiancej; that his fiarce was at that time employed by some sort

of credit ecerd insurence company and enjoying & salary of some ten
thousand dollars annuallyj and that after their marriage they would
seriously consider asking the undersigned to handle the adoption of
Mr, O=hl's fiance's yourg son. I honestly felt it to be in the best
interests of my client, Mrs., Vandra Oehl, and the parties! two in-

. Tant children, that we agree to & monthly sum to which Mr. Oehl
would voluntarily agree; ny hope being that, thus, he would make his
payments regularly and without resorting to the type of chicanery ve
had come to expect of him, and, thus, to obviate further expensive
end time consuming court intervention; and, for those reasons, I con-
vinced Mrs. Vandrae Oehl and her solicitor, Michael C, Gilchrist, Es-
quire, to accept this arrangement. Provisions were also made in ,
sald final decree for Mr. Oehl's contributing to Mrs, Oehl's State-~
side counsel fees and costs, which, albeit tardy, he d4id pay. An-
other circumstaence which weighed heavily in my consideration of
reaching an amicable agreement with Mr. Oehl was that I knew (but he
did not know I knev) that he owned 2z reazidence in Prince Willienm
County with substantial equity; and I further knew that under the sta-
tutes of the Commonvealih of Virginia in such cases made and provided,
that immediately upon an entry of a final decree of divorce requiring
support and maintenance payments, such decres would automatically be-
coms a lien on Mr. Oechl's real property in the said county. As it
turned out, our support and maintenance lien was preceded only by the
purchase money deed of trust (mortgage) on Mr. Oehl's property (and,
thus, Mx', Oehl was unabla to avoid payment of accumulated arrearages
in accordance with the support and maintenance provisions of the fi-
nal decres of divorce a3 entered by the Circuit Court of Prince Wil-
lian County, all as more fully hereinafier discussed).

5. The contents of paragraph five are "a tissue of lies" from
beginning to end. One cannot excuse Mr. Oshl for possibly faulty
mensry Or not understanding Virginia law, etecs The fact is that the
contents of his paragraph five are completely untrue and hs knows
th2: to be untrue. As best I can rexzemdber the sequence of facts to
which My, Oehl might bs making reference I will relate them. Imne-
diately following the entry of the Final Decree of Divorce in Oekhl
vs. Oexl by the Circuit Court of Prince Willlam County, Mr. Oehl and
his fiance were married (if my recollection serves me correctly by a

- continued -~
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Mrs, Zlizabeth Butlexr-Sloss
?ase Tunber Four

Septemdar 9, 1977

ysice of the Peaca in a gas station or a truck weighing station
3 eavirons of Woodbridga, a locality in Prince Willianm COuntyi
is no questlon taat thare cams a time when Mr, Oehl was
a%2nsd with a Jail term" and that he did sell his home and that
4 subsequently file a petition in bankrupteyj hovever, the

i3 that he voluntarily sold the hona to obtain the equity from
it priosr to filing his petition in bankruptecy, in which proca2dings
h2 would have lost the equity of his home in any case. The part
about being "threatensd with a Jail tern™ came adbout only upon Mr,
Oehl's threat, which his then counsel echosd time and time azain,
that ualess Mrs., Vandra Oehl accepted a sun equal to less than one-
quarter of the total amounat which wvas then due her, Mr. Oeshl would
allow all of his asssts to "go down the drain” in dankruptcy. What
Mr. Oahl, in effect, was trying to 4o was not only to avold payments
to his Stateside creditors, dbut also to avoid payment of the arrear-
agas3 due Mrs, Vandra Oehl for support and maintenance. It 4id not
~ work because the undersigned communicated Mr, Oehl's unconscionable
tactics to Judge Plummer, then a Judge of the Circuit Court of
Priace William County, and it was Judgse Plummer who i{nstructed the.
uandersigned to advise Mr. Oehl, through his then counsel, that 1if
he persisted in carrying out his threat to "lose" all of his assets
rather than pay Mrs. Oehl her arrearagss that, he, Judge Plummer,
would arrange & stint in durance vile for Mr, Oehly It was at this
point that Mr, Oehl "saw the light!" ‘
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Mr. Oehl has faired well under the Constitution and the Sta-
tutes of the United States of America and the Commonwealth of Vire
ginia, During his entire sojourn here, he has enjoyed pleasant em~
Ploymaat and failr remuneration therefor, he has eaten regularly, he

has an attractive wardrobe, he has ownsd property, he has enjoyed
" tha ownership of an English sportscar practically from his arrival:
to this very day, and he has learned (unbslieveadbly well for a lay
parson) t0 be his own solieitor and his own barrister (a strategem
which permits him "to testify" under the guise of pro se advocacy)l
il>. Jehl also forgot 4o mention that he received a substantial
amount of money from the sale of his proverty in Prince William
County, notwithstanding the efforts of the undersigned. 1In order
to conaummate the sale, it was necessary, &s aforesalid, to pay sall
of the arrearages due in accordance with the Final Decree of Di-
vorce entered in the Circuit Court of Prince William County (which
had absolutely nothing to do with the arrearages due under the Eng-
lish court's order). Since I knew that there would still de a few

- eontinued -
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Mrs. Elizsbeth Builer-310s3
Paze Tunmber Five

Septaadber 9, 1977

thousand dollars left over, because the attorneys who were sattling
the ssle of Mr, Oshl's property were located in Arlington County, ,
oa behalf of Mra. Vandra Oahl I filed an "attachment before judgment™
action naming sald Arlington County attorneys and requiring them to
withhold payment of the balance due Mr. Oshl from the sale of his
kouse, Tris, I believa, wa3s the first and caly time the mattsr of
granting comity to the English court's order ever came before any of
the courts of the Coamonwealth of Virginia; and I have ns compunc-
tion about relating to you that Mr, Oehl engaged the services iof a
very young, but extremsly competent, attorney from the City of:Alex-
andria, Virginia, to rspreseat him in the salid proceeding in the Cir-
cuit Court of Arlington County and that sald young attorney had me
practically "drummed" out of court! The reasons for this wers ‘quite
sinple: I had adbsolutaly no sworn witnesses to present to the Court;
the Court, not haviang had defore it all of the records of the Prince
William Cirecuit Court 202 the Juvenile and DonesticeRelations Dis-
trict Court of Prince William County, was sympathetiec to this poor.
man wvho was being hounded by doth Englisk and American counsel ror\
saveral yearsi that because an attachmeat basfore Jjudgment action is\
an "extraordinary" remedy, the Court refused to grant sufficient
tim? for us to take depositions in England or to arrange for:Mrs.
Oehl to come here to tesstify. Therefore, prudence dictated that I

. agree to the dismissal of the matter rather than take the chance of

ny Eanglish client and myself being civilly sued on the grounds of
“"felse attachment," which, undoudtedly, Mr, Oehl would have much en-
Joyed. The case was disnissed, I delieve, with pchudice. ‘% :

: 4.

6. During the pendency of the proceesdings ia the Oircuit Court
of Arlington County, Mr. Oshl's arrearages and monthly support an%
maintenance paysents being current for the very first time under the
orders and decrees of the Circuit Court of Prince William County,’ ﬁr.
Oehl moved the Circuii Court of Prince William County to grant him =,
rigata of visitation with his two infant children, The only purpose -
of this proceeding was and is VENGERCE! On many oceasions during
the last days of the Prince William Circuit Court proceedings:with .
respect to the release of the support and maintenance lien on Hr.
Oahl's property in Prince William County, his then counsel threéat-
ened the undersigned that unless Mrs. Vandra Oehl and I succunbad
to their blackmall, Mr. Oechl would make every attempt possidvle to
exforc2 Statesaide rights of visitation with the parties' two 1nfant
children., Mr, Oshl allegas that in several trans-Atlantic t=lephone
calls between himself and Mrs. Vandra Oehl and between himselil and
Mrs, Margary Oehl, his mother, Mrs. Vandra Oehl agreed to accept ap-
proxinately one-guarter of the amount due her for arrearages and,
latar, that she agreed to refund to him all- .azonats received iﬂ\ex-

]
[
[

\
- continued -
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- Mrs. Elizabeth Butler-Sloss
Pagze Number 8ix

S2ptamdbar 9, 1977

. ¢ca283 of said amount, provided he continued to forego his entitlement
to rights of visitation with his childrea. In addition, Mr. Oehl's
pra3zant wife also called Mrs, Vandra Oshl by trans-Atlantic tele-
phone to make similar threats about getting Mrs., Vandra O=hl's chil-
drea ia the S8tates, ete. Proof of the fact that Mr, Oehl's current
effort to obtain Stateside visitation with his children is nothing
nora than an attempt at VENGENCE i3 the fact that he was patitioning
the Circuit Court of Prince William County for such rights of visit-
ation during his bankruptey proceedingas aand, therefore, ostensidly
could not afford to bring the children herej the fact that ks has
made saveral trips to England since haviag emigrated and not even
onca attempted to see his two infant childreni the fact that his own
mothar has practically begged him to cease and desist in his efforts
to force the children to come t0 the States or, in the alternative,
to permit her to accompany the children round-trip for their psyeco-
. logical security, in addition to taking care of them, etec. When .
this last fact was explained to Judge Marshall of Froant Royal, Vir-
ginia, sitting as a Sudbstitute Judge in the Circuit Court of Prince’
William County, & couple of weeks ago, ¥r, Oehl informed Judge Mar-
s823ll that his mother was a neurotic whose presence would make it
more difficult for him to reestadblish a relationship between hin
and his two children, With respect to Mr, Oehl's concern for his
children, one muat also comment upon the fact that wvhen Mr., Oehl .
petitioned the Circuit Court of Prince William County for rights of
visitation on May L, 1977, he was then current in his support and .
maintenance payments (for the reasons hereinbefore set forth); fol-
lowing which he made not one payment at all until the matter was
brought before Judge Marshall a couple of weeks ago, at which time,
in order to be permitted to address the Court, he purged himself

. -from Ycontempt" by having his second wire writo out a check to the

undersigned, right there in the asourtroom, for the months of June,
July and August. Based on Mr, Oehl's paat porfornanco over the

- past several years, I atand prepared to "give odds"™ that he has not
-made the support and maintenance payment for September, 1977!

Although there may be a minor 1nadcuracy here or there as to
sequence of some of thoe events hereinbefore discussed, my purpose
hereir is to assure The High Court'Of Justice that neither Messrs.
‘Cowan, Lipson and Rumney nor the undersigned have ever engaged in
any "legal chicanery" whatsoever. As a nmatter of fact, as far as
- tuis office is concerned, Oehl vs. Oehl for the most part has deen
a pro bono publico undertaking; in that it is completely imdpossi-
ble for our client to recompense us even to the extent 6f & third
" Or a gquarter of our Stateside fees and costs to date; and, further,

- continued -~
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Mrs. Elizabeth Butler-Sloss
Pgge Number Seven

Septendber 9, 1977

it ic my understanding that associate counsel in London has not and

do2s not expect fully to be pald for their services with respect to
the matter either.

Because the two infants in quéstion are absolutely terrified
as to the prospect of travelling some six thousand miles to visit
with soa2one whom they know not at all, and because there is no ques-
tion but that the Courts of England have sole and exclusive jurisdic-
tion over the persons of the young infants, Mr. Oehl should be re-
gquired personally to plead his case before the English courts and
not before the Courts of the Commonwealth of Virginia. In the event
the Circuit Court of Prince William County does not agree with this,
1ts only recourse 1s to enter an order abating support and nmainte-
nance payments on behalf of the two infant children, whose welfare,
in the final analysis, must remain within the Jurisdiction of the
Courts of England.

7/ - Lastly, unless Mr. Oehl appears and actively participates in

the proceedings extant in The High Court of Justice, the question of.
~ granting comity to the orders and decrees to the Circuit Court of
. Prince William County, Virginia, as I see it, is reelly moot.

/i

Yours sincerely,

//

//s5 ' - Leonard S. Sattler

§ J'Lss/ors
j/? P.S. Enclosed herewith please find copies of letters of September
; f , 6, 1977 and September 9, 19TT to The Honorable Elliott Mar-
N shall, a Circuit Court Judge of Front Roysl, Virginieas, who
;: served as a Circuit Court of Prince William County Substi-
{ tute Judge on August 26, 1977, when Mr. Oehl and the under-
/ signed appeared before him (it being normel practice for Cir-
i cuit Court Judges throughout the Cozmonwealth of Virginias to
/ saubstitute for each other as a result of vacations, illrness,
oceasional cases when Judges decline to sit for personal rea-
sons, over-burdened dockets, etc.). The purpose of transmitt-
ing the enclosures to you is to advise The High Court of Jus-
tice of current developments of Oehl vs. Oehl in the Circuit
Court of Prince William County. ’

) 7 041



IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Y¥o. WG510 of 1977
FAMILY DIVISION ‘

THE PRINCIPAL REGISTRY

Royal Courts of Justice,
London, VW.C.2.

Monday, 27th February, 1978

Before:

HER HONOUR JUDGE ROWLAND

VANDRA COLLINSWORTH OEHL Plaintiff
L' )

BARRY DONALD OEHL - Defendant

MR. COLLINS (instructed by Messrs. Cowan, Lipson & Rumney)
appeared on behalf of the Plaintiff.

Tape transcription by D. L. Sellers & Co.
4 Trinity Street, London S.E.1.

JUDGMENT
(as Approved)
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Mondav, 27th Februazv, 1573

JUDGMENT

4 JUDGE ﬁOWLAND: The infants of the Oehl family are aged nine
and seven. The father, who resides in America, has not seen
the children nor attempted to see them since October 1970 and
the children have no recollection of their father. On

4th May, 1977, the Circuit Court of Prince William County
Virginia granted the father a Visitation Order £0r staying
access in America for fouf weeks each summer. There have
been financial proceedings in America during the course of
which the Defendant's wife telephoned the Plaintiff and
threatened her.

The matter comes before me on the application of the
Plaintiff for the children to be made Wards of Court and for
access to the Defendant to be limited to access in England.
Having read the Affidavits and considered the circumstances
I find that the welfare of the children would not be served
by them visiting America to stay with a father and his wife
both of whom are unknown persons to them. I am satisfied
that the children feel apprehensioﬁ at the proposal, particularly
as it is suggested that they travel without the assurance of the

- presence’.of their mother.

Until a relétionship is established between the father
and his wife and the children,in my view,it would nof be in
their interests to project these young children into a
situation which they could not remedy in the event of staying
access proving a failure. ) 033 - ' '



The order is that the children be made Wards of'Court,

reasonable access to be given to the Defendant limited to

accéss in England under the supervision of an acceptable
party, until further order. The children are to remain in

the care and control of the Plaintiff.

Qelrid Rotond
.éﬂid -, c}-J’c 7’1» ”i7LC'*JV
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE
| FAMILY DIVISION o
PRINCIPAL REGISTRY

. ' e 3
Before Mr Hlaq Wememt Ty R, .gxmb o>  inChombers’
N \"l/\‘c}. Cot 'j'm\?_ -

In the matter of ¢~ . do«k OJ;M. c@n«L o
Al k M Dadd 0=k & minord

and in thc‘ matter of the Law Reform: (Miscellancous Provisions) Act 1949

and in the matter of the Guardianship of Minors Acts 1971 and 1973

Between Vand o Ccm'w 0-‘?’9\9\‘ B Plaintiff
and 6,1,.} ’2>¢.\.,,u\ . Odvﬁy\ 4 Defeadant
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HEPMAN A WHISENANT, JR. FRANCES A. HAMM

A LSE CLERK
RAVMCND O KELLAM SERVING.
WEHE PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY
COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA . MANASSAS AR
Thirty-first District .

Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court

9302 LEE AVENUE
MANASSAS, VIRGINIA 22110
TELEPHONE 368-9171, EXT. 252 & 452
3611771

March 30, 1978

Mr, Barry D, Oehl ’
7910 Charles Thomson o )
Annandale, Va, 22003

Dear Mr, Oehl:

As per your request and for your records we write this letter,

Our records show that from April 1977 to date your support obligation
to Vandra Oehl has been fulfilled to the full, And, payments are current,
No arrears has accrued since that date.

Thanking you, I remain,

‘ Very truly yours,

O E e

C. E. Wade-Support Clerk

04’7
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ORDER

[
i

THIS CAUSE came on to be heard on the 27th day of September,

1977, upon Complainant's motion to§compel visitation in the

United States with the parties' two infant children, Lorraine

‘Claire Oehl and Stewart Clark Davi@ Oehl; qun'Complainant's

motion that Defendant be held in céntempt of lhis Honorable
Court's rulings with respect to' such visitation as ordered by the .
Honorable James C. Cacheris on May;4, 1977; upon certified copies:
of pleadings and statements filed én The High Court of Justice,
Family Division, Principle Registéy, London, England, entitled
Guardianship Proceedings concerniné minors Lorraine Claire Oehl
and Stewart Clark David Ochl, No. QOSIO of 1977 and English law
pertaining thereto, as certified bi Briyan D. Lipson, Esquire

and a Vice-Consul of the United Stétes of America at London; and
upon argument of Counsel for Defendant and Complainant pro se.

IT APPEARING TO THE COURT thaé Complainant, being current in
all support and maintenance paymcnés to Defendant herein, on
behalf of their two infant childreé, Lorraine Claire Oehl and
Stewart Clark David Oehl, is entitged to reasonable Stateside
rights of visitation with said tW9éinfant children; that during
such visitation there should be no%suspension of payments on

account of child support and maintenance; that this Court defines

reasonable Stateside visitation as ﬁhe thirty-one (31) davs oi

0418
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July., commenc1ng July of 1"78 thaq Complaxnant shall bear all
costs of the saxd two chlldren s rdund-trzp transportatlon o
including air fare, passports, 1ocql transportation, etc.; that

rouhd-trip air transportation should be in accordance with airline

-

regulé;ions: that Complainant shall furnish Defendant with the
. children's full itinerary for eacthuly and with round-trip air-
line tickets at least thirty (30) days in advance of their de-

parture from England; that the sai@ two infant children's paternal

grandmother, Complainant's mother, hrs. Margery Oehl may at her

own option accompany the said two thldren from England to the

United States and return; that if sPe elects to accompany said

children that they shall be in her ?rotective custody during their

sojourn in the United States with Complainant; that the said

i{ Mrs. Margery Oehl should be responsible for the said two

, children while they are in this couitry and that should it be her

desire, Mrs. Margery Oehl may accombany the said two children

wherever they are taken in the Unit?d States by Complainant: that

said Mrs. Margery Oehl shall pay any and all expenses incurred by

| her in escorting the parties' said Fwo children from and to

omm e - mosmas o epaies = -

emvan

o
-—r —
——— . rma—. - — - ——

"England and during their sojourns i? the United States; and that

!
this order does not give Mrs. Margery Oehl the right to enter the
[
“home residence of the Complainant nbr the residencies of his
in-laws or personal friends; and thét in the event Defendant
|

dlsobeys this Court's rulings with &espect to Complainant's

t‘aforesaid rights of visitation, Complainant should not be required

‘to make child support, maintenance and alimony payments on behalf

-of the parties' said two infant chlldren, it is therefore,
!

ADJUDGED, ORDERED AND DECREED as follows:

1. That Complainant be, and he hereby is, granted rxghts
!

of visitation in the United States with the parties' two infant

- 019
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chlldren, Lorralne Claxre Uehl and Stewart CIark Davzd Oehl,

; ports, local transportation, etc.

.4_'_—.— L. B e e

R e
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durlng the thzrty—one (31)—ﬂays of each Julyihereafter under terms

and conditions hereinafter set forth

1

2. That payments to Defendant on account of support,
maintenance and alimony for said two children shall not be sus-

pended during such period of visitaiion.

i

i, children's round-trip traqsportatioh, including air fare, pass-

H
i

] .

5 4. That round-trip air transportation for said two
i .
]

E.childgen shall be in accordance with airline regulations.

ﬁ 5. That Complainént shall furnish Defendant and counsel

', for Defendant with the said two chiidren's full itinerary for

§|in advance of their departure from England.

éf 6. That the said two children's paternal grandmother,

! "

I

b,
i
[

ZEUnlted States as aforesaid.

. Mrs. Margery Oehl, may at her optioﬁ accompany the said two

Iichildren from England to the United;States and return.

custody of the sald grandmother, duﬁing their sojourn in the

ji ' 8. That the said Mrs. Margéry Oehl shall be responsible

H
A

for the said two chlldran while theyiare in this country and that

iy
; she may, at her option, accompany the said two children wherever
f

!%they are taken in
1

i 9. This
I
i-to enter the home
‘1
‘fof his in-laws or
i)

- " 10. That

‘i expenses incurred

the United States by Complainant.
order does not givé Mrs. Margery Oehl the right

residence of the Cbmplainant nor the residencies

|
personal friends.

1

said Mrs. Margery behl shall pay any and all

by her in escorting the parties' said two infant

080

[

: _ 3. That Complainant shallfbear all costs of the said two

.geach July and round-trip airline tickets at least thirty (30) days

w remaeim e e e e

7. That the said two children shall be in the protectivel
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;ichildren from and to England and dur%ng their sojourns in the

 United States.

1l1. That in the ev:- nt Decfendant disobeys this Court's
i, rulings with respect to Complainant's aforesaid riahts of
visitation, Complainant's child support, maintcnance and alimony

ézpayments heretofore ordered shall ipso facto be suspended until

- such time as this Court has been satisfied that the Defendant is

.. no longer in non-compliance with this order.

ENTERED this

iPREPARED BY:

|
H
‘!
o

day of

, 1978.

.. BARRY DONALD OLNL

- ;7910 Charles Thomson Lane

- Annandale, Virginia 22003

. Complainant pro se
i

SEEN AND AGREELD:

1

- LEONARD S. SATTLER, Esquire
|;2000 N. 16th Street
l'Arlington, Virginia 22201
:Counsel for Defendant

i

ELIOTT MARSHALL,

JUDGE
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ORDER

THIS CAUSE came on to ‘be heard on the 3rd day of May, 1978,

s - . ramae-ee

upon Complainant's metlon to compel v15itatlon in the Unlted
'States with the partles two infant chlldren, Lorralne Claire
Oehl and Stewart Clark Davzd Oehl; upon Compialnant's mot1on ‘that
Defendant be held in contempt of thls Honorable Court' s rulxngs
with respect to such visitation as ordered by the Honorable
;James C. Cacheris on May 4, 1977 upon certlfied coples of plead-
ings and statements filed in the High Court of Justlce, Family
Division, Principle Registry, London, Englanq, entitled Guardian-
ship Proceedings concerning minors Lorraine élaire‘éehl and
Stewart Clark David Oehl, No. WO510 of 1977 and English law
pertaining thereto, as certified by Briyan D. Lipson, Esquire énd
a Vice-Consul of the United States of America at London; upon
Defendant's motion for a change of circumstances; and upon
argument of Counsel for Defendant and Complainant pro se. v _
IT APPEARING TO THE COURT that Complainant, h‘ﬂfﬁg"gxrm
all support and mainterénce‘payments to‘Defendant herein, on |
| behalf of their two infant children, Lorraine Claire Oehl and
'Stewart Clark David Oehl, is entitled to reasonable Stateszde
rights of visitation with said -two infant children; that during

such visitation there should be no suspension of payments on

account of child support and malntenance. that this Court defines

o —— e

reasonable Stateside v151tat10n as the thlrty-one (31) days of

: July, commencing July of 1978; that Complalnant shall bear all

o @t o Bron s ottt b
m— ey

costs of the said two children's round-trip transportation

i including air fare, passports, local transportation, étc.: that

s 0 e @ ros

e

:.round—trlp air transportatlon should. be 1n accordance with alriln
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regulat1ons. that Complainant shall furnlsh Defendant wzth the
chlldren s full 1t1nerary for each July and w1th round-trlp
airline tickets at least thirty (30) days in advance of their
departure from England; and that in the event Defendant dzsobeys
this Court's rulings with respect to Complainant's aforesaid
rights of visitation, Complainent should not be required to make
child support, malntenance and alimony pévments on behalf of the
parties' said two 1nfant chzldren, it is therefore

ADJUDGED, ORDERED and DECREED as follows,p:

1. That Complainant be, and he hereb& is, granted rights
of visitation in the United States with the'parties' two infant
children, Lorraine Claire Oehl and Stewart Clark David Oehl,
during the thirty-one (31) days of each July hereafter‘under~terms
and conditions hereinafter set forth.

2. That payments to Defendant on account of support,
maintenance and alimony for said two children shall not be sus-
pended during such'period of visitation.

3. That Complainant shall bear all costs of the said two
children's round-trip.transportation, including air fare,
passports, local transportation} etc.

4. That round-trip air transportation for said two
children shall be in accordance with airline regulations.

S. That Complainant shall furnish Defendant and counsel
for Defendant with the said two children's full itinerary for

each July and round-trip airline tickets at least thirty (30) days

in advance of their departure from England.

6. That in the event Defendant disobeys this Court's

rulings with respect to Complainant's aforesaid rights-of

o —— .ot s
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payments heretofore ordered shall ipso facto be suspended unt11 ‘

i
e

'such time as thls Court has been’ satlsfled that thg Defendant is

. no longer in non-complxance w1th this" Order.

" ENTERED this :2 iczay of

PREPARED BY:

COHEN, VITT & ANNAND, P.C. -
320 King Street, P. 0. Box 117
+; Alexandria, Virginia 22313
(703) 836-2121

B, —

"BERNARD S. COHEN
Counsel to Complalnant

SEEN AND EE%E!DZ %

LEONARD S. SATTLER, Esquire
2000 N. 1l6th Street

Arlington, Virginia 22201
' Counsel for Defendant.
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Lonard S A okblon

2000 Niondh Svtoonth .Fonoel

Anlington. YVirgemea 2280/

779.52.5.5552

WOTICSE

To: MNr. Barry Donald Oehl

¢/o Bexrnard 8§, Cohea, Bsg.

Cohen, Vitt and Aanand

320 KXing Street

Alexandria, Virginia, 22313

PLEASE TAKE MNOTICE ¢that on Friday, the llth day of August,
1978, at tea ©'clock in the morning, or as soon thereafter as ocoun-
sel may be heard, the undersigned will petition the Cirouit Ooun-.
of Prince William County t0 modify iss Oxder entered in the above-
entitled cause on June 30, 1978, in the following particularss

l. That Complainaat's rights of visitation with the parties’
two infaat children be zestricted ¢o Eagland.

2. That support and maintenancs and alimony for Defendant and
the parties' said two iafant children be re-instated until the
Supreme Court of Virginia has had sn opportunity to rule upon De-
fendant's appeal.

3. 70 reinstate the status qwo prior to the entry of this
Sonoxable Court's said Order of June 30, 1978, in the eveat Com-
plainant 4i4 not bring his payments curreant through the last men-
tioned date withia a week to ten days thereof.

VAMDRA COLLINGSWORTH OBHNL

BRAY and SATTLER By Counsel
2000 N, 16th Street
Arlington, Va., 22201
By /s/ Leonard S. Sattler

Leonard §. Battler

Counsel for Defendant
CERTIFICAYRE OF SERVICE .

This is to certify that Y have on this day of July,
1978 mailed a trues copy of the foregoing Notice, postage prepaid,
to Bernard 8. Cohea, Esquire, Cohen, Vitt and Annand, 320 Xing
Street, Alexandria, Virginia, 22313, Counsel for Complainant,
Barry Donald Oshl. :

/s/ Leonard S. Sattler
a . 82 X
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NOTICE

To: Bernard S. Cohen, Esquire

Cohen, Vitt and Annand

320 King Street

Alexandria, Virginia, 22313

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, on Friday, the first
day of September, 1978, at ten o'clock in the morning, or as soon
thereafter as counsel may be heard, will present to The Honorable
Percy Thornton, a certain Statement of Facts, Testimony and Other
Incidents Pursuant to Rules 5:6 and 5:9 of the Rules of the Sup-
reme Court of Virginia, a true copy of which is attached hereto,
in accordance with said Rule 5:9. In addition, the undersigned
will present to The Honorable Percy Thornton "certified copies of
pleadings and statements filed in the High Court of Justice, Fam-
ily Division, Principle (sic) Registry, London, England, entitled
Guardianship Proceedings concerning minors Lorraine Claire Oehl and
Stewart Clark David Oehl No. WO510 of 1977 and English law pertain-
ing thereto, as certified by Bdyan (sic) D. Lipson, Esquire and a
Vice-Consul of the United States of America at London," as mention-

ed in this Honorable Court's Order of June 30, 1978, for inclusion

in the Record of this cause.

Teonard §. Sattler

2000 N. lé6th Street

Arlington, Va., 22201
Counsel for Defendant

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that I have on this 21st day of August,
1978 had delivered a true copy of the foregoing Notice, together
with Statement of Pacts, Testimony and Other Incidents Pursuant
to Rules 5:6 and 5:9, to the law offices of Bernard S. Cohen, Es-
guire, Cohen, Vitt and Annand, 320 King Street, Alexandria, Vir-
ginia, Counsel for Complainant.

Leonard S. Sattler
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ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR’

The following are the errors herein assigned:

1. That the Court erred in failing to recognize or to grant
comity to the order of the High Court of Justice, Family Division,
Principle Registry, London, Enéland, making the parties' two in-
fant children Wards of the said Court and ordering that said two
infant children not leave the jurisdiction of said English Court.

2. That the Court erred in granting the ﬁespondent rights
of visitation in the Uniféd States with the parties' saié two in-
fant children under the circumstances of this cause.

. 3. That the Court erred by refusing to grant the Petition-
er's motion for a "home study" before granting the Respondent
Stateside rights of visitation with the parties' said two infant
children.

4. That the Court erred in granting Stateside rights of
-Qisitation to the Respondent with the parties' said two infant

children solely upon the basis that support and maintenance pay-
ments were current at the time of the Court's said Order would

be brought current, the Court considering no other relevant facts
or factors whaﬁsoever with respect thereto.

5. That the Court erred in suspending both child support
and maintenance payments and alimony payments contingent upon
the parties' said two éﬁil&ren's being sent to the United States
by the Petitioner.'

6. That, although tﬁe parties are before the Court, the
Court does not have actual jurisdiction over the parties' said

two infant children;
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7. That the Court erred in refusing to give proper consid-
eration to the pleadings.and statements filed in the High Court of
Justice, Family Division, Principle Registry, London, England,
entitled Guardianship Proceedings concerning minors Lorraine
Claire Oehl and Stewart Clark David Oehl; from which it was clear
that it would be against the best interests of the parties' two
;gfant children to require them to come to the United States to
visit with the Respondent, their father, whom they do not know,
and the Respondent's wife, their step-mother, of whom - without
knowing her personally - they are terribly frightened; and, as
aforesaid, the Petitioner is prohibited by the said High Court
of Justice from permitting the parties' said two children to
leave the jurisdiction of the said English Court.

8. That Judge Thornton erred in entering an order in accord-
ance witp the rulings of another Judge of the Circuit Court of
Prince William County, made several months previously, which said

rulings had not been officially reduced to writing, without
considering the changes of circumstances which had intervened be-

tween the date of this Court's said Order of June 30, 1978 and
the said prior rulings of the other Judge.

9. That the Court erred in granting Stateside rights of
visitation to the Respondent with the parties' said two infant
children at the option of the Respondent, notwithstanding that
to do so might cause a “"terrible tragedy."

10. That in granting ;he Respondent Stateside visitation
with the parties' said two infant children, the Court failed and
refused to take the best interests of the said two infant child-
ren into account in any manner whatsoever; and, in addition, the
Court refused fully to consider the harmful and possibly tragic
-effects of such visitation on the parties' séid two infhnt

children, after having itself momentarily contemplated same.
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