
EXHIBIT M
Westport Police distinguish Harassment arrests as either 
Threatening or Non-threatening.

Fact: There is no use of the word threat nor is any threat 
documented in the one count of Second Degree Breach of 
Peace Incident Report or Warrant.

Fact: There is no use of the word threat nor is any threat 
documented in any past Incident Report devoid of any kind 
of arrest.

Deposition of Warrant writing officer CONFIRMS I was 
arrested for section #6 of Second Degree Breach of Peace 
statute and CONFIRMS that there are NO THREATS within 
any past Incident Report. 

The sole and only Harassment charge – Feb. 6, 2019 is 
depicted here as “Non-threatening” in the Official Police 
Press Release. Any attempt to describe or conflate anything  
in my past as threatening is not justice. 

FACT: Threatening is an actual Connecticut statute.
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ABSOLUTELY NON-ISSUE OF THREATENING 

ALARMING MISTAKE BY SECOND CIRCUIT COURT IN ALTICE DECISION:

WHY IS THE APPEAL COURT NOT QUOTING THE ENTIRE SECOND DEGREE 

BREACH OF PEACE STATUTE IN TUNE WITH THE OFFICER’S WORDING AND 

OBVIOUSLY WHAT HE ARRESTED ME FOR WHICH IS NOW VERIFIED FROM HIS 

DEPOSITION? 

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

FACT: I was arrested for #6 “creates a physically offensive condition” 

and NOT #1 “… threatening behavior in a public place”,  

nor #2, nor #3,nor #4, nor #5. 

Like I have written – this is a HUGE mistake (amongst many) by the Appeal Court. I am a 

tough person but should any person be forced to write common sense after common sense after 

common sense in numerous pages and be mentally abused with a conflation like this?  

Once again, here is the Second Degree Breach of Peace Statute COMPELTELY defined. 
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(6) creates a public and hazardous or physically offensive condition

.. CREATES A …. SINGLE NOT REPEATED OR NOT PERSISTENT – 

with REPEATED AND PERSISTENCE AS THE KEY WORDS IN THE DEFINITON OF 

HARASSMENT AND STALKNG IN LEGAL AND EVERYDAY DICTIONARIES. 

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

anything in my past as well (SEE Exhibit I).

So how can the Court now conflate Third Degree Stalking with ONE Count Second Degree 

Breach of Peace?  Where is the word stalk or harass in any of this Second Degree Breach of  

Peace statute let alone part #6, let alone stalk or harass in any past Incident Report devoid of an 

arrest?  3 years of explaining common sense while having to conceal my name! Can it end? 

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

or Non-Threatening. shows how my later Feb. 6, 2019 Second Degree Email  Harassment 

Arrest – an actual harassment arrest and only such arrest was depicted by police. 

5

5



Exhibit K is the Official Police Press Release of the Feb. 6, 2019 arrest for Second Degree

Email Harassment that says Harassment – Non-threatening. DOES HEARST EVER  

DISTINGUISH THIS? And notice at Exhibit K how the bond for an actual Harassment Charge

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

$5,000. Threatening is an actual charge in Connecticut. 

FACT: Within the Official Police Press Release (see Exhibit A) and Incident Report and

Warrant for the relative March 5, 2018 ONE Count of Second Degree Breach of Peace arrest  

there are no words describing the act as Threatening. If police take the time to distinguish actual 

harassment charges as either threatening or non-threatening logic dictates they take threatening  

serious and would document and distinguish any other charge as threatening. Deposition of  

Officer CONFIRMS my arguments (See Exhibit I) And why am I even forced to debate  this

given Hearst is trying to subjectively interpret unprovable decades old incidents that  were 

fully investigated resulting in NO arrest of any kind!!! 

In the Altice Appeal, the Second Circuit Court of Appeal Decision FALSELY refers to a  

phantom threatening behavior while attempting to conflate Second Degree Breach of Peace 

with Third Degree Stalking. As my new Exhibits show (that were not part of Altice Decision), 

we cannot conflate these two distinct charges much like we cannot conflate a One Count of  

Second Degree Breach of Peace with any Past Incident Report devoid of any kind of arrest for  

these very Incident Reports themselves also document NO threats CONFRIMED by Officer in 

Deposition. This huge mistake by Second Circuit Court of Appeal is relative because in  

Connecticut if there is any evidence of harassment outside of electronic media Third Degree  

Stalking is the charge. 
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AND HERE IS HEARST LEAD LAWYER JONATHAN DONNELLAN IN THE EARLY 
STAGES OF THE LAWSUIT ARGUING THAT I WAS “THREATENING”. 

FROM ECF 14 – HEARST MOTION TO DISMISS 

FROM ECF 29 – HEARST RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR HEARING 

AND NOTICE THE OUTRIGHT LIE HYPING “history of arrests”. 
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AT ANOTHER TIME HEARST LEAD LAWYER JONATHAN DONNELLAN CHOSE THE FOLLOWING 
WORDING – “UNSETTLING” THAT CAN HARDLY BE CALLED VERITABLY THREATENING.  

FROM ECF 19 – HEARST REPLY TO RESPONSE 

One can “unsettle” someone without harassing them. The statute affiliated with Second Degree 
Breach of Peace – Creating a Public Disturbance is an example: 

Connecticut General Statutes 53a-181a – Creating a public 
disturbance: Infraction - $90 Fine 
Current as of: 2018 | Check for updates | Other versions 

(a) A person is guilty of creating a public disturbance when, with intent to cause inconvenience,

annoyance or alarm, or recklessly creating a risk thereof, he (1) engages in fighting or in violent,

tumultuous or threatening behavior; or (2) annoys or interferes with another person by offensive

conduct; or (3) makes unreasonable noise.
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NOTICE NO USE OF THE WORD HARASS IN THE STATUTE “CREATING A PUBLIC 
DISTURBANCE” LIKE HOW THE ARREST WARRANT IN QUESTION DOES NOT USE 
THE WORD HARASS OR THREATEN TO DESCRIBE ME LET ALONE ANY PAST 
“CASE” FULLY INVESTIGATED RESULTING IN NO ARREST – NO THREATS, NO 
CRIMES. 

WHERE ARE THE WORDS THREAT OR MORE SIGNIFICANTLY – HARASS? 

THIS CASE MUCH LIKE THE ALTICE CASE (cases that should be resting on legal terminology) IS 
OBVIOUSLY ABOUT THE ISSUE OF DEPLOYING WORDS ABOUT AN ARREST AND ALLEGED 
BEHAVIOR – VOCABULARY – AS HEARST LAWYER IS FLIRTING WITH HERE. OBVIOUSLY SOME 
WORDS ARE MORE DAMAGING THAN OTHERS. USING SUBJECTIVE SELF-CHOSEN WORDS THAT 
ARE UNRELATED LAWS/CRIMES/STATUTES (let alone deviating from the Warrant and Officer’s 
Warrant and Deposition) IS AN ISSUE FOR THE COURT TO ADDRESS.  DECISIONS IN TUNE 
WITH LINGUISTIC EXPERTS AND OTHER TYPES OF EXPERTS IS IN ORDER VIA A TRIAL.

THE ONLY VERITABLE THREATS ARE HEARST'S COVERAGE 
THREATENING MY LIFE EVERY DAY WITH UNPROVEN AND 
UNPROVABLE NONSENSE. PAST MOMENTARY ACTS OF 
"UNWANTED ADVANCES " VS. 4 YEARS OF CONSTANT 
HARASSMENT AND ABUSE REDUCING MY LIFE TO BEING A GHOST.
SEE ONGOING DAMAGES AT REPLY BRIEF.
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