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Introduction 
 
4 of 11 Quotes from Appeal Court Decision I Take Issue With 

   
   - Most Important Material to Review Now Within Petition Document 
    

     - Quote #1: The “… harassing manner. The totality of Lawrence’s 
conduct” (known by reporter to be alleged and unproven and 
unprovable) and the proper detailed Definition of Stealth. 
 

- NO mentioning of Harassment in Warrant or within other past Incident Reports verified by 

Investigating Officer’s Deposition Exhibit JJJ. 

 

EXHIBIT AAA - Linguistic Evidence that the word Stealth is most often associated with a type 

of secrecy that is basically the misdoing act of hunting, preying, attacking, or at least a misdoing 

act of spying, avoiding detection, being inconspicuous which is not indicative in the Arrest 

Warrant wording or description of the arresting incident “follow and stare or get right into 

personal space” or any past Incident Report devoid of arrest.  

 

- Stealth Bombers, Stealth Tanks, Stealth Ships, Stealth Guns, Stealth Armor, Stealth Viruses, 

Stealth Tax, Stealth Mode, “Stealthing”, etc …. as more undeniable evidence of the “mind of the 

average viewer/reader” and “popular acceptation” of the word stealth. 
 

 

     - Quote #2: Obvious Differences between Second Degree Breach 
of Peace compared to Stalking and Harassment 
  
EXHIBIT JJJ – Feb. 22, 2021 Deposition of Westport Police Officer James Sullivan 

Responsible for the Investigation, Warrant Narrative, and Arrest for One Count of Second 

Degree Breach of Peace, a Deposition for James Lawrence v. Hearst Communications where the 

OFFICER CONFIRMS that he arrested me for Section 6 of the Second Degree Breach of Peace 

Statute and NOT Section 1 to which the Court falsely referred to in their Opinion when 

conflating Third Degree Stalking with Second Degree Breach of Peace, and a Deposition that has 

the OFFICER CONFIRMING arguments I present here within Exhibits AAA-III. 

 

EXHIBIT BBB – Police’s Brief Description of "Suspicious Person" within the Incident Report 

for the March 5, 2018 arrest for Once Count of Second Degree Breach of Peace compared to the 

Incident Reports’ Brief Description for actual Harassment or Stalking Arrests being 

“Harassment”. ALL Incident Reports that resulted in NO arrest cases long closed have Police 

Brief Description of "Suspicious Person” or “Police General Service". 

 



EXHIBIT CCC – Notice how within the list of Connecticut Statutes a noncriminal §§ Infraction 

is a possibility in relation to Second Degree Breach of Peace arrest but a noncriminal §§ 

Infraction is NOT listed as a possible/related outcome with Harassment or Stalking charges. 

 

EXHIBIT FFF – Connecticut Harassment Arrests Distinguished as either Threatening or Non-

threatening within Official Police Press Release. My Second Degree Breach of Peace arrest 

Described as Non-threatening.  

    
EXHIBIT HHH – An Example of a 2017 Connecticut Third Degree Stalking Arrest/Charge in 

conjunction with a One Count Second Degree Breach of Peace Charge.  

 

 

     - Quote #3: Court Misrepresents a 25-year-old Stalking Charge 
that was Dismissed 1996.  
 
EXHIBIT DDD - Persistent Offenders Connecticut Statute that shows the typical charges 

associated with Persistence or “totality”. 
   
 
     - Quote #4: Court NEVER refers to Judge Underhill’s language 
claiming News 12 “dulled impact” and “mitigated problem” with 
concrete examples and now injects their own language of 
“compensated”. 
   

Conclusions  

 

EXHIBIT EEE - A Picture is Worth a Thousand Words 

Stalking as Portrayed by Novels and Movies: A Visual Collection – Notice the weapons, 

hunting, preying, intent to attack/violate/or be inconspicuous aka “Mind of Average Viewer” or 

“Popular Acceptation" 

 

EXHIBIT GGG – Stalking Arrests Happening at or Related to Supermarkets. This is Stalking. 

The Naming of Someone Involved in an Alleged Supermarket Stalking.   
 
EXHIBIT III – A typical and harmless one-time contact Suspicious Person one-paragraph 

Incident Report from 2002 (20 years ago) between myself (a man) and woman. Notice the 

respecting of an actual warning (apparent verbal contact) and leaving “without incident”.  

Where is the stealth? 

 

 

 

 

 

 



INTRODUCTION: 

- Why is the Appeal Court not giving any concrete examples of how News 12 “dulled impact” 

or “mitigates the problem” let alone Appeal Court actually using this language “dull impact” or 

“mitigates the problem” within Decision and instead now using their own language of 

“compensate”? 

 

- Why does not the Appeal Court entertain and debate any of the numerous examples of how 

News 12’s extreme coverage actually added “impact” and obviously created more problems aka 

Damages that everyday people can relate to? (See Exhibit JJJ) 

 

- Why is the Appeal Court avoiding and NEVER referring to the following chief argument from 

my Brief? 

Exhibit X – American Psychological Association, Websters Dictionary, and Collins Dictionary 

definitions of the idiom/phrase “getting into personal space” and Internet Search Results of the 

phrase “getting into personal space” aka Arrest Warrant language and how these Dictionaries 

and Internet search results/articles/resources NEVER use the stalking, stealth, preying, or 

harassment language while discussing the issue of “getting into personal space”. 

 

The Appeal Court also NEVER refers to the following “common definitions of stalking”:  

Exhibit H - Google Searches of “Definitions of Stalking” showing “mind of the average viewer” 

and “popular acceptation”.  

Exhibit I - Wikepedia/Encyclopedia Defining of Stalking showing “popular acceptation”  

     Encyclopedia Britannica Defining Stalking showing “popular acceptation”.  

Exhibit J - Multilingual/Inter-cultural/International Definitions of Stalker shows “popular 

acceptation”.  

Exhibits K-V - all the Dictionary definitions of stalking, harassment, and stealth.  

Let alone  

Exhibit W - Major Stalking Prevention Organization’s Definitions of Stalking - The Stalking 

Prevention, Awareness, and Resource Center (SPARC), National Violence Against Women 

Prevention Research Center, Office of Women’s Health, Rape, Abuse & Incest National 

Network (RAINN), Safehorizon, The Advocates for Human Rights, ETC…  

 

- Where is there any evidence of police deploying the stalking or harassment language and where 

is there any evidence of any woman calling anything in my past (Connecticut) stalking like 

where are names and witnesses associated with any kind of description of past “cases”/calls of 

concern that warrants a blunt generalization of being painted with a broad brush –stalking, for 

that is the “common” way any media would proceed to making a story in the MeToo zeitgeist – 

from actual women making the case by stepping forward. 

 

- Where is the Court’s reasoning as to why Police never deploy the stalk or harass language? 

 

- Why am I allowed to be conflated with this MeToo zeitgeist sex harassment? 

 

- How am I associated with threats when NO threats are recorded in the arrest documents and 

as Exhibit JJJ shows no threats in any past Incident Report devoid of arrest as well? 



 

I was arrested on March 5, 2018.  

The following March 10, 2018 Wall Street Journal Article took off in popularity reiterating past 

similar articles and spawning new types of articles of this topic and current zeitgeist of 

supermarket encounters. 

 
 

How is someone who was never convicted of anything from the ONE count of Second 

Degree Breach of Peace arrest let alone having no prior arrest allowed to be forever 

depicted as some supermarket stalker? Does the Court have any idea as to how many 

people could be depicted this way? There is absolutely NO evidence of any stalking – EVER – 

and this “substantial stalking” legal speak is a disgrace. Journalists owe it to the one reported on 

to take ALL potential unresolved ambiguous factors into consideration and not concoct a biased 

agenda-driven unproven and unprovable stain upon the public nor the Court to uphold “outright 

false” and “unfair” coverage without any proper evidence let alone fair “compensation”.    

 

FACT: Exhibit JJJ - Deposition of the investigating Officer CONFIRMS there was never any 

stalking or stalking-like behavior from the arrest, as well as from past Incidents Reports for as he 

says in Deposition there was no “repeated” contacts with anyone let alone threats. 

 

Logic dictates that if we are to allow News 12 or any news organization to deviate from the 

actual Arrest Warrant wording and grossly assign all alleged past Incident Reports (no arrest of 

any kind after thorough investigation – unproven and unprovable) of “stalking” (truly a sign of a 

agenda-driven lazy and unscientific mind) without any named woman with proper quotes or 

words or testimony or sworn written statement, then we best have any woman – name – and 

actual testimonies of the type of behavior written about in Arrest Warrant “follow and getting 

into personal space”. Any news story of the recent MeToo zeitgeist has actual women names 

attached to a story. This phantom number of women to which Altice/News 12 could not even 

ascertain evidence of should be heard from. If the court believes they have the right to assign the 

term stalking to any completely innocent police report of my past in such a gross without police 

using this terminology (let alone finding Probable Cause for any kind of arrest) we best have 

proper descriptions – actual quotes from women (which is still not enough given statute of 

limitations) because News 12 is doing their own special interpretation of the Arrest Warrant. 

Who in their right mind thinks every long past one-time crossing of paths and call of 

concern to police had absolutely similar scenarios? Just utter simplistic nonsense. See 

Exhibit III. 

 

When I started this Appeal, my lawyer from my noncriminal Final Disposition for ONE count of 

Second Degree Breach of Peace told me I was wasting my time going to the Second Circuit 

Court of Appeals as a Pro Se Plaintiff.  He and others told me there is nearly no respect for Pro 



Se Plaintiffs. I did not want to believe this and felt by showing myself in as many ways possible 

and not hiding behind a lawyer I could get the needed perspective that would yes begin to 

resolve ALL ambiguities. When not even being afforded an Oral Argument so to at least be able 

to introduce myself (for it seems only mere opinions and feelings matter as opposed to actual 

hard evidence) in an attempt to unfold the mystery of who is James Lawrence for James 

Lawrence has never been reported on before, I became aware of what the law community was 

telling me about being Pro Se was right – I was potentially going to get screwed – in double 

spaces - and in only a few pages.   

 

FACT: I myself try to write in double space legal speak but find it impossible to present 

necessary details so I end up writing in single spaces within the word limit because I am not 

afforded a trial to present details. This type of Decision directed at me without a jury is 

dangerous for the culture for it aids simplistic, under-developed, unprovable narratives. Hardly 

socially scientific. This case with obvious Damages belongs in front of a jury of everyday 

people. Hard cold truth and I hope you all can handle it. 

 

I chose to defend myself because I know this case, my life, and know of this hideous gender 

warring zeitgeist and have written about this unique zeitgeist within this now obvious to all 

identity politic culture and thus I felt more qualified to show all the details that would and should 

inevitably be in front of a jury of our peers. Are we not reading the news? Recently the House 

of Representatives actually felt the need to end a harmless traditional prayer of “Amen” with also 

“Awoman”. I have no problem with this, but these types of virtue signalling stories are 

happening every day and show obvious pointed agendas that breed conflict and thus deserves as 

many sources and types of people to attempt to address and resolve this obvious gender war 

problem in fair and balanced ways to all genders. Are not these and other similar types of stories 

not enough of a symbol to allow men to properly show their own stories of various extreme 

treatment in front of a jury of our peers? I am a man with a clean record in regards to ALL 

of News 12’s accusations against me and yet now I am labelled a stalker. This is not Justice. 

 

Think about it - the fact that decades old no more than a 30-minute past police investigation old 

“cases” or best termed “harmless calls of concern” resulting in NO police action got extremely 

paraded out for the opportunistic hit job directed at me shows how extreme the media and 

zeitgeist is today. What really happened around any incident of these decades-old calls of 

concern? My life has absolutely nothing to do with MeToo concerns and did not deserve to be 

equated with this devoid of any proper evidence. The simple ONE count arrest for Second 

Degree Breach of Peace itself had nothing to do with harassment or stalking. These far past 

harmless calls of concerns devoid of Probable Cause for any crime let alone desire by any 

alleged concerned/never named woman to press charges for anything (let alone the impossibility 

of stalking) shows this insane extreme zeitgeist and obvious blowback from the MeToo mindsets 

worthy of perspectives away from stale irrelevant cases of the past spinning about some kind of  

“substantial truth” that is never the case.  

  

YES - there are no significant case precedents delving into the obvious language questions 

when comparing the Harassment and Stalking statutes with dictionaries and other cultural 

sources, let alone delving into the obvious differences when attempting to compare the 

Second Degree Breach of Peace statute. For that reason, being a trained linguist fluent in 5 



languages and having lived around the world I knew a proper presentation of issues and facts 

from someone not living in the legal world could be enough for a proper court to let the people 

decide on clearly defining the word “stalking” or even worse “stalking women” that Altice/News 

12 so carelessly deployed that yes extremely deviated from the Arrest Warrant. It is obvious as I 

will show once again here – there is proper agreed upon definitions and distinctions between 

Stalking and Harassment and Second Degree Breach of Peace let alone any past Incident Report 

Devoid of arrest NO Probable Cause for anything. For that reason, this case with both my Brief 

and Reply Brief with All Exhibits if not resolved properly here is best suited for the Supreme 

Court for I do not understand how so much information can be excluded from being referenced 

to - ALL EXHIBITS A-Z, AA, and now to aid Court even more EXHIBITS AAA-JJJ, when 

writing Decision. I believe I am entitled to proper references to all my evidence presented even if 

I am Pro Se male attempting to get fair and balanced treatment in New York. The case belongs in 

front of a jury of everyday people. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



THE FOLLOWING 4 (due to word limit) of 11 QUOTES FROM APPEAL 

COURT DECISION I TAKE ISSUES WITH. 
 

1: SECOND CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS: 

 
 

Deposition of Arresting Officer James Sullivan - James Lawrence v. Hearst:  

SEE Exhibit JJJ

 

 
 
There was no descriptions of veritable harassment and harassment was never deployed in 

Arrest Warrant or any past Incident Report ! The “totality of Lawrence’s conduct” (known 

by reporter - alleged and unproven and unprovable) is very mysterious to say the least. Is it just 

for a police department or worst court to “substantially” assign a criminal behavior and very 

loaded term like harassment to someone devoid of any evidence?  

 

For perspective, lets say someone goes to the market and likes to take more than their share of 

the free samples put out to taste. This person is warned yet persists in returning to make a snack 

of free samples. Is it just to call this person a thief and if so what kind of thief? Is the “totality” 



of this taking of free samples yet never charged for any particular time to be allowed to be 

labelled thievery let alone the worst kind of thievery like persistent threatening armed robbery of 

various times and various locations? There is a phrase given by warrant officer to address this 

“totality of Lawrence conduct” and it is “get into personal space”. SEE Exhibit X 

 

FACT: Police NEVER used the word harass (actual Connecticut Statutes) much like they 

NEVER deployed the word stalk or investigated me for either harassment or stalking and 

NEVER charged me for anything in related to “cases” of the past mentioned in the 

warrant.  The “totality of Lawrence’s conduct” is at worst various one time now eternally 

unproven and unprovable “follow and getting into personal space” and anything more is 

complete unproven and unprovable fabrications – dangerous fabrications. Such conflating of the 

terms of alleged one-time arrest of “follow and getting into personal space” (not convicted) let 

alone past unproven and unprovable “follow and get into personal space” with stalking and 

harassment that does not exist within the actual Arrest Warrant wording is dangerous.  Are we to 

describe any courting behavior or allegedly awkward courting behavior at common night clubs 

or any public space as “harassment” or “stealth”?  I ask – reread all arguments and Exhibits 

from Brief 1 and Reply Brief 2. There was NO VERITABLE “stealth”. The Exhibits you 

rejected in Reply Brief (my fault not knowing the rules) but now gratefully presented here in 

Petition will aid you more as to what is veritable “stealth”.   

 

SEE Exhibit AAA - Linguistic Evidence that the word Stealth is most often associated with a 

type of secrecy that is basically the misdoing act of hunting, preying, attacking, or at least a 

misdoing act of spying, avoiding detection, being inconspicuous which is not indicative in the 

Arrest Warrant wording or description of the arresting incident/s “follow and stare or get right 

into personal space”.  Stealth Bombers, Stealth Tanks, Stealth Ships, Stealth Guns, Stealth 

Armor, Stealth Viruses, Stealth Tax, Stealth Mode, “Stealthing”, etc …. as more undeniable 

evidence of the “mind of the average viewer/reader” and “popular acceptation” of the word 

stealth. 

 

There was also absolutely NO “to pursue obsessively to the point of harassment” for there is no 

prior warnings or words or hostile communications. No verbal harassment is evident in Arrest 

Warrant and NONE of my past has anything to do with any harassment (confirmed in Deposition 

– See Exhibit JJJ). Police NEVER deploy this language “to pursue obsessively to the point of 

harassment” for they would have had Probable Cause for an arrest for something like 

Harassment which for this non-electronic media case in Connecticut would be a Third 

Degree Stalking charge. These alluded past incidents or calls of concerns go back to 2001, 

2002, 2004, 2006 – decades! Nothing can be known of these alleged one-time incidents at a 

public place devoid of ever having a witness. This is nothing but hearsay. Only if there were 

prior arrests could the court see this as prior bad acts. 

 

Why is the Court assuming the worst devoid of any kind of evidence? The police themselves 

chose to NOT use the word harass or stalk for a good reason in tune with the laws and common 

descriptions of this stalking or harassment behavior. Why is the court never referring to my lack 

of arrest record in Connecticut and conviction record? Where is there anything harassing? You 

would think a "totality of conduct" would have one conviction – one proper form of Discovery 

but NO. This civil case is not for a Judge to interject their own personal feelings of a past 



resolved criminal case nor never deemed criminal case/incident. 

 

Harassment is a loaded term. Unlike the general term stalk there are types of harassment like sex 

harassment, verbal harassment, electronic harassment, workplace harassment, etc… . Ever hear 

of supermarket harassment or night club harassment? NO.  There needs to be a proper 

description relative to the complaint. Google the term harassment and see what a loaded term it 

is. The first 10 pages of search results show sex harassment! Conflating a generalized reference 

to past Incident Reports to a loaded term like harassment or stalking is not justice.  

 

FACT: YOU CAN STALK SOMEONE WITHOUT THEM KNOWING BUT YOU CANNOT 

HARASS SOMEONE WITHOUT THEM KNOWING THEY ARE BEING HARASSED. 

  

So logic dictates if there was any “pursuit to the point of harassment” then there would be 

proper particular harassment stories and not some generalized conflated police narrative devoid 

of particular harassing stories with actual names tied to these harassing stories and with quotes 

from a woman telling these harassing stories, a generalized police narrative that never even itself 

uses the stalk or harassment language while attempting to cover any past list of Incident Reports 

(4 submitted by Altice) resulting in no Probable Cause for anything let alone harassing. Once 

again, this “totality” deserves details. Since it is firmly established there was no hostile words or 

warnings aka verbal harassment and it certainly is not sex harassment and no evidence of any 

persistence - Course of Conduct, then what kind of harassment are we talking about here? The 

woman from the one arrest let alone any woman from the past never uses the term harass when 

describing the encounter. What are we talking about here? Snowflake harassment? 

 

FACT: The only time we see the word harass in the Warrant is when the Officer writes in 

Section 10 that I said the police were harassing me while referencing a past run in with the 

police. That is the only time you see the word “harass” in the warrant! And notice it is in 

reference to more than one encounter with police – comparing the incident at the time to another 

incident in the past – 2 or more Incidents directed at me – Course of Conduct. 

 

Section 10 of the Warrant:  

 
[Note in reference to Section 10: : I never said I was arrested in the past – another mistake from Officer (outside of not able to 

convict me). Fact: I was never arrested in Connecticut before this fiasco.] 

   

Why would the warrant writing Officer mention the word harass when referring to my feelings 

with the police yet then never counter with the same harass language when referring to the 

arresting incident let alone any past complaint/call of concern from another person? The word 

harass is obviously in his vocabulary. The court accuses me of “pursuing obsessively to the point 

of harassment”. The officer did not write this. THERE IS NO INTENT characteristic with 

Course of Conduct behavior. If there are no words between anyone over a one brief time how 

can it be termed “obsessively to the point of harassment”. See Brief #1 again.  

 



2A: SECOND CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS:

 
WHY IS THE COURT NOT QUOTING THE ENTIRE SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF 

PEACE STATUTE IN TUNE WITH THE OFFICER’S WORDING AND OBVIOUSLY 

WHAT HE ARRESTED ME FOR WHICH IS NOW VERIFIED FROM HIS DEPOSITION? 

 

Deposition of Arresting Officer James Sullivan: SEE EXHIBIT JJJ - PAGES 25-26 

 
 

FACT: I was arrested for #6 “creates a physically offensive condition” and NOT #1 “… 

threatening behavior in a public place”, nor #2, nor #3, nor #4, nor #5. 

 

 



 

The Officer’s entire Deposition verifies there NEVER was any threatening from anything 

in my past as well (SEE Exhibit JJJ). So how can the Court now conflate Third Degree 

Stalking with Second Degree Breach of Peace?  Where is the word stalk in any of this statute let 

alone part #6? 

 

Notice in the statute part #6  “a” physically offensive condition. The phrase “physically 

offensive” insinuates disorderly conduct. One can be disorderly in a momentary one act and be 

offensive, yet it is certainly not stalking or harassment. For example, one can throw a brick 

through a window and be charged with Second Degree Breach of Peace but not Harassment or 

Stalking. 

 

I was arrested once and not multiple times. Past references to unproven and unprovable acts 

devoid of any kind of arrest cannot be depicted as anything – stalking, harassment, breach of 

peace, creating a public disturbance, offensive or threatening! 

 

Threatening is an actual charge. AND if there are threats it is documented by police.  

 

FACT: The police in their Harassment Arrests distinguish if the Harassment was Threatening or 

Non-Threatening.  HERE is even how my later Second Degree Email Harassment Arrest – an 

actual harassment arrest was depicted by police (arrest deemed not relative in case at hand because the 

arrest was 1 year after Altice/News 12 libel and slander but most certainly because of the media treatment of me). 

 
Exhibit FFF is the actual document – Official Police Press Release of the Feb. 6, 2019 arrest for 

Second Degree Email Harassment – Non-threatening. (Stands at a Nolle Prosequi without a court 

date for 15 months due to Covid-19) And notice how the bond for an actual Harassment Charge 

is $25,000 while the bond for my one time One Count of Second Degree Breach of Peace was 

$5,000.  

 

AND FACT: Within the Official Police Press Release and Incident Report and Warrant for the 

relative March 5, 2018 ONE Count of Second Degree Breach of Peace arrest there are no words 

describing the act as Threatening. If police take the time to distinguish actual harassment charges 

as either threatening or non-threatening logic dictates they take threatening serious and would 

document and distinguish any other charge as threatening. Deposition of Officer CONFIRMS all 

of what I am saying here including any past Incident Report. See Exhibits FFF, JJJ. 

 



2B: SECOND CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS:

 
Why is there confusion with these two different laws? Are not different laws different for a 

reason?  One is Course of Conduct – 2 or more – veritably repeated behavior after warning hence 

“wilfully” and “repeatedly”.  See Exhibit HHH 

 

THE WAY THE SECOND DISTRICT COURT DEFINES THE CONNECTICUT THIRD 

DEGREE STALKING STATUTE IS ARGUABLY WRONG. THERE IS NO “reasonably (1) 

fear for his or her safety, OR (2) suffer emotional distress … WITHOUT REFERRING TO THE 

SECOND DEGREE STALKING LANGUAGE. The Third Degree Stalking Statute is referring 

to the language of the Second Degree Stalking Statute – “AS DEFINED IN §53A-181D”.   

It is debatable that §53A-181E says to refer to §53A-181D.   

 
NOTICE THE COMMA AFTER “(2) suffer emotional distress,”  

THE NEXT PHRASE “as defined by §53A.181d,”  

THEN IS REFERING TO (1) AND (2) TOGETHER.  

If §53A.181d was only meant for (2) there would not be a comma. 

 

Here is a common sense interpretation of the Connecticut Third Degree Stalking law from a 

reputable source that supports this interpretation for scholars realize the need to merge the two 

statutes when providing a clear definition.  

 



The statute is clear that it is a Course of Conduct behavior toward one person – 2 or more willing 

acts. The officer in Deposition CONFIRMS this. This is never the case with my past 

“incidents”/”concerns” devoid of complaint in the form of pressing charges and obviously 

devoid of probable cause for any kind of arrest AS POLICE  AVOIDED. The alleged 

“cases”/incidents were calls of concern to police 10, 13, 15 and 17 years ago and not anything 

more! I am 55 years old 6 foot 5 inches and will have concerns directed at me forever as any 

large man of a jury could attest to. I never caused any harms. Nothing was ultimately deemed 

“offensive”. I have past one-hour investigations that entailed a police call or visit to me that 

resulted in no arrests (See Exhibit III). I have a clean Connecticut Record to this very day! 

This is a very troubling opinion by the Second Circuit Court because they assume the worst 

without any evidence whatsoever like actual police Probable Cause arrests in the past. 

AND EVEN IF this imagined partially equated language of Connecticut Second Degree 

Breach of Peace Statute with the Third Degree Stalking Statute is to be taken serious then 

there needs to be some previous arrest for “offensive” Second Degree Breach of Peace (let 

alone conviction) to justify writing and saying that I was arrested for stalking several 

women – plural. I was never arrested for anything in the past.  Once again – the pain I 

experience to have to provide common sense is truly mentally abusive. 

SEE EXHIBIT BBB - VERY VERY VERY SIGNIFICANT. 

– Police’s Brief Description of "Suspicious Person" within the Incident Report for the March 5, 
2018 arrest for Once Count of Second Degree Breach of Peace compared to the Incident 
Reports’ Brief Description for actual Harassment or Stalking Arrests being “Harassment”. Police 
Brief Description of "Suspicious Person" or “Police General Service” of any Incident Report that 
resulted in NO arrest cases long closed.

SEE ALSO EXHIBIT CCC 

– Notice how within the list of Connecticut Statutes a noncriminal Infraction §§ is a possibility in 
relation to Second Degree Breach of Peace arrest but a noncriminal Infraction §§ is NOT listed 
as a possible/related outcome with Harassment or Stalking charges.

THE DEPOSTION OF OFFICER JAMES SULLIVAN CONFIRMS MY ARGUMENT. 



Deposition of Arresting Officer James Sullivan: SEE EXHIBIT JJJ – PAGES 30-31 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3: SECOND CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS: 

 

 
 

WRONG! How can these alleged and known unproven and unprovable Westport incidents 

already investigated resulting in no charges and statutes of limitations in effect be “similar 

behavior in Califoronia” when I was -  

1: actually arrested in California in 1995 facing a Stalking charge (DISMISSED 1995   

SEE Exhibit F, G),  

2: actually had repeated contacts with someone in California in 1995 for I was living with my 

ex-girlfriend for 2 years before my Restraining Order Hearing resulting in a Granted Restraining 

Order (violated), while there was no Restraining Order Hearings for all incidents before 2017, 

AND only one Restraining Order Hearing in reference to the “cases”/”incidents”/“concerns” 

within Jan. 2017 resulting in a granting of a 1 year restraint that was never violated hence why 

there are such hearings and warnings before gross conflations of stalking behavior describing 

affairs devoid of any evidence.   

 

SEE Exhibit DDD – Persistent Offenders Connecticut Statute that shows the typical charges 

associated with Persistence or “totality”. 

 

It is very dangerous conflating and associating one-time momentary crossing of paths 

between strangers at a public market space with persistent crossing of paths between 

people known to each other as in relationships or involving past warnings.   

 

With all due respect – What is going on behind the scenes when discussing James Lawrence 

(never reported on before this insanity and never able to be Googled for anything bad let alone 

criminal) for the court’s repeated holes in logic only lead me to conspiracy theories.  I am a good 

law-abiding 55 year old person as my record indicates. What is going on behind my back? Why 

do I feel I am being judged from feelings and not evidence. Think about it - How did this insane 

and unproven and unprovable extreme doxing of my innocuous experiences with the police 

within this one little town of Westport Connecticut happen to which Altice shows 4 past Incident 

Reports and not 9? Why did this happen?  Intuition is real and I clearly have the faculties to 

ascertain what goes on in this country at this very troubling time rife with political assaults. Am I 

being targeted for other reasons?   

 

FACT: I do not identify with any idiotic general identity politic group. I am a Catholic American 

with my ancestry being of Italian, Polish, Lithuanian, and Native American backgrounds and 

identify with the languages I speak not with any idiotic color distinction that people use to define 

themselves. I do not belong to nor am I associated with any group at all. I do things (like defend 

myself) on my own and do not line up with cliques. My thoughts and essays of my experience 

within America since 1965 exist within the various blogs that I write and that is it. Why am I 

targeted without a trial to find out more about this mysterious hit job? 

 

 



4: SECOND CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS: 

 
 

The Court is confused and misrepresenting the submitted Evidence. There are 3 Broadcasts (the 

fourth submitted is a copy of another in case one was not heard due to tape quality). PLEASE 

RE-READ REPLY BRIEF AND VIEW ALL EVIDENCE SUBMITTED for ALL News 12 

articles and broadcasts do not “dull any impact” as Judge Underhill wrote, or as this court now 

says “compensated”.  What does that mean “compensate”?  If the Court believes removing 

the material is a type of compensation, then they owe me such proper detailed non-evasive 

descriptions so I can defend against any future “unfair” and “outright false” coverage. 

 

 



 

 
PLEASE REREAD what I submitted in REPLY BRIEF DETAILING all the articles and 

broadcasts and how they do not “dull impact” or as the court now says “compensates”. Why is 

the Second Circuit Court afraid to use the very words Judge Underhill used? Keep in mind 

there was not even a follow up story by News 12 to “compensate” after they took down their 

(established by Judge Underhill at Motion to Dismiss) “unfair” coverage and “outright false” 

coverage (established at his Summary Judgment). How can such false coverage not have an 

inkling of some effort to compensate outside of removing the material and not truly 

compensating me?   

 

I am not asking for a million-dollar settlement. I believe at least the minimum $75,000 would be 

at least in order. Why is this system so extreme where we do not even get to a point to seek 

middle courses in between for News 12 obviously wronged me, yet we are deciding on the case 

as if it is either absolutely not defaming for News 12 to paint me as a stalker (thereby 

empowering even more slander and libel from other media) or that News 12 absolutely defamed 

me and should pay me some large amount of money. American insanity. 

 

Any proper legal system would be seeking a middle course in between that would benefit 

society for this middle course in between would attempt to address and discourage the 

plaque of bad press behavior, let alone start redefining these stale old most often irrelevant 

precedents that are not appropriate for the new age of electronic media. For example, New 

York Times v. Sullivan was in 1964, while Xerox was introduced to society in 1960 and had not 

saturated the libraries and offices of the culture until the 1970s. Today 2020 (55+ years later!!!) 

everyone has not only a Xerox machine on their phone but are capable of instantly publishing 

themselves unlike 1964. With all due respect – wake the hell up!!! If the courts refuse to be 

proactive in establishing proper rules to discourage this plaque of slander and libel then how do 

you expect our culture to behave in the future? News 12 had no business attempting to report 

upon long gone resolved investigations of a one-time “suspicious person” at a public market as 

stalking that are eternally unproven and unprovable – NOT second degree breach of peace, NOT 

harassment or stalking, NOT anything but a call of concern that was NOT anything dangerous, 

harmful, threatening, offensive, let alone criminal! This type of Guilt by Accusation devoid of 

proper evidence is sadly promoting current snowflake mentalities that fuel the current unfair 

persecutory practices that exist in this disturbing zeitgeist.   

 



MORE CONCLUSIONS – See ALL Submitted Briefs and Exhibits 

 

This decision empowers police to potentially wield lower arrests/laws to portray people for other 

crimes devoid of evidence. This decision allows the press to inject other types of crimes not 

related to anything someone is arrested for. I have shared pages of common sense and ask that 

what my respectful disagreements with what the Court did attempt to address from my previous 

arguments in their Summary Judgment be properly processed for as I have shown and can easily 

show with detailed presentations of Damages - this is not a good decision for the country and 

empowers others to attempt to misrepresent and cause unstoppable blowbacks of eternal 

persecution in this age if the Internet. Courts need to have the courage to act where there is un-

doubtable evidence of someone wrongly portrayed the way Altice/News 12 portrayed me. There 

is no refuting the numerous errors and overall “unfair” and “outright false” tones – like 

headlines and actual content of the articles and broadcasts. Their coverage was not only 

obviously unproven as police themselves can only say – their coverage was never meant to be 

talking about the issue of stalking (see Exhibit III) which is why they took their “unfair” and 

“outright false” coverage down, and yes - it is forever unprovable.  

  

WHY HAS THIS TIME PERIOD INVITED SO MANY LOOSE PLAYS WITH LOGIC? A 

common saying amongst many political camps these days is that 2+2 DOES NOT = 4 anymore 

but we are now being empowered (and bombarded) in regards to many issues that 2+2=5. Our 

country looks for leadership and the obvious near 50/50 division politically (identity politic 

groups included) shows this division is going nowhere for the coming decades. People politically 

right and left (or whatever) are arming themselves and justifying hideous behaviors and violent 

acts with such types of loose 2+2=5 logic. The media is contributing to causing these inversions 

of reason. This inversions of reason like overly liberal loose conflating of terms must end and it 

is the job of the courts to send clear messages that if America is going to heal and be fair to all 

people we all must learn to behave toward each other and respect Due Processes of Law and not 

instil this insane Guilt by Accusation Culture and allow more chaos that will only cause more 

conflicts. This does not necessarily mean a gross million-dollar settlement but something 

temperate – seeking a middle course in between.   

 

The Appeals Court’s decision is extreme. Walking over to talk to someone one time at a public 

space is not stalking in any way as police themselves carefully avoided such hideously extreme 

descriptions. I never caused any Damages, and never had anyone seek to persecute me for a 

crime – wilfully repeatedly Course of Conduct or not. Any kind of portrayal of past Incident 

Reports outside of having past “concerns” leading to no arrest is the only way I can be properly 

reported upon. All else is slander and libel especially when the police themselves are not 

deploying the laws or language related to the slander and libel.  

 

THE COURTS ALSO MUST SHOW SOME EMPATHY WITH THE INTERNET 

ZEITGEIST. Persecutions happen easier than ever but wrongfully attaching police to these 

persecutions cannot successfully be refuted to those who pick up on the persecution (See Exhibit 

JJJ). My case has never been frivolous and deserves at the least a jury of our peers to sort out the 

obviously broad conflated definitions of stalking and the veritable “mind of the average viewer” 

and “popular acceptation”.    

 



This Decision only aids the current shameful Cancel Culture that violates the Constitution in far 

too many ways. I think we all know now that that there is a domestic culture war going on into 

the next decade. Does the Court want to empower more types of extreme loose behaviors from 

the press that breeds more Cancel Culture? Is this the aim of this Decision to empower the press 

more ways to marginalize and label innocent people accused for I myself have been cancelled 

(SEE Damages) because of News 12’s coverage?   

 

 
 

The Courts have been infamously behind with the times around issues of the past. Books 

are being written on this worst gender war zeitgeist ever now. I guarantee the following 

related American ills to Cancel Culture will be seen in a different light in the future:  Self 

Appointed Social Justice Warriors, Bans and Black Listings and Purges, Victim Playing, Virtue 

Signaling, Guilt by Accusation, Not Respecting Presumption of Innocence and Due Processes of 

Law, Conflations of Terms and Alleged Crimes, Doxxing People, Online Shaming, Social Media 

Finger Pointing Madness, Tattle Tale Mentalities, Identity Politics, De-platforming, “Just 

Believe the Woman” Absolutist Nonsense, Double Standards, Private Vigilantism, Fake News, 

Social Media Feelings Become Hard News, Threatening People That You Will Make Them Go 

“Viral”, Attacking and Getting People Fired For Their Beliefs, Allowing Complainants to Hide 

and Have NO Accountability, Increased Invasions of Privacy, ETC… 

 

Yes I believe a detailed understanding of everyday real news that was related to this case is in 

order for “substantial truth” issues. Many types of people want reforms with media and 

police and the courts.  I am a victim of extreme treatment. Extreme treatment is a key aspect of 

a slander case. Decisions like this are escorting a divided country into the very real future of 

groups having their own echo chamber of news and their own search engines and their own 

social media platforms. Is this what the court foresees as a healthy future? Media companies 

cannot be absolutely freed from any kind of responsibility. The more that we no - not outright 

punish or cancel media companies, but rather instruct them via at least some form of slaps on the 

wrist is better than allowing for unproven and unprovable material to fester under various stale  

“substantial truth” unprovable unscientific legal speak bullshit. 

 

THE FOLLOWING IS VERY SERIOUS AND HAPPENING EVERY DAY NOW:  

What is to become now of James Lawrence from this reckless Decision by the court if it is not 

changed. Take the JOHNNY DEPP CASE – the famous actor Johnny Depp sued a British 

tabloid the past year for slander and libel who gave his ex-girlfriend’s words “he is a wife 

beater” credibility despite him never being arrested for anything. He lost the case due to the 

“substantially true” argument. Sound familiar yet? Now in this Depp case (unlike mine!) there 

is an actual woman coming forward in a trial giving some kind of testimony.  Why am I not 



afforded this for some kind of proper witness and evidence?  

 

After Depp lost the slander and libel case, Depp immediately LOST CONTRCTED WORK 

AND WILL CONTINUE TO LOSE WORK AND OVERALL QUALITY OF LIFE – YES a 

“substantially true” Decision had the same “impact” on the “mind of the average viewer” as 

if it was true, so now a man trying to get perspective from courts will forever lose work and 

have his life ruined being associated with “wife beating” despite NO arrest and NO hard cold 

truthful evidence.  

 

There was NO arrest of me for stalking (let alone anything like Second Degree Breach of Peace) 

before the arrest of ONE COUNT of  Second Degree Breach of Peace - EVER – in regards to the 

relevant material of past Westport (and only Westport) “Cases”/Calls of Concern fully 

investigated resulting in NO ARREST (let alone any conviction), AND I REFUSE TO BE 

PROFILED AS A STALKER IN THIS SICK AND TROUBLING TIME OF GUILT BY 

ACCUSATION THAT THE MEDIA IS BEING ALLOWED TO PRACTICE BY THE 

COURTS!!!  SHOULD I BE FORCED NOW TO CHANGE MY NAME FOR THIS IS THE 

ONLY WAY TO GO ON NOW FREE OF BEING TARGETED? IS NOT CHANGING YOUR 

NAME A KIND OF “substantially true” DAMAGE? THE INSENSITIVITY BY THE COURT 

TO THE REAL ISSUES OF THIS CASE – MALE ISSUES –AND THEIR INABILITY TO 

ADDRESS THE CURRENT ZEITGEIST IN A FAIR AND BALANCED MANNER IS 

TROUBLING. My case is ideal to address needed analysis as to how to report in the age of 

MeToo because my case is not related to MeToo in any way. I come to courts for help to stop the 

madness being directed at me. This case belongs in front of a jury of multiple generational peers 

from perspectives in the real everyday world.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



EXHIBIT AAA 

STEALTH 



Linguistic Evidence that the word STEALTH is most often associated with a 
type of secrecy that is basically the act of hunting, preying, attacking, or at 
least spying, avoiding detection, being inconspicuous which is not indicative in 
the Arrest Warrant wording or description of the arresting incident/s “follow 
and stare or get right into personal space” like the fact I approached a car 
window. It is also impossible to stealthily stare in a market with aisles. A 
stealth-like stare if not with binoculars would be to avoid detection that is 
hardly the case when and if men are harmlessly flirting with women. 
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English:  Stare – 1: to look fixedly often with wide-open eyes 
2: to show oneself conspicuously 

Conspicuous - easily seen or noticed; readily visible or observable 
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Again - the etymology of stealth is steal:
Websters Stealth 

AFRICAN AMERICAN SLANG FOR THE WORD STEAL – AN ATTACK 
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Stealth Bombers, Stealth Tanks, Stealth Ships, Stealth Guns, 
Stealth Armor, Stealth Viruses, Stealth Tax, Stealth Mode, 
Stealthing, etc …. as more undeniable evidence of the “mind 
of the average viewer/reader” and “popular acceptation” of the word 
stealth. 
Once again the following are not simply called secretive bombers, secretive 
tanks, secretive ships, secretive guns, secretive viruses, secretive taxes, etc ….. 
because they are types of secretive behavior – 
they are hunting, infecting, attacking, being inconspicuous …. 

Stealth Bomber is the second definition of stealth in most dictionaries. 



Stealth Viruses are types of stealth that can be considered the second 
most popular kind of stealth aside from military stealth. Viruses attack. 

THE TOP NEWS APRIL 12, 2020: World Health Organization - 
 “COVID-19 will be a VIRUS that STALKS the human race for a long time. 



“Stealthing” is a new term that is considered a form of sexual assault - attacks. 
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EXHIBIT BBB
POLICE'S BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF 
"SUSPICIOUS PERSON" WITHIN THE INCIDENT 
REPORT FOR THE MARCH 5, 2018 ARREST FOR 
ONE COUNT OF 
SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF PEACE 
COMPARED TO INCIDENT REPORTS’  
BRIEF DESCRIPTION FOR ACTUAL  
HARASSMENT OR STALKING ARRESTS. 

THE 4 INCIDENT REPORTS SUBMITTED BY 
ALTICE DURING THE PROCESS (ECF 39, ECF 
44) THAT WERE FULLY INVESTIGATED
RESULTING IN NO ARRESTS CASES LONG
CLOSED ALSO HAVE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION
OF  "SUSPICIOUS PERSON".
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NOV. 5, 2017 ARRESTING INCIDENT REPORT DESCRIBING THE MARCH 
5, 2018 ARREST FOR ONE COUNT OF SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF 
PEACE AS A“SUSPICIOUS PERSON” THUS ONCE AGAIN SHOWING THE 
ACTUAL WORDING IN POLICE REPORTS THAT AVOIDS 
DEPLOYING STALKING OR HARASSMENT LANGUAGE FOR 
NORMALLY A “SUSPICIOUS PERSON” IS A ALLEGED FIRST TIME 
ACT WITHOUT WARNINGS. (Police called me 4 months after alleged incident.) 

FACT: "SUSPICIOUS PERSON" COMPLAINTS ARE INITIAL SIGHTINGS 
HENCE NOT REPEATED OR PERSISTENT AND MOST OFTEN RESULT IN 
WARNINGS AND ANY KIND OF REPEATED CONTACT WOULD BRING IN 
THE PROBABLE CAUSE OF HARASSMSENT OR STALKING AKA INTENT.
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PAGE THREE OF THE SAME INCIDENT REPORT REITERATES THE SAME. 

THE “BRIEF DESCRIPTION” AND “COMPLAINT TYPE 59” IS NOT HARASSMENT. 
MEANING - THIS IS NOT A HARASSMENT COMPLAINT. 
MEANING – THE POLICE ARE NOT VIEWING THIS AS A HARASSMENT CASE YET. 
MEANING – THE COMPLAINANT IS NOT DESCRIBING HARASSMENT. 
MEANING – THERE WAS NO “UNTIL THE POINT OF HARASSMENT” AS THE COURT 
ATTEMPTS TO ASSOCIATE WITH A DICTIONARY DEFINITON OF STALKING. 
AND THIS IS AN ACTUAL ARREST. 
FACT: THE PAST INCIDENT REPORTS DEVOID OF ARREST ALSO SHOW THE SAME – 
NOT HARASSMENT. 
IT DOES NOT GET ANY CLEARER IN TUNE WITH NOT ONLY LINGUISTICS, LAW, BUT 
NOW LAW ENFORCEMENT POLICE CODING. 



NOW - THE ARREST FOR AN ACTUAL HARASSMENT CHARGE – 
THE FEB. 6, 2019 ALLEGED SECOND DEGREE HARASSMENT VIA EMAIL 
(standing as a Nolle Prosequi).  
The alleged harassing Email happened on Sept. 18, 2018. 
NOTICE THE “BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF INCIDENT” HERE. 

REPORTING ON HARASSMENT BEST HAVE AN ACTUAL HARASSMENT BRIEF 
DESCRIPTION OF THE INCIDENT, THUS JOURNALISTS SHOULD STICK TO THE 
DESCRIPTIONS OF THE ALLEGED ARREST/CHARGE AND NOT CONFLATE 
CHARGES WITH OTHER MORE SERIOUS CHARGES. 
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NOW – INCIDENT REPORT FOR AN ACTUAL ATTEMPTED 
SECOND DEGREE STALKING ARREST – DENIED BY PROSECUTOR. 
NOTICE THE “BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF INCIDENT ” HERE – 
“HARASSMENT”- A COURSE OF CONDUCT CRIME.

REPORTING ON THIRD, SECOND, OR FIRST DEGREE STALKING BEST HAVE AN ACTUAL 
HARASSMENT/STALKING BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE INCIDENT, THUS JOURNALISTS 
SHOULD STICK TO THE DESCRIPTIONS OF THE ALLEGED ARREST/CHARGE AND NOT 
CONFLATE CHARGES WITH OTHER MORE SERIOUS CHARGES. 
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IN ADDITION, 
FACT: ANY WESTPORT POLICE INCIDENT REPORT IN MY PAST 
RELATED TO THE POLICE WARRANT NARRATIVE THAT AFTER 
THOROUGH INVESTIGATION RESULTED IN NO ARREST WITH CASES 
NOW LONG CLOSED ALSO HAS A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF 
“SUSPICIOUS PERSON”.  

Once again;
≈ Judge Underhill: “It is an open question in the Second Circuit whether courts can take 
judicial notice of police incident reports, but it seems that many courts refrain from doing so. 
See, e.g., Alvarez v. County of Orange, N.Y., 95 F. Supp. 3d 385, 398 (S.D.N.Y. 2015); Bejaoui 
v. City of New York, 2015 WL 1529633, at *6 (E.D.N.Y. Mar. 21, 2015); Serrata v. Givens,
2019 WL 1597297, at *4 (E.D.N.Y. Apr. 15, 2019).” ECF 66 Page 2

Thereby sticking to proven and provable material and not known closed cases fully investigated 
resulting in no probable cause and no arrest and no complainant with statute of limitations in 
effect. Thereby leaving the necessary evidence of any alleged stalking to be with the one and 
only arresting incident and only an arresting incident and not material devoid of actual arrests 
like 4 Exhibits shared by Altice of past Incident Reports devoid of an arrest that were unproven 
and are un-provable stalking which clearly shows there was not intent for any harassment. 

Altice submitted the following 4 Incident Reports during the process. 
NONE of them document or imply stalking by the police and all having the 
Brief Description of “Suspicious Person”or "Police General Service".

Altice ECF 39 Exhibit F

Altice ECF 39 Exhibit G
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Altice ECF 44 Exhibit I

Altice ECF 44 Exhibit #J

THUS  
It is obvious why the Incident Reports for SECOND DEGREE HARASSMENT and 
SECOND DEGREE STALKING (BOTH COURSE OF CONDUCT BEHAVIORS) do not 
have the Brief Description of  “SUSPICIOUS PERSON” like the Incident Report for the 
SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF PEACE. Both the Incident Reports (4 Altice Exhibits) 
that resulted in no arrest after thorough investigation and the March 5, 2018 one-time 
arrest for ONE COUNT OF SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF PEACE  were deemed to 
NOT have credible evidence aka Probable Cause for any kind of of Brief Description of 
"HARASSMENT" OR "STALKING". Dispatch takes a call of concern/complaint and 
labels an Incident Report with the Brief Description in complainant's own words. After 
thorough investigations these Incident Reports stand as being without Probable Cause for 
any type of crime/arrest and thus are unproven and un-provable given the statute of 
limitations let alone never being re-opened for any reason.  If there was any evidence of 
Course of Conduct behavior or anything related to a STALKING-LIKE behavior there 
would have been an arrest. It is clear that police carefully deploy the STALKING OR 
HARASSMENT  language only when there is evidence hence why the officer responsible 
for the March 5, 2018 arrest (Arrest Warrant) carefully chose his words for the one-time 
alleged happening now deemed non-criminal after Due Process of Law – “FOLLOW AND 
THEN GET RIGHT INTO PERSONAL SPACE” – a dictionary entry that does not use the 
words  HARASS or worse STALK – NEVER!
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EXHIBIT CCC 

STUDY THE CONNECTICUT STATUTES:
ANOTHER OBVIOUS DIFFERENCE 

BETWEEN SECOND DEGREE BREACH 

OF PEACE AND COURSE OF CONDUCT 

CRIMES STALKING AND HARASSMENT 



NOTICE HOW WITHIN THE LIST OF CONNECTICUT STATUTES 
AN §§§ INFRACTION §§§ IS A POSSIBILITY IN RELATION TO  
SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF PEACE BUT AN INFRACTION IS  
NOT A POSSIBILITY WITH HARASSMENT OR STALKING  

Once again, Infractions are non-criminal and do not show up on a 
Connecticut Criminal Background check.  
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EXHIBIT DDD 

WHY IS SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF 

PEACE NOT PART OF THE STATUTE 

ABOUT CRIMES OF  PERSISTENCE

or "totality"?  



PERSISTENT OFFENDERS CONNECTICUT STATUTE THAT 
SHOWS THE TYPICAL CHARGES ASSOCIATED WITH 
PERSISTENCE. 
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MY ARREST FOR ONE COUNT OF SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF 
PEACE LET ALONE ANY PAST INCIDENT REPORT RESULTING IN NO 
ARREST CASE KNOWN BY REPORTER TO BE CLOSED DOES NOT FIT 
ANY OF THESE CRIMES BECAUSE SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF 
PEACE IS NOT A COURSE OF CONDUCT CRIME INVOLVING 
PERSISTENCE OR REPEATED ACTS AGAINST PRIOR WARNINGS. 
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EXHIBIT EEE
A picture is worth a thousand words.



STALKING AS PORTRAYED BY NOVELS AND MOVIES AKA 
“MIND OF AVERAGE VIEWER” or 
 “POPULAR ACCEPTATION”  
A VISUAL MONTAGE:, NOTICE WEAPONS, PREYING, ATTACKING, HUNTING, 
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ETC….. YES A HORROR SHOW WITH DAMAGES. 
MORE UNDENIABLE  
“MIND OF THE AVERAGE VIEWER”  
and  “POPULAR ACCEPTATION” of the word “STALK”  



EXHIBIT FFF 

SECOND DEGREE BREACH OF PEACE 

ARREST 
AND

EVEN MY LATER FALSE EMAIL 
HARASSMENT ARREST (deemed not 
relevant to this case) WRITTEN TO BE

NON-THREATENING

If these are NON-threatening then anything 
in past resulting in no arrest is certainly 
non-threatening



CASE: 
ARREST DATE: 

ARRESTED: 

CHARGE: 
BOND: 

Westport Custodial Arrest Synopsis 
02/04/2019 to 02/08/2019 

2018-019908 
02/06/2019 

James Lawrence AGE: 53 RESIDENCE: Westport, CT 

Harassment 2nd
: Non-Threatening 

$25,000 

On 09/18/2018, the victim responded to police headquarters and reported ongoing 
harassment by James Lawrence of Westport, CT. The victim stated multiple requests were 
made to Lawrence to stop contacting her however, he continued to do so by email. The 
investigating officer submitted and arrest warrant application, which was later approved. 

On 02/06/2019, an officer observed Lawrence at a local gas station. The officer confirmed 
Lawrence had an outstanding warrant and took him into custody. Lawrence was brought to 
police headquarters where he was charged with 53a-l 83 Harassment 2nd and released after 
posting $25,000 court set bond. Lawrence was scheduled to appear in Norwalk Court on 
02/07/2019. 

CASE: 
ARREST DATE: 

ARRESTED: 

CHARGE: 

BOND: 

CASE: 
ARREST DA TE: 

ARRESTED: 

CHARGE: 

BOND: 
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EXHIBIT GGG

This is 
Supermarket Stalking



STALKING RELATED TO SUPERMARKETS. 
THIS IS STALKING - OTHER CLEAR COMMON SENSE EXAMPLES OF 
THE  “MIND OF AVERAGE VIEWER” or  
“POPULAR ACCEPTATION”  . (See ALL Exhibits H-X). 

FOLLOWING HER HOME – MULTIPLE LOCATIONS – INTENT. 
THIS IS STALKING! 

SOMEONE SECRETLY RECORDING AND TAKING PICTURES WITH THE INTENT
TO TRACK DOWN AWAY FROM MARKET. THIS IS STALKING! 



SOMEONE PREVIOUSLY INVESTIGATED AND ARRESTED AND FOUND TO 
BE GUILTY OF STALKING WOMEN WHO FOLLOWS GIRLS INTO 
BATHROOMS.   THIS IS STALKING! 



SOMEONE FOLLOWING A WOMAN FROM A GROCERY STORE WITH 
HIS CAR  - MULTIPLE LOCATIONS. THIS IS STALKING! 



SOMEONE FOLLOWING A WOMAN HOME FROM A GROCERY STORE WTH 
HIS CAR  - MULTIPLE LOCATIONS. BREAKING AND ENTERING. 
THIS IS STALKING! 



SOMEONE FOLLOWING A WOMAN FROM A GROCERY STORE TO HER 
HOME AND ATTACKING.  THIS IS STALKING! 



ESTRANGED FOLLOWING A WOMAN AT MULTIPLE LOCATIONS TO 
A STORE.  THIS IS STALKING!  

SOMEONE FOLLOWING WOMEN AT A GROCERY STORE WITH THE INTENT 
TO ATTACK – PURSE SNATCHING. THIS IS STALKING! 



FOLLOWED WOMEN HOME FROM STORE - MULTIPLE LOCATIONS. THEN 
ATTACKING. THIS IS STALKING! 
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EXHIBIT HHH 

A Ct. 2017 Third Degree Stalking Charge in 
conjunction with a Second Degree Breach of 
Peace Charge showing multiple encounters.
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EXHIBIT III

A HARMLESS SUSPICIOUS PERSON 
INCIDENT REPORT
FROM 2002 - 20 YEARS AGO 
BETWEEN MYSELF - A MAN 
AND A WOMAN 
Where is the stealth?
Notice the respecting of an actual warning 
(apparent verbal non-harassing contact) 
and leaving "without incident"
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EXHIBIT JJJ

FEBRUARY 22, 2021 DEPOSITION OF 
ARRESTING OFFICER JAMES SULLIVAN 
RELATED TO FEDERAL CASE
JAMES LAWRENCE V. HEARST, 
ANOTHER LAWSUIT ATTEMPTING TO 
HAVE HEARST REMOVE THEIR 3 YEAR 
COVERAGE DEPICTING ME AS A 
"HARASSER OF WOMEN FOR YEARS" 
AMONGST OTHER PARTICULAR 
COMPLAINTS. 

THIS LAWSUIT IS A DAMAGING RESULT OF HOW 
ALTICE USA REPORTED ON ME BEFORE THEY TOOK 
DOWN THEIR COVERAGE AFTER 2 DAYS.

THIS LAWSUIT AGANST HEARST IS AN EXAMPLE OF 
WHAT I AM UP AGAINST WITHOUT PROPER 
REFERENCES TO MY NUMEROUS ARGUMENTS TO 
WHICH A TRIAL COULD PROVIDE.
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  UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

 FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x
:

JAMES LAWRENCE, 
:

 Plaintiff, 
:  Civil Action  

vs.   Case No.  
:  3:20-cv-00200-MPS 

HEARST COMMUNICATIONS, 
:

 Defendant. 
:

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x

  Deposition of JAMES SULLIVAN, taken  

 pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil  

 Procedure, via Zoom videoconferencing pursuant 

 to Executive Order 7(Q) issued by the State of 

 Connecticut, before Janet C. Phillips,  

 CSR No. 124, a Registered Professional  
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1   THE REPORTER:  Pursuant to Executive  

2  Order 7(Q) issued on March 30, 2020, by  

3  Governor Ned Lamont, this deposition is being  

4  reported remotely.  All counsel participating  

5  in this deposition proceeding acknowledge that 

6  I am not present in the deposition room, and  

7  further acknowledge that in lieu of an  

8  in-person administration of the oath, it will  

9  be administered remotely.  The parties and all 

10  counsel consent to this arrangement and waive  

11  any objections to this method of reporting.  

12   Counsel, please voice your agreement,  

13  stating your name and agreement on the record. 

14  MR. LAWRENCE:  James Lawrence, plaintiff. 

15  THE WITNESS:  James Sullivan.  I agree. 

16  MR. DRISCOLL:  Ryan Driscoll, 

17  Mr. Sullivan's attorney.  We agree. 

18  MR. YUHAN:  Stephen Yuhan, counsel for 

19  defendants.  We agree. 

20  MR. LAWRENCE:  James Lawrence.  I agree. 

21  J A M E S  S U L L I V A N, 

22  called as a witness, having first been duly sworn 

23  by Janet C. Phillips, a Notary Public in and for  

24  the State of Connecticut, was examined and  

25  testified as follows:  
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1   MR. LAWRENCE:  Just a quick statement.  I 

2  want this to be efficient.  This is not  

3  intended for any kind of antagonistic way.  

4   My experience with the court is that  

5  there are certain facts that are not  

6  clarified.  Judges have a hard time sometimes. 

7   So the questions are just basically going 

8  to be very simple.  I have three areas.  And  

9  there will be a few introductory questions to  

10  the actual question.  And it should roll  

11  really quickly.  

12  I just want to say that we're here 

13  basically to find out or find out how the  

14  police define second-degree breach of peace, 

15  stalking, and harassing, how they define it, 

16  and how they use these words in their police 

17  reports, and really not anything else.  

18   There will be a few other maybe related  

19  side topics, but the witness,  

20  Officer Sullivan, is basically an authority on 

21  police procedures, and in this particular case 

22  of the second-degree breach of peace.  

23   So I'm hoping that we stick to that and  

24  we don't deviate into things that he's not an 

25  authority on.  
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1 DIRECT EXAMINATION 

2 BY MR. LAWRENCE:  

3  Okay.  With that said, I will just start off 

4 with an introductory question.  This is the only 

5 hypothetical.  Feel free to answer it or not.  It's 

6 common sense.  There will be four very quick questions, 

7 and they'll be yes or no.  And then I'll proceed into 

8 more questioning. 

9   All right.  The first question,  

10 Officer Sullivan, if you wrote a warrant for petty theft 

11 from one particular location with a $5,000 bond, and  

12 your warrant was reported on as a threatening armed  

13 robbery of many different locations, would that be fair  

14 or accurate?  

15  MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form. 

16   MR. DRISCOLL:  Mr. Lawrence, I'm going to 

17  object too.  

18  And just so you understand why I'm 

19  objecting is that -- and I assume Mr. Yuhan is 

20  the same -- but Officer Sullivan is not an  

21  expert witness, so he's not supposed to be  

22  answering hypothetical questions.  

23   I'm more than happy to have him answer  

24  questions about his actual interaction with  

25  you or whatever the case may be, but as a fact 
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1  witness -- I understand your question, but  

2  he's not supposed to opine as to hypothetical  

3  circumstances, because he's not an expert  

4  witness in the trial.  

5   MR. LAWRENCE:  Like I said, it seems to 

6  be like one of those one plus one equal two  

7  questions.  And I just wanted to establish it. 

8  But it's up to you.  If you don't want him to 

9  answer that, that's fine.  I understand that. 

10   The rest of the questions are not so  

11  hypothetical.  The rest of the questions are 

12  all related to the arrest and what's  

13  happening.  

14   MR. DRISCOLL:  If you ask it in the  

15  context of your arrest or your case and it's 

16  based on facts, I'm sure he can answer -- he 

17  may be able to answer your question.  But he's 

18  not supposed to be answering hypothetical or 

19  speculative questions.  

20  MR. LAWRENCE:  Okay.  We'll move on. 

21  (Discussion off the record.) 

22   MR. LAWRENCE:  So these are just  

23  basically establishing facts for the reader 

24  for the other questions I ask, which is  

25  relevant to why I brought the officer here. 
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1 Q. Are you aware, Officer Sullivan, that News 12

2 reported that I was arrested for stalking women, and 

3 then took down their coverage after one day on  

4 March 14th, 2018?  

5  MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form. 

6  MR. DRISCOLL:  If you understand it, you 

7  can answer it. 

8 A. I'm aware of the news media putting it out

9 there.  I wasn't aware of any charges.  I just knew it 

10 was out in the media.  I didn't know what they were 

11 talking about as far as what they said about you. 

12 Q. I'll just say it again.

13 Are you aware that News 12 reported that I was

14 arrested for stalking women, and then took down the 

15 coverage after one day? 

16 A.  No.  I'm aware they put it out there.  I'm not 

17 aware of the charge they represented. 

18   Q.   All right.  The second question:  Are you  

19 aware that The Westport News reported on me nine days  

20 later for saying that police -- man harassed women for 

21 years on March 23rd, 2018, and has yet to take down  

22 their coverage?  

23  MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form. 

24 A. I'm actually not aware of that one.

25 Q. You're not aware of the article that is out
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1 there right now? 

2 A. No.

3   Q.   Okay.  Within the warrant, Officer Sullivan, 

4 you wrote for one count of second-degree breach of  

5 peace, is the word "stalk" in the arrest warrant when  

6 describing me?  

7 A. No.

8 Q. Within the warrant that you wrote for the one

9 count of second-degree breach of peace, is the word 

10 "harassment" in the warrant when describing me? 

11  A.   I don't believe so.  No.  No. 

12   MR. YUHAN:  Just so the record is clear, 

13  it appears that Mr. Sullivan is reviewing a  

14  document.  Can we just get some identification 

15  of what that document is? 

16  MR. DRISCOLL:  Sure.  Stephen, I believe 

17  it's the arrest warrant, which I think was 

18  your Exhibit A.  

19  MR. YUHAN:  Okay. 

20   MR. DRISCOLL:  I handed it to him to 

21  review.  

22  MR. LAWRENCE:  Okay.  So that's a no on 

23  Officer Sullivan using the word "harassment" 

24  in the arrest warrant when describing me.  

25 Q.  Okay.  Did you, Officer Sullivan, arrest me  
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1 for third-degree stalking? 

2  MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form. 

3   MR. DRISCOLL:  If you understand it, you 

4  can answer.  

5 A. No.

6   Q.   All right.  These are just basic common sense 

7 questions that I'm just trying to get to.  Okay.  

8   Did you arrest me for second-degree 

9 harassment?  

10 A. No.

11 Q. Did you arrest me for second-degree

12 threatening? 

13 A. No.

14 Q. Okay.

15  MR. LAWRENCE:  Now, for the record, I 

16  want to submit now a cover page from two 

17  incident reports not related to  

18  Officer Sullivan.  

19 Q. After the media treatment of me in March of

20 2018 from the arrest, on February 6, 2019, I was  

21 arrested by another officer for second-degree harassment 

22 involving one email from September 18th, 2018.  I now  

23 want to refer to the incident report of that arrest.  

24   MR. LAWRENCE:  And that would be for you, 

25  Court Reporter -- should I describe this for  
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1  you? 

2  THE REPORTER:  Yes, please. 

3  MR. LAWRENCE:  Okay.  It's an incident 

4  report.  And you'll see there's green writing 

5  on this incident report.  It says "Police 

6  report, email harassment, clean copy."  And 

7  the report number on the upper right-hand  

8  corner would be 2018-019908.  And the report 

9  date would be on 9/17/2018.  

10  Once again, this is not related to 

11  Officer Sullivan's arrest.  I just want him to 

12  read this and recite something from it. 

13   (Incident Report No. 2018-019908 deemed 

14  marked Plaintiff's Exhibit 1 for  

15  identification.)  

16   MR. DRISCOLL:  Mr. Lawrence, is that a 

17  question for him?  

18  MR. LAWRENCE:  Well, here's the question. 

19  Are you ready for the question? 

20  MR. DRISCOLL:  I wasn't sure if that was 

21  just a question you asked.  I just want to be 

22  clear. 

23  MR. LAWRENCE:  No.  I'm helping the court 

24  reporter identify it for the record. 

25  MR. DRISCOLL:  That's fine. 
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1                MR. LAWRENCE:  Okay.  Great.  Very        

2           simple.  Like I said, this is just common      

3           sense stuff.  There should be no problems at   

4           all with 99 percent of the stuff I'm going to  

5           present.                                       

6      Q.   Okay.  On the first page, the brief            

7 description of this incident report resulting in the     

8 arrest for a second-degree harassment is harassment,     

9 correct?                                                 

10      A.   Yes.                                           

11      Q.   Okay.  I now want to refer you,                

12 Officer Sullivan, to an incident report for a rejected   

13 warrant for second-degree stalking submitted by the same 

14 officer around the same time as the former second-degree 

15 harassment warrant.                                      

16                MR. LAWRENCE:  This, for the court        

17           reporter, incident report, you'll see in the   

18           upper right-hand corner it would be            

19           2018-020668.                                   

20      Q.   Do you see that?                               

21                MR. LAWRENCE:  And for counsel, it's      

22           basically -- you'll see there is a statute     

23           description in it.  I highlighted it in red.   

24           This does not have green marking.  Have we     

25           identified the document?  We've identified     
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1  document?  Yes? 

2  MR. DRISCOLL:  We have. 

3   (Incident Report No. 2018-020668 deemed 

4  marked Plaintiff's Exhibit 2 for  

5  identification.)  

6 Q. So, Officer Sullivan, on the first page of

7 this incident report, the brief description of this  

8 incident report alleging stalking is harassment; is that 

9 correct?  

10 A. Yes.

11   Q.   Okay.  Now I direct you -- okay.  I have one 

12 other question before I go on.  

13   Given that harassment is a brief description  

14 of the second-degree stalking law, and stalking laws are 

15 course of conduct behaviors, is it logical,  

16 Officer Sullivan, that harassment is considered also a  

17 course of conduct behavior?  

18  MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form. 

19 A. I didn't understand the question.

20 Q. We have here basically a stalking incident

21 report, where it's being described as harassment, and we 

22 have a harassment incident report, okay, that's being  

23 described as harassment.  So I'm seeing the logic of how 

24 police define things within these brief descriptions of  

25 incident reports.  
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1           And so my question -- and it seems logical --  

2 is that given that harassment is a brief description of  

3 the second-degree stalking law, okay, and stalking laws  

4 are course of conduct behaviors, it is logical to say    

5 that harassment was considered a course of conduct       

6 behavior also, meaning that these acts are, like         

7 third-degree stalking, are basically repeated towards    

8 someone, meaning that it would be more than one act      

9 towards someone?  For example, your second-degree breach 

10 of peace was one contact with someone, okay?  And we'll  

11 get to that.                                             

12           So my question is basically it seems common    

13 sense to me within police procedures, the way that they  

14 label, the way they define their brief description in    

15 their incident reports that if harassment is the brief   

16 description of a second-degree stalking law, is it       

17 logical to say that harassment is considered a course of 

18 conduct behavior to you, Officer Sullivan?               

19                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

20                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'm going to object to it. 

21           If he understands what you're asking, he can   

22           answer it, but --                              

23      A.   If I think I understand what you're saying,    

24 the brief description of the report is actually done by  

25 dispatch.  The statute that's written in the offense is  
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1 then done by the officer after he's conducted his        

2 investigation.  So they could be different, if I         

3 understand you right.                                    

4      Q.   I will move on.  Let's go to the next          

5 question.                                                

6           So now I bring you to the next incident        

7 report.  In the upper right-hand corner, it's            

8 2017-022937.  This is the incident report of your        

9 arrest.  Okay?                                           

10      A.   Yes.                                           

11                (Incident Report No. 2017-022937 deemed   

12           marked Plaintiff's Exhibit 3 for               

13           identification.)                               

14      Q.   All right.  So I will now ask you about the    

15 brief description within this incident report of your    

16 one count second-degree breach of peace of me.           

17           What is the brief description of the incident  

18 report from your arrest for one count of second-degree   

19 breach of peace?                                         

20      A.   Suspicious person.                             

21      Q.   Exactly.  Okay.  We're moving along.  Now, you 

22 have read past incident reports of me for your           

23 investigation; is that correct?                          

24      A.   Yes.                                           

25      Q.   Okay.  Now, from your research, are you aware  
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1 that any past incident report of mine fully              

2 investigated, resulting in no arrest, no probable cause  

3 for arrest, with the cases all closed, all have brief    

4 the description of either suspicious person or police    

5 general service, and not one incident report has the     

6 brief description of harassment.  Did you read this      

7 fact?                                                    

8                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

9                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'll object too.  If you   

10           understand his question, you can answer it.    

11      A.   I mean, I wouldn't know off the top of my      

12 head.                                                    

13      Q.   It's very important, Officer, because what we  

14 have here is incident reports, and we have a certain     

15 kind of pattern of the way incident reports are reported 

16 on.                                                      

17           So I can literally submit every incident       

18 report and show that, yes, every incident report that    

19 resulted in no arrest has this suspicious person or      

20 police general service, and not one has this label of    

21 harassment.                                              

22           And all I'm asking you, just so we save time,  

23 is that if you could verify this, because if not, then   

24 I'm going to have to submit all of these --              

25                MR. DRISCOLL:  Is your question whether   
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1           he knows that every incident report involving  

2           you prior to his arrest of you identified the  

3           description of the incident as suspicious      

4           person?  Is that what you're asking him?       

5                MR. LAWRENCE:  Yes.  Either suspicious    

6           person or just very simply that it never had   

7           the description of harassment.                 

8                MR. DRISCOLL:  All right.  So put another 

9           way, your question is does he know whether any 

10           prior incident reports describe the            

11           description of the incident involving          

12           harassment, if he knows that as he sits here   

13           today?                                         

14                MR. LAWRENCE:  Well, he's studied this    

15           stuff, and he's read this stuff, so it seems   

16           to me it's something easily verified if he has 

17           all the incident reports in front of him.      

18                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'm trying to get an       

19           accurate answer for you.  If your question is  

20           whether he knows that as he sits here today, I 

21           think he can give you an answer on that.       

22      A.   And you are correct in that assumption.        

23      Q.   Okay.  So that harassment was never part of    

24 any incident report.  Okay.  Thank you, Officer.         

25                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            
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1                MR. DRISCOLL:  He's answered the          

2           question.                                      

3      Q.   It is logical to say that each incident report 

4 has its own particular details and set of circumstances. 

5           So for the record, are the time periods of my  

6 incident reports, either from the year 2017 or prior to  

7 the year of 2007, given I was living in California 2007  

8 to 2017, is this something that you can verify for the   

9 court right now, that all the incident reports that you  

10 researched are either from the year 2017 or prior to     

11 2007?                                                    

12                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

13                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you can recall.         

14      A.   Yes.                                           

15      Q.   Okay.  Thank you.  Now, given the statute of   

16 limitations and the fact that I never saw any of these   

17 people from the past incident reports again, can an      

18 officer now prove any second-degree breach of peace from 

19 any past decades' old incident report that was already   

20 investigated, let alone prove any stalking or            

21 harassment?                                              

22                MR. YUHAN:  I'm going to object to the    

23           form.                                          

24                MR. DRISCOLL:  Again, he's not -- is the  

25           question --                                    
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1  MR. LAWRENCE:  It's common sense. 

2   MR. DRISCOLL:  Are you asking him to  

3  offer an opinion as to whether the underlying 

4  facts meet a standard of probable cause?  

5  MR. LAWRENCE:  No.  No.  It's basically 

6  just within the statute of limitations.  The  

7  statute of limitations is 10 years from a  

8  particular complaint.  Now, if you've never  

9  seen one after that, there's no way that you  

10  can ever begin to write up an investigation or 

11  an incident report.  

12   So my question is very simple.  Given the 

13  statute of limitations and the fact that I  

14  never saw any of these people from these  

15  decades' old incident reports, can any  

16  officer, him or anyone else, now prove any  

17  kind of second-degree breach of peace from  

18  these decades' old incident reports or let  

19  alone stalking and harassment.  Just a common  

20  sense question for the officer.  

21  MR. YUHAN:  Object to the form. 

22   MR. DRISCOLL:  I understand you think  

23  it's common sense.  You're asking him for a 

24  legal conclusion, and he's a fact witness.  So 

25  you need to ask him questions about facts and 
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1           not legal conclusions, 'cause that's not his   

2           job here.                                      

3      Q.   What's the statute of limitations for          

4 arresting someone for second-degree breach of peace?     

5                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you know.               

6      A.   I don't know off the top of my head.           

7      Q.   Okay.  What's the statute of limitations for   

8 arresting someone for stalking or harassment?            

9      A.   I don't know off the top of my head.           

10      Q.   All right.  I'll just move on.  It's just      

11 common sense, but I'll move on.                          

12           Okay.  In regards to the arrest for one count  

13 of second-degree breach of peace, the warrant shows      

14 there were no words spoken between myself and the woman, 

15 and it was her boyfriend who called the police as shown  

16 on the dispatch tapes.  Is this true?                    

17                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

18                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you understand what     

19           he's asking, you can answer it.                

20      A.   I understand.  But, I mean, I don't remember   

21 if her boyfriend called it in or she did.                

22                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you want to read the    

23           warrant, you can.                              

24                Your question is whether his warrant says 

25           that the boyfriend called in the report?       
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1                MR. LAWRENCE:  No.                        

2      Q.   The warrant clearly said that there was no     

3 words spoken between me and the woman.  I just walked up 

4 to the car and she drove away.  So there was no words    

5 inside of the market and there was no words -- I checked 

6 out first.  And then I approached her car in the parking 

7 lot, in the first row of the parking lot, and then she   

8 drove away.                                              

9           And so then what happened is she called her    

10 boyfriend, who called, and all the dispatch tapes verify 

11 this.  I didn't want to have to bring in the dispatch    

12 tapes.                                                   

13                MR. DRISCOLL:  Listen, you're asking a    

14           question that has multiple -- it's a compound  

15           question.  So we're trying to figure out       

16           whether you're asking him did you interact     

17           verbally with him or did the boyfriend call    

18           the police, or are you asking both of those    

19           questions?  I just want to make sure you get a 

20           clear answer.                                  

21                MR. LAWRENCE:  It's very simple.          

22      Q.   The warrant shows that there were no words     

23 spoken between myself and the woman, true?               

24                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

25      A.   Yes.                                           

jameslawrence
Highlight

jameslawrence
Highlight

jameslawrence
Highlight



CHAIT DIGITAL REPORTING

203-625-4770
CHAIT DIGITAL 11 Riverside Avenue Westport, CT 06880

54602a7a-03db-4e7d-9848-56af5facebbbElectronically signed by Janet Phillips (201-105-587-6445)

Page 21

1      Q.   Okay.  So there were no verbal warnings        

2 directed at me by this woman, true?                      

3                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

4                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you know.               

5      A.   Yes.                                           

6      Q.   Thank you.  All right.  So we got through the  

7 first half.  That wasn't so hard.                        

8           Just going over facts 'cause, like I said,     

9 when you put stuff together, judges are getting stuff    

10 from all different angles, and they can have a hard time 

11 and they can make mistakes.                              

12                MR. LAWRENCE:  So I want to get to the    

13           second half of this deposition.  I want to get 

14           into the issue of the second-degree breach of  

15           peace statute, to which the officer certainly  

16           would have knowledge of since he arrested me   

17           for that.                                      

18      Q.   After the media slander and libel, I was       

19 arrested on February 16th, 2019, for a second-degree     

20 harassment charge, as I've already mentioned, based on   

21 one email from September 18, 2018.                       

22           Now, this is the Custodial Arrest Synopsis,    

23 a/k/a, also known as the official police press release   

24 of the second-degree harassment arrest.  I want to       

25 introduce this into the record.                          
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1                MR. LAWRENCE:  So for the court reporter, 

2           it would be called the Westport Custodial      

3           Arrest Synopsis.  And you'll see that the      

4           charge is Harassment 2nd, and it will say      

5           "Non-threatening."  Do we all see that?        

6                MR. DRISCOLL:  Yes.                       

7                MR. YUHAN:  I'm going to object to the    

8           predicate, but I see the document.             

9                (Westport Custodial Arrest Synopsis for   

10           Case No. 2018-019908 deemed marked Plaintiff's 

11           Exhibit 4 for identification.)                 

12      Q.   Okay.  So, Officer Sullivan, you see the       

13 document.  This is -- now I'm trying to understand this  

14 Westport Custodial Arrest Synopsis.  This is an official 

15 police press release.  We're going to get to your        

16 official police press release.                           

17           But on this, can you just verify, does it --   

18 it seems to distinguish the arrest as threatening or     

19 non-threatening.  And this is an actual harassment       

20 charge.  What does this arrest say?  Is it threatening   

21 or non-threatening?                                      

22                MR. DRISCOLL:  Objection.  I'm going to   

23           object because I don't think this is --        

24                MR. LAWRENCE:  He's reading the police's  

25           own document just to verify.                   
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1                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'll just object that the  

2           document speaks for itself.  If you want him   

3           to read what it says on the paper, he can      

4           confirm that.                                  

5                MR. LAWRENCE:  Yes.  That's all I want.   

6                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

7      A.   In looking at this document, it does say       

8 "Harassment 2nd, non-threatening."                       

9      Q.   Thank you.  Okay.  Now I want to move on to -- 

10 now, is it correct that someone arrested for             

11 second-degree threatening would have an official police  

12 press release signifying threatening?                    

13                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

14                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you know.               

15      A.   That stuff's all above my pay grade.  I have   

16 no involvement with press releases.  So I don't know how 

17 that would be done.                                      

18      Q.   Well, I mean, if it says "threatening," then   

19 that means that it probably would have -- all right.     

20           But, Officer, police do take threatening very  

21 seriously, yes?                                          

22      A.   Yes.                                           

23      Q.   Okay.  And so you're aware of what the         

24 complainant said on the dispatch tapes for your arrest   

25 of the one count of second-degree breach of peace, yes?  
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1                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

2      A.   Yes.                                           

3      Q.   Okay.  Now, this is the official police press  

4 release for the one count of second-degree breach of     

5 peace.  I want to enter this into the record.            

6                MR. LAWRENCE:  You'll see, Court          

7           Reporter, it's Westport Custodial Arrest, and  

8           it will say "Charge, breach of peace.  Bond    

9           $5,000."                                       

10      A.   Yes.                                           

11                MR. DRISCOLL:  For the record, it's the   

12           PDF labeled Official Press Release 1.          

13                (Westport Custodial Arrest Synopsis for   

14           Case No. 2017-022937 deemed marked Plaintiff's 

15           Exhibit 5 for identification.)                 

16                MR. LAWRENCE:  And at the top of the      

17           document, it's Westport Custodial Arrest, and  

18           the arrest date would be 3/5/2018.  It's from  

19           the arrest of when Officer Sullivan and I met  

20           each other.                                    

21                MR. YUHAN:  Can we go off the record for  

22           one second?                                    

23               (Discussion off the record.)               

24      Q.   Officer Sullivan, do you see any reference to  

25 threatening in the official police press release of your 
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1 arrest of me for one count second-degree breach of peace 

2 in this document, Westport Custodial Arrest Synopsis,    

3 the official police press release?                       

4                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

5      A.   No.                                            

6      Q.   Okay.  Thank you.  Now, in reviewing the       

7 Connecticut second-degree breach of peace statute, since 

8 the March 5th, 2018, booking of me for one count of      

9 second-degree breach of peace, I've had one conversation 

10 with you, a recorded conversation that was on or around  

11 February 12th, 2021, calling you to ask you a question;  

12 is that correct?                                         

13      A.   Yes.                                           

14      Q.   Okay.  This conversation was about which part  

15 of this one count of second-degree breach of peace       

16 statute you arrested me for or which part of the breach  

17 of peace statute your warrant's actual wording was       

18 referring to, the wording of following and getting into  

19 personal space; is that correct?                         

20      A.   Yes.                                           

21      Q.   Okay.  There are six parts of the              

22 second-degree breach of peace statute, Officer.  Which   

23 part of this one count of second-degree breach of peace  

24 did you arrest me for?  Did it fit under section 1, 2,   

25 3, 4, 5, or 6?                                           
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1                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

2      A.   It was being referenced to part 6.             

3      Q.   Thank you.  Okay.  Just for the record, do you 

4 have any video recordings from any market ever, let      

5 alone any signifying harassment?  I mean, do you have    

6 any video recordings from a market ever?                 

7                MR. DRISCOLL:  Him personally?            

8                MR. LAWRENCE:  The police.                

9      A.   I don't know about the police, but me          

10 personally, no.                                          

11      Q.   Okay.  'Cause you mentioned in your warrant    

12 you didn't have one for the arrest.                      

13           Now, I want to refer you to a -- we can do     

14 this very quickly.  I want to refer you to the statute,  

15 53a-181a.  It's a subdivision of the second-degree       

16 breach of peace.  It's called "Creating a public         

17 disturbance."  It's a noncriminal infraction.            

18           So my question to you is during your research  

19 into my past, did you find any noncriminal infractions   

20 of creating a public disturbance in your own search in   

21 relation to the incident?                                

22                MR. DRISCOLL:  Objection to form.         

23      A.   I'm not sure I understand the question.        

24      Q.   Well, it's basically there were mentions in    

25 the warrant of past arrests, but they didn't distinguish 
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1 the convictions.                                         

2           Now, I don't know when you do your criminal    

3 background checks if you see stuff that is               

4 noncriminal -- like, for example, this particular        

5 statute is an infraction.  It doesn't show up on a       

6 criminal background check, Officer.  And so it's kind of 

7 like a traffic violation.  So seeing that I was never    

8 arrested before, I think it's common sense, but I can    

9 move on if you want to move on.                          

10                MR. DRISCOLL:  Do you understand what     

11           he's asking?                                   

12                THE WITNESS:  Not really.                 

13                MR. DRISCOLL:  Are you asking if he's     

14           aware of whether you were ever charged with    

15           creating a public disturbance or if that was   

16           revealed in his research, or are you asking    

17           whether that would show in a criminal history  

18           check or both?                                 

19                MR. LAWRENCE:  You know, I probably       

20           shouldn't even ask this question because I was 

21           never arrested before in Connecticut.          

22      Q.   Can we establish that?  Is that true?          

23                MR. YUHAN:  Objection.                    

24                MR. DRISCOLL:  Are you asking him if he   

25           knows if you were ever arrested in Connecticut 
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1           prior to 2017?                                 

2                MR. LAWRENCE:  Yes.                       

3                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

4                MR. LAWRENCE:  Prior to the arrest that   

5           he made, was I never arrested in Connecticut.  

6      A.   No.  Not that I know.                          

7      Q.   Well, I mean, that's what it said in the       

8 warrant, that I didn't have any criminal background.     

9           Now, there's one interesting statute.  It's    

10 called 53a-40d.                                          

11                MR. LAWRENCE:  Now, Court Reporter, were  

12           you able to find these two documents that I    

13           mentioned that I was talking about?            

14                THE REPORTER:  I have no ability to go    

15           back and reference things during the           

16           deposition.  I'm reporting the proceedings.    

17                MR. LAWRENCE:  So the next thing I want   

18           to just introduce to the officer, I just want  

19           his professional opinion as an officer.  He is 

20           someone who looks at laws and has to interpret 

21           these to see if it fits a particular behavior  

22           or a particular investigation.                 

23                So I want to refer him to this            

24           Connecticut General Statutes, 53a-40d,         

25           Persistent offenders of crimes involving       
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1           assault, stalking, trespass, threatening,      

2           harassment, criminal violation of a protective 

3           order, criminal violation of a standing        

4           criminal protective order.                     

5                (Copy of Connecticut General Statute      

6           53a-181 deemed marked Plaintiff's Exhibit 6    

7           identification.)                               

8                (Copy of Connecticut General Statute      

9           53a-40d deemed marked Plaintiff's Exhibit 7    

10           identification.)                               

11      Q.   Do we see this document?                       

12      A.   Yes.                                           

13      Q.   Okay.  Great.  Why do you think that           

14 second-degree breach of peace is not part of this        

15 statute?                                                 

16                MR. YUHAN:  Object to the form.           

17                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'm going to object and    

18           direct him not to answer those questions.      

19                He's not an expert.  He's not a lawyer    

20           who drafts legislation.  He's a police officer 

21           and he's a fact witness.                       

22                MR. LAWRENCE:  Well, if he's a police     

23           officer, and let's say he sees people          

24           have past -- as a police officer, he sees that 

25           someone might have a past one or two           
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1           second-degree breach of peace convictions, and 

2           he is investigating another case, I would say  

3           that this is something that's right up his     

4           alley.                                         

5                MR. DRISCOLL:  He's a fact witness in     

6           your case.  He's not an expert.  He's not been 

7           disclosed to give expert opinions.             

8                So I'm going to tell him not to answer    

9           questions that ask for expert opinions because 

10           that's not his role here.                      

11                MR. LAWRENCE:  Well, it's a policeman's   

12           job.  This is something that would be part of  

13           his everyday --                                

14                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'm not going to tell you  

15           how to prosecute or pursue your case, but his  

16           role as a fact witness relative to your        

17           claims, he can testify about facts or          

18           questions that pertain to facts.  He's not to  

19           give expert opinions.                          

20                MR. LAWRENCE:  Great.  Okay.              

21      Q.   My next question is why did you not charge me  

22 with third-degree stalking for the one and only arrest?  

23                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

24                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you understand it, you  

25           can answer.                                    
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1      A.   The check that I did in your history, I        

2 went -- in looking over all the charges, I went with the 

3 breach of peace because it was the closest that fit what 

4 you had done, your actions.                              

5      Q.   Okay.  Thank you.  What would I have had to    

6 have done to be charged with third-degree stalking?      

7 Even if you wanted to arrest me for third-degree         

8 stalking, what would I have had to do behavior-wise?     

9                MR. YUHAN:  Object to the form.           

10                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'm going to object to the 

11           form.  But if he understands the question,     

12           I'll let him answer it.                        

13      A.   My understanding of the law itself would have  

14 meant you would have had to have repeatedly stalked or   

15 harassed the same victim --                              

16      Q.   Okay.                                          

17      A.   -- over and over again.                        

18      Q.   All right.  And if you were investigating      

19 someone for stalking or harassing someone already known, 

20 all right, someone is known, would I be described as a   

21 suspicious person if I was already known by the person   

22 making the complaint?                                    

23                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

24                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'm going to object to     

25           form.                                          
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1                If you understand what he's asking, you   

2           can answer it.                                 

3                THE WITNESS:  I think I do.               

4      A.   Probably not.  But again, we wouldn't put the  

5 brief description on that form.  It would have been done 

6 by somebody else.  It would have been done by one of the 

7 dispatchers, not me.                                     

8      Q.   All right.  There's one last incident report.  

9 It's an actual incident report.  Just give me one        

10 minute.  All right.  I have two more questions before I  

11 do this.                                                 

12           Is it true that police must carefully choose   

13 their words and not use words that would signify or      

14 describe other unrelated crimes?                         

15                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

16      A.   I really didn't hear you.                      

17      Q.   Officer Sullivan, is it true that police       

18 carefully choose their words and do not use words that   

19 can signify or describe or label another unrelated       

20 crime?                                                   

21                MR. YUHAN:  Object to the form.           

22                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'll object to the form.   

23                But if you understand it.                 

24      A.   I honestly don't understand the question.      

25                MR. DRISCOLL:  He said he doesn't         

jameslawrence
Highlight

jameslawrence
Highlight

jameslawrence
Highlight

jameslawrence
Highlight

jameslawrence
Highlight



CHAIT DIGITAL REPORTING

203-625-4770
CHAIT DIGITAL 11 Riverside Avenue Westport, CT 06880

54602a7a-03db-4e7d-9848-56af5facebbbElectronically signed by Janet Phillips (201-105-587-6445)

Page 33

1           understand the question.                       

2                MR. LAWRENCE:  I'll try it one more time. 

3      Q.   Is it true that police carefully choose their  

4 words and don't use words that could signify or describe 

5 another unrelated crime?                                 

6                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

7                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you understand what     

8           he's asking, you can answer.                   

9                THE WITNESS:  Really, I'm not --          

10                MR. DRISCOLL:  We can hear you clearly,   

11           but he's not understanding what you're asking  

12           him.                                           

13                THE WITNESS:  I'm not really sure what    

14           he's looking for.                              

15      Q.   Okay.  For example -- all right.  We'll move   

16 on.                                                      

17           All right.  How about this?  Okay.  We're      

18 going to move on.  Is it accurate to say,                

19 Officer Sullivan, that you consciously avoided using     

20 words -- since you did not use the words "stalk" or      

21 "harass" in the warrant, that you consciously avoided    

22 using these terms, because these are actual crimes of    

23 course of conduct behavior, as you've just described,    

24 with their own statutes?                                 

25                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            
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1                MR. DRISCOLL:  Objection.  If you         

2           understand, you can answer.                    

3      A.   I didn't actively avoid using those terms, if  

4 I understand you correctly.  I didn't actively avoid     

5 them.  I didn't consciously avoid them.  They just       

6 didn't come up.                                          

7      Q.   Okay.  Officer Sullivan, is it fair for the    

8 news to mention past arrests in ways that insinuate      

9 these arrests resulted in convictions?                   

10                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

11                MR. DRISCOLL:  Object to form.            

12                But if you understand the question --     

13      A.   You're going to have to ask that one again.  I 

14 didn't get that.                                         

15      Q.   Okay.  Once again, Officer Sullivan, in your   

16 warrant, you mention past arrests.  Now, the warrant was 

17 not distinguishing if any of these were convictions, for 

18 example, the 1995 stalking in California, where that     

19 case was dismissed.                                      

20           In fact, the only conviction I had when you    

21 arrested me was for a -- and the FBI shows that the only 

22 conviction I have is a domestic violence related to      

23 California.  Okay?                                       

24           So any of these other arrests that we          

25 mentioned, including the avoiding police in Florida in   
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1 1987, were dismissed.                                    

2           Now, just for your own sake -- 'cause I know   

3 that 99 percent of the time warrants aren't seized and   

4 you don't have inexperienced journalists, 22-year-old    

5 journalists combing through warrants and trying to make  

6 sense of stuff that is presented in a very simple, like  

7 not detailed way.                                        

8           In your own opinion, is it fair for news to    

9 mention past arrests in ways that insinuate these        

10 arrests resulted in convictions?                         

11                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

12                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'm going to object.  But  

13           if he understands it, he can answer.           

14      Q.   In your warrant, would you want -- if someone  

15 was arrested for something, Officer Sullivan, but he was 

16 never convicted of it, would you want the press          

17 presenting it in the way Hearst news, Westport News      

18 reporter presented the arrest, saying that he, quote,    

19 doesn't have an arrest record in Connecticut, but he was 

20 arrested in California for stalking and in Florida for   

21 evading police?                                          

22           Now, that's where she stops.  She doesn't go   

23 anywhere else and leaves the reader to imagine, wow, but 

24 he was arrested, so he probably was convicted.           

25           So I'm asking you, Officer Sullivan, if you're 
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1 writing an arrest warrant for someone, would you not     

2 expect the people writing about any kind of criminal     

3 background check or arrest record to at least            

4 distinguish whether the arrest resulted in a conviction? 

5           Is it fair for the news to mention past        

6 arrests in ways that insinuate these arrests resulted in 

7 convictions?                                             

8                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

9                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'll object too.           

10                But you can answer if you understand it.  

11      A.   I mean, even if I understand it, I have no     

12 control of what the media does with an arrest warrant or 

13 with that information.                                   

14      Q.   Would you want your information of saying that 

15 someone was arrested for something, but you didn't say   

16 that they were convicted, would you want the news to     

17 insinuate that he was convicted of something that you're 

18 just saying that he was arrested for?                    

19           Like I said, this is stuff that can blow back  

20 at an officer, and I'm just trying to get an opinion     

21 from you.  What do you think is proper procedure for     

22 having your warrant reported on?                         

23                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

24                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'll object.  He's a       

25           police officer.  He's not a media expert.  So  
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1           he can't comment on the proper procedure for   

2           media outlets.                                 

3      Q.   Okay.  So I just have one last exhibit.  And I 

4 will leave it to these last questions that I have right  

5 here.                                                    

6           Okay.  Officer Sullivan, do you recall a       

7 conversation with me during the booking procedure about  

8 not going to jail over this?                             

9      A.   I do not.                                      

10      Q.   Okay.  Did you submit the dispatch tape to the 

11 prosecutor?                                              

12      A.   I did not.                                     

13      Q.   Why not?                                       

14      A.   It's not my job.                               

15      Q.   Whose job is it?                               

16      A.   I honestly don't know.  Probably our media     

17 person, I would imagine.                                 

18      Q.   But as part of your investigation, it's the    

19 actual woman in her own words.  Why would you not submit 

20 that to the prosecutor?                                  

21      A.   I actually never listened to the tape myself.  

22 It's saved, it's used, but it's not something I used.  I 

23 physically spoke to the woman herself and got all my     

24 information.                                             

25      Q.   Okay.  Did the woman from your arrest make a   
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1 sworn written statement?                                 

2                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

3                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you recall.             

4      A.   I don't believe she did.                       

5      Q.   Okay.  Do you know why there were no booking   

6 tapes at all with the booking officer, meaning that      

7 there was no booking tapes submitted to the prosecutor?  

8 And I got the dispatch tapes via a Freedom of            

9 Information Act request, and I tried to get the booking  

10 taped via Freedom of Information, but they said there    

11 was never any booking tapes.  Do you know why there was  

12 no booking tapes of the arrest?                          

13                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you know.               

14      A.   I don't know.  I honestly don't know.  As far  

15 as I know, every time I'm down there, we're being taped. 

16 If it wasn't working, I have no idea.                    

17      Q.   Okay.  Now, do you have any recorded proof of  

18 the woman -- let me put it this way:  You take threats   

19 of retaliation serious, right?                           

20      A.   Yes.                                           

21      Q.   Now, I'm just trying to be very delicate with  

22 this one.  Are subjective fears evidence of any crime?   

23                MR. YUHAN:  Object to the form.           

24                MR. DRISCOLL:  Object to the form.        

25      Q.   Let's go back.  You take threats of            
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1 retaliation very seriously.  Is there an incident        

2 report, Officer Sullivan, that is part of your research, 

3 sir, that documents any threat of retaliation?           

4                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

5                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'll join.  If you         

6           understand what he's asking --                 

7                THE WITNESS:  I think I understand.       

8      A.   And I'm going to have to say no to that.       

9      Q.   Okay.  Good.  There wasn't.  There was no      

10 threats of retaliation.                                  

11           Now, also, in any of the incident reports --   

12 or I'll put it this way:  Is there any incident report,  

13 any incident report denying any claim -- and I have them 

14 all right here -- that documents any fear of retaliation 

15 to give a sworn written statement that is from your      

16 warrant?  Let me just quote your warrant really quickly. 

17 And then I'll ask the question and then we'll be done.   

18           Okay.  Section 13 of the warrant, "And in this 

19 case, the complainant would not provide a sworn written  

20 statement for fear that Lawrence would be able to find   

21 out who she was and then be able to retaliate against    

22 her.  I also learned that in all the nine other cases    

23 that the complainants all felt the same way, that they   

24 all feared for their safety, and because of this, they   

25 were reluctant to provide statements."                   
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1           Okay.  Officer, this is it, and we'll be done. 

2 Like I said, I'm just trying to deal with facts because  

3 we have a life on the line here, and I'm trying to just  

4 have everyone, not just the judge, but Hearst to         

5 understand your warrant in the most detailed way         

6 possible so we can come to a nice resolution.            

7           So my question to you, Officer, with that      

8 statement that you made in section 13 of your arrest     

9 warrant, is there any incident report that documents any 

10 fear of retaliation to give a sworn written statement    

11 that you write about?                                    

12                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

13      Q.   You've read all of them.  This is your         

14 research.  You wrote in the arrest warrant that all      

15 nine -- a number which is questionable, which I can go   

16 into, but I'm not ready to go into that quite yet -- all 

17 nine did not give a sworn written statement out of fear  

18 of retaliation.  And I'm asking you does any incident    

19 report document this?                                    

20                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

21                MR. DRISCOLL:  Other than his own?        

22                MR. LAWRENCE:  Excuse me?                 

23                MR. DRISCOLL:  Other than his own         

24           reports?                                       

25                MR. LAWRENCE:  Yes.  Other than his own.  
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1           He's reading the incident reports that he      

2           is -- because I'm trying to --                 

3      Q.   All right.  How about this?  If it's not in an 

4 incident report -- which it's not, I'm saving time --    

5 it's actually only in one incident report, and that had  

6 to do with a scuffle between me and a man.  Okay?        

7           Now, that's the only time that there was any   

8 kind of phrase or mention of any kind of fear to give a  

9 statement out of fear of retaliation.                    

10           But let me put it this way:  If you're to      

11 write this on an arrest warrant, Officer, where are you  

12 getting this information?  If it's not in an incident    

13 report -- we're looking at decades' old incident         

14 reports.  They go back to 2002, 2003, 2004.  I lived in  

15 San Francisco from 2007 to 2017.                         

16           So I really want first to understand that --   

17 look, I'm not trying to come down on anyone.  I'm not    

18 trying to sue the police or anything.  But when someone  

19 reads this, it should be true.                           

20           And as an investigator, I'm trying to think,   

21 the only other way that you could know is either through 

22 what?  How else would you know if it's not in an         

23 incident report of some kind of past fear?  It's a       

24 generalistic language that you use that you learned that 

25 in all nine cases that the complainants all felt the     
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1 same way, all felt the same way, that they all feared    

2 for their safety, and because of this were reluctant to  

3 give statements.  And where did you get this?            

4                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

5                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'm going to join that.    

6           But your question is where he got the          

7           information contained in paragraph 13 of his   

8           warrant?                                       

9                MR. LAWRENCE:  Exactly.                   

10      A.   Okay.  If I understand you correctly, all      

11 right, I agree with you that that statement was not in   

12 any of the reports.  But what I had done between the     

13 time of my report and writing this warrant was actually  

14 speak to the officers.                                   

15           And I can't attest that every single officer,  

16 but every officer that I did talk to that conducted      

17 those other investigations, I asked them if they had     

18 gotten a statement from their complainant, and they all  

19 said the same thing, no, 'cause they were afraid for     

20 retaliation.  That's where that came from.               

21      Q.   All right.  So basically this is coming from   

22 hearsay within the police department?                    

23                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

24                MR. LAWRENCE:  Well, no, that's basically 

25           what it is because, yes, he could be speaking  
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1           to other officers and they could mention stuff 

2           like that, all nine.                           

3      Q.   But all nine -- do all nine officers still     

4 work there from all the incident reports, Officer?       

5      A.   I'd have to check.  I'm not sure off the top   

6 of my head.                                              

7      Q.   All right.  Did you call these complainants?   

8      A.   No.  I don't believe so.                       

9      Q.   So you didn't call them.  Basically this       

10 section of the warrant, 13, is based on hearsay.  It's a 

11 very strong section of the warrant because it really is  

12 giving people the idea, and it was reported that there   

13 were some kind of threats.  And every case had their own 

14 particular circumstances.                                

15           And I will now end this by just referring to   

16 one incident report, the first incident report of 2002.  

17                MR. LAWRENCE:  Court Reporter, it's the   

18           incident report, report number 2002-002662.    

19           This is the first one.                         

20                (Incident Report No. 2002-002662 deemed   

21           marked Plaintiff's Exhibit 8 for               

22           identification.)                               

23      Q.   You can actually read this thing.  It's not a  

24 very long incident report.  It's one paragraph, which    

25 once again has that suspicious person brief description. 
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1 And when you read it, it doesn't say that anyone was in  

2 fear of retaliation.  And it doesn't say -- doesn't use  

3 the word "stalk," doesn't use the word "harass."  And it 

4 also showed that it was, like in tune with what were you 

5 were talking about, it was one time.  I never saw this   

6 person again.                                            

7                MR. LAWRENCE:  So I'll end this right now 

8           and just say that for the record what I'm      

9           entering in is just an example of what         

10           Officer Sullivan has confirmed is that there's 

11           not one incident report, any document, any     

12           kind of hard evidence about section 13 of his  

13           warrant.                                       

14                MR. LAWRENCE:  I'm done.                  

15                MR. DRISCOLL:  I'm not sure if that was a 

16           question.  But I don't think it was.           

17                MR. LAWRENCE:  No, it wasn't.  He's       

18           already answered the question that no incident 

19           report documents anything --                   

20                MR. DRISCOLL:  Just making sure he didn't 

21           have to answer that.                           

22                MR. LAWRENCE:  Like I said, this is       

23           not -- I'm doing what I have to do.  I'm       

24           not -- I haven't sued the police.              

25                MR. DRISCOLL:  I think Mr. Yuhan might    
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1           have a couple questions.  It's his time.       

2           Right?                                         

3                MR. YUHAN:  I do.                         

4                Now, Mr. Sullivan, I know we've been      

5           going for about an hour.  Would you rather     

6           take a break for just a couple of minutes or   

7           do you want to just go forward?                

8                I think my -- you know, it's always a     

9           challenge to guess, but I would venture to     

10           guess I have maybe 20 minutes or so of         

11           questions.                                     

12                THE WITNESS:  I'm good to keep going.     

13 CROSS-EXAMINATION                                        

14 BY MR. YUHAN:                                            

15      Q.   Mr. Sullivan, my name is Stephen Yuhan.  I     

16 represent the defendant Hearst Communications, Inc. in   

17 this matter.  And I appreciate you taking the time to    

18 speak with us today.  I know it's not always a           

19 particularly pleasant way to spend your day off, so I do 

20 appreciate that.  I'll try to keep this brief.           

21           Let me just start with this:  Mr. Sullivan,    

22 have you and I spoken before?                            

23      A.   No.                                            

24      Q.   Have we communicated in any way before?        

25      A.   No.                                            
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1      Q.   Prior to our introduction just before the      

2 deposition, did you have any idea that I was             

3 representing Hearst in this matter?                      

4      A.   No.                                            

5      Q.   Have you reviewed the complaint filed by       

6 Mr. Lawrence against Hearst in this matter?              

7      A.   No.                                            

8      Q.   Aside from what you may have gleaned either    

9 from your own counsel or from Mr. Lawrence during this   

10 deposition, do you have any idea what the substance of   

11 the claims or defenses in this matter are?               

12      A.   No.                                            

13      Q.   Okay.  I want to put before you --             

14                MR. YUHAN:  Mr. Driscoll, if you could    

15           help me out.                                   

16      Q.   -- I want to put before you the document that  

17 was circulated to counsel as Exhibit A.                  

18                MR. DRISCOLL:  He has a copy in front of  

19           him, and we have it pulled up on my screen as  

20           well.                                          

21                MR. YUHAN:  Great.                        

22                (Arrest Warrant Application deemed marked 

23           Defendant's Exhibit A for identification.)     

24                MR. YUHAN:  Now, for the record, this is  

25           a document that is an arrest warrant           
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1           application.  At the top of the page is a      

2           header case number 3:18-cv-01927, Document     

3           39-4.  It's a 12 page document.                

4      Q.   Mr. Sullivan, do you recognize this document?  

5      A.   Yes.                                           

6      Q.   And what is this document?                     

7      A.   It's my arrest warrant application for James   

8 Lawrence.                                                

9      Q.   Okay.  And is that your signature at the       

10 bottom of the first page?                                

11      A.   Yes.                                           

12      Q.   And I see a numeral sign and it looks to be    

13 the numerals 4358.  What's the significance of that      

14 number?                                                  

15      A.   That's my badge number.                        

16      Q.   Okay.  And what is your understanding of the   

17 role that this document, the arrest application, plays   

18 in the course of a criminal proceeding?                  

19      A.   It contains all the information and            

20 circumstances of an event that I know about and are      

21 compiled to show that I have probable cause to believe   

22 that the person mentioned is guilty of the specific      

23 charge, and in this case breach of peace.                

24      Q.   And an Arrest Warrant Application contains     

25 your statements made under oath; is that correct?        
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1      A.   Yes.                                           

2      Q.   And that was true for this document,           

3 Exhibit A, correct?                                      

4      A.   Yes.                                           

5      Q.   You made those statements under oath           

6 indicating that at the time that you made them, to the   

7 best of your knowledge, information, and belief, those   

8 statements were true; is that right?                     

9      A.   Yes.                                           

10      Q.   And this relates to an incident that took      

11 place on or about November 5, 2017; is that correct?     

12      A.   Yes.                                           

13      Q.   And that was the incident in the parking lot   

14 of the Fresh Market involving Mr. Lawrence, correct?     

15      A.   Yes.                                           

16      Q.   And do you know whether or not an arrest       

17 warrant was actually issued relating to this incident?   

18      A.   Yes.                                           

19      Q.   Was an arrest warrant issued relating to this  

20 incident?                                                

21      A.   Yes.                                           

22      Q.   And it was on the basis of your application,   

23 correct?                                                 

24      A.   Yes.                                           

25      Q.   And that application included the statements   
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1 contained in paragraph 2, correct?                       

2      A.   Yes.                                           

3      Q.   It included the statements made in paragraph 4 

4 identifying Mr. Lawrence?                                

5      A.   Yes.                                           

6      Q.   Turning to the next page, in paragraph 7 at    

7 the end of the paragraph, do you see the sentence that   

8 says "Lawrence was advised that it was his behavior and  

9 the fact that he allowed the complainant" -- or sorry -- 

10 strike that.                                             

11           Do you see the sentence at the end of          

12 paragraph 7 beginning with "Lawrence was advised that it 

13 was his behavior"?                                       

14      A.   Yes.                                           

15      Q.   And that statement was true at the time that   

16 you submitted this affidavit to the best of your         

17 knowledge, information, and belief, right?               

18      A.   Yes.                                           

19      Q.   In paragraph 10, at the end of that paragraph, 

20 do you see the sentence that says "In checking this file 

21 later, I learned that there is still a protective order  

22 in effect against Lawrence"?                             

23      A.   Yes.                                           

24      Q.   And again, when you filed this affidavit, that 

25 sentence was true to the best of your knowledge,         



CHAIT DIGITAL REPORTING

203-625-4770
CHAIT DIGITAL 11 Riverside Avenue Westport, CT 06880

54602a7a-03db-4e7d-9848-56af5facebbbElectronically signed by Janet Phillips (201-105-587-6445)

Page 50

1 information, and belief; is that right?                  

2      A.   Yes.                                           

3      Q.   And could you take a moment and review         

4 paragraph 11 for me, please?  You don't have to read it  

5 aloud.  You can review it to yourself.  Just let me know 

6 when you're done.                                        

7                (Pause in the proceedings.)               

8      A.   Okay.  I'm done.                               

9      Q.   And those statements were true at the time     

10 that you filed this affidavit to the best of your        

11 knowledge, information, and belief, correct?             

12      A.   Yes.                                           

13      Q.   I have the same questions for paragraphs 12,   

14 13, and 14.  So if you could read those paragraphs to    

15 yourself and let me know when you're finished.           

16                (Pause in the proceedings.)               

17      A.   I'm finished.                                  

18      Q.   At the time that you filed this affidavit, the 

19 statements contained in paragraphs, 12, 13, and 14 were  

20 true to the best of your knowledge, information, and     

21 belief; is that right?                                   

22      A.   Yes.                                           

23      Q.   Now, the document that we've just gone over,   

24 one, two, three pages, that's a record that is           

25 maintained by the Westport Police in the normal course   
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1 of its business; is that right?                          

2      A.   Yes.                                           

3      Q.   And it was a document that was actually filed  

4 in the Superior Court in Connecticut; is that correct?   

5      A.   Yes.                                           

6      Q.   Okay.  If I could ask you to turn to the next  

7 page, this is an incident report.  It's a little hard to 

8 tell, but it's report number 2017-022937.                

9                MR. DRISCOLL:  -937?                      

10                MR. YUHAN:  Yes.  Yes.                    

11      A.   Yes.                                           

12      Q.   The report date is 11/05/2017, right?          

13      A.   Yes.                                           

14      Q.   And have you seen this document before?        

15      A.   Yes.                                           

16      Q.   And can you describe what this is?             

17      A.   It's my report from the incident at the Fresh  

18 Market.                                                  

19      Q.   Okay.  The same incident that was discussed in 

20 the Arrest Warrant Application we just reviewed,         

21 correct?                                                 

22      A.   Yes.                                           

23      Q.   And is this a document that is maintained in   

24 the normal course of business by the Westport Police     

25 Department?                                              
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1      A.   Yes.                                           

2      Q.   And if you look, we're now on page 4 of 7 of   

3 the incident report.  It says "Additional Narrative" at  

4 the top.  Do you see that?                               

5      A.   Yes.                                           

6      Q.   And can you describe for me what is the --     

7 strike that.                                             

8           Actually, I'm finished with this document.     

9 You can put that to the side.  If I could ask you to put 

10 in front of you Exhibit B.                               

11                MR. DRISCOLL:  I didn't get a chance to   

12           print that, so give me one second.             

13                MR. YUHAN:  Sure.  No problem.  My        

14           apologies.  I didn't realize until too late    

15           that I had not originally attached that.       

16                MR. DRISCOLL:  Okay.  We have it up on    

17           the screen.                                    

18                MR. YUHAN:  Okay.  Now hang on.  Let me   

19           just make sure that I'm working off the same   

20           document.                                      

21                (Incident Report No. 2018-019908 deemed   

22           marked Defendant's Exhibit B for               

23           identification.)                               

24                MR. YUHAN:  Okay.  Exhibit B is a         

25           document entitled Incident Report bearing      
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1           report number 2018-019908.  And there's a      

2           legend, a header at the top of that document,  

3           Case number 3:18-cv-01927, Document 39-8.      

4                MR. DRISCOLL:  We have it.                

5      Q.   Okay.  Now, Mr. Sullivan, is this a document   

6 that you have seen before?                               

7      A.   Not until today.                               

8      Q.   Not till today.  And in fact, if you look at   

9 the bottom of the first page of that document, under     

10 Reporting Officer, that's Mark Grasso, correct?          

11      A.   Yes.                                           

12      Q.   And do you know who Mark Grasso is?            

13      A.   Yes, I do.                                     

14      Q.   Okay.  Are you familiar with the incident      

15 described in this incident report?  Are you personally   

16 familiar with that incident?                             

17      A.   I've had discussions with Officer Grasso, yes. 

18      Q.   Okay.  Now, do you have any reason to doubt    

19 that the statements set forth in the incident report by  

20 Mr. Grasso were true at the time to the best of his      

21 knowledge, information, and belief?                      

22                MR. LAWRENCE:  I would like to object     

23           because basically my objection is based on the 

24           fact that they're talking about an arrest, as  

25           I've already mentioned, an incident report     

jameslawrence
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1           that is after the arrest with                  

2           Officer Sullivan.                              

3                His knowledge of this case is next to     

4           nothing, and he's not an authority on this     

5           particular case.  It's established that I was  

6           arrested for second-degree harassment.         

7                However, many of my complaints and the    

8           points of my complaint against Hearst have to  

9           do with issues prior to this arrest, and the   

10           way that Hearst reported on this arrest        

11           actually contributed to this false arrest and  

12           the arrest, attempted arrest for second-degree 

13           stalking that was rejected by the prosecutor.  

14                So I don't know where defense is going on 

15           this.  I'm just going to say that I object     

16           because Officer Grasso -- Officer Sullivan is  

17           not an authority on this -- if                 

18           Officer Sullivan is not an authority on past   

19           incident reports, how is he an authority on    

20           someone else's case?  It doesn't make sense.   

21                MR. DRISCOLL:  All right.  So the         

22           question was whether he has any reason to      

23           doubt that Officer Grasso accurately reflected 

24           his knowledge of events in his report, right?  

25                MR. YUHAN:  That is correct.              
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1                MR. DRISCOLL:  If you understand, you can 

2           answer.                                        

3      A.   I believe he is accurate, yes.                 

4      Q.   Okay.  Now, if you look at page 4 of this      

5 exhibit, it is entitled Additional Narrative.  Do you    

6 see that?                                                

7      A.   Yes.                                           

8      Q.   And do you know -- do you see -- let's see --  

9 three lines down, at the end of that line, there is a    

10 reference to you, "who was arrested by Officer Sullivan  

11 in March 2018."  Do you see that?                        

12      A.   Yes.                                           

13      Q.   And after that, the line continues, "had       

14 returned to Westport from Europe yesterday for a court   

15 appearance in Norwalk today."  Do you see that line?     

16      A.   Yes.                                           

17      Q.   And do you know whether or not that court      

18 appearance was in relation to the arrest that you had    

19 made?                                                    

20      A.   Yes.  I believe it was.                        

21      Q.   And does that indicate to you that as of the   

22 time of this incident report, that matter was still      

23 pending?                                                 

24      A.   Yes.                                           

25      Q.   Okay.  To your knowledge, this incident that   
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1 Mr. Grasso was involved in for the crime of harassment   

2 in the second degree, do you know whether or not that    

3 case is still pending?                                   

4      A.   I believe it is still pending.                 

5      Q.   And again, this incident report, this is a     

6 document that is maintained by the Westport Police       

7 Department in the regular course of its business, is it  

8 not?                                                     

9      A.   Yes.                                           

10      Q.   Okay.  Just a couple more questions,           

11 Mr. Sullivan, and then I'll be finished with my          

12 examination.                                             

13           Are you currently employed?                    

14      A.   Yes.                                           

15      Q.   It's not a trick question.  I'm just asking.   

16      A.   I thought you were going to keep going there.  

17 Yes.                                                     

18      Q.   Are you currently employed?                    

19      A.   Yes.                                           

20      Q.   Who is your employer?                          

21      A.   Westport Police Department.                    

22      Q.   And what is your title with the Westport       

23 Police Department?                                       

24      A.   Police officer.                                

25      Q.   And have you been a police officer with the    
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1 Westport Police Department since about March 7, 2016?    

2      A.   Yes.                                           

3      Q.   Are you aware of any reason why sitting here   

4 today the testimony you've given in this deposition      

5 could not be the -- strike that.  That was terrible.     

6           Is there any reason, sir, that the testimony   

7 you've given today is not your best recollection and     

8 true to the best of your knowledge, information, and     

9 belief?                                                  

10      A.   No.                                            

11                MR. YUHAN:  Subject to any further        

12           examination by Mr. Lawrence, I have no further 

13           questions.  Thank you so much.                 

14                MR. LAWRENCE:  I just have one question   

15           in regards to the warrant that you're talking  

16           about, the second-degree breach of peace.      

17                I want to direct Officer Sullivan and his 

18           attorney to section 20 of that warrant.  This  

19           is the second-degree harassment arrest,        

20           February 6, 2019, arrest that happened one     

21           year after Officer Sullivan's arrest.          

22                MR. DRISCOLL:  Are you talking about      

23           Officer Grasso's report?                       

24                MR. LAWRENCE:  Yes.  His warrant, the     

25           actual warrant.                                
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1                THE WITNESS:  Grasso's warrant or my      

2           warrant?                                       

3                MR. LAWRENCE:  Grasso's.  Section 20,     

4           please.                                        

5                THE WITNESS:  I'm just not sure.          

6                MR. DRISCOLL:  I don't think we have      

7           Grasso's warrant.  We have his incident        

8           report.                                        

9                MR. LAWRENCE:  Okay.  I guess that's      

10           something I'll have to submit.                 

11                MR. LAWRENCE:  All right.  So I think     

12           we're pretty much done here, I think.          

13 REDIRECT EXAMINATION                                     

14 BY MR. LAWRENCE:                                         

15      Q.   I just have one last question.  Did the woman  

16 use the word "harass" on the dispatch tapes, so I don't  

17 have to bring out the dispatch tapes?                    

18                MR. DRISCOLL:  The woman in the incident  

19           that he did the arrest warrant for?            

20                MR. LAWRENCE:  Yes.                       

21      Q.   Officer Sullivan, in regards to your arrest,   

22 did the woman use the word "stalk" or "harass" in the    

23 dispatch tapes?                                          

24                MR. YUHAN:  Objection to form.            

25      A.   I never listened to the dispatch tapes.        
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1 Again, I got all my information from her directly.       

2      Q.   But she was recorded on the dispatch tapes --  

3      A.   Absolutely.                                    

4      Q.   -- from the initial call?  The initial call    

5 was in her own words?                                    

6                MR. DRISCOLL:  He said he didn't listen   

7           to those.                                      

8      A.   I'm told by the dispatcher themselves what's   

9 going on with the call, not by listening to the actual   

10 tape.                                                    

11      Q.   Okay.                                          

12                MR. LAWRENCE:  I'm wondering if this      

13           phrase that he used -- I find it to be a very  

14           proper choice of words, "follow and get into   

15           personal space," meaning the idiom "get into   

16           personal space," it's actually an idiom in the 

17           dictionary that it's usually violate personal  

18           space.                                         

19      Q.   But are you aware that that is a phrase in the 

20 dictionary?                                              

21      A.   No.  Not really.                               

22      Q.   Okay.  I think we're done.                     

23                MR. LAWRENCE:  I want to thank everyone.  

24           I don't see anything else.  Since you don't    

25           have Grasso's warrant, I'm not looking to ask  
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1           any other questions.  I want to keep it        

2           simple.                                        

3                MR. YUHAN:  No further questions.         

4                THE REPORTER:  Do you want the witness to 

5           read and sign?                                 

6                MR. DRISCOLL:  No.                        

7                THE REPORTER:  Do you both need a copy of 

8           this transcript?                               

9                MR. YUHAN:  Yes.                          

10                MR. LAWRENCE:  I told Michael that I need 

11           it to be expedited, if I could have it by like 

12           Wednesday.                                     

13                THE REPORTER:  Attorney Yuhan, do you     

14           need a copy of the transcript?                 

15                MR. YUHAN:  Yes, please, on the same      

16           basis.                                         

17                THE REPORTER:  Is a PDF email acceptable  

18           or paper copy?                                 

19                MR. YUHAN:  PDF is fine for me.           

20                MR. LAWRENCE:  PDF would be great.        

21                 (Time noted:  1:47 p.m.)                 

22             (Signature waived by agreement.)             

23                                                          

24

25
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7 the foregoing deposition was by me duly sworn, and       

8 thereupon testified as appears in the foregoing          

9 deposition; that said deposition was taken by me         

10 stenographically remotely via videoconferencing and      

11 reduced to typewriting under my direction, and the       

12 foregoing is a true and accurate transcript of the       

13 testimony.                                               
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