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SUMMARY

The North Carolina Court of Appeals affirmed a domestic violence protective order entered against the
defendant. The court held that the one-year limitation for a protective order under N.C. Gen. Stat. §

50B-3(b) does not include the period during which a preceding ex parte protective order was in effect.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether N.C. Gen. Stat. § 50B-3(b)'s one-year maximum period for a DVPO entered after notice and an
opportunity to be heard includes the period during which an ex parte DVPO under N.C. Gen. Stat. §



50B-2 was in effect.

2. Whether the trial court exceeded its statutory authority by entering the DVPO effective through 6 June
2025.

HOLDINGS

1. The one-year limitation in N.C. Gen. Stat. § 50B-3(b) applies to a DVPO entered after notice and an

opportunity to be heard and does not include the time during which a separate ex parte DVPO under
N.C. Gen. Stat. § 50B-2 was in effect.

2. The trial court did not exceed its statutory authority by entering the DVPO effective through 6 June 2025
because the one-year period was measured from the post-hearing DVPO rather than from the earlier ex
parte DVPO.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, the plain meaning of “[p]rotective orders entered pursuant to this Chapter” places a limitation
“of time not to exceed one year” beginning upon the of issuance of a DVPO entered dfter notice and an

opportunity to be heard and does not include the time encompassed by an ex parte DVPO.” (7)

“Considering the plain language of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 50B-3(b), in context, further compels us to hold that a
DVPO entered after notice and an opportunity to be heard is not merely an extension of a previously entered
ex parte DVPO entered under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 50B-2; it is an independent, separately issued protective order

entered “for a fixed period of time not to exceed one year.”” (9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties were unmarried cohabitants of the opposite sex who shared two minor children. After the
relationship ended, Defendant allegedly made threats to Plaintiff, including threats to assault her and repeated
threatening contacts. The trial court found that Defendant had committed domestic violence and that Plaintiff
faced a danger of serious and immediate injury, and it entered a one-year DVPO after notice and an opportunity
to be heard.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a complaint for a domestic violence protective order on 8 March 2024, and the trial court entered
an ex parte DVPO. After several continuances requested by Defendant, the trial court held a hearing on 7 June
2024 and entered a DVPO effective through 6 June 2025. Defendant appealed, arguing that the one-year
limitation for the DVPO had to include the period during which the ex parte DVPO was in effect.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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