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1983, and 1985(3) and for injunctive and declaratory relief pursuant to 28 U.S.C. Section 2201
and 2202, to redress the deprivation under color of state law of rights, privileges, and immunities
guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution. Jurisdiction is conferred by 28 U.S.C. section 1331 and
1343, as this is an action arising under the Constitutions and laws of the United States and
Colo rado; and over the state claims pursuant to the doctrine of pendant, or supplemental,
jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. section 1367(a).

VENUE
Venue is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. section 1391(b) because the claims arise in the
district , and because individual parties are residents and citizens of the State of Colorado and the
United States. Defendant Fremont County is located in Colorado, United States.

PARTIES
Named Plaintiffs
Plaintiff SUZANNE SHELL (hereinafter Shell) is a writer, journalist, publisher, expert
consultant and independent documentary video producer engaged in qualitative research, news
gathering, activism and advo cacy, and publishing information concerning practices by child
protection agencies, guardians ad litem, courts, attorneys, and service providers and their
conformance with constitutional, statutory and procedural mandates. Shell is the holder of two
press passes, one issued by Peo ple for Equal Protection - A Civil Rights Media Group and the
other issued by Rocky Mountain Media Collective, both nonprofit organizations. Shell has had
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numerous articles published, publishes a comprehensive Web site, and has three books published
on the issue of child protective services. Because the major media outlets are not interested in
reporting on this issue, Shell invested the effo rt and expense to obtain film school training in
order to facilitate her ability to produce documentary videos on the subject. Shell is the duly
appointed agent for April Fields, under a properly executed power of attorney pursuant to
Colorado Revised Statutes 15-1-1300 et. seq. and brings this petition in that capacity.
Shell’s news gathering performs the important function of injecting public scrutiny into the
activities surrounding child protection proceedings. This is exactly the scrutiny that the defendants
are hoping to avoid by having the court grant their motion to issue orders preventing Shell from
engaging in legitimate news gathering on this case and in Fremont County . Shell maintains a
particular interest in Fremont County because the reports emanating from Fremont County
indicate that this County is one of the worst counties in Colorado regarding who lesale corruption,
routine violations of rights and rampant abuses permeating every aspect of Fremont County child
protection. Media and public scrutiny of this County’s child protection activities is warranted.
Plaintiff APRIL FIELDS (hereinafter Fields) is the mother of a child who is the subject of
a dependency and neglect investigation and petition which has not yet been adjudicated. The child
was removed from the mother’s home on allegations that she had lice which the mot her allegedly
did not treat. Fields has ample evidence to support her denial of the allegations and has requested
a jury trial for adjudication. Fields initiated contact with Shell and hired her as an expert
consultant to assist with the preparation and presentation of her case. To facilitate Shell’s
services, Fields executed a power of attorney naming Shell as her agent. Fields’ case is also
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included in Shell’s documentary video project. Fields desires to communicate and associate with
Shell, in her capacity as a documentary film producer, for the purposes of exposing government
abuses and violations surrounding her case.
Named Defendants
Defendant ROCCO MECONI (hereinafter Meconi) is the County Attorney representing
the Fremont County Department of Human Services. He is acting in that capacity under contract
with Fremont County. He is respo nsible for all legal decisions, actions and recommendations
surrounding any child protection proceeding, including insuring their conformance with federal
and state Constitutions, statutes and policy.
Defendant FREMONT COUNTY DEPT. OF HUMAN SERVICES (hereinafter DHS), is
the agency responsible for child protection in Fremont County, and is authorized by Colorado
statute to receive reports of child abuse and neglect, to investigate said reports, and to provide
services consistent with the statutes and po licies and procedures, and to initiate dependency and
neglect petitions through t he court in order to protect abused or neglected children.
Defendant STEVE CLIFTON (hereinafter Clifton) is the director of Fremont County
DHS. He is responsible for the actual implementation of Fremont County’s child welfare system
by and through the agency’s numerous caseworkers, for devising and enforcing County policy,
exercising oversight and providing training, and verifying compliance with constitutional
provisions, statutes and procedures. He has actual, rather than const ructive, knowledge of the
facts and circumstances surrounding the Fields case.
Defendant DAWN RIVAS (hereinafter Rivas) is the current caseworker assigned to the
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Fields case. This caseworker exercises discretion in the course of her duties, which discretion is
mandated to conform with constitutional provisions, statutes, established law and policy. She has
the discretion and responsibility to make recommendations to the court regarding the placement
of the child, for reporting Field’s compliance with court o rders pertaining to the pending cases,
for the provision of appropriate services, is required to maintain accurate records on the case, and
is responsible for advising the court when and if the Fields’ home is safe and appropriate for the
return of the subject child.
Defendant TODD HANNENBERG (hereinafter Hannenberg) is the supervisor over
caseworker Rivas. He exercises direct supervision over Rivas, and approves or denies her
recommendations, and supervises her practices on the Fields case. He has the authority to
override her recommendations and practices if necessary.
Defendant DAN C. KENDER (hereinafter Kender) is the court-appointed attorney
representing Fields. Kender operates under contract with Fremont County court. He is
professionally mandated to abide by the Rules of Professional Conduct and established law,
including but not limited to providing Fields with a vigorous defense in her dependency and
neglect case and to protect all privileged communication between attorney and client. Kender is
properly joined as a defendant under the established law that private attorneys who are alleged to
have conspired to deny their client due process of law may be sued under 42 U.S.C. section 1983.
Defendant ANNA HALL OWEN (hereinafter Owen) is the guardian ad litem on this case
charged with representing the best interests of the subject child under court appointment pursuant
to a contract with Fremont County court. Owen is properly joined as a defendant under t he
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established law that private attorneys who are alleged to have conspired to deny a plaintiff due
process of law may be sued under 42 U.S.C. section 1983.
Defendant DISTRICT COURTS, FREMONT COUNTY (hereinafter District Court)
exercises jurisdiction over Dependency and Neglect proceedings and is the Court where the
subject motion is pending. Plaintiffs are only seeking declaratory and injunctive relief in regards to
this defendant.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS REGARDING PLAINTIFFS
1. The following actions were committed under the color of law, which actions violate clearly
established law, and thereby severs any defendant protected by statutory immunity from said
immunity protections.
2. January 6, 2003, 4 PM, Fields’ daughter, Ashley, did not get off the bus after school. Fields
calls the school at tempting to locate Ashley. DHS caseworker Jennifer Cox spoke with Fields and
told her that Rick Cross, a deputy sheriff, was taking custody of Ashley on neglect charges.
3. January 9th, 2003, Preliminary Protective Placement Hearing. Owen was appointed as guardian
ad litem for Ashley, who remained in foster care.
4. Feb. 2nd, 2003 Fields and her mother, Christine Korn (hereinafter Korn) contact Shell and hire
her as an expert consultant o n the pending case. Shell advises them that if anyone in Fremont
County were to know that she was involved in Fields’ case in any way, that the agency, parties
and court would retaliate against Fields because of their association. The plaintiffs and Korn
agreed that Shell’s participation in the case would strictly be behind the scenes, and would be
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concealed from all parties except Kender. Shell also st ated her interest in including their sto ry in
her documentary video project also. Korn and Fields agree t o their inclusion in her project . The
inclusion of the Fields case in a documentary video project was not revealed to anybody for fear
of retaliation against Fields.
5. Feb. 3rd 2003, Fields executes a power of attorney assigning Shell as her agent for the purposes
of Claims and Litigation pursuant to Colorado Rev. Stat. 15-1-1300 et. seq.
6. February 13, 2003 Fields initiates a series of administrative grievances against DHS.
7.Feb. 26, 2003 Shell sends three faxes to Kender, the first one advising him that she has been
hired by Fields as an expert consultant on the case, and offers her services to him at no charge.
Using the authority granted by the power of attorney, she also gives him several instructions with
regard to his representation of Fields. He is also instructed in this letter to treat this
communication as privileged under the authority of the power of attorney. Shell faxes him a copy
of the power of attorney, and another brief note requesting that he instruct the guardian ad litem
and caseworkers that if they wish to communicate with Fields, that they should do so through
him. Shell copies this communication to Fields. Kender never responds to Shell.
8. Fields and Korn continue to advise Shell of the developments in the case. Not having received a
response from Kender, Shell’s only participation in the case includes the gathering of information
for inclusion in her documentary video project. As of April 24, 2003, there has been no in-person
contact between Shell and Fields, Korn or the subject child.
9. March 6, 2003 Korn places a newspaper advertisement seeking other families who have been
abused by DHS. The ad is published, and the response is overwhelming.
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10. March 13, 2003 Fields files a grievance with the Attorney Regulation Counsel against Kender.
11. March 13th, 2003 Rivas advises Korn that she was curious if the advertisement in the
newspaper was placed there by Korn, and stated that she investigated it with AOL. She retracted
that saying she didn’t mean to say that but that she had checked with member services at AOL.
12. Apr. 14th, 2003 Notice sent by Fields to Rivas and Owens regarding violations of rights and
offering opportunity to correct or prevent violations.
13. Apr. 15, 2003 Owen called Fields and was absolutely livid. She said she didn't appreciate
being threatened, and that if she showed that [notice of violation of rights] to the judge, it would
be proof positive that Fields is refusing to co-o perat e, and is being difficult. She stated her intent
to call the judge to discuss this letter with her. Owen advised Fields that Korn making all this
noise about rights violations and making all these demands was "just making things worse" and
that Korn should "butt out" and let Fields handle her own case. Owens insinuated that Fields’
attitude would delay Ashley’s reunification.
14. Apr. 15, 2003 hearing in Fremont District Court, contents of which is unknown to t he
plaintiffs, but said hearing is referenced on motion mentioned in paragraph 15.
15. Apr. 16th, 2003 at exactly 3:52 PM (the clerk’s office closes at 4 PM) Shell sends an open
records request to Fremont County Court regarding another case that is included in her video
documentary project. She mistakenly attaches Fields power of attorney to this request.
16. Apr. 16th, 2003 Meconi files a motion in the Fields case to request “adding Suzanne Shell as a
Special Respondent in the above captioned case for limited purposes of entering orders that
prevents [sic] her from contacting the minor child or the Respondent mother in any way and from
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otherwise being involved in the proceedings in this case, including, but not limited to, acting as
counsel for the Respondent mother or otherwise engaging in the unauthorized practice of law.”
As grounds, Meconi asserts, “said individual has involved herself in this case in such inappropriate
and unauthorized ways. The statements of record made at the hearing conducted on April 15th,
2003 are incorporated herein by reference,” and “such conduct and contact our inappropriate and
contrary to the best interest of the minor child,” and “upon information and belief, unless deterred
by this court, the proposed Special Respondent will continue to engaging conduct which is
detrimental to the best interest of the child.” By this act, Meconi requests the District Court to
assume a jurisdiction which is not authorized to assume; e.g. Unauthorized Pract ice of Law, and
restraining First Amendment protected activities.
17. On or about April 21st, 2003 Shell receives Owen’s Response to Support Motion to Add
Special Respondent dated April 18th, 2003.
18. Apr. 22nd, 2003 Shell receives a response to her open records request in the other case. Clerk
of court, Stringari, advises Shell, that even if she were allowed to have access to these records,
that her request for an audio copy of the electronic recording will not be facilitated, and that she
must pay for transcripts. Shell had requested a copy of the audio recording because transcripts
would be too cost prohibitive, and she does not need certified transcripts, the audio recording will
suffice.
19. Apr. 23rd, 2003 Shell is served with the motion by El Paso County Sheriff Deputy C. French.
Shell has no knowledge of the “statements of record made at the hearing conducted on April 15th,
2003,” referenced by said motion. Korn and Fields also have no knowledge of the contents of this
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ex parte and/or secret hearing.
20. PRIOR HISTORY: On June 16, 1999, Defendant Meconi served Plaintiff Shell a motion to
add her as a special respondent on Fremont County case number 97JV000019. This motion
contained the false report that Shell had attempted to contact the children in that case. The intent
and effect of this motion was to make Shell subject to court orders without justifiable cause or
proper jurisdiction. These orders restricted her ability to gather information on the case for
inclusion in a proposed documentary video project. Since this incident, Shell’s news gat hering
abilities in Fremont County have been severely curtailed and chilled. Based on the past history of
Meconi and DHS and DHS employees, and their prior activities before the Fremont County
courts involving Shell, it is a foregone conclusion that Meconi’s motion will be granted and orders
will issue violating the plaintiffs’ freedom of the press rights and establishing a precedent that
would effectively stop all news gathering on this issue in Fremont County.
CAUSE OF ACTION
First Cause of Action - Freedom of Association
21. As a result of the foregoing actions and inactions of the defendants, under the color of law
and/or conspiring to act with t he defendants who are acting under the color of law, t he plaintiffs
are being deprived of the First Amendment protected right to freedom of association, which
association is legal and peaceful, and which association is for purposes of advocacy and education
on an issue of great societal importance, specifically child protection practices; and for other
reasons, which right is clearly established in law. Said actions or inactions violate clearly
established law; and consist of the willful, wanton with deliberate indifference, and malicious
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withholding and impairment of other rights, harassment, retaliation, retribution and recrimination,
malicious use of process, and defamation against the plaintiffs’ for their exercise of a
constitutionally protected right and constitutes actions or inactions, under the color of law, to
impair or denyt the plaintiffs’ rights to free asso ciation with each other and with other similarly
situated persons. All such rights are guaranteed and promulgated through the14th amendment to
the U.S. Constitution.
Second Cause of Action - Right to Contract
22. The aforementioned cause of action is hereby incorporated by reference. As a result of the
foregoing actions and inactions of the defendants, under the color of law and/or conspiring to act
with the defendants who are acting under the color of law, the plaintiffs are being deprived of the
right to contract, and that said contract is being impaired or abrogated without the consent of, or
against the wishes of, the contracting parties. The defendants are acting under the color of law, or
are conspiring with defendants who are acting under the color of law, to render the plaintiffs’
contract invalid by employing the District Court to restrain them from contacting each other, by
restraining them from fulfilling the obligations of the contract, and by restraining Shell from
“otherwise being involved in the proceedings on this case.” Said actions or inactions violate
clearly established law; and consist of the willful, wanton with deliberate indifference, and
malicious withholding and impairment of other rights, harassment, retaliation, retribution and
recrimination, malicious use of process, and defamation against the plaintiffs’ for their exercise of
a constitutionally protected right; and constitutes actions or inactions, under the color of law, to
impair or deny the plaintiffs’ rights to contract. All such rights are guaranteed and promulgated
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through the14th amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
Third Cause of Action - Freedom of the Press
23. The aforementioned causes of action are hereby incorporated by reference. As a result of the
foregoing actions and inactions of the defendants, under the color of law and/or conspiring to act
with the defendants who are acting under the color of law, the plaintiffs are being deprived of the
First Amendment and Colorado Constitution protected right to freedom of the press. Said actions
or inactions violate clearly established law; and consist of the willful, wanton with deliberate
indifference, and malicious withholding and impairment of other rights, harassment , retaliation,
retribution and recrimination, malicious use of process, and defamation against the plaintiffs’ for
their exercise of a constitutionally protected right to freedom of the press; and constitutes actions
or inact ions, under the color of law, to impair or deny the plaintiffs’ rights to freedom of the
press. All such rights are guaranteed and promulgated through the14th amendment to the U.S.
Constitution.
Sixth Cause of Action- Due Process
24. The aforementioned causes of action are hereby incorporated by reference. As a result of the
foregoing actions and inactions of the defendants, under the color of law and/or conspiring to act
with the defendants who are acting under the color of law, the plaintiffs are being deprived of due
process under the United States and Colorado Constitution. Said actions or inactions violate
clearly established law; and consist of the willful, wanton with deliberate indifference, and
malicious withholding and impairment of other rights including but not limited to the right to a fair
hearing by an impartial judge, the right to present all the evidence for adversarial testing and the
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right to cro ss examine evidence and witnesses, the right to effective assistance of counsel; filing
false pleadings t o assume a false jurisdiction, harassment, retaliation, retribution and
recrimination, malicious use of process, defamation, against the plaintiffs’ for their exercise of the
constitutionally protected right to due pro cess; and constitutes actions or inactions, under the
color of law, to impair or deny the plaintiffs’ rights to due process. All such rights are guaranteed
and promulgated through the14th amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
Seventh Cause of Action - Viewpoint Discrimination as to Plaint iff Shell
25. The aforementioned causes of action are hereby incorporated by reference. As a result of the
foregoing actions and inactions of the defendants, under the color of law and/or conspiring to act
with the defendants who are acting under the color of law, the plaintiff is being discriminated
against based on her viewpoint, which is protected under the United States and Colorado
Constit utions. Said actions or inactions violate clearly established law; and co nsist of the willful,
wanton with deliberate indifference, malicious withholding and impairment of other rights, filing
false pleadings, harassment, retaliation, retribution and recrimination, malicious use of process,
and defamation against the plaintiff for her viewpoint, which actions are not committed by the
defendants against other similarly situated news gathering organizations or individuals; and
constitutes actions or inactions, under the color of law, to impair or deny the plaintiffs rights
against viewpoint discrimination. All such rights are guaranteed and promulgated through the14th
amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
CLAIM FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, the plaintiffs respectfully request that the court grant the following relief:

14
First Claim for Relief
Assume jurisdiction over this action.
Third Claim for Relief
Enter declaratory and injunctive relief restraining defendants fro m conducting any hearing on the
subject motion to join Shell as a Special Respondent on this case as a Deprivation of the Plaintiffs’
Rights and privileges pursuant to established law, under Article I section 10 and under the 1st, 6th,
9th and 14th amendments to the U.S. Constitution, under Article II Sections 3, 6, 7, 10, 11, 24, 25,
and 28 of the Colorado Constitution, and as a violation of the Colorado Children’s Code, and t he
Colorado Open Records Act.
Fourth Claim for Relief
Enter declaratory and injunctive relief necessary and appropriate to remedy the defendants’
violations of the plaintiffs’ rights, as enumerated in the third claim for relief, prohibiting the
defendants from engaging in any future conduct which would impair or deny plaintiffs’ rights to
freedom of association, freedom to contract, freedom of the press, due process and freedom from
viewpoint discrimination.
Fifth Claim for Relief
Enter declaratory and injunctive relief necessary and appropriate to ensure the fair and
appropriate handling of the Fields dependency and neglect case: 1. change the venue to other than
Fremont District Court, and 2. to be administrated by a county DHS agency other than Fremont
County DHS, and 3. to replace the GAL with another GAL from the jurisdiction the case is
assigned to.
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Sixth Claim for Relief
Plaintiffs move this court for judgment against Defendants in an amount t o be determined by a
jury, to compensate them for their damages, costs, expenses and fees, and for such other relief as
this court deems just and proper.
Seventh Claim for Relief
Enter such additional relief as the court may deem necessary and appropriate.

Respectfully Submitted:

_______________________________
Suzanne Shell
14053 Eastonville Rd.
Elbert, CO 80106

Agent
_____________________________________
April Fields
226 G Street
Penrose, CO 81240
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO

Civil Action No. ______________________

SUZANNE SHELL
APRIL FIELDS, by and through her agent, Suzanne Shell
Plaintiffs
v.
ROCCO F. MECONI, Individually and Officially
FREMONT COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES, Officially
STEVE CLIFTON, Individually and Officially
DAWN RIVAS , Individually and Officially
TODD HANENBERG, Individually and Officially
DAN C. KENDER, Individually
ANNA HALL OWEN, Individually and Officially
DISTRICT COURTS, FREMONT COUNTY Officially
Defendants

EMERGENCY MOTION FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
COMES NOW, Plaintiff Suzanne Shell, pro se, and Plaintiff April Fields, by and through
her agent, Suzanne Shell, pursuant t o F.R.Civ.P. 65, motions for an injunction against the
Defendants, and states as follows: Rule 65 provides
A temporary restraining order may be granted without written o r oral notice to t he
adverse party or that party's attorney only if (1) it clearly appears from specific
facts shown by affidavit or by the verified complaint that immediate and irreparable
injury, loss, or damage will result to the applicant before the adverse party or that
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party's attorney can be heard in opposition, and (2) the applicant's attorney certifies
to the court in writing the efforts, if any, which have been made to give the notice
and the reasons supporting the claim that notice should not be required.

AFFIDAVIT
1. The defendants have persisted in harassing Plaint iff Shell by filing motions to prevent Shell
from exercising her protected rights and privileges as a journalist and documentary video
producer, by imposing an obligation for Shell to respond to frivolous pleadings, by interfering
with contracts between Shell and individuals with whom she associates for the purposes of
advo cacy, education and journalism. Such actions deprive Shell, and those associates, of their
rights t o freedom of speech, freedom of the press, freedom of association, the right to assemble in
a public place; the right to be secure in person, papers and effects. All such rights are guaranteed
and promulgated through the 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
2. On June 16, 1999, Defendant Meconi, served Plaintiff Shell a motion to add her as a Special
Respondent on Fremont County case number 97JV000019, even though Shell did not meet the
statuto ry requirements to be joined as a special respondent. This motion also contained the false
report that Shell had attempted to contact the children in that case. The intent and effect of this
motion was to make Shell subject to court orders without justifiable cause or proper jurisdiction
and thereby limit Shell’s news gathering ability.
3. Fremont District Court Judge Julie Marshall, who possesses extreme prejudice and bias against
Shell, joined Shell as a Special Respondent against Shell’s wishes.
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4. On or about April 16th 2003, Meconi filed a similar falsified motion on Fremont District Court
case number 03JV3, to be heard, once again, in front of Judge Julie Marshall.
5.The filing of this motion constitutes a pat tern of harassment and retaliation, through the
malicious use of process, against Shell.
6. The intent and effect of these motions is to prevent Shell from exercising her aforementioned
constitutionally protected rights or privileges; to institut e prior rest raints on her news gathering
activities; to restrict her freedom of association with client families of DHS; to gag her freedom of
speech and the freedom of speech of those who wish to associate with Shell; to impair or deny her
right to contract with client families of DHS; and to deny due process to Shell by bringing these
petitions before a judge who is not fair and impartial.
7. Irreparable harm will occur if this motion is denied because Shell is faced with the
prospect of appearing before a Judge who has expressed an intense aversion to Shell’s work,
news gathering, associations, and advocacy; and who has historically treated Shell with contempt
and discourtesy in her courtroom; and who has allowed her dislike for Shell to be transferred to
respondent parents who appear before her, thereby affecting her ability to judge impartially. Based
on this history, there is no chance that Shell will prevail when this motion is heard in the Fremont
District Court on April 29, 2003, which will result in a manifest injustice.
8. Furthermore, Shell has invested significant time and expense engaged in news gathering in
Fremont County, which she has had to conduct covertly out of fear of this very legal action which
has taken place. Now that Shell has been discovered, the defendants are endeavoring to shut
down her access. If Shell is subjected to any prior restraint, or any restraint on her free
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association with Fields, or any restraint on her work in Fremont County, she will suffer the
irreplaceable loss of information necessary for her documentary video project. She will literally be
denied access to any information which is available to the public or the mother, (and through t he
authority of the power of attorney, legally available to Shell) by virtue of any Fremont County
court order adding her as a Special Respondent on the Fields case.
9. Fremont County DHS and defendants are likely to prevail if the subject motion is heard in
Fremont District Court, which will set the precedent for future conduct by the defendants and will
adversely affect any news gathering related to child protection issues; will chill any free speech on
the subject; will prevent any Fremont County resident from contacting Shell or other similarly
situated individuals for fear of the withholding of other rights, retaliation, retribution and
recrimination by virtue of their association with Shell; and will effectively isolate Fremont County
from any public scrutiny into their child protection practices.
10. If the defendants are advised in advance of this motion, there is a very real likelihood of
retaliation against plaintiffs, especially Fields. The defendants have physical and legal custody of
Fields young daughter, and can attempt to influence Fields through t he withholding of visitation,
moving the child to a distant foster placement, making derogatory and negative reports to the
court regarding Fields’ parenting abilities and other coercive measures which they have exercised
in the past. Additionally, despite the fact that DHS and Fields are adversaries in a pending
dependency and neglect proceeding, they have continuously harassed Fields with their demands
that she admit to the petition and accept their services against her will prior to an adjudication. To
give the defendants advance notice of this hearing, without enjoining them from contacting Fields
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regarding this petition, would place Fields at risk of increased coercion, threats and retaliation
from the defendants, and would increase the risk of additional trauma to her young daughter in
foster care.
11. In the plaintiff’s experience, and based on the content of the motion (whereby the defendants
are using a legal pro cess to assume an illegal jurisdiction e.g. to issue orders related to t he
unauthorized practice of law, and t o issue orders impairing or preventing the constitutionally
protected rights of Fields and Shell) the defendants have exhibited little conscience regarding rules
or laws and have no respect for the rights o f the individuals they come into contact with. The
defendants have a history of working in concert to accomplish their agenda(s), regardless of the
consequences to the individuals who are affected. Additionally, the defendants possess an
abundant budget, resources and influence. The plaintiffs, on the other hand, possess extremely
limited resources and no influence, which cannot hope to mat ch whatever the defendants would
bring to bear against them if they were to have advance notice of this request.
12. Further affiant sayeth not.

RELIEF
WHEREFORE, plaintiffs respectfully request this court to issue a Temporary Restraining Order
against the defendants barring them from holding a hearing on the Motion to Add Special
Respondent in Fremont District Court on April 29, 2003, at 3 PM or at any other time and date;
and to restrain the defendants from in any way contacting or harassing or coercing or threatening
or in any other way retaliating against Fields, or her daughter, for the filing of this motion and
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petition.
FURTHERMORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request this court to set a hearing to extend the
Temporary Restraining Order into a Permanent Restraining Order.

Respectfully submitted and sworn to under the penalty of perjury.

_______________________________
Suzanne Shell
14053 Eastonville Rd.
Elbert, CO 80106

_____________________________________agent
April Fields
226 G Street
Penrose, CO 81240

