
In The 

United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit 
SCOTT HUMINSKI, PLAINTIFF - APPELLANT, 

V . Docket No. 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT, ET A L , DEFENDANTS - APPELLEES. 

CONSENT VERIFIED MOTION FOR SUMMARY REVERSAL or 
REMAND re: DEATH THREAT RETALIATING AGAINST WITNESSES 

AND LITIGANTS IN U.S.D.C. (CT) and SUA SPONTE FINDING OF FACT 
RESERVED FOR THE JURY 

(Disclosure: This document was drafted in whole, or substantial part, by an attorney) 

NOW COMES, Scott Huminski ("Huminski"), and, swears, states, deposes, afFums, 
under oath, and moves for summary reversal or remand as follows: 

1. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A" is a true and correct copy of the death threat targeting this 
matter and the case in the Court below with retaliation of death for participating in this 
matter and in the Court below. 

2. Huminski received Exhibit "A" on 4/2/2015 via the U.S. Mail and the envelope and letter 
were taken into evidence by the U.S. Postal Inspection Service on 4/3/2015 and 
Huminski has spoken with the FBI concerning this attack on the integrity of the federal 
courts. 

3. The death threat states in pertinent part, 
"Hello Scott, 

It's almost time for you to die. 

Did you think that I would let you get away with your bullshit 

and your lawsuits? 

... Enjoy your last few days on earth. 

I'll be there real soon. 
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Officer Pillar" 

4. The signatory of the death threat is Gilbert Arizona Police Officer Ryan Pillar and the 
letter was mailed from Phoenix, AZ. 

5. Huminski and his family are terrified and intimidated concerning the threat. 
6. Huminski will not attend any Court matter in person with the death threats pending as he 

believes he will be murdered without a protective order or injunction. 
7. Himiinski clarified what torts he wished to pursue concerning the murder threats in his 

filing of 4/21/2015 sarcastically entitled "MOTION TO SET FORTH FINDINGS AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW RE: FINDING THAT DEATH THREATS TARGETING 
THIS CASE, WITNESSES AND LITIGANTS DOES NOT CONSTITUTE THE TORT 
OF ASSAULT, HARASSMENT OR EMOTIONAL DISTRESS ..." and he stated in his 
District Court paper of 4/17/2015 "Death threats targeting the federal courts involve 
constitutional torts, state torts of harassment, bad faith, intentional infliction of emotional 
distress, assault, negligence and more." Himiinski also placed on the record the amount of 
damages he sought as $500,000 concerning the death threat. 

8. The title of Huminski's paper filed in the District Court dated 4/19/2015 is "MOTION 
TO SET FORTH FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW RE: FEDERAL 
COURTS HAVE BOTH CIVIL AND CRIMINAL JURISDICTION OVER DEATH 
THREATS THAT TARGET A PROCEEDING, WITNESSES AND LITIGANTS 
BEFORE THAT COURT". 

9. The signatory of the death threat letter is Gilbert, AZ. Police Officer Ryan Pillar who has 
substantial contacts with Connecticut. The Gilbert Police have had extensive contact 
with the Wilton police department. 
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10. Huminski did not receive notice or an opportunity to be heard prior to the dismissal with 
prejudice. Huminski wishes a protective injunction and hearing in the District Court 
upon remand. 

11. Because of the sua sponte unexpected nature of the dismissal, Huminski did not have 
time to research jurisdiction crimes and torts that target Courts that is set forth below. 
Upon information and belief notice is an important component of Due Process. His 
cognitive and other disabilities render Huminski an ineffective counsel for himself and on 
the fixed social security income of $1600 monthly, Huminski can not afford the cost of 
an attorney. Huminski owes $50,000 to credit cards because he had to use credit cards to 
survive and pay for living costs. 

12. In collateral cases Huminski v. Corsones, 396 F.3d 53 (2nd Cir. 2005) and Huminski v. 
Rutland County, et. al., (D. Vt. 1999-2006) the costs and legal fees were 1.2 million 
dollars. 

13. The Court below made sua sponte findings of fact that the arrests threats from Gilbert 
targeting Himiinski's civil litigation are vastly different than the arrest threats dealt with 
in the Corsones case which also involved a prohibition concerning access to the courts. 
In Corsones Huminski was banned from a courthouse for life because of his speech 
critical of a Judge and in the instant matter he was harmed to protect a police officer from 
the claims which Huminski seeks to pursue in the Connecticut federal Court, for life. 
Both matters involve a prohibition and chilling with arrest threats designed to ban 
Huminski from courthouses with imminent arrest threats. Both cases and the arrest 
threats therein have equally chilled and prohibited Huminski's access to the courts. 

14. The Court found that Huminski's reporting of crimes to police is criminal, this is not 
supported by the record and upon information and belief it is a matter reserved for the 
jury. In the affidavit filed by Huminski, in the Court below his communication with 



police is described as the official reporting of crime to law enforcement. The Court's 
finding of fact depicting Huminski's conduct as "REPEATEDLY CONTACT[ING] 
INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE ASKED OR WARNED HIM NOT TO DO SO OR WHO 
HAVE OBTAINED A PROTECTIVE ORDER" contradicts the record which reveals one 
email to the Norwalk police that constituted the reporting the crimes of Justin M. Nelson 
and his plaimed crimes in Connecticut. Justm M. Nelson was arrested for these crimes 
(threatening and intimidation) in 2012 and then committed suicide. Attached hereto as 
Exhibit "B" is a true and correct copy of Himiinski's affidavit filed in the court below. 

15. The Court found that the email arrest threat issued by the Town of Gilbert Arizona was 
issued under the AZ harassment statute. This is incorrect the email does not mention a 
statute or State that would allegedly arrest Huminski if he engaged in contact with the 
Norwalk Police Department and Huminski moved to amend to reflect this fact. Upon 
information and belief this is a factual matter reserved for the jury. The email arrest threat 
fi-om Gilbert states as follows: 

"Detective Pete Trahan with Wilton Conn. Police Department has requested we inform 
you to stop contacting your brother Bruce. If you do not stop contacting Bruce you will 
be arrested.' 

16. Huminski filed a paper in the District Court on 4/21/2015 entitied "MOTION TO SET 
FORTH FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW RE: THAT SUA SPONTE 
FACTUAL FINDINGS RESERVED FOR THE JURY CONSTITUTED PRIMA FACIE 
CASE OF JUDICIAL DISCRIMINATION AGAINST THE DISABLED AND 
VIOLATE Huminski v. LaVoie, 173 Vt. 517, 519-20, 787 A.2d 489, 492-93 (2001) AND 
FEDERAL AUTHORITIES CITED THEREIN". 

17. Huminski believes the Gilbert email arrest threat fi-om the previous paragraph to be 
issued under the disorderly conduct, harassment, stalking, disturbing the peace, breach of 
the peace, assault or a unknown variety of charges as the arrest threat is vague, like 
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Vermont, Huminski's arrest may be predicated upon some form of common law 
contempt or other non-statutory crime as threatened by John T. Lavoie in the Complaint. 

18. Like the arrest threats in Corsones, the Gilbert email arrest threat is perpetual for the 
remainder of Huminski's lifetime and it has chilled Huminski's litigation against Bruce 
Hume and others. Bruce Himie would have been listed as a defendant in the Court below 
and served if the arrest threat barring contact, under some unknown statute or common 
law provision, did not exist. 

19. Like Corsones, Huminski awaits an injimction that will allow him to pursue claims 
against Bruce Hume and others in the District Court. In Corsones, Huminski obeyed the 
police arrest threat and did not access the coiuthouse imtil an injimction was issued. 

20. Like the arrest threats in Corsones, the Gilbert email arrest threat is perpetual for the 
remainder of Huminski's lifetime and they have chilled Huminski's Utigation against 
Bruce Hume and others. 

21. The arrest threat has chilled Huminski First Amendment access to the Courts plus redress 
of grievances. Huminski believes that if his litigation in the District Court was worthy of 
death, this appeal is certainly a target of the retaliatory police death threats. 

22. To this day, Huminski does not know what statute Gilbert threatened him under or even 
what State would arrest and prosecute him if he contacted Bruce Hume in the course of 
seeking redress of grievances in the federal Courts. 

23. Huminski filed a paper in the District Court dated 4/19/2015 entitled "MOTION FOR 
RULE 60 RELIEF FROM JUDGMENT and MOTION FOR A NEW RULE 59 TRIAL 
# 8, RE: THE FACTUAL ISSUE OF WHETHER THE ARREST THREATS FROM 
GILBERT WERE ISSUED UNDER A SPECIFIC STATE STATUTE IS AN ISSUE 
FOR THE JURY AS THE RECORD INDICATES NO STATUTORY REFERENCE 
CONTRARY TO THE COURT'S OPINION". 
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24. Huminski requested to amend his complaint to correct the error in the pleading (ie. That 
the arrest threat was issued under the AZ harassment statute) but the Court denied 
amendment. The motion for leave to amend was filed on 4/15/2015 and entitled 
"MOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND TO REMOVE STATUTORY REFERENCES 
FROM THE PLEADINGS AS THE POLICE ARREST THREAT SPECIFIES NO 
STATUTE". 

25. Jury demand was requested in this matter and upon information and belief fact finding is 
reserved for the jury. 

26. Huminski has communicated with a total of 9 State (AZ, CT, FL) and Federal law 
enforcement agencies concerning the death threats that now target this appeal in the 
Second Circuit to attempt to stop the obstruction of justice and witness intimidation and 
tampering. 

27. Huminski is fiilly disabled with PTSD, anxiety disorder, adjustment disorder, cognitive 
disorders related to early onset Alzheimer's and manic depression as determined by the 
Social Security administration and receives social security disability payments as his sole 
source of income. Documents fi-om the Social Security administration detailing 
Huminski's permanent and total disability were filed in the Court below. The Social 
Security Administration has determined Huminski to be permanently and totally disabled. 

28. The Gilbert Police department orchestrated an attempted murder of Huminski in 2012 
and refused to investigate. Huminski volunteered to take a polygraph concerning the 
murder attempt whereby Huminski was attacked from behind and thrust head first into a 
metal table splitting his head open and the Gilbert Police refused to administer the lie 
detector. There were 6 - 1 0 persons who witnessed the attempted murder from close 
proximity, less than 10 feet, and the Gilbert Police refused to administer a polygraph to 
those witnesses. 
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29. In Huminski v. LaVoie. 173 Vt. 517, 519-20, 787 A.2d 489, 492-93 (2001), upon 
remand, the lower court judge recused. Upon information and belief, recusal is also 
appropriate in this matter because of an appearance of impropriety. 

30. The Arizona legislature specifically exempted "This section does not apply to an 
otherwise lawfiil demonstration, assembly or picketmg." fi-om the Arizona harassment 
statute. The Arizona legislature did not exempt civil litigation and 35 other States 
including the District of Colimibia and Guam have specifically drafted their similar 
harassment/stalking statutes with exemption for all constitutionally protected activities. 
Upon information and belief, a reasonable person or police officer does not have the legal 
acumen to believe a statute means anything other than what it clearly states in its plain 
language. Huminski will not proffer Gravned v. City of Rockford. 408 U.S. 104 (1972) 
and Coates v. City of Cincinnati. 402 U.S. 611 (1971) in this paper as he did in the Court 
below as to the validity of the arrest threats and statutes because the imminent murder 
pales the severity of the claims related to the arrest threats which can be addressed at a 
later date. The facial attack upon the Arizona harassment statute was grounded upon 
arrest threats fi-om the Siuprise, Arizona police not the Gilbert email arrest threat. 

31. The epidemic of recent police murders of citizens in the media has heightened 
Huminski's fear and anxiety related to the police death threats which he portrays in his 
YouTube music video USA State Sponsored Terror by his rock band Scott X and the 
Constitutional Commandos. https://youtu.be/aXbojImKNlI His commercially released 
album entitled "Fighting the U.S. Police State with Music" reflects the same theme. 

32. All citation of authorities below and arguments therein were drafted by a licensed 
attorney concerning jurisdiction and sua sponte acts of a Court. That attorney will not be 
participating further. 
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33. Subsequent to dismissal of this matter and denial of reconsideration, Huminski requested 
the defendants including Gilbert defendants to narrowly-tailor the arrest threat. They 
refused to respond. 

34. Subsequent to the issuance of death threats, Huminski left several voice messages on 
Gilbert Police Officer Pillar's voice mail seeking to get an understanding of why the 
death threats were issued and if Pillar would withdraw the death threats. Pillar did not 
respond further terrorizing Huminski and his family. 

35. Huminski argued in the Court below that the Arizona Injimction Against Harassment was 
the constitutional option for police, not summary perpetual lifetime arrest threats. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit "C" is a true and correct copy of the papers and procedures 
concerning the Arizona Injunction Against Harassment. 

36. Defendants proffered zero argument in the Court below as to why Huminski could not 
seek civil relief for the Death threat and the argument proffered by the Court on behalf of 
the defendants that death threats do no constitute a tort is frivolous. See Huminski v. 
LaVoie. 173 Vt. 517, 519-20, 787 A.2d 489, 492-93 (2001) (warning that a court may be 
seen as an advocate and proponent as opposed to an unbiased decision-maker). 

END OF SWORN CONTENT 

DEATH THREATS CONSITUTE A CIVIL CAUSE OF ACTION 
Death threats are actionable as civil torts, as Huminski pointed out to the District Court. 

See para 7 above. As the death threats are retaliation for Huminski's participation in the 
proceedings below, the death threats now target this appeal and this Court has original 
jurisdiction. 
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JURISDICTION IS PROPER OVER DEATH THREATS TARGETING LITIGANTS AND 
WITNESSES BECAUSE OF THEIR PARTICIPATION IN FEDERAL COURT MATTERS 

INTENDING TO OBSTRUCT THAT MATTER and THIS APPEAL 
Civil and criminal jurisdiction was proper in the Court Below as the death threats clearly 

are obstruction of justice, witness intimidation and tampering related to that proceeding. That 
same recognition underlies United States v. Reed. 773 F.2d 477 (2nd Cir. 1985). in which the 
Second Circuit held that venue for perjury lies both where the perjury is conmiitted and where 
the underlying lawsuit is pending. Id at 483. In Reed, the court was bound by the explicit 
wording of the federal venue rule, which requires that perjury be prosecuted "in a district in 
which the offense was committed." Id., see Fed. R. Crim. Proc. 18: ("Except as otherwise 
permitted by statute or by these rules, the prosecution shall be had in a district in which the 
offense was committed. The court shall fix the place of trial within the district with due regard to 
the convenience of the defendant and the witnesses and the prompt administration of justice."). 
Reed was indicted for perjury in the Southern District of New York for alleged false statements 
he made in a deposition taken in San Francisco. The deposition was taken in a civil suit pending 
in the Southern District of New York. Reed successfully moved to dismiss the perjury count for 
lack of venue because he made the false statements in San Francisco, not New York. The Second 
Circuit reversed and held that, to determine whether the application of a venue provision in a 
given prosecution comports with constitutional safeguards, a court should ask whether the 
criminal acts in question bear "substantial contacts" with a given venue. Id. at 481. 

The Reed court considered four factors: (1) the site of the crime; (2) the crime's elements 
and nature; (3) where the effects of the criminal conduct are felt; and (4) the chosen venue's 
suitability for accurate factfinding. Id. The initial threats against federal Court proceedings in the 
instant matter initiated with the Norwalk, CT and Wilton, CT police who contacted agencies in 
Arizona, notably, the Gilbert Police who then issued death threats against Huminski for his 
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availing himself to redress in the federal courts in Coimecticut. The Second Circuit noted that 
"[s]o far as the nature of the crime was concerned. Reed's testimony was inextricably bound to 
the Southern District of New York," Id. at 483 and "the locus of the intended effects of the 
alleged criminal conduct was in the Southern District of New York because the alleged perjury 
was intended to affect the outcome of an action pending there." Id. at 484. The court noted that 
"perjurious testimony is fully analogous to contumacious conduct": A party who violates a court 
order is subject to the issuing court's contempt sanctions no matter where the actions constituting 
the contempt take place. Power to punish perjury is as necessary to ensure the integrity of a 
court's proceedings as is power to punish contempt. As in the case of criminal contempt, a court 
unable to pimish false testimony affecting its proceedings would be at the mercy of the limited 
resources and prosecutorial priorities of a foreign district, and the risk would be great that 
perjurious conduct would go impimished. Id. In the instant matter there is an extreme risk that the 
obstruction of justice, witness tampering/intimidation will go unpunished with the finding of lack 
of jurisdiction by the District Court. That is, in the instance of Reed and the instant death threats, 
the district or county in which the lawsuit is pending has a much greater interest in the accurate 
and fair outcome of its own legal proceedings than does the district or coimty in which a 
deponent actually committed perjiuy. After analyzing the relevant factors, the Second Circuit 
concluded that perjury conunitted m a deposition taken in one district for a lawsuit pending in 
another district may be prosecuted in either. Id. at 486. 

Other federal and state coiuts-recognizing that the Reed rule offers useful guidance in 
determining whether a specific venue is constitutional when the defendant's acts did not occur 
within the district selected as the venue for trial - have followed Reed. See United States v. 
Williams. 274 F.3d 1079. 1084 (6th Cir. 2001); United States v. Williams. 788 F.2d 1213, 1215 
(6th Cir. 1986); United States v. Eisenberg. 773 F. Supp. 662. 695 (D.N.J. 1991); United States 
V . Savoy. 38 F. Supp. 2d 406, 414 (D. Md. 1998); United States v. Manfredi. 789 F. Supp. 961, 
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963-64 (N.D. Ind. 1992); United States v. Solan. 792 F. Supp. 99, 100 (M.D. Fla. 1992); People 
V . Fisher. 220 Mich. App. 133, 147,559 N.W.2d 318, 325 (1996); see also United States v. 
Frederick, 835 F.2d 1211 (7th Cir. 1987); United States v. Reed.773 F.2d 477. 483-84 (2nd Cir. 
1985); United States v. Kibler. 667 F.2d 452. 454 (4th Cir. 1982); United States v. Barham. 666 
F.2d 521 (Uth Cir. 1982); United States v. Tedesco. 635 F.2d 902 (1st Cir. 1980); United States 
V . O'Donnell. 510 F.2d 1190. 1193 (6th Cir. 1975)(all holding that venue in federal prosecutions 
for attempting to intimidate or influence a witness lies not only in the district where the attempt 
to influence was made; but also where the witness would testify (i.e., the district in which the 
legal proceeding was pending)). The result in those cases is that the jurisdiction most affected by 
the perjury (or witness tampering) may prosecute it. This civil prosecution for torts arising out 
of obstruction of justice, witness tampering/intimidation in the District Court is properly litigated 
in the district targeted with these crimes/torts to ensure the integrity of the U.S. Courts. 

Aside from the doctrine set forth in Reed, a court has inherent powers to deal with an 
attack upon the integrit>' of the justice system in a civil or criminal context. The death threat 
originated in Arizona, was received in Florida and targeted litigation in the District Court in 
Cormecticut and now this appeal in New York. Prosecution, civil or criminal, can be sought in 
any of the districts. 

The District Court erred in finding that a criminal can threaten, intimidate and terrorize 
witnesses and litigants because of their participation in federal court proceedings and the Court's 
hands are tied because of a lack of jurisdiction to stop the manipulation and obstruction of 
proceedings before that Court. 

SUA SPONTE FINDING OF FACT RESERVED FOR THE JURY AND SUA SPONTE 
PROFFERING OF DEFENSES TO MURDER THREATS ARE PATENTLY ILLEGAL 

Huminski v. LaVoie. 173 Vt. 517. 519-20. 787 A.2d 489.492-93 (2001) 
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As the District Court sua sponte introduced the defense of lack of jurisdiction on behalf 
of the author of the death threat and the defense that death threats do not constitute a tort, 
Huminski did not have an opportunity to oppose the defense proffered by the court below in 
violation of Due Process and the wisdom of Huminski v. LaVoie. 173 Vt. 517, 519-20, 787 A.2d 
489, 492-93 (2001) (sua sponte dismissal of complaint, warning that a court may be seen as an 
advocate and proponent as opposed to an unbiased decision-maker). See also Stem v. Superior 
Court. 105 Cal. App. 4th 223, 231-32, 129 Cal. Rptr.2d 275, 281 (2003) (involving the sua 
sponte reclassification/reassigimient of a case within the local court system); Tidwell v. Tidwell. 
251 Ga. App. 863, 864, 554 S.E.2d 822, 823 (2001) (sua sponte entry of summary judgment); 
Govenmient Employees Insurance Co. v. Bums, 672 So. 2d 834 (Fla. App. 1996) (sua sponte 
transfer of case based on forum non conveniens); King v. Mosher. 137 N.H. 453, 456-57, 629 
A.2d 788, 790-91 (1993) (sua sponte dismissal of complaint); Qsbom v. Emporium Videos. 848 
P.2d 237 (Wyo. 1993) (sua sponte dismissal of complaint); Soebbing v. Carpet Bam, Inc.. 109 
Nev. 78, 83-84, 847 P.2d 731, 735-36 (1993) (sua sponte entry of summary judgment); People v. 
Dolan. 585 N.Y.S.2d 549, 184 A.D.2d 892 (1992) (sua sponte dismissal of indictment); Rubins 
V . Plummer. 813 P.2d 778, 779-80 (Colo. App. 1991) (sua sponte dismissal of complaint); State 
V . Langdon, 117 Idaho 115, 785 P.2d 679 (1990) (sua sponte dismissal of appeal); Around the 
Worid hnporting. Inc. v. Mercantile Trust Co. National Ass'n. 771 S.W.2d 919, 921 (Mo. App. 
1989) (sua sponte dismissal of complaint); Gall v. Scroggy. 725 S.W.2d 867, 869 (Ky. App. 
1987) (sua sponte dismissal of complaint). 

Either the sua sponte ruling of the Court below is void for want of jurisdiction as there is 
a very apparent conflict meriting summary reversal or remand or this Court has original 
jurisdiction over these claims because the death threats target this appeal. A large portion of the 
record complains of an interstate police conspiracy to obstruct justice and violate civil rights, 
now that has escalated to a police murder scheme. 
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As the Court made sua sponte findings of fact related to Huminski v. Corsones, 396 F.3d 
53 (2nd Cir. 2005) and Huminski v. Rutland County, et. al.. (D. Vt. 1999-2006) and decided the 
facts of those cases were vastly different from the instant matter when they both involve arrest 
threats that target access to courthouses, this case can and should be summarily reversed as 
issues of fact (whether the facts of the instant matter invoked the authorities of Corsones and 
Rutland County) are reserved for the trier of fact, the jury. The Court had the opportunity to 
view the facts in a light most favorable to the non-moving party (Huminski) which would have 
been a finding for the purposes of sua sponte dismissal that the facts of this case mirrored 
Corsones. instead the Court chose to make sua sponte findings of fact that the facts of this case 
were vastly different from Corsones. a findmg highly prejudicial to Huminski and not supported 
by the record and indicative of a bias or impropriety. 

If the author of the death threat is privy to this litigation, which he or her seems to be, the 
ruling of the District Court finding no tort and no jurisdiction would tend to magnify the risk of 
implementation of the death threat and the murder of Himiinski. The Massachusetts defendants 
have consented to this motion with regard to the death threat claims targeting the Court below 
and this appeal. The integrity of the United States Courts and the avoidance of corruption such 
as death threats targeting persons with retaliation for participation as witnesses or litigants should 
be condemned in the strongest terms. 

POLICE ARREST AND DEATH THREATS CONSTITUTING SUMMARY LIFETIME 
PUNISHMENT PREVENTING PURSUIT OF CLAIMS AGAINST POLICE OFFICERS IS AT 

THE VERY LEAST UNCONSTITUTIONAL IN DURATION AND TARGETS FIRST 
AMENDMENT REDRESS OF GRIEVANCES 

The summary LIFETIME punishment (banishment from U.S. Courthouses) concerning 
claims against Bruce Hume absent Due Process can not be justified under any set of 
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circumstances. The fact that the banishment is a perpetual lifetime chilling of first amendment 
rights absent Due Process is impossible to justify. The former police arrest threats have escalated 
into police death threats. 

Zero argument was proffered by defendants in the Court below as to the how the lifetime 
duration of the arrest threats could possibly be constitutional. 

THE ARGUMENT THAT A LIFETIME ARREST THREAT IMPACTING FIRST 
AMENDMENT EXPRESSION IS PATENTLY OVER BROAD IN DURATION IS NOT 

FRIVOLOUS 
Summary lifetime punishments absent Due Process are patently unconstitutional. 

Aggravating the Due Process violation is that this sunmiary pimishment, the Gilbert email arrest 
threat, impacts First Amendment rights. The contact prohibited in the Gilbert email arrest threat 
was the litigation of claims in the District Court against Bruce Himie, a protected activity. 

Zero argument was proffered by the defendants on this issue. 

THE ARGUMENT THAT Gravned v. City of Rockford. 408 U.S. 104 (1972) and Coates v. City 
of Cincinnati. 402 U.S. 611 (1971) DETERMINE WHETHER THE LANGUAGE OF A 

STATUTE IS TOO SUBJECTIVE IS NOT FRIVOLOUS 
The statutory language that Huminski complaints of harass, alert, alarm, armoy are too 

subjective for police or the public to allow them reasonable knowledge of what conduct and 
speech is prohibited. 

SEEKING A CIVIL REMEDY CONCERNING THE DEATH THREATS IS NOT 
FRIVOLOUS 

See above. 

14 



EXHIBIT "B" SETS FORTH THAT HUMINSKFS REPORTING OF CRIME TO THE 
NORWALK POLICE WAS OFFICIAL CONTEXT PROTECTED SPEECH AND CAN NOT 

BE THE BASIS OF LIFETIME SUMMARY POLICE ARREST THREATS TARGETING 
LITIGATION 

See Exhibit "B". The finding of the Court below that Huminski's reportage of crimes of 
Justin M. Nelson to the Norwalk police is a crime is patently bizarre. 

Zero opposition to this issue was proffered by the defendants other than the crimes and 
plaimed criminal conduct of Justin M. Nelson was troubling. All crime is troubling. 

THE COURT BELOW REJECTED THE ARIZONA INJUNCTION AGAINST 
HARASSMENT AS THE CONSTITUTIONAL ALTERNATIVE TO SUMMARY LIFETIME 

STTREET COP ARREST THREATS 
The Court below rejected the use of the Arizona Injunction Against Harassment as the 

constitutional alternative to summary lifetime street cop arrest threats. The Arizona procedure 
provides notice, judicial review, an opportimity to be heard, one year expiration an allows 
contact in court proceedings. The Court trumped the intent of the Arizona Supreme Court to 
provide constitutional protections to the citizens of Arizona. Apparentiy, the constitutional 
procedure set forth by the Arizona procedure was found to be too tedious, so the District Court 
chose to endorse street cop simmiary lifetime arrest threats essential declaring open season on 
First Amendment violations by police. The ruling below invalidates the well thought out 
administrative procedures set forth by the Arizona Supreme Court and encourages police 
misconduct as the instant matter reveals. 

Zero argument was proffered by the defendants regarding this issue. The papers 
promulgated by the Arizona Supreme Court are attached hereto as Exhibit "C". 
Dated at Bonita Springs, Florida this 29* day of April, 2015. 
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24544 Kingfish St. 
Bonita Springs, FL 34134 
(239) 300-6656 
s_huminski@live.com 
SWORN AND SUBSCRIBED to before me this 29* day of April, 2015, 

fc6 ^ 3 ^ > / 7 
Notary Exp. 

KATE ELWONGER 
Notary Public ^ State of Florida 

My Comm Expires i-eb 23, 2017 
Commission # EE 867884 
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Hello Scott. 

It's almost time for you to die. Did you 
think that I would let you get away with 
your bullshit and your lawsuits? Writing 
that letter to my parents was your worst 
mistake. Enjoy your last few days on 
earth. I'll be there real soon. 

Officer Pillar 



Ryan Pillar , ^ 
3019 N 14**̂  St #304 " ' ..^-^ 
Phoenix, AZ 85014 

Scott Huminski 
24544 Kingfish St. 
Bonita Springs, FL 34134 



United States District Court (Conn.) 
In The 

SCOTT HUMINSKI, for himself and ) 
Those similarly situated. ) CIVIL ACTION 

PLAINTIFF 
V. 

) 
) DOCKET NO. 3:14-cv-01390-MPS 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT, ET AL. ) 
) DEFENDANTS. 

AFFroAVIT OF SCOTT HUMINSKI 
NOW COMES, Scott Huminski ("Huminski") and swears, deposes and states, based 

xipon personal knowledge, under oath, as follows: 
1. Huminski is under no legal disability and is over the age of 18. 
2. Huminski and his spouse in 2010 and 2011 were receiving death threats and were the 

targets of other crimes such as I.D. theft, publication of E>ana Huminski's social security 
number on the internet, fraud and impersonation of an attomey by Justin M. Nelson 
("Nelson"). 

3. Nelson is now deceased (aged 36) related to this litigation. 
4. In 2011 Nelson began to inform Huminski that he was targeting Connecticut residents 

with potential crimes of violence and described himself as a "sadistic fuck" m an email. 
5. Himtinski felt obligated to inform Connecticut law mforcement concerning the criminal 

plans of Nelson related to Coimecticut residents. 
6. The only law enforcement official Huminski knew in Connecticut was his brother Bruce 

Hume ("Hume"). 
7. Huminski was terrified concerning the criminal conduct and threats from Justin M. 

Nelson and installed iron ters on the first floor windows of his residence and acquired 



weaponry and materials to defoid his spouse and himself from the crimes and violence of 
Justin M. Nelson. 

8. Huminski contacted Bruce Hume, in his official law enforcement capacity, concerning 
the criminal intentions of Nelson regarding perpetrating criminal offenses in Connecticut. 

9. Huminski's contacts with Hume that prompted this litigation were solely related to the 
criminal conduct of Justin M. Nelson and potential criminal conduct of Justin M. Nelson 
and these contacts were official capacity law enforcement communications. 

10. Prior to the aforementioned contact with Hume in the preceding paragraphs, there existed 
no iHX}bate/estate dispute, estrangement and no family squabble between Himiinski and 
Hume. The only disturbing content Huminski sent Hume was related to the crimes and 
planned ftiture crimes of Justin M. Nelson (deceased) in Connecticut. 

11. Huminski believed that his contact with Hume would result in law enforcement action 
concerning Nelson, however, immediately after his contact with Hume regarding Nelson, 
Huminski was threatened with arrest by Detective Hartin and told to not have any contact 
with Hume. 

12. Hartin did not exclude constitutionally protected contact in her arrest threat and Hartin 
was aware that a civil restraining order was available to Hume that would have been 
subject to judicial review and a one year expiration and exemptions for constitutionally 
prot^:ted activities. 

13. Hume was trained by the Norwalk Police department to use arrest threats instead of 
seeking a civil protective order in the proper jurisdiction and trained by Norwalk to not 
narrowly-tailor police arrest threats concerning First Amendment activities and to issue 
perpetual arrest threats not subject to judicial review and without exceptions for 
constitutionally protected conduct The same custom, policy and procedure is used by 
Wilton, Gilbert and Surprise police. 



14. Arizona protective orders, which Hume could have sought, exclude constitutionally 
protected conduct and would not have obstructed the probate/estate matter and the 
protective order Himie could have sought in Arizona also expires afer one year and are 
not perpetual like the police threats now looming over Himiinski and are subject to 
judicial review. 

15. Based upon the language of the police threats and statutory language of the Arizona and 
Connecticut harassment statutes, Huminski was forced under threat of arrest ai^ 
prosecution to abandon the probate/estate matter concerning Hume and he is awaiting a 
permanent injuncticm and/or declaratory relief in this case to file claims in federal court 
against Hume. Those claims and litigation are now being obstructed by police threats 
and statutory language. 

16. Huminski has been obstructed and intimidated by the police threats issued in this case to 
forestall the pursuit of the estate/probate matter and to forestall his lawsuit to be filed in 
federal court against Hume until he achieves relief in this Court. 

17. All defendants that issued arrest threats in this matter have refijsed to narrowly-tailor the 
threats to a legitimate governmental interest and exclude constitutionally protected 
activity firom their arrest threats and continue to do so to this day. 

18. Norwalk failed to train Hume in the proper use of the civil versus criminal justice 
systems concerning issues of harassment and the constitutional factors involved in the 
issuance of a lifetime summary street cop restraining/protective order. Wilton and 
Gilbert similarly have failed to train concerning this issue. 

19. Hume's response to tfie crimes of Justin M. Nelson and threatened crimes of Justin M. 
Nelson in Connecticut was an official capacity law enforcement activity resulting out of 
Hume's training by Norwalk and custom, policies and procedures endorsed by Norwalk 
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whereby lifetime threats of arrest under the color of a state statute are endorsed over a 
civil protective/restraomomg order that expires and that is subject to judicial review. 

20. All conduct of Hume has arisen out of his training by Norwalk, or lack thereof, 
concerning the Constitution and law and claims/torts in this matter. 

21. Norwalk's training of Hume to use peipetual police arrest threats instead of the Arizona 
protective orders that expire or can be renewed after one year was improper and 
negligent.-+ 

22. All communications between Huminski and Hume on or about the date of the arrest 
threats were related to the criminal conduct of Justin M. Nelson and have nothing to do 
with any probate/estate matto^ and were official law enforcement correspondences 
reporting crime or potential future crimes to a Connecticut law enforcement official. 

23. Huminski views the arrest threats against him to have had the same effect as a restraining 
order or protective order that never expires and is not subject to judicial review and has 
no tailoring whatsoever. 

24. Himie would have been added as a defendant in this matter, had the arrest threats been 
narrowly tailored to address a specific governmental interest Huminski understands 
what no contact means as set forth in the various police threats in the instant matter. 

25. Huminski v. Corsones. 396 F.3d 53 (2d Cir 2005) forbade a similar perpetual arrest threat 
based iq)on the Vermont trespass statute that banished Himiinski from a State Courthouse 
for life. Upon information and belief, the instant lifetime banishment regarding ''contact" 
inside or outside of a Courthouse is a similar abuse of the Connecticut Harassment statute 
and constitutes the same conduct forbidden in Corsones. 

26. In Corsones. it was found that there was no mechanism available to withdraw a notice 
gainst trespass in Vermont, similarly, here all defendants refuse to withdraw, rescind or 
narrowly-tailor the arrest threats issued to Huminski and Huminski knows of no 
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mechanism in place in Connecticut or Arizona to challenge lifetime police summary 
arrest threats. 

27. A probate/estate dispute did begin when Himunski was tiireatened with arrest by 
Detective Hartin concerning contact with his brother related to the probate/estate matter, 
as contact was prohibited under the police arrest threat, the matter was obstructed and so 
are the claims Huminski now seeks to assert in federal court against Hume. 

28. Nelson admitted in writing the goal of his criminal conduct was to "exact revenge". 
29. Nelson consistently stated to Huminski in emails "revenge is a dish best served cold". 
30. Huminski knew Nelson was a sociopath who was targeting Connecticut residents and his 

contact witii Himie was official capacity and law enforcment/public safety related. 
31. All the issues with Norwalk arose out of the conduct of Justin M. Nelson and were an 

official law enforcement matter and not private. 
32. Huminski is unsure of whether the police arrest threats issued against him are under the 

color of the Arizona statute, the Connecticut statute or both or neither as the perpetual 
arrest threat is too vague and does not specify, however, Detective Trahan did verify the 
Connecticut harassment statute would apply to Huminski concerning contact with Home. 

33. Hume has and had knowledge of. Huminski v. Corsones. 396 F.3d 53 (2d Cir 2005) prior 
to the police threats issued by Detective Hartin in admitting reading online reports in the 
Rutiand Herald concerning the case. 

34. True and correct copies of emails finom Justin M. Nelson are located on the mtemet at 
http://www.lawschoolo^hoenix.com. The email recipient was redacted on some of these 
emails and the redacted name was Greg Lea of Arizona. 

35. True and correct copies of emails from Justin M. Nelson are located on the internet at 
htq)://issuu.com/scottx/docs/usa_v_arpaio. In one of these emails Nelson recoimts 
having breakfast with Sheriff Arpaio and placing Himiinski in the "crosshairs" of 
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Arpaio's Maricopa County SheriflPs Department and Huminski did indeed receive 
lifetime arrest threats from Lisa Allen and others at the Sheriff's Department in 
retaliation for the reporting of Justin M. Nelson's crimes. 

36. Huminki was threatened with arrest by Sheriff Arpio's Maricopa Coimty Sheriffs Office 
for merely reporting the crimes of Justin M, Nelson exactly as Himiinski reported crimes 
or planned crimes of Justin M. Nelson to the Norwalk police through Hume. 

37. Huminski has yet to retrieve the bulk of emails horn Nelson, the following are some 
email quotes sent by Nelson to Huminski which, upon information and belief, set forth a 
law enforcement situation, not a private matter between Huminski and Hume, 
LOL... Give me your best shot!!!:) And I would never come and kill you Scott.. Ma^ 

Dana while you watch... But not you.. 

At this point, I could send someone over to wipe out you and and your rolxit wife - and 

all I would get from the cops Is a citizen achievement award. You sure ttave made good 

Mends with them, haven't you tyud... Once again, not)ody, and I mean notxxly, cares 

atxHJt a single thing you have to say. I've made sure of that 

You see Scott, the only reason you arent in intensive care, at the very least, is because 

you are a crazy douche ttag that isnt worth the energy or political capital it wouM take to 

get rkt of you. If you weren't crazy, and actually threatened my existence in the least M, 

you would be dead already... Understand? 

Sometime within the next couple of days, I have somet>ody stopping by your 

place to pick up the money you owe. I really suggest, for your sake, that you 

have $2000 in hand and available for immediate release. My collector tends to 

not be such a nice guy when people start fudcing with him. 
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Dated at Bonita Springs, Florida this 17* day of November, 2014. 

Scott Huminski, pro se 
24544 Kingfish St. 
Bonita springs, FL 34134 
(239) 300-6656 
s_huminski@live.com 
SWORN AND SUBSCRIBED to before me this 17* day of November, 2014, 

..J, KATt El WONG tR 
'l Nolary Public State ot Florida 
' / My Comm Expires Feb 23 2017 

Commission # EE 867884 

Exp. 
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PROTECTIVE ORDER FORMS 
APPROVED FOR USE BEGINNING ON JANUARY 1 , 2 0 0 7 

(ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTIVE NOS. 2 0 1 3 - 0 3 , 2 0 0 6 - 0 1 ) 
FORMS CURRENT AS OF APRIL 17,2013 

FORM AD# 

1 Plaintiffs Guide Sheet (OP, lAH, lAWH) 2013-03 
2 General Petition 2013-03 
3 Order of Protection 2013-03 
4 Injunction Against Harassment 2013-03 
5 Injunction Against Workplace Harassment 2013-03 
6 Defendant's Guide Sheet (OP, lAH, lAWH) 2013-03 
7 Emergency Order of Protection 2013-03 
8 Acceptance of Service 2006-01 
9 Declaration of Service (Certificate of Service) 2013-03 
10 Request for Hearing 2013-03 
11 Notice of Hearing Prior to Issuance 2013-03 
12 Notice of Hearing (new) 2013-03 
13 Hearing Order 2013-03 
14 Notice to Sheriff of Brady Indicator 2013-03 
15 Transfer Order 2006-01 



ALL COURTS IN ARIZONA ADDRESS CITY, AZ ZIP CODE TELEPHONE NUMBER 

P l a i n t i f f s G u i d e S h e e t for P ro tec t ive O r d e r s - P l e a s e R e a d C a r e f u l l y 

The following information is provided to further explain the protective order process. It is recommended, but not 
required, that the Plaintiff carry a copy of the protective order at alt times. 

1. You can request one of the following types of protective orders: 

ORDER OF PROTECTION: An Order of Protection is used for a "family" relationship between you and the Defendant. 
This can include any of the following: 1) married now or in the past, 2) live together now or lived together in the past, 3) 
parent of a child in common, 4) one of you is pregnant by the other, 5) you are a relative (parent, in-law, brother, sister, or 
grandparent), or 6) current or previous romantic or sexual relationship. Also, you must state how an act of domestic 
violence was threatened or committed against you within the last year. 

INJUNCTION AGAINST HARASSMENT: The Defendant has committed a series of acts (more than one) of harassment 
against you in the last year. There is no fee for service of process if the petition arises out of a dating relationship. 

INJUNCTION AGAINST WORKPLACE HARASSMENT: This Injunction may be filed by an employer or owner of a 
business or operation for the t>enefit of an employee or the business against a single act or series of acts of harassment. 

2. OTHER PROTECTED PERSONS: It is possible that you will be referred to Superior Court if your children are listed as 
protected persons in this order. Only a Superior Court Judge can decide child custody or parenting time in a separate action. 

3. ONE DEFENDANT: You must list only one defendant per petition. A separate petition must be filed for each defendant. 
A copy of your petition and the order will be given to the Defendant and may be used In future judicial proceedings. 

4. SERVICE AND E F F E C T : This protective order is valid for one year from the date it is served on the Defendant and is 
enforceable by law enforcement in any state or tribal nation in the United States. There is no fee for law enforcement service 
of an Order of Protection or Injunction Against Harassment involving a dating relationship. There is a fee to serve an 
Injunction Against Harassment not involving a dating relationship or an Injunction Against Workplace Harassment. The court 
will instruct you on how service can be made. The cost to serve injunctions varies depending on mileage and number of 
attempts. If you cannot afford to hire a process server, you can ask the judge to defer or waive the fee. 

5. PROTECTIVE ORDER HEARING: If the Defendant disagrees with this protective order, he/she has the right to request a 
hearing, which will be held within 5 to 10 business days after a written request has been filed in the court that issued this 
order, if you do not appear at the hearing, your Order may be quashed (dismissed); therefore, you must notify the court of 
any change in your contact information to assure you are notified of any hearing dates and times. 

6. MODIFYING OR QUASHING (DISMISSING) THIS PROTECTIVE ORDER: Only a judge can modify or quash (dismiss) 
this protective order. If you file an action for matemity, paternity, annulment, legal separation, or dissolution against the 
Defendant, advise this court at once. Nothing you do can stop, change, or undo this protective order without the 
Court's written approval. 

7. PLAINTIFF CONTACT: Even if you initiate contact, the Defendant could be arrested for violating this protective order. If 
the Defendant does not want you to contact him/her, the Defendant has the right to request a protective order 
against you. However, orders are not automatically granted upon request. Legal requirements must be met. 

8. LAW ENFORCEMENT STANDBY: If you or the Defendant needs to get personal belongings from the other, you may 
request standby from the judge. Standby allows you or the Defendant to return once with a law enforcement officer to obtain 
necessary personal belongings from the residence. Neither law enforcement nor this protective order can resolve conflicts 
over property, title, fumiture, finances, real estate, or other ownership issues. 

9. FIREARMS: You may request that the judge order the Defendant not to possess, receive, or purchase firearms or 
ammunition. 

10. COUNSELING: If requested, counseling for the Defendant can only be ordered at a hearing of which the Defendant had 
notice and an opportunity to participate. 

11. PUBLIC A C C E S S : To comply with federal law, no identifying information about you will be published on the Judicial 
Branch website (www.azcourts.gov). 

EffecUve: June 3, 2013 Page 1 of 2 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03 



ALL COURTS IN ARIZONA ADDRESS 

Case No. 

CITY, AZ ZIP CODE TELEPHONE NUMBER 

Plaint i f f 's G u i d e S h e e t for P ro tec t ive O r d e r s • P l e a s e R e a d C a r e f u l l y 

PRINT ALL INFORMATION ON THIS FORM AND ON THE PETITION. 

Your Name Your Address 

( _ _ ) 
Your Daytime Telephone Number City, State, ZIP Date of Birth 

E-mail address (if available) 

You may ask the Court to keep your address confidential if the defendant does not know where you live or work. 
If checked, the following addresses will be restricted and will not appear on the petition served on the defendant: 

Restrict: [ ] home address [ ] work address [ ] other address [ ] school address 

Your relationship to the defendant is: (Choose only the FIRST category that applies to your relationship to the defendant.) 

[ ] married now or in the past 
[ ] live together now or lived together in the past 
[ ] parent of a child in common 
[ ] one party is pregnant by the other 

[ ] relative (parent, in-law, brother, sister, grandparent) 
[ ] romantic or sexual relationship (current or previous) 
[ ] dating but not a romantic or sexual relationship 
[ ] other 

Defendant's Name Defendant's Address 

( )_ 
Defendant's Daytime Telephone Number City, State, ZIP 

DEFENDANT IDENTIFIERS 
Please provide all infonnation below to the best of your 
knowledge. If you do not know the Defendant's date of 
birth, an estimated date of birth is acceptable. Please 
indicate the date of birth is an estimate by checking the 
"Est." box below. 

S E X R A C E DOB Est. HT WT 

[ ] 
E Y E S HAIR S O C S E C N JMB ER 

DRIVER'S L I C E N S 
# 

S T A T E E X P DATE 

ANIMALS and ORDERS OF PROTECTION - If 
you are requesting an Order of Protection to 
protect yourself, you may also ask the court to 
grant you the custody, care, and control of any 
animal owned by you, the defendant, or a minor 
child living in your household if you believe that 
the defendant is a danger to the animals. (A.R.S. 
§ 13-3602(G)(7)) If you are asking the court to 
include animals on an Order of Protection, 
please write your request on Line 9 of the 
Petition. 

Effective: June 3, 2013 Page2of2 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03 



All Courts in Arizona/NCIC#/DPS# Address City, Arizona Zip Code Telephone Number 

Case No. 
Plaintiff / Plaintiff Employer 

(Work Injunction ONLY) 
Birth Date: 

Defendant 
1 T h i s is not a cour t order . 1 Plaintiff / Plaintiff Employer 

(Work Injunction ONLY) 
Birth Date: 

Defendant 

PETITION for 

[ ] Order of Protection 
[ ] Injunction Against Harassment 
[ ] Workplace Injunction 

Address PETITION for 

[ ] Order of Protection 
[ ] Injunction Against Harassment 
[ ] Workplace Injunction 

Agent's Name 
(Work Injunction ONLY) 

City, State, Zip Code, Phone 

PETITION for 

[ ] Order of Protection 
[ ] Injunction Against Harassment 
[ ] Workplace Injunction 

DIRECTIONS: Please read the PlaintifTs Guide Sheet before filling out this form. 

1. Defendant/Plaintiff Relatbnship: [ ] Married now or in the past [ ] Live together now or lived together in the past 
[ ] Child in common [ ] One of us pregnant by the other [ ] Related (parent, in-law, brother, sister or grandparent) 
[ ] Romantic or sexual relationship (cun-ent or previous) [ ] Dating but not a romantic or sexual relationship 
[ ] Other: 

2. [ ] If checked, there is a pending actbn involving matemity, paternity, annulment, legal separation, dissolution, 
custody, parenting time or support in Superior Court, 
Case#: . <^°"^' 

3. Have you or the Defendant been charged or an-ested for domestic violence OR requested a protective order? 
[] Yes []No [] Not sure 
If yes or not sure, explain: 

4. I need a court order because: (PRINT IxJth ttie dates and a brief description of what happened.) 

Tell the judge what happened and why you need this order. A copy of this petition Is provided to the defendant 
Dates when the order is served. (Do not write on back or In the margin. Attach additional paper if necessary.) 

Effective; June 3, 2013 Page t of 2 Adopted by AdministraUve Directive No. 2013-03 



C a s e No. 

5. The following persons should also be on this Order. As stated in number 4, the Defendant is a danger to them: 
( / / ) ( / / ) 

Birth Date Birth Date 
L-J—l ) ( _ ^ _ J ) 

Birth Date Birth Date 

6. Defendant should be ordered to stay away from these locations, at all times, even when I am not present: 
[ ] Home 
[] Work 
[ ] School/Others 

7. [ ] If checked, because of the risk of harm, order the defendant NOT to possess firearms or ammunition. 

8. [ ] If checked, order the Defendant to participate in domestic violence counseling or other counseling. This 
can be ordered only after a hearing of which Defendant had notice and an opportunity to participate. 

9. Other: 

Under penalty of perjury, I swear or affirm the above statements are true to the best of my knowledge, and I 
request an Order / Injunction granting relief as allowed by law. 

Attest: / / 
Plaintiff Judicial Officer / Clerk / Notary Date 

Effective: June 3, 2013 Page 2 of 2 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03 



ALL COURTS IN ARIZONA ADDRESS CITY, AZ ZIP CODE TELEPHONE NUMBER 

ORDER OF PROTECTION 
[ ] Amended Order 

C a s e No. 

Court ORI No._ 

County I State 

Former C a s e No. 

PLAINTIFF 

First Middle Last Date of Birth of Plaintiff] 

And/or on behalf of minor family member(s) and other Protecte( f^^Dn(s): (Li 

Estimated Date of Birth 

D O B * ^ HT WT i 
' Arizona Prohibits Release 

of Social Security Numbers 

N S E # STATE EXP DATE 

, even without registration, by the courts of any state, 
ced by Tribal Lands (18 U.S.C. § 2265). Crossing 

Order may result in federal imprisonment (18 U.S.C. § 2262). 
possess or purchase a firearm or ammunition pursuant to 

, tribal, territorial, or local law. If you have any questions 
ssess or purchase a firearm, you should consult an attorney. 

I c h a r H ^ ^ Order. 
yearMm date of service. VEWFY VALrPITY (call Holder of Record): 

3S jurisdi 
Defendant receive 
Additional findi 

T H E C O U R T , ft 

[ ] 
[ ] 

iver the parties and subject matter. 
al notice of this Hearing and had an opportunity to participate, 

this Order and warnings are set forth on the next page(s). 
•asonable cause to believe that Defendant may commit an act of domestic violence or has 

committed arPRTof domestic violence within the past year (or good cause exists to consider a longer period), 
H E R E B Y O R D E R S : 
NO CRIMES. Defendant shall not commit any crimes, including but not limited to harassment, stalking, or 
conduct involving the use, attempted use, or threatened use of physical force that would reasonably be 
expected to cause txHJily injury, against Plaintiff or Protected Persons. 
NO CONTACT. Defendant shall have no contact with Plaintiff except through attorneys, legal process, court 
hearings, and as checked: [ ] Phone [ ] Email/Fax [ ] Mail [ ] Other: 
NO CONTACT. Defendant shall have no contact with Protected Persons except through attorneys, legal 
process, court hearings and as checked: [ ] Phone [ J Email/Fax [ ] Mail [ ] Other: 



C a s e No. 

T H E C O U R T F U R T H E R O R D E R S : 
[ ] RESIDENCE. Plaintiff is granted exclusive use and possession of tlie residence listed t>elow. 

[ ] LAW ENFORCEMENT STANDBY. Defendant may retum once with a law enforcement officer to obtain 
necessary personal belongings. Neither law enforcement nor this protective order can resolve conflicts over 
property, title, furniture, finances, real estate, or other ownership issues. 

PROTECTED LOCATIONS. Defendant shall not go to or near the Plaintiffs or other Protected Person's: 

[ ] Residence (leave blank if confidential): 

[ ] Workplace (leave blank if confidential): 

[ ] School / Other: 

[ ] FIREARMS. Pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-3602(G)(4), the Court finds 1 
the physical safety of the Plaintiff or Protected Persons. Therefore, Defends 
purchase firearms and shall surrender same within 24 hours of service to: 

This is an official Court Order. If 
crime of interfering with judicial pi 
Order. 

you will be subject to arrest and prosecution for the 
crime you may have committed in disobeying this 

ADDITIONAL WARN 
enforcement agency, 
separation, annulmei 
You nru^Be those ^«^es 

learing, which wj 
lat issued this Ord 
approval. You musl 

E' 
on ^ ^ ^ ^ 
agalnsffllT'Plaintiff, 
must be met. 

IT: Violations of this Order should be reported to a law 
must notify this Court if an action for dissolution (divorce), 

lity isHfed. This is NOT a parenting time (visitation) or custody order, 
iperior Court. If you disagree with this Order, you have the right to 
to 10 business days after your written request has been filed in the 

Plaintiff does can stop, change, or undo this Order without the Court's 
Court to ask a judge to modify (change) or quash (dismiss) this Order. 

:, you could be arrested and prosecuted for violating this protective 
the Plaintiff to contact you, you have the right to request a protective order 

rever, orders are not automatically granted upon request. Legal requirements 



ALL COURTS IN ARIZONA ADDRESS CITY, AZ ZIP CODE TELEPHONE NUMBER 

INJUNCTION AGAINST 
HARASSMENT 

[ ] Amended Order 

J J j D a t i n ^ j e l a t i o n s h i g ^ ^ a ^ n ^ ^ 

C a s e No. 

Court ORI No._ 

County I State 

Former C a s e No. 

PLAINTIFF IDENTIRl 

First Middle Last Date i 

And/or on behalf of minor family member(s) and other Protected 

Plail 

)B.) 

V. 

DEFENDANT -ENDANl ;NTinERS 

First Middle Last 

Defendant/Plaintiff Relationship: 

R A C E ! |)0B HT WT 

Defendant's Address: 

Arizona Prohibits Release 

of Social Security Numbers 

CAUTION: [ ] Weapon Allj 
[ ] Estimated/ 

uon 
6te of I 

DRIVER'S LICENSE # STATE EXP DATE 

WARNIl 
any sti 
Crossiij 
U.S.C.' 
ammunltl 

=ENDANT; 
^e District of Columbia, 

{tate, territc 
262). 

3ll 

§ 922(c 
This Injunction is effective 1 

stiall be enforced, even without registration, by the courts of 
tory, and may be enforced by Tribal Lands (18 U.S.C. § 2265). 

violate this Injunction may result in federal imprisonment (18 
IS for possessing, transporting, shipping, or receiving any firearm or 

Only the Court, in writing, can change this injunction. 
le year from date of service. VERIFY VALIDITY (call Holder of Record): 

T H E C O U R T Hf 
That it has jurisdiction over the parties and subject matter. 

[ ] Defendant received actual notice of this Hearing and had an opportunity to participate. 
Additional findings of this Injunction and warnings are set forth on the next page(s). 

T H E C O U R T , FINDING R E A S O N A B L E C A U S E , H E R E B Y O R D E R S : 
NO CRIMES. Defendant shall not commit any act of "harassment" against Plaintiff or Protected Person(s). 

[ ] NO CONTACT. Defendant shall have no contact with Plaintiff except through attorneys, legal process, court 
hearings, and as checked: [ ] Phone [ ] Email/Fax [ ] Mail [ ] Other: 

[ ] NO CONTACT. Defendant shall have no contact with Protected Person(s) except through attorneys, legal 
process, court hearings and as checked: [ ] Phone [ ] Email/Fax [ ] Mail [ ] Other: 



C a s e No. 

T H E C O U R T F U R T H E R O R D E R S : 
PROTECTED LOCATIONS. Defendant sfiall not go to or near the Plaintiffs or other Protected Person's: 

[ ] Residence (leave blank if confidential): 

[ ] Workplace (leave blank if confidential): 

[ ] School / Other: 

OTHER ORDERS. 

Date Judicial Officer 

ADDITIONAL WARNINGS TO D E F E N D A N T : 
This is an official Court Order. If you disobey this InjunctioiT 
arrested and prosecuted for the crime of interfering v^jJkaidicial 
committed in disobeying this Injunction. Violations 
agency, not the Court. Both parties must 
annulment or paternity/maternity is filed. This j 
those requests separately in Superior Cou 
hearing, which will be held within 10 
issued this Injunction. Nothing the PI 
written approval. You must appear in Coil 
Even If the Plaintiff initiates 
order. If you do not want tl 
against the Plaintiff. Howi 
must be met. 

contacts you), you may be 
my other crime you may have 
ported to a law enforcement 

issolution (divorce), separation, 
(v iS^^n) or custody order. You must file 
jnjuno^^vou have the right to request a 

reque^Bfcs been filed in the Court that 
change, or undo this Injunction without the Court's 

odify (change) or quash (dismiss) this Injunction, 
and prosecuted for violating this protective 

you, you have the right to request a protective order 
imatically granted upon request. Legal requirements 



ALL COURTS IN ARIZONA ADDRESS CITY, AZ ZIP CODE TELEPHONE NUMBER 

INJUNCTION AGAINST 
WORKPLACE HARASSMENT 

[ ] Amended Order 

C a s e No. 

Court ORI No._ 

County I State 

Former C a s e No. 

PLAINTIFF E M P L O Y E R AUTHORIZED A G E 

And on behalf of Protected Person(s): (List name(s)) 

V. 

DEFENDANT 

-irst Middle Last 

Defendant/Plaintiff Relationship: 

Defendant's Address: 

CAUTION: [ ] Weapon Alleg 
[ ] Estimated 

W A R N I N G S m D E F E N 
any state J j ^ H ^ ^ B f Colu 
CrossinG^B^rtemrorial, or tribal 
U.S.C. ^ k 6 2 ) . Federal law provi 
ammuiWn (18 U . S ^ | ^ | | ^ 8 ) ) T 
This InJ 

n sh3ll be enforced, even without registration, by the courts of 
, and may be enforced by Tribal Lands (18 U.S.C. § 2265). 

violate this Injunction may result in federal imprisonment (18 
for possessing, transporting, shipping, or receiving any firearm or 

Court, in writing, can change this injunction. 
ie year from date of service. VERIFY VALIDITY (call Holder of Record): 

T H E C O U R T H E R E B Y F l | 
That it has j u o M j ^ ^ ^ ^ R h e parties and subject matter. 

[ ] Defendant r e c ^ ^ j ^ J t r a i notice of this Hearing and had an opportunity to participate. 
Additional warnings are set forth on the next page(s). 

T H E C O U R T , FINDING R E A S O N A B L E C A U S E , H E R E B Y O R D E R S : 
[ ] NO CONTACT. Defendant shall have no contact with Plaintiff employer or other person while that person is 
on or at the employer's property or place of business or is perfonning official work duties except through attorneys, 
legal process, court hearings and as checked: [ ] Phone [ ] Email/Fax [ ] Mail [ ] Other: 
[ ] NO CONTACT. Defendant shall have no contact with Protected Person(s) except through attorneys, legal 

process, court hearings and as checked: [ ] Phone [ ] Email/Fax [ ] Mail [ ] Other: 



C a s e No. 

T H E C O U R T F U R T H E R O R D E R S : 
[ ] LAW ENFORCEMENT STANDBY. Defendant may return once witti law enforcement officer to obtain 
necessary personal belongings. Neither law enforcement nor this protective order can resolve conflicts over 
property, title, fumiture, finances, real estate, or other ownership issues. 

PROTECTED LOCATIONS. Defendant shall not go to or near the Plaintiff employer's or other Protected 
Person's: 

[ ] Workplace: 

OTHER ORDERS. 

Date Judicial Officer 

ADDITIONAL WARNINGS T O D E F E N D A N T : 
This is an official Court Order. If you disobey this Injunction'' 
arrested and prosecuted for the crime of interfering w i M ^ ^ i a l 
committed in disobeying this Injunction. If you d i ^ P ^ ^ B k t h i s ' 
hearing, which will be held within 10 business da^^^fter 
issued this Injunction. Nothing Plaintiff does 
approval. You must return to Court to ask a j 
of this Injunction should be reported to a 

contacts you), you may be 
,ny other crime you may have 

u have the right to request a 
has been filed in the Court that 
notion without the Court's written 

) this Injunction. All violations 



ALL COURTS IN ARIZONA 

Case No. 

ADDRESS 

Defendant: 

CITY, AZ ZIP CODE TELEPHONE NUMBER 

Date: 

D e f e n d a n t ' s G u i d e S h e e t for P ro tec t i ve O r d e r s - P l e a s e R e a d C a r e f u l l y 

The following information is provided to further explain the protective order that has been served upon you and your 
responsibilities as the Defendant 

1. You have been served with one of the following protective orders: 
[ ] ORDER OF PROTECTION: An Order of Protection is used for a "family" relationship between you and the Plaintiff. 
This can include one of the following: 1) mamed now or in the past, 2) live together now or lived together in the past, 3) 
parent of a child in common, 4) one of you is pregnant by the other, 5) you are a relative (parent, in-law, brother, sister, or 
grandparent), or 6) cunent or previous romantic or sexual relationship. The Plaintiff has alleged that you have committed or 
may commit an act of domestic violence. 

[ ] INJUNCTION AGAINST HARASSMENT: The Plaintiff has alleged that you have committed a series of acts (more than 
one) of harassment against the Plaintiff within the last year. 

[ ] INJUNCTION AGAINST WORKPLACE HARASSMENT: This Injunction, alleging a single act or series of acts of 
harassment, has been filed against you by an employer or owner of a business or operation for the t}enefit of an employee 
or the business. 

2. OTHER PROTECTED PERSONS: It is possible that you will be referred to Superior Court if your children are listed as 
protected persons in this order. Only a Superior Court Judge can decide child custody or parenting time in a separate action. 

3. SERVICE AND E F F E C T : This protective order is valid for one year from the date it was served on you and is enforceable 
by law enforcement in any state or tribal nation in the United States. 

4. PROTECTIVE ORDER HEARING: If you disagree with this protective order, you have the right to request a hearing, which 
will be held within 5 to 10 business days after your written request has been filed in the court that issued this order. If a fiearing 
is held and the Order remains in effect or is modified, and you and the Plaintiff 1) are manied now or in the past, 2) live together 
now or lived together in the past, or 3) are parents of a child in common, you may be prohibited from possessing a firearm. This 
firearms prohibition may apply even if you fail to appear for the hearing. If you have questions as to whether your request for a 
hearing can result in this firearms prohibition, you should contact an attorney. The Court cannot give you legal advice. 

5. MODIFYING OR QUASHING (DISMISSING) THIS PROTECTIVE ORDER: Only a judge can modify or quash (dismiss) 
this protective order. If you file an action for maternity, patemity, annulment, legal separation, or.dissolution against the Plaintiff, 
you need to advise this court at once. Nothing the Plaintiff does can stop, change, or undo this protective order without 
the Court's written approval. 

6. PLAINTIFF CONTACT: Even if the Plaintiff initiates contact, you could be arrested for violating this protective order. You 
have the right to request a protective order against the Plaintiff if you do not want the Plaintiff to contact you. However, orders 
are not automatically granted upon request. Legal requirements must be met. 

7. LAW ENFORCEMENT STANDBY: If standby has been ordered by the judge on this protective order, you may retum to the 
residence once with a law enforcement officer to obtain necessary personal belongings. Neither law enforcement nor this 
protective order can resolve conflicts over property, title, fumiture, finances, real estate, or other ownership issues. 

8. FIREARMS: If the judge has ordered under state law that you shall not possess, receive, or purchase firearms or 
ammunition, you must surrender them within 24 hours after service to the law enforcement agency named on this protective 
order and should request them to issue proof of that surrendering. You may also be required to provide documentation to the 
court that firearms were transferred to the appropriate law enforcement agency. 

Effective: June 3, 2013 Page 1 of 1 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03 



All Courts in Arizona/NCICjtfDPS# Address Citjr, AZ Zip Code Telephone Number 

EMERGENCY ORDER OF 
PROTECTION 

O R D E R E X P I R E S A T 5:00 PM ON 

C a s e No. 

County State 

>LAINTIFF PLAINTIFF IDENTIFI 

First IVIiddle Last Date ^^r t l i of Plaii 

And/or on behalf of minor family member(s) and other P r o t e c t e d ^ ^ w i ( s ) : 

V. 
DEFENDANT 

First Middle Last 

Defendant/Plaintiff Relationship: 

Defendant's Address: 

CAUTION: [ ] Weapon AIIJ 
[ ] Estimated A t e of { 

HT WT 

Arizona Prohibits Release 

pf Social Security Numbers 

DRIVER'S LICENSE # STATE EXP DATE 

EFENDANTi 
district of Columbia, an> 

(tate, territga^fliklial 
the 

WARNl 
state, tb 
Crossiif 
2262). 

A p e a c e ' ^ q ^ ^ T a s reason 
based on an allegation or a 
This judicial officflL finds 
this Emergenc; 

lis Ordasnall be enforced, even without registration, by the courts of any 
ft. Teramy, and may be enforced by Tribal Lands (18 U.S.C. § 2265). 

TO violate this Order may result in federal imprisonment (18 U.S.C. § 
^^^^^^^^^ ĴjangetW î̂ ^ 
grounds to believe that the Plaintiff is in danger of domestic violence 

int incident of violence and has stated those grounds to a judicial officer. 
Faintifrs life or health is in imminent danger and authorizes the issuance of 

rtection. 

IT IS O R D E R E D : 
NO CRIMES. Defendant shall not commit any crimes against Plaintiff or Protected Person(s). 

[ ] NO CONTACT. Defendant shall have no contact with Plaintiff except through attorneys, legal process, court 
hearings, and as checked: [ ] Phone [ ] Email/Fax [ ] Mail [ ] Other: 

[ ] NO CONTACT. Defendant shall have no contact with Protected Person(s) except through attorneys, legal 
process, court hearings and as checked: [ ] Phone [ ] Email/Fax [ ] Mail [ ] Other: 



C a s e No. 

T H E C O U R T F U R T H E R O R D E R S : 
[ ] RESIDENCE. Plaintiff is granted exclusive use and possession of tfie residence listed t)elow. 

PROTECTED LOCATIONS. Defendant sfiall not go to or near the Plaintiffs or other Protected Person's: 

[ ] Residence (leave blank if confidential): 

[ ] Workplace (leave blank if confidential): 

[ ] School / Other: 

[ ] FIREARMS. The Court finds that the Defendant may inflict bodily injury or^ 
therefore, the Defendant is prohibited from possessing or purchasing a firearm for th 

OTHER ORDERS. 

^ h e Plaintiff and. 
Order. 

Order issued by: 
Date 

This is an official Court Order. If you disobey 
crime of interfering with judicial proceedings 
Order. 
ADDITIONAL WARNINGS T O D E F 
enforcement agency, not the Court, 
separation, annulment or patemity/matei 
You must file those requests sep; 
request a hearing, which will 
Court that issued this Order, 
written approval. You must 
Even If t h ^ W | M n i t i a t ( 
order. I f ^ B M ^ K want 

Wo arrest and prosecution for the 
committed in disobeying this 

hould be reported to a law 
urt if an'action for dissolution (divorce), 

a parenting time (visitation) or custody order. 
Court, "^pfcu disagree with this Order, you have the right to 
Lusiness days after your written request has been filed in the 

stop, change, or undo this Order without the Court's 
idge to modify (change) Or quash (dismiss) this Order. 

Id be arrested and prosecuted for violating this protective 
ict you, you have the right to request a protective order 

>ot automatically granted upon request. Legal requirements 

R T I F I C A T E O F S E R V I C E 
|y qualified by law, certifies that the Defendant was served with a copy 

a.m./p.m. lection on / / at 
Time 

Address 

Reporting Peace Officer, Agency, and ID No. Serving Peace Officer, Agency, and ID No. 



All Courts in Arizona/NCIC#/DPS# Address City, Arizona Zip Code Telephone Number 

DECLARATION 
OF 

SERVICE 

OP/IAH/IAWH Issue Date / / 

Plaintiff 
Birtfi Date: 

Case No. DECLARATION 
OF 

SERVICE 

OP/IAH/IAWH Issue Date / / 

V. 

Case No. DECLARATION 
OF 

SERVICE 

OP/IAH/IAWH Issue Date / / 
Defendant 

Case No. 

(mm/dd/ccyy) 

USE THIS FORM ONLY IF YOU ARE A PERSON AUTHORIZED UNDER A.R.C.P. 4 OR ARS § 13-3602(0) TO 
S E R V E LEGAL PAPERS. 

The undersigned, being first duly qualified by law, swears or certifies that a copy of the following was served 

upon [ ] Plaintiff [ ] Defendant on / / at a.m. / p.m. 
(Date) (Time) 

(address) 

[ ] Petition and Order of Protection (OP) [ ] Modified OP, dated _ / _ _ / _ 

[ ] Petition and Injunction Against Harassment (lAH) [ ] Modified lAH, dated _ _ / _ _ / _ _ 

[ ] Petition and Injunction Against Workplace Harassment (lAWH) [ ] Modified lAWH, dated _ _ / _ _ / _ 

[ ] Notice of Hearing [ ] Other 

Plaintiff advised of service [ ] Yes [ ] No 

Declarant is a: [ ] registered process server [ ] peace/correction/detention officer [ ] authorized by the Court 

Print the following: Name/Agency/Identification No. 

Charges*: Services $ Mileage $ Fees Paid $ Total $ 
* No charges/fees of any type for lAH that arises from a dating relationship or any OP. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct pursuant to ARCP 80(i) 

Signature of Person Serving Document Date 

Defendant description: 
Sex Race DOB HT WT Eyes Hair Driver's License # State Distinguishing Features 

Effective: June 3, 2013 Page 1 of 1 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03 



All Courts in Ari2ona/NCIC#/DPC# Address City, Arizona Zip Code Telephone Number 

ACCEPTANCE 
OF 

SERVICE 

OP/IAH/IAWH Issue Date / / 

Plaintiff 
Birth Date: 

Case No. 
ACCEPTANCE 

OF 
SERVICE 

OP/IAH/IAWH Issue Date / / 
V. 

Case No. 
ACCEPTANCE 

OF 
SERVICE 

OP/IAH/IAWH Issue Date / / 
Defendant 

Case No. 

(mm/dd/ccyy) 

Defendant accepts service of a copy of the: 

[ ] Petition and Order of Protection (OP) [ ] Modified OP, dated _ / _ / _ 

[ ] Petition and Injunction Against Harassment (lAH) [ ] Modified lAH, dated _ _ / _ / _ 

[ ] Petition and Injunction Against Workplace Harassment (lAWH) [ ] Modified lAWH, dated / / 

[ ] Notice of Hearing 

[ ] Other 

Accepted on / / at a.m./p.m. 
(Date) (Time) 

Date Defendant's Signature 

Effective: January 2007 Page 1of 1 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2006-01 



All Courts in Arizona/NCIC#/OPS# Address 

Plaintiff 
V. 

Case No. 

Defendant 

City, Arizona Zip Code Telephone Number 
REQUEST: 

[] HEARING 
[] DISMISS ORDER 
[ ] CANCEL HEARING AND ORDER 

OP/ lAH/ lAWH Issue Date: / / 
(mm/dd/ccyy) 

[ ] Defendant requests: [ ] a hearing. 
[ ] that the Court cancel the hearing requested by the defendant in this case. 
[ ] that the Court continue the scheduled hearing on / / (Date). 

If the Plaintiff is: • a current or former spouse, or 
• someone with whom you live or lived intimately, or 
• the child of an intimate partner, or 
• a parent of your child 

AND the Order remains in effect or is changed after the hearing. 

It may be unlawful for you to possess or purchase a fireann or ammunition until the order expires (one year 
after the service of the original order). By making this request, even if you fail to appear for the hearing, the 
prohibition against you possessing or purchasing firearms or ammunition may apply. If you have any 
questions about whether federal law under 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(8) makes it illegal for you to possess or 
purchase a fireann, you should consult an attorney. 

[ ] Plaintiff requests: 
[ ] the protective order listed above be dismissed. 
[ ] that the Court cancel the hearing set prior to the issuance of the protective order in this case. 
[ ] that the Court continue the scheduled hearing on / / (Date). 

List the reasons for your request: 

Date 

Please inform court staff if interpreter services are 
needed for this hearing. DYes, I need interpreter 
services for . 

Requesting Person's Signature 

Address and telephone number if Defendant is the 
requesting party. 

CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMITTAL 

Copy [ ] mailed { ] provided personally to Plaintiff on / / by 
Copy [ ] mailed [ ] provided personally to Defendant on / / by 

Panft 1 nf1 Adnntfiri hu Arlministrativf> DirfirtivA Nn 901."^-O/l 



All Courts in Arizona/NCIC#/DPS# Address 

Plaintiff 
Birtfi Date: 
V. 

Defendant 

City, Arizona Zip Code Telephone Number 

Case No. 
N O T I C E O F 

H E A R I N G P R I O R T O I S S U A N C E O F : 

[ ] O R D E R O F P R O T E C T I O N 
[ ] I N J U N C T I O N J ^ ^ i ^ A R A S S M E N T 
[ ] I N J U N C T I O M T O A I N S V O R K P L A C E 

jSMf 

A petition for a protective order has been filed with this Court. To allow f( 
a protective order, a hearing is set for this matter on: 

/ / Date: 
(mm/dd/ccyy) 

Time: a.m./p.m. 

Location/Courtroom: 

At this hearing, the Plaintiff and the Defendant will 

D E F E N D A N T ' S WARNING: IF Y O U F A I L T 
I S S U E D A G A I N S T Y O U A S R E Q U E S T E D 

Date 

imony and evidence to the Court. 

G , A P R O T E C T I V E O R D E R MAY B E 

[dicial Officer/Clerk 

A T E O F T R A N S M I T T A L 

Notice [ 
Notice 

laintiff on / / 
:o Defendant on 

. b y _ 
/ / by 

D E F E N D A N T ' S W O R K A D D R E S S : 

Telephone Number: 

Defendant description: 
Sex Race Birth Date Height Weight Eyes Hair Driver's License No. & State 

Effective: June 3, 2013 Page 1 of 1 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03 



All Courts in Arizona/NCIC^DPS# Address City, Arizona Zip Code Telephone Number 

Notice [ ] mailed [ ] 

Notice [ ] mailec 

CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMITTAL 

srsonally to Plaintiff on _ / _ _ / _ _ _ _ by 

personally to Defendant on _ _ / _ / _ _ _ by. 

Effective; June 3, 2013 Page 1 of 1 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03 



All Courts in Arizona/NCIC«^OPS# Address 

Plaintiff 
Birtfi Date: 
V. 

Defendant 

Case No. 

City, Arizona Zip Code Telephone Number 

HEARING ORDER 

[ ] Order of Protection 
[ ] Injunction Against Harassment 
[ ] Injunction ^ | ^ ^ ^ | ^ r k p l a c e 

Harassme 

[ ] The request for: 

[ ] A protective order is [ ] granted [ ] denied [ ] withdra 
[ ] A hearing is denied. 
[ ] A motion to continue is denied. 
[ ] A motion to modify is denied. 

[ ] The Court continues the hearing set for 
[ ] The Court cancels the hearing set for 
i ] On Plaintiffs motion, the Court dismisse; 

At time of hearing: 

Plaintiff: 
Defendant: 

Date 

ar but did not have Notice [ ] Failed to Appear but had Notice 
Tar but did not have Notice [ ] Failed to Appear but had Notice 

listed above. 
[ ] Brady applies, 

ive remains in effect. [ ] Brady applies. 
IS the protective order listed above. [ ] Brady applies. 

Judicial Officer 

CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMITTAL 

Copy I ] mailed [ ] provided personally to Plaintiff on / / by 
Copy [ ] mailed [ ] provided personally to Defendant on / / by 
Copy [ ] mailed [ ] delivered [ ] faxed to Sheriff on / / by 

Effective: June 3, 2013 Page 1 of 1 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03 



All Courts in Arizona/NCIC#/DPS# Address City, Arizona Zip Code Telephone Number 

NOTICE TO SHERIFF OF 
BRADY INDICATOR 

O P / I A U K e ^ ^ / / 

Plaintiff 
Birth Date: 
V. 

Case No. NOTICE TO SHERIFF OF 
BRADY INDICATOR 

O P / I A U K e ^ ^ / / 
Defendant 

Case No. 

K (J|*i/dd/ccyy) 

Notice is hereby given to the Sheriff of this County that the protective orde 
appears to meet the criteria established in the Violent Crime Coj 
§ 922). If the Sheriff determines the criteria established in thi 
assigned a positive Brady Record Indicator in the Protect!^ 
database. 

The defendant may be disqualified from purcha: 
following: 

[ ] The plaintiff and the defendant are Intii 
means with respect to a person, the s 
parent of a child of the person, a 
person. 

[ ] The protective order was 
at which the defendant 

iffirm 
ity t 

^ubjedM a 
3T or child 

reasonable fear 

atecti 
fmding thi 

partner or child; OR, 
explicitly ^rohibi 
partner 

aers. As In^ ^ k s .C. § 
(fse oT^^reon, a fonrer spouW^of the 
[individulAbp lives or has lived in an 

B m€ 
^ Nati? 

iriTBWBSbve-referenced case 
lentActof 1994 (18 U.S.C. 
protective order should be 

Ta\e Information Center 

fm or ammunition based upon the 

921(a)(32), "intimate partner" 
person, an individual who is a 
intimate relationship with the 

f a hearing of which the defendant received actual notice and 
iicipate. 

r that restrains him or her from harassing, stalking, or threatening 
partner, or engaging in other conduct that would place an intimate 

to himself or herself or a child in common. 

le defendant represents a credible threat to the physical safety of such intimate 

use, attempted use, or threatened use of physical force against such intimate 
ould reasonably be expected to cause bodily injury. 

Date Judicial Officer 

CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMITTAL 

Copy [ j mailed [ ] delivered [ ] faxed to Sheriff on _ / _ _ / _ by. 
Copy [ ] mailed [ ] provided personally to Plaintiff on _ _ ! _ _ / _ .by. 
Copy [ ] mailed [ ] provided personally to Defendant on / / .by. 

Effective: June 3, 2013 Page 1 of.1 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03 



All Courts In Arizona/NCIC#/DPS# Address 

Plaintiff 
Birtfi Date:. 
V. 

Defendant 

City, Arizona Zip Code Telephone Number 

Case No. 
TRANSFER 

ORDER 

Date Issued: I 
Served: / / 

Tfiis Court has determined that the transfer of this case is necessary inT^hJere; 

IT IS ORDERED: 

[ ] Limited Jurisdiction Court Transfer. This case is transf 

[] Superior Court Transfer. An action for dissolution 
maternity or patemity is pending in the Superior CaucLin 
Case No. or this Court has 

All relevant documents, together with a certî i 
transferred to the Court identified above, 
order. 

[ ] If checked, the address of 

Date 

The file ^ 

. (Name of Court) 

image (d i^ce) , annulment, legal separation, 
County, Arizona in 

t^^^M^PITs case to another court. 

t r ie^^^iy other record in this action, shall be 
not l^^e sheriffs office of any transferred 

been protected by this Court. 

Irred to tha 

Judicial Officer 

LIMITED JURISDICTION COURT ONLY 

bove Court on _ _ / _ _ / . 
(Date) 

A copy of this Tr ST was sent to the Sheriffs Office on / / 
(Date) 

By: 
Clerk of the Court 

Effective: January 2007 Page. 1 of 1 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2006-01 


