
February 16th, 2023 
 
Sent via NYSCEF 
 
Rensselaer County Clerk’s Office                            
105 3rd Street                                                             
Troy, New York   12180                                          
                                                                                  
RE: Walker v. Walker 
        Index Number: 2018-261675 
        In Re: Notice of Motion, AFC Disqualification 
 
 
Dear Clerk/Judge McGinty: 
 
​ Please find enclosed: Notice of Motion,  Disqualification of Douglas Broda, Attorney 
for the Child [AFC] w/Supporting Exhibits. 
 
​ Copies of the referenced Notice of Motion, have been provided to the parties via 
electronic service NYSCEF; to Leslie Silva, Esq., Douglas Broda, AFC, and Arthur Dunn, Esq. 
as required.  
 
             Thank you for your courtesy and consideration in this important matter. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,   
 
 

Alisha Clark Walker   
 
 
Alisha Clark Walker 
757 Taborton Road 
Sand Lake, NY 12153 
 
Cc:​  Leslie Silva, Esq. sent via NYSCEF 
     ​  Douglas Broda Esq. sent via NYSCEF 
​  Arthur Dunn, Esq. sent via NYSCEF 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK                              
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER​ ​  
_________________________________________________ 
 
LUKE  WALKER,                                                                                                       
                            Plaintiff,                                                                                       ​
​ ​     ​ ​ ​ ​   ​ ​ ​ ​                            ​
​ ​ ​ ​    ​ ​ ​   ​        NOTICE OF  
                                                                                  MOTION 
                                                                                         [Disqualification of ​​
​ ​ ​ ​ ​     ​               ​      AFC Douglas Broda] 
                    -against-                                                             
                                                                                    Index No.: 2018-261675                                          
 ALISHA CLARK WALKER,                                                                         
                                Defendant,                                                                                                        
________________________________________________                                                                     
 
STATE OF NEW YORK           ) 
                                                    ) ss: 
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER   )  
 
 
​ PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that upon the Affidavit in Support of Defendant Mother’s 
Motion to Disqualify and Remove the attorney for the children, Douglas Broda, dated February 
16th, 2023, and all other papers submitted in this action, Defendant Mother will move this Court 
at a term of the Supreme Court, County of Rensselaer, Rensselaer County Courthouse, located at 
Congress and Second Streets, Troy, NY 12180 on March 9th, 2023, or as soon thereafter as 
respondent/petitioner can be heard, why an order should not be made awarding Alisha Clark 
Walker the following relief: 
 

1.  Removal of Attorney for the Child, Douglas Broda, from these and other future case 

proceedings for cause and for conflict of interest and other specified reasons as stated herein; 

 

2.  Appointment of a new ‘non conflicted and non compromised’ Attorney for the Child from the 

approved Rensselaer County AFC Panel list;  

 

3.  For such other, further and proper relief as to this court deems just and proper. 
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​  

ORDERED, that service of this Notice of Motion via United States electronic service via 

NYSCEF with the supporting papers to plaintiff’s attorney, Leslie Silva, and the Attorney for the 

Child, Douglas Broda, shall be deemed good and sufficient service. 

 

​ ORDERED, that answering papers, if any, be served upon the parties and the Court at 

least seven [7] days before the return date herein above specified, [pursuant to C.P.L.R. Sect. 

2214 (b), and that upon failure to serve such papers within the time provided, the undersigned 

will object to the consideration of such papers by this Court, pursuant to C.P.L.R. Sect. 2214.  

 

 

SIGNED, this 16th day of February, 2023. 
 
                                                                                                          
  

 ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​      Alisha Clark Walker  
                                                                                        _____________________________ 
                                                                                         Alisha Clark Walker 
                                                                                         757 Taborton Road 

     Sand Lake, NY 12153                                                        
                                                                                       
 
 
Copies to: Leslie Silva, Esq.  
                 Douglas Broda, Esq. AFC.                 
                 Arthur Dunn, Esq.  
​      Office of New York State Attorney for the Child Program 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK                               
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER​ ​  
_________________________________________________ 
 
LUKE WALKER,                                                                                                         
                           
                           Plaintiff,                                                          ​ ​ ​ ​
​ ​ ​ ​  ​ ​ ​ ​                  AFFIDAVIT                                  
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​              IN SUPPORT OF               
                                                                                          NOTICE OF MOTION 
                             -against- 
 
                                                                                                              Index No.: 2018-261675 
                                                                                                               
 ALISHA CLARK WALKER,                                                                      
                                                                                                                 
                          Defendant,                                                                  
________________________________________________ 
 
STATE OF NEW YORK           ) 
                                                    ) ss: 
COUNTY OF RENSSELAER   )  
 

Statement of Facts: 
 

1.​ I am the Petitioner in the above-referenced Supreme Court matter and as such, I am 
personally familiar with the underlying facts and circumstances in this case and matter. 

 
2.​ The attorney for the child assigned to the case is presently Douglas Broda, Esq. New 

York State Bar  # 2041671 
 

3.​ Douglas Broda currently represents Aurora “Rosie” Walker, 10, and Trey Walker, 7 in 
this case. The mother was indisputably the primary caregiver before the divorce action 
which commenced in December of 2018.   
 

4.​ Elijah “Blue” LaPorta, is the almost three year old son of the defendant and he is the half 
brother of Aurora and Trey Walker. Douglas Broda also represented Elijah Blue LaPorta 
in the adjudicated custody case of Walker v. LaPorta. 
 

5.​ I, the defendant mother, currently have primary physical custody of Elijah Blue LaPorta 
(2 years old, 11 months) and in which he is thriving in my care. 
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6.​ The attorney for the child is under the supervision and regulation of the Court, and of the 
Attorney for the Children Program of the Third Department, and the NYS Bar 
Association, and subject to certain standards in representation and for the avoidance of 
conflicts of interest; and the Attorney For Children, is to be zealous, unconflicted and 
competent in the performance of his/her said duties.  

 
7.​ This case and the AFC representation has certain special considerations for the justice 

system, for faith in its integrity in fact-finding, for the integrity of the Attorney for the 
Child Program, and for the Court, as specifically outlined herein. 

 
8.​ Of note, the plaintiff father is a known convicted previously registered sex offender 

who previously served jail time for his ‘crimes of moral turpitude’, [Exhibit “D”]. 
Defendant Mother does not have any criminal record or history of mental health. 
 

9.​ Upon information and belief, Attorney Broda has multiple concurrent conflicts of 
interest and should be disqualified as the attorney for the children in this case due to 
the following: 
 

Douglas Broda’s Bias and Discrimination:  
 

10.​Attorney Broda is a member of the NYS Bar Association and as such, he is subject to its 
Professional Standards and Ethics, especially regarding direct conflicts [and perceived 
conflicts] of interest in client representation. [Exhibit “A”] 
 

11.​Mr. Broda expressed to the court his various unsupported and prejudicial suppositions 
that have resulted in the children being essentially disenfranchised from their mother 
without cause, and for the drastic unsupported order of supervised visitation [parenting 
time] to only occur when the plaintiff father deemed it in his best interests, and utilized as 
a bargaining chip. 
 

12.​The attorney for the child [AFC] is supposed to be an independent unbiased party, free of 
bias, and conflicts of interest, in representing minor children in child custody matters 
being heard before the court; and is subject to standards, guidelines, and ethical 
responsibilities of a lawyer in the NYS AFC 18B assigned program. 
 

13.​Under the Rules of the Chief Judge, sect. 7.2 (b) & (d) [Exhibit “A”]: 
 

 (b)  The attorney for the child is subject to the ethical requirements applicable 
to all attorneys, including but not limited to, constraints on ex parte 
communication; disclosure of client confidences and work product; conflict of 
interest; and becoming a witness in the litigation. 
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  (d)  In other types of proceedings [other than JD and PINS], where the child is 
the subject, the attorney for the child must zealously advocate the child’s 
position. 

 
14.​A-4.  The Use of Substituted Judgement: 

 
“In all circumstances where an attorney is substituting judgment in a manner 
that is contrary to a child’s articulated position or preferences or when the child 
is not capable of expressing a preference, the attorney must inform the court 
and the child that substituted judgment is the basis upon which the attorney will 
be advocating the legal interests of the child.  

 
  In formulating substituted judgment, the attorney: 
 

a.​ (1) Must conduct a thorough investigation, including interviewing the child, 
reviewing the evidence, and applying it against the applicable legal standard 
applicable to the particular stage of the proceeding; and 

 
b.​ (2)  Should consider the value of consulting a social worker or another mental 

health professional to assist the attorney in determining whether it is appropriate 
to override the child’s articulated position and/or to assist the attorney in 
formulating a legal position on behalf of a child who is not competent.  

 
15.​ The children have expressed on numerous occasions that they wanted to be with their 

mother and half-brother, Elijah; and did not want to leave her during the very few and 
sporadic periods when the plaintiff's father would allow the children to be with and 
parented by their mother. Douglas Broda has supported the fact the mother has been 
essentially erased from her children’s lives by the stroke of a pen.  
 

16.​Upon information and belief, AFC Douglas Broda never met with his client Elijah 
LaPorta, as required under the Attorney for the Child Program [an illegal act]. 
 

17.​ It is noteworthy that Mr. Broda has never met before trial or interviewed or called the 
defendant mother or any of her family members concerning the children’s history, their 
needs and best interests. 
 

18.​Upon information and belief, Attorney Broda has previously expressed his discrimination 
and extreme animus towards the mother, stating that the mother was a “bad person” “who 
had previously sued Judge Cholakis”, to Cindy and Bill LaPorta, Sr., grandparents of 
Elijah Blue LaPorta.   
 

19.​Upon information and belief, Douglas Broda has had multiple ex-parte communications 
with the previous attorney for the child, Matt Foley, to try and fix, and remove the 
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children’s mother from their everyday lives. This is an example of prejudgment in the 
custody matter. 
 

20.​Mr. Broda has ignored the mother’s pertinent concerns and email communications. Mr. 
Broda has not been responsive to the important issues raised by the children’s mother.  
 

21.​The Attorney for the child, Mr. Broda has ignored all communication with respect to  
setting up important sibling bonding time between his clients, Aurora and Trey Walker 
and their brother Elijah LaPorta. Elijah, Aurora and Trey in which they have only been 
allowed to see each other twice in almost 3 years, [since the birth of Elijah’.  
 

22.​ In 2022, Attorney Douglas Broda was the subject of a Federal civil rights lawsuit under 
42 USC 1983; C.A. No.: 1:22-CV-560 (DNH/TWD), Douglas Broda, et al v. Walker, 
2022, and an official complaint was filed by defendant mother and on her children’s 
behalf. Accordingly Mr. Broda is in a conflict of interest representing the children of the 
defendant mother and plaintiff in the federal civil rights action against Mr. Broda in the 
above-entitled action. 
 

23.​Upon information and belief, Mr. Walker, a convicted registered sex offender, has 
previously gone into the children’s classroom to film young elementary age students.  

 
24.​Convicted registered sex offenders, have no place or business going into an elementary 

school and filming students. Mr. Broda consistently defended registered sex offender 
Walker’s actions in this case, and then falsely claiming the mother was harassing the 
school, [Exhibit “B”]. 
 

25.​The basis of the federal civil action, Douglas Broda, et al v. Walker, 2022, was a gag 
order issued illegally on mother’s social media postings by Judge Kehn. Douglas Broda 
seems to be more concerned about the mother defending her constitutional rights on 
social media than over the “X” rated material the live-in girlfriend posts on social media  
on a regular basis to advertise her business being run out of the children’s home.  

 
26.​Mr. Broda has ignored all previous communications from Defendant mothers maternal 

mother, Theresa Atchley, about seeing the children.  
 

27.​Mr. Broda has ignored the various crimes of moral turpitude previously committed 
by plaintiff husband, has refused to conduct proper investigation, and acted more as 
chief advocate for the convicted plaintiff husband rather than as advocate for the 
minor children. [Exhibit “D”] 
 

28.​On numerous occasions, Mr. Broda has previously acted in the capacity of the father’s 
primary attorney by answering correspondence directly on behalf of Ms. Silva. On 
February 8th, 2023, Mr. Broda sent Greta Baker an ex parte communication on behalf of 
the father’s attorney.  
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Lawyer Conflicts Of Interest: 
 

29.​Attorney Broda has inherent concurrent conflicts of interest [COI] and should be 
disqualified as the attorney for the child in this case due to the following: 

 
30.​Due to certain documented unorthodoxies in this case matter, and acting in my role as 

mother safeguarding the interests of my children and of certain constitutional rights that 
have been violated, I was forced to file a serious detailed civil rights action against Mr. 
Broda and others under 42 USC 1983.  [Civil Action No.: 1:19-CV-1288 (LEK)(CFH)].  
 

31.​ Notice was provided to Mr. Broda that “As a defendant named in a federal action, I have 
been advised that you are in a direct conflict of interest in the matter and accordingly 
need to remove yourself according to specific written Standards of the Appellate 
Division, AFC manual – AFC Ethics Standards, NYS Lawyers Code of Professional 
Responsibility, American Bar Association Canons and Standards of Ethics, as well 
as provided in case law. [Table of authorities] 
 

32.​The court should take note that after examining professional ethics and standards, and the 
legitimate, and factual issues raised by the defendant mother, the previous judge 
[Cholakis] and previous attorney for the child [Foley] did the right thing by way of 
appropriate disqualification, recusal and stepping aside when named in the well 
documented federal civil rights lawsuit.  
 

33.​ I also note that there was previously a demonstration of a lack of due process in the 
original temporary custody determination, a fact ignored by Mr. Broda, resulting in the 
mother being unfairly treated like a pariah. The record was subjectively distorted and the 
children were never in harm’s way. Only perverse hearsay, innuendo, and rhetoric were 
provided to essentially disenfranchise and otherwise erase the children from their 
mother.. 

 
34.​Mr. Broda did not appropriately inform the court of his direct and indirect perceived 

conflict of interest in this matter as would be required by any lawyer so situated. As I had 
previously brought this issue to Mr. Broda’s and the court’s attention. [Table of 
Authorities]. 
 

35.​In an article printed by The Times Union, it was reported that attorney for the child, 
Douglas Broda, was previously the 4th highest paid AFC in New York state. The Times 
Union reported that AFC Douglas Broda made $392,194/year. The Times Union also 
reported that attorneys for the child make $75/hr. $392,194 divided by $75 is $5,229.25. 
$5,299.25 divided into 52 weeks is 101 hours of billing a week. This is an indication of 
avarice and fraud on the taxpayers.. As reported, all AFCs in New York State have to do 
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is submit “tickets” to judges to sign off on with lax oversight of the AFC system. 
[Exhibit “C ”] 

 
 

Douglas Broda tacitly supported Fathers Paramour’s BDSM  
Advocacy & Sex Work lifestyle around the children: 

 
36.​The plaintiff father is a previous felony sex offender with a live-in paramour ‘solely 

dedicated to earning her living through pornographic and bestial; BDSM sex work’, 
this is not an appropriate environment, would be harmful to our children, is very 
concerning and is believed against NYS public policy concerning such purient material.  
 

37.​Attorney Broda, lied during a court appearance when he expressed that the defendant 
mother did not give him a binder full of evidence, including sex slaves of Sara Miller 
Hornick and materials and evidence that Sara Miller-Hornick was working her sex 
business out of the children’s home. Mr. Broda never responded that he reviewed the 
information so provided in the binder. 

 
38.​ Two forensic evaluations were performed on the defendant’s mother. The first 

court-approved evaluation was performed by clinical psychologist Dr. Avery,  and 
recommended for the defendant mother to continue to have primary custody or for there 
to be shared parenting with co-parent counseling.  
 

39.​Upon information and belief, no recommendation by either evaluator was put forward of 
any ‘risk of serious or imminent harm’ to the children while in the parental custodial care 
of the defendant mother. The children claim there never has been any harm done to them, 
yet this testimony is ignored by Douglas Broda.  
 

40.​Attorney Broda, has wrongly misused his power, lied to the court, substituted his opinion 
for fact, in supporting supervised parenting time – visitation, with the convicted plaintiff 
father allowed to be a total gatekeeper; Thereby interfering with and being unfair to the 
children and their expressed ability to proper normal relationship with their loving 
mother.  
 

41.​As noted, Mr. Broda is defendant in a federal lawsuit, and based upon the above conflict 
of interest and ancillary considerations and pattern of behavior, the current Attorney for 
the Child, Douglas Broda should be disqualified and an independent competent and 
unconflicted attorney for the children be appointed to represent their overall best 
interests  

 
42.​Again, Mr. Broda continues to completely ignore and deny Mother’s concerns about Mr. 

Walker’s inappropriate sexual explicitness around the children and particularly 
concerning his choice of a live-in paramour whose career and stock in trade is devoted 
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100% to sexual perversions, bondage, sexual dominations, sadomasochism that should 
not be tolerated as allowed to be in and around innocent children. 
 

Bizarre and Aggressive Behavior during Trial of 
Walker v. Walker: 

 
43.​Douglas Broda chose to ignore the fact that mother was previously the primary caregiver 

to her children, with no issues occurring with respect to his other client, Elijah Blue 
LaPorta currently in the custodial care of his mother.  [Exhibit “D”].  
 

44.​The attorney for the child, Douglas Broda, ignored material evidence in trial that Sara 
Miller-Hornick stated on an amazon video, that she wishes to pass down love letters from 
her “slaves” to her children one day [Exhibit “D”].  
 

45.​During the trial of Walker v. Walker, Douglas Broda objected to the defendant's 
mother well over 300 times. Douglas Broda did not object to the plaintiff father’s 
case once. This was an order of magnitude more than those put forth by plaintiff 
husband counsel Ms. Silva. These objections essentially made in a misguided 
attempt to obstruct key information relating to child custody from getting into the 
court record.  
 

46.​During the cross examination of mother, Broda raised his voice and was physically 
aggressive, pointing his index finger right in the face and near the eyes of the 
defendant wife/mother, while she was on the stand. At that point, I had to tell Mr. 
Brodan during the trial, “Do you have to point at me like that, it’s really [scary, you’re 
scaring me].”, [August 24 2022 Transcript Vol. 6, Page 1342].  [Exhibit “B”] 
 

47.​Mr. Broda also exhibited aggressive behavior during the cross examination mother’s 
witness of court directed supervisor, Dawn Schlaks. Mr. Broda ignored the fact the 
witness testified during trial that the father sexually assaulted her.  
 

48.​Mr. Broda exhibited aggressive behavior during the cross examination of material 
grandmother Theresa Atchley. Mr. Broda ignored testimony of the grandmother, that the 
father put in a text message, he hope the children never see their mother again and that 
the grandmother was afraid of Mr. Walker’s threats of police action against her is she 
“didn’t do what he said” and why she stepped down as supervisor of the children.  

 
49.​On June 29th, 2022, during trial Mr. Broda made the rather unorthodox, arrogant and 

unlawful statement that “I am allowed to be biased”, which was a self admission of his 
bias towards the defendant mother in the custody portion of the trial. [Transcript 
Volume 2, page 251]. [Exhibit “E”] 
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50.​When mother became concerned of the children being exposed to the sex work business 
of Sara Miller-Hornick, including the large topless woman tattoo on her leg, upon cross 
examination of Sara Miller Hornick, Douglas Broda defended sex worker’s decisions, 
claiming the topless woman tattoo on her leg was an of “art.”  

 
 

Not Representing Children’s Expressed Interests: 
 
 

51.​Based upon the above grounds, Conflict of Interest [COI] ethical considerations, and 
improper practice and behaviors as exhibited, the current Attorney for the Child, 
Douglas Broda, should be disqualified. 
 

52.​Since Mr. Walker has had full custody, I have seen my children approximately five times 
in 2020, zero parenting time was confirmed or scheduled in 2023 or 2023, I have not seen 
my children in almost two years at the time of this filing. 
 

53.​I realize that it is a seemingly rare remedy for the dismissal and substitution of an 
Attorney for the Child [AFC], but an accurate analysis of the totality of the facts and 
circumstances of this custody case, as documented herein, requires that this step be taken 
as being in the interests of justice, the children’s interests and per facts and the reviewed 
referenced table of authorities. 
 

54.​An independent attorney for the child, free of such conflicts and loyalties and 
unprofessional conduct, should be appointed; And that this is believed to be in the 
children’s best interests, for our children and their needs; to have unbiased, unconflicted 
and independent legal representation in the matter. [Preferably the appointment of 
someone with the sensitivities toward motherhood]. 

 
 

Collusion – Animus: 
 

 
55.​According to my research, as contained in the authorities reviewed [Attachment - Table 

of Authorities], and other reviewed source documents, the Attorney for the Child is 
supposed to be an independent party, free of political loyalties and personal bias or 
prejudice in child custody matters being heard before the court.  
 

56.​Section 7.2 of the Rules of the Chief Judge; states: 
 

(b)  The attorney for the child is subject to the ethical requirements applicable to 
all lawyers, including but not limited to constraints on ex-parte communication; 
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disclosure of client confidences and attorney work product; conflicts of 
interest; and becoming a witness in the litigation. [Exhibit “A”] 

 
57.​I have personally witnessed numerous personal conversations and meetings occurring 

between Mr. Broda, and plaintiff Luke Walker’s attorney(s), Ms. Silva,  and Luke Walker, 
to the obvious exclusion of the Defendant Mother, thereby creating new questions of 
collusion and conflict of interest in the matter before the court. 

 
58.​Attorney Broda has substituted his voice for that of my two children, without expressly 

stating this to the court as required, and he has not provided the children’s voices to be 
properly expressed in regards to our children’s expressed positions involving their 
relationship and parenting by their mother. 

 
59.​I have taken care of our children without any problem since their birth and thereafter, 

until a series of misstatements and seemingly choreographed ‘slander and smearing’ by 
Ms. Silva, Mr. Broda and plaintiff Luke Walker, in this divorce action filed by the 
plaintiff father.  
 

60.​Attorney Broda has inserted himself as a biased voice for my 7-year old son and that of 
my 10-year old daughter with his various false claims, damaging renditions and 
speculations.  
 

61.​Further, as previously stated, Attorney Broda did not previously bothered to interview 
me, my family or my other daughter or those knowledgeable of the family parental 
dynamics before trial, as would be normal practice under the AFC guidelines.   
 

62.​Attorney Broda, has behaved towards me and our children in a very unprofessional 
way; as further indication of his bias and record of spoken animus directed towards 
me as established in the court record.  
 

63.​ Due to the above factors, I have strongly requested to the court and to Mr. Broda in 
multiple filings and correspondences that Mr. Broda does the right thing in stepping 
away, and allowing an impartial lawyer to take over the important and solemn role of 
attorney for the children in this child custody case. Every request for Mr. Broda to 
disqualify himself put forth to the court has been ignored by Mr. Broda, forcing me 
to file this motion. This is especially relevant going forward and as new post divorce 
issues arise. 
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Table of Authorities: 
 
 

1.      New York State Bar Association – Code of Professional Standards 
 
2.      NYS Ethics of Attorney for Children 
 
3.      American Bar Association – Model Rules of Conduct 
 
4.      Attorney for Children – Law Guardian Manual 
 
5.      NYSBA Committee on Children and the Law, Standards for Attorneys  
             Representing Children 2015 
 
6.      Attorney for the Child – Rule of the Chief Judge and Summary 
              Responsibilities 
 
7.      Third Department – Office of Attorneys for Children Administrative  
              Handbook 
 
8.      Touro Law Review Article ‘Defining the Role of Law Guardian in New 
            York State by Statue, Standards and Case Law. [2002] 
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