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EMERGENCY	PETITION	FOR	WRIT	OF	MANDAMUS	

Alexandria	Circuit	Court	Bonetti	v.	Malm	CL	20002206	
	

COMES	NOW	PETITIONER	Eric	J.	Bonetti	and	respectfully	asks	this	court	to	grant	a	Writ	of	Mandamus	

against	the	Honorable	James	Clark	of	the	Alexandria	Circuit	Court	in	the	matter	of	Eric	J.	Bonetti	vs.	

Robert	H.	Malm.	

The	request	comes	before	this	honorable	court	after	the	Alexandria	Circuit	Court	issued	a	protective	

order	in	discovery,	attached.		

	

In	granting	defendant’s	request	for	a	protective	order,	the	Defendant	made	no	showing,	and	attempted	

no	showing,	of	any	current	or	future	privacy	interests.	Instead,	Defendant	relied	on	a	series	of	bald,	

conclusory	statements	that	revealing	his	discovery	responses	would	prove	harmful.	And	falsely	told	the	

trial	court	that	a	prior	order	existed.	Thus,	Defendant	did	not	meet,	or	attempt	to	meet,	the	cause	good	

standard	set	forth	under	Va.	R.	Sup.	Ct.	4:1.	This	is	analogous	to	the	federal	courts.	Foltz	v.	State	Farm	

Mut.	Auto.	Ins.	Co.,	331	F.3d	1122,	1130	(9th	Cir.	2003)	(“A	party	asserting	good	cause	bears	the	burden,	

for	each	particular	document	it	seeks	to	protect,	of	showing	that	specific	prejudice	or	harm	will	result	if	

no	protective	order	is	granted.”);	Pansy	v.	Borough	of	Stroudsburg,	23	F.3d	772,	786–87	(3d	Cir.	1994)	

(“The	burden	of	justifying	the	confidentiality	of	each	and	every	document	sought	to	be	covered	by	a	

protective	order	remains	on	the	party	seeking	the	order.”	‘Good	cause’	is	established	when	it	is	



specifically	demon-	strated	that	disclosure	will	cause	a	clearly	defined	and	serious	injury.	Broad	

allegations	of	harm,	unsubstantiated	by	specific	examples,	however,	will	not	suffice.”		Glenmede	Trust	

Co.	v.	Thompson,	56	F.3d	476,	483	(3d	Cir.	1995).	Needless	to	say,	Petitioner	does	not	consider	

Defendant’s	fabrication	about	the	existence	of	a	prior	order	relevant	or	dispositive.	

	

Without	any	showing	of	good	cause,	the	Alexandria	Circuit	Court’s	order	violates	the	First	Amendment	

as	it	is	of	indefinite	duration.	And	extends	to	parties	not	defendants	in	the	current	case.	And	extends	to	

documents	referenced	and	testimony	in	open	court,	even	when	obtained	outside	of	discovery.	This	is	a	

per	se	violation	of	the	First	Amendment.	Jepson,	Inc.	v.	Makita	Elec.	Works,	Ltd.,	30	F.3d	854,	858	(7th	

Cir.	1994).	

	

For	these	reasons,	and	because	Defendant	Malm	is	an	Episcopal	priest	who	has	engaged	in	abusive	

behavior	that	warrants	public	scrutiny,	Petitioner	seeks	a	Writ	of	Mandamus	enjoining	the	trial	court’s	

blanket	protective	order	in	discovery.		Additionally,	Petitioner	requests	a	stay	of	further	proceedings	in	

the	Court	until	such	time	as	the	Court’s	order	of	confidentiality	is	removed.	

	

Signed	this	5th	day	of	October,	2021.	
	
	
		
Eric	J.	Bonetti	
Pro	Se	Plaintiff	
4129	Fountainside	Lane	203	
Fairfax	VA	22030	
703-973-4984	
Eric.bonetti@protonmail.com	
	

	
	
	
	
	



Certificate	of	Service	
	

Plaintiff	certifies	that	he	has	served	a	copy	of	this	motion	on	defense	counsel	this	5th	day	of	October	per	
the	following:	

	
Craig	D.	Roswell,	Esquire	(VSB	No.:	33901)		
Matthew	J.	Youssef,	Esquire	(VSB	No.:	85339)		
NILES,	BARTON	&	WILMER,	LLP		
111	S.	Calvert	Street,	Suite	1400	Baltimore,	Maryland	21202		
(410)	783	–6357		
(410)	783	–6452		
	cdroswell@nilesbarton.com		
	mjyoussef@nilesbarton.com	
	Counsel	for	Defendant,	Grace	Episcopal	Church	and	Episcopal	Diocese	of	Virginia	
	
Wayne	F.	Cyron,	Esquire	(VSB	No.	12220)	
CYRON	&	MILLER	LLP		
100	N.	Pitt	St.,	Suite	200		
Alexandria,	VA	22314		
703-299-0600	
703-299-0603	(fax)		
wcyron@cyronmiller.com		
Counsel	for	Defendant,	Robert	H.	Malm	 	

	 	
	



VIRGINIA: 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF ALEXANDRIA 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CIVIL ACTION NUMBER: CL 20002206 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLAINTIFF'S EXCEPTIONS TO PROPOSED ORDER 
 

COMES NOW Plaintiff Eric J. Bonetti in the above-captioned matter, and enters the following 

exceptions/objections to Defedant's proposed order of court, received 27 May 2021 from defense 

counsel Wayne Cyron: 

1. Defendant failed to make any showing of harm or invoke any privacy interests during the 

relevant hearing. As such, the proposed order violates the First Amendment, both as to the 

Plaintiff and as to the public. 

2. The court did not hear or consider any evidence as to to potential privacy interests of Lindsey 

Malm Anders or Leslie Malm, and thus it is improper for the Court to issue an order as to these 

third parties. 

3. The order in question leaves Defendant able to continue to engage in witness tampering, 
 

including involving Darlene Parsons. The latter has sent a formal written request to the Court 

asking that Defendant Robert Hiller Malm be enjoined from further efforts at witness 

tampering. The Court has ignored Ms. Parson's request. As such, this one-sided order violates 

the First Amendment. 

4. Courtroom testimony, unless in closed court, is by definition a matter of public record that 

enjoys First Amendment protection. As such, the proposed order violates the First Amendment. 

ERIC J. BONETTI, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 
 
ROBERT H. MALM 

Defendant 



5. Per the US Supreme Court, bloggers such as this author enjoy the same First Amendment 

protections as traditional media. Thus, the  proposed order is an unconstitutional prior restraint 

of Plaintiffs free speech rights. 

6. Plaintiff notes that numerous aspects of this and related cases are already published on multiple 

fora and cannot be removed. 

7. The Plaintiff has filed a motion for interlocutory appeal and asks that the order be stayed 
I 

 

pending an appeal to the Virginia Supreme Court. 
 

8. The Court ignores Defendant's perjury, the fabrications of defense counsel, and other litigation­ 

related misconduct, and in failing to grant sanctions or order that defendant fully participate in 

discovery irreparably harms Plaintiff's ability to prepare for trial. 

9. The proposed order demonstrates bias on the part of the Court, as evinced by the Court's 

admonition of the Plaintiff and suggestions that his case is frivolous, despite Defendant's perjury 

and statements in writing that he has not been threatened. These factors form the basis for a 

successful claim of abuse of process. Thus, the Court's prejudgment of the case is an improper 

abrogation of judicial neutrality. 

10. The proposed order lacks even a rational basis and thus is violative of Plaintiff's rights to the 

equal protection of the laws and due process, as guaranteed by the US constitution. 

Plaintiff states that he has, this 27th day of May, served a copy of this notice of appeal upon defense 

counsel via email per the following: 

Craig D. Roswell, Esquire (VSB No.: 33901) 
Matthew J. Youssef, Esquire (VSB No.: 85339) 
NILES, BARTON & WILMER, LLP 
111 S. Calvert Street, Suite 1400 Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
(410) 783 -6357 
(410) 783 -6452 
cdroswell@nilesbarton.com 
m jyoussef@nilesbart on.com 
Counsel for Defendant, Grace Episcopal Church and Episcopal Diocese of Virginia 

mailto:cdroswell@nilesbarton.com
mailto:mjyoussef@nilesbarton.com


Wayne F. Cyran, Esquire (VSB No. 12220) 
CYRON & MILLER LLP 
100 N. Pitt St., Suite 200 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
703-299-0600 
703-299-0603 (fax) 
wcyron@cyronmiller.com 
Counsel for Defendant, Robert H. Malm 

 
Alexandria City Attorney 
301 King Street, Suite 1300 
P. 0. Box 178 
Alexandria, Virginia 22313 
George.mcandrews@alexandriava.gov 

 
 
 

••1:zpmil? 
..Jl!/;i,J.Bonetti 

Pro se plaintiff 
4129 Fountainside Lane 203 
Fairfax VA 22030 
703-973-4984 
Eric.bonetti@protonmail.com 

mailto:wcyron@cyronmiller.com
mailto:George.mcandrews@alexandriava.gov
mailto:Eric.bonetti@protonmail.com


THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF ALEXANDRIA 
 

ERIC J. BONETTI } 
} 

Plaintiff } 
} 

v. } 
} 

REVEREND ROBERT HILLER MALM } 
} 

Defendant. } 

Case No. CL 20002206 

 

ORDER 
 

This case came on to be heard the 26th day of May, 2021, upon the Plaintiffs Pro Se Motion for 

Sanctions and the Defendant's Motion for Confidentiality and Protective Order of any and all 

discovery, documents and responses in this case, argument of Defense Counsel and the Plaintiff. 

AND it appearing to the court from the motions presented and argument of counsel and the 

Plaintiff, that the Plaintiff's Motion for Sanctions should be denied, and the Defendant Malm's 

Motion for Confidentiality and a Protective Order should be granted. It is, therefore, 

ADruDGED and ORDERED that the Pro Se Plaintiff's Motion for Sanctions is denied. 

And it is further, 
 

ADJUDGED and ORDERED the Court grants the following benefits for the Defendant 

pursuant to Va. Sup. Ct. R. 4:l(c): 

1. A confidentiality and protective order barring Plaintiff from publishing to the public any 

and all testimony, discovery information and documents included or referred to in 

discovery and at trial about Robert Hiller Malm, Leslie Malm, or Lindsey Anders, 

without further order of the court. 



2.  That the issue of Plaintiff paying the attorney's fees incurred for the Defendant due to 

the Plaintiff filing the Motion for Sanctions and for the confidentiality and protective 

order shall be deferred to the conclusion of the case. 

 

Entered this_ day of May, 2021.. 
 
 

James C. Clmk, Judge 
 
 

Wayne , .-.,...,,un:, (VSB No. 12220) 
CYRON & MILLER LP 
100 N. Pitt Street, Suite 200 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314-3134 
703-299-0600 Telephone 
703-299-0603 Facsimile 
wcyron@cyronmiller.com 
Counsel for ROBERT H. MALM, Defendant 

 
 

JJ · 
SEEN EXCEPTIONS NOTED,: 

 
Eric Bonetti 
4129 Fountainside Lane #203 
Fairfax, VA 22030 
703-973-4698 
Eric.bonetti@me.com 
Plaintiff 

mailto:wcyron@cyronmiller.com
mailto:Eric.bonetti@me.com

























