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GENERAL STATEMENT OF INTEREST OF AMICI 

 Amici—a number of organizations with expertise in domestic 

violence, child abuse, and custody litigation—submit this brief in support 

of Appellant Crystal Harris in order to identify and discuss the misuse of 

the theory of parental alienation, which is adversely affecting child-custody 

cases across the country.  This case is of great concern to Amici because the 

trial court’s improper reliance on the opinions of a non-testifying purported 

“expert” gravely distorted its evaluation of the best interests of the children 

involved.  Based on an ex parte discussion with psychologist Joan Kelly 

regarding her theories on parental alienation, the trial court ignored the 

clear statements of the Harris children regarding the abuse they suffered 

and witnessed.  Applying Dr. Kelly’s uninformed and inadmissible 

opinions to this case, the court rejected the recommendation of its own 

neutral expert and granted visitation—with no prior counseling—to an 

abusive father immediately following his release from prison for brutally 

sexually assaulting the mother of the children.   

 As happened here, trial courts have improperly relied on the disputed 

and controversial theory of parental alienation in an increasing number of 

cases involving serious abuse, jeopardizing the health and welfare of many 

children as a result.  Due to concern over this growing problem in family 

courts, Amici submit this brief in support of the children affected by the 
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trial court’s decision here and the countless other children who may be 

affected by this Court’s decision on the issues raised. 

STATEMENT OF INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE JUSTICE FOR 

CHILDREN 

 Justice for Children is a national child advocacy organization that 

was founded in 1987 in response to the failure of child protective systems 

and family courts to protect abused and neglected children.  Its mission is to 

provide legal advocacy for neglected and abused children and to develop 

and implement collaborative solutions to entrenched problems impeding the 

quality of life for these children.  Based in Houston, Texas, the organization 

is directed by Randy Burton, a former Chief Prosecutor of the Family 

Offenses Section of the Harris County District Attorney’s Office.    

 Each year, Justice for Children receives hundreds of requests for 

assistance in family court cases involving the health and safety of children.  

Justice for Children has appeared as amicus curiae in numerous cases 

throughout the country, including in In re Marriage of Donald H. and 

Karen A., Case No. C053231 in the Third District of the California Courts 

of Appeal, as well as noteworthy appearances in Fox v. Wills, No. 43 (Md. 

2006) (decision at 890 A.2d 726), and In re Marriage of Bates, No. 97059 

(Ill. 2004) (decision at 819 N.E.2d 714).  Justice for Children’s advocacy is 

recognized and valued by national media outlets, legal professionals, child 

abuse experts, and children’s rights organizations.  Neither Justice for 
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Children, nor any of its members, nor its pro bono counsel have any 

monetary interest in this case.  Indeed, Michael Walsh and Alec Johnson of 

O’Melveny & Myers, LLP, have agreed to prepare and file this amicus 

brief without payment from Justice for Children or any other person, firm, 

or entity. 

STATEMENT OF INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE THE 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEGAL EMPOWERMENT AND 

APPEALS PROJECT  

 The Domestic Violence Legal Empowerment and Appeals Project 

(“DV LEAP”) was founded in 2003 by one of the nation’s leading domestic 

violence lawyers and scholars.  DV LEAP provides a stronger voice for 

justice by helping overturn unjust trial court outcomes, advancing legal 

protections for victims and their children through expert appellate 

advocacy, training lawyers, psychologists and judges on best practices, and 

spearheading domestic violence litigation in the Supreme Court.  DV LEAP 

works to ensure that federal and state courts understand the realities of 

domestic violence and the law when deciding cases with significant 

implications for domestic violence litigants.  DV LEAP has co-authored 

amicus briefs in numerous state courts and in the United States Supreme 

Court, on domestic violence, child custody and many related issues.  

DV LEAP is a partnership of the George Washington University Law 

School and a network of participating law firms. 
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 DV LEAP specializes in custody and abuse litigation, and partners 

with the U.S. Department of Justice to provide training and technical 

assistance to judges, lawyers, advocates, and litigants on custody and abuse 

to seek to reverse the growing trend toward awards of custody to abusive 

parents.  DV LEAP is concerned about the trial court decision here, as it 

appears to reflect some of the problematic trends in family courts’ 

responses to abuse allegations which the DOJ has asked us to address. 

STATEMENT OF INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE THE 

LEADERSHIP COUNCIL ON CHILD ABUSE AND 

INTERPERSONAL VIOLENCE 

 The Leadership Council on Child Abuse and Interpersonal Violence 

(the “Leadership Council”) was founded in 1998 by professionals 

concerned with the ethical application of psychological science to human 

welfare.  The Leadership Council is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit scientific and 

professional organization consisting of internationally recognized 

researchers and scholars within the scientific and legal communities.  The 

mission of the Leadership Council is to provide professionals, officers of 

the court, and policy makers with the latest and most accurate scientific 

information on issues related to interpersonal violence.  As part of its 

mission, the Leadership Council disseminates high quality scientific and 

medical research concerning the prevalence and consequences of domestic 

violence, child abuse, and other forms of interpersonal violence in the 
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general population. 

 The Leadership Council has previously filed amicus briefs in both 

state and federal court cases.  The Leadership Council has participated in 

and hosted academic conferences and has provided testimony before 

Congress and state legislatures.  It has also supported peer-reviewed 

research and hosted academic conferences.  Collectively, its board members 

have published hundreds of articles in peer-reviewed journals on the effects 

of trauma on children and adults.  Advisory board members include 

internationally known forensic experts, clinical care providers for trauma 

victims, editors and reviewers for major journals, and leaders in both the 

American Psychological Association and the American Psychiatric 

Association.  

 Given the Leadership Council’s knowledge and expertise in the area 

of domestic violence and custody disputes, the Amicus is well positioned to 

provide the Court with information regarding this case.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 “I don’t want to be around my daddy when he’s mad.”
1
   

 “Frankly, this child is afraid of Mr. Harris.”
2
   

 These are the uncontested statements of Shawn Harris’s young son 

and the neutral expert that the trial court appointed to evaluate Mr. Harris’s 

children.  Even Shawn Harris’s own lawyer does not dispute these 

statements, noting on the record that “[e]vidently now [the boys are] afraid 

of their dad.  I think that’s true.”
3
   

 Based on the undisputed evidence in this case, any rational observer 

would find that Mr. Harris’s sons were right to be afraid of him.  

Shawn Harris slapped and choked his sons’ mother in front of them.
4
  

Shawn Harris viciously sexually assaulted his sons’ mother while they were 

just upstairs.
5
  Shawn Harris repeatedly struck his sons.

6
  And Shawn Harris 

humiliated his four-year-old autistic son in front of guests at a Christmas 

party because his son had wet his pants.
7
   

 Yet, unbelievably, the trial court concluded that Shawn Harris’s sons 

                                              
1
 Exh. 3 at 000159 (statement of C. Harris to witness Marcy Massura).  All 

references to the record and exhibits herein relate to the materials submitted 

by Appellant.  See Appellant’s Opening Brief note 1. 
2
 Transcript of July 1, 2011 Hearing (“July Trans.”) at 34:9−13. 

3
 Id. at 128:14−15. 

4
 Exh. 8 at 000449; July Trans. at 33−34. 

5
 Exh. 3 at 000198, 000204−05. 

6
 Exh. 3 at 000145−47, 000191−93, 000200; Exh. 9 at 000463; Exh. 10 at 

000477−82. 
7
 Exh. 3 at 000151−53. 
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were afraid of him because of their mother’s conduct, not his.  Accusing 

Crystal Harris of creating a “revisionist history” about Shawn Harris’s 

conduct with the children,
8
 the trial court found that any harm suffered by 

the boys was merely “collateral damage” from the attacks on his wife and 

her conscious or even unconscious statements to the children about them.
9
  

In essence, the court found the problem was with the boys and their mother, 

not Shawn Harris.  Accordingly, the trial court ruled that Mr. Harris should 

be reunified with his young children immediately after his release from 

prison—regardless of whether he will be prepared after years in prison to 

control the rage that destroyed his family.
10

  The trial court reached this 

conclusion despite the recommendation of its own appointed neutral expert, 

Dr. Stephen Doyne, that Shawn Harris should undergo significant 

counseling before seeing his sons.
11

   

 As detailed in the argument section below, infra Section III.A., the 

basis for the trial court’s ruling came from a doctor unrelated to this case—

psychologist Joan Kelly, who neither provided testimony in this case nor 

reviewed the record testimony of the parties involved.  While attempting to 

disclaim reliance on her opinion “because it’s not in evidence,”
12

 the court 

nonetheless described Dr. Kelly’s views as the direct reason why it was 

                                              
8
 Id. at 136:20−23. 

9
 July Trans. at 138:7−10. 

10
 July Trans. at 142:21−25. 

11
 Exh. 8 at 000456; July Trans. at 139:14−140:4. 

12
 Id. at 139:16−17. 
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rejecting its own expert’s recommendations.
13

  Yet, it is in fact unknown 

whether Dr. Kelly would even agree with the court’s decision here.     

 This is because Dr. Kelly’s only involvement in the case stemmed 

from a conversation she had with the trial court judge during a lunch break 

at a seminar the trial court judge attended.
14

  During that brief interaction, 

the trial court judge presented the doctor with a hypothetical fact pattern, 

the details of which are known only to the judge and Dr. Kelly.  The trial 

court used Dr. Kelly’s response (or rather, the trial court judge’s 

interpretation of her response) to justify its decision to reject the 

recommendation of the only expert to interview the parties and order 

visitation without prior counseling.
15

   

 The trial court’s decision resulted from two fundamental legal errors 

that fed into each other: (1) the court’s improper reliance on extra-record, 

inadmissible opinion testimony; and (2) the trial court’s failure to give 

proper weight to the best interests of the Harris children.  Because 

Appellant’s Opening Brief already discusses these errors,
16

 Amici submit 

this brief only to explain how the trial court’s improper reliance on an off-

the-cuff psychological opinion and misuse of the inapplicable theory of 

parental alienation distorted the trial court’s assessment of the best interests 

                                              
13

 Id. at 139:14−140:4. 
14

 Id. 
15

 Id. 
16

 Appellant’s Opening Brief at 54−63. 
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of the Harris children, leading to a perverse and dangerous result. 

 The theory of parental alienation—on which Dr. Kelly has 

frequently written and lectured—originates from “parental alienation 

syndrome,” a discredited psychological diagnosis, which posits that when 

children reject their father based on allegations of abuse, this behavior is the 

product of a vengeful mother’s alienating tactics, rather than actual abuse.  

See Joan B. Kelly and Janet R. Johnston, The Alienated Child: A 

Reformulation of Parental Alienation Syndrome [hereinafter Kelly & 

Johnston, The Alienated Child], 39 Family Court Rev. 249, 249−50 (2001).  

While the original “syndrome” has been critically rejected, the broader 

theory of parental alienation is still used to claim that children’s allegations 

of abuse are highly suspect and that what is needed is to remedy a 

supposedly irrational fear of their father.  See Joan S. Meier, A Historical 

Perspective on Parental Alienation Syndrome and Parental Alienation, 6:3 

J. Child Custody 232, 250 (2009)  [hereinafter Meier, Historical 

Perspective] (“[W]hile PAS [Parental Alienation Syndrome] is increasingly 

(but not entirely) relegated by thoughtful analysts to the past, PA [Parental 

Alienation] or comparable approaches continue to dominate forensic 

evaluation and related scholarship.”).   Proponents of parental alienation 

focus on the conscious or unconscious conduct of the mother as the real 

cause of children’s fear of their father.  See Am. Psychological Ass’n, 

VIOLENCE AND THE FAMILY: REPORT OF THE APA PRESIDENTIAL TASK 
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FORCE ON VIOLENCE AND THE FAMILY 100 (1996) (“When children reject 

their abusive father, it is common for the batterer and others to blame the 

mother for alienating the children.  They often do not understand the 

legitimate fears of the child . . . .  Terms such as ‘parental alienation’ may 

be used to blame the women for the children’s reasonable fear or anger 

toward their violent father.”); Meier, Historical Perspective at 250 (“The 

reformulated theory [of parental alienation] continues to validate the idea 

that mothers are hostile to fathers for reasons that are not reality-based; . . . 

and that even children who have been subjected to abuse (of themselves or 

of their mothers) need to be protected from alienating behaviors by their 

protective parent.”).  

 After attending the seminar led by Dr. Kelly that discussed parental 

alienation, Judge Pollack adopted just this view of the facts here, espousing 

Dr. Kelly as “a world renown[ed] psychologist who deals with parenting 

issues.”
17

  Subsequently ignoring the evidence of Shawn Harris’s violence 

towards his children, the court found that Dr. Doyne’s recommendation was 

flawed because it focused too much on the boys’ fears about seeing their 

father, which the court stated were actually caused by their mother.
18

  The 

court even suggested that the boys’ therapist also be replaced because he 

                                              
17

 Exh. 4 at 118:11−26 (March 30, 2011 Hearing Transcript (“March 

Trans.”) at 000354:11−26). 
18

 July Trans. at 139:8−13. 



 

- 6 - 

too had “adopted [the mother’s] party line.”
19

   

 In rejecting the opinions of the medical professionals who—unlike 

Dr. Kelly—had evaluated the boys, the trial court made it clear that 

Dr. Kelly’s opinion was the only one it valued.
20

  As Dr. Kelly’s opinion 

was never in evidence or subject to cross-examination, however, relying on 

this ex parte discussion was clear legal error.  See Conwell v. Varain (1912) 

20 Cal. App. 521, 529 (“To place a litigant’s rights in a trial thereof at the 

mercy, so to speak, of the ex parte opinion of any person, however well 

qualified such person may be to speak on the subject to which his opinion 

relates, is not to give such litigant’s rights a fair and impartial trial 

according to the recognized or prescribed forms by which only issues of 

fact are authorized to be tried.”); McLaughlin v. Superior Court (1983) 140 

Cal. App. 3d 473, 481−82, 485 (denying party the right to cross-examine an 

expert witness violates due process); Sargon Enterprises, Inc. v. University 

of Southern California (2012) 55 Cal. 4th 747, 771−72 (“[U]nder Evidence 

Code sections 801, subdivision (b), and 802, the trial court acts as a 

gatekeeper to exclude expert opinion testimony that is (1) based on matter 

of a type on which an expert may not reasonably rely, (2) based on reasons 

unsupported by the material on which the expert relies, or 

(3) speculative.”). 

                                              
19

 Id. at 145:10. 
20

 Id. at 139:14−140:4. 
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 Just as significant as the legal error is the practical effect that relying 

on this off-the-cuff, ex parte opinion had on the court’s assessment of the 

best interests of the Harris children.  Despite adopting the opinion 

expressed by Dr. Kelly at the lunch he attended,
21

 the trial court judge 

fundamentally misunderstood her views on parental alienation, leading to a 

misapplication of the theory to this case.  Critically, the trial court failed to 

consider whether the resistance of the Harris boys to visitation with their 

father was a natural reaction based on their own frightening and hostile 

experiences with him.  As Dr. Kelly has noted, “[i]t is critical to 

differentiate between the alienated child (who persistently refuses and 

rejects visitation because of unreasonable negative views and feelings) from 

other children who also resist contact with a parent after separation but for a 

variety of normal, realistic, and/or developmentally expectable reasons.”  

Kelly & Johnston, The Alienated Child at 251.  

 If Dr. Kelly had actually testified, the litigants could have explored 

whether this “critical” distinction applied to these children.  Indeed, if 

Dr. Kelly had interviewed the Harris children, she might well have 

explained that her informed opinion differed from the conclusions of the 

court here.  But since the court failed to grasp that parental alienation does 

not apply where valid reasons for a child’s fear exist, it relied upon an 

expert theory that, even according to Dr. Kelly’s own thinking, did not 

                                              
21

 Id. at 139:14−18. 
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apply. 

 As detailed in the argument below, infra Section III.C., parental 

alienation syndrome has been discredited by the scientific community and 

rejected by courts as “lacking any scientific basis.”  See Snyder v. Cedar, 

2006 Conn. Super. LEXIS 520 (2006).  Yet the broader theory of parental 

alienation continues to be used in custody cases, despite the objections of 

child advocates.  See Meier, Historical Perspective at 245−50.  At a 

minimum, therefore, the application of parental alienation theory here 

should have been the subject of cross-examination and rebuttal expert 

testimony, as would have occurred in the normal course of court 

proceedings had an expert testified about them.  As Dr. Kelly herself has 

written, “[t]he indiscriminate use of [parental alienation] terminology has 

led to widespread confusion and misunderstanding in judicial, legal, and 

psychological circles.”  Kelly & Johnston, The Alienated Child at 250.   

 Amici believe this is just such a case.  In the wake of Shawn Harris’s 

conviction for viciously sexually assaulting his ex-wife, the trial court in 

this case focused on the dispute between the parents, rather than the needs 

of the children.  Viewing this case through the lens of parental alienation, 

the trial court lost sight of the primary issues it was charged to evaluate: 

“the health, safety, and welfare of [the Harris] children.”  Fam. Code 

§ 3020(a) (mandating that these factors “shall be the court’s primary 

concern in determining the best interest of children when making any 
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orders regarding the physical or legal custody or visitation of children”).  

As a result, it ordered immediate reunification without considering the 

obvious dangers to the health and safety of the Harris children. 

 Because Amici believe that the trial court’s improper reliance on an 

inadmissible and unsupported “expert opinion” led to this result, we urge 

this Court to vacate the trial court’s order and remand this case for a proper 

evaluation of the best interests of the Harris children. 

 

II. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

 Amici adopt the Statement of the Case provided by Appellant in her 

Opening Brief. 

 

III. ARGUMENT 

 The trial court’s decision in this case was based on the inadmissible, 

purported “opinion” of a doctor who offered a seminar that the trial court 

judge happened to attend and who happened to answer some unknown 

hypothetical questions similar to the facts of this case.  As detailed below, 

the trial court’s view of the facts in this case was heavily influenced by Dr. 

Kelly’s theories on parental alienation.  Yet the court fundamentally 

misunderstood these theories and incorrectly applied them to the facts of 

this case.  Indeed, the use of parental alienation claims in custody cases has 

been widely criticized, and the original “syndrome” has been wholly 
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discredited as pseudo-science.  As a result of the trial court’s misplaced 

reliance on its misunderstanding of the theory of parental alienation, it 

fundamentally failed to satisfy its primary duty: to safeguard the health, 

safety, and welfare of the Harris children.  

A. The Trial Court’s Decision Was Based on Inadmissible 

Expert Opinion. 

 In previously rejecting the use of ex parte opinion in legal 

proceedings, this Court has noted that “[i]t is obviously the first duty of the 

courts to see that litigants shall have their rights judicially determined only 

after a fair and impartial trial according to the mode prescribed by law.”  

Conwell, 20 Cal. App. at 529.  Like any civil case, the court’s decision on 

visitation had to be based on admissible evidence.  Fam. Code § 210 

(“[T]he rules of practice and procedure applicable to civil actions generally 

. . . apply to, and constitute the rules of practice and procedure in, 

proceedings under [the Family Code].”); Elkins v. Superior Court (2007) 41 

Cal. 4th 1337, 1356−57 (holding that rules of evidence restricting hearsay 

applied despite the less formal setting of family court proceedings).  

Further, expert opinion testimony has to be based on disclosed facts and 

reliable methods.  See Sargon Enterprises, Inc., 55 Cal. 4th at 771−72.  In 

rejecting the recommendations of Dr. Doyne based on the ex parte opinions 

of Joan Kelly, the trial court violated these fundamental rules of evidence.   

 At an initial hearing regarding the issue of Shawn Harris’s 
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reunification with his sons, the trial court was very clear about the approach 

it wanted to take on the issue:  “I want to get this case to a therapist . . . to 

look at the issue of reunification and then have that person report back to us 

on . . . what steps are recommended.”
22

  Stressing the need for “a specific 

plan” from this specialist,
23

 the court accepted the stipulation of the parties 

to appoint Dr. Stephen Doyne as a neutral expert to develop this plan.
24

  In 

fact, the court stressed that a thorough expert evaluation of the caliber 

provided by Dr. Doyne was critical to “the best interest of the children.”
25

  

It specifically rejected the alternatives of using a “lesser analysis from 

someone else” or using Family Court Services, stating: “It is clear to me 

what I will do.  I want Doyne’s report.  That is—of the three options, that is 

the option that is in the best interest of the children, because we will make a 

decision when we get to custody.  And if it is the wrong decision, it could 

harm these children.”
26

  

 As the court-appointed neutral expert, Dr. Doyne was the only 

witness to interview both of the Harris boys, Shawn Harris, and Crystal 

Harris.
27

  Indeed, Dr. Simon—who testified on behalf of Shawn Harris—

did not interview any of the parties and limited his testimony to a critique 

                                              
22

 Exh. 1 at 015:28−16:4 (June 7, 2010 Hearing Transcript). 
23

 Id. at 018:14−16. 
24

 Exh. 7 at 000429. 
25

 Exh. 4 at 019:22−25 (March Trans. at 000255:22−25). 
26

 Id. at 019:18−26 (March Trans. at 000255:18−26). 
27

 Exh. 8 at 000445. 
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of Dr. Doyne’s methods.
28

  Accordingly, Dr. Doyne was the only expert to 

perform the evaluation that the court believed was so essential to the best 

interests of the children, and the only expert to present a specific plan for 

reunification.  

 Further, Dr. Doyne was the only expert in this case who could have 

testified as to whether the Harris boys suffered from parental alienation 

without committing professional misconduct.  In Rand v. Board of 

Psychology (2012) 206 Cal.App.4th 565, 572, this Court affirmed the 

decision of the State Board of Psychology that a psychologist had 

committed professional misconduct when he opined during a child custody 

hearing that the child was suffering from parental alienation without having 

performed an interview or evaluation of the child first.  Noting that APA 

Ethical Standard 9.01(b) requires such an examination, this Court 

concluded that such conduct “threatens the welfare of consumers of 

psychological services.”  Id. at 589−90.
29

  Under cross-examination here, 

Dr. Doyne testified that he did not believe the boys were coached by their 

                                              
28

 July Trans. at 86:6−9; 87:5−11. 
29

 Without knowing the specific content of Dr. Kelly’s interaction with 

Judge Pollack, Amici of course are not accusing Kelly of professional 

misconduct.  In fact, it is unlikely that Dr. Kelly envisioned that a judge 

would use her off-the-cuff response to a hypothetical question to evaluate 

another expert’s recommendation.  Amici raise this point, however, to 

emphasize that the trial court relied upon an opinion that could not have 

become part of the record, as providing it without interviewing the boys 

and their mother would have amounted to professional misconduct as a 

matter of law.  See Rand, 206 Cal. App. 4th at 589. 
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mother or that she had tried to alienate them from their father.
30

 

 But after stressing ex ante the importance of a report from a court-

appointed neutral expert, the court flatly rejected Dr. Doyne’s 

recommendations.
31

  In particular, the court rejected the neutral evaluator’s 

strong concern that Shawn Harris presented a threat to his children, and cast 

aside the recommendation that Shawn Harris undergo a 52-week 

counseling program prior to resuming contact with his sons.  Rather, the 

court found that requiring this counseling meant that Dr. Doyne “essentially 

decided that Mr. Harris’ [prison] sentence should be a year longer.”
32

  

Further, the court rejected the notion that the children also needed to be 

psychologically ready to resume contact, despite the undisputed evidence 

that they fear their father.
33

  In sum, the court disregarded the two central 

conclusions of its own expert, who had direct knowledge of the children 

and upon whom it had originally placed all its reliance.  

 While briefly noting Dr. Simon’s testimony contesting Dr. Doyne’s 

methods,
34

 the court was clear that it was rejecting Dr. Doyne’s 

recommendation only because it conflicted with that of Joan Kelly.  The 

court explained, “the main criticism I have with [] Dr. Doyne’s report is he 

                                              
30

 July Trans. at 62:22−27; 72:24−28. 
31

 Id. at 138:19−140:4. 
32

 Id. at 138:27−28. 
33

 Id. at 139:8−140:4. 
34

 Id. at 138:20−22. 
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has set forth a plan which is destined to fail.”
35

  The stated reason for this 

conclusion was the judge’s ex parte discussion with Joan Kelly regarding 

the “scenario” the court believed fit this case: “where you have Mom 

intensely disliking Dad, and the two kids, who are very young and 

impressionable and subject to suggestibility and approval-driven, totally 

under Mom’s watch.”
36

  The court recounted describing this “scenario” to 

Dr. Kelly:  

 And she said, “What you don’t do is you don’t send 

that child to individual therapy and then allow the child and 

the therapist to determine when they want to reunite.”  She 

said, “We have found that to be a total waste, it doesn’t 

work.”  She said, “What we have to do in that scenario is 

refer the kids and the parent to a family counselor or conjoint 

therapist.” 

 So we’re not going to do what Dr. Doyne is 

suggesting here.
37

  

 

 Indeed, the court followed Dr. Kelly’s recommendation exactly, 

ordering reunification without prior counseling and through a therapist who 

is “very pro-unification,” expressly directing the parties not to use 

Dr. Doyne.
38

  As explained on the record, the court rejected the opinion of 

the expert who had actually interviewed the Harris children and testified 

subject to cross-examination, in favor of the opinion of an expert who had 

no interaction with the Harris boys and presented no admissible testimony.  

                                              
35

 Id. at 138:22−23. 
36

 Id. at 139:8−12. 
37

 Id. at 139:24−140:4 (emphasis added). 
38

 Id. at 142:22−143:1. 
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Indeed, the court so completely ignored its own appointed expert that the 

entirety of the court’s analysis would likely have been the same if no 

evaluation of the Harris boys had been performed. 

 Appellee falsely suggests that the court relied on Dr. Kelly’s 

opinions solely for the purpose of warning Crystal Harris about a potential 

“boomerang effect” from negative statements she might make to the 

children about her husband.
39

  To be sure, the trial court did rely on 

Dr. Kelly’s theories to suggest this potential long-term result from parental 

alienation.  But it also directly relied on her opinions regarding 

reunification, in order to reject Dr. Doyne’s recommendation and to support 

its order.
40

  Indeed, the court identified no other basis for its insistence on 

reunification prior to any counseling for Shawn Harris.  To suggest 

otherwise asks this Court to ignore the reasons the trial court gave on the 

record for its ruling.   

 The parties were never able to know what facts informed Dr. Kelly’s 

opinion—or even whether she would have disagreed with Dr. Doyne under 

the facts here and with a proper interview with the Harris children—

because her opinion was never subject to examination or rebuttal.  As a 

result, the trial court’s reliance on her opinion was an obvious denial of due 

process.  See Long v. Long (1967) 251 Cal. App. 2d 732, 736 (“To deny a 

                                              
39

 Respondent’s Brief at 10:7−12. 
40

 July Trans. at 139:24−140:4.  



 

- 16 - 

litigant the right to cross-examine a witness . . . is a denial of due process of 

law.  The error is compounded when hearsay evidence directly contradicts 

testimony given under oath in open court and in the presence of the 

litigant.”).   

B. The Court Broadly Applied the Theory of Parental 

Alienation to the Facts of This Case Without Support. 

 Dr. Kelly’s long-distance influence on this case was not limited to 

the court’s specific order on immediate reunification, however.  It also 

infected the court’s willingness to consider the reports of abuse from the 

Harris children.  Adopting a generalized view of parental alienation that 

was discussed at Dr. Kelly’s seminar, the trial court disregarded the 

statements made by the Harris children about their fear of their father 

because it believed without cause that their mother had coached them.  In 

so doing, however, the trial court failed to recognize that even Dr. Kelly 

does not identify children as alienated when they have been witnesses to, or 

victims of, domestic violence.  Indeed, it is common for children who 

witness domestic violence to resist contact with the abuser, without any 

coaching at all.  What is uncommon is for children to make up stories of 

abuse.  Because the court discounted the evidence of Shawn Harris’s 

extreme family violence, it failed to properly evaluate the threat that he 

poses to the health and safety of his children. 
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1. The Trial Court Discounted the Evidence of Shawn 

Harris’s Violence Based on the Unsupported View 

That His Children Had Been Alienated Against 

Him by Their Mother. 

 While never taking expert testimony on parental alienation, the trial 

court improperly applied this theory, based on Dr. Kelly’s seminar.  As 

defined by Dr. Kelly, “[a]n alienated child is . . . one who expresses, freely 

and persistently, unreasonable negative feelings and beliefs (such as anger, 

hatred, rejection, and/or fear) toward a parent that are significantly 

disproportionate to the child’s actual experience with that parent.”  Kelly & 

Johnston, The Alienated Child at 251.  Parental alienation theorists typically 

also claim that the child’s unreasonable feelings against one parent are 

driven by the suggestions of the other parent, although Dr. Kelly herself has 

expressed reservations about this aspect of the theory.  Id. at 249−251.  

Dr. Kelly has co-authored a number of articles on this topic.  See, e.g., id.; 

Janet R. Johnston and Joan B. Kelly, Commentary on Walker, Brantley, and 

Rigsbee’s “A Critical Analysis of Parental Alienation Syndrome and Its 

Inadmissibility in the Family Court” [hereinafter Johnston & Kelly, 

Commentary], 1 J. Child Custody 77 (2004); Janet R. Johnston & Joan B. 

Kelly, Rejoinder to Gardner’s “Commentary on Kelly and Johnston’s ‘The 

Alienated Child: A Reformulation of Parental Alienation Syndrome’” 

[hereinafter Johnston & Kelly, Rejoinder] 42:4 Fam. Ct. Rev. 622 (2004).  

She has also given seminars on the issue of parental alienation, such as the 
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one attended by Judge Pollack.
41

 

 The theory of parental alienation is often used to promote the view 

that children’s allegations of abuse against a father are not credible.  See 

Joan S. Meier, Getting Real About Abuse and Alienation, 7 J. Child 

Custody 219, 228−29 [hereinafter Meier, Getting Real] (examining 

multiple cases to show how “alienation claims are commonly used to deny 

abuse—and that they regularly succeed in turning credible abuse allegations 

against the messenger”).  Specifically, proponents of the theory of parental 

alienation focus attention on the mother who seeks to restrict the father’s 

access, in order to suggest that the children’s claims have been coached or 

unconsciously suggested to them.  See Meier, Historical Perspective, at 246 

(“[B]y stressing that alienation can occur through unconscious behaviors or 

wishes, [proponents of the theory] reinforce the pathologizing of mothers 

and the courts’ willingness to ignore mothers’ conscious or overt beliefs 

and actions in favor of a loose psychoanalyzing, which freely asserts that 

even the best-intentioned mothers do not know their own insidious wishes 

or behaviors.”); Am. Psychological Ass’n, supra, at 100.   

 In mentioning the importance of Dr. Kelly’s seminar, the trial court 

specifically discussed the issue of one parent turning the children against 

the other in order to have them make false statements:  “[Dr. Kelly] talked 

about a study that seemed really important.  And that is that in these cases 

                                              
41

 Exh. 4 at 118:11−21 (March Trans. at 000354:17−18). 
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where one parent does things to turn the child against the other parent, it 

works in the short realm.”
42

  The court then went on to apply this theory to 

the statements made by the Harris children to Dr. Doyne: “When I was 

reading Dr. Doyne’s report . . . the way he was quoting these kids at such a 

young age, it really seemed like we were hearing [their mother’s] 

testimony.”
43

  Despite Crystal Harris’s statement that she made no such 

suggestions to the children,
44

 the court directly told her that it believed she 

did: “I don’t blame you.  You were clearly sexually assaulted.  The court 

has found that.  And that you might have said things to the kids consistent 

with your anger at [Shawn Harris] is not surprising.”
45

  Indeed, the trial 

court was quite clear that it viewed the facts of this case through the lens of 

parental alienation, describing it as “a scenario . . . where you have Mom 

intensely disliking Dad, and the two kids, who are very young and 

impressionable and subject to suggestibility and approval-driven, totally 

under Mom’s watch.”
46

  Based on this view, the court directly asserted that 

Crystal Harris had attempted to put forth a “revisionist history” regarding 

Shawn Harris’s conduct with the children.
47

 

 Yet there was absolutely no evidence to support this belief, only the 

                                              
42

 Id. at 118:18−21 (March Trans. at 000354:18−21). 
43

 Id. at 119:15−18 (March Trans. at 000355:15−18). 
44

 Id. at 119:9−11 (March Trans. at 000355:9−11). 
45

 Id. at 119:19−22 (March Trans. at 000355:19−22). 
46

 July 2011 Trans. at 139:8−12. 
47

 Id. at 136:20−23. 
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unsupported theory of parental alienation discussed at Dr. Kelly’s seminar.  

In fact, the court ignored Dr. Doyne’s testimony that he did not believe the 

Harris boys were coached by their mother or that she had tried to alienate 

them from their father.
48

  This testimony is critical since the relevant 

statements from the Harris boys were made to Dr. Doyne, not the court, 

making Dr. Doyne the proper person to have assessed the boys’ credibility.  

Based on its unsupported conclusion that the Harris boys had been coached 

to make false statements, the trial court largely ignored their reports that 

Shawn Harris had repeatedly struck them and their mother. 

2. The Trial Court Failed to Recognize That Even Dr. 

Kelly Does Not Contend That Children Exposed to 

Domestic Violence Are Alienated. 

 Despite its reliance on the theory of parental alienation and the 

“really important” study Dr. Kelly discussed at her seminar,
49

 the trial court 

fundamentally misunderstood her views on the issue.  Indeed, the court 

conflated Dr. Kelly’s description of children who are alienated with 

children who are “realistically estranged,” and so failed even to analyze 

whether Dr. Kelly might describe the Harris children in the latter category. 

As Dr. Kelly has made clear in her articles on the topic, she does not view 

children who resist seeing their father after witnessing his domestic 

violence against their mother as being alienated:   

                                              
48

 Id. at 62:22−27; 72:24−28. 
49

 Exh. 4 at 118:18−21 (March Trans. at 000354:18−21). 
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Too often in divorce situations, all youngsters resisting visits 

with a parent are improperly labeled alienated.  And 

frequently, parents who question the value of visitation in 

these situations are quickly labeled alienating parents. 

 There are multiple reasons that children resist 

visitation, and only in very specific circumstances does this 

behavior qualify as alienation. . . . 

 Children who are realistically estranged from one of 

their parents as a consequence of that parent’s history of 

family violence, abuse, or neglect need to be clearly 

distinguished from alienated children.  Among this group 

are children who are estranged as a cumulative result of 

observing repeated violence or explosive outbursts of a parent 

. . ., or who were themselves the target of violence and 

abusive behavior from this parent.  Often, they can only feel 

safe enough to reject the violent or abusive parent after the 

separation.  

Kelly & Johnston, The Alienated Child at 251−53 (emphasis added, internal 

citation omitted). 

 It is undisputed that the Harris children were directly exposed to 

Shawn Harris’s violence against their mother, having, among other things, 

witnessed him slap and choke her in the family car.
50

  And just as Dr. Kelly 

notes above, Dr. Doyne believed that the Harris boys were also aware of 

much more of the violence in the household than what they witnessed 

directly.
51

  Further, the Harris boys stated that their father had hit them 

too.
52

  These reports were supported by the testimony of an independent 

witness who described specific instances of Shawn Harris hurting his 

                                              
50

 Exh. 8 at 000448−49. 
51

 July Trans. at 31:15−32:10. 
52

 Exh. 8 at 000445−49. 
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children,
53

 as well as an audio recording of Shawn Harris hitting his young 

autistic son.
54

 

 In light of this evidence, Dr. Kelly’s own publications would suggest 

that the Harris children were realistically estranged from their father, rather 

than “alienated.”  Regardless, the court’s failure to grapple with this 

significant distinction in Dr. Kelly’s own discussions of alienation 

underscores the dangerousness of its reliance on an opinion that was never 

subject to examination in court by the parties.  Indeed, the trial court’s 

misuse of parental alienation theory appears to represent precisely the 

“widespread confusion and misunderstanding in judicial . . .  circles” that 

her work discusses.  Kelly & Johnston, The Alienated Child at 250. 

3. It Is Natural for Children Who Witness Domestic 

Violence to Resist Contact with the Abusive Parent. 

 Terming the effect on the young Harris boys as merely “collateral 

damage,” the trial court also erred in suggesting that the violence in the 

Harris house was of little real consequence to the children because it was 

not directed at them.
55

  Not only does this finding ignore the evidence of 

violence directed at the boys, it fails to recognize the significant effects that 

living with domestic violence has on children. 

 Given the undisputed facts here, the resistance of the Harris boys to 

                                              
53

 Exh. 3 at 000144−47. 
54

 Exh. 3 at 000199−200; Exh. 9 at 000463.  
55

 July Trans. at 138:7−18. 
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further contact with their father can only be seen as a natural reaction to the 

violence and abuse that they witnessed and suffered.  Dr. Kelly herself 

termed such resistance as being “realistically estranged.”  Kelly & 

Johnston, The Alienated Child at 253.  Under similar facts, this Court has 

concluded that the child’s “aversion to his father does not inherently prove 

serious emotional disturbance or unhealthy parental alienation. . . .  His 

antipathy may simply reflect an honest appraisal of his father’s character 

and a self-protective and healthy desire to avoid his company.”  In re 

Brison C. (2000) 81 Cal. App. 4th 1373, 1379−80.   

 Indeed, this conclusion is supported by a study published in 2009 

that found children who had lived in houses with domestic violence were 

often frightened of visits with their father after their parents separated: “The 

strongest emotion that [these] children reported was fear.  This dominated 

their feelings about their fathers and was expressed in a number of ways 

and for a number of reasons, including kidnap, further abuse, and dealing 

with their father’s anger.”  Fiona Morrison, After Domestic Abuse: 

Children’s Perspectives on Contact with Fathers, Briefing 42, Centre for 

Research on Families and Relationships (April 2009), available at: 

http://www.crfr.ac.uk/reports/ rb42.pdf.   

4. Hostile Comments from One Parent About Another 

Do Not Cause False Abuse Allegations. 

 While many divorcing parents engage in some form of alienating 
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conduct—such as the comments the trial court believed were made by 

Crystal Harris—widely published empirical research actually shows that 

such conduct has relatively little impact on children.  Further, there is no 

support—in Dr. Kelly’s research or elsewhere—for the assumption that 

alienating conduct is related to false abuse allegations.  As a result, the trial 

court’s conclusions about the statements of the Harris children would still 

be unfounded, even if they had been exposed to derogatory statements 

about Shawn Harris by their mother.   

 Dr. Kelly’s own research shows that alienated children are quite 

rare, regardless of the conduct of their parents.  Johnston & Kelly, 

Commentary at 81 (finding that despite universally alienating behaviors by 

parents in study, only 20 percent of children were hostile to one parent and 

only 6 percent were “extremely negative”).  In fact, the research 

demonstrates that abused women like Crystal Harris are no more prone to 

alienate their children from their batterers than other parents.  See Janet R. 

Johnston, Children of Divorce Who Reject a Parent and Refuse Visitation: 

Recent Research and Social Policy Implications for the Alienated Child, 38 

Fam. L.Q. 757, 765 (2005) (noting that the study found “no evidence that 

female victims of domestic violence, as a group, tended to alienate their 

children from their batterers”).  Most significantly, there is no scientific 

support for the idea that a favored parent’s alienating or derogatory 

comments toward a disfavored parent can produce children’s genuine fear, 
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rage, or distress about the other parent.  Meier, Getting Real at 227.  

 Accordingly, the trial court’s assumption that the Harris boys’ fear 

of their father was driven by hostile comments from Crystal Harris is 

simply unsupported by the relevant scientific research.  In fact, the 

American Psychological Association rejected parental alienation as a term 

that is too often “used to blame [a mother] for the children’s reasonable fear 

or anger toward their violent father.”  Am. Psychological Ass’n, supra, at 

100.  Similarly, the National Council of Juvenile & Family Court Judges 

has warned: 

The discredited “diagnosis” of [parental alienation syndrome] 

(or allegation of “parental alienation”), quite apart from its 

scientific invalidity, inappropriately asks the court to assume 

that the children’s behaviors and attitudes toward the parent 

who claims to be “alienated” have no grounding in reality.  It 

also diverts attention away from the behaviors of the abusive 

parent, who may have directly influenced the children’s 

responses by acting in violent, disrespectful, intimidating, 

humiliating and/or discrediting ways toward the children 

themselves, or the children’s other parent. 

 

Dalton, Clare et al., Nat’l Council of Juvenile & Family Ct. Judges & State 

Justice Inst., Navigating Custody and Visitation Evaluations in Cases with 

Domestic Violence: A Judge’s Guide 24 (2006). 

5. In Viewing the Facts Through the False Lens of 

Parental Alienation, the Trial Court Failed to 

Properly Assess the Best Interests of the Harris 

Children. 

 Because it did not credit the statements of abuse made by the Harris 

children, the trial court erroneously concluded that Shawn Harris posed no 
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direct threat to their health or safety.
56

  Both of the Harris boys told 

Dr. Doyne that they were afraid of their father, and both identified specific 

reasons: C. described his anger after watching his father choke his mom;
57

 

C also stated that his father “hit me too and left awesome marks,” including 

on his “private parts”;
58

 W. described hearing his mother scream, saying his 

father “fought us.”
59

  While only two years old at the time his father was 

arrested, Dr. Doyne noted that W.’s “strongest recollection” of his father 

involved “trauma, upset, [and] violence.”
60

  If the court had properly 

credited these statements, it could not have found that Shawn Harris posed 

no threat to these boys’ health and safety.   

 In finding that these statements were simply part of the “revisionist 

history” put forth by Crystal Harris,
61

 however, the trial court concluded 

that the damage Shawn Harris inflicted on his young children was merely 

“collateral,” and unlikely to be repeated.
62

  In essence, the court’s view of 

the facts here turned on its misapplication of parental alienation theory: the 

court discredited the allegations of the Harris children against their father 

because it believed without support that their mother had influenced these 

allegations. 

                                              
56

 July Trans. at 138:13−18. 
57

 Exh. 8 at 000448−49. 
58

 Id.; July Trans. at 64:11−13. 
59

 Exh. 8 at 000449. 
60

 July Trans. at 31:10−11.  
61

 Id. at 138:20−23. 
62

 Id. at 138:2−18. 
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 Not only does this conclusion lack evidentiary support, it contradicts 

the relevant research related to domestic abuse and alienated children.  

Indeed, studies indicate that 40 to 70 percent of men who batter their 

partners also assault their children.  Murray A. Straus, Ordinary Violence, 

Child Abuse And Wife Beating: What Do They Have in Common?, in 

PHYSICAL VIOLENCE IN AMERICAN FAMILIES 403−24 (Murray Straus & 

Richard Gelles eds., 1990); Lundy Bancroft and Jay Silverman, THE 

BATTERER AS PARENT, 42−44 (Sage, 2002).   

 Even disregarding the statements made by the Harris children, the 

brutal and sadistic nature of Shawn Harris’s violent sexual assault of his 

now ex-wife exhibits a level of uncontrolled anger that cannot be ignored.  

Given the undisputed circumstances of this attack, it is simply 

inconceivable that the trial court could find Shawn Harris’s obvious anger-

management problem could pose no risk to his young children.  In finding 

that no counseling was necessary before he is reunified with them, the court 

simply failed to properly weigh the risk to their health and safety. 

C. This Court Should Reject the Misuse of Parental 

Alienation Theories Used to Discredit Allegations of 

Abuse. 

 As discussed, the trial court’s decision here was pervasively 

influenced by the theory of parental alienation.  This theory is rooted in so-

called “Parental Alienation Syndrome” or “PAS,” a theory that has widely 

been rejected as invalid, unfounded, and inadmissible.  While parental 
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alienation theory (without the “syndrome”) has escaped these blanket 

rejections, its use as a means to discredit abuse allegations is equally 

unscientific and unsupported.  Amici therefore urge this Court to address 

this misuse of false pseudo-science, which subjects many children to 

continuing abuse. 

 Richard Gardner, a psychiatrist who specialized in divorcing 

families, coined the term “Parental Alienation Syndrome” to describe a 

trend he believed he was seeing, whereby vengeful mothers employed 

child-abuse allegations as a powerful weapon to punish ex-husbands and 

ensure custody to themselves.  See Richard A. Gardner, THE PARENTAL 

ALIENATION SYNDROME: A GUIDE FOR MENTAL HEALTH AND LEGAL 

PROFESSIONALS (Creative Therapeutics, 1992).  Gardner further theorized 

that such mothers often “brainwashed” or “programmed” the children into 

believing untrue claims of abuse by the father and that the children then 

fabricated and contributed their own stories.  Richard A. Gardner, TRUE 

AND FALSE ACCUSATIONS OF CHILD SEX ABUSE 162, 193 (Creative 

Therapeutics, 1992).    

 PAS was derived solely from Gardner’s own interpretation of his 

clinical experience, and his publications were almost entirely self-published 

and not subject to peer review.  Carol Bruch, Parental Alienation Syndrome 

and Parental Alienation: Getting It Wrong in Child Custody Cases, 35 

Fam. L.Q. 527, 535−36 (2001).  Indeed, PAS is premised on a verifiably 
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false assumption that women and children frequently make false allegations 

of abuse to prevent fathers from gaining custody.  The credible research on 

this point shows that only 12 percent of all child abuse or neglect 

allegations in custody litigation are knowingly false, with only 2 percent of 

these made by children, 14 percent by custodial parents (mostly mothers), 

and 43 percent by noncustodial parents (mostly fathers).  Niko Trocme and 

Nicholas Bala, False Allegations of Abuse and Neglect When Parents 

Separate, Child Abuse & Neglect 29, 1333−45 (2005). 

 There has never been empirical evidence to support Gardner’s PAS 

theory.  See Meier, Historical Perspective at 239.  Accordingly, PAS has 

been overwhelmingly rejected by the scientific community, which is in 

general agreement that “the scientific status of PAS is, to be blunt, nil.”  

Robert E. Emery et al., A Critical Assessment of Child Custody 

Evaluations: Limited Science and a Flawed System, 6 Psychological Sci. in 

the Pub. Interest 1, 10 (2005).  “PAS as a scientific theory has been 

excoriated by legitimate researchers across the nation.  Judged solely on his 

merits, Dr. Gardner should be a rather pathetic footnote or an example of 

poor scientific standards.” Bruch, supra, at 539 (quoting Paul Fink, past 

President of American Psychiatric Association) (citation omitted).   

 Echoing the scientific consensus, the National Council of Juvenile 

and Family Court Judges has published guidelines for family courts stating: 

“The theory positing the existence of ‘PAS’ has been discredited by the 
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scientific community . . . .  Any testimony that a party to a custody case 

suffers from the syndrome or ‘parental alienation’ should therefore be ruled 

inadmissible . . . .”  Dalton et al., supra, at 24.  Numerous other legal 

experts have reached the same conclusion.  For example, the American 

Prosecutors’ Research Institute has stated that “PAS is an unproven theory 

that can threaten the integrity of the criminal justice system and the safety 

of abused children.”  Erika Ragland & Hope Field, Parental Alienation 

Syndrome: What Professionals Need to Know, 16:6 Nat’l Ctr. for 

Prosecution of Child Abuse Update Newsletter 1 (2003); see also Meier, 

Historical Perspective at 239−40 (listing multiple mental health and legal 

organizations to have rejected the use of parental alienation syndrome). 

 Likewise, the courts that have addressed the scientific validity and 

admissibility of PAS have rejected it.  See, e.g., Snyder v. Cedar, 2006 

Conn. Super. LEXIS 520, at *28−29 (2006) (finding that PAS lacks “any 

scientific basis” and is therefore “incapable of helping the fact finder 

determine a fact in dispute”); People v. Fortin, 706 N.Y.S.2d 611 (N.Y. Co. 

Ct. 2000) (rejecting PAS defense to child sexual abuse prosecution after 

hearing on admissibility, finding it is not generally accepted in the scientific 

community); NK v. MK, 851 N.Y.S.2d 71, 72 (N.Y. Sup. 2007) (“This 

court does not believe that there is a generally accepted diagnostic 

determination or syndrome known as ‘parental alienation syndrome.’”).    

 Despite the lack of scientific support for the syndrome, the broader 
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theory of parental alienation has continued to plague family courts as an 

unsupported basis on which to discredit allegations of abuse.  See Eileen 

Pence et al., Mind the Gap: Accounting for Domestic Abuse in Child 

Custody Evaluations, The Battered Women’s Justice Project, 15 (2012) 

(noting that in study of custody evaluation reports prepared for family law 

cases: “We saw numerous examples of documented abuse toward a parent 

or child obscured, discounted, or explained away altogether under the 

framework of parental alienation”), available at http://www.bwjp.org 

/files/bwjp/files/Mind_the_Gap_Accounting_for_Domestic_Abuse_in_Chil

d_Custody_Evaluations.pdf; Am. Psychological Ass’n, supra, at 100; 

Dalton et al., supra, at 24.  In some cases, children have even become 

suicidal after being ordered to live with a father they claimed abused them.  

See Bruch, supra, 550 n.8; Jennifer Hoult, The Evidentiary Admissibility of 

Parental Alienation Syndrome: Science, Law and Policy, 26 Child. Legal 

Rts. J. 1 (2006).  

 While the trial court here never took expert testimony on parental 

alienation, its view of the facts was indelibly shaped by it.  By relying on 

the opinions of a non-testifying purported “expert,” the court brought this 

unsupported theory into this case through the back door, preventing the 

ability of the Appellant to challenge its admissibility.  This Court should 

bar the use of such pseudo-science by enforcing the many rules of evidence 

meant to prevent trial courts from relying on inadmissible expert opinions. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, Amici urge this Court to vacate the trial 

court’s order and remand this case for a proper evaluation of the best 

interests of the Harris children. 
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