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In re Dean 

Botwick received a check kom, or on behalf of, the 
respondent in the amount of $780, representing one 
year of $15payments. 8. On August 7,1996, uponmotion 
of [DAP Financial], the court, after a hearing attended 
by and contested by the respondent and counsel, 
increased the amount of weekly payments to $250 per 
week.6 9. The last line of the court's memorandum of 
decision reads, 'The defendant is ordered to pay to the 
plaintiff the sum of $250 per week until said judgment 
is paid in full.' 10. The $780 check received on February 
9, 1996, paid the $15 per week order through August 2, 
1996, and the $250 per week order for August 9, 1996. 
Further the sum of $140 was applied to the $250 pay- 
ment due on August 16, 1996. 11. The balance of $110 
due on August 16, 1996, was never paid. None of the 
weekly payments of $250 were made from August 23, 
1996, to March 31, 1997.7 12. The respondent made the 
$250perweekpayments fromMarch31,1997, toJuly 11, 
1997, when he filed for bankruptcy. 13. The respondent 
claims the $250 per week order was terminated when 
a wage execution was issued on October 23, 1996, and 
was revived on March 5,1997, when the wage execution 
was revoked. 14. The respondent failed, wilfully, to pay 
periodic payments ordered by the Superior Court from 
August 16, 1996, to October 23, 1996.8 15. The conduct 
examined by the [review council] did not affect his 
judicial duties or responsibilities." 

On the basis of these findings, the review council, by 
a vote of eleven to one, recommended a public censure 

'In the memorandum of decision, Judge Doherty, on the basis of the 
financial affidavit of the respondent regarding his income, assets and liabili- 
ties, concluded that the respondent's "disposable income (was] more than 
sufficient to warrant an appreciable increase in the existing weekly order." 

'The respondent made no weekly payments from August 23, 1996, to 
March 31, 1997; the review council, however, did not rind a violation for 
the time period between October 23, 1996, and March 31, 1997. 

The review council's finding of wilfulness presumably was based, at 
least in p ~ ,  upon the testimony by the respondent that he intended not to 
make the $250 payments and felt no obligation to make the payments. 






































































