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4. The Defendant has a Youtube.com channel known as growing up in scientology

as well as a foundation dedicated to assisting Scientologists from escaping the

organization as well as locating Scientologists that have nothad communication

with loved ones or parents for many, many years, some decades.

5. The Defendant also organizes protests in downtown Clearwater, FL regarding

Scientology's policies and treatment of individuals.

6. On April 10, 2026, the trial Court held Motions in Limine and also entertained

the Defendant's Request for Judicial Notice of the Property Appraiser's website

photo depicting the boundaries of the property line of the building in question

where the battery is alleged to have occurred.

7. The area of the alleged battery was disputed throughout the Motion hearing and

attrial as the Defense stated it was the belief of the Defendant, and the Public in

general, that the location of the alleged battery occurred on public property due

to the Property Appraiser's website boundary depiction, while the State was of

the opinion that it was private property.

8. Neither the Defense nor the State introduced any tangible evidence at trial that

the battery occurred on public or private property.

9. At the Motions hearing, the issue regarding the Pinellas County Property

Appraiser's website photograph ofthe boundaries of the property in question

were discussed as the Defense claimed the boundary depiction gave credibility to

the Defendant's position that he was on public property. 1

At a minimum, what the Judge failed to understand was that the Defendant's state of mind was completely relevant
based on his understanding that it was public property based on a public document. Throughout the trial the Judge's
bias and animosity towards the Defendant clouded her decision causing her to exclude this testimony even though it
qualified as an exception to hearsay by simply finding that it was not relevant. The Judge made the Defense redact
the state ofmind statements from the Defendant's video from his phone of how the Defendant was simply asking
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counsel was cautious and asked to approach prior to the cross examination of

Norman Shape and informed the trial Judge that Mr. Shape opened the door to

the use of the Pinellas County Property Appraiser's website boundary

photograph, a photograph that this witness himselfhad given to law

enforcement the day he reported the battery, however, the trial Judge just simply

stated 'overruled.

15. The trial Judge's discussion of the situation is as follows:

I need, I need everyone to approach please (at the bench:
how many times is he actually going to say that that is public
property when I said that sheet wasn't going to be coming in.
Do you have any proof that this is public property? Can you
pull the jury out please. I have heard at least 1o times he
said he was on public property. I made it clear at the Motion
in Limine regarding that sheet, the map is not coming in it

not reliable it was not an official map and I discussed theWas
fact that if he was going to be saying he was on public
property there better be proofthat he was on public
property. There is no proof that you were on public
property. Do you have any evidence Mr. Theophilopoulos
that it is public property? (Defense Counsel then stated that
neither party should have testified as to this, the State's
witness, Norman Shape testified it is private property, and
the Defendant testified itis public.) The trial Judge then
stated am I going to have to go into contempt proceedings
because he has violated over and over again this court's
ruling and it is ridiculous how many times, he said he is on
public property. Over and over and over, its become a joke
here, how many times is he going to say it is public property,
it is obvious he is standing over the threshold ofthe church
of Scientology.2

2 The trial Judge has repeatedly held the threat of contempt over the head of the Defendant on numerous occasions.
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21. When Defense Counsel had requested that the curative instruction should also

include Norman Shape's statement that it was private property' the Court

merely stated once again overruled." The trial Judge further stated in her ruling

Tm reiterating the fact that this Defendant was told several times he was not to

discuss that' a statement that is completely contradicted by the actual

arguments, stipulation and ruling at the Motion in Limine. The Judge in eSSenCe

tipped the scales ofjustice in favor ofthe State ofFlorida.

22.The trial Judge's animosity and bias towards the Defendant clearly impaired her

reasoning and memory as she firmlybelieved she made a prior ruling that the

Defendant was not permitted to state that where he was at the time of the alleged

battery was public property, when in fact there neverwas such a ruling.

23.It is clear thatthe Defendant was only told he could not discuss the Property

Appraiser's website boundary photograph depiction and was never ordered that

the could not state he was on public property.

24. Further troubling is the fact that at trial there was no evidence introduced to

support the trial Judge's factual assertion. Rather than curing prejudice, the

instruction supplied the jury with a factual conclusion that was not in evidence

and only impactedthe Defendant and in a lopsided and hostile manner. A

conviction was inevitable after the curative instruction was read to the jury.

25-Atrial court should scrupulously avoid commenting on the evidencein acase.

Lee v. State, 324 So. 2d 694 (Fla. 1st DCA 1976).

26. Especially in a criminal prosecution, the trial court should take great care not to

intimate to the jury the court's opinion as to the weight, character, or credibility

ofany evidence adduced. Seuard u. State, 59 So. 2d 529 (Fla. 1952).
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