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Iti 2002, in this paternity matter, the partiesistipu
Conclusions:of Law, and arf Order for Tudgment; and-the.Courf adopted fhose Findings
aid Conelusions; and entered Judgiment accordingly. Tn the stipuldted Conclusions, the -
piities agreed to share joint legal custody of theirminor child, and flie Respondeiit was.
awarded sole physieal custady of thie eliild, subjectto *reasonable and liberal rights of
visitation” in the Petitioner, The parties stipulated, and the Court ordered, that any effort

ated to'Findings of Fact and

by thePetitioner “to modify the physical custodial status™ of fhe pasties” child “s
dongin th district conrt of Minnesota”, st that t! ourt*is divested of jurisdistion”
for such/issies, Butthe: parties also stipulated, and tf uirt ordered, that “[i]f the

parties arg unableto: ither party neetls to retirn to Tribal Courtand
' request that a.speeific visitation soliediils:

be ordered”.

Following the entry of that-Tudgment, the Petiti
of years by the State of Mitingsota; arid followin _ 5,20
mivtion:with thils Court seelting a schegdule forv sitation, askirig tliat the Réspondent no
longerbe given access to the:ttust acconnt being held for their child by the Shakopee
Mdewalcanton Sioux (Dakota) Community pursisnt toséiction 14:6.of the Gaming
Revenué Allocation Amendments'to Business Proceeds Distritiition Orditiarice No. 10-
27-92-002 (“the Gaminig Revenue Ordinance Amendments™); and asking that tlie Court
give himrwhal hie termed “the fitst opfioi” to care for thie parties” child whenever the:
Responiderit.might otherwise leave the-child with.a third-party ciregiver for-more-fhan
three hionrs.

ner was incarcerated for s petiod
lease, .on Tuly 08, hie filed

The Respondent-then filed what she termed a “Countermotion”, opposing the

Petitioner's motion in its entirety, askiﬁg"thatf.van.}g visitation betwesh the Petitioner and
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the child be botli supervised arid of a short duration: (in light-of the fact that there has ot
been any-considerable:contact between the Petitioner and thie child for most of theschild’s
llf‘e). ‘arid that the Petitioner’s wifenot be present during visitation. Tlhie Respondent also
sought:fhe appointmeit of ‘qualified idividual? to make recommendations with
respect to visitation; shie. souglit sole leg: custody of the child: and-she sought an order
dirécting the Petitioner torpay any costsréliting to the: "quahﬁed individual” and to. pay-
“need-baged” sttorieys’ Fees to the Respondent.

O Auguist 27, 2008, the. Court'hy
e conelusion of the heanng, thie Cout 1585t
*gualified pexson? sought by the RespOndent to adwse the Court and the arties with
Tespect to visitationissies. The Court stated-ifs view that, pending Ms: Alholinga’s
recommendations and the parties” comnieiits thereon, a schiedule:for visitation should be
estdblished; that the schedule should providevisitation oi 4 fore fequent basis. than it
hiad been; and that pending Ms, -Alholinna’srecommentatiois visitation should be:
by A5 Heldi Siinon orsoime othier qualified, neutral person.on: i hakopes:
\ st’aff; : _he Court urged the parhes to: negotmte 4 visitation.schediile

The Couirt observed thiat the Petitione’s motion to amend the Respondent’s
aceess to the chlld’s trust account Was not pr" perly "'brought n tlns proceeding:—ihat the
miotion, ifii ' g the
'R‘espb‘nﬂ“ 6. Saming Revenue Ordmance
Amendments and the Pennoner expressed thie view, with which the.Court. conenrs, that
the: expense.0f Ms. Alholinna’s services will be bore by thie Commuirity’s: ng
Guardians ad Litein, The Court took the remaining:matters beforeit under- adyisement,

ORDER.

For the:-foregoing: reasons, and based on all'the files arid materidls herein; it
Hetewith is ORDERED:

1. ThatJody Alholinna, Esq; is appointed to atdviss the Cowrt and.the:parties with.
respeet to issiies concertiing the Petitioner’s-visitation: of the parties’ niiror. child;

2. That the parties shall seek fo agrecon a regular schiedile for thie Petitioner’s
visitation of tlie parties’ minor chx]d which schedule shal). involvemore frequent
visitation: than has beeri-the case i the: past; butif the. parties-are unable to agreeupon a
visitation schiedule, the Court will establish one;

3. That, pending fuither oxderof this Court, the Petitioner’s-visitation shall be:
supervxsed by Ms, Heidi Simon-or some ofler quahﬁed Tieuteal persois;
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4. "That the Petitioner®s motier to -nl‘O'diff}f~iit11e.Res_pond"e;nf’isv:qqqpss: 10 the trust
account held by the-Shakopee: Community forthe parties” minor ¢hild is denied, for'the
réasoris-fecited above;

5. That all other aspects of the parties” motions will b taken itideradvisement

bythe Court; and theparties will appear before the Court to hear; and CiQmmﬂﬁi"qun,_jtlfc-'

reconmmendations:of Ms. Alholinina, at 1:00 p.m. ont Thiirsday, Ogtober 2, 2008,

Septentber 3, 2008 C S~ ‘
Tyudgd Johin E. Tacobort |
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