DOCKET NO. NNH-CR23-0250216-S : SUPERIOR COURT

STATE OF CONNECTICUT . J.D.OF NEW HAVEN
v. . AT NEW HAVEN
PAUL BOYNE . February 13, 2026

INCORPORATED! MOTION TO DISMISS OR,
IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO SUPPRESS
THE FRUITS OF AN ILLEGAL EXTRATERRITORIAL SEARCH AND SEIZURE

The Defendant, Paul Boyne, by and through undersigned counsel and pursuant
to the Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution, Article 1, § 7 of the
Connecticut Constitution, General Statutes §§ 7—148, 7-276, 7-277a, 7-281, 29-7, 29—
169, 29-176, and 54—1f, moves this Court to dismiss the instant prosecutions or, in the
alternative, to suppress all evidence seized as a result of the illegal, extraterritorial
search of his home, on or about June 30, 2022, as well as the fruits thereof. A
memorandum of support is attached hereto, and, as directed by the Court, exhibits
taken from discovery covered by a protective order are filed separately under seal.

See 1/28/26 Excerpt Tr. at 9.

A hearing is requested.

Post-hearing briefing is requested.

1 0On or about November 1, 2023, the Court (Harmon, J.) granted the Defendant’s
motions to allow him to adopt and incorporate all motions, requests, notices, etc. filed in
the instant matter in Docket Nos. NNH-CR23-0250215-S and NNH-CR23-0250217-S

(then under N23N).



Respectfully submitted,
N

By: .
Todd Bussert, JN 446397

Office of the Chief Public Defender
55 Farmington Avenue, 8th Floor
Hartford, CT 06105

(860) 509-6400; Fax (860) 509-6495
E-mail: todd.bussert@pds.ct.gov

Kelly Billings, JN 434004
1061 Main Street, 2d Floor
Bridgeport, CT 06604

(203) 535-7775; Fax (203) 579-6974
E-mail: kelly.billings@pds.ct.gov

ORDER

The foregoing Motion to Dismiss is hereby ordered:

GRANTED/ DENIED

Judge
Date Signed:



CERTIFICATION

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing, the accompany memorandum, and

exhibits have been delivered via hand to the following this 13th day of February, 2026:

John Doyle, SA (John.Doyle@ct.gov)
Gregory Borrelli, ASA (Gregory.Borrelli@ct.gov)
State's Attorney’s Office for the
Judicial District of New Haven
235 Church Street
New Haven, CT 06510

Todd Bussert, JN 446397
Commissioner of the Superior Court




DOCKET NO. NNH-CR23-0250216-S : SUPERIOR COURT

STATE OF CONNECTICUT . J.D.OF NEW HAVEN
v. . AT NEW HAVEN
PAUL BOYNE . February 13, 2026

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF INCORPORATED MOTION
TO DISMISS OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO SUPPRESS
THE FRUITS OF AN ILLEGAL EXTRATERRITORIAL SEARCH AND SEIZURE

The Defendant, Paul Boyne, having moved to dismiss the instant prosecutions
or, in the alternative, to suppress all evidence seized as a result of the illegal,
extraterritorial search of his home, offers this memorandum in support.

BACKGROUND

Although the instant investigation(s) were initiated in or about 2020, Defendant
was a person of interest to the Connecticut Judicial Branch and federal and state law
enforcement for years prior. See Exhibit (Ex.) 1 {18. On or about June 25, 2020, “a
complaint was received by Sergeant Richard Alexandre of the Connecticut State Police
from then-Connecticut Chief State's Attorney Richard Colangelo that related to the
online harassment of Connecticut Superior Court Judges. Sergeant Alexandre], then
the CSP Computer Crime Unit's Commanding Chief,] obtained information from
Colangelo that numerous Connecticut Superior Court Judges had been harassed online

on a website called TheFamilyCourtCircus.com.;' 6/15/23 Arrest Warrant Aff. m

see Ex. 193; Ex. 2.

1 The quoted language and cite is the same as to each of the warrants underlying the instant matters.



The resultant instant prosecutions are the product of “a multi-state, multi-
jurisdiction investigation.” 10/20/23 Tr. at 4 (SA Doyle). As the State alleges,
Defendant “authored and maintained” TheFamilyCourtCircus.com “from his home in
Virginia and used on-line postings to stalk and threaten” Connecticut Superior Court
Judges. State v. Boyne, No. N23 NCR23-0250216 S, 2025 WL 1166111, at *1 (Conn.
Super. Ct. Apr. 7, 2025). CSP Trooper Samantha McCord, a member of CSP’s
Computer Crimes Unit, was assigned to lead the instant investigation.

In January 2022, Trooper McCord learned that TheFamilyCourtCircus.com had
transferred hosting companies the prior Fall. Investigation indicated that
GlowHost.com, a Florida-based company, stored and maintained the site. On or about
January 21, 2022, investigative efforts were undertaken in two jurisdictions. Working in
conjunction with federal law enforcement, “a 2703 order” was submitted to a U.S.
District Court Magistrate Judge. Ex. 3. Separately at or about that time, "a state search
warrant [...] was submitted to GA 7 Meriden in the event the federal order [was] not
granted.” Ex. 3. Additionally, on or about January 25, 2022, a state search warrant was
submitted in Hartford, which the Court (Gold, J.) authorized. See 2/25/26 2d Supp. Mot.
to Compel. On information and belief, the 2703(d) order and one or both state warrants
were transmitted to GlowHost via e-mail, on or about January 25, 2022, Id.2 Consistent

‘with Florida law concerning electronic communication/remote computing businesses’

2 On February 10, 2026, the State produced materials related to Trooper McCord's efforts to obtain
records from, inter alia, GlowHost. In particular, the State produced the 2703(d) application filed in U.S.
District Court as well as e-mails between McCord and a GlowHost representative. The State has yet to
produce the state search warrant application, with affidavit, submitted in G.A. #7 on or about January 21,
2022: the "search warrants" attached to the Application Attorney Walcott filed in Hartford, on January 24,
2022: or the e-mail(s) sent to GlowHost by which service of the warrant(s)/2703(d) Order were
transmitted. But see 2/9/26 Tr. at 42-43 (court directing production). This creates continued uncertainty
with respect to what transpired with GlowHost and any potential claims that may result from the same.



production of customer records (see Fla. Stat. Ann. § 92.605(3)), GlowHost provided
Connecticut State Police responsive data that law enforcement believed linked the
website to Defendant.

Contemporaneous to applying for the GlowHost warrant Trooper McCord
contacted Virginia State Police (VSP). Specifically, McCord communicated with VSP
Special Agent Michael Sponheimer, Jr. in connection with CSP's investigation of
suspected violations of Connecticut law. See Ex. 4 at 15. She advised that her
investigation focused on Defendant, a Fairfax County, Virginia resident “who had been
the subject of numerous law enforcement investigations in recent years." Ex. 5 1.2

On or about April 30, 2022, Trooper McCord drafted a ten-page “Summary of
Case for Virginia Law Enforcement Authorities regarding suspect [...]in Springfield,
Virginia[.]” Ex. 6. Notably, the report's conclusion includes: “The Connecticut State
Police believes that the customer/subscriber who has restricted login access to
post/add/edit to the website can be identified and more evidence of the crimes of C.G.S.
53a-181k Intimidation based on bigotry/bias 2nd degree, C.G.S.53a-62 Threatening 2nd
degree, and C.G.S. 53a-179a, Inciting injury to persons or property (and similar crime(s)
for the State of Virginia) will be found in the residence () in Springfield, VA (). The
affiants are requesting local enforcement Issue a search warrant for the residence

in order to seize the following [...]." /d. 9-10 (emphasis added).*

3 This “Case Initiation” report is taken from a 274-page .pdf that the State produced on December 31,
2025. The page numbers on the bottom right corner correspond to the page numbers of the .pdf, not the

report (i.e., the disclosure is Bates-stamped).
4 The purpose of “affiants” in a report is unclear. Also, it is unclear from the materials disclosed (e.g., e-
mails) if or when it was transmitted to VSP.



Where the foregoing indicates that, as of late April 2022, McCord was working to
effectuate a search of Defendant'’s Virginia residence, nothing in the State’s discovery
production shows any further action in that regard until June 17, 2022. On that date,
McCord exchanged a series of e-mails with CSP Intelligence Analyst Dave Palmbach,
which, in relevant part, include:

« At 11:40 am, McCord wrote: “Hey Dave it's Sam from Computer Crimes so
finally all legal loopholes are done and we are ready to send a affidavit to

Virginia for that case Involving threats against judges that you helped me with but
here's a strange question do you know who can edit a PDF statement Form so

| can show a state attorney is the notary I'll forward you an example.”
(Emphasis added).

« At 1:04 pm, McCord wrote: “Because we want to issue an LE affidavit to

Virginia (versus a full search warrant) so our witness statement form is the
best format But | wanted to clarify it's LE affidavit not a witness statement.”

(Emphasis added).

« At 1:09 pm, McCord wrote: “Judge wouldnt issue a state search warrant but
he wanted a form that has two LE affiants[.] This was work around[.]’

Ex. 7 (emphasis added).

Attorney Doyle advises that while there was a point when “a draft of a search
warrant for Mr. Boyne's home [was] being drafted by Connecticut authorities,” it “was
never presented to a [Connecticut] Superior Court Judge.” 2/9/26 Tr. at 15-16; see
2/6/26 Resp. to D’s Disc. Req. at 2; 2/9/26 Tr. at 7. The foregoing e-mails thus
represent advice and counsel that Attorney Doyle “himself’ gave “McCord regarding the
legal process of obtaining potential evidence located out-of-state, consistent with his
role as a prosecutor.” See 2/6/26 Resp. to D's Disc. Req. at 2 (emphasis is original);
2/9/26 Tr. at 7 (“there was quite a few discussions in which this prosecutor offered legal
advice"), 16-17. ANotably, Trooper McCord separately averred that this process involved

“state police [having] sought an interstate warrant for digital evidence related to



the crimes of Threatening, Stalking and Harassment from Paul Boyne.” 6/15/23 Arrest
Warrant Aff. 26 (emphasis added).®

Equipped with Attorney Doyle’s “work around,” McCord reached out to Analyst
Palmbach for assistance once the “legal loopholes” were “all [...] done.” See Ex. 7,
2/9/26 Tr. at 7, 8 (Palmbach was “converting what was once an affidavit perhaps for a
search warrant [...] into another form or another document that is -- that is an affidavit,
not actually a search warrant affidavit’). Upon receiving that help, McCord and
Watertown Police Officer Mark Conway, on Saturday, June 18, 2022, swore out a ten-
page affidavit alleging probable cause to believe that Defendant violated C.G.S. §§ 53a-
181k, 53a-62, and 53a-179a. Ex. 1. The affiants acknowledged that they were
“seeking assistance from the State of Virginia authorities in searching and seizing
() evidentiary property” to be found at Defendant’s Virginia residence. /d. {34
(emphasis added). In this regard, the affidavit concluded:

The affiants have contacted the State of Virginia authorities who have

indicated their intent to adopt this probable cause into a State of Virginia

search warrant. The State of Virginia authorities will seize the

property listed above, to be held in temporary custody, and then

turned over to the State of Connecticut authorities. /d. p. 10.

In keeping with Attorney Doyle’s “work around,” McCord and Conway did not
present the affidavit to a Connecticut Superior Court Judge. Rather, they presented it to

and it was endorsed by Attorney Doyle, then Connecticut Executive Assistant State's

Attorney (i.e., State's Attorney Colangelo’s second®), at the Forensic Lab. See 2/9/26

5 Defendant first requested this "interstate warrant” from the State on May 21, 2025. See 6/20/25 Req. at
3-4 (filed under 7/3/25 Notice). It was never produced.

8 Attorney Colangelo retired on or about Maréh 31, 2022. See Andrew Brbwn, Chief State’s Attorney
Richard Colangelo to retire in wake of investigation, CT Mirror (Feb. 9, 2022) (announcement "in the wake
of an investigation that questioned his credibility and raised ethical concerns”).

5



Tr. at 15-16 (it “went from a draft of a search warrant to an affidavit” to an “affidavit
signed by two state police detectives, signed by myself as a notary of the Commissioner
of the Superior Court”); 11/17/25 Tr. at 30-31 (“that was my taking their signatures as an
officer of the court”); 6/15/23 Arrest Warrant Aff. 26. As Attorney Doyle readily
concedes, the McCord-Conway affidavit “was a document that ended up being used in
Virginia as a search warrant.” 11/17/25 Tr. at 31.

On June 18, 2022, Trooper McCord e-mailed the signed affidavit to
SA Sponheimer for the purpose of “establishing probable cause for the house in
Springfield.” Ex. 8; see 2/9/26 Tr. at 16 (the affidavit “was then presented to Virginia
authorities”). She also attached an MS Word version to “allow you to cut and paste into
your form.” Ex. 8; see 2/9/26 Tr. at 17 (what was “being discussed in those particular
[June 17] emails [ante] is how to adopt this into @ document that would then be sent to
Virginia”). When drafting a “Case Initiation” report on Monday morning, June 20, 2022,
SA Sponheimer acknowledged that the “documentation” provided in the June 18 e-mail
“will serve as the basis for the affidavit for search warrant for BOYNE's residence.”
Ex. 596. Indeed, as Attorney Doyle explained Monday: “Virginia authorities, then
adopted, | don’t think we dispute this, then used as a substantial portion of what Virginia
was seeking to do when Virginia went to -- when Virginia adopted that into a state
search warrant there.” 2/9/26 Tr. at 16.

On June 21, 2022, SA Sponheimer forwarded McCord's e-mail, with
attachments, to VSP Sergeant Angela Shaffier, his supervisor, and to First Sergeant
Attorney Sean Kelley in VSP's Office of Legal Affairs. Ex. 9 (“Here is what | got from

CT.”), 10. In speaking with Sgt. Kelley, “it was decided our Department could assist



with this investigation as it met the definition of a Virginia Crime.” Ex. 4 at 15. In this
regard, Sgt. Kelley reviewed what McCord provided and, later on June 21, posed the
following question to Sponheimer: “1. Are there any current charges? 2.Isthis a
violation of their local laws, federal laws? 3. If this is prosecuted, will it be local or
federal prosecution? 4. Do they want it prosecuted in Virginia?” Ex. 10. Although the
materials disclosed to date (which, as Defendant has previously articulated, appear
incomplete) do not establish whether or how Sponheimer answered those questions, he
did, on June 23, 2022, provide Sergeant Kelly his draft affidavit “based on the
information obtained from the Connecticut State Police.” /d.

That same day at 9:08 am, SA Sponheimer e-mailed Trooper McCord, posing a

series of questions, including:

More questions -- Would you like to preview the electronic evidence
from the residence before it is officially “seized” (we have enough
people where we could preview the evidence on scene) or would you like
to seize everything within the scope of the warrant and let your lab do all
the examinations? That will determine how many people we need to help

us. Ex. 11; emphasis added.
Trooper McCord responded at 11:32 am: “Let me Double check with my states
attorney[.] Im thinking if it's not too much of an inconvenience an on-site preview

to see if there’s encryption , and if there is possibly a live capture but if that's too much

we will just seal it all up there and take it as is[.] But let me see what my SA says[.]"

Id. (emphasis added.)".

7 We assume, but do not know, that the State’s Attorney to whom Trooper McCord refers is Attorney Doyle
given his contemporaneous work on the matter and consistent position that this was/is his case and no one
else's. See 2/29/26 Tr. at 7 (“quite a few discussions in which this prosecutor offered legal advice’); 7131/25
Tr. at 24 (*| was assigned some several years ago, prior to being appointed here in New Haven"™); id. 25
(“Advisory Board of the State's Attorneys” decided “this matter would be assigned to me”"); 7/2/25 Tr. at 66-

67 (“I'm going to be handling Mr. Boyne's matters”).



Notably, in concluding the above-quoted e-mail sent to McCord at 9:08 am,
Sponheimer advised: “once | get done with my affidavit, | will send it to you to look
over just to make sure | got everything that you would need.” Ex. 11 (emphasis
added). At 2:03 pm, Sponheimer did, in fact, forward a draft of ‘his’ affidavit, asking that
McCord “[p]lease read it over and let me know what you think.” Id. While a near
wholesale adoption of the McCord-Conway affidavit, Sponheimer’s draft removed any
language about the fact that VSP’s search was meant to assist an active Connecticut
investigation or that Virginia authorities intended to turn over seized items to
Connecticut authorities. Compare Ex. 1 with Ex. 11; see also Ex. 9 (6/23/25 e-mail from
VSP Sgt. Shaffier acknowledging: “This is an assist case for Connecticut State
Police (CTSP)”; emphasis added). Similarly, Sponheimer’s draft affidavit removes any
reference to investigation of suspected Connecticut General Statutes violations,
concluding “that a search of that residence will reveal evidence of [a VA Code]
violation.” Ex. 11 (Aff at 19).

Finally as to June 23, Trooper McCord sent an e-mail to Attorney Doyle the
subject of which is “a VA search warrant draft. There’s an attachment.” 1/29/26 Tr. at
4-5. [The Court, relying on P.B. § 40-14(1), (3), did not compel the State to produce
these redacted materials. Defendant is thus without additional information about the e-
mail or attachment. 1/29/26 Tr. at 5.].

On or about June 28, 2022, Sponheimer swore out a search warrant affidavit
claiming that Defendant had violated VA Code § 18.2-60(A)(1)-Threats of Death or

Bodily Injury to a Person or Member of His Family.8 Ex. 12. Again, the affidavitis a

8 "Any person who knowingly communicates, in a writing, including an electronically transmitted
communication producing a visual or electronic message, including an email, a text message, or a



near verbatim recitation of McCord and Conway’s (Ex. 1) and consistent with the draft
Sponheimer provided McCord five days prior (Ex. 11). It also remained silent regarding
law enforcement's intention to promptly turn seized items over to Connecticut authorities
(i.e., without seeking judicial approval). The application/affidavit was submitted to the
Fairfax County (VA) Circuit Court (Saylor, J.), and, on that same day, a search warrant
was issued. Accordin.g to SA Sponheimer, “The probable cause supporting the
issuance of the search warrant was provided by Connecticut State Police Detective
Samantha McCord.” Ex. 13 (see Note 3).

In preparation for the search, SA Sponheimer completed a 14-page Operational
Plan and Threat Assessment. Ex. 14. Among other things, the document:

o Lists CSP as one of the six law enforcement agencies to be involved in
the execution of the search of the Boyne's Springfield, Virginia residence.

o Lists Trooper McCord as the second (of 19) law enforcement officials to
be part of the warrant execution team.

« Relative to the assigned personnel, there is a corresponding assigned
task from a pre-identified list: Entry/Assist, Interview, Search, Evidence,

and Triage. Trooper McCord is assigned “Interview.” Separately, the
document provides that McCord and Sponheimer will attempt to interview

Defendant.

The search was executed at approximately 5:17 am, on June 30, 2022. Fairfax
County Police Officer Raymond McCoy, who deployed the K-9, recognized: “VSP was
assisting the Connecticut State Police execute a search warrant at the location

reference a subject threatening judges there.” Ex. 15 (emphasis added). As to the

message or post on any social media platform, a threat to kill or do bodily injury to a person, regardless of
whether the person who is the object of the threat actually receives the threat, and the threat places such
person who is the object of the threat, or any member of his family, in reasonable apprehension of death
or bodily injury to himself or his family member is guilty of a Class 6 felony. However, any person who
violates this subsection with the intent to commit an act of terrorism as defined in§ 18.2-46.4 is guilty of a

Class 5 felony.” VA Code§ 18.2-60(A)(1).



interview, VSP “permitted” Trooper McCord “the primary role in conducting the interview
of Boyne” because, SA Sponheimer recognized, “Detective McCord had the majority
interest in this search.” Ex. 4 at 15 (emphasis added).

Additionally, and contrary to the operational plan (which defined her role as
attempting to interview Defendant; see Ex. 14 at 4, 8), it was McCord who “identified
(15) items of potential evidentiary value, including two laptops and two cellphones” that
were seized. 6/15/23 Arrest Warrant Aff. §30 (distinguishing property); Ex. 16. The
search concluded at 7:29 am. /d. At 8:54 am, Sponheimer gave McCord 14 of the 15
seized items — VSP retained a cellphone only because “McCord did not have a way to
keep [it] on constant power in a secure location.” Ex. 17; Ex. 4 at 15-16; see Ex. 18 (A
phone that was seized from Boyne during the search warrant in 2022 was left with VA
State police (as it was powered up but locked and not transportable).”)

On July 5, 2022, SA Sponheimer filed a Department of State Police List Of
Property Seized form with the Fairfax County Court. Ex. 19. Three aspects of that form
merit attention. It makes no reference to the 14 items that Sponheimer turned over to
McCord almost immediately after the search concluded (see Ex. 17). It lists an
additional item (“Three (3) text files containing internal router log files”) not contained in
the Detail Inventory (Ex. 16). It is filed pursuant to VA Code § 19.2-58 (see infra).

On July 7, 2022, Trooper McCord issued a one-page memorandum ta VSP Sgt.

Shaffier, Sponheimer's supervisor. Ex. 20.° It begins by asserting that the memo is

9 As the Court is aware, Defendant has repeatedly requested the communications (e-mails) through which
Shaffier made her request and through which McCord responded. The McCord e-mails produced on the
eve of jury selection contain Shaffier's request. See Ex. 21 (“Our Major has requested we all document
our involvement in a memo to file.”). Notably, it also includes Shaffier's instruction: "do not email your
memo once complete. Sponheimer or | will be in touch today with instructions.” /d. (emphasis in original).
The discovery produced to date does not include those "instructions.”

10



being provided in response to Sgt. Shaffier's “request for an explanation of my
involvement in the search” of Defendant’s residence. McCord told Sgt. Shaffier: "My
involvement was to assist in the seizure of property and speak with any occupants,
especially to demarcate electronic ownership/use, as per court order.” Ex. 20.

Almost immediately after the warrant was executed, Defendant initiated pro se
efforts in Fairfax County (VA) to obtain return of his illegally seized property. On July 8,
2022, Defendant, along with counsel for the Commonwealth and for the Attorney
General (on behalf of VSP), appeared before the Circuit Court. At the outset of that
hearing, Assistant Commonwealth’s Attorney Dennis Somech, in requesting a
continuance, averred: “the Virginia State patrol agent ()-executed the search warrant,
essentially at the request of Connecticut authorities investigating potential crime out
there.” Ex. 22 at 4 (emphasis added). Assistant Attorney General Phillip Figura (“chief
prosecutor with the AG’s office”) appeared on behalf of the Virginia State Police. /d. 9.

On a date unknown (to Defendant), CSP Trooper Aresco drafted an Inventory Of
Property Seized Without A Search Warrant form listing the 14 items VSP
Sponheimer turned over to Trooper McCord, on June 30, 2022. Ex. 23.

On or about July 28, 2022, Trooper McCord and Officer Conway swore outan
affidavit in support of an application to search items seized from Defendant’s residence,
on June 30, 2022. Ex. 24. Among other things, they averred that the items McCord
obtained in Virginia were “transported back to the Connecticut State Police Computer
Crimes Unit, stored as evidence of forensic examination.” Id. §132. From a CSP Case
Incident Property List as well as a CSP Case Incident Inventory Report, it appears that

these seized items were impounded at “COMPU HOLD" on July 21, 2022. Ex. 25

11



(“Impound Date”). On information and belief, that is the date CSP received those items
into evidence in Meriden. See 2/9/26 Tr. at 13-14.1°

On or about September 27, 2022, Trooper McCord drafted a report concerning
the June 30, 2022 search, offering additional information about what transpired. Ex. 26.
She acknowledges that, on June 18, 2022, travel to Virginia was discussed so that
troopers could “witness any possible search warrant and return any evidence collected.”

On January 13, 2023, VA-AG Chief Prosecutor Figura e-mailed Trooper McCord,
“following up the search warrant that VSP assisted in executing on Mr. Boyne’s
residence. It is my understanding that at the time it was communicated that the
search warrant was all that was needed to close the [Connecticut’s] investigation
and bring charges.” Ex. 27 (emphasis added).

Starting on or about January 17, 2023 (approximately seven months before his
arrest), Defendant filed the first of four pro se motions in the Connecticut Superior Court
seeking return of the property seized on June 30, 2022, specifically “property illegally
removed from the Commonwealth of Virginia." Ex. 28 at 1. The second motion,
docketed on or about February 6, 2023, asserts, inter alia: “There is no Connecticut
warrant authorizing seizure by CSP” and “The Connecticut SA is fully aware of the
illegal conduct.” /d. at 2. Notably, in the Clerk’s file, there are two Post-It notes affixed

to this motion, likely written by a clerk. One reads: “FOR BOYNE File(s),” The second

10 A5 Defendant has noted repeatedly on the record, we are without chain-of-custody materials informing
where these items were between the time that Sponheimer gave them to McCord and when they were
received into evidence in Meriden. Assuming that the July 21, 2022 date is accurate, that is 22 days of
unaccounted time; McCord was apparently on vacation the week of July 4, 2022. See Ex. 22 at 4 (“main

agent ... is on vacation this week”).

12



1

provides: “Per Calistro, after talking to Jack Doyle on 3/20/23, marked Off! *Calistro.’

Id. at 3 (emphasis added).

Where Defendant sought a declaration concerning Attorney Doyle’s apparent ex
parte communications with the Court (see 10/7/25 Mot. to Compel), he offered the

following through a discovery-related pleading:

4. Clarification re: Alleged Communications between the State’s Attorney for the Judicial
District of New Haven and Judge Calistro: '

a. On or about March 20, 2023, the undersigned recalls a phonc conversation with Joseph
Murolo, an assistant clerk of the court in GA 23 regarding either a phone call or a
motion from the defendant requesting return of his property. The undersigned informed
Murolo that the property was seized in Virginia pursuant to a Virginia search warrant
and involved an ongoing criminal investigation.

b. During the same time period, the undersigned was informed directly or through phone
messages that numerous stafe attorney’s offices, the chief state’s attomey’s office, the
office of the Attorney General, Judicial Branch clerk’s offices throughout the state, as
well as offices of Judicial secretaies, were receiving numerous calls from Mr. Boyne
which were described as harassing and rude. .

¢. Theundersigned’s conversation was with Murolo—a clerk of the court. Thus, the most
plausible interpretation of the post-it note would be, “Per Calistra, after [Murolo]
talk[ed] to Jack Doyle on 3/20/23, marked offt” (Emphasis in original).

10/30/25 Resp. to Mot. to Compel at 2. As previously noted, the foregoing, which
proposes an interpretation of the Post-It note that deviates from its plain text, is not a
sworn statement nor does it include a sworn statement from the referenced clerk.
11/4/25 Reply to Resp. at 4. Further, it does not include a denial of direct
communication with Judge Calistro, an inference that a fair reading of the Post-It note
allows. /d. When Defendant pressed this point, affirmatively seeking a denial from
Attorney Doyle on the rc-;cord, he did not offer one. 12/11/25 Tr. at 67-71.

On March 23, 2023, VSP First Sgt. Kelley reached out to Trooper McCord, “trying
to get an update on when we can expect to close out our dealing with Mr. Boyne.”
Ex. 29. “In my last conversation with Mike Mastropetre he seemed to indicate that his

. office was waiting on your office. | am getting pressure for inside my agency and

13



outside in reference to Boynel[...]. Can you provide us with a realistic timeline of when
this will be resolved with Mr. Boyne.” /d.

On or about November 3, 2023, three months and 14 days after Defendant’s
arrest, a “Property Seized Under Search Warrant” form was filed with the Clerk’s Office.
Ex. 30. Itis labelled “Jack Doyle's Case,” lists Defendant'’s Virginia address and
identifies Town of Seizure as “Meriden.” It also contains a Post-It note that provides:
“Seized pursuant to a warrant obtained by ST of VA authorities.”

On July 21, 2023, the Defendant was arrested in Connecticut on three separate
warrants alleging violations of Connecticut’s stalking and electronic stalking statutes.
On April 19, 2024, the State filed three Long Form Informations, each of which
contained identical six counts. Through these Informations, the Defendant stands
charged with 12 counts of stalking in the first degree in violation of C.G.S. § 53a-
181c(a)(4) and six counts of electronic stalking in violation of C.G.S. § 53a-181f.

To date (three years, seven months, and 15 days since the search of his
home), Virginia has not retuned/filed any criminal charges against Defendant. On
or about August 28, 2025, VSP turned over the telephone that it retained following
the June 30, 2022 search to CSP. Ex. 31; see Ex. 17 and 18; Ex. 4 at 15-16. In
an e-mail to SA Sponheimer as part of an effort to facilitate that process, the
. State's Inspector wrote: “l spoke to SA Doyle and our office will need you to hold
onto that phone as Boyne's cases here are on the trial docket so we will need that

phone as it was seized pursuant to a search warrant in the case here.” Ex. 32

(emphasis added).
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ARGUMENT

Ideally, law enforcement's approach to its important work is guided by sentiments
expressed by Justice Thurgood Marshall: “[Glood police work is something far different
from catching the criminal at any price. It is equally important that the police, as
guardians of the law, fuffill their responsibility to obey its commands scrupulously. For
in the end life and liberty can be as much endangered from illegal methods used to
convict those thought to be criminals as from the actual criminals themselves.” Spanov.
New York, 360 U.S. 315, 320-321 () (1959).” Brewer v. Williams, 430 U.S. 387, 407
(1977) (Marshall, J., concurring). The available record, unfortunately, establishes that
such was not the case here.

Absent enumerated and recognized exceptions, Connecticut police officers’
authority to search, seize, and/or arrest is limited to the territorial and geographical
boundaries of the municipalities or agencies they serve. Here, the search of the Boyne
residence in Springfield, Virginia, on June 30, 2022 — “all that was needed to close the
investigation and bring charges” — presents a host of inarguable realities, including, but
not limited to, that (i) it was undertaken at the behest of Connecticut police, (i) guided
by the current New Haven State's Attorney, (iii) in order to advance a Connecticut
investigation into speech (iv) with a Connecticut State Trooper physically present and
actively leading the seizure effort (v) before transporting to seized items of interest back
to Connecticut. Said differently, Connecticut authorities effectuated and led the search
of a home five states away'! absent a police assistance or cooperation agreement, or

other applicable exception (e.g., pursuit or cognizable exigency). For the reasons set

11 According to Google Maps, it is 348 miles from CSP's Meriden offices to Defendant’s Springfield,
Virginia residence.
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forth herein, the State's Attorney’s misconduct warrants dismissal. In the alternative, his
conduct as well as that of law enforcement's conduct writ large warrants suppression of
all evidence seized as a result of the illegal, extraterritorial search of the Boyne
residence as well as the fruits thereof.

A. Relevant Law

Defendant has made clear his concerns about Connecticut law enforcement’s
involvement and participation in a search conducted of his Virginia home. Defendant
specifically contends that what occurred here constitutes an illegal extraterritorial search
and seizure. These concerns are grounded not only on Connecticut police’s well-
defined jurisdictional limits but also on the fact that the instant investigation and
resultant prosecution is directed at speech, meaning subject to heightened scrutiny.

1. Scrupulous Exactitude is Required.

“The First Amendment imposes special constraints on searches for and seizures
of presumptively protected material and requires that the Fourth Amendment be applied
with ‘scrupulous exactitude’ in such circumstances.” Maryland v. Macon, 472 U.S. 463,
468 (1985) (citations omitted). This is, in part, because “the struggle from which the
Fourth Amendment emerged is largely a history of conflict between the Crown and the
press,” and the corresponding recognition that courts “should be aware that unrestricted
power of search and seizure could also be an instrument for stifling liberty of

expression.” Zurcher v. Stanford Daily, 436 U.S. 547, 564 (1978) (citations and internal

quotation marks omitted).
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2. The Connecticut Legislature Defines the Limits of Police Jurisdiction.

Turning to the powers with which Connecticut police have been (and have not
been) vested, the legislature authorizes police to execute criminal process, to
investigate, and to enforce the laws in their respective territories. See, e.g., C.G.S.

§§ 7-148(c)(4)(A) (“within the limits of the municipality”)'?; 7-281 (“in their respective
towns, cities or boroughs as constables have in their respective towns).'® Concurrently,
the General Statutes make clear that Connecticut police are generally without authority
to enforce Connecticut laws beyond the state’s boundaries. See, e.g., C.G.S. §§ 7-281
(“in any part of the state”)'4; 29-7 (“in any part of the state”)'®; 54-1f(c) (“outside of their

respective precincts into any part of the state”)!®. Significant in this regard, “as a

12 General Statutes § 7—148(c)(4)(A) provides: “Provide for police protection, regulate and prescribe the
duties of the persons providing police protection with respect to criminal matters within the limits of the
municipality and maintain and regulate a suitable place of detention within the limits of the municipality

for the safekeeping of all persons arrested and awaiting trial and do all other things necessary or

desirable for the policing of the municipality[.]"

13 General Statutes § 7-281 provides: "Active members of any legally organized police force in a town,
city or borough shall have the same authority to execute criminal process in their respective towns,
cities or boroughs as constables have in their respective towns, and, in addition, any such member
having a warrant of arrest arising out of an offense allegedly committed in the town, city or borough in
which such police force is located may execute such warrant in any part of the state.”

14 See Note 13.

15 General Statutes § 29-7 provides: “The Division of State Police within the Department of Emergency
Services and Public Protection, upon its initiative, or when requested by any person, shall, whenever
practical, assist in or assume the investigation, detection and prosecution of any criminal matter or
alleged violation of law. All state policemen shall have, in any part of the state, the same powers with
respect to criminal matters and the enforcement of the law relating thereto as policemen or constables
have in their respective jurisdictions. The Commissioner of Emergency Services and Public Protection,
shall devise and make effective a system of police patrols throughout the state, exclusive of cities and
boroughs, for the purpose of preventing or detecting any violation of the criminal law or any law relating to
motor vehicles and shall establish and maintain such barracks or substations as may prove necessary to

accomplish such purpose.”

16 General Statutes § 54-1f(c) provides: “Members of any local police department or the Office of State
Capitol Police and constables and state marshals who are certified under the provisions of sections 7-
294a to 7-294e, inclusive, and who perform criminal law enforcement duties, when in immediate pursuit
of a person who may be arrested under the provisions of this section, except a person alleged to have
violated only a municipal ordinance, are authorized to pursue such person outside of their respective
precincts into any part of the state in order to effect the arrest. Such person may then be returned in
the custody of such officer to the precinct in which the offense was committed.”
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general rule, a police officer acting outside his or her jurisdiction does not act in his or
her official capacity[...].” State v. Stevens, 224 Conn. 730, 744-45 (1993).

To effectuate investigations in territories where they lack legal authority,
Connecticut police can enter into “police assistance agreements and requests for aid.”
See C.G.S. § 7-277a'. Similarly, individual task forces may enter into “mutual
assistance and cooperation agreements.” See C.G.S. §§ 29-169'® and 29-176"°.

3. The Limited Authority Concerning Extraterritorial Searches Does Not
Substantially Expand Legislative Limits.

Defendant believes the instant scenario is one of first impression in Connecticut.
In this regard, we have identified three cases in which our Supreme Court has
examined extraterritorial police powers and the statutory limits of extraterritorial
searches: (1) State v. Stevens, 224 Conn. 730 (1992), (2) State v. Miller, 227 Conn.
363 (1993), and Stafe v. Esarey, 308 Conn. 819 (2013).

Stevens involved the issue of whether a Connecticut police officer could seize
evidence extraterritorially, in an adjoining sovereignty, after arresting a person for
conduct that occurred in Connecticut. After Connecticut police arrested the defendant
for operating under the influence, emergency responders transported him to a Rhode

Island hospital for treatment. It was there that the Connecticut officer seized the

17 General Statutes § 7-277a(a)(1) provides: “"Any municipality, upon the approval of the chief executive
officer and, where required by charter or ordinance, the governing body of such municipality, may enter
into an agreement with any other municipality or municipalities, with respect to requesting and
supplying police assistance and reimbursing or receiving reimbursement for the same.”

18 General Statutes § 29-169 provides: “The state-wide organized crime investigative task force may
enter into mutual assistance and cooperation agreements with other states pertaining to those law
enforcement matters extending across the boundaries of the state into other states[...]."

19 General Statutes § 29-176 provides: "may enter into mutual assistance and cooperation
agreements with other states pertaining to narcotics law enforcement matters extending across state
boundaries, and may consult and exchange information and personnel with agencies of other states with
reference to narcotics law enforcement problems of mutual concern.”
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defendant’s blood. On appeal, the defendant challenged the seizure, arguing that the
officer had no authority to collect blood from a suspect located in Rhode Island. Based
on the facts of that case, our Supreme Court concluded that the blood should not be
suppressed. The Court relied on the fact that both the charged misconduct and arrest
occurred in Connecticut. It also found support in exigency and public policy, namely,
requiring police to transport an injured suspect back to Connecticut solely to seize such
evidence, the viability of which is subject to recognized time constraints, created
unnecessary jeopardy to the suspect’s health. 224 Conn. at 738-739.

Importantly, the Stevens court recognized that “[a]s a general rule, a police
officer acting outside his or her jurisdiction does not act in his or her official capacity and
does not have any official power to arrest [...]." /d. 738. Justice Katz, joined by Justice
Berdon, went further. In dissent, they contended that majority was wrong because the
Connecticut officer ceased to have the authority of a police officer when he crossed
state lines. Id. 743-44 (citing C.G.S. §14-227b(b)). As Justice Katz observed, the
Connecticut legislature has not “recognized any other exceptions to the rule that police
officers have no authority to act as police officers outside of the() state.” /d.

Miller raised the issue of whether police officers from West Hartford violated the
state constitution by investigating and arresting the defendant in Hartford. Where West
Hartford police conducted an investigation and seized the defendant in Hartford, the
defense contended that they acted outside the scope of their jurisdiction in violation of
Conn. Const. Art. 10, § 1 and Art. 1, §§ 7 and 9. 227 Conn. at 370. The Court found
that the Connecticut Constitution’s “home rule provision” (Art 1, § 10) applies only to

municipalities that legislate and not municipalities that do not, such as police officers. It
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further found that the stop, search, and arrest were not unreasonable under Art. 1, § 7
or Art. 1, § 9. /d. 374-77. It also observed that the state has “enacted an intrastate
exception, General Statutes § 54—1f(c), that allows police officers to ‘pursue the
offender outside of their respective precincts into any part of the state in order to effect
the arrest.” Id. 372 (emphasis added). Importantly, the defendant did not claim that the
alleged statutory violations necessitated suppression, meaning the Court did not
consider such a claim. /d.

Esarey dealt with the question of whether Connecticut trial judges can authorize
a warrant for an extraterritorial search of internet activity that occurred in
Connecticut. Although declining to determine whether a Superior Court Judge may
issue a search warrant for electronic information “stored in an out-of-state server when
the underlying investigation relates to crimes committed in [Connecticut],” the Court did
note that a “judge may, in connection with the investigation of a crime committed here,
order a search of electronically stored communications contained on a remote
computing service’s server located in another state—particularly when that state has a
statute requiring such service providers to honor warrants issued by the courts of other
states.” 308 Conn. at 830 n.17 (citations omitted).?

Each of the foregoing decisions addressed situations readily distinguishable from
the instant matters. For instance, both Miller and Stevens concerned extraterritorial
acts, in an adjoining state and municipality, respectively, arising from suspected crimes
that the officers witnessed and for which they were attempting to collect evidence in real

time (i.e., exigency- and pursuit-type situations). Neither dealt with a search of a

20 \Where the Esarey court urged legislation regarding this issue, the undersigned is without information
as to whether the legislature has taken up the issue in the past 13 years.
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