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**MOTION FOR CONTEMPT FOR 
WILLFUL VIOLATION 
OF THE SEPTEMBER 17, 2025 TEMPORARY ORDER** 

COMES NOW Petitioner, Wayland Braxton Willis, pro se, and moves this Court to find Respondent in 
willful contempt of the Court’s September 17, 2025 Temporary Order based on her repeated refusal to 
comply with the Court-ordered supervised visitation schedule, her obstruction of communication, and her 
reliance on the Guardian ad Litem in place of this Court. Petitioner shows the Court as follows: 

 

1. EXISTING COURT ORDER 
1. On September 17, 2025, this Court entered a Temporary Order establishing supervised visitation 

between Petitioner and the minor child. 
 

2. The September 17 Temporary Order remains the only written, signed order governing visitation. 
 

 

2. RESPONDENT’S WILLFUL FAILURE TO 
COMPLY WITH COURT-ORDERED 
VISITATION 

3. Respondent has repeatedly refused to make the minor child available for supervised visitation as 
ordered, including on: 
  a. November 9–10, 2025, 
  b. November 16–17, 2025, and 
  c. November 23–24, 2025 (immediate weekend at issue). 
 

4. Respondent provided no lawful justification for refusing visitation. 
 

5. Respondent based her refusal solely on an alleged “verbal suspension” communicated by the 
Guardian ad Litem — despite the fact that the GAL has no authority to suspend or alter 



visitation without a written court order. 
 

6. No written order exists modifying or suspending visitation. 
 

 

3. PATTERN OF NON-COMMUNICATION 
AND OBSTRUCTION 

7. Since approximately October 10, 2025, Respondent has refused to communicate directly with 
Petitioner about visitation, scheduling, or co-parenting. 
 

8. Respondent only responds when Petitioner includes the Guardian ad Litem in the group message, 
indicating her responses are conditioned on oversight rather than good-faith co-parenting. 
 

9. Respondent has ignored or delayed communication directly related to visitation, which has 
obstructed Petitioner’s ability to comply with and exercise his rights under the Court’s order. 
 

10. This pattern existed prior to October 10 and has progressively worsened, demonstrating 
intentional obstruction. 
 

 

4. RESPONDENT’S IMPROPER RELIANCE 
ON THE GAL IN PLACE OF THE COURT 

11. Respondent repeatedly and explicitly stated she would not comply with visitation until the GAL 
“approved” it or “lifted” the suspension. 
 

12. Georgia law is clear that only the Court may modify or suspend visitation. 
 

13. Respondent’s reliance on the GAL — rather than the Court — is a willful violation of the 
September 17 Temporary Order. 
 

 



5. HARM CAUSED BY RESPONDENT’S 
NON-COMPLIANCE 

14. As a result of Respondent’s actions, the minor child was prevented from attending: 
  a. a family wedding; and 
  b. Petitioner’s grandfather’s funeral, an irreplaceable family event. 
 

15. These harms are significant, avoidable, and directly caused by Respondent’s refusal to comply 
with the Court’s Order. 
 

 

6. PETITIONER HAS FULLY COMPLIED 
WITH COURT REQUIREMENTS 

16. Petitioner has completed every drug test requested, including the October retest, the 
MRO-verified 17-panel negative hair test, PEth negative, and all subsequent negative tests. 
 

17. Petitioner has made himself available for supervised visitation each weekend in accordance with 
the Court’s Order. 
 

18. No evidence exists that Petitioner has failed to comply with any condition of the Court. 
 

 

7. INTERFERENCE WITH 
COURT-APPROVED COMMUNICATION 
WITH THE MINOR CHILD 

19. Petitioner shows that Respondent has repeatedly interfered with reasonable communication with 
the minor child. 
 

20. Respondent frequently claims the child is “already in bed” even when Petitioner calls before the 
agreed time or within minutes after — an implausible pattern and inconsistent with the child’s 



normal routine. 
 

21. When Petitioner attempts morning communication before school, Respondent routinely delays 
responding for 20–30 minutes or longer, then replies that “he’s already at school,” despite 
Petitioner’s timely message. 
 

22. These delays prevent Petitioner from speaking to the child and demonstrate intentional 
obstruction of communication. 
 

23. Respondent’s behavior is inconsistent with the best interests of the child and constitutes willful 
interference with the Court’s expectation of reasonable co-parenting communication. 
 

 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests 
that this Court: 
A. Find Respondent in willful contempt of the September 17, 2025 Temporary Order; 
 B. Order immediate compliance with the supervised visitation schedule; 
 C. Grant make-up visitation for all weekends wrongfully denied; 
 D. Order that Respondent shall not refuse visitation absent a written, signed order of this Court; 
 E. Impose appropriate sanctions to ensure Respondent’s future compliance; 
 F. Set this matter for a hearing at the earliest possible date; and 
 G. Grant such other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 

Respectfully submitted this 21 day of 
November, 2025. 

 

WAYLAND BRAXTON WILLIS, Pro Se 
 806 Whispering Willow Ct. 
 Grovetown, GA 30813 
 706-631-0526 
 bhbwillis@gmail.com 

 



Exhibit A — September 17 Temporary Order 





 



EXHIBIT B 
Email From Guardian ad Litem Stating She “Suspended Visitation” 

 

 



EXHIBIT C 
MRO-Verified Negative Drug Test Results 





 
 
 



EXHIBIT D 
Email From Petitioner to Counsel Dated November 21, 2025 

 
 
 



EXHIBIT E 
Timeline of Denied Visitation 

EXHIBIT E – TIMELINE OF DENIED VISITATION 

November 9–10, 2025 
 Petitioner appeared ready for court-ordered supervised visitation under the September 17 
Temporary Order. 
 Respondent did not make the minor child available. 
 No written order existed modifying or suspending visitation. 

 

November 16–17, 2025 
 Petitioner again appeared ready for supervised visitation. 
 Respondent again refused to make the child available. 
 As a result, the child missed a family wedding on Petitioner’s side. 
 No written order existed modifying or suspending visitation. 

 

November 23–24, 2025 (Immediate Weekend) 
 Petitioner is prepared for supervised visitation. 
 Respondent has indicated she will not comply due to an alleged verbal “suspension.” 
 This would cause the child to miss Petitioner’s grandfather’s funeral, an irreplaceable family 
event. 
 No written order exists modifying or suspending visitation. 

 

Summary: 

Since the September 17 Temporary Order remains the only controlling written order, 
Respondent’s repeated refusal to produce the child for supervised visitation represents ongoing 
willful non-compliance, causing immediate and irreparable harm to the parent–child 
relationship. 

 
 
 



EXHIBIT F 
Summary of Respondent’s Non-Compliance and Obstruction 

EXHIBIT F – SUMMARY OF RESPONDENT’S NON-COMPLIANCE 

Petitioner provides the following summary of Respondent’s pattern of non-compliance with the 
Court’s September 17, 2025 Temporary Order and her ongoing obstruction of reasonable 
co-parenting communication: 

1. Respondent has not communicated directly with Petitioner since approximately 
October 10, 2025, despite the Court’s expectation of reasonable co-parenting 
communication. 
 

2. Respondent only replies when Petitioner messages her and the Guardian ad Litem 
simultaneously, indicating that her communication depends on oversight rather than 
good-faith participation. 
 

3. Respondent has ignored or delayed Petitioner’s attempts to confirm visitation, often 
refusing to respond unless compelled. 
 

4. Respondent has repeatedly allowed visitation weekends to pass without producing 
the child, despite no written order modifying or suspending visitation. 
 

5. Respondent has shown no willingness to coordinate, cooperate, or engage in the 
communication required to facilitate the Court-ordered visitation schedule. 
 

6. This pattern existed prior to October 10 and has progressively worsened, resulting in 
ongoing interference with the parent-child relationship and Petitioner’s ability to exercise 
court-ordered visitation. 
 

These examples reflect a persistent and intentional pattern of non-compliance and obstruction. 

 
 
 



EXHIBIT G - PAGE 1 
Evidence of Communication Interference and Misrepresentation of the Child’s Availability 

EXHIBIT G – SUMMARY OF COMMUNICATION INTERFERENCE 

Petitioner provides the following representative examples of Respondent’s interference with 
reasonable communication with the minor child. These examples demonstrate an ongoing pattern 
of: 

1. Respondent claiming the minor child is “already in bed” even when Petitioner calls 
before the agreed-upon evening communication time or within minutes after. 
 

2. Respondent delaying responses by 20–30 minutes or more, then stating the child is 
“already at school,” despite Petitioner’s timely morning attempts to contact him. 
 

3. Respondent refusing to respond at all unless Petitioner includes the Guardian ad Litem in 
the message. 
 

4. Respondent providing inconsistent or implausible explanations regarding the child’s 
schedule, preventing Petitioner from maintaining regular contact. 
 

5. This behavior interfering with Petitioner’s ability to maintain a meaningful relationship 
with the minor child and representing willful obstruction of communication. 
 

The following screenshots reflect this pattern. 

 
 
 



EXHIBIT G-1 

Evidence of Respondent denying receipt of Petitioner’s calls despite multiple unanswered 
Facetime attempts. 

 This screenshot shows Petitioner placing two Facetime calls (7:14 PM and 7:41 PM) with no 
answer, followed by Respondent falsely claiming she only has “one missed call,” a recurring 

pattern Petitioner experiences. 





EXHIBIT G-2 —  

Respondent ignoring calls for extended periods and then falsely claiming Petitioner 
never called or texted. 

 This screenshot reflects Respondent ignoring communication for 1–2 days, then 
denying calls or texts she clearly missed. Petitioner repeatedly must text in the 

group message to obtain any response. 

 

 
 
 



EXHIBIT G-3  

 Respondent only provides timely or reasonable communication when the Guardian ad 
Litem is included in the message. 

 This demonstrates a consistent pattern where Respondent refuses communication unless 
under supervision, obstructing basic co-parenting communication. 

 

 
 



EXHIBIT G-4  
— Respondent ignoring significant messages about family events, visitation opportunities, 

and urgent matters for more than 24 hours. 
Petitioner’s detailed and time-sensitive messages were ignored entirely, including requests 

related to major family events and visitation coordination. 
 



EXHIBIT G-5 
 — Respondent repeatedly placing the child “already in bed” immediately after missed 

calls, even when Petitioner calls well before reasonable bedtime. 
This shows consistent obstruction of nightly communication by claiming the child is unavailable 

only after ignoring Petitioner’s timely calls. 

 



EXHIBIT G-6 
 — Respondent delaying responses in the morning until claiming the child is “already at 

school,” even when Petitioner messages well before normal school hours. 
This pattern demonstrates deliberate delay and obstruction of morning communication. 

This specific morning Oct. 24, father tried to Facetime at 7:55am before texting. 
 



EXHIBIT G-7 

Screenshot: Respondent Delaying Morning Responses Until Claiming the Child Is 
“Already at School,” Despite Petitioner Messaging Well Before Normal School Hours 

This screenshot demonstrates another instance of Respondent ignoring multiple timely requests 
for a morning Facetime call and then replying only after a significant delay to claim the child is 

“already at school.” Petitioner sent his message before 8:10 AM, yet Respondent asserted the 
child was at school by 8:02 AM, a timeline inconsistent with the school’s actual drop-off 

procedures and typical arrival times. 

This pattern — delay, ignore, then claim unavailability — mirrors the previous examples and 
further shows intentional obstruction of Petitioner’s communication with the minor child. 

 

 


