
FAMILY LAW PRACTICE 

MEETS 

CRIMINAL LAW LAND MINES 

 As the old saying goes, good judgement comes from experience and 

that experience comes from bad judgement.  An attorney practicing in the 

field of family law encounters that bad judgement daily in the behavior of 

clients and adverse parties.  Unfortunately, that bad judgement creates 

many problems when exercised by one’s client.  On the other hand, it may 

create many opportunities when the opposing side is guilty of the same 

behavior.   

 Every client is entitled to competent and vigorous representation.  

This needs to include some warnings to clients as to what is and is not 

appropriate behavior both in and out of court.  The judge presiding over a 

family law case does not aspire to preside over the Jerry Springer Show. 

Every practitioner needs to advise the client as to what evidence will or will 

not be admissible and ramifications of turning one’s case into a TV reality 

show. 

 Family law usually involves finding and exposing the dirt on the other 

side. Today, evidence in a normal family law case is replete with social 

media postings, text messages, and emails.  The process of gathering the 

social media dirt along with the more old- fashioned evidence of recordings, 

photographs, and videos, can be fraught with “land mines” that will explode 

and “blow up” the case if the practitioner isn’t mindful of the law and the 

requirements of the professional and ethical conduct code. 

 According to the American Society of Matrimonial Lawyers: “If your 

status is separated or going through a divorce, you might want to stay off 

Facebook.”  AAML, Facebook is Primary Source for Compromising 

Information, February 10, 2010.   This seemingly simple advice is 

apparently too difficult and unreasonable for today’s society that is 

obsessed with the Kardashian philosophy.  

 

 

 



RIGHT TO PRIVACY 

  The right to privacy is a fundamental right that society claims to 

hold in the highest regard.  But, it is often trampled when the issues of 

cause of divorce, custody of children, division of assets, and payment of 

family debt become important.    

  Federal and Georgia law are replete with statutes and appellate 

decisions to deal with these privacy concerns.  The right to privacy 

becomes paramount where one is concerned about eavesdropping and 

surveillance.   Law and society agree that all persons in a private setting, or 

not in public view, deserve the upmost protection.  Everyone wants to feel 

safe and secure in their own home. This is a bedrock of American 

jurisprudence. 

    OCGA § 16-11-62 sets forth the details that govern when and 

where one should abstain from eavesdropping and surveillance to avoid 

criminal responsibility. 

§ 16-11-62. Unlawful eavesdropping or surveillance 

It shall be unlawful for: 

 (1) Any person in a clandestine manner intentionally to overhear, transmit, 

or record or attempt to overhear, transmit, or record the private 

conversation of another which shall originate in any private place; 

 (2) Any person, through the use of any device, without the consent of all 

persons observed, to observe, photograph, or record the activities of 

another which occur in any private place and out of public view; provided, 

however, that it shall not be unlawful: 

  (B) For an owner or occupier of real property to use for security purposes, 

crime prevention, or crime detection any device to observe, photograph, or 

record the activities of persons who are on the property or an approach 

thereto in areas where there is no reasonable expectation of privacy; 

 (C) To use for security purposes, crime prevention, or crime detection any 

device to observe, photograph, or record the activities of persons who are 

within the curtilage of the residence of the person using such device 

 



 Prohibited subsections : 

D(3) Any person to go on or about the premises of another or any private 

place, except as otherwise provided by law, for the purpose of invading the 

privacy of others by eavesdropping upon their conversations or secretly 

observing their activities; 

 (4) Any person intentionally and secretly to intercept by the use of any 

device, instrument, or apparatus the contents of a message sent by 

telephone, telegraph, letter, or by any other means of private 

communication; 

 (5) Any person to divulge to any unauthorized person or authority the 

content or substance of any private message intercepted lawfully in the 

manner provided for in Code Section 16-11-65; 

 (6) Any person to sell, give, or distribute, without legal authority, to any 

person or entity any photograph, videotape, or record, or copies thereof, of 

the activities of another which occur in any private place and out of public 

view without the consent of all persons observed; or 

 (7) Any person to commit any other acts of a nature similar to those set out 

in paragraphs (1) through (6) of this Code section which invade the privacy 

of another. (the catch all phrase). 

 Here’s the shortcut version. Prohibited behavior includes private 

setting eavesdropping and surveillance, along with intercepting 

communications, and divulging private messages any and all of which 

invades the privacy of another.  Private places are places that 

are………PRIVATE!  Don’t gather evidence there. 

INADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE 

OCGA § 16-11-67. Evidence inadmissible: 

No evidence obtained in a manner which violates any of the 

provisions of this part shall be admissible in any court of this state except to 

prove violations of this part. 

All family law practitioners are familiar with the seminal case of 

Ransom v Ransom, 253 Ga. 656, (1985). In Ransom, the Supreme Court 

held that the statute prohibiting a person from recording a private 



conversation of another applies to a situation where one spouse tape-

records the private conversation of the other spouse without the latter's 

knowledge or consent.  Additionally, the court ruled the contents of those 

improperly obtained tape recordings cannot be used for impeachment 

purposes no matter how salacious and damaging to the adverse parties the 

conversation may be. 

For enlightenment as to the exceptions, we can draw guidance from 

Rutter v. Rutter, 294 Ga. 1 (2013).   Mr. Rutter moved to exclude 

incriminating evidence Mrs. Rutter garnered by surreptitiously installing 

surveillance cameras in the marital residence during the parties’ divorce.  

Mr. Rutter relied on OCGA § 16-11-62 (2). The motion was denied relying 

on § 16-11-62(2)(C) which is a curtilage exception. Thereafter, the trial 

court certified the decision for immediate review.   

This review moved the case through both appellate courts.  The 

Court of Appeals affirmed after sorting through two legislative bills enacted 

at the same session of the General Assembly that dealt with the same 

statute.  The Court of Appeals ruled that subparagraph (2)(C), set forth in 

House Bill 1576, survived the subsequent enactment and approval of 

Senate Bill 316, which does not contain a similar subparagraph. Rutter v 

Rutter, 316 Ga.App.894 (2012).  

The Supreme Court of Georgia reversed based on the dates of the 

enactment of the two acts and their respective effective dates.  They found 

that Senate Bill 316 eliminated subparagraph (2) (C) from OCGA § 16-11-

62 by implication thus holding there is no curtilage exception. The two bills 

were held to be in direct conflict with one another with the last passed, SB 

316, to be controlling.  The Court of Appeals holding to the contrary was in 

error.  

ONE PARTY CONSENT RECORDING 

OCGA § 16-11-66. Consent; telephonic conversations to which 

child under age of 18 years is a party 

 (a) Nothing in Code Section 16-11-62 shall prohibit a person from 

intercepting a wire, oral, or electronic communication where such person is 

a party to the communication or one of the parties to the communication 

has given prior consent to such interception. 



 (b) After obtaining the consent required by this subsection, the 

telephonic conversations or electronic communications to which a child 

under the age of 18 years is a party may be recorded and divulged, and 

such recording and dissemination may be done by a private citizen, law 

enforcement agency, or prosecutor's office. Nothing in this subsection shall 

be construed to require that the recording device be activated by the child. 

Consent for the recording or divulging of the conversations of a child under 

the age of 18 years conducted by telephone or electronic communication 

shall be given only by order of a judge of a superior court upon written 

application, as provided in subsection (c) of this Code section, or by a 

parent or guardian of said child as provided in subsection (d) of this Code 

section. Said recording shall not be used in any prosecution of the child in 

any delinquency or criminal proceeding. An application to a judge of the 

superior court made pursuant to this Code section need not comply with 

the procedures set out in Code Section 16-11-64. 

(d) The provisions of this article shall not be construed to prohibit a 

parent or guardian of a child under 18 years of age, with or without the 

consent of such minor child, from monitoring or intercepting telephonic 

conversations of such minor child with another person by use of an 

extension phone located within the family home, or electronic or other 

communications of such minor child from within the family home, for the 

purpose of ensuring the welfare of such minor child. If the parent or 

guardian has a reasonable or good faith belief that such conversation or 

communication is evidence of criminal conduct involving such child as a 

victim or an attempt, conspiracy, or solicitation to involve such child in 

criminal activity affecting the welfare or best interest of such child, the 

parent or guardian may disclose the content of such telephonic 

conversation or electronic communication to the district attorney or a law 

enforcement officer. A recording or other record of any such conversation 

or communication made by a parent or guardian in accordance with this 

subsection that contains evidence of criminal conduct involving such child 

as a victim or an attempt, conspiracy, or solicitation to involve such child in 

criminal activity shall be admissible in a judicial proceeding except as 

otherwise provided in subsection (b) of this Code section. 

 



 

 

ONE PARTY CONSENT RECORDING STATES 

1.      Alabama    18.   Nebraska   

2.      Alaska             19.   New Jersey 

3.      Arizona              20.   New Mexico 

4.      Arkansas      21.   New York  

5.      DC       22.   North Carolina 

6.      Georgia      23.   North Dakota 

7.      Hawaii     24.   Ohio 

8.      Idaho     25.   Oklahoma 

9.      Indiana     26.   Rhode Island 

10. Iowa      27.   South Carolina 

11. Kansas     28.   South Dakota 

12. Kentucky     29.   Tennessee 

13. Louisiana     30.  Texas 

14. Maine     31.    Utah 

15. Minnesota     32.    Virginia 

16. Mississippi     33.    West Virginia 

17. Missouri     34.    Wyoming 

 

ALL PARTY CONSENT RECORDING STATES 

 

1.    California     6.     Massachusetts 

2.    Delaware     7.     Montana 

3.    Florida     8.     New Hampshire 

4.    Illinois      9.     Pennsylvania 

5.    Maryland     10.   Washington  

 

MULTI-LEVEL AND UNDETERMINED STATES 

1.    Colorado     4.   Nevada 

2.    Connecticut      5.   Oregon 

3.    Michigan     6.   Wisconsin 

Vermont does not have any statutes or case law on point. 



18 USC 2511(2)(d) allows for one party consent recordings.  

Evidence obtained in violation of state law is still admissible in federal court 

if it complies with federal law.  In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 445 F. Supp. 

455(1977) 

ELIMINATE THE NEGATIVE 

There is authority for admission of the audio portion of a video that 

itself is inadmissible.  The subject video was made by a law enforcement 

informant during an illegal drug buy in the defendant’s home.   The audio 

portion of the otherwise inadmissible video was deemed admissible.  

Durham v. State, 309 Ga. App. 444, (2011). 

WAIVER OF RIGHT TO PRIVACY 

Can the right to privacy be waived?   This issue often gives rise to a 

question of fact for a jury to decide. 

Although not a family law case, Ellenberg v. Pinkerton's, Inc., 125 Ga. 

App. 648 (1972) offers guidance as to reasonableness related to invasion 

of privacy.   Ellenberg sued for disability following a work related injury. The 

employer hired Pinkerton’s as an independent contractor to perform an 

“activities check.” The Ellenbergs were aware they were being watched. 

Eventually, Mr. Ellenberg shot a pistol at the investigator’s car.  Thereafter, 

Ellenberg sued Pinkerton’s for invasion of privacy. The Court determined 

the employer had the right to invade the employee’s privacy a “reasonable” 

amount, but that reasonableness was a question for the finder of fact.   

GPS TRACKING 

Atkins, an alleged paramour, sued the private investigations 

company, Tfp Co., hired by the wife to gather evidence of husband’s 

adultery.  Tfp placed a GPS device on Atkins’ vehicle while it was parked in 

a public parking lot. It was held that a tracking device installed on the 

outside of a paramour’s vehicle in a public place was not an invasion of 

privacy when it only tracked the vehicle, not the individual, and tracked it on 

public roads because private citizens can observe individuals in public 

places. Atkins v Tfp Co., 2017 GA. Superior, Cobb County, Judge Leonard. 

Private citizens and investigators are not under the same restrictions 

as public agencies under United States v. Jones, 565 U.S. 400 (2012).  



However, both private citizens and investigators are subject to a 

reasonableness standard in observing others.  

 REVENGE PORN  

Posting a nude pic of one’s soon to be ex-spouse is never a good 

idea.  While it may bring a perverted sense of satisfaction to your client who 

stoops to that level, it won’t put any points in the plus column with the judge 

and might very likely result in an invitation to a fully clothed photography 

session at the local detention center.     

OCGA § 16-11-90. Transmission of photography or video 

depicting nudity or sexually explicit conduct of an adult 

  (b) A person violates this Code section if he or she, knowing the 

content of a transmission or post, knowingly and without the consent of the 

depicted person: 

 (1) Electronically transmits or posts, in one or more transmissions or 

posts, a photograph or video which depicts nudity or sexually explicit 

conduct of an adult when the transmission or post is harassment or causes 

financial loss to the depicted person and serves no legitimate purpose to 

the depicted person; or 

 (2) Causes the electronic transmission or posting, in one or more 

transmissions or posts, of a photograph or video which depicts nudity or 

sexually explicit conduct of an adult when the transmission or post is 

harassment or causes financial loss to the depicted person and serves no 

legitimate purpose to the depicted person. 

 (c) Any person who violates this Code section shall be guilty of a 

misdemeanor of a high and aggravated nature; provided, however, that 

upon a second or subsequent violation of this Code section, he or she shall 

be guilty of a felony and, upon conviction thereof, shall be punished by 

imprisonment of not less than one nor more than five years, a fine of not 

more than $100,000.00, or both. 

 Violation of 16-11-90 does not create a civil cause of action.  See 

Somerville v White, 337 Ga.App. 414 (2016).  

 



COMPUTER CRIMES 

 In our totally connected world, security of computer systems 

often comes into play in family law cases.  It is not uncommon to have a 

client claim that the opposing party hacked their computer.  Often this 

involves instances where passwords were shared during a loving 

relationship, and then not changed after “sharing” was no longer desirable.   

OCGA § 16-9-93. Criminal liability and penalties for crimes of 

computer theft, trespass, invasion of privacy, forgery, and password 

disclosure 

  (b)  Computer Trespass.  Any person who uses a computer or 

computer network with knowledge that such use is without authority and 

with the intention of: 

 (1) Deleting or in any way removing, either temporarily or 

permanently, any computer program or data from a computer or computer 

network; 

 (2) Obstructing, interrupting, or in any way interfering with the use of 

a computer program or data; or 

 (3) Altering, damaging, or in any way causing the malfunction of a 

computer, computer network, or computer program, regardless of how long 

the alteration, damage, or malfunction persists shall be guilty of the crime 

of computer trespass. 

 (c) Computer Invasion of Privacy. Any person who uses a 

computer or computer network with the intention of examining any 

employment, medical, salary, credit, or any other financial or personal data 

relating to any other person with knowledge that such examination is 

without authority shall be guilty of the crime of computer invasion of 

privacy. 

 (d) Computer Forgery. Any person who creates, alters, or deletes 

any data contained in any computer or computer network, who, if such 

person had created, altered, or deleted a tangible document or instrument 

would have committed forgery under Article 1 of this chapter, shall be guilty 

of the crime of computer forgery. The absence of a tangible writing directly 

created or altered by the offender shall not be a defense to the crime of 



computer forgery if a creation, alteration, or deletion of data was involved in 

lieu of a tangible document or instrument. 

 (e)  Computer Password Disclosure.  Any person who discloses a 

number, code, password, or other means of access to a computer or 

computer network knowing that such disclosure is without authority and 

which results in damages (including the fair market value of any services 

used and victim expenditure) to the owner of the computer or computer 

network in excess of $500.00 shall be guilty of the crime of computer 

password disclosure. 

 Persons violating these statutes are subject to both criminal 

prosecution and suit for civil damages.  There is a four-year statute of 

limitations for civil claims. 

STALKING AND AGGRAVATED STALKING 

It is not uncommon for family law cases to settle after the arrest for 

aggravated stalking.  Violation of a restraining order generally creates a 

situation where the client has to spend at least a few days in jail waiting for 

a bond hearing in front of a Superior Court Judge.  Having a client charged 

with Aggravated Stalking changes the ability to negotiate freely to settle a 

case.  The inability of many to “lay off” the ugly text messages and the 

seemingly addiction to driving by the ex’s residence, repeatedly, is often 

problematic.    Aggravated Stalking carries up to ten years in prison.  It’s a 

behavior all clients should avoid.    

Many clients feel they are not a threat to whoever is the subject of 

their attention.  They fail to understand that repeatedly calling and texting 

can lead to criminal problems.  Even the appellate courts recognize too 

much of what would otherwise be a good thing when they see. In Placanica 

v State, 303 GA. App. 302 (2010) Judge Mikell said “A defendant need not 

engage in unequivocally hostile conduct or make explicit threats in order to 

be convicted of stalking. Even behavior that is not overtly threatening can 

provide the requisite degree of intimidation and harassment if it is ongoing, 

repetitious, and engaged in despite the communicated wishes of the 

victim.”  

 

 



 O.C.G.A. § 16-5-91 Aggravated Stalking  

(a)  A person commits the offense of aggravated stalking when such 

person, in violation of a bond to keep the peace posted pursuant to Code 

Section 17-6-110, temporary restraining order, temporary protective order, 

permanent restraining order, permanent protective order, preliminary 

injunction, good behavior bond, or permanent injunction or condition of 

pretrial release, condition of probation, or condition of parole in effect 

prohibiting the behavior described in this subsection, follows, places under 

surveillance, or contacts another person at or about a place or places 

without the consent of the other person for the purpose of harassing and 

intimidating the other person.  

(b) Each violation of an order is a separate act of stalking. 

Mr. Nosratifard the hard way that each violation is a separate count 

on the indictment.   After a romantic relationship between the Defendant 

and the victim deteriorated, the Defendant repeatedly called and texted the 

victim, watched her home, and even slashed her vehicle tires. The victim 

obtained a temporary protective order.  The Defendant agreed to leave her 

alone, but her request to extend the order was denied.  

When the Defendant did not stop stalking and harassing the victim, 

she purchased a security fence, lights and camera, and also purchased a 

gun and a dog for security. The victim and her daughter began traveling to 

another county to do all of their shopping and errands to avoid the 

Defendant. After trying to run the victim off the road, the Defendant was 

arrested for aggressive driving. A special condition of the Defendant’s bond 

was to have no contact with the victim.  

After the Defendant’s release, she and her daughter received several 

text messages using the same language the Defendant repeatedly used 

when talking to them. The text messages stopped following the 

Defendant’s arrest for aggravated stalking. The Defendant was charged 

with five counts of aggravated stalking, one for each text message the state 

could prove he sent the victim.  Nosratifard contended he could not be 

convicted of all five counts as the text messages were all part of one 

communication. He lost.  Nosratifard v. State, 320 Ga. App. 564 (2013). 



Under certain circumstances, a violation of a Divorce Decree can 

constitute aggravated stalking. State v Davis, 39 Ga. App. 214 (2016). A 

Divorce Decree contained language requiring the Defendant to stay at least 

150 feet away from his ex-spouse and not to initiate contact with her, 

except for certain situations involving the minor children. After the divorced 

was finalized, the Defendant approached his ex-wife and their oldest son in 

a restaurant. He was charged with Aggravated Stalking. Arguing his Motion 

to Dismiss, he contended that the Divorce Decree did not meet the criteria 

for an order upon which aggravated stalking could be predicated. The trial 

court granted the Motion to Dismiss.  

Upon appeal by the State, the appellate court determined the fact that 

“divorce decree” was not listed in the aggravated stalking statute did not 

bar it from being included. The Court of Appeals reversed determining that 

“The pertinent language in the Divorce Order prohibits Davis from future 

acts of specific contact against named persons, thereby constituting an 

injunction within the plain meaning of the term.” Id. at 218.The Court went 

on to cite O.C.G.A. § 9-11-65(d), pertaining to injunctions, stating that they 

“shall be specific in terms [and] shall describe in reasonable detail, and not 

by reference to the complaint or other document, the act or acts sought to 

be restrained[.]”   

Consent to previous contact does not excuse an act of aggravated 

stalking. Revere v. State, 277 Ga. App. 393 (2006). The Defendant 

repeatedly called the victim, making threats, and then showed up at her 

house. The victim repeatedly asked the Defendant to leave and called the 

police. Unknown to the victim, there was already a no contact order 

prohibiting the Defendant from contacting her as a term of his probation. 

The Defendant had knowledge of the condition but claimed he never 

acknowledged service of the no contact order. The Defendant was arrested 

for aggravated stalking and convicted. He appealed his conviction claiming 

that he previously contacted the victim with her consent, and therefore, 

could not be stalking her. The Court found that, “The victim's previous 

consent to contact after the order was issued does not alter the fact that, on 

this occasion, she did not consent and repeatedly requested that he leave.” 

Id. at 394 (emphasis in original).  



The Defendant also argued that because he did not sign an 

acknowledgment of service for the no contact order, it could not be 

enforced because he lacked proper notice. The Court determined that not 

only is written acknowledgment of receipt not required, but the mere fact 

that an order was entered is sufficient to prove notice “based on the 

presumption of regularity in judicial proceedings.” Id. at 395 citing Merrill v. 

State, 201 Ga. App. 671, 672 (1991)).   

SEX CRIMES WITH MINORS 

Family law practitioners are certain to run into cases that involve both 

real sex crimes against children as well as those where the claims are 

fabricated to gain advantage.  Either way, the case will have gained a far 

greater degree of difficulty than originally thought. Child molestation and 

aggravated child molestation are crimes that result in long terms of 

incarceration and need skillful handling to evaluate how to proceed.  Each 

case is unique and will have multiple factors to be balanced. 

OCGA § 16-6-4. Child molestation and Aggravated Child 

Molestation 

A person commits the offense of child molestation when such 

person does any immoral or indecent act to or in the presence of or with 

any child under the age of 16 years with the intent to arouse or satisfy the 

sexual desires of either the child or the person.  

A person commits the offense of aggravated child molestation 

when such person commits an offense of child molestation which act 

physically injures the child or involves an act of sodomy. 

 These are punishable by a range of years of not less than five for 

child molestation and not less than 25 for aggravated child molestation up 

to life. 

Under the Romeo and Juliet law, there is more lenient sentencing 

when the defendant is under 18. 

In Grimsley v. State, 233 Ga. App. 781 (1998), a couple was 

convicted of child molestation after repeatedly having sex in front of their 

minor children, a niece and nephew, and an unrelated child. They were 

convicted of one count of molestation for each incident. In upholding the 



conviction, the Court of Appeals stated that the intent criteria can be 

inferred based on the conduct of the defendant. “By their open and 

intentional act of sexual intercourse in the presence of all five children, the 

Grimsleys converted their residence from a constitutionally protected zone 

of privacy into a public place where their consenting sexual activity, albeit 

between husband and wife, was transformed from acceptable and 

protected marital conduct into an immoral and indecent act within the 

meaning of O.C.G.A. § 16-6-4 (a).” Id. at 784.  

CHILD PORNOGRAPY AND POSSESSION 

O.C.G.A. § 16-12-100 Sexual exploitation of children; reporting 

violation; civil forfeiture; penalties  

 (b)(8) It is unlawful for any person knowingly to possess or control 

any material which depicts a minor or a portion of a minor's body engaged 

in any sexually explicit conduct.  

(f)(1) Felony: 5-20 years in prison and up to $100k in fines--no fine 

levied if victim is in the immediate family of the defendant  

 Knowing possession is sufficient for conviction. Dickerson v. State, 

304 Ga. App. 762 (2010).  After being arrested on charges of molesting his 

daughter, Dickerson’s wife was cleaning out the basement when she found 

a box containing pornographic images of children and a CD. She 

immediately informed police who confiscated the photos, CD, and the 

Dickerson’s laptop. The CD contained additional pornographic images of 

children. The police found a fingerprint belonging to Dickerson on the CD.  

Dickerson was found guilty of child exploitation due to his possession 

of the material.  "[a] person who knowingly has direct physical control over 

a thing at a given time is in actual possession of it. A person who, though 

not in actual possession, knowingly has both the power and the intention at 

a given time to exercise dominion or control over a thing is then in 

constructive possession of it.” Id. at 765-66 (quoting Meridy v State, Ga. 

App. 440, 441 (2004)).   

 

 



O.C.G.§ 16-12-100.2 Computer or Electronic Pornography and 

Child Exploitation Prevention Act of 2007  

 “Intentionally or willfully” is the standard for this statute  

 A felony with two exceptions reducing it to a misdemeanor under 

limited circumstances if the defendant is also a minor  

Section (e) regarding obscene internet contact with a child: “no 

conviction shall be had for a violation of this subsection on the unsupported 

testimony of a child”  

An offender can be prosecuted under Georgia law if:  

1. Either within or outside of this state if, by such conduct, the person 

commits a violation of this Code section which involves a child who resides 

in this state or another person believed by such person to be a child 

residing in this state; or  

2. Within this state if, by such conduct, the person commits a violation 

of this Code section which involves a child who resides within or outside 

this state or another person believed by such person to be a child residing 

within or outside this state.  

 

There are many criminal land mines that can impact a family law 

case.  The practitioner should always be mindful not only of competent 

practice but ethical and professional practice as well.  When in doubt, there 

is always the ability to seek assistance from the State Bar of Georgia to be 

sure you don’t get into trouble.  And, a last word of advice, it’s always good 

to know some good criminal defense attorneys. 
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