FIFTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF FLORIDA

Michael Adams v. Casey L. Cox

Michael Adams v. Casey L. Cox - No. 5D2023-1821 - Decided May 2, 2025

SUMMARY

The Fifth District Court of Appeal of Florida reversed and vacated a final injunction for protection

against dating violence entered in favor of Casey L. Cox against Michael Adams. The court held that

the evidence did not establish a reasonable cause to believe Cox was in imminent danger of another

act of dating violence, particularly because anonymous communications were not authenticated or

linked to Adams. The court also held that Adams was denied due process when he was not allowed to

present documentary evidence, call witnesses, or cross-examine Cox.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether competent, substantial evidence established that Cox had reasonable cause to believe she was

in imminent danger of another act of dating violence.

2. Whether the trial court denied Adams due process by refusing to admit his documentary evidence, allow

him to call witnesses, and permit cross-examination.

3. Whether the trial court improperly acted as an advocate.

HOLDINGS

1. The injunction could not stand because Cox failed to present competent, substantial evidence that she
had reasonable cause to believe she was in imminent danger of another act of dating violence. Proof of
past dating violence and unsubstantiated suspicion that Adams sent anonymous communications did not

satisfy the statutory requirement of imminent future danger.

2. The trial court denied Adams a meaningful opportunity to be heard by excluding his documentary
evidence, preventing him from calling witnesses, and denying cross-examination. That fundamental due-

process error independently required reversal.

3. The court did not reach the judicial-advocacy issue because the appeal was otherwise resolved.

KEY QUOTATIONS
“That said, suspicion alone is not proof.” (at 3)
“It is not sufficient to have been the victim . . . of dating violence in the past.” (at 3)

“Parties in injunction proceedings are entitled to due process of law, including the rights to present evidence,

testify on one’s own behalf, call witnesses, and cross-examine the opposing party.” (at 4)

“By effectively cutting off any evidentiary presentation by Adams, the court denied him a meaningful chance

to challenge Cox’s evidence or to prove that he did not send the messages at issue.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Adams and Cox were in a romantic relationship from September 2022 until early 2023. Cox alleged that Adams
had physically attacked her twice and that anonymous callers and texters were harassing her, but she
acknowledged that she was not certain Adams was responsible and did not introduce the actual voicemail or text
messages. At the hearing, the trial court refused to admit Adams's documents concerning the phone numbers, did

not permit him to call other witnesses or cross-examine Cox, and entered a one-year dating-violence injunction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cox petitioned for an injunction for protection against dating violence, and the circuit court first issued a

temporary injunction. After an evidentiary hearing at which both parties represented themselves, the circuit court



entered a one-year final injunction. Adams appealed, arguing insufficiency of the evidence, denial of due

process, and improper judicial advocacy.
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