My name is Michael Quinlan, and | come in opposition of this bill.

"George Santayana said, “Those who ignore the lesson of the past, will be doomed to repeat
it.”"

https://quoteinvestigator.com/2024/03/04/past-repeat/

In accordance to SB26-004, Page 2, Line 7 "Community member" means: Line 19 through Line
21 “(c) An educator who, through a direct professional relationship, interacted with the
respondent or the respondent's child within six months before requesting the protection order.”

The very idea of using children to spy on their families, their neighbors, is not new I'm afraid.
This was something that the Hitler Youth would be doing. If members of the family or neighbors
do anything that is in violation of the Party will be reported to Party members or their teachers.
And what could cause a teacher to suggest a red flag? A case of being sad? Then many people
would be under a red flag order after the 2016 and 2024 U.S. elections when Donal Trump
became president. Look up the videos on YouTube. There are many.

That's all

Michael Quinlan

3970 Harmony Drive

APT 512

Colorado Springs, CO 80917

(719) 502-7015



AAUTY

of Colorado

March 2026

TO: House State, Civic, Military & Veterans Affairs Committee
RE: AAUW SUPPORTS SB004--Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order
Dear Committee Members:

The American Association of University Women (AAUW) is one of the oldest women's
organizations in the country, empowering women since 1881. The mission of AAUW is to
advance equity for women and girls through research, education and advocacy. More than 700
community leaders are members of AAUW branches around Colorado.

AAUW has declared that gun violence is a public health crisis. Mass shootings have become
commonplace, and our children now live with the expectation that they may be the next
victims. Suicide by firearms remains an ongoing crisis for families across Colorado.

SB004 adds mental health professionals and co-responders as community members, and
health-care facilities, behavioral health treatment facilities, K-12 schools, and institutions
of higher education as institutional petitioners that may petition a court for an extreme risk
protection order.

AAUW of Colorado strongly supports SBO0O4and requests your YES vote in committee and
throughout the process of becoming a law.

Respectfully submitted,

; \‘L’.'f .%//é 2/

Hon. Su Ryden
AAUW of Colorado Advocacy Director

16699 E. Kentucky Ave. ¢ Aurora, CO 80017
303.898.5797
suryden25@gmail.com

American Association of University Women--AAUW is a top-rated 501(c)3 charitable organization
whose mission is to advance gender equity for women and girls through research, education,
and advocacy.
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Thank you, Madam Chair and members of the Committee, for reading this letter of support. My
name is Samantha Rabins, and | am the Associate Director of Crisis and Community Services at
WellPower. Part of my role is overseeing WellPower’s Co-Responder and STAR Programs. As a
Denver County community partner, |, on behalf of WellPower, am here today to offer my support
for Senate Bill 26-004, which would expand the current rules to allow Co-Responders and
healthcare facilities to petition for an Extreme Risk Protection Order (ERPO). With this
expansion, we can more effectively support the safety of residents across the state of Colorado.

Our mission at WellPower is to “empower people to overcome barriers and achieve lasting
well-being through collaborative behavioral health care and comprehensive support.” As
providers, we meet people where they are in their recovery journey, using a harm-reduction and
safety-centered approach that helps individuals advocate for their needs, access equitable care,
and work toward mental health stability. From this perspective, an expanded ERPO framework is
essential, recognizing that behavioral health crises often require timely, compassionate
intervention that reduces harm and enhances safety for individuals, families, and communities,
even when those interventions are difficult. WellPower partners with agencies whose
commitments to harm reduction, safety, and equitable care align with our own, and we continue
to advocate for collaborative, community-based approaches that strengthen supports during
behavioral health crises.

Drawing on my experience as a Co-Responder since the program’s inception in 2016, and later as
a Program Manager and now Associate Director, | have seen firsthand how coordinated
partnerships and timely behavioral health interventions can meaningfully strengthen safety and
stability for people in crisis. As professionals who respond through 911 to moments of critical
personal crisis, or to the moment someone makes the courageous choice to reach out for help, it
is essential that Co-Responders can also initiate supportive interventions for individuals
experiencing severe behavioral health crises. Co-Responders often meet individuals in their most
acute and vulnerable moments. Because of this unique position, they frequently receive
information that individuals may be reluctant to share in traditional therapy settings, including
disclosures of violent or suicidal thoughts and the presence or accessibility of weapons.
Co-Responders conduct forms of threat assessment that differ from those performed in
traditional therapeutic settings due to the immediacy and severity of the crises they are called to
address.

While we often hear the phrase “pick yourself up by your bootstraps,” many of our most
vulnerable community members simply cannot do so in moments of profound crisis. Harm
reduction acknowledges this reality: as humans, we rely on one another for safety and support,
especially when someone cannot ensure their own. ERPOs provide a structured, compassionate
way to extend that support when risk is high. As Co-Responders, our time with individuals is
brief but impactful. Our job is to reduce recidivism within the criminal justice system for people
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with severe and persistent mental illness, improve coordination of care across systems, and
reduce access to lethal means when individuals are in crisis and not yet connected, or have
become disconnected, from appropriate care. Means restriction is a vital component of harm
reduction, and this bill would give Co-Responders the ability to recommend and initiate that
process when it is most urgently needed.

The second reason | support Senate Bill 26-004 is that allowing healthcare facilities to serve as
ERPO petitioners is key to building a comprehensive response for individuals in acute crisis.
Allowing institutions, not just individual clinicians, to petition strengthens the infrastructure
needed to effectively support those at highest risk. It also deepens the partnership between
crisis responders and healthcare organizations, which is essential to coordinate safety planning.
One significant barrier we as Co-Responders encounter is the discomfort many individual
practitioners feel about serving as an ERPO petitioner. Clinicians often fear that petitioning could
damage the therapeutic relationship they have carefully built with a client or place them in a
personally vulnerable position. This hesitation can delay or complicate critical interventions.
WellPower’s Co-Responder team has worked closely with the Denver Police Department’s ERPO
Unit and has seen firsthand how effective collaboration between healthcare providers and ERPO
teams can be. When an individual meets legal criteria and an ERPO is granted, Co-Responders
have consistently observed that the shared responsibility for supporting the person’s safety
brings together the client’s therapist, supportive services, and community partners in a unified
way. The urgency of the situation strengthens alignment and coordinated decision-making
among all involved.

This demonstrates why healthcare institutions, rather than individual providers, should have the
authority to serve as ERPO petitioners. Institutions are uniquely positioned to evaluate risk
through a coordinated, multidisciplinary lens, assume the legal responsibilities associated with
petitioning, and maintain continuity of care across programs. This model protects therapeutic
relationships, reduces the burden on individual clinicians, and ensures that ERPO petitions are
grounded in comprehensive clinical insight within an integrated system of support. ERPOs
require annual reassessment to determine whether they remain necessary, including evaluating
whether improved stability and access to care may support lifting the order.

By adding healthcare facilities to the list of authorized petitioners, the state can meaningfully
reduce barriers that currently prevent necessary action. When an organization such as
WellPower can serve as the petitioner rather than the individual therapist, the clinician can
remain focused on treatment, the client can maintain trust in their provider, and the broader
care team can respond more effectively during moments of crisis.

What | have seen is that the process of considering an ERPO petition can be a meaningful and
collaborative conversation focused on connecting people with the right type of help at the right
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time. As first responders, ERPOs provide Co-Responders with a safety net, knowing that when
we must end the initial crisis response, the individual will continue to be supported and
advocated for until they reach safety and stability. As an agency, this collaboration strengthens
WellPower’s partnerships across our community, reduces the burden on individual providers,
and creates greater capacity to connect people to mental health treatment effectively and
appropriately. This bill strengthens that foundation by empowering deeper, more coordinated
collaboration, ensuring that every partner in the system can respond together to protect safety,
support recovery, and connect people to the care they deserve.

As Co-Responders and behavioral health providers, we recognize that people are fluid, not fixed.
When we have robust options to support individuals in their darkest moments, we are better
positioned to assist them in their ongoing recovery. This bill gives providers another essential
tool for helping someone in need.

| am honored to be sharing this space with my fellow colleagues and fully support Senate Bill
26-004 and the expansion of eligible petitioners for Extreme Risk Protection Orders.

Thank you, Madam Chair and members of the Committee, for the opportunity to submit my
testimony and express my support for Senate Bill 26-004. | respectfully ask for your yes votes
today.

Samantha Rabins, LCSW
Associate Director of Crisis and Community Services
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Typed Text of Testimony Submitted

Name, Position,
Representing

Typed Text of Testimony

Wesley Scott
Against

themself

Good day,

Let the representatives and senators understand that passing this law
blatantly violates the United States Constitution under the Second
Amendment,

the Supremacy Clause (Article 6, Section 2) in accordance with
Marbury vs. Madison (1803): "Thus, the particular phraseology of the
constitution of the United States confirms and strengthens the
principle, supposed to be essential to all written constitutions, that a
law repugnant to the constitution is void, and that courts, as well as
other departments, are bound by that instrument. The rule must be
discharged." Please also reference also 18 U.S.C. § 242 :"Whoever,
under color of any law, statute, ordinance, regulation, or custom,
willfully subjects any person in any State, Territory, Commonwealth,
Possession, or District to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or
immunities secured or protected by the Constitution or laws of the
United States, or to different punishments, pains, or penalties, on
account of such person being an alien, or by reason of his color, or
race, than are prescribed for the punishment of citizens, shall be fined
under this title or imprisoned not more than one year, or both..."

Any law enforcement agency may be reported to the Department of
Justice for violating the rights of "We the People." Thank you
Senators Bradley and Brooks for holding the line against tyranny!

Gary Travis
Against

themself

SB26-004 is a dangerous expansion of Red Flag laws that targets
families, not criminals.

It tramples due process and pressures schools to report innocent gun
owners.
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| urge you to vote NO on SB-004.

Evie Hudak
For

Colorado PTA

Colorado PTA supports SB 004. PTA has a long history of advocating
for the safety of children and youth, and we support efforts to protect
them from gun violence. One of PTAa€™s key priorities is to restrict
access to guns from persons who may endanger public safety. We
want our government leaders to acknowledge and address the
problem of easy access to firearms.

For most of our current members, their children have only ever lived
in the shadow of mass shootings and widespread gun violence. There
has never been a time when these parents could take it for granted
that their children would be safe from gun violence. Sadly, we just
started this current school year with a shooting at Evergreen High
School.

We strongly believe that SB 004 will help keep our children safer. We
know that firearms are the leading cause of death for children and
teens, whether it be homicide or suicide. We especially support the
addition of K-12 schools to the list of those who can petition for an
extreme risk protection order. Teachers spend a lot of time with our
children and are often aware of their potential for violence. Studies
show that in many cases, the people who commit school shootings
are connected with the school, and they nearly always exhibit
warning signs. This was true in the recent shooting at Evergreen High
School. Additionally, youth with suicidal thoughts also are likely to
exhibit warning signs that teachers will be aware of.

PTA supports every measure that will increase safety. More must be
done immediately to protect our nationa€™s most vulnerable
population.

Carolyn Shepherd
For

themself

Thank you for the chance to support SENATE BILL 26-004. | am a
retired physician; | spent 40 of my working years in primary care here
in Colorado. | can still name the 3 people from my practice who
might have had more time with their families if ERPO had been
available to protect them from suicide.

SB26-004 Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order
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In 2024 Colorado had over 1300 suicides. Passing SB 26-004 will help
tighten the holes in this safety net which protects those at most risk
of harming themselves or others.

| am going to focus my comments on why there have been only 6
petitions filed by licensed behavioral and physical health
professionals in the 2000-2024 CU study.

As it should be, the steps for petitioning for an ERPO are
comprehensive. The process of communicating all critical information
successfully to a judge through this paperwork is very time
consuming.

As a test, | filled out the forms for one of my 3 patients | mentioned
above, it took me a full hour. In the real-world setting, 1a€™m allotted
only 15-20 minutes total to care for the patient, and the patient after
them, and then one right after them. This creates a significant barrier
to leveraging the ERPO process for high-risk patients.

Expanding the list of eligible petitioners would allow many providers
to share this administrative task with organizational representatives
such as legal or administrative or nursing specialists to ensure that
the process could be accomplished and the patient and their family
protected. In fact, this is just what we do when we feel the patient is
at high risk of self harm when we get a police hold and admit them to
a mental health facility. The ERPO with expanded list of eligible
petitioners gives us an important and intermediate tool for patients
who are not so critically ill. Please vote yes on SB26-004.

JEANY RUSH
Against

themself

TO: HOUSE STATE CIVIC MILITARY & VETERANS AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

3-1-26 SECOND COMMITTEE SO SENDING MY TESTIMONY FROM
END JANUARY

TO: SENATE COMMITTEE ON STATE, VETERANS, & MILITARY AFFAIRS
RE: SB26-004 Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order
SPONSORS: SULLIVAN, FROELICH

FROM: JEANY RUSH, COLORADO CONSTITUENT 1-27-26

VOTE: NO NO NO

When did we enter into the real world of the Communist Manifesto?
When did we enter into the real world of a€0eBIG BROTHER.?a€¢
When did we make it ok to a€ceExpand / Add more layers of

SB26-004 Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order
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a€ceExtreme Risk Protection Ordersa€€ to completely overtake
constitutional rights, DUE PROCESS RIGHTS of citizens in this nation?

How do any of you justify using Safety Clause on an issue this critical
to our rights, by circumventing the right of the citizens of Colorado to
vote on this much Usurpation of our Rights?

It is quite clear, this bill is nothing short of an Expansion of a€ceRed
Flaga€€ law and an Assault on the 2nd Amendment Rights. a€ceShall
Not Infringea€ ¢

Lawful gun owners have saved many lives, while criminals do not
respect any gun laws!

What could go wrong by adding: Health Care Facilities, Behavioral
Health Treatment Facilities, k-12 schools, Colleges & Universities to
the list of new petitioners? Perhaps a chaotica€™ frenzy of people
who already want to disarm America? Or professionals who already
have demonstrated that they dona€™t even understand the damages
their drug prescriptions put onto innocent minors, often destabilizing
a minors entire mental behavior. The last 12 plus school shootings
were by a€"transa€™ youth on too many drugs! What a connection
this poses! Enabling too many of these organizations, often not really
vetted properly, lends itself to what happened in Salem, Mass.
Witchhunts deluxe! This is truly an irresponsible and provoking
damage type of legislation. The litigation and vicarious legal
implications are endless. This bill also poses a veritable a€ceFREE-
FOR-ALLa€ ¢ attack on HIPPA medical protections. The furtherance
and overbearing powers of the courts is also expanded to erase more
citizens rights!

The violation of Trust for all concerned is beyond reasonable, and
guaranteed to throw our society into more harm, and less true help
for those in real need of mental health care! | OBJECT!

Aubrey Shomo
Against

themself

Colorado General Assembly
3/1/2026

House Veterans Affairs Committee
SB26-004 Testimony

Aubrey Shomo

OPPOSE

SB26-004 Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order
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My position is OPPOSE. Institutional parties cannot be trusted.

| am a victim of serious crime cooperating with law enforcement. For
this, the Office of Civil and Forensic MEntal Health swore out a
restraining order against me and won. | had been calling attention to
demonstrable false charting and open perjury. Not 1a€™m crazy and
my shrink is a liar perjury. Rather, | swore out the affidavit with notary
seal the day before you arrived and it was the result of an evaluation
by a Government forensic expert. | raised this, and its implications for
medicare/medicaid billings at the State hospital, and, poof,
restraining order.

They always win, no matter how absurd the case. This committee has
that in evidence in my written testimony.

Most recently, they did it with an anti-semetic smear campaign,
where they took a publication calling them out for the fabrication of a
record where they puppet a€cepraise hitler, kill the jewsa€€ in my
mouth, as a fresh police report.

| also have one where they invert the perjury | can show with that
datestamp. Same author | can identify.

This is why they got a PRO.

They cana€™t be trusted with this power. My case is proof. That proof
is written testimony on the record.

| must therefore oppose this legislation.

Terry Smith
Against

themself

| am opposed to SB26-004 and ask that you vote AGAINST it. We
need to quit attacking the 2nd Ammendmet rights of all Coloradans.
This bill goes too far. Thank you.

SB26-004 Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order 5
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cody grinolds
Against
DG ARMS

Atf should have the ultimate say. Doctors and therapist should not
have any.say in the matter.

Bennett Rutledge

SB26-004 is a dangerous expansion of an already flawed ERPO
system. It adds the drawback that the "accuser"” calling for you to

Against
have your Second Amendment rights taken away can now be a

themself faceless organization. You will only be able to "confront" an attorney
for a monolithic school district, or maybe a hospital, instead of
deposing or cross examining a person who actually "dropped the
dime" on you. Vote against SB26-004.

Noah Russell As an American citizen and staunch advocate of the Second

Against Amendment, | am outraged by this billa€™s blatant disrespect
towards law-abiding citizens who merely wish to exercise their

RMGO

constitutional rights, just like anyone else. Should this bill pass, it will
unjustly criminalize law-abiding individuals and trample upon a
fundamental constitutional right. Let me be absolutely clear: owning
a gun does not make someone a dangerous criminal. A gun is a tool
that can be used for protection and other purposes. Therefore, |
vehemently oppose this bill.

Shirley Bauer

| believe this law is just another way to harass law abiding citizens
and if | am correct was amended OUT of the red flag law last year.

Against
Why are you trying to put it back in? Again, it will only help someone

themself who has a "grudge" against someone they "imagine" or "may" be a
threat without any proof what so ever. Already, the red flag law has
been abused and this will only make it worse. It will just be another
law, hard to enforce, cost the tax payer more money and solves
nothing. How are you going to pay for it?? More laws to ruin our
state and economy, not solve crimes. Please vote NO on it. Better yet,
| respectfully ask that you pull this bill. Thank you.

Stan Gelb This bill could save many lives. Please vote YES on SB26-004

For

themself

SB26-004 Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order
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Ingrid Moore
For

themself

| strongly support this bill. PLEASE VOTE YES TO PASS THIS BILL.

The current "Red Flag Law" has extensive due process provisions, and
has saved lives. This bill enhances public safety by allowing more
professionals and institutions that interact with at-risk individuals to
intervene when someone poses a danger to themselves or others
with firearms.

Expanding the list of eligible petitioners ensures that schools,
healthcare facilities, and crisis response teams can take action based
on their direct knowledge of concerning behavior.

Opponents who claim there is no, or not enough, due process legal
protections have not read the bill - or the law!!

Stephen Rieck

This bill is blatantly unconstitutional. Has representatives of the
population. You should support the constitution. Vote for the United

Against
States and the constitution of the United States, vote no.
themself
Bob Frank Purpose of this bill is to allow more people to have an influence on
Against whether | deserve to have a firearm or not there is no room for my
doctor to be concerned enough about my mental health to say |
themself

should have my rights in fringed on thank you

Steve Cartolano
Against

themself

Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order a€” OPPOSE

This proposal expands who can initiate gun confiscation proceedings,
broadening the statea€™s power to strip citizens of their rights
without a criminal conviction.

Steve Cartolano
Against

themself

Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order a€” OPPOSE

This proposal expands who can initiate gun confiscation proceedings,
broadening the statea€™s power to strip citizens of their rights
without a criminal conviction.

Kameron Bain
Against

themself

This proposal expands who can initiate gun confiscation proceedings,
broadening the statea€™s power to strip citizens of their rights
without a criminal conviction which infringes upon constitutionally
protected 2nd amendment rights.

SB26-004 Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order
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I implore you to reject this bill and protect and restore our 2nd
amendment rights.

Leif Sigstedt
Against

themself

Yet another bill meant to further expand the list of people who can be
used to justify violating our due process rights. The people pushing
these bills must really hate law abiding gun owners since this whole
ERPO process just frames them as some kind of problem that needs
to be fixed when it couldn't be further from the truth. This bill will
make many gun owners think twice before seeking medical care in
some instances, not because they are guilty of anything, but because
they are worried that they'll be targeted by this abusive law. This law
doesn't establish any consequences for abuse of the law, and anyone
who erroneously files an ERPO as revenge for some petty issue will
face no consequences for upending someone's life. Please stop
targeting law abiding gun owners. The voters on both sides of the
aisle are getting very sick of this aggressive pattern. Please join me in
voting NO on this terrible bill that Colorado doesn't want or need.

SB26-004 Expand List of Petitioners for Protection Order




Testimony in opposition to: SB26-004, Expand List of Petitioners for Protection
Orders
The Firearms Coalition of Colorado
PO Box 1454, Englewood, CO 80150-1454

Thank you, Chair and Committee.

My name is Robert Edmiston. | am with the Firearms Coalition of Colorado an NRA-
affiliated, all-volunteer, grassroots organization dedicated to the protection of individual
rights and public safety.

| am a former U.S. Army Officer and Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor. | have a
Master’s Degree in Psychology, Counseling and Guidance.

| am writing in opposition to the measure under consideration. SB26-004 increases the
number of entities that can file for dangerous, ex-parte court orders known as Extreme
Risk Protection Orders (ERPOs) against persons believed to own firearms and believed
to possibly be a danger to themselves or others. The ERPO expansion includes: health
care agencies, behavioral health centers, K-12 schools, and colleges and universities.
This measure greatly increases the number of medically and psychologically unqualified
individuals who have the power to initiate a process to send armed police agents to the
doors of unsuspecting citizens who may or may not possess firearms. We believe this
legislation increases the risk of deadly confrontations between police and citizens and
“‘punishment by process” of innocent persons.

The recent fatal interactions between immigration officers and citizens highlight the
danger when armed government agents interact with citizens in emotionally tense
situations. However. this problem is not new. Please see the attached handout that
outlines four previous tragedies, one of which is directly attributable to ERPO
enforcement. (Why Red Flag Bills Are Dangerous to Honest Citizens.)

Another unintended consequence of this expansion will be the further erosion of the
trust that honest firearms owners have in educational institutions, medical facilities, and
behavioral health centers. The inclusion of health care agencies in the mix means that
gun owners now apparently have to worry about even more unqualified individuals who
could seriously impact or end their lives based on a “reasonable” personal opinion that a
person who may or may not own a firearm might be a risk sometime to self or others.
This reduction in trust will deter many innocent firearms owners from seeking what
might be beneficial treatment or services.

Some gun owners possess numerous firearms in their collections. The trauma of being
confronted by armed police agents and having valuable possessions, some with
sentimental value, hauled away after a disruptive search of a domicile would be enough
to send many innocent people into therapy. Now, interacting with anyone in an

The Firearms Coalition of Colorado, PO Box 1454, Englewood, CO 80150-1454



educational facility, seeking any kind of therapy, medical treatment, or health care
service becomes even more emotionally dangerous, assuming the individual survives
the encounter with government agents, who have been informed that they are
confronting a threat.

We urge a “No” vote on this proposal.
Thank you.

Robert Edmiston

Volunteer Lobbyist

The Firearms Coalition of Colorado
PO Box 1454, Englewood, CO 80150-1454

The Firearms Coalition of Colorado, PO Box 1454, Englewood, CO 80150-1454



SB26-004 (ERPO) Testimony / proposed amendment submitted by Keith
Emerson to the Colorado House State, Civic, Military, & Veteran’s Affairs
Committee, February 26,2026

A total of two changes (total of six locations) are proposed to the Reengrossed Bill, All are
on Page 2.

* The first, at three points, deletes a category of persons a Senate amendments has made
obsolete, a “respondent’s child”. See the definition of “Respondent” quoted below with the
Senate’s change.

* The other change, at three points, is to lower the amount of time to file between the last
professional contact of an ERPO filer and a potential respondent, lowering the time from
six months to a still more than adequate two months.

Thank you for considering this proposed amendment.

Keith Emerson

Denver, CO 80231

For the Committee’s reference, here is the current text of the bill including minors as
respondents (P 3 lines 24-26):

Section 13-14.5-102 - Definitions
(11) "Respondent” means the person, INCLUDING A PERSON UNDER
EIGHTEEN YEARS OLD who is identified as the respondent in a petition

filed pursuant to this article 14.5.

Requested changes:

SB26-004 Reengrossed February 3,2026



All proposed changes are on Page 2 of the bill.

Lines (7-11)

"(1) Community member" means:

(a) Alicensed health-care professional or mental health
professional who, through a direct professional relationship, provided

care to the respondent or-thetrespondent's-chitd within six TWO months before

requesting the protection order...

Lines (13-15)
b) An educator who, through a direct professional relationship,

interacted with the respondent ertherespondent's—chitd within six TWO months

before requesting the protection order; OR

Lines (22-24)
“...WHO INTERACTED WITH THE RESPONDENT ©OR-THERESPONDENT'SCHHILD
WITHIN S TWO MONTHS BEFORE REQUESTING THE PROTECTION ORDER BUT

WHO IS NOT A LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER WHO RESPONDED TO A...”



Document Type: BH Nursing Progress Note
Service Date/Time: 11/14/2018 15:49 MST
Result Status: Auth (Verified)

Pt arrived to CMHIP today at 1350 from Broomfield County Jail for ITP. Pt was medically evaluated by K Holt, NP and placed
on A1 precautions. Pt report called to Theresa, RN and pt is given a sack lunch. Pt denies pain. Please see documentation
and new orders by K Holt, NP. Pt was escorted to C2 by admission officers.

LEGEND: c=Corrected, @=Abnormal, C=Critical, L=Low, H=High, f=Result Comment, i=Interp Data, *=Performing Lab
Report Request ID: 10617846 Page 1,479 of 1,482 Print Date/Time: 4/29/2025 11:33 MDT
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Verified ] Complaint & Motion for Civil Protection Order

Court: @county QDistrict Quuvenile QProbate. QMunicipal _ Filedin the County Court

Denver County, Colorado City and County of Denver, Colorado
Court Address: 1437 Bannock Street, Denver, Colorado 80202 OCT 1 5 2025
Petitioner; Leora Joseph, on behalf of Office of Civil and Forensic Mental Hel CLERK OF COURT
V.
Respondent: Aubrey Shomo DOB 08/10/1984 A COURTUSEONLY 4
Filer Information
Name: Tyler Harrington, Assistant Attorney General Case Number: Z‘Sw { 32 l-/
Address*: 1300 Broadway, 10th Floor, Denver, CO 80203
Phone Number*: 720-508-6092 FAX Number: 7205086041 | Division:
E-mail: tyler.harrington@coag.gov Atty. Reg. #: 53775
*Note Leave blank and see section 6 to keep your address and phone private. | Courtroom: 159

This means it will be left off the Court’s orders and register of action.

I request this Court to issue a Civil Protection Order against the restrained person. In support of this request, | state
the following:

1. I am seeking this Civil Protection Order as a victim of the following: (check all that apply)

Domestic Abuse (C.R.S. § 13-14-101(2))

Domestic Violence (C.R.S. § 13-14-101(2.1))

Stalking (C.R.S. §§ 13-14-101(3) and 18-3-602)

Sexual Viclence (C.R.S. §§ 13-14-101(2.9) and 16-11.7-102(3))

Emotional Abuse of the Elderly or an At-Risk Adult (C.R.S. § 26-3.1-101(1) and (7))
Physical Assault, Threat, or other situation.

XOOOOO

2. Restrained Person
a) Their name: Aburey Shomo
b) Their date of birth: (if known) August 10, 1984
c) They reside (or are employed) in: (county & state) Jefferson County Colorado
d) How do you know them? Sending repeated threatening messages

3. The Protected Persons are: (list full name, date of birth, sex, and race)
a) My Name: OCFMH, its employees, including Bridget Clawson Braaten
b) My date of birth:
c) My sex and race:

d) Ireside (or am employed) in: (county & state)

e) The other protected persons are:

Full Name of Protected | Date of | Sex | Race Full Name of Protected | Date of | Sex | Race

Person Birth Person Birth

Leora Joseph on behalf of

OCFMH and its employees
Bridget Clawson

If any of these people are minor children, complete and attach form JDF 404 — Affidavit Regarding Children

JDF 402 — Complaint/Motion for Civil Protection Order R: January 8, 2025 Page 1 of 4
(1) Court Copy  (2) Petitioner Copy  (3) Respondent Copy




4. a) The most recent incident that causes me to ask for a Civil Protection Order occurred on or about

09/16/2025 (date), at about 849pm __ (time), in (County), when
Aubrey Shomo (name of person) did the following to me and/or the above named

Protected Persons: Be specific: What was the threat or acts of violence? Where did this occur? Were the
minor children or other Protected Persons present? Was a weapon involved?

Aubrey Shomo emailed OCFMH perssonnel with the subject line, "Ms. Clawson perhaps you'd like to call the

police on my new facebook banner?" The body of the email contains a photo of a sign reading "GUN READY
" and typed onto the photo is the text, "aim with the hand, shoot with the mind." Under this photo, the email

reads, "Jay Hemphill would've loved it." Upon information and beleif from publicly available information, Jay

Hemphell is a reference to a Colorado State Trooper who was arrested in 2021 for yelling and pointing his

gun at a woman while he was driving.

b) The most serious incident that causes me to ask for a Civil Protection Order occurred on or about
September 8, 2025 (date), at about 8:13pm _ (time), in (County),
when Aubrey Shomo (name of person) did the following to me and/or the above
named Protected Persons: Be specific: What was the threat or acts of violence? Where did this occur? Were
the minor children or other Protected Persons present? Was a weapon involved?

Aubrey Shomo emailed OCFMH personnel with the subject line, "Presci: The Mental Health System Creates

Mass Shootings." the body of the email states, in relevant part, "The feds say, if you have a dispute, take it

to Couty [sic]. What if you know Court is a cheating lie, as | have, here demonstrated...You're making

shooters with how you abuse power, civil rights and freedom. You're making shooters because they know

there is nowhere to turn, because of how you do business. You're creating your own violence."

¢) Any other past incidents of violence or threats? Be specific: What was the threat or acts of violence?
Where did this occur? Were the minor children or other Protected Persons present? Was a weapon involved?

On August 8, 2025, at about 11:31 am, Aubrey Shomo sent a fax to OCFMH personnel with the subject line
'l have a gun." The body of the fax stated, "Ms. Shomo has a gun." On September 10, 2025, Ms. Shomo
emailed OCFMH personnel with the subject line, "This is a bomb threat." The body of the email stated,

"This is a bomb threat, per the clearly perjurious false reporting of CODHS, as previously detailed.”

d) Are you aware of any other Protection Orders currently in effect against you or the other person?
yes & No If Yes, list any relevant information, such as the issuing Court, State, and date of the order:

5. I believe that | and/or the other Protected Persons named in this action are in imminent danger from
Aubrey Shomo (name of person):

XHarm to my/our life or health if he/she is not restrained as requested.

DPhysical or emotional harm to my/our emotional health or welfare if he/she is not excluded from the family
home or the home of another.

JDF 402 — Complaint/Motion for Civil Protection Order R: January 8, 2025 Page 2 of 4
(1) Court Copy  (2) Petitioner Copy  (3) Respondent Copy



COUNTY COURT, CITY AND COUNTY OF
DENVER

1437 Bannock Street,
Denver, CO 80202

Petitioner: Leora Joseph, on behalf of the Office of
Civil and Forensic Mental Health

V.
Aubrey Shomo
DOB 08/10/1984

“ COURT USE ONLY~

PHILIP J. WEISER, Attorney General

TYLER W. HARRINGTON, Assistant Attorney
General*

1300 Broadway, 10th Floor

Denver, CO 80203

Telephone: (720) 508-6092

Fax: (720) 508-6041

E-mail: tyler.harrington@coag.gov
Registration Number: 53775

*Counsel of Record

Case No.
Division:

Courtroom: 159

VERIFIED MOTION FOR CIVIL PROTECTION ORDER

Leora Joseph, on behalf of the Office of Civil and Forensic Mental Health
(OCFMH), through the office of the Office of the Attorney General, respectfully files
this Motion for Civil Protection Order. In support, she states the following:

1. OCFMH is seeking this Civil Protection Order as its employees are victims of
repeated threats of physical harm, as well as the threat of psychological or
emotional harm from the restrained party’s actions.

2. Restrained Person

a) Their Name: Aubrey Shomo

b) Their date of birth: (if known) August 10, 1984

¢) They reside (or are employed) in: (county & state) Jefferson County

Colorado

d) How do you know them? Sending repeated threatening messages.

3. The Protected Persons are OCFMH, and its employees, including Bridget
Clawson Braaten who provides operational support to OCFMH.




4. a) The most recent incident that causes the OCFMH to ask for a Civil Protection
Order occurred on September 16, 2025, at about 8:49 p.m., when Aubrey Shomo did
the following to the named Protected Persons:

Aubrey Shomo emailed OCFMH personnel with the subject line, “Ms. Clawson.,
perhaps you'd like to call the police on my new facebook banner?” The body of the
email contains a photo of a sign reading “GUN READY” and typed onto the photo is
the text, “aim with the hand, shoot with the mind”. Under this photo, the email
reads, “Jay Hemphill would’ve loved it.” Upon information and belief from publicly
available information, Jay Hemphill is a reference to a Colorado State Trooper who

was arrested in 2021 for yelling and pointing his gun at a woman while he was
driving.

b) The most serious incident that causes OCFMH to ask for a Civil Protection Order
occurred on September 8, 2025, at about 8:13 p.m., when Aubrey Shomo did the
following to the above-named Protected Persons:

Aubrey Shomo emailed OCFMH personnel with the subiject line, “Presci: The
Mental Health System Creates Mass Shootings.” The body of the email states, in
relevant part, “The feds say, if you have a dispute, take it to Couty [sic]. What if vou
know Court is a cheating lie, as I have, here demonstrated? What if you know
there’s no hope of reasoning with your providers, because they’re too busy covering
their own asses and making sure you look as bad as posisble [sic]. You always point
to reocrds [sic] and say, ‘Why did no one stop this person? I point to records and
say, ‘You left them no choice, when you told all those bullshit lies in the first place.
and denied them a day in Court to dispute it.” You're making shooters with how you
abuse power, civil rights and freedom. You’re making shooters because they know
there is nowhere to turn, because of how you do business. You're creating your own
violence. More later, when I calm down.”

¢) Another serious incident that causes OCFMH to ask for a Civil Protection Order
occurred on August 8, 2025, at about 11:31 a.m., when Aubrey Shomo did the
following to the above-named Protected Persons:

Aubrey Shomo sent a fax to OCFMH personnel with the subject line “I have a gun.”
The body of the fax stated, “Ms. Shomo has a gun.”

(d) Another serious incident that causes OCFMH to ask for a Civil Protection Order
occurred on September 10, 2025, at about 3:05 p.m., when Aubrey Shomo did the
following to the above-named Protected Persons:



Aubrey Shomo emailed OCFMH personnel with the subject line, “This is a bomb
threat.” The body of the email stated, “This is a bomb threat. per the clearly
perjurious false reporting of CODHS, as previously detailed.” (emphasis in original).
The email goes on to include statements indicating that a strike operation had been
approved, “fueling has begin [sic],” “launches will proceed.” and ends by stating,
“THIS IS NOT AN EXERCISE THE RELEASE OF THERMONUCLEAR
WEAPONS HAS BEEN AUTHORIZED.”

5. Ms. Shomo’s repeated threats indicating an intention to use a firearm or explosives
to harm Colorado Mental Health Hospital in Pueblo (CMHHIP) and OCFMH
employees have resulted in ongoing emotional and psychological distress for
OCFMH employees, have created a hostile and unsafe environment, and pose a
credible threat of physical injury or death.

6. OCFMH staff and their supporting legal services work at various OCFMH physical
locations at various times. OCFMH staff have received threatening communications
from Ms. Shomo that resulted in ongoing emotional and psychological distress, have
created a hostile and unsafe environment, and pose a credible threat of physical
injury or death while working at each OCFMH physical location.

7. OCFMH requests that Aubrey Shomo:

a) Be ordered to refrain from contacting, harassing, injuring, stalking, touching,
sexually assaulting, molesting, intimidating, abusing, and threatening the
Office of Civic and Forensic Mental Health (OCFMH), Colorado Mental
Health Hospital in Pueblo (CMHHIP) and the Colorado Mental Health
Hospital at Fort Logan (CMHHIFL), or its employees, including Bridget
Clawson Braaten who provides operational support to OCFMH.

b) Be ordered to have no contact at all, including via email and fax, with
OCFMH, the Colorado Mental Health Hospital in Pueblo (CMHHIP) and the
Colorado Mental Health Hospital at Fort Logan (CMHHIFL) or its
employees, including Bridget Clawson Braaten who provides operational
support to OCFMH.



¢) Be ordered to stay at least 100 yards from the following places where
OCFMH staff may be working:

1. Colorado Mental Health Hospital in Pueblo, 1600 W 24th Street, Pueblo,
CO 81003-1411

2. Colorado Mental Health Hospital in Fort Logan, 3520 W. Oxford Avenue,
Denver, Colorado 80236

3. Colorado Department of Human Services, 1575 Sherman Street, Denver,
Colorado 80203

d) Be ordered to refrain from interfering with OCFMH, or its employees,
including Bridget Clawson Braaten who provides operational support to
OCFMH, at their place of employment and from engaging in conduct that
impairs OCFMH or its employees’ employment or environment.

I understand that once a Civil Protection Order is issued it cannot be modified or
dismissed by me or the other person without the permission of the Court.

OCFMH acknowledges that it made changes to the original content of JDF 402. OCFMH
changed some of the language to reflect a protection order for a business entity rather
than a specific person or persons.

Verification

I declare under penalty of perjury under the law of Colorado that the
foregoing is true and correct. I understand that once a Civil Protection Order is
1ssued it cannot be modified or dismissed by me or the other person without
permission of the Court.

Executed on the 15t day of QOctober, 2025, at Denver County

(date) (month) (year) (city or other location, and state OR country
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(Printed name of Petitioner ) Signature of Petitioner

Mailing Address: 1300 Broadway, 10tt Floor
Denver, CO 80203

Alternate Mailing Address:

Phone number: 720-508-6092

from:
1.

2.

Notice: Colorado Revised Statutes § 13-14-105 identifies that a temporary injunction may be
issued by the Court and that upon personal service or upon waiver and acceptance of service
by the Restrained Person, is to be in effect against the Restrained Person for a period
determined to be appropriate by the Court. This injunction restrains the Restrained Person

The Restrained Person shall be required to account to the Court for all extraordinary
expenditures made after the injunction is in effect.

Any injunction issued shall not exceed one year after the issuance of the Permanent Civil
Protection Order.

Ceasing to make payments for mortgage or rent, insurance, utilities or related
services, transportation, medical care or childeare when the Restrained Person has a
prior existing duty or legal obligation for making such payments.

Transferring, encumbering, concealing, or in any way disposing of personal effects or
real property, except in the usual course of business or for the necessities of life.




6. U request permission to omit my address and phone number from this document, because | fear providing

them will endanger me and/or the other Protected Persons.

7. | request the following relief from the Court that Aubrey Shomo (name of person):

a)

b)

&IBe ordered to refrain from contacting, harassing, injuring, stalking, touching, sexually assaulting,
molesting, intimidating, and threatening me or other protected persons.

®IBe ordered to have no contact at all with me or the other Protected Persons.
or

UBe allowed only the following limited contact with me or the other Protected Persons: Be specific.

c)

d)

e)

g)

h)

LBe excluded from my home at (address): If you checked section 6, do not provide your address.

XIBe ordered to stay at least 100 yards from the following places. (Address or description.)
Note If you checked section 6 above, do not provide your address.

Home:
Uwork:  Name: Address: 1600 W 24th Street, Pueblo, GO 81003
(dSchool: Name: Address: 3520 W. Oxford Avenue, Denver, CO 80236

(JOther: 1575 Sherman Street, Denver, CO 80203

(Be ordered to have no_contact with the minor children and that | be awarded temporary care and
control and Interim Decision-Making Responsibilities for the children.

or

(Be awarded temporary care and control of the children and that the other person be given Parenting
Time with the children and Interim Decision-Making Responsibilities as follows: Be specific.

(JBe ordered to refrain from molesting, injuring, taking, transferring, encumbering, concealing, or disposing
of or threatening harm to an animal owned, possessed, leased, kept or held by me or my minor child(ren),
or other protected persons. Arrangements for possession and care are as follows:

UBe ordered, if this is a domestic abuse protection order, to not possess and/or purchase a firearm.
ammunition, or other weapon AND to relinquish any firearm or ammunition within the time ordered by the
Court.

& Be ordered to refrain from interfering with me or other protected persons at our place of employment
or place of education and from engaging in conduct that impairs my or other protected person's
employment, educational relationships, or environment.

JDF 402 — Complaint/Motion for Civil Protection Order R: January 8, 2025 Page 3 of 4
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i) Jother:

Verification

I declare under penalty of perjury under the law of Colorado that the foregoing is true and correct.
| understand that once a Civil Protection Order is issued it cannot be modified or dismissed by me or the other
person without permission of the Court,

Executed onthe __ 15 day of October , 2025  at Denver County
(date) (month) (year) (city or other location, and state OR country

LEOE Fosepn

éiﬁatuure@@’etitioner DRespondent

1300 Broadway, 10th Floor
Denver, CO 80203

for
, £ rad, of sworn to be
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My Commigaian axpires

(720) 508-6092

e Nember

Be sure to notify the Court with any address changes for the life of the restraining order.

Notice: Colorado Revised Statutes §13-14-105 identifies that a temporary injunction may be issued by the Court
and that upon personal service or upon waiver and acceptance of service by the Restrained Person, is to be in
effect against the Restrained Person for a period determined to be appropriate by the Court.  This injunction
restrains the Restrained Person from:

1. Ceasing to make payments for mortgage or rent, insurance, utilities or related services, transportation,
medical care, or childcare when the Restrained Person has a prior existing duty or legal obligation for making
such payments.

2. Transferring, encumbering, concealing, or in any way disposing of personal effects or real property, except in
the usual course of business or for the necessities of life.

The Restrained Person shall be required to account to the Court for all extraordinary expenditures made after the
injunction is in effect.

Any injunction issued shall not exceed one year after the issuance of the Permanent Civil Protection Order.

JDF 402 — Complaint/Motion for Civil Protection Order R: January 8, 2025 Page 4 of 4
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Incident Checklist

' Location where

Date/Dates of

! Physical

" Police

Tvpe of Abuse . i ;

o - |___§huse occurred | Incident Cinjury, if any l__t‘ill_l_{_;_l_(zt_:.’_
Name-calling/Directed Use of [ | |
Obscenities ,

Threatening/Harassing Phone Calls = . | N
Gt bl OCFY & 7006 S 11403
[hreat to Injure Self EEHRS QoS ]
Threat to Injure Others - ) - - ol .
o OCrms | YIS/ NS

Threat by Physical or Sexual Abuse
to Children

g/6728 Yne

%2
|

Threat by Displaying or Pointing
Weapon, or by Access to Weapon

Threat by Cruelty to Animals

Threat by Following

Threat by Damage to Property

Throwing Things

Grabbing

Shoving or pushing

Forcing Sexual Contact

Physically Abusing Children in
Household

|

S
[
|

Sexually Abusing Children in
Household

Slapping
(with an open hand)

Punching
(with a closed fist)

Kicking

Using Weapon

Biting

Choking or Strangling

Beating

Forcing Other to Stay in Closet.
Room. Homes. or Other

[.ocations

DCC — Rev. 06/2023
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COUNTY COURT, CITY AND COUNTY
OF DENVER, COLORADO

1437 Bannock Street, Courtroom 159
Denver, CO 80202

Filed in the County Court
City and County of Denver, Colorado

PETITIONER:

Leora Joseph, on behalf of Office of Civil and Forensic Mental JAN 2 6 2026

Health

v CLERK OF COURT
' A A

RESPONDENT:

Aubrey Shomo

Case Number: 25W1324

Division: Civil

Courtroom 159

RULING

This matter came before the Court on December 17, 2025, and January 5, 2026, for a

Permanent Protection Order Hearing. Petitioner Leora Joseph, on behalf of Office of Civil and

Forensic Mental Health (“OCFMH”) appeared with counsel Anne Pogue, and Respondent

Aubrey Shomo appeared pro se. After reviewing the record and testimony, the Court makes the

following findings of fact and conclusions of law pursuant to C.R.S. § 13-14-106:

RELEVANT PROCEDURAL HISTORY

1. On October 16, 2025, Petitioner OCFMH filed a Verified Motion for Civil Protection

Order against Respondent Aubrey Shomo.

2. The Court issued a Temporary Protection Order the same day.




On December 17, 2025, the parties appeared for a Permanent Protection Order Hearing.
Petitioner presented testimony from Director Leora Joseph. Respondent presented
testimony from Commander Billy Wade and OCFMH staff member Bridget Clawson.
The hearing was continued to January 5, 2026.
. On January 5, 2026, the hearing resumed. Respondent testified and briefly recalled
Director Joseph.

FINDINGS OF FACT
Leora Joseph is the Director of the OCFMH and oversees the state psychiatric hospitals

in Pueblo and Fort Logan.

. OCFMH operates within the Colorado Department of Human Services (“CDHS” or

“Department”), serves approximately 8,200 patients annually, and employs between
1,200 and 1,500 individuals.

. OCFMH serves civilly committed patients, forensic patients admitted through the
criminal justice system, patients residing in residential treatment facilities after hospital
discharge, and individuals in jail awaiting competency evaluations.

Director Joseph testified that she does not know Respondent personally. She became
aware that Respondent sent numerous communications to OCFMH referencing weapons,
including guns and bombs. At least one communication referenced missiles being
enabled.

. Director Joseph testified that the volume and content of the communications raised safety
concerns for OCFMH employees and patients. She testified that OCFMH received over

1,000 communications from Respondent over the course of approximately one year.



10. Director Joseph testified that the communications caused employees to feel frightened
and unsafe. At least one communication prompted Director Joseph to issue a facility-
wide alert at the Pueblo hospital advising staff that a bomb threat had been received.

11. Director Joseph testified that this is only the second time that she has sought a protection
order on behalf of OCFMH and Department employees.

12. Prior to seeking the protection order, Director Joseph requested that OCFMH staff
member Bridget Clawson contact the Lakewood Police Department to conduct a welfare
check on Respondent.

13. Petitioner introduced four exhibits through Director Joseph:

Exhibit 1 is an email dated September 16, 2025, sent by Ms. Shomo to a large
distribution list including governmental agencies and elected officials. The email
contained an image stating, “GUN READY” and “aim with the hand, shoot with the
mind.” It addressed Ms. Clawson by name, and concluded with the statement, “Jay
Hemphill would’ve loved it.”

Exhibit 2 is an email dated September 8, 2025, sent to multiple agencies, including
CDHS and OCFMH’s Pueblo hospital. The email stated that the mental health system
creates mass shootings. It also stated, “Why did no one stop this person?” and “You’re
making shooters with how you abuse power.” It included the disclaimer: “This is not a
threat. As you have all always known, I fight to win. This is political speech. Without
the feds, though, I know I would face retribution for saying it.”

Exhibit 3 is a facsimile dated August 8, 2025, sent to thirteen recipients, including CDHS
and OCFMH’s Fort Logan hospital. The subject line stated, “T have a gun,” followed by
the statement “Ms. Shomo has a gun.” It concluded with “MESSAGE AUTHORIZED
BY UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE.”

Exhibit 4 is an email dated September 10, 2025, sent to multiple agencies, including
CDHS. It included the phrases such as “This is a bomb threat” and “BOMB THREAT
FOLLOWS,” and a separate message stating, among other things, “Missiles Enabled,”
“Launches will proceed,” and “THE RELEASE OF THERMONUCLEAR WEAPONS
HAS BEEN AUTHORIZED.”



14. Director Joseph testified that Exhibit 2 caused particular concern because it referenced
mass shootings and suggested that the mental health system creates shooters, which she
took to include Respondent. Director Joseph noted that the question “Why did no one
stop this person?” is commonly raised following mass shooting incidents. She testified
that Respondent’s disclaimer that “this is not a threat” did not alleviate her concerns, as
the email discussed mass shootings while assigning blame to the mental health system.
She interpreted the statements as a serious threat to OCFMH staff and facilities.

15. Director Joseph testified that Exhibit 3 was the most concerning communication because
it explicitly stated that Respondent has a gun.

16. Director Joseph testified that she sought the protection order due to concerns for the
physical safety of OCFMH employees, patients, and facilities.

17. On cross-examination, Director Joseph testified that she had reviewed numerous
communications from Respondent and that the volume and content collectively informed
her safety concerns. She specifically referenced communications referencing an image of
a missile and a target.

18. Director Joseph testified that she interpreted statements such as “I have a gun” and “This
is a bomb threat” according to their plain language and that disclaimers included in the
communications did not dispel her concerns.

19. Commander Billy Wade testified that he provided Respondent with Ms. Clawson’s name
during an inquiry related to the welfare check. He testified that he did not perceive

Respondent as threatening based on their interaction. On cross-examination, Commander



20.

21.

22

23,

Wade acknowledged that he had not reviewed Respondent’s written communications and
stated that knowledge of bomb threat references would have altered his assessment.
Bridget Clawson testified that she initiated a welfare check on June 4, 2025, due to
concern for Respondent’s well-being. She acknowledged attributing antisemitic
statements to Respondent during the report to police. Evidence admitted at the hearing
established that the statements originated in nursing notes and were authored by an
unidentified third party. Respondent denied authoring the statements. Evidence presented
at the hearing corroborated her denial.

Ms. Clawson testified that she later became concerned for her own safety after receiving
communications referencing weapons and after being mentioned by name in
Respondent’s communications. She testified that she increased security at her residence.
Respondent testified that she was working with federal authorities (“the feds”) and that
she was authorized to send the communications at issue. She also testified that the
communications were intended to protest erroneous statements made to Lakewood Police
during the welfare check and to highlight departmental misconduct. She further argued
that her communications constituted legitimate protest and protected political speech.
Respondent presented evidence about a 2014 presentation she delivered at the United
Nations in connection with the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. Her
presentation concerned alleged civil rights violations related to forced treatment during
childhood abuse. The Court reviewed a video corroborating Respondent’s testimony

about this presentation.



24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

29,

30.

Respondent argued that the Department engaged in retaliation against her due to her
activism and that the protection order was sought to restrict her activities rather than
address safety concerns.

Director Joseph testified that she was unaware of Respondent’s activism prior to seeking
a protection order.

Respondent testified that many people distrust the court system and believe it is not
functioning properly. She stated that Exhibit 2 was a critique of the system and
constituted protected political speech because it was intended to highlight systemic
problems.

Respondent testified that she had federal authorization to send the communications. In
reference to Exhibit 3, she testified that she is a federal victim and likely a federal
witness. She testified the phrase “you’ve got a gun” 1s a term of art used by federal
authorities and that the phrasing was provided to her by others.

Respondent testified that she had express authorization to send Exhibit 4, stating “the
feds are not unaware of this.” She testified that the communication did not state that a
bomb was authorized and therefore did not constitute a bomb threat.

Respondent testified that she was admitted to Pueblo Hospital in November 2018 and her
prior experiences with the Department, among other things including her activism, have
contributed to her belief that the present action is retaliatory.

The Court reviewed video evidence of Respondent’s interaction with responding law
enforcement personnel following the welfare check (received after the hearing) and finds

that the interaction was polite and appropriate.



CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
C.R.S. § 13-14-106(1)(a) provides that in all cases other than sexual assault, a civil
protection order shall be made permanent if the Court finds, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that the respondent has committed acts constituting grounds for issuance of a
civil protection order, and that unless restrained, the respondent will continue to commit
such acts or acts designed to intimidate or retaliate against the protected person.
At the outset, the Court finds that it has been established by a preponderance of the
evidence that Respondent sent a series of communications directed at OCFMH that
contained explicit references to guns and bombs. This was not just one isolated
statement, but rather multiple communications referencing topics such as mass shootings,
weapons, and missiles.
Respondent does not dispute that she sent the communications but contends that the
communications were not true threats. She also contends that she was authorized to send
these messages, and they were protected as political speech.
C.R.S. § 13-14-101(3) defines stalking as “any act, attempted act or threatened act of
stalking as described in section 18-3-602, C.R.S.”
C.R.S. §18-3-602 defines stalking as when a person repeatedly follows, approaches,
contacts, places under surveillance, or makes any form of communication with another
person in a manner that would cause a reasonable person to suffer serious emotional
distress. Stalking also includes a credible threat made to another person in connection

with repeated communication.



6. A “credible threat” is defined in the statute as “a threat, physical action, or repeated
conduct that would cause a reasonable person to be in fear for the person’s safety or the
safety of his or her immediately family....[t]he threat need not be directly expressed if the
totality of the conduct would cause a reasonable person such fear.” C.R.S. §18-3-
602(2)(b).

7. Here, Director Joseph testified credibly about how Respondent’s communications caused
great concerns for the physical safety of OCFMH employees, patients, and facilities. She
interpreted statements such as “I have a gun” and “this is a bomb threat” according to
their plain language. She testified that the disclaimers included in the communications
did nothing to alleviate her concerns.

8. The Court heard evidence and argument that Respondent’s communications constitute a
credible threat. Respondent’s references to weapons and explosives, when viewed in
context and in light of the repetition and tone, support a finding that the conduct was
objectively threatening and intimidating, regardless of Respondent’s asserted intent.

9. The statute further requires a finding that, unless restrained, Respondent will continue to
commit such acts or acts designed to intimidate or retaliate against OCFMH. The Court
finds this has also been established by a preponderance of the evidence. This was not an
isolated action; rather, Respondent sent multiple communications with various references
to guns, shootings and bombs. She accused the mental health system of creating mass
shooters. She referenced having her own gun. The communications contained escalatory
references to guns, weapons, and attacks on the mental health system. Nor is there any

indication that Respondent intends to cease these communications given their frequency



10.

11.

12.

3.

and incendiary content of the references. Accordingly, the pattern and nature of the
communications support a reasonable inference that, absent court intervention, similar
conduct would continue.

Respondent argues that her emails and text messages were protected political speech.
While political speech is afforded vigorous First Amendment protection, that protection
does not extend to threatening or intimidating communications that cause recipients
reasonable fear for their safety. Here, the evidence did not establish that Respondent’s
communications were limited to policy criticism or simple legislative advocacy. Rather,
the references to guns and mass shootings changed the communications from potentially
protected expression into objectively threatening conduct.

Respondent also asserted that OCFMH sought the restraining order in retaliation for her
prior criticism of the agency. However, the evidence presented at the hearing did not
support that claim. The unrebutted testimony established that OCFMH sought relief
solely out of concern for staff and facility safety in response to Respondent’s
communications. Director Joseph testified credibly that she was unaware of
Respondent’s prior legislative efforts and activism prior to seeking the protection order.
Respondent’s argument that she was authorized to make these communications does not
change the fact that they caused members of OCFMH to be in fear for their safety.
Although there was argument that People v. Counterman, 600 U.S. 66, 143 S.Ct. 2106,
216 L.Ed.2d 775 (2023) requires the court to assess Respondent’s subjective intent, that
case governs criminal prosecutions for threatening speech and does not impose a mens

rea requirement in civil protection order proceedings under C.R.S. § 13-14-106.



14. Here, the Court’s findings are based on Respondent’s conduct, the objective impact, and
the risk of future harm. The Court finds that Respondent’s conduct was objectively
threatening, reasonably caused fear for safety of others, and would be perceived as
threatening by a reasonable person.

15. Because the evidence establishes that Respondent committed acts constituting grounds
for a civil protection order and that, unless restrained, she is likely to continue threatening
and intimidating conduct, the Court finds that it has been established by a preponderance
of the evidence that the restraining order should be made permanent in this case.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Temporary Protection Order issued against Respondent, Aubrey Shomo, is now
made permanent pursuant to C.R.S. § 13-14-106(1)(a) with all of the same terms and
conditions.

DATED: January 26, 2026.




Denver County Court, Colorado

720-865-7285

Court Address: 1437 Bannock St., # 159, Denver, CO 80202

r- Municipal Court lv_ County Court '_ District Court ],.,M Denver Juvenile [_ Denver Probate

Plaintiff / Petitioner:

LEOLA, JOSEPH ON BEHALF OF ‘ COURT USE ONLY A
OFFICE OF CIVIL AND FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH
V. Case Number: 25W1324
Defendant / Respondent:
SHOMO, AUBREY Courtroom: 159
Address:
PERMANENT CIVIL PROTECTION ORDER ISSUED PURSUANT TO §13-14-106, C.R.S.
_To Respondent/Restrained Person Date of Sex Race Weight | Height | Hair Color | Eye Color
Protected Person alleges Weapon Involved Birth
SHOMO, AUBREY 08/10/1984 | Female White 180 6'00" Black Unknown
Full Name of Protected Date of Sex Race |Full Name of Protected Date of Sex Race
Person Birth Person Birth
LEOLA, JOSEPH ON BEHALF OF | 00/00/0000 [Female| White 00/00/0000
OFFICE OF CIVIL AND FORENSIC M 00/00/0000 00/00/0000
00/00/0000 00/00/0000
00/00/0000 00/00/0000

The Court Finds that it has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter; that the Restrained Person was personally served
and given reasonable notice and opportunity to be heard; that the Restrained Person constitutes a credible threat to the life and
health of the Protected Persons named in this action; and sufficient cause exists for the issuance of a Civil Protection Order.

The Court Finds that the Restrained Person

18 U.S.C. §922(d)(8) and (g)(8).

f__'is X is not governed by the Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act,

This Protection Order DOES NOT EXPIRE and only the Court can change this Order.
A violation of a Protection Order is a crime and may be prosecuted as a misdemeanor, municipal ordinance
violation, or a delinquent act (if committed by a juvenile) pursuant to §18-6-803.5, C.R.S., and municipal ordinance.

The Court Orders that you, the Restrained Person, shall not contact, harass, stalk, injure, intimidate, threaten, touch,

sexually assault, abuse, or molest the Protected Persons named in this action, or harm, take, transfer, conceal, or dispose of or
threaten harm to an animal owned, possessed, leased, kept or held by any protected party, a minor child of any other party, or
otherwise violate this Order. You shall not use, attempt to use, or threaten to use physical force against the Protected Persons that
would reasonably be expected to cause bodily injury. You shall not engage in any conduct that would place the Protected Persons in

reasonable fear of bodily injury.

1. Contact,

It is ordered that you, the Restrained Person, shall have no contact of any kind with the Protected Persons and you shall not

attempt to contact said Protected Persons through any third person, except your attorney,

except as follows:

An exception for Respondent to be within 10 feet of Director Joseph or any OCFMH employee while conducting
legislative business at the State Capitol with still no contact. Respondent may publish with respect to OCFMH

generally provided it is not directed to OCFHM or any of its employees.

JDF 399 R6/13 PERMANENT CIVIL PROTECTION ORDER

Page: 1 of 4



Case Name: OFFICE OF CIVIL AND FORENSIC MEN V.. SHOMO, AUBREY Case Number: 25W1324

2.

Exclusion from places.

You must keep a distance of at least 100 yards from the Protected Persons, where ever they may be found.

It is ordered that you be excluded from the following places and shall stay at least 100 yards away from the following places:
(Please specify address(es) where the Protected Persons reside, work, or attend school.)

-

N

—
I

The Protected Person has requested that the address be omitted from the written Order of the Court, including the Register of Actions.

Home:

Work: Name: CO MENTAL HEALTH HOSPITAL Address: 1600 W 24TH ST PUEBLO CO 81003

School: Name: Address:

Other: CO MENTAL HEALTH HOSPITAL 3520 W OXFORD AVE DENVER CO 80236; CO DEPT OF HUMAN SERVICES
1575 SHERMAN ST DENVER CO 80203

Exceptions:

Care and Control Provisions

It is in the best interest of the minor children that care and control of these children be awarded to: (name of

person)

This Temporary Care and Control Order and all other issues concerning the children, including Parenting Time and Interim
Decision-Making Responsibilities expires on ( date) not to exceed one year from this Order. All other
provisions of this Order remain in full force and effect permanently.

This Order governs any other Orders concerning the care and control of said children. However, provisions in another Order
concerning the children that do not conflict with this Order must be followed.

Issues Concerning Children (Parenting Time and Decision-Making Responsibilities)

Parenting time is granted, expires on (date) and shall be as follows:
Interim decision-making responsibilities expire on (date) and shall be as follows:
[ (name of person) shall have sole decision-making responsibilities.

" The parties shall jointly share decision-making responsibilities.
[ Other as set forth in the "Other Provisions" section.

Parenting Time and Decision-Making Responsibilities shall be as previously ordered by the
District Court, Case #

JOF 399 R6/13 PERMANENT CIVIL PROTECTION ORDER Page: 2 of 4



Case Name: OFFICE OF CIVIL AND FORENSIC MEN V.. SHOMO, AUBREY Case Number: 25W1324

5. Other Provisions.

[ A Temporary injunction is hereby entered by this Court and is in effect until (date) not to exceed one year
after the issuance of this Order. This injunction restrains the Restrained Person from ceasing to make payments for mortgage or
rent, insurance, utilities or related services, transportation, medical care, or child care when the Restrained Person has a pripr
existing duty or legal obligation to make such payments or from transferring, encumbering, concealing, or in any way disposing
of personal effects or real property, except in the usual course of business or for the necessities of life and requires the
Restrained Person to account to the court for all extraordinary expenditures made after the injunction is entered.

: The Restrained Person shall not possess and/or purchase a firearm, ammunition, or other weapon.

\v" The Court waives all fees and no fees for service shoulq_be assessed pursuant to §13-14-109, C.R.S.

[ Fees shall be paid by the | Plaintiff/Petitioner | Defendant/Respondent

[ Arrangements for possession and care of an animal are as follows:

[v" The Restrained Person shall not interfere with the Protected Person at the person’s place of employment or place of education
and shall not engage in conduct that impairs the Protected Person’s employment, education, relationships, or environment.

6. Mandatory For Domestic Abuse Protection Orders:

[ The Restrained Person shall not possess and/or purchase a firearm, ammunition, or other weapon AND, shall relinquish any
firearm within (hours) (24, 48, or 72 hours), and shall relinquish ammunition within (24 or 48 hours or 5 days). The
Restrained Person shall file proof of the relinquishment with the court, as required by statute.

[V Itis further ordered that

Respondent shall remain at least 100 yards away and have no contact with OCFMH, or its employees including Bridget Clawson
Braaten who provides operational support to OCFMH.

[v/ This Permanent Protection Order is identical to the Temporary Protection Order and does not require service on the Restrained
Person.

[ This Permanent Protection Order is different from the Temporary Protection Order and requires service on the Restrained Party
before its provisions become effective.

[ Served Restrained Party in Open Court on (date).

KBJSigning, | acknowledge receipt of this Order or '%Hestrained Person is not present in
&
—

L S nat- preseat in (dupfeumy

Plaintiff/Petitioner Date

Defendant/Respondent Date

I certify that this is true and complete copy of the original order.

Date ,[/Z@B./Z((&

JDF 399 R6/13 PERMANENT CIVIL PROTECTION ORDER o Page: 3 of 4



IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT PROTECTION ORDERS

GENERAL INFORMATION

v

v

This Order or injunction shall be accorded full faith and be enforced in every civil or criminal court of the United States, Indian
Tribe or United States Territory pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2265. This Court has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter.

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(8), it is unlawful for any person to possess or transfer a firearm who is subject to a court order
that restrains such person from harassing, stalking or threatening an intimate partner of such person or a child of such intimate
partner or person, or engaging in other conduct that would place an intimate partner in reasonable fear of bodily injury to the
partner or child.

NOTICE TO RESTRAINED PARTY

W

A violation of a protection order may be a misdemeanor, municipal ordinance violation or a delinquent act (if committed by a
juvenile) and is a deportable offense. Anyone over the age of 18 who violates this Order may be subject to fines of up to
$5,000.00 and up to 18 months in jail. Violation of this Order may constitute contempt of Court. Anyone under the age of 18 who
violates this Order may be subject to commitment to the Department of Human Services for up to two years.

You may be arrested or taken into custody without notice if a law enforcement officer has probable cause to believe that you
have violated this Order.

If you violate this Order thinking that the other party or anyone else has given you permission, YOU ARE WRONG. and can be
arrested and prosecuted. The terms of this Order cannot be changed by agreement of the parties.ONLY THE COURT CAN
CHANGE THIS ORDER.

Possession of a firearm while this Permanent Protection Order is in effect, may constitute a Felony under Federal Law, 18
U.S.C. § 922(g)(8).

You may apply to the Court for a modification or dismissal of a protection order after two years from the date of issuance of the
Permanent Protection Order per §13-14-108(2)(b), C.R.S.

NOTICE TO PROTECTED PARTY

v

You are hearby informed that if this Order is violated you may call law enforcement.

You may initiate contempt proceedings against the Restrained Party if the Order is issued in a civil action or request
the prosecuting attorney to initiate contempt proceedings if the Order is issued in a criminal action.

You can not give the Restrained Party permission to change or ignore this Order in any way.
ONLY THE COURT CAN CHANGE THIS ORDER.

You may apply to the court for a modification or dismissal of a protection order at any time, per §13-14-108(2)(a), C.R.S.

NOTICE TO LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS

v

If the Order has not been personally served, the law enforcement officer responding to a call for assistance, shall serve a copy
of said Order on the person named/Restrained Person therein and shall write the time, date, and manner of service on the
Protected Persons copy of such Order and shall sign such statement. The officer shall provide the Court with a completed
Return of Service form. (§13-14-107(2-3), C.R.S.)

You shall use every reasonable means to enforce this Protection Order.

You shall arrest or take into custody, or if an arrest would be impractical under the circumstances, seek a warrant for the arrest
of the Restrained Person when you have information amounting to probable cause that the Restrained Person has violated or
attempted to violate any provision of this Order subject to criminal sanctions pursuant to §18-6-803.5 CRS or municipal
ordinance, and the Restrained Person has been properly served with a copy of this Order or the Restrained Person has received
actual notice of the existence and substance of such Order.

You shall enforce this Order even if there is no record of it in the Protection Order Central Registry.

You shall take the Restrained Party to the nearest jail or detention facility.

You are authorized to use every reasonable effort to protect the Protected Parties to prevent further violence.

You may transport, or arrange transportation to a shelter for the Protected Parties.

JDF 399 R6/13 PERMANENT CIVIL PROTECTION ORDER Page: 4 of 4






EXHIBIT 2z
October 04, 2024

GRANDPA’'S DD-214 AND OBITUARY

AS OBTAINED VIA FOIA REQUEST BY A SECOND ORDER RELATIVE, AND NOT NEXT OF KIN

FULL FILE AVAILABLE IN ABOUT 3 YEARS DUE TO AGE OF FILE, NOT YET
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Joseph Anthony Roberts Jr.
BIRTH

29 Oct 1921

Tucson, Pima County, Arizona, USA
DEATH

19 Apr 2014 (aged 92)

BURIAL

South Lawn Memorial Cemetery
Tucson, Pima County, Arizona, USA
MEMORIAL ID

129135167 - View Source

Joseph Anthony Roberts Jr. Ret Lt. Col. USAF, Born October 29, 1921 Tucson, AZ, and passed away April 19,
2014 in Henderson, NV.

A native Arizonan and member of a pioneer Arizona family, Col. Roberts attended Miles Grade School, Mansfield
Jr. High School, and Tucson Sr. High School.

He enlisted in the US Army at Ft. Bliss, TX September 1939 and later transferred to
the Army Air Corps to attend Aircraft Mechanics School in Santa Monica, CA. After
graduating he qualified for Aviation Cadet Flight Training receiving his pilot Wings
at Williams Field, AZ on December 3, 1942, 9:00 a.m.

At 6:00 p.m. he married that evening. He married Jean Driver, of El Paso, TX.

Active duty flying included many types of aircraft primarily the B-25 Medium
Bomber and A-20 attack Bomber. World War Il overseas service included the
Guam, Saipan and Okinawa campaigns.

He was discharged as a Captain in December 1945 and joined United Airlines in
San Francisco. Recalled for the Korean conflict, he was stationed at Clark Field in
the Philippine Islands until 1950. Returning to the U.S. he was assigned to the 25th
Air Division at McCord AFB with duties concerning development of early warning
radar sites on the Canadian Border.

In 1955 he was selected to attend the Foreign Service Institute with the Department



of State in Washington D.C. From there he received an assignment as a member of
the Joint Brazil /U.S. Military Commission on Rio de Janeiro. He returned to the
U.S. in 1960 and joined the Tactical Air Command Headquarters at Langley AFB,
Virginia and was placed in charge of developing a computerized team logistical
support system for all of the Air Force Tactical Bases.

That mission accomplished, he retired from the Air Force in September 19635.

Returning to Arizona he spent 20 years in the Phoenix area as Vice President for Several prominent financial
firms including an appointment as Executive Director of the Carefree Arizona Chamber of Commerce.

Col. Roberts moved to Cheyenne, Wyoming with his family in 1990, returning to Tucson during the early part of
2004 and has resided in Tucson until he and Jean moved to Henderson, NV in 2011.

He is a member of the Retired Officers Association, the Order of Dandelions a Military Fliers Fraternity, The Air
force Association, the Masonic Scottish Rite and a Shriner.

Funeral Services will be held Saturday, May 3, 2014 10:00 a.m. at FUNERARIA DEL ANGEL SOUTH LAWN,
5401 S. Park Ave. Tucson AZ. Interment with Military Honors to follow at South Lawn Cemetery.

Published in the Arizona Daily Star on May 1, 2014



NATIONAL PERSONNEL RECORDS CENTER @?
S N,

| ARCHIVES DRIVE ST LOUIS, MO 63138-1002  NATIONAL
www.archives.gov  ARCHIVES

April 4, 2024

RE: Veteran’s Name: ROBERT, Joseph Anthony
SSN/SN:

Dear Recipient:

Thank you for contacting the National Personnel Records Center. We are providing the
releasable military service information based on restrictions imposed by the military services
consistent with Department of Defense regulations and the provisions of the Freedom of
Information Act and the Privacy Act of 1974. The releasable information requested, if present in
the record, has been transcribed, photocopied, or a combination of both, in order to comply with
your request.

This record contains sensitive personal information which, if disclosed, would constitutc a
clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy to the veteran, the veteran’s family, or third
party mentioned in the record. We have redacted and/or withheld that information in accordance
with the personal privacy exemption of the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), S US.C. §

552(b)(6).

If additional information is needed, the Privacy Act of 1974 requires the written consent
(signature) of the individual to whom the record pertains. If the individual is deceased, we must
have the written consent of the next of kin and proof of death. The next of kin is defined as:
unremarried widow or widower, son, daughter, father, mother, brother or sister. The following
are acceptable forms of proof of death:

o Death certificate

e Newspaper article (obituary) or death notice
e Coroner's report of death

e Funeral director's signed statement of death
e Verdict of coroner's jury

e If death occurred outside the United States, any document similar to one of the
preceding five, or a report of death signed by a United States consul or other agent
of the State Department.



If you consider this an adverse response under the FOIA, and are not satisfied with our action on
this request, you may contact our FOIA Public Liaison Sharon Box for assistance at:

1 Archives Drive

St. Louis, MO 63138
(314) 801-2505
sharon.box@nara.gov

If you are unable to resolve your FOIA dispute through our FOIA Public Liaison, the Office of
Government Information Services (OGIS), the Federal FOIA Ombudsman’s office, offers
mediation services to help resolve disputes between FOIA requesters and Federal agencies. The
contact information for OGIS is:

Office of Government Information Services
National Archives and Records Administration
8601 Adelphi Road—OGIS

College Park, MD 20740-6001

ogis(@nara.gov

ogis.archives.gov
202-741-5770

1-877-684-6448

If you have questions or comments regarding this response, you may contact us at 314-801-0800
or by mail at the address shown in the letterhead above. If you contact us, please reference the
Request Number listed above. If you are a veteran, or a deccased veteran’s next of kin, please
consider submitting your future requests online by visiting us at http://vetrecs.archives.gov.

Sincerely,
We Value Our
MATTHEW BUCK IN‘ Veterans' Privacy
Expert Archives Technician, Training (AFN) BN Lot us know if we Itave
failed to protect it.

Enclosure(s)



" INFORMATION RELEASABLE UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT

| NAME:
ROBERTS, JOSEPE ANTHONY

BRANCH OF SERVICE AND SERIAL/SERVICE NUMBER(S):
U.5. AIR FORCE 0 734 283

DATES OF SERVICE:

MAY 26, 1937 to August 31, 1965

DUTY STATUS:
RETIRED

 RANK/GRADE:
LIRUTENANT COLONEL

“SALARY:
N/A

SOURCE OF COMMISSION:
SERVICE ACADEMY

PROMOTION SEQUENCE NUMBER:
N/A

ASSIGNMENTS AND GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATIONS:

SEE ATTACHED

MILITARY EDUCATION:

SEE ATTACHED

DECORATIONS AND AWARDS:
ASTATIC-PACIFIC CAMPAIGN MEDAL, AMERICAN CAMPAIGN MEDAL, WORLD WAR II VICTORY MEDAL, AIR FORCE GOOD CONDUCT MEDAL, ARMY OF
QCCUPATION MEDAL(JAPAN), AMERICAN DEFENSE SERVICE MEDAL, NATIONAL DEFENSE SERVICE MEDAL, SMALL ARMS EXPERT MARKSMAN RIBBON,
ARMED FORCES RESERVE MEDAL, AIR FORCE LONGEVITY SERVICE AWARD w/ 1 silver oak leaf cluster, AIR FORCE COMMENDATION MEDAL w/ 1l

oak leaf cluster

T TRANSCRIPT OF COURT-MARTIAL TRIAL:
NOT ON FILE

" PHOTOGRAPH:
SEE ATTACHED

| PLACE OF ENTRY:
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA

PLACE OF SEPARATION:
LUKE AIR FORCE BASE, AZ

FOR DECEASED VETERAN ONLY

PLACE OF BIRTH

DATE OF DEATH

"LOCATICN OF DEATH

PLACE OF BURIAL

NOTE: N/A denotes information is not available in the veteran’s records

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS ADMINISTRATION NA FORM 13164 (Rev. 11-19)



MAJ. JOSEPH A. ROBERTS
‘3734263 270CT 6l
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CITATION TO ACCOM. ANY THE A ARD OF THL
AIR FORC: COMMENDATION {EDAL
TO
JOSEFH A, ROBERTS

Lieutenant Colonel Jossph A. Robezts, AOT3 63, distinguished
himeelf by meritoricus achievement as Chief, Electrosic Data Pro-
cesning Development Branch, Systems Diviston, Dirsctorate o Supply
and So rvices, Headguarters Tactical Alr Cammand, during the perfod
1 MNovember 1959 10 1. February 196., Through kis silorts, a com-
mand supply system, employing an slectronic computer, was devaleped
and testad necessary to affact Alr 7 orce approval for an Electronic In-
ventory Control Supply System for all bases ia the Taetical Alxr Com-
mapd, The supply eystem, traisin ., cosverslon and prea-comvérsion
procedures developed and implamented under his sound guldance and
tnapiring leadership contributed substantially to tncreased supply sup-
port effectivencss to the overall dssion. By his cutatanding devotion
to duty, superior masagerial adbilities and profsssionsl attitude which
prempicd others to highsr accomplahmanta, Liecutenant Colonel Roberts
brought great credit upon himaself, the Tactical Air Command and the

United Stater Alr Force.




GCITATION TO ACCOMIANY THE AW ARD OF

THE AIR FORCE COMMENDATION MEUAL

(FIRST OAK LEAF CLUSTER)
TO
JOSEVH A, ROBERTE

isleutenant Colonsl Josoph /. Roberts distingeished himself by maeri-
terious achievemment as Chisl, Supply Operations and  vograms Di-
vislon, Directorate of Sapply and Services, Headquarters Tactical Alr
Command {rom 1% sagust 1962 to 15 \prik 1963, Threugh his leadar-
abip, Celomel Roberts completed a reorgasisation of the Divisioa o
realign pervonnel and iunctions in accordance with the aswly installed
astomatic data processing srystem at command bases. MHe extesded this
stady to base supply level and developed 2 standard orgasisation for each
supply account, by sisa and setivity, at a substantial saviag im overall
mamning. He psrsemally directed tha pregram for supply systams sup-
pott for recalled Ay Natiomal Guard asd reserve componeats called to
active duty daring this pevied. By his exceptional kmowledge of supply
systems design and his parsomal leadarship of the Divicloa and its activi-
ties, Colonel Robarts brought credit wpen hmsell, the Tactical Alr Come~

mand and the United Statss Alr Ferce.
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n/a

COLORADO
\ Department of Human Services

n/a
Patient: SHOMO, AUBREY ELLEN
MRN: n/a Admit: n/a
FIN: n/a Disch: n/a
DOB/Age/Sex: 8/10/1984 40 years Female Admitting: n/a
Location: n/a
Copy To:  Paro,Linda
Allergies

Substance Allergy Type Severity Reaction Status Reaction

Symptom
halothane Allergy Unknown Proposed
No Known Allergies Allergy Canceled

Allergy List

Substance: halothane
Recorded Date/Time

1/14/2019 08:31 MST

Reviewed
Date/Time
2/26/2019 08:37
MST

2/26/2019 08:37
MST

Allergy Type: Allergy; Category Drug; Reaction Severity: Unknown; Reaction Status:

Proposed; Information Source: Patient; Reviewed Date/Time: 2/26/2019 08:37 MST;

Reviewed By: Perko,Ursula F

Substance: No Known Allergies
Recorded Date/Time

1/14/2019 08:31 MST

11/14/2018 14:24 MST

Allergy Type: Allergy; Category Other; Reaction Status: Active; Information Source: ;

Reviewed Date/Time: 11/14/2018 14:24 MST; Reviewed By: Archuleta,Stacey K

Allergy Type: Allergy; Category Drug; Reaction Status: Canceled; Information Source: ;
Reviewed Date/Time: 2/26/2019 08:37 MST; Reviewed By: Perko,Ursula F

LEGEND: c=Corrected, @=Abnormal, C=Critical, L=Low, H=High, f=Result Comment, i=Interp Data, *=Performing Lab

Report Request ID: 10617846 Page 2 of 1,482 Print Date/Time: 4/29/2025 11:33 MDT



>J County Court
Broomfield County, Colorado

Court Address: 17 Descombes Dr, Broomfield, CO
80020

People of the State of Colorado vs Aubrey Shomo

Attorney or Party Without Attorney: (Name & Address)
Party Without Attorney (pro se)

Aubrey Shomo

8002 W 12t Ave

Lakewood, CO 80214

Phone Number: 720-420-4200

4 COURTUSEONLY 4

FAX Number:  720-420-4201 Case Number:
E-mail: aubreyshomo@gmail.com 2018 M 243
Atty. Reg. # None at this time 2018 M 171

Div.: Ctrm:

AFFIDAVIT CONCERNING ASBESTOS HIT BY BROTHER

Defendant-exoneree in this jurisdiction on 9/10/2001 and 9/12/2001, relief (pathetic, but
constitutional) entered on 2/16/2016, and Defendant-convictee by procedural-due-process-less
guilty plea to the crime of criminal telling the police (Telephone Harassment: 2018 M 171;
Unreasonable Public Noise: 2018 M 243) in the instant matter, for the same reasons outlined in her
filings of 10/4/2024, et seq, but not repeated at length for this Court’s convenience, and instead
incorporated herein by reference (up until “THE FORGOING TEXT WILL BE AT THE TOP OF ALL
AFFIDAVITS FILED THIS DAY.”). This filing is directly relevant to the facts still at legal issue (35¢
pends) in the instant matter, including those in the warrant and incompetency, both bearing attack.

Defendant notes she has received the Order of this Court prohibiting future filings, and, should this
be filed with the Court, it will be filed with leave specifically so moved, after this Court rules on her
three MOTIONS FOR LEAVE to file those documents setting up the facts underlying her rule 35(c)
motion promptly forthcoming before this Court.

(/% 202



AFFIDAVIT CONCERNING ASBESTOS HIT BY BROTHER

Defendant declares/affirms under penalty of perjury the following:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

In 2012, Defendant had moved to Greensboro, NC, residing with family in Stokesdale, NC, a
small municipality by the airport, just outside Greensboro proper.

She specifically resided with her father and brother.

During this time, her brother frequently stated “I can kill you whenever | want, this is my
house.” Defendant had suggested her brother familiarize himself with the State’s make my
day equivalent law, as it does not say what he thought it said. | lived there too.

Defendant’s brother invited her on a trip by private General Aviation, flown by her brother,
where she would be invited to log dual instruction received, her brother logging dual given,
but as she lacked a logbook, this did not occur, and was instead logged as pilotin
command, general aviation.

The plan was provided by a Romainian national, with whom Defendant’s brother had some
business dealings, free of charge. The name of said national and the tail number are not
known to Defendant. However, Defendant’s brother was asked, after this flight, to fill out
and sign a waiver by his boss at the flight school where her Brother was employed.

We flew to an FBO in New Jersey, and then took the bus and train to Long Island, where we
stayed at a cheap motel.

The next day, we traveled to Kings Park Psychiatric Center, a historical oppression site for my
people, and my brother’s people, as a psychiatric survivor himself, diagnosed with
psychotic disorder in childhood, a fact reported to both the FAA and Jeffery Dorschner, then
an Assistant United States Attorney for the District of Colorado, in 2015, and now a
Scheduled Airline Transport Pilot, flying hundreds of passengers daily.

There, we met two people, after we could not find a way in. Amale and a female.
Caucasian, mid-twenties to mid-thirties, | would guess. They showed us how to getin.

On site, we traveled to the tunnels, to the branching 90-degree angle to building 93, where
the tunnel to proceed was elevated over the main tunnel. There, there was a wire hangar
around the uppermost pipe.

Defendant’s brother instructed her to pull herself up by this wire. Defendant does not
normally follow instructions, but this time, for some reason, she did as she was told.

This cut the insulation, giving Defendant a substantial full-face blast of what she was told
was Asbestos. Much was swallowed, significant amounts inhaled.

We then took the train home, then the bus, then flew out of New Jersey on the same private
plane.

The male and female we had met gave us a ride to the train station then into the night they
went.

We flew back. | recall the ATC giving my brother crap, but not violating him, for calling to
take off more than 15 minutes before taking off, as you had to call for clearance, and they
had to keep the airspace open. This, with ATC tapes, should help identify the flight.

Prior to this trip, that very morning, before we had to leave, Defendant’s brother had asked
her to show off a toy space ship in Even Online. A dreadnaught. Defendant does not care
about such things, but, under these circumstances, in retrospect it seems likely a pre- F //l

Wy b o
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

signature for the hit. She was asked to do something very stupid and sieged it without
support. Twice. When sieged, it is easy to destroy. It was destroyed. Defendant mentioned
into local having a plane to catch, and self-destructed her ship to go see the oppression site
her brother had offered to fly her to in this nice Romanian national’s plane. The killis
attached hereto as Exhibit A, in summary page only.

Subsequent to this trip, her Brother again took her to this site. She and her brother again
went into to tunnels, using N95-style masks that her brother indicated were asbestos-safe,
showing her the instructions.

At this trip, her brother became assaultive, later, afterward, and she called the police. She
asked no charges be filed, only a talking to be given that we don’t behave that way to her
brother.

Defendant had indicated while making this report that her brother had touched her boob
when becoming assaultive as she left the shower, blocking her access to her clothing.
Defendant indicated she believed this was a genuine accident, not the loss-of-control
accidents her mother had where she ‘accidentally’ acted with intent, though the part about
her mother was not said to the police at the time, and said to the police “You know, he’s
probably chargeable with sexual assault, but it wouldn’t be appropriate because he didn’t
mean to.”

Defendant believes the police secured her Brother’s confession to a simple assault by
throwing this fact at him.

Defendant was ignored on this point, citing this event, when she tried to explain the full
circumstances of this event, and was hung up on at “they used the reid technique on him”,
successfully | might add, but | declined charges, which was next to bringing up the asbestos
hit, with her brother present, and the second time, when this conspicuously occurred.
Thus, the police detective, and AO in the warrant, citing the same family and inaccurate
facts such as Defendant’s non-jewishness, actively hung up on a report of a lethal crime
against Defendant, that of assault with a deadly weapon, attempted homicide, or worse.
Given (1) the significance of 9/11 in her story, (2) the fact the booby trap was at the entrance
to building 93, (3) the relatedness of asbestos to the whole effect of 9/11/2001, via the twin
towers collapse, (4) grandpa’s work and body-trail, Defendant believes she was meant to
infer a 9/11 related message to this hit on her.

Defendant wishes that wasn’t as crazy as it sounds. Sorry. These are the facts.

Defendant could not get anyone to listen, because they were too busy covering up the
sexual abuse in the cases listed in the warrant, as evidenced in her 10/4 filings, and
because everyone always rushes to lock her up when she tells on people, including,
demonstrably known to the Broomfield Police and People and, with diligence, but she
doubts such diligence was employed, for counsel refused to speak to her, The Defense.
Defendant has been slowly dying here, and this crime was being reported to the Broomfield
Police, when they decided to engage in this coverup, refusing to correct incorrect facts in
their report.

Defendant does not know how this relates the what she has described as the “rape pulse”
phenomena, but she was also reporting that. AO ignored both and had her shut-up.

NOTARY STATEMENT ON NEXT PAGE
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AFFIDAVIT CONCERNING ASBESTOS HIT BY BROTHER

W

Defendant - 11/4/2024 [1/7¢/)0 lf

State of Colorado, County of (r//é/A’/bdﬂ

Signed and sworn to [or affirmed] before me on November 4™ 2024

o \
by/ql/é-[( Yy = quﬂﬂo(name(s) of individual(s) making statement).
JULIAN RODRIGUEZ-MACIAS

C)z 7 WV

tary’s official Slgna STATE OF COLGRADO
NOTARY ID 20214034168
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUGUST 26, 2025

PR 2.6/ B025s

(Commission Expiration) (* seal)




RETURN OF SERVICE

Service has been completed this day of November 2024, by UPS, to the following adverse

parties:

1. Broomfield Public Defender, Ineffective Assistence and Direct Misconduct of the Same to

be alleged
2. 17" Judicial District, District Attorney, who directly made these filings necessary by refusing

writ of error
3. The trial court judge so named and described in this filing / affidavit, for opportunity to

respond, Amy Elizabeth Bockman, in her personal capacity as litigant
e Asan adverse party in interest’

Defendant

' Supreme court coram nobis threat, unveiled. Did it last time, then won on second/subsequent at trial

court.

/42904



EXHIBIT

DATE AND ALLEGED PRE-SIGNATURE

ASBESTOS HIT BY BROTHER

SAME BROTHER RELIED UPON BY WARRANT




https://zkillboard.com/kill/27239745/

 Damage:

Ship+Fit:

993,966,072.26 ISK

6.281,097,915.07 ISK
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[X] County Court
Broomfield County, Colorado

Court Address: 17 Descombes Dr, Broomfield, CO
80020

People of the State of Colorado vs Aubrey Shomo

Attorney or Party Without Attorney: (Name & Address)
Party Without Attorney (pro se)

Aubrey Shomo

8002 W 12" Ave

Lakewood, CO 80214

Phone Number: 720-420-4200

A4 COURTUSEONLY 4

FAX Number:  720-420-4201 Case Number:
E-mail: aubreyshomo@gmail.com 2018 M 243
Atty. Reg. #: None at this time 2018 M 171

Div.: Ctrm:

AFFIDAVIT CONCERNING WHERE THE BODIES WERE BURIED

Defendant-exoneree in this jurisdiction on 9/10/2001 and 9/12/2001, relief (pathetic, but
constitutional) entered on 2/16/2016, and Defendant-convictee by procedural-due-process-less
guilty plea to the crime of criminal telling the police (Telephone Harassment: 2018 M 171;
Unreasonable Public Noise: 2018 M 243) in the instant matter, for the same reasons outlined in her
filings of 10/4/2024, et seq, but not repeated at length for this Court’s convenience, and instead
incorporated herein by reference (up until “THE FORGOING TEXT WILL BE AT THE TOP OF ALL
AFFIDAVITS FILED THIS DAY.”). Additionally, this affidavit is filed in response to “non-sensical
pleadings” which is highly suggestive the Court has not read them, as a demonstrator of credibility.

Defendant notes she has received the Order of this Court prohibiting future filings, and, should this
be filed with the Court, it will be filed with leave specifically so moved, after this Court rules on her
three MOTIONS FOR LEAVE to file those documents setting up the facts underlying her rule 35(c)
motion promptly forthcoming before this Court.

/779 2%



AFFIDAVIT CONCERNING WHERE THE BODIES WERE BURIED

Defendant declares/affirms under penalty of perjury the following:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Deferdant’s grandfather committed a justifiable homicide in self-defense, then hid the
bodies on his own property.

Defendant knows where said bodies were buried.

Defendant’s grandfather told her a story, as a child, at his house in Tuscon, AZ, concerning
Boars. However, Boars became the story after he was starting, and Defendant’s mother
said “Not in front of the children.”

These Boars, per Grandpa Joseph Roberts’s account, the Lt. Col (RET) from the Tactical Air
Command, had come to kill him.

They had split up. One, Grandpa described besting in hand-to-hand combat in the Foyer of
the home. There was a yellow / golden translucent window in this area. The home had no
other windows, per Defendant’s mother’s account, though Defendant has no specific
recollection of other windows, she cannot exclude them.

Per grandpa’s account, he “got the other one” out by the poolhouse.

These events were described as occurring at the Tuscon, AZ property where he lived and |
was visiting him.

Grandpa indicated the bodies were buried in the garden, near the main house.

Defendant only worked out later that these were human beings, but at the time, said “Those
sound like awful smart boars,” as his descriptions of their tactics did not comport with
these being animals.

Defendant has provided this account to the FBI, suggesting use of a Ground Penetrating
Radar (GPR).

Subsequent to providing this account, the folks described in “NOTICE DEFENDANT
LITERALLY LIVES IN A FORTRESS WITH FEDS SPEWING FROM THE WALLS” pantomiming
her suggested GPS run with a metal detector, indicated a hit near one of the structures
where she lives. Defendant believes this was followed by other inquiry. These folks don’t
ask questions, they tend to mostly provide silent prompts reminiscent of specific events,
usually from childhood, and those prompts have progressed and hit a verity of specific
topics, this being one.

Defendant does not know how this fits into the picture, as all of these events emerge from
childhood, but she submits it (1) to demonstrate credibility, (2) to demonstrate the import
and significance of the facts she was denied, and (3) in the hopes a grown-up will know
what to do with them instead of always hurting her.

Defendant defies anyone to say this is “non-sensical”, and with the other facts in this story,
it bears being said.

NOTARY STATEMENT ON NEXT PAGE
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AFFIDAVIT CONCERNING WHERE THE BODIES WERE BURIED

Defendant—T1/4/2024 //;;—_/1024—

State of Colorado, County of ['//(7[44"[’06\(\

Signed and sworn to [or affirmed] before me on November 4", 2024
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by ﬁbe{ % E 549”0 (name(s) of individual(s) making statement).

LIAN ROORIGUEZ-MACIAS
v NOT:RY PUBLIC
STATE OF COLORADO
NOTARY |5 20214034168
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUGUST 26, 2025
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RETURN OF SERVICE

Service has been completed this day of November 2024, by UPS, to the following adverse

parties:

1. Broomfield Public Defender, Ineffective Assistence and Direct Misconduct of the Same to

be alleged
17™ Judicial District, District Attorney, who directly made these filings necessary by refusing

writ of error
3. The trial court judge so named and described in this filing / affidavit, for opportunity to

respond, Amy Elizabeth Bockman, in her personal capacity as litigant
e As an adverse party in interest’

Defendant

' Supreme court coram nobis threat, unveiled. Did it last time, then won on second/subsequent at trial

court.




County Court, Denver, Colorado

1437 Bannock St, # 159
Denver, CO 80202

Petitioner:

Leola, Joseph on Behalf of Office of Civil and Forensic Mental
Health

v »  COURT USE ONLY »

Respondent:

Shomo, Aubrey

Party Without Attorney:
Case Number: 2025 W 1324
Aubrey Ellen Shomo
8002 W 12" Ave

Lakewood, CO 80214 Division Courtroom 159

Phone Number: 720-420-4200  E-mail: aubrey@aubreyshomo.net
FAX Number:  720-420-4201 Atty. Reg. #: N/A

ANSWER UNDER SIMPLIFIED CIVIL PROCEDURE

Respondent, Aubrey Ellen Shomo, f/k/a Justin Michael Shomo, hereby answers Petitioner’s written
complaint as follows:

ANSWER

1. Petitioner’s complaint is without merit, and misrepresentative at best, and false and misleading
sufficiently so as to consider sanctions, given the facts about to here be presented, against Petitioner, who
is, herself, a member of the bar, representing the Office of Civil and Forensic Mental Health. Sanctions
will be treated separately, after presentation of defense, the instant matter.

2. Petitioner’s Colorado Bar Registration number is 47808, her bar registration is listed as “Clawson
Braaten, Bridget Anne”, and the records of the Office of Attorney Regulation Counsel list her as presently
with the “Colorado Department of Human Services”.

3. There is an ongoing legal dispute between Respondent and OCFMH, where Respondent appears to be
winning.

4. All communications to which the complaint refers were published broadly, emails to a list of hundreds of
recipients, faxes to just about a dozen, and not to Ms. Bridget Clawson.

5. Respondent’s business is not with Ms. Clawson, or, at least, was not until she interjected herself into this
situation, and, then, only insofar as her conduct itself reflects misconduct.

6. Ms. Clawson invited herself to the party, as a member of the Bar, her employer involved in a legal dispute
with Respondent, in response to Respondent’s publications, by pulling the same crap she is now pulling
with this Court, but to include a specifically anti-semetic smear campaign, as well, with the Lakewood
Police Department, who found nothing unlawful in any communication, but would provide only the
entity, and not individual name of the complainant.

7. Respondent was able, as outlined in her motion for john doe subpoena or to identify witness (approx title),
to obtain the name of the individual who had made the complaint from a Law Enforcement command
officer at the Colorado Mental Health Hospital at Pueblo, by insisting he take a false reporting complaint
and impugning his honor when he denied the complaint was from that site.
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This Command Level Law enforcement officer provided the name of Ms. Bridget Clawson, who happens
to be a member of the bar, as the originator of the complaint.

Ms. Bridget Clawson was fully advised of the false reporting complaint against her, as well as all of the
facts that predicated her false reporting.

Ms. Bridget Clawson then did it again, resulting in the only communication here naming her cited by
Petitioner, an act of public pillory, here submitted as threat. That is exactly what Respondent was
pillorying. The message went out by email to hundreds. It was among the first specifically addressed,
also, to Ms. Clawson’s email address directly.

The very first email directly to Ms. Bridget Clawson was a CEASE AND DESIST LETTER, also left by
voicemail and listed 9/16/2025 as a Threatening/Harrassing Phone Call and a threat to injure others on
Petitioner’s incident checklist. A cease and desist letter is neither of these. The cease and desist letter is
hereby attached as Exhibit A. It is a transcript of the voicemail left on 9/16/2025, and it was sent by
email.

Prior to being served the instant case, Respondent was already planning action with the Colorado Office
of Attorney Regulation with respect to Ms. Bridget Clawson, but Ms. Clawson is a ways down the target
list, and will have to wait her turn. The instant action has certainly increased her priority on Respondent’s
list of Attorney Regulation Counsel complaint recipients, but not to the top. Respondent reminds the
Court she has meritorious DORA investigation underway, and that the Restraining Order Process is not
the appropriate procedural mechanism to reply to an ongoing dispute between myself and the Department,
nor is it an appropriate means of preventing a complaint to Attorney Regulation Counsel.

Respondent only received the transcript of the TRO hearing on Friday, and, as there could have been
additional verbal allegations, waited to complete this answer until she received her overnight transcripts,
which took essentially a full working week.

Petitioner has deliberately misled the Court through a campaign of selective partial quotation and
misrepresentation of facts.

This is not a Restraining Order case, not even close.

TREATMENT OF SPECIFIC CLAIMS IN COMPLAINT

Next, Respondent will treat specific communications outlined in the Complaint.

Respondent will treat the claims out of order, in the order most logically consistent with the narrative
presentation, generally working back in time, from the events which occasion Complaint and the
complaint itself, then taking the Court, briefly, to the factual antecedents, as necessary to understand that
this action is about the ongoing legal dispute, not any safety concerns.

I HAVE A GUN AND I AM POINTING IT AT PETITIONER

We shall begin with “I have a gun.” Dated August 8th, 2025.

Petitioner omits some critical text from the statement of how this is a concerning incident. “MESSAGE
AUTHORIZED BY UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE.”

A gun, as known to Petitioner, in this context is involvement with the federal authorities in a matter under
their investigation and the permission to, as I pitched it to them, “Let the badguys know they’re coming.”
As shown, subsequent to the actual complete fax, also provided, in Exhibit B, this meaning was made
expressly clear to the same fax channel, explained by Open AI’s chatGPT, so I could not be cast as
delusional.

This meaning is commonly used parlance, and is generally understood when the facts in #20 are brought
to bear and should be familiar to a member of the bar.

Respondent ended up at her current residence upon overhearing a conversation clearly intended for her,
and while signing the lease was told by John, the then current property manager, he was a United States
Marshal. Respondent had previously met with USSS and FBI agents at her home in Greensboro, and she
can verify this, because it was the same FBI agent she had dropped by to see at the Greensboro, NC
satellite office. Therefore, USSS can be verified to be on the field.
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Respondent’s previous roommate, as well as several other persons with whom she has had acquaintance
over the years all, of their own initiation, said “I’d give you / I’d give her a gun.” over a short period of
time, near in time to “Safe to Tell”, treated below.

Most recent neighbor quote, from yesterday: “We’re soooo charging it.”

More than one of her neighbors has had privileged information that would only be known to an
investigator or perpetrator in Ms. Shomo’s case.

This was in response to me efforting to reach out about the FBI’s “Safe To Tell” message on 6/17/2024,
and pointing out the State of Colorado still seemed to be engaging me.

If it is not the Marhsals working a witness, United States Secret service, FBI, etc, then whoever it is has
substantial resources. Inquiries into topics like blackmail, and a ridable toy car that took me to ice picks,
have been on the field. If not really official, someone should probably do something about that instead of
trying to throw Respondent under a bus for having nailed the department’s misconduct.

Multiple of Respondent’s neighbors have implied involvement with the investigation, unambiguously.
Again, if these are not feds, someone is building a defense, and Respondent could use Police help, not
State’s CYA with whoever it is. Respondent believes, in good faith, that these are feds. Most have
maintained substantial ambiguity, however, while unambiguously working the case. Respondent has
made her best efforts to be helpful. If these aren’t feds, feds are likely in for a rude awakening when they
find out who these folks are and what charge they’ve been preparing to defend. They do, however, to my
mind, seem to be building Government’s case.

One of these persons has confirmed United States Secret Service authority to her.

The FBI and USSS, both of whose names Respondent has used with a statement “MESSAGE
AUTHORIZED BY USSS / FBI” have not so much as contacted Respondent to notify her their names are
being misused by others, if that is indeed the case.

So, even if Respondent has placed her trust in the wrong people, Respondent is acting (1) in good faith,
and (2) non-dangerously, but she is the victim of an elaborate impersonation, and someone should do
something, not restrain Respondent.

Additionally, the State of Colorado, and OCFMH cheated off their asses in Broomfield in 2018 and
denied me a meritorious defense ultimately coercing a plea, to make a point about how mental patients
don’t need due process, and the chickens from that are now coming how to roost by means of superlative
jurisdiction, is the impression I am given, perhaps in tandem with some kind of countermafia operation.
the plea coercion is preserved on the record *prior to* the plea, though not at the plea colloquy itself.
Respondent, therefore, believes their conduct to be among the federal investigatory targets.

Respondent does not believe misconduct in the State of Colorado to have been their primary target, rather
organized criminal enterprise, however the State of Colorado was kind enough to do 2018 in front of
them.

The statement “I have a gun”, with all of this known to Petitioner, cannot be construed as a threat, and, as
shown by repeated doubling down, was not understood as a threat by Petitioner at the time.

This statement, in fact, conveys the entire context of all communications. Respondent expects a strike
soon, but feds do things in their own time, and mafias are very difficult to kill.

Respondent expects Colorado struck at the same time, during the same news cycle, on belief and
information.

Petitioner knows what Respondent means, anticipates, and Respondent is unambiguous in
communications. Petitioner is selectively misquoting to deceive this Court, and that is how Petitioner
scored a TRO.

This is not the first time, in the current issue, Petitioner has in essence lied through very selective
quotation, as she has done, here, to achieve a TRO, and those other times are admissible as a public
calling-out and pillory of the same which was directly the occasion for this complaint to the Court in the
instant matter.

This addresses 4(c) of the long form of the VERIFIED MOTION and the first half of 4(c) of the Colorado
Judiciary Court Form VERIFIED MOTION, the second half of 4(c) being 4(d) on the long form, treated
below, last.

Respondent will now address point 4(a) of the Complaint.
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The still “aim with the hand, shoot with the mind” is followed instantly by the phrase “kill with a heart
like arctic ice,” in the song, not as communicated to Ms. Clawson, and is a still from the music video for
the song Aer Vis, celebrating the United States Air Force, in which Respondent’s grandfather flew combat
and retired a Lt. Col. The “Gun Ready” light, shown in said film is on a United States Air Force aircraft.
Respondent, when not being raped, is a legal ice queen.

Respondent refers to the prior section on having a gun.

This communication went to ~500 people, is one of a precious few that names Ms. Clawson, an example
of another reads “Ooh, she’s a member of the bar” and provides her bar number to the list, and constitutes
public pillory and turning my gaze at Ms. Clawson. I would not presume to speak for the feds, without
express instruction, but all she’s done here she’s done in front of them.

The public pillory is of below treated misconduct, in the section covering my threats to kill jews.

With respect to Jay Hemphill, Petitioner cites belief and information. Respondent will provide facts.
Respondent worked with Jay Hemphill at length where he was the man in charge of Colorado State Patrol
at the State Capitol and sat in the foyer to the Governor’s office. I did a Hunger Strike, there, and Jay
Hemphill was also both familiar with my communication style, which has not changed in these many
years, and my activism.

Jay Hemphill was personally associated with the Governor, as he was the man in charge of his security.
In short, as known to the Department of Human Services, Jay Hemphill was a law enforcement
professional acquaintance of Respondent’s who she has had many constructive dealings in the past, and
her last contact with him was him trashing a warrant out of Broomfield for setting DV = Yes in CCIC,
when no such flag had been requested of, nor authorized by, a court, and without factual predicate.

Said entry flowing from CCIC into NCIC and federal jurisdiction. Respondent liked and respected Jay
Hemphill. Jay is the man who told her about this, well, as it exited Colorado’s jurisdiction. I made sure
the feds knew.

Respondent cannot speak to Mr. Hemphill’s most uncharacteristic behavior, but dangerousness from the
State of Colorado’s personnel is not relevant to its restraining order request. It occurred after we knew
each other. Apparently, he was on foot outside the Legislative Services Building and pulled his service
weapon on a car. Most unusual behavior.

Mr. Hemphill is much like the witness I have asked to call, command level, at Colorado Mental Health
Hospital at Pueblo. Except his area was the State Capitol and I knew him a bit better. Not much. He also
knew me. Also only through professional/official dealings.

Respondent continues to believe Jay Hemphill would approve, and this is the Jay Hemphill she knew,
before events raised by Petitioner.

Petitioner is trying to turn around even a good relationship with law enforcement here, as a weapon.
This point is clearly understood in the same context as the 4(c) point, first treated, and is similarly
understood by Petitioner, and reflects, again, the distortions Petitioner is going to to obtain a TRO.
Petitioner understood this specific message as public mockery, as a member of the bar, for her efforts to
secure law enforcement action based on her knowing misrepresentations to be treated for 4(d).

Public pillory of a member of the bar does not occasion a restraining order, and a member of the bar
would and does know that.

Said pillory here attached as Exhibit C.

Petitioner is asked if they’re sure they want to drag Jay Hemphill and the Governor’s office into this.

Cooperating with Law Enforcement and announcing as much does not a restraining order grant.
Public pillory (I am a private citizen with private citizen rights) of an individual for engaging in that same
misconduct does not a restraining order grant.

THE MENTAL HEALTH SYSTEM CREATES ITS OWN VIOLENCE BY VIOLATING RIGHTS

65.

Respondent will now address point 4(b). 4(b) is a selective quotation, omitting the following text:

*** This is not a threat. As you have all always known, I fight to win. This is political speech.
Without feds, though, I know I would face retribution for saying it. ***



66. The message is attached as Exhibit D.

67. The word “presci” means an outline of a proof or logical argument. In it, Respondent makes the point
that the levels of open misconduct in the State’s mental health system, and the dirty means, instant
proceeding notwithstanding, they’ll go to to defend it can reasonably be expected to create violence by
leaving persons no where to go. Conduct like disappearing habeas corpus, perjury by people’s witnesses,
and plea coercion, are at stake, and commonplace leading to an oppressed population with no hope of a
fair day in Court because of how these people cheat.

68. Respondent reminds the Court of two things: (1) Her complaints are under active and apparently fruitful
investigation by multiple proper authorities, i.e. she is not hopeless and Petitioner knows it, also showing
on prima facie review, merit in those complaints, and (2) few ever manage to successfully fight back,
making what she is calling attention to, here, a matter of public concern and valid political speech,
protected speech, to call attention to a real dynamic, and Petitioner knows it. Petitioner believes many
have experienced the same truly violent misconduct by the State, and do not share her hopefulness for the
future, and without hope they even benefit from the rule of law, where would you turn?

69. Respondent has a point.

70. Petitioner not liking Respondent’s point doesn’t change that.

71. The Court not liking Respondent’s point doesn’t change that.

72. The first amendment protects this activity. Plain and simple.

73. This is protected as free speech and freedom of the press, and not one of the ~500 other recipients had any
quarrel with it. It’s a pamphlet. And Petitioner knew that.

74. Sending a lawful pamphlet to a Government office does not a restraining order grant.

SO, LET’S TALK ABOUT BOMB THREATS AND DEAD JEWS AND ME KILLING THEM

75. So far, as grounds for granting a restraining order, we’ve discussed cooperation with law enforcement and
publishing political speech. This is 3/4ths of the Petition.

76. So, let’s talk about bomb threats. But, to do that, we need to talk about my threats to kill jews.

77. Point 4(d) of the long form VERIFIED MOTION, the second of point 4(c) of the Colorado Judiciary
Form form of the motion, quotes “This is a Bomb Threat.”

78. To clarify why one would send an email with the subject line “This is a bomb threat” and be fighting over
it with a lawyer for an entity with whom Respondent is engaged in a legal dispute, in a civil protection
order hearing, not a criminal case, one must consider the effect of sarcastic calling out of previous, to be
frank, bollocks from the same source. Bollocks is a way to say public official misconduct without being
held in contempt. Respondent hopes it is to the Court’s liking.

79. As included in this quotation, this is additional public pillory. Cited also, “This is a bomb threat per the
clearly false reporting of CODHS, as previously detailed”. (short form / Colorado Judiciary Form version
of VERIFIED MOTION / second part of 4(c). 4(d) on the long form VERIFIED MOTION differs, and
will be treated below.)

80. Prima Facie, this message is specifically calling attention to the false construance of the same, not making
a bomb threat. That’s why the subject line works. That’s why this Court is wasting Domestic Violence
victim’s time, and its own, in a lawyer-on-lawyer squabble, where the other side pulled the instant
proceeding out of a hat.

81. An act of public pillory does not occasion a restraining order.

82. So as to demonstrate that that is unambiguously the message, the way in which it was meant, they way in
which any reasonable person would understand it, and the way Petitioner in fact understood it,
Respondent will need to address praising hitler and killing Jews. And her threats to do the same.

83. This brings us to Ms. Bridget Clawson’s previous anti-semetic efforts at the same thing she is attempting
in this civil action, but with Law Enforcement, who did not bite on the “safety concerns” of this lawyer
pulling this crap. This Court should not, either.

84. Respondent is Jewish. See Exhibit E.



85. That was the sound of a door opening, as Petitioner did not go after Respondent on Jewish themed issues
in this pleading, as she did with the police. Respondent is happy to go there, though, in this matter, as it
makes it clear to the Court what is really going on, here.

86. What is really going on here is something of a cross between a smear campaign, an effort to test the feds,
and the desire to stop this civil rights activist from making noise about the Department by any means
necessary, and this proceeding is what they have left. It is not undertaken in good faith.

87. So, let’s talk about dead Jews. And me killing them.

88. Petitioner initiated this retaliation against Respondent for having meritorious issues with the department
and publishing about them, at this time not knowing Ms. Clawson’s name, by contacting Lakewood
Police and making what Respondent will show is a false report, utilizing the same techniques as utilized
in the instant matter, in June.

89. Before we get to dead Jews Respondent’s threat to kill Jews, and Respondent’s purported praise for hitler,
and how Ms. Bridget Clawson knowingly traded on this falsehood, however, Respondent would like to
provide one piece of predicate.

90. Respondent has spoken multiple times about Perjury, and it is time to provide the promised receipts,
beyond the existence of a DORA investigation.

PERJURY BY CODHS

91. Exhibit F, hereby attached, is a three page Exhibit entitled “Perjury: The Slide Show”.

92. In it, two statements are made to the Court by, admittedly different, CODHS personnel.

93. The first of the two statements records my admission date as 11/14/2018.

94. The second of the two statements, signed 11/12/2018, notarized 11/13/2018, and filed with the Court,
provides the results of an evaluation Respondent received from Dr. Graham Hoffman, while she resided at
the State Hospital. As an expert witness.

95. The statement recording my admission as 11/14/2018 was not erroneous and dates from 1/10/2019.

96. 11/12/2018 (more conservative than 11/13/2018, the notary date) is within the Statute of Limitations for
Perjury of 1/10/2019.

97. Therefore, the statement by Dr. Graham Hoffman is perjury at law by inconsistent statements, at the
institutional level, for CODHS. And the single statement provably knowingly false is even worse. The
inconsistent statement is by a different witness not accused of Perjury, from CODHS.

98. This amounts to prima facie Perjury, in open Court.

99. This is page 1 of the slide show.

100.  Page 2 of the slide show is Respondent’s chart admission time, shown by CODHS’s own records, but
not before any Court, showing Respondent’s admission as 11/14/2018, in the future from Hoffman’s
Affidavit.

101.  Page 3 is a map showing the distance over which the purported evaluation could not have taken place.

102.  This is prima facie Perjury.

MY “THREAT” TALKING ABOUT THE RAPE OF CHILDREN, PETITIONER LEFT OUT OF THIS
ONE

103.  On 6/4/2025, Petitioner made the following report to Lakewood Police Department:

“[REDACTED, later revealed to be Ms. Clawson] had indicated the email had talked about the rape of
children, how she may die within the next ten years, and the death of Jews, among other topics.”

104.  The police report is attached hereto as Exhibit G.

105.  Respondent had discussed her own childhood sexual assault in recent publications. She had not
discussed “the rape of children” other than herself. CODHS is implicated in said rape, as an instution that
covered said rape up, in leiu of doing anything about it, through a contractor, but also directly,
culminating in the 9/10/2001 coerced plea, overturned by the trial court on 2/11/2016.



106.  This phrasing is intended to be misread, and is not a truthful report as a result. It, in essence, smears
the sexual assault victim by implying they are in a perpetrator, rather than victim, role. This is not the
first time the Colorado department of Human Services has done this. The same was done in 2018.

107.  Indeed, the contents of the complained of email provide evidence, not sourced from Respondent, for a
2018 sexual assault that CODHS did not take seriously enough to investigate properly, ended up coercing
a plea and covering it up, but has since realized there is evidence for this phenomena. Indeed, their
actions began in direct response to my provision of *evidence* for this assault.

108.  Said sexual assault preserved on record but ignored by the Court.

109.  Almost exactly like last time, but under a less typical situation than the mundane sexual molestation
of Respondent CODHS took the same means, including the instant case’s predecessor, filed by Mr.
Shearer, of the DORA complaint, which Respondent won, the TRO being vacated and no PRO issuing,
and Respondent having, at last, gotten DORA to hear the matter some ten years hence, on the tails of the
compounding misconduct in defense of it by CODHS, originating with Partick Fox, then Dpty Dir
Clinical Services, OCFMH, who took earnest efforts, and ended up leaving his post in April 2018, the
same time the instant misconduct arose, for the private sector. Our communications are provided attached
as Exhibit H, to substantiate the merit of the backstory of the dispute.

110.  Exhibit I contains records substantiating the sexual assault in 1998-2001, which is the fundamental
act of misconduct, using cheating in Court to cover up a sexual assault, that is at issue with the
Department.

111.  Substantial evidence documenting this sexual assault as directly covered by by CODHS is real is
provided as Exhibit J in the form of an email, of the more consolidated mocking format, with the subject
line “This email is about the rape of children,” which predates “This is a bomb threat.”

112.  Respondent had discussed being hit with an asbestos laden booby trap, truthfully, in attached affidavit
Exhibit K, addressed to but unfiled with the Court in Broomfield. While she does not know the exact
timing, she expects the 2012 exposure to run its course within about ten years’ time in good faith.

113.  Indeed, retaliation for speaking up, like this, is one of the reasons I contend this specific act of
retaliation is lethally directed by CODHS. They’re not trying to kill me, so much as make sure I die quiet,
and cannot speak their name and therefore misconduct.

114.  Petitioner was aware of the facts in Exhibit K when she took this action.

115.  On the topic of lethal conduct, and attached hereto as Exhibit L, is the removal of halothane
malignant hyperthermia, a lethal reaction to certain anesthetics, from my chart. This removal would lead
directly to my death if Electroconvulsive Therapy were used with halothane anesthetic. This represents a
very real threat to my life. The petitioner hasn’t shown anything like this the other way around.

116.  Petitioner is more of a threat to Respondent than Respondent is to Petitioner, except two places: (1)
politically, and (2) in the Courtroom.

117.  Respondent contends both ancillary uses of a PRO are the true object of Petitioner’s action, in this
instant matter, and not any issue of safety.

118.  Respondent has shown, on evidence, a danger to her life from Petitioner, though that’d be a different
TRO hearing, and she’d rather not embolden Petitioner and then have to put the court through one of
those hearings.

BACK TO DEAD JEWS, ME KILLING THEM, AND BOMB THREATS, BUT ESPECIALLY THE
DEAD JEWS

119.  Which brings us to respondent’s threat, described by Petitioner, as talking about “the death of Jews.”

120.  Indeed, in the audio, the exact police report is a threat of “killing jews”.

121.  Asindicated above and in Exhibit E, Respondent is Jewish.

122.  Respondent notes this “threat”, while attempting to action with law enforcement, is not included in
Petitioner’s pleading before this Court, having already been shot down with law enforcement.

123.  Here is Petitioner’s verbatim description of this, from police bodycam:

1t seems like this person's escalating, and it's you know, it mentions child rape and Killing Jews and things
like that. So I wanted to report it.



There's something about killing Jews, and there's a lot about Hitler. So it's very odd because it. We'll talk
about Hitler one sentence and then literally says talks about the Cupid Shuffle and Macarena, the next sentence.

124.  Any reference to child rape was to sexual assault of myself, with exhibit. Petitioner knew this at the
time, and deliberately omitted it from the police report.

125.  The only communication to which Petitioner refers is a fraud callout, recall Respondent has already
shown Prima Facie perjury, for an act of false charting by the Department, which describes Respondent
as saying “Kill the Jews, Hitler’s pride.” It then references the cupid shuffle and the macarena.

126.  The references to the cupid shuffle and macarena are in CODHS’s false charting, and were not said by
Respondent, but were described as an unusual threat by Petitioner, contrary to fact. again, these
quotations only exist in a record, alongside the above perjury, Respondent is pointing out is fraudulent.

127.  Respondent has reported CODHS to the federal authorities for federal programs fraud on the basis of
the Perjury and false charting.

128.  Now, what happened in 2018 does stink. Respondent never said these things. The song in question
was actually quite anti-htiler. It was Nakam, by Daniel Khan and the Painted bird. This was
memorialized in a facebook post nearly a year before chart was obtained. Both the chart and my own
memorialization are attached as Exhibit M.

129.  But, Petitioner knowingly cited Petitioner’s own already publicly declared fraudulent records, in lieu
of any recent communication, as evidence of a threat.

130.  In another act of false charting, I am recorded as saying “I’ve been charge [sic] with forgery and its
notarized” and “laughing”. The word they were looking for was “Perjury” and it was in the second
person, as in, “you’ve been charged with Perjury and it’s notarized”. Note the subtle differences and refer
to prima facie perjury, above. This is attached as Exhibit N. The perjury, again, is attached as three page
slide-show as Exhibit F.

131.  Petitioner reported me calling them out on it as a threat by me, myself Jewish, to kill Jews.

132.  To the police.

133.  Who did not see anything actionable. Because Petitioner had wantonly misled them, like this Court.

134.  Petitioner seems to be looking for a knee-jerk law enforcement action, and every one, I have defused.

135. On 9/8/2025, A false reporting complaint to Lakewood PD, approved but unacted upon, equal to
Petitioner’s report, is attached as Exhibit O.

136.  Respondent did run a simulation of a ten kiloton thermonuclear strike, which it was clear from
context referred to feds, or if feds won’t do it, a united nations complaint, and this was known to
Respondent. The parameters for the burst were provided. The day after the initial antisemetic slur.
See the police report.

137.  Respondent published this simulation.

138.  The weapon is designed to be delivered by a nation state’s air force.

139.  The weapon was burst at 200 meters above ground level, from a tomahawk cruise missile, yielding
ten kilotons TNT equivalent, to wit, the described strike was a tactical thermonuclear strike

140.  We have those. And the delivery systems. Nationally. Respondent lacks both the required nuclear
weapons and the cruise missile delivery systems.

141.  Respondent has a public persona where this is how she communicates. This is not a threat, and, even
if construed as one, cannot be construed as an actual actional threat putting anyone in fear of anything
except legal action.

142.  This was a threat of feds.

143.  And I advertised my own, independent nuclear capability, which was unambiguously stated to be a
human rights treaty complaint.

144.  This is inducement to the feds to care, as Respondent does not control them.

145.  This is lawful.

146. I have filed those before, and I have been known to boast to friends that I have enforced a non-self
executing human rights treaty upon the United States, to wit the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, resulting in the above named relief from prior plea coercion in broomfield.

147.  Petitioner is rebutted at trial.

148.  She attempted this, again, on 9/9/2025, and was again unsuccessful.



149.  Respondent’s false reporting complaint was made on 9/8/2025. On 9/9/2025, Petitioner again
attempted to engage Lakewood Police Department.

150.  Petitioner was asked if Respondent had any weapons, to which Petitioner responded there had been a
bomb threat by me, and she implied I was likely armed. She did not mention that this was thermonuclear
in nature. Petitioner actively misled the police to make rash action more likely, while asking for police
contact, and should be ashamed of herself. This is treated in the CEASE AND DESIST.

151.  Respondent spoke with Agent Gomez-Gonzalez, Badge # 2279 of the Lakewood Police Department,
who she wishes to subpoena about this incident, for approximately ten minutes, took her through the
dispute, as I have just done, and through the history of false reporting by Petitioner. Whether charged or
not, it documents Petitioner’s repeated utter distortions of communications to the police, and, now to the
Court.

152.  Agent Gonzalez left satisfied Respondent was within her rights.

153.  Petitioner then, having pilloried “child rape” and “killing jews”, previously, decided to pillory “bomb
threat”.

TO THE COURT: THIS IS A BOMB THREAT

154.  Communication 4(d) in the long form of the VERIFIED MOTION is hereby defended.

155.  Similarly, the second half of communication 4(c) in the Colorado Judiciary Form version of the
VERIFIED MOTION, substantially the same complaint, is hereby defended twice.

156.  This communication is public pillory of a member of the bar, for her previous reports, to the general
public.

157.  Inincludes Lakewood Police’s printout of the only “bomb threat” email that Petitioner could provide
them, and they took no action, as there is nothing unlawful in it.

158.  Petitioner is a grown-up and a member of the bar, who understands this was her being pilloried and
understood that when initiating this complaint.

159.  Restraining orders are not for this.

160.  This activity, when directed at a State Employee and consisting of fair publication is constitutionally
protected. Even mean publication would be and I have not done that.

161. A bona fide legal dispute exists, petitioner is a member of the bar, and Respondent is winning.

162.  Restraining orders are not for this.

163.  Who the hell’d be a danger when they’re winning?

164.  No genuine danger exists, and Petitioner does not, in good faith, believe there to be one.

165.  This point can be shown by the State’s own hospital law enforcement, as previously subpoenaed, at
command level, from previous interactions and actions taken.

166.  Petitioner is afraid of Respondent winning.

167.  Petitioner is afraid of respondent besmirching their good name in public, and posting about them on
social media, presently enjoined by this court.

168.  Petitioner wants unconstitutional prior restraint because petitioner messed up bad.

169.  This is not what restraining orders are for.

170.  Petitioner is unreliable.

171.  The restraining order should be denied.

172.  To demonstrate how the facts are being misstated by Petitioner, Respondent wishes to subpoena
Petitioner, herself, Ms. Bridget Clawson, a member of the bar, to the trial. One pass of cross-examination,
again, of this member of the bar, will destroy the PRO request.

CONSTITUTIONAL CLAIM

173.  Respondent is a bona fide civil rights activist, with a history at the United Nations, and she is engaged
in constitutionally protected activities.

174.  The restraining order must be denied. In the name of the Constitution.

175.  Separate constitutional argument, with caselaw, will follow, in a motion to dismiss, but preserved here
are freedom of speech, freedom of the press, and the right to petition redress.



176.  [As pertains to the religious 1ssues, both the establishment clause and the free exercise clause are

reserved. )

SIGNATURE PAGE

Leola, Joseph on Behalf of Office of Civil and Forensic Mental Health
W

Shormo, Aubrey
2025 W 1324

ANSWER, in 176 poinis,

Submutted this 27th (twenty-seventh) day of October, 2025, under penalty of Perjury un
States of Amenca, by Respogdent,

lvwrs of the United

Aub®® Ellen 5

10/27/2025



Document Type: BH Nursing Progress Note
Service Date/Time: 11/18/2018 17:58 MST
Result Status: Auth (Verified)

Patient was active with peers and staff in dayhall. She enjoys talking about "9/11 conspiracy” in terms of her "testimony.”" She
also participated in karaoke but was redirected for her choice in music as the lyrics stated, "kill the jews, hitler's pride," elc.
Patient was educated on the inappropriateness of her choice and argued her point to continue playing the song stating, "It
winds up with a good message in the end." She did concede to staff direction and has been participatory in programing to
include dancing in the dayhall to the Cupid Shuffle and Macarena. Happy affect. Continuing to monitor.

LEGEND: c=Corrected, @=Abnormal, C=Critical, L=Low, H=High, f=Result Comment, i=Interp Data, *=Performing Lab
Report Request ID: 10617846 Page 1,478 of 1,482 Print Date/Time: 4/29/2025 11:33 MDT

Umm, that song was "Nakam" by Daniel Khan and the Painted Bird

’?‘}5 Aubrey Ellen Shomo

FEW August 31, 2024 - @

Rule of law access by your detainees is next. We just covered a broad but not exhaustive list of
misconduct | pegged at CMHIP and the implications for any proposed investigation in your fax
machine.

Now, I'd like to remind you of one other thing, and, again, | do not hold this against you. I'd have
shut my ass up, too. It's a _mental hospital_, hell it's even _forensic_.

But, | always did like Karaoke. | understand they could barely afford the machine. But little reliefs
like this really help the patients out.

Of course, | used my mic time to shove shit up their asses. Whatever it takes? Lawyers guns and
money? Getting the drift? Check my karaoke history. You probably keep better track than
outbound legal mail.

So, at this time | will point out, you let me get to the first line of the chorus of this song befare you
pulled the fucking plug. The chorus.

That is all.

1 Admin
luman

Panticane € Panaci

Six Million Germans / Nakam

Providec ouTube by The Orcharc Million Germans / Nakam - Daniel Kahn - t




N‘ Gma” Aubrey Ellen Shomo <aubreyshomo@gmail.com>

oh well...

Eli Havivi <Ehavivi@bdgso.org> Thu, Mar 3, 2016 at 12:44 PM
To: Aubrey Ellen Shomo <aubrey@aubreyshomo.net>
Cc: Aubrey Ellen Shomo <aubreyshomo@gmail.com>

Aubrey — Let’s start this way, via email, we can catch up by phone later.

So, first of all, you are already Bat Mitzvah — that is, you are an adult, and you are Jewish. You count in a minyan, and you
are part of the Jewish community.

Another way of looking at the Bat Mitzvah “occasion,” is seeing Bat Mitzvah is a public marking of Jewish coming of age.
For folks doing Bat Mitzvah later in life, it's kind of an affirmation of Jewish identity, “I am here, | am part of this
community.” As a youth, it's often accompanied by an exhibition of competency in ritual — having an aliya and saying the
blessings at the Torah, and/or reading from the Torah, and/or leading the congregation in prayer. And it can be the same
for an adult.

And what we do is VERY flexible — Here are a few thoughts:

you could recite the blessing in Hebrew at the Torah on a Saturday morning or (for a more intimate gathering of folks) at a
Saturday afternoon service (we typically have Saturday afternoon services at 5:45 PM), you could invite some friends/
they could throw candy at you (or not), and call it a day. And then you can invite friends out to celebrate.

In fact, you could skip the entire synagogue piece, just have the celebration, and at that celebration, give a talk about
Torah and Judasim, and about why you are celebrating this moment in your Jewish life. (That's actually what the
Orthodox and Habad do — they don’t have women do things in synagogue).

Back to the synagogue idea.... You could learn to chant a Torah reading (again, on Shabbat afternoon or Shabbat
morning services).

How is your Hebrew? And.... Can you sing?
Your thoughts? How did you imagine this?

eli
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= Transcript : X

Sorry. | My sister, brother, and husband

are all in law enforcement, so I'm a

little gallow humor. Um, but it does

talk about Pearl Street. There's

something about killing Jews and there's

2:44 a lot about Hitler. Um, so

it's very um odd because it will talk

about Hitler one sentence and then

literally says talks about the Cupid

Shuffle and Macarena the next sentence.

So, | I'm like | can't tell if there's

an imminent threat in any of it, but it

3:04 does feel odd, | guess, is what I'm

306 trying to say.




Approved ‘5/,- Hall 5929 08/28/25

Lakewood Police Department
Incident: LK25017327

Incident details:

Incident Type: OTHER CRIMINAL OFFENSE

Incident time: 06/04/2025 09:19 - 06/04/2025 09:19

Reported time: 06/04/2025 09:19

Incident location: 8002 W 12TH AVE, LAKEWOOD, JEFFERSON CO 80214 (Beat: LPDN4) 80214
Incident status: Cleared, administratively - non-criminal

Reporting officer: #2088 JAKUBIELSKI, SCOTT

Investigator: LPD CAT

Summary: Colorado Department of Human Services wanted to report an alarming email they received

from a client. No specific threats, but the nature of the email brought to question the clients
and what their intentions could be.

Involved Persons:

Name: SHOMO, AUBREY ELLEN Gender: Unknown
DOB: 08/10/1984

Address: 8002 W 12TH AVE, DENVER, CO 80214

Telephone: (Cell phone) (303) 945-2082 [Business]

(Landline) (720) 420-4200 [Residence]
(Cell phone) (720) 722-0465 [Residence]

Height: Weight: Build:

Race: White Hair Color: Eye Color:
Name: ] Gender: [N
DOB: e

Address:

Telephone:

Height: Weight: Build:

Race: - Hair Color: Eye Color:

Involved Officers:

e LPD CAT (Investigator)
e #2088 JAKUBIELSKI, SCOTT (Back-up officer; Reporting officer)
e #000000 CAD INTERFACE (Reporting officer)

Printed: 08/28/2025 09:10 by 5929 Page: 1 of 5



Reports:

Action log:

Type Entry time Event time Author Link Log entry

General report:

Author: #2088 JAKUBIELSKI, SCOTT Report time: 06/04/2025 12:12

Narrative:

Disclaimer: This report is a synopsis of this investigation and is not meant to provide a
complete accounting of every detail or circumstance. This report may include information
regarding officer perceptions that may not have been captured in associated body-worn
camera (BWC) footage. To the best of my knowledge, BWC recordings of the events
described in this report were conducted in accordance with CRS 24-31-902 and any lack of
footage was not the result of intentional “tampering” as defined in CRS 24-31-901

(6). BWC was not activated or was muted in accordance with this statute including when
necessary to avoid recording personal information that is not case related; when working
on an unrelated assignment; when there is a long break in the incident; and in
administrative, tactical, and management discussions when civilians were not

present. BWC also may not have been activated when an interaction with the public was
recorded by other means. BWC may not be activated in the specific circumstance of
officers working in jail that has functioning video cameras except when jail peace officers
are separately required to activate BWC for tasks requiring an anticipated use of force.

On June 4th 2025, at approximately 0934 hours, | was dispatched to take a phone

report in regard to a suspicious incident which involved the location 8002 W. 12th Ave.
Dispatch advised the reporting party was with Colorado Department of Human Services
reporting about an individual who contacted her with an alarming email.

| contacted the reporting party, m by phone and she
stated the folIowing:& had received an email at approximately 2200 hours the
previous night on 06 rom a client Aubrey Shomo 08/10/84 containing alarming
content. # advised the email had talked about the rape of children, how she may
die within the next ten years, and the death of Jews along with other topics. | asked

if the email specifically mentioned anyone are made specific threats and she

advised it did not and was more of a general threat based on it's content.

| sent an Axon link for her to upload the email to along with any other
information she may have.

End of report.

Printed: 08/28/2025 09:10 by 5929 Page: 2 of 5









Document Type: BH Nursing Progress Note
Service Date/Time: 11/14/2018 15:49 MST
Result Status: Auth (Verified)

Pt arrived to CMHIP today at 1350 from Broomfield County Jail for ITP. Pt was medically evaluated by K Holt, NP and placed
on A1 precautions. Pt report called to Theresa, RN and pt is given a sack lunch. Pt denies pain. Please see documentation
and new orders by K Holt, NP. Pt was escorted to C2 by admission officers.

LEGEND: c=Corrected, @=Abnormal, C=Critical, L=Low, H=High, f=Result Comment, i=Interp Data, *=Performing Lab
Report Request ID: 10617846 Page 1,479 of 1,482 Print Date/Time: 4/29/2025 11:33 MDT
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COUNTY COURT, CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER, COLORADO

Case No. 25W1324 Courtroom 159

LEORA JOSEPH ON BEHALF OF OFFICE OF CIVIL AND FORENSIC
MENTAL HEALTH (OCFMH)

Plaintiff

vs.

AUBREY SHOMO

Defendant

The TRO hearing in this matter commenced on
October 16, 2025, before the HONORABLE MARGUERITE

CONBOY, Judge of the County Court.

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: TYLER W. HARRINGTON, ESQ.

Court Transcriber: Lauren Randall
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GENERAL ADVISEMENT
THE COURT: Good morning to everyone. You may be
seated. All right. Hello to all. As Mr. Nicholson
said I'm Marguerite Conboy, and I have had a chance to
review all of your petitions. I'm going to give you
an advisement which hopefully will answer a lot of
your questions. And then if not, you can come up to
the podium and ask me some questions after I get a
chance to kind of go over the general overview.
But before we do that, let's go ahead and call
25W1324, Leora Joseph and respondent and Aubrey Shomo.
Good morning.
MR. HARRINGTON: Morning, Your Honor.
MS. SHOMO: Morning.
THE COURT: If you'd like to enter your appearance.
MR. HARRINGTON: Tyler Harrington with the Attorney
General's Office with Jessica Polonyi, also with the
Attorney General's Office, on behalf of the Office of
Civil and Forensic Mental Health with Miss Leora
Joseph, their director.
THE COURT: All right. Yeah. Good morning. Please
be seated. I have more than enough to enter the
restraining order.
Do you have any questions?

MR. HARRINGTON: ©No, thank you, Judge.

5 cnbers

www.escribers.net | 800-257-0885



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

THE COURT: Okay. You've been here enough and know at
some point it's Aubrey -- is a female. Yeah, Ms.
Shomo needs to be served and then we'll see you back
here. Does the 20 -- we're back to what -- we've been
doing a little schedule juggling. But 28th at 10:30
okay for everybody?

MR. HARRINGTON: That works.

THE COURT: All right. Thank you. Great. Well,
thank you. We'll see in two weeks.

(WHEREUPON, the calling of the docket continues.)

* Kk %
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COUNTY COURT, CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER, COLORADO

Case No. 25W1324 Courtroom 159

LEORA JOSEPH ON BEHALF OF OFFICE OF CIVIL AND FORENSIC
MENTAL HEALTH (OCFMH)

Plaintiff

V.

AUBREY SHOMO

Defendant

State of Colorado )

City and County of Denver ) ss.

I certify that I transcribed this record
from the recording of the above-entitled matter which
was heard on Thursday, October 16, 2025.

I further certify that pages 1 through 3,
inclusive, constitute a complete and accurate
transcript of the recorded proceedings, based upon the
audio facilities of this record and my ability to

understand it.

LAUREN RANDALL 10/23/25
Court Transcriber Date
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COUNTY COURT, CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER, COLORADO

Case No. 2025-W-1324 Courtroom 159

OFFICE OF CIVIL AND FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH
Petitioner

Vs.

AUBREY SHOMO

Respondent

The temporary restraining order hearing in
this matter commenced on December 17, 2025, before the
HONORABLE MARGUERITE CONBOY, Judge of the County

Court.

FOR THE PETITIONER: ANN H. POGUE
ALSO PRESENT: LEORA JOSEPH

Court Transcriber: Kaliko Reed
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WITNESSES:
LENORA JOSEPH
(By Ms. Pogue)

(By Ms. Shomo)

BILLY WADE
(By Ms. Shomo)

(By Ms. Pogue)

LENORA JOSEPH

(By Ms. Shomo)

EXHIBITS

Petitioner's 1
Petitioner's 2
Petitioner's 3
Petitioner's 4
Respondent's A
Respondent's B
Respondent's C

Respondent's D
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GENERAL ADVISEMENT
THE COURT: Good morning to the parties. All right.
We're going to call case number 25-W-1324. May I have
appearances of the parties?
MS. SHOMO: 1I'll go --
MS. POGUE: Good morning, Judge -- oh.
MS. SHOMO: I'm not sure who's supposed to go first.
THE COURT: Let's have Petitioner first, and then
we'll have Respondent, please. Thank you.
MS. POGUE: Good morning, Ann Pogue, on behalf of the
Department. Also present with Leora Joseph, director
of Office of Civil and Forensic Mental Health. Oh,
and actually, I say that. She's not present, she's in
the waiting room. If she's able to be let in?
THE COURT: We will do that. I don't see her
asking --
MS. POGUE: Thank you.
THE COURT: -- but hopefully, Mr. Nicholson --
MS. POGUE: Oh.
THE COURT: We don't see her asking Ms. Hogue (sic).
MS. POGUE: And one moment, Judge, we'll make sure
we're in the right place.
THE COURT: Thank you. While you're doing that, let
me step down for one more sec.

All right. Well, for -- we can --

B cribers

www.escribers.net BO0-257-0B85




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

let's see. Is -- I'm not seeing a request from
Ms. Joseph.
MS. POGUE: I believe —-- there we are.
THE COURT: There she is. All right.
MS. POGUE: Thank you. And Judge, I'm not sure if you
needed (audio interference). Sorry, one moment,
Judge. If you needed my name spelled with
registration number. But it's P-0-G-U-E.

(audio echoing)
THE COURT: What's happening?
THE CLERK: Somebody (inaudible).
THE COURT: Somebody needs to lower their volume,
please?
MS. POGUE: I think we got it. Is this better?
THE COURT: Yes, thank you.
MS. POGUE: Thank you.
THE COURT: All right. I don't see Ms. Joseph.
MS. POGUE: She's -- she's there. She's waving. I
can see her.
MS. SHOMO: Judge, I cannot. I see a Leora Joseph,
Unverified, with an icon, not a picture.
THE COURT: I do -- I've got two pages, so I've got
Mark Rule (phonetic). Okay. Here we go. Let's turn
that screen. Thank you, sir. All right. Yeah, I've

got Ms. Joseph; I can see her when I toggle my screen.

B cribers
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There we go. My apologies to the parties for a little
technical machinations. Here we go. All right.

All right, Ms. Joseph, you want to
enter your appearance-?
MS. JOSEPH: Leora Joseph, Petitioner. Are you able
to hear me?
THE COURT: I can now, Ms. Joseph. Thank you.
Ms. Shomo, do you wish to make your appearance,
please?
MS. SHOMO: Respondent Aubrey Shomo, on our own
behalf.
THE COURT: Thank you. Good morning to all the
parties, and my sincere apologies; We had an
unexpected legal argument this morning that took quite
a bit of time. So here we are. All right, so we have
many matters pending before the Court right now, so
let me start by -- I am prepared to rule at least as
to the scope of the proceeding. But I would note that
we also have sort of a threshold matter involwving
motion for in-person trial per Court's original ruling
on Constitutional grounds.

I can resolve that one first and
foremost, and so with respect to that, Colorado
Revised Statute 13-14-106 explains the procedure for a

permanent civil protection order hearing after the

B cribers
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temporary order has been issued. It does set out how
the Court evaluates evidence and how the Court issues
a permanent order. And the Statute specifically notes
the Court shall encourage the Petitioner to notify
Respondent if the Petitioner does not intend to appear
at the hearing, but it explicitly states that the
Court shall not require the Petitioner to attend. The
Court is the one who controls whether the Petitioner
has -- must appear.

The Court has made a determination that
it that it is appropriate for Petitioner to appear
virtually. Respondent has argued she has no
Constitutional right to ingquire the in-person presence
in court. However, the Sixth Amendment to the United
States and Colorado Constitution's right to confront
witnesses applies only in criminal prosecutions.

A civil protection order under 13-14-
106 is a civil matter. It is not criminal, and courts
have consistently held there is no Constitutional
right to confront or cross-examine a Petitioner in a
civil protection order case.

So my ruling is that the parties may
appear virtually for purposes of a hearing. So I'm
going to deny the motion for --

MS. SHOMO: Judge, may I ask one brief question?

B cribers
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THE COURT: Yes, of course.

MS. SHOMO: I would ask, what about Respondent's
argument that the order had previously been entered
for an in-person hearing, that order was modified on
the basis of argument that has subsequently been
withdrawn?

THE COURT: I guess I don't understand your question.
MS. SHOMO: I would ask the Court to speak to that if
I am permitted?

THE COURT: Yeah, I guess, I -- and I apologize,

Ms. Shomo, I just don't understand the nature of what
exactly —-- could you rephrase your question, please?
MS. SHOMO: I had moved the in-person appearance of
Ms. Clawson at the 10/28/2025 hearing, and the Court
had granted that order at the time, stating that I had
the right. The proceeding was going to be in person,
until Petitioner raised a "safety concern" on the
basis of unevidenced "retaliation against Counsel",
and then withdrew that position, which constituted the
entire basis.

So it is Respondent's respectful
understanding the matter was res ajudicata by order of
this Court -- this very same judicial officer -- and
the grounds for the modification were then withdrawn.

The Petitioner has withdrawn the expanded scope. And
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consequently, with the withdrawal of those grounds, it
is Respondent's respectful position, the Court should
return to its original order.

THE COURT: And I appreciate the argument. The Court
declines to change the Court's ruling. The courts are
allowed wide latitude in the discretionary matters
involving these -- the procedural mechanisms of
hearing. This is a civil case. This Court did rule
that Respondent was entitled to subpoena Ms. Clawson.
I -- obviously, I stand by that. I do want to issue
the caveat, which is part of my observations this
morning that while it is true all parties have the
right to subpoena any witnesses that they wish to
subpoena, ultimately, this Court has to act as a
gatekeeper in terms of determining whether or not a
witness has relevant evidence to provide.

For example, yesterday, I declined to
hear two of the four witnesses in the hearing because
upon an offer of proof, I didn't find what Respondent
had represented through an offer of proof to be
anything relevant to what the Court needed to
determine. So I do want to give the parties a heads
up: For every witness, I'm going to ask for an offer
of proof after I've made my ruling as to the scope of

the hearing.
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So absolutely, Ms. Shomo, you have the
right to subpoena Ms. Clawson, but I'll have to make a
determination whether or not she has testimony,
particularly in light of the ruling I'm going to make
about what is going to be presented at this hearing,
as to whether or not there's anything relevant that
Ms. Clawson might be able to offer. Okay. So that
was the first motion.

Are there any preliminary matters? We
have the Respondent's motion to continue.

Ms. Shomo, is that something you want
me to address first?
MS. SHOMO: I believe the motion to continue was based
on the need to send additional subpoenas on the basis
of the expanded scope. If the expanded scope is not
engaged, and the Court orders virtual trial, there is
no need to continue from Respondent at this time.
THE COURT: Okay. And Petitioner's position on
continuation?
MS. POGUE: Judge, Petitioner is prepared to proceed
today, and is in agreement with Ms. Shomo's position.
We did move yesterday to withdraw the request for the
supplement to the scope. But I did want to address
one other piece related to that motion to withdraw,

but I can wait until we are prepared to move to the
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next action item.
THE COURT: Okay. That's fine. This -- okay, I'm
going to go ahead and I'm going to make a ruling with
respect to determination of the scope of the permanent
protection order hearing. And then afterwards, I'm
going to ask each party to tell me a list of their
witnesses. I'm going to ask for an offer of proof
from both sides as to what your witnesses are expected
to testify. But hopefully, my ruling is going to give
some guidance with respect to what -- who might be
able to offer relevant evidence, okay?
MS. SHOMO: And Judge, may I ask, will your ruling on
scope also cover the motion to limit hearsay testimony
by Ms. Leora Joseph?
THE COURT: It does, actually, yes.
MS. SHOMO: Thank you.
THE COURT: Some of it -- and just so you know, some
of that is a little premature because hearsay is a
determination that often a court needs to make sort of
real time when that witness is testifying because I
need to assess whether or not, number one, is the
testimony hearsay, and then, number two, are there any
exceptions that might apply? So there's some of it
that we might have to put in abeyance until -- and

then, you're going to be able to raise contemporaneous
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objections, okay?
MS. SHOMO: Okay.
THE COURT: Okay. All right. So -- and I apologize.
There's a lot of noise in the hallway, so if that's
distracting to the parties, I'm sorry. It's -—- I will
tell you, it's very loud in here.
MS. SHOMO: Oh, if you hear a fan running, I can shut
it off. I don't know if I'm the source of any of it.
THE COURT: Nope. No problem with the fan. Thank you
for asking.

All right, so this matter is before the
Court for a determination on the scope of the
Permanent Protection Order hearing. On October 16th
of 2025, Petitioner Leora Joseph, on behalf of the
Office of Civil and Forensic Mental Health, filed a
verified motion for Civil Protection Order. Also, on
October 15th, there was a motion for civil protection
order. The petition -- and if I may -- the petition
alleged that Ms. Shomo mailed OCFMH threatening
emails, which include emails dated from August 8th of
2025 through September 16th, 2025. This includes --
and the specific allegations in the petition are,
Aubrey Shomo emailed OCFMH personnel with the subject
line, "Ms. Clawson, perhaps you'd like to call police

with my new Facebook banner." The body of the email
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contains a photo with a sign reading, "gun ready" and
typed into the photo, is the text "Aim with the hand,
shoot with the mind." Under this photo, the email
reads "J. Hemphill would have loved it." Upon
information and belief from publicly-available
information, J. Hemphill is a reference to a Colorado
State trooper who was arrested in 2021 for yelling and
pointing his gun at a woman while driving. Subsection
B goes on to state, Aubrey Shomo emailed OCFMH
personnel with the subject line, "Pressy: The mental
health system creates mass shootings." The body of
the email states in relevant part, "The Feds say that
if you have a dispute, take it to County. What if you
know the Court is a cheating lie, as I have here
demonstrated? What if you know there's no hope of
reasoning with your providers because they're too busy
covering their own asses and making it sure you look
as bad as possible? You always point to records and
say, 'why did no one stop this person?' I point to
records and say, you left them no choice, when you
told all those bullshit lies in the first place, and
denied them a day in court to dispute it. You're
making shooters with how you abuse power, civil
rights, and freedom. You're making shooters because

they know there's nowhere to turn because of how you
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do business. You're creating your own violence. More
later when I calm down." Subsection C: Aubrey Shomo
sent a fax to OCFMH personnel with the subject line,
"I have a gun." The body of this fax stated,

"Ms. Shomo has a gun."

Another serious incident that caused
OCF (sic) to ask for a civil protection order occurred
on September 10th at 3:05, when Aubrey Shomo did the
following: She emailed with -- the personnel with the
subject line, "This is a bomb threat", and the body of
the email stated, "This is a bomb threat per the
clearly perjurious, false reporting of CODHS as
previously detailed." The email goes on to include
statements indicating that a strike operation had been
approved, fueling has begun, launches will proceed,
and ends by stating, "This is not an exercise. The
release of thermonuclear weapons has been authorized."

So that was the first pleadings, which
the Court notes that one was filed one day, and one
was filed the next day. And then, the second one is
couched in form of motion and also contains the same
allegations. Okay. ©Now, I just -- I felt that was
important to read that into the record as to what is
at issue in this case.

The Court granted the temporary
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protection order and set the matter for hearing on the
issue of whether or not to make the Temporary
Protection order permanent.

In subsequent court appearances, it
became clear that the parties did not agree as to the
scope of what evidence would be presented at the
permanent protection order hearing. Accordingly, the
Court requested the parties to submit briefs in
support of their respective positions. The Court
thanks both parties for their briefs on the issue.

Petitioner requests that the scope of
the hearing be limited to those email communications
provided in the original complaint, which encompass
emails from August 8th, 2025, through September 16th,
2025. Petitioner also argued that the total number of
communications, the effect that these communications
had on individuals who received the emails, and
Respondent's subjective understanding of the
threatening nature of her email communications should
also be admitted at the hearing.

Petitioner filed a supplemental brief
which sought to admit additional communications since
October 28th, 2025. As both parties have noted, that
has been withdrawn, so the Court will confine its

rulings to Petitioner's request to be heard only on
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those email communications August 8th through
September 16th, as well as, as I stated, the total
number of communications without discussing the
particular content, the effect of these
communications, and I will also address their desire
to admit evidence regarding Respondent's subjective
understanding.

Petitioner argues that the only facts
necessary for the Court's determination are those that
give rise to the issuance of the TPO, and those facts
that will show that unless restrained, Respondent will
continue to commit those acts and/or acts designed to
intimidate or retaliate against OCFMH, which I assume
is the same -- we're talking about the same -- just
for purposes of clarity of this record, that is the
same as CODHS, correct? Yes?

MS. SHOMO: With respect, Judge, I would ask to
clarify that of OFCMH, the Office of Civil and
Forensic Mental Health, is a subsection of CODHS, and
Respondent was not enjoined from anything, other than
OFCMH.

THE COURT: I would agree with that, Ms. Shomo.

MS. POGUE: Judge?

THE COURT: Yes?

MS. POGUE: I believe also there was an enjoinment
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from contact with Bridget Clawson, who provides
operational support for OCFMH, but otherwise would
agree that OCFMH is an office within CDHS.

THE COURT: Okay.
MS. SHOMO: And I would argue that the Petitioner has
not alleged any contact with Ms. Clawson.
THE COURT: My only concern is the Petitioner is Leora
Joseph on behalf of the Office of Civil and Forensic
Mental Health.

So without understanding fully, the
corporate structure, Ms. Pogue, can you elaborate?
MS. POGUE: Absolutely, Judge. So it's my
understanding that in the initial request for the
temporary protection order, the request -- because
there was one of the emails that the Court just
referred to about the gun ready was directed directly
at Ms. Clawson -- Ms. Clawson provides operational
support to the Office of Civil Forensic Mental Health.
And so she was actually listed on the TPO, and the
others, as Ms. Shomo is prohibited from having contact
with the Office of Civil Forensic Mental Health and
its employees, as well as, and which includes
Ms. Clawson, who provides operational support. So she
was specifically named, and there was an allegation

related to threatening contact with her.
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THE COURT: I will accept that. And I would also
note -- okay, yeah, I do -—- I -- and I see she's
specifically referenced. All right.

So Respondent argues, conversely, that
the scope of the hearing should be broadened to
include Respondent's proposed Exhibits A through P,
which the Court has reviewed each one of those
exhibits. So as I advise, I'll first address the law.
As T —--

MS. SHOMO: Oh, Judge?

THE COURT: Yeah?

MS. SHOMO: May -- is -- I apologize. If I'm breaking
in too much, please let me know. I ——-— I would -- I
would ask, I -- I, however, did not request to scope
those issues for litigation in this proceeding. I
simply asked to substantiate that those issues
constitute context for the communication.

THE COURT: And it may be -- and thank you. I think
it may be six of one and half-dozen of the other,
because I'm going to make a ruling about what -- the
scope of what's admissible, and the limitations that
this Court has, and that's going to include a
relevancy ruling. So perhaps if -- then, if you have
questions afterwards, I'll endeavor to do my best to

answer them.
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MS. SHOMO: Thank you very much.
THE COURT: You're welcome. All right. So as I
advise people every single day in this courtroom,
there is a very, very limited scope of this Court's
jurisdiction.

This Court has authority to issue a
protection order to prevent assaults or threaten
bodily harm, to prevent domestic abuse, to prevent
emotional abuse of the elderly or at-risk adults, to
prevent sexual violence, to prevent stalking. And as
the parties have each noted, a permanent protection
order will be granted if the Court has proven -- or
I'm sorry, if it has been proven by Petitioner by a
preponderance of the evidence, that number one,
Respondent committed the acts as alleged in the
petition, and number two, that unless permanently
restrained, Respondent will continue to commit those
acts and/or acts designed to retaliate or intimidate
the Petitioner.

Colorado Rule of Revised -- or Colorado
Rule of Evidence 401 defines relevant evidence as that
evidence having any tendency to make the existence of
any fact that is of consequence to the determination
of the action more probable, or less probable, than it

would be without the evidence. The statute does not
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require proof that Respondent acted with any
particular requisite mens rea, or mental state, such
as intent, recklessness or knowledge in order to enter
a permanent protection order.

The statute sets out a civil -- the
civil standard and the elements for a permanent
protection order, which are focused for purposes of
this Court's findings, on what Respondent did and the
likelihood of future harm, not on the Respondent's
subjective state of mind as in a criminal mens rea
requires. So to be clear, the focus is on the act
themselves, and the likelihood of continued behavior.
Significantly, this Court will not need to make a
finding as to Respondent's mental state in determining
whether or not it's appropriate to grant a permanent
protection order.

At the hearing, the Court will be
examining evidence of the past conduct, and the risk
of future conduct, and will not be assessing whether
or not Respondent had a particular mindset when
engaging in those acts, only whether she engaged in
the contact that justifies a continued protection
order under civil law. So just to be clear, the
question is basically whether those emails were sent,

and whether they will continue to be sent absent
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permanent restraint.
MS. SHOMO: Judge?
THE COURT: Yeah?
MS. SHOMO: May I also ask? There is also the
question of whether those emails constitute threats of
harm.
THE COURT: Your point is well taken, Ms. Shomo, and
that is ultimately what's my decision to make. 1In
every —-- almost every hearing I have, people call
something a threat, but ultimately, that is something
that the Court needs to determine: if something
constitutes a harassment or a threat. You are right.
But I do want to be clear that Ms. Shomo's beliefs --
and that goes to the relevancy of many of these
exhibits -- Ms. Shlomo's beliefs that her actions in
sending emails were justified, does not negate either
one of those prongs that the Court needs to find.

And Ms. Shomo, that's not meant as any
disrespect to what you have experienced, or your
subjective state of mind. That might be very relevant
in other proceedings, but I do want to be very clear:
it's not something that I need to determine in
assessing whether or not a protection order needs to
be permanent in this case.

MS. SHOMO: But Judge, respectfully, and I'm sorry, I
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will shut up at this point. You must find that there
are actually threats in order to be able to enter the
PRO.

THE COURT: Agreed. Agreed. But I can do so —-- I
don't need to look at your subjective intent in doing
so. Yes, I do —--

MS. SHOMO: No, I agree. I ask the Court only look at
the substance of the communication, but that includes
the totality thereof.

THE COURT: I don't disagree with the totality. And
also the Court can also consider conduct that
constitutes a harassment, as well. But again,

that's -- we'll get there when -- you know, I haven't
heard any evidence yet in the case. But I do --
Respondent stated -- "Respondent seeks to show there
is an ongoing, and therefore not meritless or
frivolous, misconduct issue between her at CODHS, that
Respondent is pursuing outside of the instant matter
all through lawful means." Nothing in this Court's
ruling -- I don't need to get to that issue, and
there's nothing in this Court's ruling that will
impact that outside matter. I acknowledge -- I have
no knowledge of it, but I will certainly concede if
the parties represent to me there's another proceeding

taking place, but I'm going to be very careful to

B cribers

www.escribers.net BO0-257-0B85




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

23
limit the scope of what it is I can lawfully do in
this case.

MS. SHOMO: Judge the only -- the only thing --

THE COURT: And Ms. Shomo --

MS. SHOMO: -- I would raise --

THE COURT: Yeah?

MS. SHOMO: -- and, again, tell me to shut up if --

if I should.

THE COURT: Yeah. I normally don't let people jump in

during a ruling, but if it's assisting and helping

with your understanding, I'm going to allow it this

morning.

MS. SHOMO: I would, again, argue that agreed that

those issues are irrelevant, except insofar as they

may control the definition of the word "gun."

THE COURT: I don't see how that would be the case,

but we'll cross that bridge when we get to it.
Certainly, Ms. Shomo, you have the

right to argue what you intended. I don't mean to tie

your hands that way, but there's a lot of extraneous

information that that are contained in your exhibits,

and I'm going to go through them one at a time, that

are —-- that might be very relevant and important in

another proceeding. But ultimately, there is an

objective component, and so I'm going to also -- and
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we'll cross that bridge when we come to it. I don't
want to issue an advisory ruling. I haven't heard
anything, so as of right now there -- it's a blank
page, as far as what the hearing is going to look
like.

MS. SHOMO: May I ask one last gquestion, and this is
procedural about open doors. If the Petitioner opens
a door to those issues, would I be able to ask the
Court at that point to admit?

THE COURT: Yeah, and that's part of a later part of
my ruling. Yes.

MS. SHOMO: Oh --

THE COURT: As --

MS. SHOMO: I sincerely apologize for being difficult.
THE COURT: That's okay. That's okay. You're not
being difficult. And as I said, sometimes it helps to
just explain along the way.

So but because of Ms. Shomo's history
of abuse and history with OCFMH, while obviously
important in another setting, will not be relevant to
this Court's determination of whether the TPO should
be made permanent. The misconduct matter, I want to
be very clear, will be separate from the present
hearing, and the Court is specifically finding, not

relevant to the question of whether TPO should be made
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permanent in this case.

Okay. So the facts that are clearly of
consequence to the determination of the action are
only those facts that are related to whether
Respondent sent the emails constituting grounds for
issuance of the TPO, and whether, unless restrained,
Ms. Shomo will continue to commit those acts, or acts
designed to intimidate or retaliate against
Petitioner.

Accordingly, the Court is going to
limit the hearing to the emails sent by Ms. Shomo
between August 8th to September 18th -- to September
l6th, 2025. The Court is not going to receive
evidence of emails by Ms. Shomo sent from October 28th
through the hearing.

The Court will also hear evidence
regarding impact on personnel of Petitioner, but
obviously subject to all other applicable rules of
evidence and admissibility. With respect to the issue
of Ms. Shomo's subjective understanding of the
threatening nature of her emails, this evidence is not
going to be admitted during Petitioner's case-in-
chief. It could potentially become admissible in
rebuttal, depending on Respondent's case.

Respondent offers proposed Exhibits A
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through 0. At the outset, the Court notes that many
of the exhibits will not be relevant to the Court's
determination, given the limited issues and the ruling
that this Court is making this morning.

For example, with respect to Exhibit D,
"the mental health system creates its own violence."
The Court does not find Exhibit D relevant for today's
proceeding. Exhibit E, Respondent is Jewish, and the
Court would note that this is an email from an
individual -- someone else. Eli --
MS. SHOMO: Judge. If I may, I would argue that that
constitutes a religious record, which is a hearsay
exception if the issue should come up.
THE COURT: The Court is not specifically holding that
this is not relevant, and it does have hearsay -- it
is hearsay, but most importantly not relevant to this
proceeding. So if this needs to be revisited -- but I
am going to remain firm on the relevance, absent
additional information. Exhibit F: Perjury, the
slideshow, not relevant to this Court's determination
today.
MS. SHOMO: Judge, can I --
THE COURT: G --
MS. SHOMO: -- I'm sorry. Can I take you back to

Exhibit D? I just got my exhibit list up?
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THE COURT: Yeah.
MS. SHOMO: Exhibit D, "Political speech makes its own
violence." 1Is one of the communications requested by
Petitioner. And as a consequence, I'm not clear on
the Court's ruling that that exhibit is not relevant,
in that that exhibit is the face of communication --
that is the précis. I believe it's communication for

B, but I, I should have, then --

THE COURT: D -- yeah, D --
MS. SHOMO: -- Exhibit D --
THE COURT: -- is from -- D is from you?

MS. SHOMO: 1It's the same as Petitioner's exhibit,
which Petitioner requested to admit. It's one of the
four.

THE COURT: D 1is one of Petitioner's? 1Is this the --
MS. SHOMO: Yes, D is the --

THE COURT: -- that's the September 8th? 0Okay, thank
you for that clarification.

MS. SHOMO: Simply a clarification that you may wish
to be informed by that. I do apologize.

THE COURT: No. Don't apologize. Okay. I had seen
"The mental health system creates its own violence",
but this email that was sent from you to -- and either
party can -- I'm assuming this email is one of the

emails that was also sent to the Petitioner; is that
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correct?

MS. SHOMO: The emails go to --

THE COURT: Ms. Hogue (sic)?

MS. POGUE: And Judge, it's Pogue, P-0-G-U-E.

THE COURT: Oh.

MS. POGUE: Don't worry. This happens in every
courtroom I'm in, every time. So I just thought I
would early correct that for the record. But yes,
Judge, that is Petitioner's Exhibit 2, is that email,
and we wouldn't object to Ms. Shomo also bringing in
her Exhibit D.

THE COURT: Well, wait, it is your exhibit, right?
MS. POGUE: Yes, it is our Exhibit 2, so --

THE COURT: But --

MS. POGUE: -- if she wants to admit it separately,
but we are ready to admit that.

MS. SHOMO: There will be one email with --

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. SHOMO: -- there will be one email, where our
exhibits differ. Petitioner's exhibit lacks
attachments. However, that would be 4-D. The other
three exhibits are -- should be identical. Mine have
original emails.

THE COURT: A, B, C, D, then, Respondent may admit.

(Whereupon, Respondent's Exhibit D was admitted.)
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THE COURT: And Ms. Pogue, I am sorry and I will just
state for the record, we certainly have crossed paths
professionally, so I apologize. I know your name, and
I'm sorry.
MS. POGUE: No apologies, and —--
MS. SHOMO: And -- and --
MS. POGUE: -- thank you, Judge.
MS. SHOMO: And Judge, may I ask of A, B and C, what
were your rulings on relevance again?
THE COURT: A, B and C are -- I'm not making -- I'm
not excluding them. You'll have to lay foundation and
admit them, but I'm not making any. I'm not excluding
them.
MS. SHOMO: Okay? And then --
THE COURT: I'm not ruling them admissible either,
because that would be premature. What I am -- they're
subject to objection and ruling, but I'm not making
any pre-trial ruling as I am for these other ones.
MS. SHOMO: Okay. Very well, then I would ask D be
added to that list with consent of Petitioner.
THE COURT: Yes. I agree. Thank you.

Okay. E, for the reasons stated, the
Court is going to not admit this on the basis of
relevance, as well as hearsay. Obviously, if there 1is

some reason that Ms. Shomo thinks it becomes
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relevant -- but at this time, it's not to be offered
into evidence. And we're not going to revisit all of
my rulings. Ultimately, depending on what happens
here, there's -- we'll have to cross each bridge as we
come to it, but --

MS. SHOMO: Judge, I anticipate it may come up in
impeachment of Ms. Clawson is the reason it's there.

THE COURT: Okay. All right. Well, I'm going to ask

for an offer of proof about Ms. Clawson as well. So
but that -- let's cross each bridge as we come to it.
All right.

Exhibit F, "Perjury, the slide show."
The Court is finding that this is not relevant to the
Court's determination, and it will not be admitted.
Okay. As to Exhibit G, "Petitioner's police report",
which apparently is a police report. The Court is not
admitting this. It is not relevant to the Court's
determination, it also contains hearsay.

Exhibit H --
MS. SHOMO: Judge, if the Court will entertain
questions at an item level, I can also hold, but I
would -- I -- I have a question on that --
THE COURT: Yes.
MS. SHOMO: -- simply because one of the emails -- and

again, this is something that will come in through
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Petitioner's case. One of the emails that Petitioner
references is, "How would you like to call the police
on my Facebook banner?", that was actually subsequent
to that call to the police by Petitioner. And what
Respondent intends to show is a pattern of making
threats out of thin air through either falsification
or selective quotation as a defense. So again, I
believe that the issues in Petitioner's police report
would come up, when it comes to the question of how
Petitioner understood that message.
THE COURT: Ms. Pogue, response?
MS. POGUE: Yes. Judge, in terms of Ms. Shomo's
contention that we'll be argqguing, I guess the -- that
the threats were made out of thin air, that's not the
case. We're actually not going to be -- I don't
anticipate evidence regarding context behind the
nature of the threats, or the reasons for the threats,
more that the fact that the threats were made, and the
threats posed a risk of —--
MS. SHOMO: Judge -- judge --
MS. SHOMO: -- a threat of --
THE COURT: One at a time.
MS. POGUE: Excuse me, Ms. Shomo.
THE COURT: (Inaudible)

MS. POGUE: -- more so that the communications that
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were made pose a risk of threat of physical,
emotional, and psychological harm to OCFMH, its
employees, and Ms. Clawson.

THE COURT: I would answer -- I would say this.

Ms. Shomo, there's nothing -- if it became an
argument, nothing would prevent you from saying that
you had called police in the past. And then, I think
we could certainly look at whether -- it's not going
to be admissible, only based -- also, I've got hearsay
concerns. And I recognize there could be some in-the-
field rulings.

MS. SHOMO: I -- I -- I do have --

THE COURT: But I'm —--

MS. SHOMO: -- Ms. Clawson available for cross-
examination to both parties. So I believe -- I also
have the -- a Lakewood police officer available for

hearing. But again, I would only raise it to
establish that the word "gun" does not refer to a
threat in any remote way.

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. SHOMO: It is not physical. My argument is that
it is a threat of a response and an investigation by
the federal authorities.

THE COURT: We're -- we're --

MS. SHOMO: And the full messages will reach that at
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trial.
THE COURT: Yeah.
MS. SHOMO: So in that -- that is the definition of
gun, said conduct may become admissible only for
purposes of establishing that that is both a
legitimate understanding and within Petitioner's true
understanding of the communications.
THE COURT: Okay. And what I don't want to do is
spend the next couple of hours arguing through each
piece of evidence.
MS. SHOMO: Understood.
THE COURT: But I will tell you --
MS. SHOMO: Judge, I can (inaudible) --
THE COURT: -- is, it doesn't -- that argument doesn't
change my ruling with respect to the admissibility of
a police report. You can testify that you've called
the police, but we'll cross the bridge, but I --
MS. SHOMO: Okay, Judge, well I have Ms. Clawson —--
THE COURT: -- am -- I am making -- yeah.
MS. SHOMO: -- reports to the police, are they covered
by that ruling, or are they separate?
THE COURT: Ms. Shomo, I'm going to let you finish
your sentences, but you've got to let me too, because
this is being recorded.

MS. SHOMO: I apologize.
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THE COURT: That's okay.
MS. SHOMO: I apologize. 1I'm very nervous.
THE COURT: That's okay. Don't be nervous. But I'm
saying, we need to make sure to make a good court
record. So I'm going to -- you know, in trial, it's
difficult for a Court to anticipate and make
evidentiary rulings in a vacuum and prior to trial.
That having been said, on its face -- and I've read
all of your exhibits, I'm not seeing the relevance.
You will be permitted at the time, to come -- to argue
if you have a good faith basis, but from -- for
example, Ms. Pogue's record right there, there may be
things that aren't even going to be coming up. So
we'll, we'll kind of have to go case-by-case. What
I'm making is a preliminary ruling on admissibility,
which is specifically what I was trying to do when I
asked the parties to brief. So this is actually my
ruling. Okay?
MS. SHOMO: Okay. Judge, if it might help with my
list of objections, the vast majority of these
exhibits are expected to rebut or to impeach. They
are not expected as case-in-chief, if that is helpful
to the Court.
THE COURT: Okay. That is helpful --

MS. SHOMO: I may have similar -- I have similar
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scenarios where each of these exhibits may come up at
trial as the door is opened.

THE COURT: But I -- do understand, like any trial
court, when I do make a ruling on admissibility, that
will be the ruling. And then obviously there are --
MS. SHOMO: That is why I would ask the Court withhold
any —-—- I apologize. I cut you off. Let me stop here,
and then I will hold --

THE COURT: Yeah, I'm going to finish my ruling right
now. And I would ask for -- we'll just go through the
rest of them, particularly in light of the fact you're
anticipating some of these will be for rebuttal. So
you don't need to explain each one, but I do -- I'm
going to make a record this morning.

The Exhibit H involves Dr. Patrick Fox
Communications. On the basis of both relevance and
hearsay, the Court will not be admitting those --
expect that these are admitted. With respect to
substantiation of a 2001 sexual assault, again, the
Court finds this very far afield from the issues the
Court has to determine today. Therefore, the Court
will not be admitting Exhibit 1 (sic). Exhibit A
(sic), this email is about the rape of children. This
Exhibit J contains approximately 20 to 30 pages.

Again, going through this, none of this is relevant to
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the question of number one, did Ms. Shomo send the
messages? Do they constitute threats sufficient to
give rise to issuance of the protection order,
obviously, if it has been established by a
preponderance of the evidence, that Ms. Shomo would
continue to commit -- or send these kind of emails.

So Exhibit K is an asbestos hit and
where the bodies are buried. For the same reasons,
the Court is declining to admit on the basis of
relevance. Exhibit L, lethal conduct by the parties.
Halothane -- the Court had to look up halothane. I
now know what that is. But again, that is not
relevant to the issue today.

And I want to be clear, may be relevant
in another Court proceeding. Nothing in this Court's
ruling should be construed as to calling into question
the veracity of these exhibits or their legitimacy,
but I am making a very narrow ruling, with respect to
what I need to do today. Exhibit M, false charting by
CODHS, anti-Semitism. Again, there's a song in here,
and some progress notes. On the basis of relevance,
false charting by CODHS, perjury. As I make the
ruling almost every day in this courtroom, we're not
going to be looking at alleged bad conduct of the

Petitioner. That would be for a different forum and
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for a different time.
MS. SHOMO: And Judge, may I Jjust offer the Court
reassurances? I am not trying to litigate those
issues before this Court. I did not file this
proceeding.
THE COURT: Thank you. Exhibit O, false reporting,
Lakewood police report. For the same reasons that
I've already set forth, also, this contains quite a
bit of hearsay information. And then, Exhibit P is --
this is a bomb threat. And I don't believe that this
constitutes any of the -- this was communication
with -- between Ms. Shomo and the United States Air
Force. And again, for the same reasons, the Court
would be making a ruling on admissibility based on
relevance.

So with that and if there --
MS. SHOMO: Judge, may I --
THE COURT: Yes.
MS. SHOMO: -- and you have reached the end of the
list. Exhibit P is Respondent's Exhibit 4-D. So if
the Court is --
THE COURT: Is it --
MS. SHOMO: -- finding Exhibit --
THE COURT: Thank you. And that's my apology. All

right. Exhibit P, then, shall be -- the Court --
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that's my fault. The Exhibit P --
MS. SHOMO: And with respect to Exhibit O, I would
only offer a factual note to the Court that hearsay is
not an issue. That report is by Respondent. The
report is offered to demonstrate that Respondent made
said report. What Respondent primarily anticipates,
is a direct recording of Ms. Clawson to be offered on
impeachment, as has been entered into exhibit.
Basically, the list of exhibits Respondent has

requested are principally those anticipated to reply

to the State's (sic) case-in-chief -- the Petitioner's
case-in-chief. They are not the substance of
Respondent's case-in-chief. The substance of

Respondent's case-in-chief is that she has been
working with individuals who have, either

themselves -- identified themselves as federal agents,
or have been clearly working with, and co-located
with, those individuals who have expressly identified.
On this matter, Jjustified by the conduct stated, that
the word gun is a reference to that federal
involvement as established. And I can make -- I can
take that at trial --

THE COURT: I want to hear your opening statement, and
it sounds like you're beginning it, so let's put a pin

in that. All of this is very important for opening
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statement.
MS. SHOMO: I would just ask the Court to withhold any
hard exclusions. O is not hearsay because I'm
available for cross-examination. But I would ask the
Court to hold any hard exclusions on those issues, if
the door is opened. Otherwise, for case-in-chief
Respondent will of course abide the Court's order, and
the Court's order was not unanticipated.
THE COURT: Okay. But just to let you know,
ultimately, I'll be making the evidentiary rulings.
MS. SHOMO: Yes.
THE COURT: It is subject to my discretion, and so we
won't -- I think you've made some record here today,
which is important, but we will -- we'll cross each
bridge as we come to it.

All right. $So Bridget Clawson. Let me
start by getting a witness list from each side. So
let's start with Petitioner. And I think I have -- I
printed out -- that's fine. I already have the
witness list. I did my best to organize. Let's see.
And then, I guess we'll go through the motions
beforehand as well. Let's see, witness list. All
right, so for Petitioner's witness list, which was
filed on December 16th, the Court has Leora Joseph and

Respondent; is that correct, Ms. Pogue?
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MS. POGUE: Yes, Judge. That's correct.
THE COURT: Okay. And Respondent's witness list will
include Bridget Clawson, Billy Wade, Agent Gomez-
Gonzalez, and Tyler Harrington; is that correct?
MS. SHOMO: I believe Tyler Harrington was not
subpoenaed, and that issue is withdrawn with the
withdrawal of the expanded scope, so it is just the
three: Ms. Bridget Clawson, who is specifically
referenced as causes for the restraining order; that
police report is what I was replying to that can come
up at trial. But that is my proof of relevance for
Ms. Clawson. I seek to examine her as an adverse
witness, and I seek by so doing, to demonstrate that
the office's case is facetious.

Billy Wade is the person who provided
Ms. Clawson's name to me. I seek to call him for how
that occurred, and his assessment as a law enforcement
officer, as to whether I actually constitute any
danger to Ms. Clawson. It is my doubt serving as a
command officer at the hospital police, if he
legitimately believed there would be any danger in
providing that information, he would not provide it,
simply because I imputed his honor to get the info out
of him. And then, so he --

THE COURT: (Inaudible) -- let me -- may I interrupt
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you, and I apologize? I don't think I understand the

relevance of -- so Billy Wade is a -- where does Billy
Wade --
MS. SHOMO: He is a command officer in law enforcement

at the State hospital in Pueblo. He's with the
hospital police. He is the person who identified

Ms. Clawson to me, whose name was previously unknown
to me. I knew this only as an action of the business
entity. And I am arguing that I can admit -- if there
is a claim that I am a physical threat to Ms. Clawson,
I am asking to admit his judgment as a law enforcement
officer and his rationale for providing the name.
Because I do not believe that my comments to him would
have been sufficient to get the name if he thought
there was any danger.

THE COURT: Well, a couple --

MS. SHOMO: And in his --

THE COURT: -- things. That was -- that his opinion
as to whether you constitute a danger would not be
appropriate because that goes to the ultimate issue in
this case. And as for his -- you are speculating as
to what his reasons might be for --

MS. SHOMO: I would have to —--

THE COURT: -— if I may?

MS. SHOMO: Sorry.
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THE COURT: You're speculating as to his reasons, and
asking me to speculate that he gave you the name
because he didn't think you were a threat. Not --
that, by any logic, we don't get to that question. If
you're calling him just for the purpose of stating he
provided you with the name, you can do that, but his
opinion as to --
MS. SHOMO: And as for --
THE COURT: Yeah.
MS. SHOMO: -- the description of my demeanor and
matters like that which may be relevant to the Court,
and the ultimate question.
THE COURT: Ms. Pogue, do you have an objection to
Mr. Wade -- or Command Ofc. Wade testifying for that
limited purpose?
MS. POGUE: And Judge, that would just be for
Commander Wade's kind of perception of Ms. Shomo's
demeanor?
THE COURT: Sounds like. And the fact that the name
Bridget Clawson was provided to Commander Wade (sic).
MS. POGUE: I have no objection to that.
THE COURT: Or to Ms. Shomo, excuse me.
MS. POGUE: No objection to that, Judge.
THE COURT: Okay. All right. So I think I understand

the reason for calling Ms. Clawson, then. Ms. Pogue,
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is there an objection to that, and are you requesting
further record, be made on what Ms. Clawson would be
testifying to?

MS. POGUE: No, Judge, not as it relates to
Ms. Clawson. However, given that Ms. Shomo has
indicated that Ms. Clawson is an adverse witness, I'm
wondering if it would make more sense for us to
initially call Ms. Clawson, so that we can begin with
the direct examination and Ms. Shomo can do her cross-
examination just for efficiency's sake? But just
wanted to put that out, that idea out there for
Ms. Shomo.
THE COURT: Well, I have --
MS. SHOMO: Respondent has no objection --
THE COURT: If T may?
MS. SHOMO: —-- sorry.
THE COURT: Ms. Shomo. I have to confess to the
parties, it's been a while since I've had to look at
the question of adverse witnesses. But I don't think
that -- I think that they need to be established
before someone can move for it.

If you want to call Ms. Clawson in your
case-in-chief, that's a matter of strategy, which I'l1l
defer to you about. But I'll take a quick look at the

rule relating to adverse witness. I haven't done one
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in quite a while, but I -- it may be that that the
foundation needs to be established before someone is
treated as adverse because you're getting the benefit
of cross. So let me start with a threshold question.
Do you want to call Ms. Clawson in your case-in-chief?
MS. POGUE: 1If Ms. Clawson's going to be called as a
witness, then yes, Judge, we would.

THE COURT: Okay. So we'll -- so she'll be available
for you, Ms. Shomo as well, okay?

MS. SHOMO: And Respondent offers no objection to
that, if this is the proper time to say so.

THE COURT: Yes. Thank you for asking. Okay. Then,
Agent Gomez-Gonzalez. What are you -- I mean, what is
that testimony?

MS. SHOMO: Ms. Gonzalez was the responding officer to
Ms. Clawson's 911 call immediately prior, within days
prior to the filing of this TRO -- I'm sorry, it was
approximately 30 days prior to the filing of the TRO,
and how Ms. Shomo's statements have been construed,
Ms. Gomez-Gonzalez is therefore offered as a second
witness to Mr. Wade on all of the same topics,
concerning her interaction with Respondent, her
assessment and impressions as a law enforcement
officer concerning Respondent's demeanor, any

perception of threat to the extent she's subjectively
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able to make it, or if not those factors, the Court
would consider in determining whether or not there is
a threat. So that's two law enforcement witnesses,
basically the same theme there. And it's my
understanding that OFMCH will be offering counter
testimony, so this is my counter to that.

THE COURT: Ms. Pogue, any objection -- and I would
state the same: I will not allow any party to testify
as to whether Respondent is a threat, because that
goes to the ultimate issue. But if Agent
Gomez-Gonzalez was actually present for part of the
relevant incidents, and would be able to testify about
demeanor, is there any objection to that?

MS. POGUE: Judge, person -- well, I would say that I
do not find that -- or I would argue that this
testimony is not going to be relevant. This one
officer's interaction with Ms. Shomo in kind of one
event, I don't see how that's going to go to the
ultimate issue.

That being said, if it's limited to
that, and it's brief, I suppose I don't object to it.
But I do gquestion the relevance. And if questioning
comes up, then I might be objecting to relevance
throughout the questioning.

THE COURT: Ms. Shomo -- yeah. In an abundance of
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caution and noting the very low threshold required for
Rule 401, I will allow Agent Gomez-Gonzalez to
testify, okay?

MS. SHOMO: Thank you.
THE COURT: All right. So --
MS. SHOMO: And I would note, I guess the matter is

resolved, but I would just want to note that I believe
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the office does mean to offer the same kind of

testimony from their side.

THE COURT:

All right. WwWell,

I have -- I've done my

best to the parties to try and kind of organize

matters, but I am --

MS. SHOMO: Judge, there --

THE COURT: Yeah.

MS. SHOMO: -- is a motion that the Court has not
addressed. It was from —--

THE COURT: Yeah, it's the next one I'm starting
with --

MS. SHOMO: (Inaudible) .

THE COURT: You're one step ahead of me, Ms. Shomo.

Yeah. I'm going to go through each one of the

motions, but I -- do you want me to -- if you want me

to take them up in a particular order,

MS. SHOMO:

that's fine.

Well, the other scope motion was late.

was on the subject of gun.
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substantiate that I am working with individuals I
reasonably, and in good faith, understand to be
federal authorities. It is my understanding it's
trial prep. That would all be in my opening
statement, but I have a video with the individual,
where we solve two crimes simultaneously, both of
which just happened to come up, and I was responding
as they were presenting to me. One was a domestic
assault, one was a hacking attack. There are many
thematic parallels with the case. And I filed to
admit that the same day DOJ did admit -- did formally
notify the State of a investigation, I believe civil
in nature, into the Department of Corrections and the
Department of Youth Services on Constitutional rights,
on appropriate medical care -- access to appropriate
medical care, and some issues which are not
Respondents issue, which coincided with this, which
came first.

In the motion, it was my contention
that this was the response from the feds. If they are
not feds, I've made the feds aware that this is going
on, that these people exist. I've provided video and
I've asked for contradiction. So it is my good faith
understanding that the statements that I will be

admitting, which are in the exhibits, which will
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pretty much destroy the TRO are in fact true, and this
video substantiates that. And it substantiates that
by showing that these events are, in fact, what is
occurring, that the Court will find leads to a
preponderance determination that this is, in fact,
occurring.

Additionally, Respondent would cite the
fact that she's told the feds about this. She has not
received any correction to the impression she's been
given, including from some individuals who have been
willing to identify as feds, and that she has not been
arrested for impersonation herself, which will become
relevant when we get to Exhibit B.

THE COURT: Okay, well, let's do this, and I don't
mean to interrupt you. I appreciate the record that
you've made. I'm not hearing relevance about your
work you might have done with another law enforcement
agency, but we'll have to kind of cross --

MS. SHOMO: That (inaudible) --

THE COURT: -- we'll cross each bridge as we come to
it. On that, okay?

MS. SHOMO: Understood.

THE COURT: So -- all right. Motions that are
outstanding. I'll just start taking these up, and I

want to make sure that I've gotten each one of them,
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okay? So (inaudible) on my desk. I want to read it.
Thank you.

All right. Court would note -- and again, in no
particular order, but I want to make sure -- and then
I'll turn it to the parties to ask if they have -- if

I've missed any.

On December 12th of 2025, there was a
notice of DOJ investigation in adjacent state
agencies. It sounds like that is touching on what
Respondent has just stated. I don't see any need to
make a ruling on that at this time.

We have already ruled on the motion to
continue, present witnesses, or limited scope filed on
December loth. Likewise, the one filed on November
13th now is moot, which is the motion to include
remaining attachments to communications. November
13th, also motion to include one additional
representative publication. Again, I think that that
has been rendered moot by the Court's ruling.
Likewise, motion -- just a second. Motion to include
remaining attachments to communications filed on
November 13th is also moot, in light of the Court's
ruling.

MS. SHOMO: Judge, on that motion, may I briefly?

That motion provides the additional attachments to
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Exhibit P, which is Petitioners 4-D, so I expect it
will come up at trial, as it is the content of what
Petitioner's communications.
THE COURT: Yes. And I think because I've made a
ruling on that, that it becomes -- that one becomes
moot at this point. Okay.
MS. SHOMO: I apologize, I wasn't clear on that. I'm
just trying to -- I'm trying to exhibit an appropriate
courtroom demeanor while vigorously defending my
rights. And I am pro se, so I thank the Court for
bearing with me.
THE COURT: That's okay, and I understand. And most
parties here are -- in front of me are pro se, so I
am -- I understand it can be an overwhelming
experience, so I will do my best to answer questions
for you along the way. All right --
MS. POGUE: Judge? Sorry. Judge? If I might just
briefly, on that -- this last one on the attachment?
Just for the Court to know, the -- we are not planning
to admit the attachment, we were just planning to
admit the email. So it is a separate document, Jjust
so the Court is aware. We are happy to wait to see if
an objection is appropriate when an attempted
admission is made. But I just wanted to make sure the

parties are aware.
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THE COURT: P? Are we talking about P now?
MS. SHOMO: We are talking about -- we are talking
about the totality of an email message, which includes
in emails, attachments. They are part of the message.
And we are talking about the contents, the entire
contents of my Exhibit P. The -- this --
THE COURT: Okay. We'll cross the bridge --
MS. SHOMO: -- okay.
THE COURT: I don't mean to interrupt, but if I can
help streamline this a little bit. Yeah, we'll cross
that bridge then. Because my first question is, was
that also sent to the Petitioner? So why don't we
cross each bridge as we come to it on that one?
MS. SHOMO: It was, ma'am. And again, those -- those
exhibits were primarily filed in anticipation of the
totality of trial.
THE COURT: All right. Here's the Petitioner's brief.
I believe we've just had argument on motion to admit
video with neighbor, and that one will be held in
abeyance. Motion of DOJ investigation. I'll just say
that I'm finding these to be not relevant to what the
Court needs to, but I certainly -- if it's going to
come up about the definition of the gun and Ms. Shomo
wishes to -- and I'm not finding relevance of DOJ --

MS. SHOMO: And Judge, if I may supply --
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THE COURT: No. If I may —--
MS. SHOMO: -- the Court --
THE COURT: -- can I -- yeah. I'm not finding any
relevance at this point to the DOJ investigation of
adjacent state agencies. I find that to be extremely
far afield from anything we're going to be discussing
today.
MS. SHOMO: Judge, if I may —--
THE COURT: But that's --
MS. SHOMO: -- call the Court's attention to one
matter that I believe may have escaped its notice?
THE COURT: Yes?
MS. SHOMO: The communications in Exhibit B expressly
define gun as working with a federal agency, and the
message, Ms. Shomo has a gun in Exhibit B, contains a
notation that the message had been authorized by the
United States Secret Service, and that consequently
makes evidence for the involvement of federal
authorities the issue, and that can be brought in as I
rebut however Petitioner construes that message.
THE COURT: But do know, Ms. Shomo, my specific ruling

is that your intent in sending those messages is not

relevant to this Court's determination. So while I
understand --
MS. SHOMO: (Inaudible) --
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THE COURT: So the question is, if a -- if an email
was sent that used the word, "gun" to Petitioner, and
it caused alarm in the use of the word gun, again, I
don't see how your -- what you intended the gun to
mean is not --
MS. SHOMO: Because the message on its face disclosed
that, as will be shown in Exhibit B. That can be a
trial issue.
THE COURT: It is -- it's —--
MS. SHOMO: But I would ask the Court to withhold
simply because that is not only Respondent's
contention, but it is Respondent's contention, that is
what she unambiguously communicated to the department.
THE COURT: Okay. So we don't -- the motion for
subpoena to produce all voicemails for Tyler
Harrington is moot.
MS. SHOMO: Withdrawn.
THE COURT: Okay. I think I've gone through. Let's
see, 1t's a notice, affidavit of service. Am I
missing any other motions out there that the parties
are aware of? I want to make sure I address
everything.
MS. POGUE: Not from the Petitioner, Judge. We did
have one brief other matter to raise, but no

additional motions outstanding.
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THE COURT: Thank you, Ms. Shomo. Anything else?
MS. SHOMO: No. Respondent is not aware of any
unresolved matter at this time.
THE COURT: Okay. Well, then, let's turn our
attention before we start the hearing, and I'm going
to also my clerk with respect to timing, but actually
let me do that right now, if I may be permitted?

Okay. Are the parties -- I'm going to
I'm going to turn my attention to any housekeeping
matters that the parties may have. But before we do
that, I'm going to also order a sequestration of the
witnesses. So let me see. Who do we have? Yeah,
looks like we have Billy Wade on and we have
Ms. Clawson, and --
MS. SHOMO: Do we have Agent Gomez-Gonzalez in the
courtroom? I don't see her in the room -- in the
virtual?
THE COURT: I see Ms. Clawson in the wvirtual.
MS. SHOMO: Ms. Gomez-Gonzalez.
THE COURT: I don't see. Does anybody else see?
MS. SHOMO: Because in that case, return of subpoena
was served. If Ms. Gonzalez was not one of the
persons in the courtroom and is not on the line, we
cannot today proceed to trial without that witness.

THE COURT: Proposal: What if we went forward and then
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did what we can do today? We've blocked out this
time. And then I would be willing to have a brief
later proceeding to allow Agent Gomez-Gonzalez to
appear?
MS. SHOMO: Respondent is prepared for that. It --
would the Court, then, withhold issuing a PRO if the
Court were so inclined, until it had heard that
testimony, in that it will directly rebut the claims
of Ms. Leola (sic) Joseph, for instance.
THE COURT: Well, as to the last part, I wouldn't make
a ruling on that. But yes, I would not issue a ruling
until both parties have had opportunity to present
everything.
MS. SHOMO: Understood.
THE COURT: Yeah. So let me do this, then. Are the
parties ready to start the hearing?
MS. POGUE: Judge, may I raise two brief issues?
THE COURT: Of course.
MS. POGUE: Judge, preliminarily, we will raise this
in our closing, but there is a case that came out of
the Supreme Court of the United States, I believe it

was last session, which is People v. Counterman. We

do think that People v. Counterman does require an

extra finding as to the substantive nature of

statements that were made by Ms. Shomo.
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So we will be asking that the Court
make a finding that Ms. Shomo also acted recklessly in
her communications, in terms of the substance of the
communications as it goes to her, I guess, her First
Amendment rights. And that is --
MS. SHOMO: With respect, Judge, may I -- may I make
one objection?
THE COURT: No.
MS. SHOMO: Well, then, I'm sorry.
THE COURT: 1I'll tell you what, I agree with that

point on the Counterman decision, which I'm going to

go get, and I'll read into the finding of the record,
but it does require a find -- it involves repeated
communications, and the United States Supreme Court
did hold that the Respondent's subjective intent in
how he sent these text messages -- or these
communications to the -- or I'm sorry, Respondent
sending to Petitioner did become relevant, and there
was a requirement of recklessness. I agree.

Ms. Shomo, in light of that --
MS. SHOMO: (Inaudible) is a requirement of
recklessness, in fact, I would emphasize that, and
would argue she's demonstrated that anything but has
occurred. Her only objection --

THE COURT: Oh, we're not --
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MS. SHOMO: -— would we hold Counterman is that —-

THE COURT: -- Ms. Shomo, we're not -- yeah. We're
not getting to the question of whether it was
reckless. I agree with Ms. Pogue --

MS. SHOMO: I have no objection to the substantive
finding. I simply wanted to remind the Court that the
Petitioner had specifically indicated they were not
seeking this under the stalking grounds, that
Petitioner, through previous counsel at the 10/28
hearing, specifically told the Court that they were
arguing for direct physical threat as the basis for
the restraining order.

And it's my understanding in a civil
matter at that point, and especially with the
withdrawal of anything broadening it, any claim of
stalking is therefore in this proceeding waived,
though of course, I'm perfectly happy to defend it.
It also fails. But I would -- I would ask if that is
the case?

THE COURT: But Counterman absolutely involved

threats, and it was --
MS. SHOMO: Yes. And I'm not disputing Counterman.
In fact, I'm arguing --
THE COURT: I know this is high emotion, but you've

got to let me finish what I'm saying.
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MS. SHOMO: I apologize.
THE COURT: I'm not --— I will absolutely be making

that ruling today based on Counterman, so that is

going to -- I do need to look at the -- your
subjective intent in this case. And I do need to make
a determination as to your mental state. I agree.

MS. SHOMO: On that, I have no objection. I simply
pulled the precedent when it was mentioned, and I saw
stalking, so I wanted to remind the Court of that at
the previous hearing is all. I apologize for --

THE COURT: No, that's fine. Let me look at something
real quick.

MS. SHOMO: I am familiar with that standard, I
believe, from a different case name. It may be
Counterman, but that is the standard I was expecting
would be applied at this hearing.

THE COURT: I would note that the parties have only
checked the physical assault box. So are you
proceeding under also a stalking theory? Assault,
threat, or other situation?

MS. POGUE: Yes, Judge. Yes, we are.

THE COURT: And you can. Give me one moment. I'm
going to pull up my binder. 1I'll bring it back. I

want to cite Counterman.

(Pause)
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MS. SHOMO: And Judge, if I may, I would ask the Court
if they're allowed to modify their previous assertion
on that. If they are, I will happily defend it. I
have no fear of that.
THE COURT: Yes, they are allowed to -- we are
proceeding under both the stalking, as well as the

threats. In the case of Counterman v. Colorado, and

for this record, it's 600 U.S. 66, 143 S.Ct. 2106, 216
L. Ed. 2d 775 (2023). The Supreme Court did, in fact,
hold that the First Amendment requires proof -- this
isn't a criminal action, though, Ms. Pogue,

that -- regarding a true threat. That the Defendant
had some subjective understanding of the threatening
nature of his statement, which abrogated People v.

Cross. Recklessness is the appropriate mens rea

consistent with the First Amendment for a criminal
case. So it's the Petitioner's argument that
Counterman is applying -- although it was limited
specifically to a criminal case, you're

applying -- you're stating it applies in this case?
MS. POGUE: Judge, that is what we are implying, and
that is a direction that we receive from other
appellate attorneys. A lot of that is based on the

dissent in Counterman, which talks about the impact on

protection order hearings.
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THE COURT: Yep.
MS. POGUE: I suppose what the -- our request will be
at the end of the hearing is, at the very least, that
the Court make findings related to that --
THE COURT: (Inaudible)
MS. POGUE: -- related to the recklessness piece, for
purposes of the record.
THE COURT: In an abundance of caution, I will make
those findings, and whatever they may be -- I would --
yeah, that may also change the scope of evidence in
the case as well. You recognize that?
MS. POGUE: Yes.
THE COURT: And I don't say that in any sarcastic way.
I'm simply saying that if you are intending on
producing evidence of Ms. Shomo's subjective intent,
the Court understands, and will rule accordingly as we
cross each bridge, okay?
MS. POGUE: And Judge, this -- yeah, absolutely. And
Judge, there will be another case that we can cite to

later which is People v. Crawford. So that is a

Colorado case that interprets Counterman. It was just
last year.

THE COURT: That's what happens in this binder.

MS. POGUE: 1In that case -- I know there's been some

just developments to this area. And so, Crawford
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stands for the idea that the repeated communications
you don't establish -- or don't -- are not required to
establish the recklessness. However, it's if you are
arguing that the substance of the conversations is
threatening, that that is what's required for the
recklessness piece, so.

THE COURT: Well, let me stop you right there. And I
guess this is as good a time as any to get some
guidance.

MS. SHOMO: And Judge --

THE COURT: Ms. Shomo --

MS. SHOMO: I will hold.

THE COURT: -- you're going to have to let me finish,
okay? And then you'll have the opportunity.
Subsection 1(b) is the true threats, where -- I'm
going to get these reversed -- but 1(c) is the
emotional distress, which is the repeated
communication directed to, in a manner intended to
harass, which is a different subsection than (b), so
which one -- which theory -- or either? Are you --
maybe you're proceeding under both? And I'm -- just
for this record, I'm citing the stalking statute,
which is 18-3-602, and under that statute -- because
1(b) is making a credible threat to another person,

and in connection with that threat, repeatedly makes
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any form of communication with that person. But
subsection (c) 1is repeatedly follows, approaches,
contacts, or places under surveillance in a manner to
cause a reasonable person to suffer serious emotional
distress.

MS. POGUE: And Judge, we would be proceeding on both
of those theories, either as a and, or and/or
possibilities as it relates to the risk of threat --
the risk or threat of physical harm, or threat of
psychological or emotional harm.
THE COURT: Okay.
MS. SHOMO: And Judge, I would simply note that
pursuant to the precedent, it's not enough for there
to be many communications. The communications also
have to create that threat through either recklessness
or direct threat. If there are many communications,
but they are principally substantive, that does not
meet the burden.
THE COURT: ©No, I understand. Yeah. And that'll be a
legal matter. 1I'll have to apply that law to the
facts that I hear, okay? All right.

Additional record to be made by
Petitioner, and then I'll ask -- or any housekeeping
matters?

MS. POGUE: Yes, Judge. Given that Ms. Shomo is
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planning to admit, or is at least seeking admission
Exhibits that match exhibits that we have proposed,
which are Exhibits 1 through 4, we are wondering if
Respondent would stipulate to the admission of
Exhibits 1 through 4 in our case, simply as it lays
to —-— or simply as it refers to laying the basic
foundation for admission.

MS. SHOMO: 1If Petitioner would stipulate to the
admission of Respondent's exhibits in turn,

specifically those exhibits which constitute either

63

of

the messages themselves, or anything directly attached

to them or sent along with them, to wit, Exhibits B,
c, D, P, 9, R, and S, and then any other attachments
that are elsewhere in the stack. There are a few

references to attachments that were provided as othe

r

lettered exhibits and not provided twice to the Court.

Respondent would be --

THE COURT: It sounds like (inaudible). That's okay,

Ms. Shomo. It --

MS. SHOMO: -- the entirety of those messages be -
admitted --

THE COURT: Ms. Shomo?

MS. SHOMO: —-- sorry.

THE COURT: It sounds like there's no agreement.

That's fine. But I would note with a little bit of
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concern that you're referencing some of the exhibits
that I've specifically excluded already. So again --
MS. SHOMO: Well, Judge, that's why I'm saying, if any
of those exhibits are excluded, they were attached to
the communication. And therefore --

THE COURT: Yeah.

MS. SHOMO: -- it will --

THE COURT: I understand, but that doesn't
automatically make them admissible. So if they

were ——- I think if they were --

MS. SHOMO: If they're a part of the communication,
and they establish what the communication is saying on
its face, that -- that -- that does tend towards their
admissibility, it would be inappropriate for the Court
to restrict from any individual message, only say, a
specific sentence when the sentence that the Court is
excluding makes it clear, the nature of the threat.
THE COURT: Well, we're going to cross the bridges
when we come to them.

MS. SHOMO: Thank you.

THE COURT: But I will tell you, if you sent them to
the Petitioner, they're very likely going to be
admitted.

MS. SHOMO: Thank you.

THE COURT: If it's -- if it's --

cribers
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MS. SHOMO: That's is Respondent's only issue.
THE COURT: -- if I may? If I may?
MS. SHOMO: Sorry.
THE COURT: If it's supplemental information that's
helping you to explain them, they may not be
admissible, but we'll find out.

Also, just for purposes of everyone's
edification, I have instituted a time limitation of
this courtroom. I am not going to hold the parties to

it, but I want to just let you know that I've been

restricting parties to 45 minutes a side. I recognize
that there are nuances and some matter -- this -- that
is a —- there's a lot going on in this case, but it

certainly can act as a guidepost for you because I
have been stopping witnesses if I feel that we're
getting into areas that are unfruitful. Yesterday,
conversely, we went three hours, or three-and-a-half,
whatever we went. But -- so it's not -- I'm not
going to limit you because you weren't on notice of
it. But I do want you to know that across the State,
and I've done a little researching, that there are a
lot of people -- courts similarly situated in other
jurisdictions that do impose very strict time
limitations on these civil protection order hearings.

So I would like you to please all bear that in mind
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when we go forward.

Obviously, the pursuit of the case, and
the truth, and hearing what is relevant is extremely
important, but I just want to issue that caveat. All
right?

Anything else from a housekeeping
standpoint the Petitioner?

MS. POGUE: Not from the Petitioner, Judge.

THE COURT: Okay. Ms. Shomo, anything housekeeping
from you?

MS. SHOMO: No. I -- I believe we're ready to
proceed. I would just ask the -- again, many of --
many of the exhibits are matters that Respondent
anticipates calling upon to -- to rebut the People's
case-in-chief. Her own case-in-chief is -- is bound
up in the messages themselves, and what they say on
their face. And the support for the fact that she is,
in fact, as purported, either working with feds or
somebody who's very good at pretending to be feds and
is willing to do it in the open.

THE COURT: Okay. Let's do this. Ten minutes for
each side for opening. So with that, is it -- let's
start with Petitioner's opening.

MS. POGUE: Thank you, Judge.

THE COURT: Let me make sure -- Ms. Clawson, you're
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going to have to disengage for now, and then, we'll
call you back. Since you're going to be called by
Petitioner first, they'll call you back. You
obviously know how to get on the platform when such
time as you will be called as a witness, okay?

Ms. CLAWSON: Okay. Thank you.

MS. SHOMO: And I believe —-

THE COURT: Now, Ms. Joseph -- Ms. Joseph --
MS. SHOMO: -- Wade --
THE COURT: -- is a named party. Pardon?

MS. SHOMO: 1Is Mr. Wade also off the 1line? You had
wanted to sequester all witnesses?

THE COURT: I'm not sure I was going to ask that

67

question. Where is Mr. Wade? I think he dropped off.

MS. POGUE: I believe he logged off. Yeah.

THE COURT: What I'm showing is there's a Tiffany on
here, who might be just -- oh, she's not a named
witness, so she can remain.

MS. SHOMO: I believe she --

MS. POGUE: Your -- Ms. Henry's with our office.

THE COURT: Okay, sounds good. All right. All right.

With that, the Court will call 25-W-1324. We've had
appearances of the parties.
Opening statement for Petitioner?

MS. POGUE: Thank you, Judge.
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As the Court has already discussed,
what we have to establish today and what Petitioner
has to prove, is that by a preponderance of the
evidence that Ms. Shomo has committed acts
constituting grounds for issuance of a civil
protection order, and that, unless restrained,
Ms. Shomo will continue to commit the acts designed to
intimidate or retaliate against the protected person.
And as I also discussed, if we are arguing the
substance of communications and that they are
threatening, we must also establish that Ms. Shomo was
acting recklessly when she made those substantive

communications. And then under the People v. Crawford

matter, for the communications that we are arguing are
repeated and done in a harassing way. Because of
simply the repeated nature and not the substance, we
do not need to establish that reckless nature.

The Petitioner will put forth evidence
that will establish all of the necessary elements that
will be necessary for the Court to find that a
permanent protection order is appropriate. As this
Court may be aware, Ms. Shomo has had a relationship
with the Office of Civil and Forensic Mental Health
for several years, and over the past year to several

years, has been in communications with the Office of
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Civil and Forensic Mental Health.

Over the past year, those
communications have intensified both in volume and in
substance. We have submitted four emails that
contained statements, such as, "this is a bomb
threat", and "Aubrey Shomo has a gun", talking about
how individuals who have been hospitalized, how they
can become mass shooters by a byproduct of the system.
And those statements, on their face, are threatening
and would certainly cause an individual who is reading

them to feel threatened, both for their physical,

emotional, and psychological harm and safety. Intent,
as the Court has already described -- in terms of --
when I say intent, let me backtrack on that -- the

Court does not need to find that Ms. Shomo would
actually follow through on these threats. The Court
simply needs to find that Ms. Shomo was acting
recklessly in sending those threats, and that they
could cause anyone who was to receive them to feel in
danger, and that the substance themselves would lead a
reasonable person to feel that way. And we will
establish that by the end of our case-in-chief. Thank
you, Judge.

THE COURT: Thank you. Opening statement, Ms. Shomo?

MS. SHOMO: Petitioner is in -- well, first of all,
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they were not sent with intent to harass. But the
mere existence of repeated communications is not
itself to establish threats. Ms. Shomo has described
herself as working with federal authorities. She has
done so in good faith on the basis of true third
parties, i.e. persons not herself -- this is not in
her head -- who have expressly identified as such.

She has made statements with authority,
statements on their face, that were authorized by this
cluster of persons, and that authority had been
confirmed thereby and has not been disputed by the
feds. Beyond that, short of saying that's what
happened, letting the U.S. Attorney's office know,
letting the feds know that this is going on,
Respondent has absolutely no other way of verifying
that. She must take these people at their words.

She believes they are preparing a trial
in a matter -- actually, she's been led to believe
that the State of Colorado is not likely to be the
trial matter. However, the statement, "You've got a
gun" originated with these folks who began, "I give
you a gun", and then went to "You've got a gun", and
refers to the participation of Respondent with these
authorities. That is clear on the face of those

messages. And as a consequence of that, as well as
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in, in additional context, in parallel, there is
simply no threat of violence.

Respondent is facing retaliation from
the office for calling the authorities on them, and is
facing an unambiguous effort to -- I believe a famous
quote read, "Give me six lines written by the most
honest of men, and I will find something in there to
hang them." Respondent -- Petitioner has access to a
great many communications, as I'm sure they will
establish, most of which constitutes discovery in the
ongoing dispute and is not harassing in nature. They
actually were CC'd on the presentation of the case to
other parties, so they have the case from various
perspectives and the same facts. This is all
substantive communication, and consequently, the
number of messages is not in itself threatening.

The only thing that Respondent has done
is indicated she's working with the authorities, and
she's used their phrasing, and she's established
denotationally, that that is the phrasing that she's
using, and that is declared on the face of the
messages. Additionally, Ms. Shomo's précis that the
mental health system creates its own violence is wvalid
political speech. It declares itself as political

speech. It says, you know me; this isn't something
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that I'm going to do. And it describes a societal
issue, whereby proceedings, very much like the instant
matter where threats are attempted to be fabricated,
where they simply do not exist. And that's not even,
you know, a question of recklessness. That's in a
reasonable person standard I'm defending on. And it
is, again, on the face of the message. And I can
establish through the attachments to P, political
motive for this filing. There is simply no threat.

The Court is being asked by Petitioner,
and that is what Respondent's evidence is going to
show. Respondent is entitled, as a public activist
who's been to the U.N., who's done hunger strikes,
who's been covered in the media, to meditate on how
the conduct for instance, the misconstruances (sic) in
this matter at bar and the immediate misconstruances
(sic) prior, which Respondent expects will admit in
rebuttal, lead to those things in our society.

Respondent has also been clear that she
will not be taking these actions, that this is a
social effect. The essence of Petitioner's case 1is
that a person who has claimed that they are working
with the federal authorities may also not publish an
essay on whether the source of the politically popular

narrative of mental patient violence may be, at least
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in part, the way in which the system deals with those
that it would like to engage. That's valid political
speech. It's not threatening, and the notion that the
system would try to bar -- and again, all of these
messages were not communicated directly to the office.
They were published to several email lists containing
approximately 500 individuals. They were published
broadly to the Jewish community. They were published
to current and former members of the General Assembly.
They were published to political opponents. They were
broadly published, the authorities claimed were
broadly published. The feds are very much aware of
it. And again, I'm acting in good faith, if I'm
getting BS'd, but based on my assessment, these are
real feds.

As a result of all of these things, I
have described a societal reaction that occurs and
have argued that because the system is so curt and so
disingenuous when it construes these matters, as is
Petitioner's case here, that that is likely to lead
people to not believe they will get their day in court
because, for instance of the misconduct Respondent has
raised, that is, is context here to say when
misconduct like this occurs, it occurs in the open and

it occurs regularly. And the misconduct is
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unambiguous in nature, that these sorts of things,
when people no longer believe the court's work, they
have nowhere to turn.

That's my argument. I'm entitled to
that argument. Petitioner doesn't have to like my
argument for that to be valid political speech. The
Court doesn't have to like my argument for that to be
valid political speech. It is valid speech about a
societal issue. It was described as a précis. A
précis is a brief form of a logical argument. Now
Respondent is presently enjoined from publishing the
whole essay, which would probably go to 10,000 words.
But the dynamics in this very case are her example.

With respect to that, basically that's
what's going on here. Gun was a reference to working
with the authorities. They -- the bomb threat was one
of various replies to Ms. Clawson indicating that I
had previously made threats to go around killing Jews,
which Petitioner does not raise to this Court, but did
raise to the Lakewood Police. It was on behalf of the
same Petitioner, the Office of Civil and Forensic
Mental Health, and I would like, in response, to admit
those interactions, to show this pattern of the office
misconstruing things as threats.

In that particular instance, I have
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some cases where they didn't even get the selective
quotation wrong because they were quoting their own
records -- where they didn't even get the selective
quotation right. And that's what has happened here.

Upon examination, the message on its face makes that

clear. This isn't a question of inference. This
isn't a gquestion of recklessness. This isn't a
question of threats. This is a question of Petitioner

seeking to make messages, things they are not. And in
all the many communications, they can only come up
with four they can even play that game on. And those
are directly mocking previous allegations they've made
that they're not prepared to admit themselves in this
proceeding. That is my opening.
THE COURT: Thank you very much to the parties. All
right. First witness by Petitioner?
MS. POGUE: Thank you, Judge. The Department would
call Director Leora Joseph.
THE COURT: Ms. Joseph, will you please raise your
right hand?
LENORA JOSEPH
Testified on her ocath as follows:
THE COURT: Thank you.
Ms. Pogue, your witness.

MS. POGUE: Thank you.
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DIRECT EXAM
BY MS. POGUE:
Q Good morning. Can you please introduce

yourself and spell your last name for the record?

A Good afternoon --
Q Afternoon, yeah.
A -- my name is Leora Joseph. L-E-O-R-A,

J-0-S-E-P-H.

Q And what do you do for a living?

A I am currently the director of the
Office of Civil and Forensic Mental Health, which is
abbreviated for guickness purposes, of OCFMH. In that
capacity, I run the state's direct care behavioral
health work, including but not limited to, overseeing
the two --
MS. SHOMO: Judge, may I break in? I have lost full
motion video. Has the Court --
THE COURT: Oh, oh. That's a -- no, everything's
still working. You can't see Ms. Joseph?
MS. SHOMO: I just saw her start moving again. But
she had frozen for a time.
THE COURT: Okay. All right. That's an
appropriate --
MS. SHOMO: Actually, she's frozen again. I saw her

move briefly. I'm seeing everyone else move fluidly,
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But she's sitting there with her head crooked, about
like this, and completely still. I'm not getting
video from her, even though I seem to be getting it
from everyone else.
THE COURT: Are Ms. Pogue and Ms. Joseph, in the same
office?
MS. POGUE: We are.
THE COURT: Maybe if that were to continue, would it

be possible for Ms. Joseph to join Ms. Pogue in her

office?
MS. POGUE: Ms. -- so Ms. Joseph is literally directly
across from me. I can have her sit next to me, and we

can use one computer if that would be preferred?

THE COURT: I'm -- I'm just problem-solving.

MS. POGUE: Yeah, absolutely. We can absolutely try
that.

MS. SHOMO: That would be appreciated.

MS. POGUE: If -- mine's working. I don't know

what -- anyway, we -—--

MS. SHOMO: Yours is still --

MS. POGUE: -- can do that if there's no objection.
MS. SHOMO: -- (inaudible) still perfect. Oh, yours
is still perfect, hers is still frozen.

THE COURT: Thank you. Ms. Joseph. If that's okay?

If you want to —-- ?
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THE WITNESS: Absolutely. I'm going to just move my
chair.
MS. POGUE: Come on over. Okay.
THE COURT: Thank you. All right. Brief break.
MS. POGUE: Thank you.
THE COURT: 1In terms of our procedure. All right?
You weren't kidding. You were right across the hall.
MS. POGUE: We're not.
THE COURT: All right. All right, you may continue.
Thank you.

A And in my capacity as the director of
the Office of Civil and Forensic Mental Health, OCFMH,
one of my responsibilities is overseeing both of the
State hospitals; we have two state psychiatric
hospitals, one in Pueblo and one in Fort Logan. OCFMH
serves approximately 8,200 patients annually, and we
employ between 12 and 1,500 -- between 1,200 and 1,500
employees. I supervise all of them. The Office of
Civil and Forensic Mental Health is located within the
Colorado Department of Human Services, CDHS. We are,
I believe, the largest program in that office.

BY MS. POGUE:

Q Thank you. And Director Joseph, you

mentioned that you serve approximately 8,200 patients

per year. Can you give us some insight into what type
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of populations you serve?

A Absolutely. We oversee two primary
types of legal patients with certain legal status.
The first is civil patients; those patients who've
been committed to our care under the civil system.
The other population we serve is forensic patients;
those patients who enter our system through the
criminal justice system, commonly referred to as
competency patients and/or not guilty by reason of
insanity, NGRI, patients. We serve a group of
patients who have been given permission to be
outpatient, out of the hospital, either depending on
their legal status because they're receiving
restoration treatment, or because they are -- a court
has allowed them to be removed from the hospital as
they make progressions.

We also serve a variety of patients
who've stepped down from the hospital, living in
residential treatment facilities. And we serve the
patients in jail, those who are waiting for competency
evaluations and those who are waiting for inpatient
competency evaluation. In my prior career, I
served -- I'm an attorney by training. I primarily
worked in District Attorney's offices in two separate

states, serving victims of intimate crimes, including
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sexual violence, domestic violence, human trafficking,
sexual assault, and child abuse.

Q Thank you, Director Joseph. In your
current role, is it fair to say that some of the
individuals you serve have committed some of the
highest-level offenses: murder, stalking, things of
that nature?

A That is correct. We actually house at
the Pueblo facility, those patients who've committed
the most serious crimes marked by our criminal
statutes as felonies 1, felonies 2, felonies 3,
encompassing some of those crimes that you just
alluded to, Counsel. And then, we -- also in my prior
career, I have also handled and prosecuted a number of
people charged with very serious crimes, including
homicides and sexual assaults.

Q And how long have you served in your
current role as director of OCFEFMH?

A I've been in this role for
approximately three and a half years.

Q And Director Joseph, how often have you
sought a protective order on behalf of your employees?

A I believe this is the second time in my
career I've done so.

Q Is this your first time testifying in a

B cribers

www.escribers.net BO0-257-0B85




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

81
protective order proceeding?

A It is.

Q All right. Director Joseph, I want to
talk specifically about Aubrey Shomo. Do you know
Ms. Shomo?

A I do not know her personally. I've
come to know her as a result of the behaviors at issue
here.

) And how?

A We began receiving multiple and lengthy
threatening faxes, emails, communications, to all of
the locations where I work -- where I supervise and
work. And so specifically, what I mean is that
employees both at the Pueblo Hospital, commonly known
as simply CMHHIP, C-M-H-H-I-P, the Fort Logan
Hospital, CMHIFL, C-M-H-I-F-L, and our flagship
office, for lack of a better word, located on Sherman
Street, where I also supervise a smaller team there,
began receiving multiple, multiple communications.

And these would come in the form of faxes, they would
come in the form of emails, and they all contained --
they -- many of them contained -- sorry, strike that,
not all -- many contained information about weapons

such as missiles, bombs, guns. They were threatening

in nature. They were a little dysregulated as well.
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And they raised concern, quite frankly, as I do have a
strong responsibility towards both the patients and my
employees. And -- and that is why we are here today.

Q And Director Joseph, for purposes of
identification, could you please point to Ms. Shomo on
the screen and just describe an article of clothing
that she's wearing?

A Absolutely. Ms. Shomo is appearing to
the -- on my screen, or our shared screen, to the left
of Judge Conboy. She is wearing a long-sleeved, black
shirt that says, "PUT THE LIT IN" and there is a
picture of a menorah, a Jewish candelabra -- and
sorry, she's now illustrating for me: it says, "PUT
THE LIT IN LITIGATE" on the on the long-sleeve T-
shirt, with the menorah in the middle of those words.

Q Thank you, Director Joseph. When did
you first become aware of Ms. Shomo's communications
toward your employees?

A I can't specify the exact date. This
has actually been going on for more than a year at
this point. It -- you know, we -- we —-- we didn't
want to react knee-jerk in any way. This has been a
cumulative process.

Q And as the director of OCFMH, you

referenced earlier, that you reviewed these
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communications. Is that part of your job as reviewing
concerning communications brought to your attention by
your staff or employees?

A Absolutely. I take employee safety
extremely seriously, and I take patient safety
extremely seriously. And any threats to my employees
or the patients have to be escalated to my team. The
volume and the nature of the communications was so
expansive and extensive that I began a process of,
quite frankly, getting looped in on all of the
multiple communications, so that I could peruse them
myself.

Q And do you have an approximate number
of emails or faxes the state hospitals or other staff
have received?

A Across all programs that I've
referenced earlier, including CDHS home -- the home
base on Sherman Street, as well as the two separate
hospitals, we've received well over 1,000. I would
be -- I'm more confident that it's thousands, with a
plural, of communications.

Q And does the repetitive nature of the
communications present concerns to your employees?

A We're extremely concerned. Many of my

employees have flagged this for me along the
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communication process about their concerns. It's not
simply a matter of being disruptive to the workday. I
want to -- I want to make sure that that is clear.
This is concerning -- the substance of what is being
referenced in the communications has really made
employees uncomfortable and frightened.

) Can you tell us more about that,
please?

A Absolutely. Specifically, in this day
and age, where we are in an environment --
MS. SHOMO: Is this where I would object on hearsay
grounds, that she speaks for employees she's not
prepared to have cross-examined?
THE COURT: Counsel, respond? And I think she was
about to talk about in this day and age, but Counsel,
what would be your objection -- or I mean, your
response?
MS. POGUE: My response? Judge, I would say that I'm
asking Director Joseph, based on her experience
supervising employees, that this would give her cause
for concern on behalf of her employees because of the
repeated nature and because of the substance, just in
her role again as director and supervisor of over, I
believe it was, 18 -- 1,200 to 1,500 employees. We

can't have each of them testify, but she can certainly
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speak to her reactions and thoughts about kind of what
responses would Dbe.

THE COURT: As to the specific objection, there's a
hearsay objection as Dr. (sic throughout) Joseph
testifying as to matters that her employees have told.
So is there a response to that?

MS. POGUE: And Judge, in terms of, I would say,
initial responses that would have been communicated to
Director Joseph, one thing that I can do is lay a bit
of foundation to see if this is a direct communication
with Director Joseph after they have received them,
which would then be accepted under hearsay as to
presence sense impression. And then, of course, as
how it goes to effect on listener for the actions that
Director Joseph took in response to these
communications from employees.

THE COURT: The Court is also going to -- I'm going to
overrule the objection. I'm going to make a specific
finding that under Colorado Rule of Evidence 803 (3),
these are also statements of then existing physical
and mental -- because these are statements of, "I feel
afraid", or they're expressing fear or concern. So
under 803(3), I'm going to allow Dr. Joseph to testify
with respect to communications her employees have sent

to her -- given to her, with respect to feeling
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frightened.
MS. SHOMO: And Judge, I trust I withhold motions on
door-opening until after testimony as a result?
THE COURT: I see nothing opened at this point. So
if -- you may continue, and that is my ruling. Thank
you.
BY MS. POGUE:

Q All right. So Director Joseph, if you
could describe some of your employees reactions to
some of the communications they received?

A Absolutely. These communications
caused a lot of concern. I would start with that at
the beginning. And again, I've mentioned that this
has been going on for quite some time, and it became
to the point that it would come to my desk. It began
with the CEOs of both hospitals calling me directly
during the day, concerned about the -- the number of
communications and explaining that their staff was
concerned as well. In fact, in in response to one
such batch of communications, I did issue an alert
advisory to my entire Pueblo hospital, to all of the
employees, indicating that we had some bomb threats,
that we were increasing the police presence -- we have
a small police force on the campus -- because we were

concerned, and I felt that in an abundance of caution
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in this day and age, we need to be vigilant about
employee safety and patient safety.

You know, the patients at our hospitals
are committed to us by -- many of them, by the courts,
and that's a responsibility that we take very, very
seriously. We owe them a strong duty of care. And I
felt the need, given the repetitive nature, given the
constant reference to weapons, those were things that
really, I, myself, was very concerned about seeing
that kind of -- and the dysregulated nature as well.

I also had conversations with
employees, employees who told me they were changing
behavior patterns, specifically, and had concerns
about things going on, enough that it was something
that affected their day, and their worries when they
would leave the office. And that also concerned me,
quite frankly.

Q And Director Joseph, when you say,

"concerned", concerned for what?

A I was concerned for their physical
safety. I am absolutely, of course, concerned about
disruptions during the -- the workday, disruptions in

psychological pressure. But the number-one priority
is physical safety. And that is why I issued that

all-staff email, alerting them of the concern to the
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Pueblo hospital.

Q Thank you. Director Joseph, you
mentioned that one of the actions that you took was
putting out an alert to hospital staff at Pueblo
regarding bomb threats that had been received (sic) by
Ms. Shomo. Can you tell us what action, if any -- or

other actions did you take in response to the

communications --
A Absolutely.
0 -—- prior to seeking a protection order?
A Absolutely. We did a number. I asked

a staff member to contact Lakewood police, once I
learned that the Respondent lives in Lakewood. I did
want to perform a welfare check. Again, we operate --
you know, one of the ways we talk about ourselves at
the Colorado Department of Human Services is that we
are the people that help people. And so my first
concern, given not just the threats of violence, but
that dysregulated nature of the communications, was to
have a welfare check. And it was very important to me
to have Lakewood police -- that was my decision that I
made, to have a welfare check done -- use the tools
that we have, to make sure the Respondent was well,
and didn't want some additional help and concern for

her well-being. And that's -- that's always where we
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begin at the Department when we talk about care and
concern.

Given the repetitive nature, however,
given it just didn't stop, and there were some real
concerning threats, I would venture -- I think it's
Exhibit 3, but it might be 2, where -- the one that
says, "I have a gun", I'm not sure that I needed to
read much more before I -- my —-- my concern really was
elevated at that point. And I made a decision the
first time in an over 25-year career to contact our
attorney generals or attorneys, and begin to seek a
protection order.

Q Going back to the welfare checks,
Director Joseph, so while it was your decision that
those be made, did you actually call those in, or was
that a member of your staff?

A I did not. I asked a member of my --
of our Colorado Department of Human Service, CDHS
team, to facilitate that for me. And I -- one of my
abilities is to delegate some of these
responsibilities that come up during the day. And so
I put it into a trusted employee, who I knew would
perform and be able to follow up with that. But it
was my direction, and I want to make sure that that's

clear.
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Q And who was that?

A Ms. Bridget Clawson, B-R-I-D-G-E-T,
last name, C-L-A-W-S-O-N.

Q And is it your understanding that
Ms. Shomo appeared to target Ms. Clawson in some of
her communications after learning that Ms. Clawson
called in those welfare checks?

A It is. And that became very concerning
to me as well. Ms. Clawson was acting at my
direction. I was very concerned at the kind of almost
a pivot at that point, directed with threatening
statements towards Ms. Clawson. And she's a very
valued employee, someone who is very well-respected in
the Department, and I was very worried. I was worried
about her safety, and I still am.

Q Director Joseph, I am handing you --
MS. POGUE: And Judge, let me know if you'd like me to
do this in a different way, or Ms. Shomo, of course.
I'm going to say I'm handing Director Joseph what we
have marked as Petitioner's Exhibit 1. So I believe
everyone has those?

MS. SHOMO: Judge, may I ask for 60 seconds recess to
get a charging cable? This hearing has gone on far
longer than I anticipated. My battery is at 90 -- 9

percent.
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THE COURT: Of course.
MS. POGUE: It's a good call for one.
THE COURT: Everyone take a break and just let me know
when you're back. Thank you. 1I'll step down as well.

(Pause)
MS. SHOMO: I apologize. I am now back.
MS. POGUE: I if I may have a moment, we're trying to
find a plug-in for mine as well. One moment.
THE COURT: Of course, of course.
MS. SHOMO: 1I'd be happy to smoke a cigarette, if the
Court would give us five. But I'm -- I have my
charger, and I'm ready.
THE COURT: How about if we take a break after
Dr. Joseph has completed testimony? We'll take a
five-minute or ten-minute break. Does that sound
okay?
MS. SHOMO: Okay. And Judge, when should I make the
motion that the witness has just opened the door to
the Bridget Clawson matter?
THE COURT: I think when you're on cross -- well, it
depends on when you're trying to -- when you say, the
Bridget Clawson matter, she's going to be testifying.
If you're talking about documents, I'll defer to you.
If you're wanting to present something to Dr. (sic)

Joseph, then we'll cross that bridge at the time, if
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that makes sense?
MS. SHOMO: Very well.
THE COURT: 1It's not ripe yet because I'm assuming
you're talking about use of documents, and if that's
the case, it'll become --
MS. SHOMO: I would like to -- to go into this
"welfare check" because it -- it turned out it was --
it was exactly what I'm arguing Petitioner is
repeatedly doing here. And it will show that
Petitioner is disingenuous about their -- their safety
concerns if they can't even manage to get the -- get
what they're alleging is a threat right, about whether
they wrote it or I did.
THE COURT: Okay. We'll go -- that sounds like an
argument that you'll be able to make when you ask
Dr. (sic) Joseph a question, if there's some
objection, so that's how --
MS. SHOMO: I'm really taking advantage of the recess
to ask when was appropriate. I did not mean to fuck
up the -- ah -- ah -- I'm sorry -- I'm so sorry, bad
habit. I did not mean to mess up the flow of the
Court. I -- it was not my intention to use profanity
there.
THE COURT: Apology accepted. No problem.

MS. SHOMO: I frequently in social circumstances do.
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I'm very sorry.
THE COURT: Don't worry. All right. You may
continue, Ms. Pogue. If -- does everybody have their
plugs and --
MS. POGUE: We do. Thank you. Thank you for that
time. And Jjust for purposes of the record, it is
Director Joseph, she's not actually a doctor. Yeah.
Anyway, I don't know -- I guess it has to be seen.
THE COURT: I thought it may be that Director Joseph
had -- had gotten a PhD at some point, so I was happy
to happy -- to give the honorarium --
MS. POGUE: Yes, absolutely.
THE COURT: -- or honor. Anyway.
MS. POGUE: All right. Well, I'll continue. We were
just discussing Petitioner's Exhibit 1.

RESUMED DIRECT EXAM
BY MS. POGUE:

Q So Director Joseph, I'm handing you
what we have marked as petitioner's Exhibit 1. Do you
know what this is?

A I do.

Q And what is it? Could you just briefly
describe it to the Court?

A This is an email that was sent by

Aubrey Ellen Shomo. The email address is
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AubreyShomo@gmail.com,
A-U-B-R-E-Y-S-H-0O-M-O@gmail.com, sent on September
l6th of 2025 at 8:49 p.m. to quite a large LISTSERV
group. The opening statement -- or the opening
comment in the -- in -- in the text -- in the body of
the text says, "Ms. Clawson, perhaps you'd like to
call the police on my new Facebook banner", and the
picture again, very concerning, "Aim with the hand,
shoot with the mind", and an image that says "gun
ready".

The photo itself seems to be some type
of -- I don't really know -- but it looked like a
weapon of some sorts with a target. And this was an
email that I -- I feel very concerned about when I --

when I saw this email and it seems to, first of all,

target Ms. Clawson, who I feel -- I feel terrible
about that, and -- because she -- she did this at my
direction, and I -- it absolutely mentions a weapon

and a gun, and it is one of the more concerning
emails.

Q And so is this email sent from
Ms. Shomo?

A It is.

@) And is this one of the email addresses

that you're accustomed to seeing from Ms. Shomo?
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A Absolutely.

Q And is this copy a fair and accurate
representation of the email that you would have been
sent by Ms. Clawson related to this?

A It is.

MS. POGUE: All right, Judge, at this time, I move to
admit Petitioner's Exhibit 17?
THE COURT: Any objection to admission of Petitioner's
1?
MS. SHOMO: No objection from Respondent.
THE COURT: Okay. Okay. And just for purposes of
clarity, I'm going to put the -- I'm going to put
these specifically-labeled, "Petitioner's exhibit" and
then I'll do the same for Respondent's with different
sets, so we know for record -- all right. One is
admitted.

(Whereupon, Petitioner's Exhibit 1 was admitted.)
MS. POGUE: Thank you.
MS. SHOMO: And Judge, for convenience --
BY MS. POGUE:

@) And Director Joseph, what date was
that? Oh --

MS. SHOMO: Oh, I'm sorry. I just needed to let the
Court know a clerical matter. Respondent's exhibits

are lettered; Petitioner's are numbered. So it's very
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easy.
THE COURT: Yeah. What I'm saying, is I have
specific -- I do --

MS. SHOMO: Oh, okay.

THE COURT: -- I like to use those, just because they
actually say, "Respondent" and "Petition --" but all
right. Thank you. Yes. You may continue.

MS. POGUE: Thank you.
BY MS. POGUE:
) And Director Joseph, what date was that

email sent to Ms. Clawson?

A September 1l6th of 2025, at 8:49 p.m.

Q And are there several other recipients
as well?

A There are. There's at least -- it

seems to be over 100, but yeah.

Q But is Ms. Clawson specifically
referenced?
A She is. She's the one who's named.

There's one other name under the picture that says,
"J. Hemphill would have loved it." I don't know who
that is. And again, the email is written at the
bottom -- signature -- email signature. Aubrey Ellen
Shomo. And I -- and I do know that the Respondent's

middle name is Ellen.
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Q And to your knowledge, did -- at this
time of September 16th of this year, was Ms. Shomo
aware that Ms. Clawson was the individual that had

called for the welfare check?

A I believe she was, yes.
Q All right. Director Joseph, I'm going
to move to Petitioner's Exhibit 2. I can give you a

second to review that, if you need it. But do you

recognize this?

A I do.
0 And what 1is 1it?
A Once again, this is an email that was

sent, this time from another email address that we're
familiar with. It says, Aubrey Shomo. The email is
ashomo, A-S-H-O-M-O@verofiber.com. Date of email was
September 8th, 2025, 8:13 p.m. The headline here is,
"The mental health system creates mass shootings."
Right away, this is a very concerning email to receive
as the director of the state's mental health system,
essentially. And putting the words, "mass shooting"
in -- in the beginning, that made me extremely
concerned. The email continues,
"They always lie in their records.
They always either lie or distort what

anyone has said; that they look violent.
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I've shown this time and time again. They
do this because they know even cheating,
they will know no sanctions. If you're
identified as mentally ill, you do not
expect procedural due process in America.
The feds say if you have a dispute, take it
to court.

"What if you know court is a cheating
lie as I have demonstrated? What if you
know there is no hope of reasoning with your
providers because they're too busy covering
your own asses, and making sure you look as
bad as possible? You always point to
records and say, 'why did no one stop this

person'? I point to records and say, '

you
left them no choice when you told all those
bullshit lies in the first place and denied
them a day in court to dispute it.'

"You're making shooters with how you
abuse power, civil rights, and freedom.
You're making shooters because they know
there is nowhere to turn. Because of how
you do business, you're creating your own

violence. More later when I calm down star,

star, star, this is not a threat.
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"As you have always known, I fight to
win. This is political speech. Without
feds, though, I know I would face
retribution for saying it Star, star, star."

And I would just say that what really

concerned me -- here, this statement,

"You are making shooters with how you
abuse power. You are creating your own
violence. You point to records and say,
'why did no one stop this person?'"

And these are things that really concerned me.

Q Well, and just briefly, before we talk
about that more, is this copy a fair and accurate
representation of the email that Ms. Shomo sent to the
Office of Civil and -- the Office of Civil and
Forensic Mental Health?

A It is.

MS. POGUE: And Judge, at this time, I move to admit

Petitioner's Exhibit 27

THE COURT: Any objection to 27

MS. SHOMO: Sorry, I don't know if I'm on mute. I was

taking notes. No objection.

THE COURT: Thank you. It will be admitted.
(Whereupon, Petitioner's Exhibit 2 was admitted.)

BY MS. POGUE:
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Q And along those lines, Director Joseph,
in terms of the recipients of this email, are there
specific email addresses related to OCFMH?
A There are. There are a group of
different emails, again, including the Colorado

Department of Human Service's CORA address, the

Colorado -- the CMHHIP, the Pueblo hospital email
address. So there are a number of different emails
attached -- email addresses on this LISTSERV.
Q So how did you become aware of them?
A This one, I was made aware of --

Ms. Clawson, forwarded this to me, which I had asked

her to do, quite frankly, to make sure I was staying

in the loop, so to say, of all of the communications.
Q And was it sent, though, to other

individuals at the State Mental Health Hospital in

Pueblo?
A It was.
Q Do you recognize that email address?
A I do.
Q And is that one that goes to a group of

employees at the mental health hospital in Pueblo?
A It -——- it does. It goes to one of our
records departments.

0 And I want to talk again about the
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substance that you had testified were concerning to
you —-- Oor was concerning to you. Did you have
concerns that Ms. Shomo was making a parallel between

herself and the statements that are made in this

email?

A Absolutely. I wouldn't know how else
to take this. I took this very directly. "Why did no
one stop this person?" "You're making shooters with

how you abuse power", directed at our office, kind of
alleging that we made a shooter; that shooter being
Ms. Shomo. That is absolutely how I took this email
to be, and that really haunted me, that statement,
"Why did no one stop this person?" which, by the way,
is -- is something we hear all too often in these
kinds of cases.

Q And at the bottom of the email, you
just read the starred language that says, "This is not
a threat." Did that language alleviate your concerns

about the substance of the email?

A Not at all.

Q Explain why, please?

A This is a threatening email. It --
it -- it threatened my team. It talked about a mass

shooting, and it blames the mental health system. And

that is where I was reacting to, as I believe anyone
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would. Signing off on an email saying, oh, "this
isn't a threat", that gave me no comfort whatsoever.
Quite frankly, the analogy I would give, is if someone
says, oh, no offense, but I don't think you're a good
person. I mean, how else are you supposed to take it?
You know, so that that is really how I take it. Just
because someone says, this isn't a threat, that does
not give me comfort at all.

Q And did an email of this nature and of
this substance, did this give you specific concerns
for your employees?

A Absolutely. It is, to me, a direct
threat on the mental health system in Colorado, the
mental health system I supervise, including the people
over at the state hospital.

Q Did it lead to concerns for physical
safety of your employees?

A Absolutely.

) All right. Director Joseph, I want to
now point your attention to what has been marked as
Petitioner's Exhibit 3. And do you recognize this
exhibit?

A I do. This, I think, was the exhibit
that caused me the most concern.

0 And can you explain, what date was this

B cribers

www.escribers.net BO0-257-0B85




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

103

exhibit sent?
A This was a fax that was sent on August

8th, 8/8/2025, at 11:31 in the morning to a number of

different phone numbers listed -- fax numbers, I'm
sorry —-- there. And from Aubrey Ellen Shomo.
Q And do you recognize any of the fax

numbers?
A I do, I believe that some of these fax
numbers go directly to our CDHS office on Sherman

Street that I referenced, and as well to the Fort

Logan campus. I think those would be just the ones
that say (303) 866. So again, there are a number of
different phone -- fax numbers listed here. One of

them is 1 (303) 866-5563, one is 1 (303) 866-7048.
One of those is to our main Colorado Department of
Human Services on Sherman Street address, and the
other is the Fort Logan Hospital I referenced earlier

as one of the state hospitals.

) And who is this fax from?
A The fax is from Aubrey Ellen Shomo.
Q And is this fax -- or this copy, a fair

and accurate representation of the fax Ms. Shomo sent
to OCFMH on August 8th, 20257
A It absolutely is.

MS. POGUE: Judge, at this time, I would move to admit
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Petitioner's Exhibit 37
THE COURT: Objection to 37
MS. SHOMO: No objection to 3. Respondent notes that
she has, in her Exhibit B, a direct denotation that
was sent to the same list on the same day.
THE COURT: Thank you. It is admitted.

(Whereupon, Petitioner's Exhibit 3 was admitted.)
BY MS. POGUE:

Q And Director Joseph, you said that this
fax is what gave you the most concern. Can you please
explain why?

A This fax is the shortest one we
received, and it -- the subject matter says, simply,
"I have a gun" and right underneath it, it says,

"Ms. Shomo has a gun." I'm not sure however else I
could have taken it, other than a direct threat, that
we were now dealing with a person who's been sending
multiple emails, multiple faxes to my offices, many of
which were dysregulated. This one was short and to
the point, stating that the Respondent has a gun. And
I was at the -- this is the point where I became
extremely -- I had been concerned, and now I was
extremely concerned.

Q And why?

A This is a threat. When a person has
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made statements about being -- about mass shootings,
targeting hospitals, targeting my employees, blaming
the mental health system, and now Jjust very pointedly
saying, "I have a gun"? That is a direct threat to
my -- to my staff.

Q And did any of your employees express
concern about these statements?

A Absolutely.

0 And when I say concerns that concerns

for their physical safety?

A Of course.
) This is the point at which I realized
we were really in a -- in a place now, where we needed

to really talk about a strategy, other than welfare
checks, to protect my employees.

A And so you mentioned there was concern
for their physical safety. What about emotional or
psychological?

) You know, working at the Colorado
Department of Human Services is a hard job. We take
care of some of Colorado's most vulnerable populations
throughout, you know, the entire organization. And so
psychological safety is -- is -- is a goal. It is a
responsibility that I take very seriously for my

teams. And yet -- and yet, in all the three-and-a-
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half years I have been at the Department, I have never
once had team members express fear of the direct
threats. And it's interesting, I -- I met recently
with a group of nurses at one of the hospitals who
were talking about instances where patients might, in
the hospital, be a little bit more violent. Even in
that situation, they were not expressing fear, not one
of them. And this is the situation where I had
employees express fear, and we have a responsibility
to our employees. And I need to say, too, this was
scary. I -—- I -- this was scary.

Q When you say, "This was scary", do you
mean, to you, personally?

A Yes, it was. A year —-- 25 years in the
criminal justice system, and this is the fax I got
that I was concerned about.

) All right. Director Joseph, I now want

to point your attention to what's been marked as

Petitioner's Exhibit 4. And do you recognize this
communication?

A I do.

Q And can you please explain how you know

what this is?
A This is another communication. Again,

I need to point out it was sent on September 11lth,
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9/11, which obviously is an auspicious day in our
country's history. And the subject line is, "This is
a bomb threat." Again, we must take these things
seriously. This is actually stating that it is a
threat. And this, again, went to the CORA Department,
the Colorado Open Records Department at our main
office, and we -- as well as to a number of different
people, including the hospital, and simply stating,
"This is a bomb threat" as the subject matter was
extremely concerning.

Q And is there additional, I guess, like,
language in the emails from Ms. Shomo?

A Yes. There's emails that say, "This is
a bo