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PER CURIAM.,

Samuel Parise appeals a final judgment granting an injunction for protection
against repeat violence based on a petition by Sally Selph. We reverse the injunction
because Mr. Parise was not given a full opportunity to present evidence in opposition
to the petition for injunction, including the testimony of his law enforcement officer

witness.



We recognized in Furry v. Rickles that “[p]arties are entitled to a full hearing

prior to the trial court issuing a permanent injunction.” 68 So. 3d 389, 390 (Fla. 1st
DCA 2011) (citing 8 741.30, Fla. Stat.). At an injunction hearing, due process
requires that the parties have a reasonable opportunity to prove or disprove the
allegations made in the complaint, including “allowing relevant testimony of
pertinent, noncumulative witnesses who are present and cross-examination of the

parties.” Id. (citing Ohrn v. Wright, 963 So. 2d 298 (Fla. 5th DCA 2007)). See also

8 784.046 (6)(a), Fla. Stat. (permitting grant of temporary ex parte injunction
“pending a full hearing”). At the short evidentiary hearing held in this matter, Mr.
Parise requested on the record to present one witness, a law enforcement officer who
had “dealt with this situation before.” The request was denied without even
permitting Mr. Parise time to explain or proffer what the officer’s testimony would
address. We conclude that Mr. Parise was not afforded the due process associated
with a full hearing, and therefore reverse the injunction and remand for a new hearing

on the petition. See also Snead v. Ansley, 160 So. 3d 952, 953 (Fla. 1st DCA 2015).

REVERSED AND REMANDED.

ROBERTS, C.J., WETHERELL, and OSTERHAUS, JJ., CONCUR.



