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have  a lso  been  subpoenaed .  

 The  app l ica t ion  has  been  b rough t  w i thou t  p rov id ing  

any  o f  the  responden ts  no t ice .   In  he r  found ing  a f f idav i t  M s .  

Theys  appears  to  say  tha t  the  reason  she  d id  no t  p rov ide  

no t ice  is  tha t  one  o f  the  responden t 's  a t to rneys  m ade  

ce r ta in  u t te rances  ove r  the  phone  to  the  e f fec t  tha t  she ,  M s .  

Theys ,  d id  no t  wan t  to  “end  up  l i ke ”  an  a t to rney  who  was  

apparen t ly  recen t ly  k i l led  in  connec t ion  w i th  one  o f  h is  

cases .  M s .  Theys  in te rp re ted  th is  u t te rance  as  a  th rea t ,  and  

in  he r  a f f idav i t  she  says  tha t  th is  th rea t  i s  so  se r ious  tha t  10 

he r  app l ica t ion  shou ld  be  hea rd  ex  pa r te  and  i n  cam era .   

 On  the  fac ts  be fo re  m e ,  I  th ink  M s .  Theys  has  

pe rhaps  adop ted  a  s t ra ined  in te rp re ta t ion  o f  wha t  the  

a t to rney  sa id  to  he r.  Bu t  I  need  no t  exp lo re  tha t  i ssue  

fu r the r.  A t  the  hea r ing  be fo re  m e counse l  fo r  M s .  Theys  d id  

no t  advance  the  case  tha t  the  a t to rney ’s  a l leged  th rea t  was  

the  bas is  fo r  the  app roach  to  cou r t  ex  pa r te .  He  ins tead  

sa id  tha t  no  no t ice  has  been  g iven  to  the  responden ts  

because  o f  the  exped i ted  t im e f ram es  se t  ou t  in  the  no t ice  o f  

m o t ion .   20 

 Tha t  excuse  fo r  fa i lu re  to  g ive  no t ice  is  p la in ly  

inadequa te .  The  no t ice  o f  m o t ion  was  s igned  on  16  Oc tober,  

las t  Thu rsday.  Counse l  fo r  M s .  Theys  was  unab le  to  exp la in  

why  the  app l ican t  cou ld  no t  have  g iven  the  responden ts  

no t ice  o f  today ’s  hea r ing  on  F r iday,  a f fo rd ing  them  the  






