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What Protective-Order Integration Specifies

A protective order is itself a credentialed observation: signed by the issuing court,

identifying the restrained party (or party class), specifying the behavioral restrictions

(no approach within distance X, no contact, no presence in location Y), and bounded

by validity period. The architecture admits the protective order as a governance-

credentialed input.

Behavioral observations of the restrained party are evaluated against the protective-

order's restrictions. A violation triggers a credentialed observation: the observed

behavior, the protective-order restriction it violated, the supporting evidence, the

credentialing chain (the court's order, the credentialed authority that classified the

behavior, the structural standing of the restrained party to contest).

Why Automated Detection Has Been Legally
Fraught

Automated detection of protective-order violations is technically feasible (location

services, geofencing, pattern detection) but legally fraught. The classification of

behavior as a violation has legal consequences for the restrained party; the

classification must satisfy due process.
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Without architectural due-process credentialing, automated detection systems either

produce evidence that is inadmissible (because the classification basis lacks

credentialed authority), produce false positives that harm the restrained party legally,

or refuse to participate in enforcement at all.

How Architectural Integration Operates

The intent architecture's behavior-inferred attribution feeds into protective-order

evaluation. When an inferred-intent observation references a restrained party, the

violation evaluator consumes the observation plus the protective-order restrictions; if

the inferred behavior matches a restricted pattern, a credentialed violation

observation issues.

The violation observation includes the credentialing chain that supports its

admissibility as legal evidence. The court's order, the inference function's

credentialing, the inferring system's authority, and the structural standing of the

restrained party to contest are all preserved in lineage.

What This Enables for Protected Parties and the
Legal System

Domestic violence victims, stalking victims, and others with protective orders gain

architecturally-supported enforcement. The protected party does not bear sole

responsibility for documenting violations; the architecture produces credentialed

evidence automatically when violations occur.

Restrained parties gain architectural due-process protection. The classification basis

is credentialed and contestable. False-positive classifications are challengeable

through structural standing. The patent positions the primitive at the layer that

protective-order automation has been waiting for.




