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CHISTOPHER VON SCHLOBOHM, CASE NO.
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V. COMPLAINT
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NATALIE STONE, MARK JUHAS,

JOHN DOE, and JANE DOE

Defendants.

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
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1. This is an action for relief, proximately the result of conduct engaged
in by the County of Los Angeles, Mercedes Mendoza, Adriane Hawkins, Kim
Nemoy, Natalie Stone, and Mark Juhas in violation 42 U.S.C. §1983,
Fourteenth Amendment, and Supplementary Claims.

2. This Court has personal jurisdiction over the Defendants because all
factual allegations derive from violations of 42 U.S.C. §1983, Fourteenth
Amendment, and for the sake of judicial expediency, this Court has
supplemental jurisdiction over all other claims, brought now or ever, that are so
related to claims in the actions of the parties within such original jurisdiction
that they form part of the same dispute pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1367.

3. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this dispute pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. §1331 and 1338 (federal question jurisdiction). Jurisdiction is
premised upon the Federal defendants’ violation of 42 U.S.C. §1983 and

Fourteenth Amendment.

VENUE

4. Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§1391 and
1400 because the bulk of Plaintiff’s business is transacted in the County of Los
Angeles, California, and for the Defendants that do not, and for the sake of

judicial expediency, this Court has supplemental jurisdiction over the
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Defendants that are so related to claims in the actions of the parties within such
original jurisdiction that they form the Court's jurisdiction is invoked pursuant

to 28 U.S.C. §§1331, 1343.
THE PARTIES

5. Plaintiff, Christopher Von Scholbohm (hereinafter “Plaintiff”), is a

sui juris resident of Los Angeles, Cal. residing at:

434 North Bedford Drive
Los Angeles County

Los Angeles, California
Tel.: +1(310) 228-2993

6. Federal defendant County of Los Angeles (hereinafter “County”) is
a county in the U.S. State of California and is the most populous county in the
United States, with more than 10 million inhabitants as of 2018 with a principal
place of business at:

500 W. Temple St., Room 358

Los Angeles, CA, 90012

Tel.: +1 (213) 974-1234
7. Federal defendant Mercedes Mendoza (hereinafter “Mendoza”) is a
sui juris social worker in the Department of Children Family Services in the

County sued in her individual capacity with a principal place of business at:
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83 425 Shatto Place

84 Los Angeles, CA 90210

85 Tel.: +1 (800) 540-4000

86

87 8. Federal defendant Adriane Hawkins (hereinafter “Hawkins™) is a sui

88 juris social worker in the Department of Children Family Services in the County

89 sued in her individual capacity with a principal place of business at:

90 425 Shatto Place

91 Los Angeles, CA 90210

92 Tel.: +1 (800) 540-4000

93

94 9. Federal defendant Kim Nemoy (hereinafter “Nemoy”) is a sui juris Senior

95 Deputy County Counsel in the Los Angeles County Counsel’s Office sued in

96 her individual capacity with a principal place of business at:

97 500 W Temple St # 648
98 , Los Angeles, CA 90012
99 +1(213) 974-1811

100

101 10. Federal defendant Natalie Stone (hereinafter “Stone”) is a sui juris judge
102 in the Superior Court of California for the County sued in her individual

103 capacity with a principal place of business at:

104 201 Centre Drive

105 Monterey, CA 01754
106 Tel. +1 (323) 307-8009
107

108 11.  Federal defendant Mark Juhas (hereinafter “Juhas”) is a sui juris judge in
109 the Superior Court of California for the County sued in his individual capacity

110 with a principal place of business at:
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111 111 North Hill Street

112 Los Angeles, CA 0012

113 Tel.: +1 (213) 830-0800

114

115 STATEMENT OF FACTS
116

117

118 12.  Susan Spell, MD (“Spell”) and Dr. Brian Evans (“Evans”), a plastic
119 surgeon at the Grossman Burn Center, had been going through a divorce for
120 more than a year before the children, NE, LE, SE, and ZE were removed from
121 the custody of Spell. Throughout the divorce proceedings, Spell had custody of
122 all four children; Evans had visitation rights.

123 13. On May 11, 2016, Federal defendant Mendoza, a social worker, filed a
124  declaration on behalf of NE that contained or otherwise attributed to fabricated
125  evidence to implicate Plaintiff in child kidnap, serious physical child harm, and
126 emotional harm.

127 14.  On June 6, 2017, by Federal defendant Evans own admission, social
128 workers and Federal defendants Mendoza and Evans failed to disclose to the
129  Superior Court judge and Federal defendant Stone, that NE would have been
130 under the influence of controlled substances, diagnosed as bipolar with
131  attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), and in fear of physical harm
132 by Siena J.C. Coffey Cobb, a prostitute that lived with the children since 2014.
133 15. Formulated by Federal defendant Hawkins, Federal defendant Mendoza

134 sent the County a fabricated domestic violence restraining order (“DVRO”)
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135 against Plaintiff and Spell, attached herein as Exhibit “A.”

136 16. On May 11, 2016, Federal defendants Hawkins, Mendoza, and Nemoy
137 fabricated evidence that the Family Court ordered NE to Evans on November
138 6, 2013 and that Plaintiff kidnapped NE, notwithstanding the fact the Family
139 Court ordered NE to Spell's custody since June 2012, Evans had supervised
140  visits with Evans.

141 17.  In the Juhas court on October 6, 2017 custody orders and restraining
142 orders were extended to include the children of Spell by Federal defendant
143 Stone and then in the Juhas court.

144 18. In the Superior Court of the State of California, Second Department,
145  County Prosecutor, Federal defendant Nemoy presented the filing of the
146  fraudulent DVRO against Plaintiff.

147 19. On May 11, 2016 and October 6, 2017, as a result of perjured testimony
148 by Federal defendants Mendoza and Nemoy combined with fabricated
149  evidence, Federal defendant Stone sustained allegations of abuse by Spell based
150  on finding Plaintiff kidnapped NE on November 1, 2013 and terminated Spell’s
151 unmonitored visits and ordered a restraining order by Plaintiff.

152 20. Federal defendant Juhas last order of “stay away” by Plaintiff was on
153 October 6, 2017, it has not been 2 years and its ongoing that led to this

154  Complaint.
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155 21.  As of even date below, Plaintiff is denied his fundamental liberty rights
156  of being with his wife and stepchildren.

157 22.  Under the premises Plaintiff has been caused to suffer, fear, intimidation,
158  public humiliation, public embarrassment, a denial of Due Process, emotional
159  upset, anxiety, and they have otherwise been rendered sick and sore.

160 23. Plaintiff reluctantly sues for money damages as Federal defendants gave

161  him no other choice.

162 42 U.S.C. 1983 -- LEGAL STANDARD

163
164 24. 42 U.S.C. §1983 provides in pertinent part:

165 Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation,
166 customer usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia,
167 subjects, or causes to be subjected, any citizen of the United States
168 or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of
169 any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and
170 laws, shall be liable to the party injured inan action at law, suit in
171 equity, or other proper proceeding for redress.

172

173 25. The elements of a §1983 claim are:

174 a. a“person”;

175

176 b. acted under “color of law”; and

177

178 c. deprived another person of a constitutional right.
179

180 26. A State is not a person under 42 U.S.C. §1983, but a City is a person



181

182

183
184

185

186

187
188

189

190

191
192

193

194
195

196

197

198

199

200

201

202

Case 2:19-cv-07358-DOC-ADS Document 1 Filed 08/23/19 Page 8 of 24 Page ID #:8

under the law (Will v. Michigan Department of State Police 49 US 58 109 S.

Ct. 2304 105 394 L. Ed 2d 45 [1989]).

27.  State or City officials acting in their official capacities are not persons
under 42 U.S.C. §1983, but State or City officials acting in their individual

capacities are persons under the law.

28.  Federal defendants Mendoza, Hawkins, Nemoy, Stone, and Juhas are
persons who acted “under color of state law” when they perjured testimony,

fabricated evidence, and brought a wrongful restraining order against Plaintiff.

29.  Thus, Plaintiff maintains that liability under §1983 has been established

as:

a. Federal defendants Mendoza, Hawkins, Nemoy, Stone, and

Juhas were on duty;

b. Federal defendants Mendoza, Hawkins, Nemoy, Stone, and

Juhas hold themselves out as public officials;

c. Federal defendants Mendoza invoked the authority of her
office and in her individual capacities when she caused the

removal of NE, LE, SE, and ZE from their home;
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FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT — LEGAL STANDARD

30. Section One of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States

Constitution provides:

[N]or shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or
property, without due process of law.

31.  In the past thirty-five years, the case law reads and is authority that:
a. It is well settled that parents have a substantive due process right
to the custody of their children and, except in emergency
circumstances, a procedural due process right to a pre-deprivation

child custody hearing;

b. The Fourteenth Amendment imposes a requirement that except
in emergency circumstances, judicial process must be accorded
both parent and child before removal of the child from his or her
parent’s custody may be effected;
32.  “[A] parent may . . . bring suit under a theory of violation of his or her
right to substantive due process . . .. Parents have a ‘substantive right under the
Due Process Clause to remain together [with their children] without the

29

coercive interference of the awesome power of the state.””) (quoting

Tenenbaum v. Williams, 193 F.3d 581, 600 (2d Cir. 1999) (second alteration in

C?"
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225  original)); Cox v. Warwick Valley Cent. Sch. Dist., 654 F.3d 267, 275 (2d

226 Cir. 2011); and

227
228 33 “The interest of natural parents ‘in the care, custody, and

229 management of their child is a ‘fundamental liberty interest’ protected by the
230  Fourteenth Amendment.” (quoting Santosky v. Kramer, 455 U.S. 745, 483 753

231 (1982)).

232
233 34. In stating a claim of a violation of procedural due process, Plaintiff

234  alleges:

235 (1) the existence of a property or liberty interest that
236 was deprived (the husband and to be adoptee of the

237 unlawfully removed and detained NE, LE, SE, and ZE)
238 and

239 (2) deprivation of that interest without due process as a
240 result of fabricated evidence, subornation of
241 perjury, and a civil conspiracy to cover it up.

242 35. In stating a claim of a violation of substantive due process, Plaintiff
243 alleges that: (1) he had a valid property or liberty interest (the husband and to

244  be adoptee of the removed and detained NE, LE, SE, and ZE), and (2) that

|0



Case 2:19-cv-07358-DOC-ADS Document 1 Filed 08/23/19 Page 11 of 24 Page ID #:11

245 interest was infringed upon in an arbitrary or irrational manner (the arbitrary

246 allegation of “neglect”) contrary to the legal standard of neglect defined as:

247

248 Any recent act or failure to act on the part of a parent or

249 caretaker which results in death, serious physical or

250 emotional harm, sexual abuse or exploitation"; or

251 An act or failure to act which presents an imminent risk of
252 serious harm."

253 (see 42 U.S.C.A. § 5106g, emphasis supplied).

254

255 36.  Further, Plaintiff maintains that, quoting Tenenbaum, that the unlawful
256 restraining order brought against him “was ‘so shocking, arbitrary, and
257 egregious that the Due Process Clause would not countenance it even where it
258 accompanied by full procedural protection.’” Cox v. Warwick Valley Cent. Sch.

259 Distr., 654 F.3d 2267, 275 (2d Cir. 2011) (quoting Tenenbaum, 193 F.3d at

260 600):

261 a. So shocking in that Federal defendant Mendoza, a

262 social worker, filed a declaration on behalf of NE that
263 contained or otherwise attributed to fabricated evidence
264 to implicate Plaintiff in child kidnap, serious physical
265 child harm, and emotional harm.

266

267 b. So arbitrary where in the Stone court on October 6,
268 2017 custody orders and restraining orders were

269 extended to include the children of Spell by Federal
270 defendant Stone and then in the Juhas court.

271

272 c. So egregious in the Federal defendants Mendoza and

273 Evans failed to disclose to the Superior Court judge and
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274 Federal defendant Stone, that NE would have been

275 under the influence of controlled substances, diagnosed
276 as bipolar with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder
277 (ADHD).

278

279

280  37. As a result, by a. to c¢. above, Plaintiff has suffered the shock of his
281 conscience that persists to this day.

282 38. Upon information and belief, the once happy-go-lucky five some born of
283 a Triple AAA rated mommy, a medical doctor, and graduate of Harvard Medical
284 School Plaintiff, NE, LE, SE, and ZE suffer from the loss of consortium and

285 violation of there Federally protected rights.

286 FEDERAL DEFENDANTS MERCEDES MENDOZA, ADRIAN HAWKINS,

287 KIM NEMOY, NATALIE STONE, and MARK JUHAS ARE NOT

288 ENITLED TO QUALIFIED IMMUNITY

289

290  39. The United States Supreme Court has stated that qualified

291 immunity is the norm, absolute immunity is the exception (Harlow wv.
292 Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 800, 807, 810-11 (1982).

293 40. In Balcerzak, Stephanie E. “Qualified Immunity for Government
294  Officials: The Problem of Unconstitutional Purpose in Civil Rights Litigation.”

295  Vol. 95, No. 1 (Nov. 1985) pp. 126-147. The Yale Law Journal, the author

296  stated:
297 In Harlow, the Supreme Court fundamentally altered the qualified
298 immunity defense available to an official charged with a constitutional
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violation in a civil rights action for damages. Under Harlow, an
official is  entitled to immunity unless his conduct violates a
“clearly established” constitutional right (emphasis supplied).

41.  All constitutional rights are expressly stipulated and written in the U.S.
Constitution, which is the supreme law of the land, meaning that any other laws
which are in contradiction with it are considered unconstitutional and thus

regarded as invalid.

42.  The Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution provides:

[N]or shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law.

43. Then, while not a constitutional right, but important nonetheless, there is
42 U.S.C. §1983 which provides in pertinent part:

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation,
custom, or usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia,
subjects, or causes to be subjected, any citizen of the United States or
other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any
rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws,
shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or
other proper proceeding for redress, except that in any action brought
against a judicial officer for an act or omission taken in such officer’s
judicial capacity, injunctive relief shall not be granted unless a
declaratory decree was violated or declaratory relief was unavailable. For
the purposes of this section, any Act of Congress applicable exclusively
to the District of Columbia shall be considered to be a statute of the
District of Columbia.

44.  In Mirales v. Wako 502 U.S. 9 (1991), the U.S. Supreme Court stated

...our cases make clear that the immunity is overcome in only two
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330 sets of circumstances. First, a judge is not immune from liability for
331 nonjudicial actions, i.e., actions not taken in the judge's judicial
332 capacity. Forrester v. White, 484 U.S., at 227 -229; Stump v. Sparkman,
333 435 U.S,, at 360 [502 U.S. 9, 12] Second, a judge is not immune
334 for actions, though judicial in nature, taken in the complete absence of
335 all jurisdiction. Id., at 356-357; Bradley v. Fisher, 13 Wall., at 351.”
336

337 45.  Respectfully, no matter what qualified immunity defense that Federal
338 defendants Mendoza, Hawkins, Nemoy, Stone, and Juhas try to employ there is
339  no getting around the Fourteenth Amendment, Harlow, §1983, and Mirales.

340 46. No matter what roadblock the State of California tries to erect in Social
341 Services Laws to protect its social workers, the Fourteenth Amendment,
342 Harlow, and §1983 remains to subject every person to its provisions, and the
343  Supremacy Clause, Article Six, Clause 2 of the U.S. Constitution that trumps

344  State laws

345 FEDERAL DEFENDANT KIM NEMOY IS NOT ENTITLED TO
346 ABSOLUTE PROSECUTORIAL IMMUNITY

347

348

349 47.  This Court maybe persuaded that Federal defendant Nemoy is entitled to
350 absolute prosecutorial immunity but, respectfully, Plaintiff requests this Court
351 to think again. In fragrant violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and the Fourteenth
352  Amendment, Federal defendant Nemoy conspired with DFCS and violated
353 clearly established law of which a reasonable prosecutor should have known.
354  Buckley v. Fitzsimmons, 509 US 259 at 268.

355 48. Congress intended to retain well-established common-law immunities

i
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356 when it adopted §1983 in 1871. But even assuming Congress intended to retain
357 the existing common-law immunities, absolute prosecutorial immunity was not
358 the established law in 1871. In fact, the first case affording prosecutors absolute
359 immunity was not decided until 1896. Brown v. Walker, 161 U.S. 591 (1896).
360 Congress could not have intended to retain this immunity when it adopted
361  §1983 because it simply did not exist at that time. Rather, in 1871 prosecutors
362  would have been accorded qualified immunity, not absolute immunity. Thus,
363 the historical argument for absolute prosecutorial immunity is an unfounded
364 myth; therefore, Federal defendant Nemoy is not entitled to absolute
365 prosecutorial immunity.

366 49. For all the reasons cited above in Harlow, Federal defendant Nemoy is
367 not entitled to qualified immunity either as her unlawful conspiratorial actions

368 provided the causal nexus that violated Plaintiff's federally protected rights.

369 COUNT ONE

370 VIOLATION OF 42 U.S.C 1983

371 (Federal Defendants County of Los Angeles, Mercedes Mendoza, Adrian Hawkins,
372 Kim Nemoy, Natalie Stone, and Mark Juhas)

373

374

375 50.  Plaintiff repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in

376  paragraph "16" through "49" as though fully set forth herein.

377
378 S1.  As aresult of the Defendants' acts, Plaintiff now suffers and will continue

IS
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379  to suffer injury and monetary damages, and that Plaintiff is entitled to damages
380 sustained to date and continuing in excess of the amount of FIFTEEN

381 MILLION DOLLARS ($15,000,000) as well as punitive damages, costs, and

382  attorney's fees.

383

384 COUNT TWO

385 VIOLATION OF FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT

386

387 (Federal Defendants County of Los Angeles, Mercedes Mendoza, Adrian Hawkins,
388 Kim Nemoy, Natalie Stone, and Mark Juhas)

389

390 52. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained in

391 paragraph "16" through "49” as though fully set forth herein.

392
393  53.  Asaresult of the Defendants' acts, Plaintiff now suffers and will continue

394 to suffer injury and monetary damages, and that Plaintiff is entitled to damages
395 sustained to date and continuing in excess of the amount of FIFTEEN
396 MILLION DOLLARS ($15,000,000) as well as punitive damages, costs, and

397 attorney fees.

398 WHEREFORE, a judgment is respectfully demanded:

399

400 a. Awarding against the individually named Federal defendant
401 such punitive damages as the jury may impose, but not less than
402 THIRTY MILLION DOLLARS ($30,000,000);

403
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b. Awarding against the individually named Federal
defendants such compensatory damages as the jury may
determine, but not less than such punitive damages as the jury
may impose, but not less than THIRTY MILLION DOLLARS
($30,000,000);

c. Permanently enjoining the Federal defendants County of
Los Angeles, Mercedes Mendoza, Adrian Hawkins, Kim
Nemoy, Natalie Stone, and Mark Juhas from further violation of
the violation of 42 U.S.C. §1983 and violation of the Fourteenth
Amendment;

d. Declaratory relief to vacate orders of Case Number
VQ22698 in Norwalk Superior Court, Norwalk, CA 90650 that
issued DVRO against Plaintiff on November 7, 2013 based on
alleged fabricated evidence;

e. Reasonable attorney's fees and costs, and,;

f.  Granting such other and further relief as this Court deems
just and proper.

JURY TRIAL IS DEMANDED
Plaintiff demands a trial by jury on all claims so triable.

Dated: August 12, 2019
Los Angeles, Cal.

For Plaintiff:

i

Christopher Von Scholbohm
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EXHIBIT “A”
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Chitd cusmody fed vistation s orderod on the sractied Poom V-390, Child Cussody sind Flaatios Order
oe (ipecily othr formy):
(33) 1) Child Support
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of {sperily ather
.i“}WQ o
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mthMMMWn&«mm
Pay . For: AN S . DS
Payso: Foe: _ Amouat. § Docdme
Pay to For. Amouor:¥ . Twedww

13 Chek Jeavy 7 mocrs prayrmnis ovdered. Ainach o shoret of papee and wein, TP 138, Dy Payovenis ™ ax 5
Hale.

(19 (1 Property Restraint
| Tre T dpueson in (D L6 persos in (B} st not tonender, borrow sgainat, seil, hide, or get rid of or destroy
" miy propesty, etading soimale, sccept s the sl coutss of bustess or Bor sooersithos of Bfe. ts sadition, G
person must aotify the othar of any sew or big sxpoases and exgitein them w0 e couet. (The parson b (3
coment contach the prrson in (5) if the towet hos wady o~ Persanol Conduct “ovdier J

Peateful writte comast through & iswyer O 8 procets seever ot tdhitr perscn Rue servive of ingel pagers related
10 & court chse b allowsd snd does nod vioisre This ceder,
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Cans Pamrkioe: .
Bossss2m -
“‘”‘e Spousal Support
Spouasl ot is ondercd on the sttacied Rorm FL-343, Sponsal, Partwer. s Fagily Supppoct Pvker
mmqwmmr -
The perwon to (1) mast pay the following lnwyor's fees ud costs:
Pay ; . s SR - L -

Py fos ; For: RO S . DR
(39) L. } Payments for Casts and Sarvices
Py & e

s B

Pay (.

Pay to Forr: 3 2

1Y Chwekiaere §f more payments ordared. dicch  thesn of paper gnd velie, “DV-LI6, Papmants for
Serviow ™ as 8 fida.
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@0 X Other Orders

SRS S
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Service
@ a [ mmm@w{i}waumwwumwwmﬁ o otbuer peoed of sevion is
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0 U573 Prosof of service of Form W~tﬂ§“m%«1m(¥m'~'mﬂbmmm
'w*tma;mﬁmmmmuamwawwmuwm The perecen 1
@wbmwﬁ%wﬂmhm«ﬂ-ﬁl

fe T | Proct of servine of Form LIV-109 and Form DV-110 (1 msiendy wan presented 10 e vowt. The
W.mmmm:«mmm«mufmwotm«mm«m«u re
Mwmm&hﬁ}mwmw;mdmmwm@
person in (&

@4) 11 Criminal Prowstive Order
P mmtw,mwmm«m FPiobence, is o «fout.
Came Nusmbur: Conoity: Exphowtion Dot . e
wore orders, lixt them on cotra shoet of paper ond write, “DV-114. Cndoer Lrtosimsl Prosacibes
Ondders ™ az o tide.)
B OE P informetion has boos provided o the whioust & Diminel protective nder
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————
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@ i x.! Attached pages sre orders.
* Nusber of pages sttached 1o tils six-page fem: mfm
» AD of the ertached pages wre pert of this order,
= Asachments inctude fohwak all that appiys:
LT OVA40 0 L DVAOAS [ IDV-I300TT BT R3S

s ANSLERD

Certificate of Complinmce Wich VAWA
This resteabileg {probective) onder maets i “fol} fuith sad cradir sequirvmsts of the Viehowon Agubnnt Women Acr,
1B US.C. § 2265 (194) (VAWA) upos ncties of the rowtesined porson. This court hue juckadiction over e partiet
wtsd the whjocs maiier; e restralnnd peerson tis bews or will e afforded notive sl & Yemly oppontanty o bie bogrd
& provided Yy e lawa of this huviediction, This grder ls veitd sed satitied 16 snforcesnent in canh uristiciion
shroughset the 50 siutes of the WM*M*M‘M%“CMM
mm#mmmhMaiﬁmnMQ“m

hmn oo s

dmaqum«m.mmummwm:m
. !fmkmwﬁm.mmmujmmmmi«pycm
o 14 in n Pelony 33 5N G NIbe v whild 1s viohsion uf this order.
* If you wevel w unhver stier o7 1 tribal hends o aake the proteotod patson 80 50, with e inteetion of Eiobeni this

wwdor, you Gen be dharged with & fodersl srie. ucbering e

You connnt ewa, bievs, pameen, buy or try W by, reswive ur try tu recuive, oe sthwrwice gol
mmmm«m~mmmuumammmmpw
Juit wodk pay & 31000 fos, You wvnt b 16 s liomesed gun denier or e Io % & Mw
Mwmmummumm«mmmmm
mummmwmymawmﬁbm‘wmuwm;mm
Fodersd baw BAYE You Casiot Bave pase ot nuamnsition while e vrdar s dn offioes,

The ordars. start on the sxrlior of 0w foliowlag dues:

» The hewring dave inioars (5) (8} on page 3 ¢

* Vee datc noxi oo th Judge’s igmetuns on this page.

Thw: gediors end on the wxpiration dese & item () on page 1. ymwkmwwmmmmm«m

gy MWQWM DUATY, Page 505
{Dometic Yicksnos Prevsrdion) i
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Arrest Recuired i Order Is Violated ) ’ ”
urmmmmmﬁummwwmummmkmamm?gmwmmﬂ
sve offieer mukt arrestibe rustrained pervons. (Poms! Code, §§ 836(e)(1), I3701(6).) A vichaion of the order may to 3
violativn of Paval Cod soction 166 02 271 6,

NoticaProot of Servics o vt
mwmumawmﬁhw«&ﬁhmwmm&mmyamm
officor maeit exforee ther, (Family Code, § 6383.)
Conshder the rentrained persas “sorvid™ (sotoed) if: ) ‘
. msmmmtmdmwymymmww#ﬁm&mu&\%;w
¢ T restraiend paon was e e e eining WMWWW“WWW“W@WWQM?
;wn;mmgﬁtm)ammmmma—ma&mcmm
vmwmwmxmm;ms&x&;
Evant prosostod peewon i with the restsaiond Fhow vuddony onseadn b it pnd
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m‘?@mmmmmummmammm%mmmf&
rders son e changed only by soother conr onder. (Pen. Code, §1371000).)
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o Forws TV 100 sad DVAUS are pot orders. Do vt enlores thus.
Entorcing the Restraining Order in Catifomnia -
iy tawe enfomuerms sifibor in Califoonis wih sveives, sous, or warilhes the orders oo & pagme copy, e Ualiornia Law
MY e Sywtem (CLETS), or s an NCIC Proseotion Order Pile st caforcs th: onders.
protuctive issond i » vrimival Fort CR-160 takies precedence i coliaveenyt v wey confficting civil
A poe order ns cne N ¥ : - ST
our oedor, {Pos, Code, § 136.2(eX2).) Any nonsonfiiting ven of e chyil sestubiag arder vasesin be fall Bore. A
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wClurk's Cortificate——
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caevset copy of the origiaal on fle in the count, -/




