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Pueblo, Colorado

POLICE DEPARTMENT
INTRA-DEPARTMENT COMMUNICATION

TO: I.LA. Case File I.A. 19-0051

DATE: December 30, 2019

| have reviewed the investigative reports and viewed the interview with Cpl. Richard
Jones. ltis clear from the documentation and evidence submitted that Cpl. Jones was

untruthful in his testimony regarding a potential sequestration violation that occurred on
September 18, 2019. “had issued a “Brady Letter” on
October 16, 2019.

Cpl. Jones stated that he

During the interview with

In the interim, he has requested
with the City of Pueblo the
precise nature of which is unknown to me. Having said that, he is in violation of policy,
has been determined by the District Attorney to be a “Brady Listed” officer and therefore
cannot testify credibly and cannot continue as a Law Enforcement Officer.

| consider the violation “Sustained” and will forward the information to the Police Officer
Standards and Training Board for decertification.

Respectfully,




FORM
Notification of Finding of
Untruthfulness 1 3

Colorado Department of Law - POST

1300 Broadway 9t Floor

Denver, CO 80203

post@coag.qov 720-508-6721 FAX 866-858-7486

Pueblo Police Department

Agency Name

Agency Executive Phone Number Agency Executive Email Address

Jones B Richard

m Peace Officer — First Name Middle Name

Peace Officer Last Known Personal Address City State Zip
Unknown I

Peace Officer Personal Email Address (if knownl Peace Officer Perso
Date(s) of Employment: Date(s) of Incident:

Colorado PID#

nal Cell Phone Iif known)

(000000 or 0000-0000)

Peace Officer Date of Birth:

Please check the applicable boxes below.

1. [J The certificate holder knowingly made an untruthful statement concerning a material fact OR knowingly omitted a material fact:
(At least ONE of the following MUST apply; please check ALL that apply)

|_|On an official criminal justice record.

While testifying under oath.

| During an internal affairs investigation.

| | During an administrative investigation and/or disciplinary process’.

2. [] The law enforcement entity that employs or employed the certificate holder has dane each of the following:
ALL of the following MUST apply; please check)
Completed an administrative process, as defined by a published policy in effect at the time of the untruthful statement concerning a
material fact OR omission of a material fact.

[FDetermined by a clear and convincing standard of the evidence? through an administrative investigation and/or disciplinary
process the certificate holder knowingly made an untruthful statement concerning a material fact OR knowingly omitted a
material fact on an official criminal justice record, OR while testifying in court, OR during an intemal affairs investigation OR
comparable administrative investigation.

Certiﬁes that the certificate holder has elected not to exercise OR has exhausted the internal disciplinary appeal rights provided by
their employer.

Please retain documentation of investigative details for possible future review. Do not need to include with form.

PURSUANT TO 2434-305(2.5), C.R.S., UNDER PENALTIES OF PERJURY, | DECLARE THAT | HAVE EXAMINED THIS AFFIDAVIT AND
ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS AND, TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, THEY ARE TRUE, CORRECT AND COMPLETE.
I FURTHER ACKNOWLEDGE THATANY FALSE STATEMENT, MISSTATEMENT, OR INACCURACY MAY RESULT IN REVOCATION OF

MY CERTIFICATION, AS WELL AS' NAL PROSECUTION.

V4 -
-;}r;«i..f LAt Aeis ]

Signed before me this CD day of

My Commission Expires: 4
‘ NOTARY PUBLIC

14 ess means an employer's formal process of internal control that assures that an allegation of violation of employer
ruges po roper actions by an employee are subject to a complete and objective investigation resulting in findings of fact and
didci

2 Clear and convincing standard of evidence means proof that persuades the decision-maker to find that the truth of the contention is highly probable.




Pueblo, Colorado Police Department
Intra-Department Communication

TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE: 11/21/19

Sir,

LA. Investigation # 2019-0051

I have finished the investigation of IA 2019-0051. Below are the names of all persons

interviewed, synopsis and the narrative of the investigation.

Officers Involved: Corporal Richard Jones

Other Officers on Scene: _

Complainant/Witness

ADDRESS: (STREET, CITY.STATE,

to

Z1P

NAME: LAST ~ FIRST MIDDLE [, TELEPHONE
RELATIONSHIP to

DOB complaint BUSNESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE

NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE [ PPRESS: (STREET, CITY-STATE, | 10) conoNE

F |RELATIONSHIP

DOB Saiiplaint BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE
NAME: LAST  FIRST MIDDLE ‘Z‘R,DRESS: (STREET, CITY. STATE, | oy £bHONE
RELATIONSHIP to
DOB complaint BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE
NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE ;;}DRESS: (STREET, CITY. STATE, \r ¢ ppHONE
RELATIONSHIP to
DOB ot BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE




NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE QB,DRESS‘ (STREET, CITY. STATE, |10/ £ pHONE
RELATIONSHIP to
DOB camplaint BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE
NAME: LAST  FIRST MIDDLE QBPRE”’ (STREET, CITY. STATE, \ o1 £pHONE
RELATIONSHIP to
DOB complaint BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME ~ TELEPHONE
NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE AilDiDRESS: (STREET, CITY.STATE, 1o/ bpHONE
RELATIONSHIP to - : '
complaint BUSNESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE
NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE |[ADDRESS: (STREET, CITY-STATE, |10/ coHONE
RELATIONSHIP to _
DOB complaint BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE
NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE QB)DRESS: (STREET, CITY. STATE, lr o rpHONE
RELATIONSHIP to
DOB complaint BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE
NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE QII}DRESS’ (STREET, CITY. STATE, |1 o1 epHONE
RELATIONSHIP to
DOB complaint BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE
NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE %ﬁ,DRESS‘ (STREET, CITY. STATE, |11 rpHONE
RELATIONSHIP to
DOB complaint BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME TELEPHONE

o



NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE ’Z‘ﬁ,DREssz (STREET, CITY. STATE, ;.o +pHONE
RELATIONSHIP to )
DOB complaint BUSINESS: ADDRESS, NAME  [TELEPHONE
| SYNOPSIS:

[\
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informed me he had been notified of a possible issue with court testimony surrounding a
trial in September. He requested I call and
ti' to determine whii iiiiliil I called on 10/10/19 at 3:30pm. He told me

On 10/10/19 during our weekly meeting with the_

ere the prosecuting attorneys on the case and the
information he has was secondhand knowledge from nd He said he was
told there were allegations that the Officers and the Firemen involved in the case were

violatini the sequestration order and were talking about the case in the hallway. He said

had a hearing regarding the violation and heard testimony from the
firemen, Police Corporal Richard Jones, and ‘ He said the
Judge ruled there were some inconsistencies in the statements and there was a
sequestration order violation. The judge also ruled Officer Jones could not testify. He
said his office feels this incident rose to the level that they need to send a letter to the
defense regarding Officer Jones’ testimony. Iasked what kind of letter they were
sending, and he indicated it could be viewed as a Brady letter. He also said he requested
the transcripts from the hearing, and he would provide me with a copy of them. I asked if
there was a mistrial and he said the Defense did not want a mistrial. While investigating
these allegations, I became aware Corporal Jones submitted an eight-hour overtime slip
for 09/17/19. This date is the day the trial began and was totally consumed by jury
selection. I therefore looked into this submitted overtime as well.

REPORT:

On 10/10/2019, during Internal Affairs weekly meeting with
_requested I contact and




L

L th bhh tbhh bhh bh v O B B B B B B BR R RN WL W W W W W
N R WN = O 0oL DR LN —O O 0 ad &

58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78

inquire about a possible sequestration order violation he was made aware of during a
recent trial. On 10/10/2019 at approximately 3:30 pm I called | ] ] Bl and the
following is a summary of the information he provided.

e was contacted by [ -

regarding a case they were prosecuting and in trial
on. He stated he was told there were allegations that the officers and the firemen who
were subpoenaed to testify had allegedly violated the sequestration order and were
talking about the case in the hallway of the courtroom. He stated-ad a
hearing regarding the violation and heard testimony from the firemen, Corporal Richard
Jones, and— He stated the judge ruled there were some
inconsistencies with the statements, and the sequestration order was violated. [}
also stated Judge ruled that Corporal Jones could not testify in the case.
stated his office felt the incident rose to a level in which a letter needed to
be sent to the defense counsel regarding Corporal Jones’ testimony. I asked
if the letter would be considered a Brady letter or what exactly it would be
classified as. He informed me the letter would be completed early the following week
and he would provide Pueblo PD with a copy of the letter. dalso
informed me he requested a copy of the court transcript from the sequestration hearin
and stated he would provide the transcript to me as soon as they received it. I askerﬁ
B hc incident resulted in a mistrial, and he stated the defense did not want a
mistrial. Therefore, the trial went on. _did not provide any other
information at this time

I became aware | NN v 25 the on the case and was

sitting as the during the trial. On 10/14/2019 at approximately 3:13 pm,
I interviewed and the following is a summary of the information
she provided.

I began by informing _I was informed she was the -

during this case and there was a possible sequestration violation. I asked her if
she could tell me what she recalled from the possible violation and what occurred during
the court hearing. She stated the trial was in regard to a 9-month-old child’s death that
occurred the year prior. She stated she was the|jj|| | |} QRN hroughout the trial and
there were numerous Witnesses, to include police officers, first responders, pathologists,
and citizens. She stated when the trial began, they started with Witnesses, including the
first responders (Fire Rescue) as well as officers who were first on scene. She said
H and ere included on the first officers

Officer _
who were going to testify. She also stated Corporal Jones was going to testify because he
responded to the hospital.

tated she remembered Corporal Jones,-
two male firefighters, and a female firefighter were all waiting in the hallway to testify.



79 She stated a couple people had testified and it was later in the afternoon and another

80  Witness named&was also waiting in the hallway with other Witnesses.
81 -contacted the defense attorneys and told them she had heard a conversation

82 between the other Witnesses in the hallway, and the defense attorneys brought it up to the
83  judge. She said the defense told the judge that -related to them she heard the

84  firemen talking about the case and playing a message on a cell phone as well as the

85  officers who were out in the hall also talking about the case. She also said-to]d
86  the defense that Corporal Jones was holding up his report and telling the firemen that if
87  they needed to refresh their memory on their statements, he had it in his report. She

88  stated the firemen declined to look at the report.

89

90 —said at this point, the judge called -to the stand to ask

91  her what occurred. She saic-testiﬁed that the three firemen ide and
92 layed a message on the phone, and she heard it was
93 who had left the message. tated that portion got sorted out

94 later because a guy who is still unknown came out of the courtroom and told the firemen
95  they should check with the DA regarding when they were going to testify because they
96  bhad been waiting a long time. Therefore, the firemen played the message from
97 -to get his phone number so they could try to contact him regarding how long they
98  would have to sit before testifying. *went on to say ||l testified
99  she heard the officers talking about whether they ran lights and sirens to the call. She
100 also heard the officers talking about how she (the defendant) was not reSWndini the way

101 she should have that day or acting how they thought she should have.
102 -remembered that was talking more about Corporal Jones talking about
103 her demeanor. could not remember if there were any other issues

104  regarding the sequestration violation but -testiﬂed in detail, showing that
105 ﬁand Corporal Jones were discussing the case in the hallway. She said after

106 [ estified, the judge called all three firefighters back up to the stand, and the

107 firefighters cleared up the phone call incident in which they played the phone message.
108 She stated the judge called —back to the stand and asked him outright if
109 they had talked about the case in the hallway. She recalled saying he

110 did talk about the case, yet he didn’t, and he was kind of downplaying it but did sai that

111 he talked about running lights and sirens. She said it was her opinion

112 did admit he was talking about the case but downplayed it and did not admit to talking
113 about some of the case.

114

115 She said the judge then called Corporal Jones to testify, and Corporal Jones
116  outright said he did not talk about the case. She stated that was concerning and

117 disheartening for her because she heard -ell the judge what she heard, and the
118 firemen tell the judge and then Corporal Jones said they were not talking about anything.
119 She went on to say thatﬂdid testify that they talked to Corporal Jones

120 aboutx, y, and z, and then when Corporal Jones got on the stand, he denied talking about
121 the case at all.

122

123 I asked her if the firemen testified, they heard the cops talking about the case, and
124 she stated she wanted to say they did, but she could not remember exactly because it had
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been a few weeks. She said she just remembers in her mind thinking, “Wow” people are
saying you said all these things and you are totally denying it. I asked her if she
remembered it being day one of the trial or day two, and she stated she wasn’t sure, but
she knew that it was not day one because that day was jury selection. I confirmed with
her the judge asked Corporal Jones if he talked about the case and he said he did not. She
said that was correct and then stated when—testiﬁed, he minimized it, but
he said yeah, we talked about this or we talked about that. I asked her if the Witnesses
had been out in the hallway for quite a while, and she stated they had.

I asked her if she was aware and il
let the other Witnesses know there was a sequestration order. [ |
stated that she did not know if they did or not. She went on to explain she
remembered hearing the topic of sequestration order being mentioned several times, but
she did not recall thehelling all the Witnesses point blank that
there was a sequestration order. She said after this sequestration hearing, they were
concerned there would be a mistrial, but the Defendant elected to continue with the trial

because she did not want to go through the process again. stated she
asked how this would affect the case in the future, and she was told that it

might become an aiiilliie issue and also, she (J il vwould have to let her

supervisor know about the incident.

| asked her who the defense attorneys were, and she stated the female’s last name
was and the male’s last name was [ asked -ﬂif all of the
Witnesses involved in the sequestration order testified in the trial, and she stated Corporal
Jones did not testify in the trial. She again stated she was concerned, and it was
disheartening listening to how Corporal Jones and testified after hearing
the other Witnesses testify. I asked her if she felt gave a truthful testimony, and
she stated she did because the stuff she said was confirmed such as hearing the
firefighters playing the phone message but that was explained by the firefighters. She
also stated talking about Corporal Jones holding up the report and situations like
that she felt was being very truthful. I also confirmed with || lithat
S b:ought up the response to the call being lights and sirens and [INRRRSEENEEE
confirmed that when he testified, and she stated that was correct. She went on to say that

they also talked about her demeanor and it not being appropriate with how someone
should act with their baby drowning, and that was also confirmed. I asked if there was
anything else, she would like to add that I did not ask, and she stated no. At this time, my
nded.

interview with

I contacted and arranged for her to come
talk to me regarding this incident. came to the police department on
10/17/2019 at 10:09 am, and I spoke to her in the Internal Affairs Section. I told her the
reason I asked her to come talk to me is I was informed she prosecuted a trial in which a
sequestration order had possibly been violated by some of the officers. I confirmed with
her she andi were the prosecuting attorneys, and she stated that was correct.




171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205

[ asked her to tell me what happened during this incident and give me the details she
could remember. ﬂeferred to some notes she had on her computer
when she was talking to me. She stated the trial started on a Tuesday and it took a day
and a half to get a jury, so the actual trial and testimony did not sta

rt until Wednesda
afternoon. She stated later in the,day. possibly around 4:00 pm. theq
was contacted by the explained that
was a because she was She said contacted

nd told her she had l*:en in the hallway and heard other alking

about the case. Fstated it would make sense that was in the hallway with
other ecause they had three firemen and two officers who were in the hallwa
for a long-time during jury selection. She stated talked to the‘
_ and he described two incident said the Witnesses were talkin
about. She stated the firemen played the message on the cell phone. She stated
told the court that one of the male firefighters played a voice message on his phone from
while they were in the hallway, and the firefighters were talking about the

case aid the second incident-brouiht to his attention was Officer Jones

talking about the defendant’s demeanor to and the three firemen.

ated once the court learned of these allegations, ruled
that Corporal Jones, and the three firemen would come back to
testify regarding this issue. She stated -was the first Witness to testify in the
sequestration violation hearing. She stated [JJilltestified that around there
were three firefighters outside of the courtroom, and one of the male firefighters was
talking about the case but she was not sure what exactly they were talking about. She
stated the younger male firefighter pulled out his phone, and she heard him play a
message from from the District Attorney’s Office. went on to say
itestiﬁed that she did not know what they were talking about before playing the
voicemail or after playing the voicemail. She just remembered the voicemail being
ilaied and hearing that it was -from the DA’s office calling about

case.

She said the second incident occurred somewhere around 3:30 in the afternoon
and they were referring to when breaks were taken as to trying to figure out when the
incidents occurred. She said -testiﬁed there were two officers sitting outside the
courtroom in the hallway with the firemen and an officer said the Defendant did not have
any remorse and how he transported her to the station, and she did not have any remorse.

described the officer making these comments as a tall slim guy.
stated based on description, she believed the officer who was making these
statements was also stated her mother was sitting with
her during this incident in the hallway. tated after s testimony, the
court called to testify. She stated the procedure that was used during
this hearing was the court would ask questions it felt was important and then give both
prosecution and defense an opportunity to ask questions. She said she recalls the court
asking—if he spoke about the Defendant’s demeanor, and

stated he remembered the attorneys talking about the demeanor during their
pretrial conference. also testified he was not the one that transported
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-0 the station, nor did he advise her of her Miranda Warning.

stated that was an incorrect statement, and defense attorney impeached [[JJjith his
body camera, showing that he did transport rom the hospital to the station
for her interview. I asked her if it was in report that he transported the female,
and she stated she did not know. She stated she knew he transported the Suspect because
she had watched his body camera. She went on to say that apparently | EGcGIzIzNGEGNG
did not watch his body camera before testimony because he seemed genuinely surprised
that he transported the Suspect. I asked her if she felt dorgot he
transported her or if he was being deceitful, and she stated she believed he just forgot.

She stated _testified he remembered Corporal Jones making a
statement about the video in this case while he was in the hallway, and this was in regard

to a video that was watching on his phone in the hallway. When
Corporal Jones asked about the video,_s,howed Corporal
Jones that he was watching a YouTube video and not a body camera video. She said
I s ficd he did not talk about the defendant’s demeanor during the
transport because he did not even remember transporting her. She said *
did, however, say they talked about how they responded to the call when they were in the
hallway. She said she was not sure who thei were talking about the response to this call,

whether it was the firemen or just and Corporal Jones, but they were
talking about whether they ran code to the call or not.

ﬂd her if- mentioned hearing that conversation, and she stated no.

tated the Witnesses were in the hallway for a long time, and she stated
Corporal Jones was in the hallway for a very long time, but she did not know why
because he was not asked to be there. She stated he was not on call for this case, and they
had told him they would not need him until Thursday or Friday. She stated she does
remember him being in the hallway for big chunks of time and it did not register with her
for a while that he was there and wasn’t needed. She said once she realized he was still
out there, she sent him home. She stated Jones and the others were probably in the
hallway for two or three hours. She would not expect -to hear every
conversation, and she did not mention hearing them talk about their response to the call.
She said _id not remember who brought up the conversation about the
response to the call, but he just remembered they talked about it.

She said after _lestiﬁed, Corporal Jones was called to testify. She
said Corporal Jones testified he was in the hallway with the three
firefighters, a doctor in the case, and other citizens. She said the court asked Corporal
Jones and she asked Corporal Jones direct questions regarding what was discussed in the
hallway. She stated Corporal Jones testified that he did not remember any conversation
between himself or any other Witnesses about the facts of the case when they were in the
hallway. She said he did not remember any discussion between the parties as to how they
responded to the scene regarding whether they ran code or not. She stated she believes
she asked Corporal Jones specific questions regarding his response to the call as well as
did he talk about the Suspect’s demeanor, and he stated he did not. She stated he denied
all questions regarding conversations in the hallway about the case.
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She stated after Corporal Jones testified, they called—to
testify. She said i)testiﬁed they had been sitting in the hallway for
approximately six hours total and another attorney not participating in this case told the
firefighters they should try to get in touch with the DA to see if they are still needed.
B -tificd that this is when they listened to the voicemail from [ llbecause
they knew [llbad left his phone number on the voicemail. [ INElstated that
made sense because they were just trying to get [JJfils phone number to see if they
were still needed. She also stated that would not be a violation of the sequestration order
in her opinion because the facts of the case were not discussed. She stated they asked
B 2t happened in the afternoon regarding any Witnesses talking about this
case. She said later that afternoon Corporal Jones asked the firefighters if she wanted to
reread their statements in his report. htestiﬁed she told Corporal Jones no
because she had already reviewed her statements. testified that Jones offered
the report he had in his hand that he was prepping himself with. anted it to
be noted that they used Corporal Jones’ report to prep but they had
the report redacted other than the paragraph with her statement. went on to
testify that [l talked about being the third or fourth officer to arrive on scene and
also corrected Corporal Jones reiarding the officers’ order of arrival on the scene. i}

-stated that from testimony, both officers were clearly talking about
the facts of the case, so much was correcting Corporal Jones on
the order of arrival. She sai also testified that Corporal Jones was talking
about the Defendant’s behavior and how she was acting. She stated it was in Corporal
Jones’ report that the Defendant’s demeanor was odd in this case.

-testiﬁed that all five Witnesses, to include the three
firefighters and Corporal Jones, were present when Corporal Jones
made these statements. -went on to testify that she did not remember anyone
adding to the conversation, just Corporal Jones talking about it. She said she also

remembered Corporal Jones talking about whether or not they went code to the call.
_testiﬁed that she remembered this conversation because she remembered

[ [RINE Fto not testify about what Dispatch said because it
was hearsay. Based on the statement by *to * Corporal

Jones was talking about going code and the officers base their response on what they are
dispatched to. Htestiﬁed that at this point she remembered ‘

being present during this conversation but not

She said the next Witness was -- and -actually played the

phone message from—that was listened to in the hallway. She said that was
pretty much all they used [ llilo testify to because at that point, she felt the judge had
gotten a pretty good understanding of what occurred. I asked [N they
questioned habout any of the other conversations or incidents in the
hallway, and she stated she remembered them playing the phone message and not going
into the other conversations.




L W L L LW W W
I D NN
0 N n kW

=}

She said after hearing these Witnesses testify -nade his ruling. She
said his findings on the first incident regarding the cell phone message, he ruled that was
not a violation and was okay. She said he ruled on the second incident that Corporal
Jones and discussed the facts of the case in the hallway including the
Suspect’s demeanor. He also ruled that Corporal Jones offering his report to the
firefighters so they could review their statements was a violation. She stated that was her
memory of the summary of his findings and that he ruled both officers violated the
sequestration order, and Corporal Jones violated it by offering his report to the
firefighters. ent on to state that this would be a problem because his report has
other details in it, not just the firefighter statement.

She said the judge asked the defense how they would like to proceed, and they
asked for a dismissal, which was denied. She said the judge also ruled that even if the
case mis tried, Corporal Jones would not be allowed to testify in the case during this trial
or any trial in the future. She said at the end of that day, it was pretty much left in the
hands of the defense as if they wanted a mistrial and to start a trial again or continue on
with this trial. She said the next day they decided they did not want a mistrial and
continued this trial. I asked her if she interpreted the ruling as that both officers violated
the sequestration order, but Jones violated it more seriously and therefore he could not

testify but could, and she stated that’s the way she interpreted it. She
said admitted he violated the sequestration order because he said they
talked about how they responded to the scene and everybody else that testified

remembered Corporal Jones talking about the Defendant’s demeanor. 1 asked her if |
understood her correctly that itestiﬁed that she believed it was

who talked about the Suspect’s demeanor, and she stated that was correct. She state
after-testiﬁed, they were assuming it was who talked about the
Defendant’s demeanor, but then when testified, it was clear he did not
remember transporting her. Therefore, it was Corporal Jones who talked about it. As
well,ﬁte ified it was Corporal Jones talking about the Suspect’s
demeanor. I asked her i ever testified, and she stated she did not. She
also said the third firefighter, did not testify.

I confirmed || 2! ked about running code but denied any

conversation about demeanor, and she stated that was correct. again stated
the Witnesses were in the hallway for a very long time and thought Corporal Jones might
have been out there for approximately three hours. She stated she remembered seeing
Corporal Jones as well as the other Witnesses in the hallway several times, and she again
stated she told Jones at one point that he could leave because he would not be needed
until later. She stated Corporal Jones was a rebuttal Witness, and if he was going to be
called, it would have been after the defense presented their case. She said they told him
when they prepped him at pretrial prep that they did not know if they would need him,
and if they did, it was going to be later in the week. She said she did not know why
Corporal Jones kept showing up, but he showed up the first day. She stated he told them
that he would show up the first day because he told them during their prep, he always
comes the first day. _stated she thought to herself it was no skin off her back
so whatever. She stated if he showed up, she would tell him to leave, and she stated he




did show up the first day and she told him they would not need him, and he could leave.
She said on that day, she did not remember him hanging out. She thought he showed up
and left. She said the second afternoon he showed up and he hung out. I asked if they
had called him, saying they needed him, and she said no.

I clarified with _the issues that arose with Corporal Jones, and they
were offering his report to the firemen, being a part of the conversation regarding running
code to the scene, and then the Suspect’s demeanor. iconﬁrmed those were
the issues with Corporal Jones’ testimony.

I asked her if] _ issue was running code to the scene conversation,
and she said yes and possibly talking about the order in which they arrived. She went on
to say that obviously talking about running code is a sequestration violation but talking
about the Suspect’s demeanor is much more relevant and more important to the case.

tated that after this incident, she has changed her sequestration order

advisement to witnesses to be more strict, but she also added that in her experience,
officers testify frequently and know that there is always a sequestration order. |
confirmed with her that she prepped with the officers the week before the trial, and she

id she did. I asked her if she or (|| lflooint blank told Corporal Jones and
%ha‘c there was a sequestration order. She told me it is a normal part of
her Witness prep, but there were times during witness prep that she was out of the room.
She said she does not specifically remember telling them there is a sequestration order
and explaining what a sequestration order means. She stated that does not mean that she
did not mention it, she just does not remember having a detailed conversation about it.
She stated that is why she has decided to change her procedure to be more regimented
about telling the officers, but she assumed since _has been around for a
couple years and Corporal Jones has been around for a long time, she believed that they
would know they cannot talk about the case in the hallway. She again said she may have
told them there was a sequestration order, but she may have not so she was not sure.

and [ continued to talk about this incident, and she stated in
her opinion there are two problems with this incident. She stated the first problem is the
violation of the sequestration order, which is what it is, but the bigger deal is how you
deal with it when you are confronted on the stand about it. In her opinion, that is why the
judge was so hard on Corporal Jones and not —because he felt thath
was being truthful when he said he talked about the stuff in the hallway, and that
is why [l did not get sanctioned but Corporal Jones did. 1 asked | | N hov
she handled this situation within her office. She stated she informed her supervisors,
B -l She stated she talked to them about it in a trial perspective and trial
strategy and how to overcome it for the court case and let her supervisors handle the
administrative part of it.

[ asked her if she had any involvement with how her office is going to handle the
situation, and she stated that other than in the trial, no. She asked if I was referring to the
Brady type issue, and I said yes. She said she was not involved in that decision but
clearly there is, based on the judge’s ruling, an issue with an officer testifying
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untruthfully. Iasked her if she remembered the judge actually using the word untruthful
in his findings, and she stated she did not remember if he used those words specifically
but based on his findings that Jones clearly violated the order, his ruling indicates he
thought Jones lied. She went on to say the testimony was Corporal Jones made these
statements and talked about these incidents, and Jones testified he did not talk about any
of it. Then the court clearly ruled they felt Corporal Jones did. She said the court also
ruled NN violated the order, but | 2dmitted on the stand he
talked about it and violated the order. Therefore, it’s not as big of an issue. She stated
the truthfulness side of it is that Corporal Jones got on the stand and said he did not do
any of that, and the court ruled, yes you did. She stated in her opinion from the court
findings, they felt Corporal Jones lied on the stand while under oath.

I asked _if she had any other information she would like to provide
regarding this incident, and she stated she did not. then volunteered to email
me the notes she was referring to from her computer, which she did. This concluded our
interview.

On 10/18/2019 at 1:02 pm, I met with at
the police department in the Internal Affairs Section. The following is a summary of the
information he provided. I explained to that it was brought to my attention a
possible sequestration violation occurred during the trial he was prosecuting, and I asked
him if he could tell me about that violation.

B < the trial began on

I
He stated the sequestration issue happened on day two of the trial, which was
— He stated there were two issues that were brought up
regarding the sequestration violation on day two. One occurred in the morning, and one
occurred in the afternoon. He stated it was brought to their attention byh
stated was in the hallway with a multitude of other Witnesses,
including firemen and police officers. He stated the firefighters testified first in the trial,
but he stated the issue, to the best of his memory was when the firefighters were
testifying, they were having hearsay issues, so he stepped outside and readvised the
Witnesses about hearsay. He stated once he advised the one Witness about not testifying

to hearsay, he went back into the courtroom, and apparently that struck up some
conversaon beveer N I

and Corporal Jones.

stated he did not see Corporal Jones out there, so he did not even
know he was there. He said they had told Corporal Jones that he was going to be used for
rebuttal so they told him they anticipated his testimony would be Thursday or Friday and
they would call him and let him know when they would need him. He said he was told
they had a conversation after he left the hallway because they thought what Dispatch told
them was relevant because that’s how they code their calls. He stated during the
sequestration violation hearing, the two ﬁreﬁghters,_ and to his
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recollection Corporal Jones all confirmed that conversation occurred in the hallway. He
stated the judge ruled that was, in fact, a sequestration violation. He said the second
incident #testiﬁed that Corporal Jones was talking to the firefighters and |||l

about the Defendant’s demeanor when he was investigating the case. He said he
remembered estifying on that subject as well but hstated he was
studying his report and watching YouTube videos on his phone so he could not confirm
the conversation about Corporal Jones talking about the suspects demeanor. He stated
and [Jlfooth testified and said the conversation happened in the
afternoon with Corporal Jones and the Witnesses. They testified that Corporal Jones was
stating facts about his opinion, how the Defendant was acting, and her demeanor was not
appropriate. He said Corporal Jones was called to testify and was sworn in under oath
and testified that they did not talk about the case at all other than the code response in the
morning. He stated Corporal Jones told the court they were talking about other cases that
were unrelated to this.

He said Corporal Jones was asked specifically if he talked about the suspects
demeanor on the day of the incident and he said no. --stated the court ruled it
was clear this conversation occurred despite Corporal Jones stated it didn’t and it was a
violation of the sequestration order. He said they then began a conversation about what
the remedy was going to be. I asked him if the judge also ruled Corporal Jones’
testimony would not be allowed in this hearing or any other hearing in the future and he
said that was correct. He went on to say the judge offered a mistrial to the defense. 1
clarified that and two firefighters testified the conversation regarding the
suspects demeanor occurred and he stated that was correct.

I asked him if he recalled _use the word “untruthfulness” in his
ruling? He said he does not recall the judge specifically say Corporal Jones was being
untruthful but he believed the judge said “despite” Corporal Jones’ testimony to the
contrary, he found that Corporal Jones did have this conversation and it was clear he had
the conversation. He said the judge ordered the prosecutors to have Jones present the
next day so the judge could talk to him. stated he felt the judge did not want to
say Corporal Jones was untruthful right then, but he wanted to think about it and that is
why he wanted them to bring Corporal Jones back the next day. He said the next day
they informed the judge Corporal Jones was present and the judge said he decided he was
not going to talk to Corporal Jones at this time and he was going to refer the matter to the
Pueblo PD and the District Attorney’s Office for further investigation.

[ asked him if this occurred before any testimony in the criminal case and he said
they had some testimony prior to the sequestration hearing. He said they were notified

about the sequestration violation midafternoon after a break. I asked how
brought this to their attention. He said she told the defense attorneys. also

said the judge offered a mistrial and the defendant declined.

I asked him what his opinion was regarding the sequestration hearing and the
judge’s ruling. He said he felt the judge did not find Corporal Jones’ testimony credible
and he found the other witnesses credible. He said in his opinion that is the only way the
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judge could come to his conclusion in his ruling saying the conversation actually
occurred. I asked him if even though the judge did not use the word untruthful in his
ruling, the outcome of his ruling he felt Corporal Jones was untruthful? He stated yes. He
said the outcome and the way he phrased it, “despite his testimony” to the contrary this
did in fact happen. |JJlistated the court strongly insinuated it by his actions and
demeanor.

[ asked if he agreed with the Courts findings on the sequestration hearing. He
stated he had issues with some of the legal findings but as far as the factual finding, he
was not in the hallway when this occurred but based on the testimony, he could not argue
with the judge that this did not occur. I asked if he felt [JJftestified truthfully and he
said he did. I asked if he felt the firefighters testified truthfully and he said yes.

I asked him how he and [Jffrandied this within their office. He said they
talked about it and they let their supervisors_and know
about it. I asked if he had anything to do with the incident regarding the administrative
end of it and he said no, other than answering questions about it.

I asked if he met with Corporal Jones and ||l pre-trial and he said
yes. He said he reminded all of them about the sequestration order. He said he
remembered telling Corporal Jones there was a sequestration order while they were
watching his body camera during the pre-trial meeting. did not have any
further information to provide and our conversation ended.

-lOn 11-05-19, at approximately 1:10 pm, I interviewed | | RRIEEN

n the public P.D. Internal Affairs Unit. The following is a summary of the

information provided during the interview.
I explained tof Ml was investigating the case in which he was the
defense attorney. I told him I was aware a sequestration order violation ha; rred

during this trial and there was a sequestration hearing during the trial, and

addressed sequestration violation issues. I asked Hif he could tell me what he
recalled from his memory about what occurred during the sequestration order violation
and what occurred during the testimony in the sequestration hearing.

-stated they ordered a transcript from the entire trial, but they had not
received it; therefore, he was going off his memory during our conversation. He said the
issue with the witness sequ i happened on the second day of trial, which
would have been He stated the prosecution had called three
firefighters to testify, and they had testified in the trial. He said the prosecution then

called — and he was testifying when the court took a break.

He said during this break, his investigator=proached him and
informed him an endorsed witness by the name o approached her, and
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stated prosecution witnesses were discussing their testimony either prior to or after their
testimony. He stated he, | - - -~ E

in a conference room:.

He said in the conference room -told them she and her mother heard the
firemen talking about the case and stated one of the firemen played a voicemail on his

cell phone and it was on speakerphone. She said the call came from the D.A., and he was
talking about the case. He said [IIIla1so said she heard two officers,
who turned out to b and Corporal Richard Jones, talking about

the case in the hallway. He said [l did not know the officers’ names, but she was
describing them by their physical appearance.

- told them she heard the officers talking about_ and one of the
officers said essentially that_did not show the appropriate amount of remorse

on the day her daughter died. [Jjjjifistated this trial was for child neglect resulting in
death. He went on to say he remembered telling them that the officers were
talking somewhat callously about and her appearing more sympathetic now

than when the incident occurred.

-told him her mother also heard these conversations, but her mother was
no longer at the courthouse because she went to get -son from school. He said
someone on his legal team alerted the judge’s clerk, and after the break, ||| G
wanted to address this issue. He said the firefighters had left, and the judge asked the
district attorneys to have the firemen come back. He said the judge cleared the courtroom
and then called the witnesses to testify.

He said the judge called and— He said

the first issue that was addressed was the firefighters playing the voicemail from
He stated _was the firefighter who played the

message. He said ultimately from the testimony it did not appear the firefighters
discussed the facts of the case and did not violate the sequestration order by playing the
voice message from He said the voice message was played
essentially just to obtain cell phone number so they could ask him about
how long they would have to wait to testify.

He stated the judge asked ||| 2nd Wey
heard the officers talking about the case. He said he remembers stating
he did not hear the officers talking about the case, but he was not really paying attention
either. He said ‘testiﬁed she did hearﬂand Corporal
Jones talk about the case. She testified she was kind of paying attention to them but not
really paying attention to them when the three firefighters and the two officers were in
the hallway waiting to testify. He said he thought both _and
BN :cstificd that police Corporal Jones approached them and offered his report for
them to look at prior to testimony to refresh their memories about their statement.
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-stated the judge ruled that was improper and possibly a violation of the
sequestration order. He stated he wanted to make it clear the judge was asking witnesses
questions during the sequestration violation hearing, as well as giving both prosecution
and defense an opportunity to ask questions. He said was then called to
the stand, and he was asked if they had been discussing the facts of the case in the
hallway.

He said estified they had discussed the case. He said-
-said he and Corporal Jones discussed whether they responded to the scene in a
code status. He said _testiﬁed he was trying to remember whether he
went li irens to the call, and that’s what he was talking to Corporal Jones about.
He said%estiﬁed that was the only topic he remembered discussing with

Corporal Jones regarding the facts of the case.

B s:id the judge then called Corporal Jones to testify, and -added that
all witnesses testified under oath. He said Corporal Jones was asked point blank whether
he, and/or the firefighters discussed any of the facts of the case, and
Corporal Jones point blank testified he had not. [ llstated he remembers Corporal
Jones being asked a few times if he discussed the case, and he continued to testify he did
not discuss the facts of the case and acted surprised that he was being questioned about it.

He said at this point the judge stated it was clear to him there was a sequestration
order violation by Corporal Jones. He stated he does not recall if the judge ruled that

B i o!:tcd the order, but he certainly made a record that the conversation
was inappropriate regarding whether they ran code to the call or not.

_stated he does not recall if the judge asked _to testify in
the sequestration hearing. He also stated [}l mother did not testify in this hearing.
dtated the judge found that despite Corporal Jones’ testimony that he did not talk
about the facts of the case at all, the court found that he had, and he violated the
sequestration order. He said the court also said it was totally inappropriate for Corporal
Jones to approach the firefighters and offer to have them review other officers’ reports
about their statements. He went on to say the judge was visibly angry when discussing
Corporal Jones, offering these reports to the firefighters.

He said the judge asked both the prosecuting and defense attorneys if they had
any further record to add as to his finding regarding the sequestration order was violated
and neither side added any record. He said the judge ruled he would either exclude
Corporal Jones’ testimony or offer the defense a mistrial. He stated after the judge made
his rulings that night, he requested the D.A.’s have Corporal Jones back at the courthouse
the following morning so he could admonish him about the importance of following a
sequestration order. He said the following morning, he did see Corporal Jones at the
courthouse, but the judge did not ask him to come in. He stated he did not see this
himself, but he was told that when Corporal Jones was informed in the morning that he
would not be called back, he came out of the conference room and was quite angry, and
he ripped up what appeared to be his report. I asked him who told him this or who saw
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Corporal Jones upset. He stated he was not sure. He thought it might be his co-counsel,
h but was not sure.

I st2tcd these are the facts as he recalled them regarding this incident. |
asked him if I understood him correctly that the judge did offer a mistrial, and the defense
declined it. He stated that was correct. said he requested the mistrial be granted
and that the prosecution could not refile the case because it was the prosecution’s mistake
for the sequestration order violation, but the judge did not grant his motion. He said
ultimately S ¢1ccted to not have a mistrial and go forward with this trial, but
Corporal Jones was prohibited from testifying.

I asked him if B - < details regarding what she heard the
officers saying about the case, and he stated she did not. He said she testified that she
was partially paying attention but did hear them talking about the case. I asked him if he
was telling me that he did not remember testifying in the sequestration hearing.

After thinking about it, he stated he misremembered, and she did testify. He said
he does remember now that she was testifying based on the descriptions of the officers
because she did not know their names. He stated il tcstified consistently with what
she had originally told himself, his investigator, and I asked him if that was
her testifying to the fact the officers were talking about s demeanor and he
stated yes, and she also testified about the firefighters playing the recording. ||| N
stated [l felt the officers were comparinghs actions from the day of the
incident to how she was acting in the courthouse.

I asked him if either of the officers had testified on the trial and saw her demeanor
now and would be able to compare. He stated yes was at the scene with
and also at the hospital with* He said also drove
o the police station to be interviewed. He said Corporal Jones was not on
scene, but he did respond to Parkview.

He went on to discuss how the officers wrote in their reports that they and the
firefighters did not feel emotions were appropriate for her daughter just
passing away, but they were not allowed to testify about their opinion of her emotions.

I asked -f during the judge’s ruling if he made any statements
regarding untruthfulness or how he interpreted the judge’s ruling. He said he does not
recall if the judge used the specific word untruthful. He stated it is his opinion that it was
very obvious the judge did not believe Corporal Jones’ testimony. He stated the judge
ruled it was clear to him that a sequestration order violation occurred. He said the judge
did not find —s violation so significant that his testimony would be
excluded, but Corporal Jones’ violation was so significant that his testimony was
excluded. He stated based on the judge’s ruling and what he witnessed, he believed
himself the judge did not believe Corporal Jones’ testimony that he did not talk about the
facts of the case at all.
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I asked --for his opinion and how he felt about how witnesses testified.
He stated there is no doubt in his mind that Corporal Jones lied under oath. He said they
heard testimony from | | I and then testimony from two firefighters and
another police officer, and out of those four witnesses, three of them testified they heard
the officers discussing the facts of the case. He said the degrees to which they talked
about the case or what was actually said was slightly different between the witnesses who
testified.

He went on to say even if he left testimony out of it because she was
possibly biased because she is friend, you still have_

and [ 1o testified they did talk about the case and Corporal Jones
testified under oath that he did not discuss the facts of this case at all with any other
witnesses. He stated Corporal Jones was asked more than once, and he was unequivocal
of his answer.

I asked-f he, the judge, and the prosecution asked specific and direct
questions to Corporal Jones and if there was any way Corporal Jones thought they might
be referring to a different case, to a different conversation, or a different time, and

tated absolutely not. He stated he remembered the judge orienting Corporal
Jones about * case, and that being the case they were discussing. He stated
he also asked Corporal Jones point-blank if he talked to any other witnesses about this
case or the facts of this case, and the answer was no.

I asked him if he felt all the other witnesses involved in this sequestration hearing
testified truthfully to what they could recall. He paused and stated that was tough to say.
He said he feltds testimony was somewhat different during this trial as
compared to some of the prior preliminary hearings and motion hearings.

I then clarlﬁed I was asking about the sequestration hearing, and he stated yes, he
felt the other, s testified truthfully. He then went on to say he had doubts about
how truthful was because he was very vague. He said it appeared to him
did not want to throw Corporal Jones under the bus nor did he want to
perjure himself, and that is why he was so vague. _then stated as far as
Corporal Jones goes there is no doubt in his mind that Corporal Jones testified
untruthfully.

I asked_if there was any other information, he thought would be
important to my investigation that I have not asked, or he has not told me. He stated he
did not believe there was any other information but stated he believes the transcript
would assist me in this investigation.

He then stated there was one thing he remembered. He said Corporal Jones wrote
a report and stated that he spoke to the father of the baby, and Corporal Jones claimed the
father made statements about how he had told [ lin the past not to bathe their
daughter in a specific way and how she did it was dangerous. He said he and
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reviewed the body-worn camera footage from Corporal Jones talking to the baby’s father
its entirety, and the father never made those statements.

I asked him if I understood that Corporal Jones’ body-camera was on when he
was talking to the baby’s father, and he stated that is correct. He said, therefore, if the
statements were made they were made after the body camera was turned off, which did
not make sense because at the start of the footage Corporal Jones is introducing himself
and then at the end of the footage basically parting ways and saying bye. He said these
things happen in some cases that an officer will write something in his report, and it is not
on the body camera, but considering the circumstances, he thought he should let me know
about this incident. _did not have any other information to add to the
interview and my contact with him ended.

On 11-16-19, at approximately 9:32 am, I spoke with
- The following is a summary of the information she provided. I told
would like for her to tell me about the sequestration issues that occurred during the trial
with —and what she recalled about the testimony and how the issues arose, and
how they were handled.

She said her defense team received word from their client that there were some
firefighters and officers discussing the case in the hallway while testimony was already
going in the trial. She said they brought it to the court’s attention, and the court wanted
to hear from the witnesses that were involved. She said that is when they heard
testimony from witnesses, includin and- as well as
testimony from and Corporal Jones.

I asked her how it was brought to their attention that this violation occurred, and
she said they had a defense witness in the hallway, and during a break the defense
witness’ mother told their client that the officers and firemen were discussing the case in
the hallway. She said one of the topics relayed to them was the officers were discussing
s demeanor and lack of remorse. [ JJlent on to say NN
and her mother were the people who brought the issue to their attention, but she does not
recall the judge calling either of them to testify in the sequestration hearing. She said she
rememberedhtestifying, and she recalled the court asking witnesses

questions, as well as letting both prosecution and defense ask questions.

[ asked her if she recalled how each witnessed testified. She said she remembered
hearin testifying that she overheard Corporal Jones and

talking about the case regarding how acted the day of the incident,
whether it was normal or not. She also testified about them talking about how they ran
different codes responding to a call. She said ialso testified
Corporal Jones had a copy of her report and offered her the opportunity to review the
reports, which she did not.
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She said she remembered—testifying that he talked about who
showed up first on scene and who didn’t. She said she did not recall
commenting on hearing Corporal Jones talking about [ ]Il s demeanor. She said
ﬁ testified about running code to the calls. She said Corporal Jones
testified, and he denied talking about any of those topics and was specifically asked about
those topics.

She stated she remember testifying, and to her recollection he
did not recall or was not really paying attention to the conversations. She said
-ruled there was a sequestration order violation and prohibited Corporal Jones
from testifying in the trial.

She said what she found interesting was, during the sequestration hearing, she had
another attorney from her office named ||| s t in the hallway to make sure
there were no further conversations about the case. She said- heard

state he was going to sit in one of the small rooms, so he would not listen to
anymore. She said she did not know the context behind that, but she thought it was
strange.

She went on to say _said the officers were on their ihones and

appeared to be texting, but he did not know for sure. She said s
impression was the officers might have been texting about what the hearing was about,
but he did not hear anything or know what they were doing on their phones.

[ confirmed that_could not see what they were texting on their
phones, and I also informed her that is not uncommon these days, most everyone is on
their phones and she stated that is correct. It could have been totally unrelated, but that’s
just what told her.

I asked her i_ testimony confirmed what_ had

told him. She stated definitely in regard to topic and subject, but as far as specifics go
btesﬁﬁed she was also

there were still some differences. She said
laying on her phone and not paying close attention to the conversations. She stated
“conﬁrmed she heard the conversation regarding | EGcN0GNGs
demeanor. She again stated estified he did not hear the conversation. 1
asked her about the portion of the hearing regarding the firefighters’ listening to a
voicemail and asked her if that issue was resolved, and she said it was. She explained the

same incident regarding the firefighters playing the voice message just to get||| il
phone number.

[ asked her if I was correct tha (RN <stified he violated the

sequestration order by talking about running code to the call and who arrived on scene in
what order, and she stated that was correct. I confirmed with her that Corporal Jones
testified he did not have any conversation regarding the facts of this case with other
witnesses in the hallway, and she stated that was correct.
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I asked her if the judge ruled Corporal Jones’ testimony would be stricken, and
she stated that was correct. [ also asked if the judge ruled there was a violation of the
sequestration order, and she said that was correct. She stated she recalled the judge
making a finding there was a clear violation, and she believes that is why he did not call

B o: her mother to testify.

I asked her if she asked any witnesses questions during the sequestration hearing,
and she said no. I asked her while she was listening to the questions and the testimony if
there was any way Corporal Jones could have mistaken what was being asked of him, and
she stated she did not believe so. She stated she remembered the judge specifically
asking Corporal Jones if they discussed codes and what it meant, and Corporal Jones said
they did not. She said at that point they had already heard from*
and (NEEEES o both testified and confirmed that conversation occurred, and
Corporal Jones was involved in the conversation. She said she thought Corporal Jones

to refer to, andhhad

testified he did not offer a report for
testified that he had.

B - she felt there were some easier topics for Corporal Jones to say he
messed up on, and he did not. He just denied saying anything or doing things. I asked
her what her opinion was of the judge’s ruling, and she stated she fe!t|||GTcNEG
also violated the sequestration order, and he was more forthcoming on the stand about
how he violated it than Corporal Jones did. She stated this was, in her opinion, why the
court came up with such a strong remedy against Corporal Jones. She also stated she
observed_was very upset at that point.

I told her _told me about Corporal Jones returning the next day and
then becoming pretty upset. I asked her if she witnessed that. She stated she did not
witness it, but she was told by other witnesses in the hallway that Corporal Jones was
upset. I asked her if she knew who saw Coioral Jones leave when he was upset, and she

said she thought maybe [|||EGEGE_o- father.

I asked her if [ was correct in understanding the judge did offer them a mistrial,
and she stated that was correct. [ asked her if there was anything, she needed to add that I
hadn’t asked. She stated she is a relatively young attorney and has dealt with younger
officers who are pretty inexperienced. She stated she was surprised that Corporal Jones’
testimony came from someone with the title of corporal. I asked her if the judge ordered
the sequestration order, and then the attorneys had to inform the witnesses, and she stated
that was correct. She said she thought the judge ordered the sequestration order
approximately a week and a half prior to trial. At this time, hdid not have any
further information and our interview ended.
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On 11-07-19, at approximately 4:30 pm, I spoke to_ at the Pueblo
Police Department in the Internal Affairs interview room. The following is a summary of
the information{jjjjjij provided.

I confirmed -was part of a court hearing in September, and I asked her
what her role was in the hearing. She stated she was a witness on the defendant’s behalf.
I asked her who the defendant was, and she stated || || | BNNEEE Ste stated-ls
her best friend, and also her neighbor. I asked her if she was subpoenaed to testify by the
prosecution or the defense and she stated both.

I asked her if she spent a long time in the hallway waiting to testify, and she said
yes. Itold her I was informed she brought to the court’s attention that she heard some
officers and firemen talking about the case in the hallway and she stated that was correct.
I asked her to explain to me what she heard in the hallway and when it occurred.

She said she did not know the names of the officers, but she said one of the
officers said when he had to take—to the police station for questioning, she did
not show any remorse. She said one of the other officers was playing his voicemail, and
the recording was from the D.A. She said the recording did not have any details about
the case, but the voice recording identified the caller asg-and stated he needed to
talk to them more about the case of

She went on to say one of the officers had his paperwork with him, and he was
trying to show the other officers and the firefighters his paperwork on [ N R case. 1
asked her if that officer said anything, and she stated he just had the papers and was
trying to show them what was on the papers.

I asked her if she spoke to officers the day the incident occurred witl—
and she said yes. I asked her if the officers she saw in the hallway were the same officers
and she stated one of them. I asked her which one she recognized, and she said the
officer was the taller of the two, heavier set and was bald. (It should be noted this
description matches Corporal Jones). She stated this officer was the one that questioned
her on the day of the incident and was asking her what happened.

I asked her if he was the officer who was trying to show the other people his
report, and she said yes. I asked her what else that officer did in the hallway. She said he
was the one that was saying when he asked-to go to the police station, she did
not show any remorse. I asked her if she remembered what that officer was wearing that
day in court, and she said she thought it was a black suit. I asked her if she recognized
the other officer from the day of the incident and she stated she did not. I asked her what
this officer was wearing when he was in court, and she stated he was a younger

entleman and was in his police uniform. (It should be noted this description matches
_and [ am aware he was wearing a uniform) I asked her if she heard this
officer say anything about the case and she stated she thought he was the one that played
the recording on his cell phone.
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I asked her what the firefighters were wearing that day, and if she knew they were
firefighters. She stated they were wearing their uniforms as well. I asked her if her mom
was a witness in the criminal case, and she stated she was not. She was just there with

I asked her if the conversations she heard from the firefighters and the officers
happened all at one time or if it was at different times throughout the day. She stated it
was spread out during the day. She said when the officer made a comment about
B - ing no remorse, that was earlier in the day and the other one that played the
recording was later on in the day.

I asked her when she heard this, what caused her to bring it to somebody’s
attention. I asked her if she had been told people were not supposed to discuss the case.
She said she was told by both prosecution and defense attorneys she should not talk to
anyone about the case who has testified or is going to testify. She said they also told her
if she heard people talking about the case to let them know.

| asked her who she told about hearing the conversations, and she said she told
and then [N to1d her lawyers. She said on their lunch break, she and
were in the elevator, and she asked [ lJif she remembered the officer who
took her to the station. She said -told her it was the younger cop. She said she
told [l hat the cop had said about her remorse and when they got downstairs,
they saw the court clerk, so | llltold the clerk what had occurred.

I told her I needed to clarify and asked her if she thought from based on what the
bigger officer said, he was the one who transported- and she stated yes, but
when she told [ about it, Il said the smaller officer is the one that
transported her. I confirmed the smaller officer did not make that statement, and it came
from the bigger officer, and she stated yes. I asked her if she knew either officers name
and she stated she did not. I asked her if she heard any other discussion about the case
after these incidents, and she said no.

I asked i it her mom heard these conversations, and she said she did. I
asked her how far away she was from the officers and the firemen when she heard these
things. She described being two benches away from them and then described the
distance as being closer than the distance of the length of the interview room we were
talking in. I asked her if there was anything else, she heard during this incident that she
hadn’t told me about, and she said no.

[ asked her if she heard any of the firefighters talking about the case, and she
stated she did not, but the firefighters were by the officers when they were having the
discussions. I confirmed the smaller cop in the uniform played the recording on his
phone, and then the bigger cop made the comments about h demeanor and tried
to show the others his paperwork, and she stated that was correct. 1 asked her if she
would provide my phone number to her mom and see if she would come down and talk to
me and she said she would. Ml had nothing further to add, and our interview ended.
It should be noted her mother never contacted me.
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On 11-12-19, at approximately 8:20 am, I spoke to_ The

following is a summary of the information he provided. I asked him if he was a witness
in a trial at court in September, and he said yes. 1 asked him if he was aware of what a
sequestration order is, and he stated he was because the attorneys had explained it to him.
I'told him it appeared during that trial there were some issues with a sequestration order,
and he stated that was correct. I asked him if he could explain to me how that all
occurred and if there were any conversations between himself, the other firefighters and
the police.

He said the first day they sat there all day and did not get to testify, and on the
second day, they sat for a few more hours, and then they got to testify and went home.
He stated they called him back and that is when they questioned him about the
conversations in the hallway. I asked him if they questioned him about whether he took
part in any conversations in the hallway or heard any conversations in the hallway and he
said that was correct.

I asked him if they had conversations about the case in the hallway, and he said he
did not remember any conversations about the case. He said they were there for a really
long time, and he was just kind of zoned out because it was such a long time. He said he
was aware one issue was that he played a voicemail on his phone, and he stated he did
play that voicemail.

[ asked him who the officers were who were in the hallway with him, and he said,
Jones and- [ asked him if he knew them prior to this, and he has run into them
on calls in the past but did not really know them. I asked him if he heard the officers
talking about the case and he said not that he could remember. I asked him if he was
aware if there were any other witnesses in the hallway, and he said there were other
people in the hallway, but he did not know if they were witnesses. _did not
have anything further to add to the interview, and our conversation ended.

I then spoke to on 11-12-19, at approximately 8:26
am. The following is a summary of the information she provided. I asked her if she was
familiar with what a sequestration order is, and she said she was aware what it is, and
stated you essentially can’t talk about the case. I asked her if she could tell me what she
remembered about the testimony in that case and how it happened.

She stated they were called to testify in the case regarding what they observed
when they were first on the scene. I asked her if she was in the hallway for a long time
waiting to testify, and she stated approximately 14 hours. I asked her who all was in the
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hallway, and she said herself,—. I asked her if officers were
also in the hallway and she said Corporal Jones and | N R << in the hallway
on the second day, in the afternoon.

I asked her if she knew the officers prior to this, and she said she had meetings
with Corporal Jones on calls for service, as well as on bomb calls, but other than seeing
him on calls, she does not have a personal relationship with him. She also said she has
run into [ on calls, as well. She stated after they testified in the trial, she
went home, and then she was called back.

I asked her to explain what happened with that, and she said
called her and said she needed to come back to the courthouse. I asked her if she testified
again, and she said yes. [ asked her to explain what happened.

She said they asked her about the message they played on- phone, and she
told them the message was played because they were looking for a phone number for the
D.A. She went on to say while she was in the hallway with the other firemen, Corporal
Jones and dshowed up, and they had numerous conversations.

She said she testified in the trial and came back out and was waiting for her crew
to come back out, and the D.A. came out and told them to not testify to what they
responded to. She said she told [llllshe was told the same thing when she was testifying,
and Corporal Jones asked why she couldn’t testify to that. She said she did not know.
She said she told Jones she did not know why they couldn’t talk about that because she
felt it was very important and pertinent to this call.

She said they went on to discuss how responding to the call is pertinent, and the
information they have while responding gets them ready for what they are about to
encounter. She said in this particular case, they were responding to a certain kind of call,
and then it upgraded to a drowning. She said Jones agreed and told her it would be just
like whether they respond code or not code, and she said that is where the conversation
stopped.

[ asked her if they were talking specifically about that case or just in general
response to a call, and she said in general response to a call. I asked her if they asked her
about any other possible conversations, she either had or heard. She stated they asked
about the demeanor of the defendant. _said she never saw the defendant
when she was on the call. She stated her focus was on the child and trying to save the
baby. She stated he talked about how her (the defendant) demeanor was off. She again
stated she didn’t see her that day, so she could not talk about whether her demeanor was
off. She said he responded while I can.

I asked her who was saying this, and she said, Jones. She said Jones told her he

had evidence of how the defendant acted that day, and she told him okay, she did not see
the defendant. I told her I wanted to be sure because there were tw involved in
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this caseFand Corporal Jones, and she stated it was Corporal
Jones who stated he was aware of the defendant’s demeanor.

I asked her if that conversation happened in the hallway, and she said yes. She
said Corporal Jones didn’t say how she (the Defendant) reacted. He just said he had
evidence of how she reacted. I asked her if that conversation was just between her and
Corporal Jones and she stated it was just a generalized conversation. She said she was on
her phone, and -was on his phone messing around, and they were just trying to stay
busy and have something to do. She said she does not recall how the conversation
started, just that she remembered Corporal Jones saying he had evidence, how she
reacted. She said she did not recall if Corporal Jones even mentioned how he felt she
reacted.

I asked her if Corporal Jones asked her if she remembered how the defendant
acted, and she said yes, but again, she told him she did not remember seeing her that day.
I asked her if there were any other conversations about the case that day and she said not
that she could recall.

I told her other people had mentioned Corporal Jones offered to let her look at his
report, and I asked her if that was correct. She stated he did offer. She said Corporal
Jones told her he had her statement in his report and asked if she needed to see it and she
told him she did not because she saw it when she met with the D.A. 1 asked her if they
were in the hallway when Corporal Jones offered his report to her, and she said yes.

I told her a lot of times on the more serious cases the D.A. will meet with their
witnesses prior to trial. I asked her if the D.A.s met with her prior to this and she said
yes. lasked her if _explained the sequestration order to her when he met with
her prior to the trial and she said yes.

I asked her if she knew if there were other witnesses in the hallway. She stated
she assumed there were witnesses because there were two females the defendant came
out and spoke with and was laughing and joking around with on breaks. She said she
made a mental note of that because it was odd to her the defendant would be laughing
and joking, and in her opinion, that day would be her worst day.

She said there was another male in the hallway that she assumed was part of the
case because he had -tattooed on his forearm, and that was the patient’s (Victim)
last name. She said she did not make contact with any of these other people, and the
male stayed down the hallway to himself. I asked her if the two females would have been
close enough to hear any conversation they were having, and she said they maintained at
least one window away from each other. She also stated these two females were out in
the hallway as long as they were. did not have any other
information to add and my interview with her ended.
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On 11-12-19, at approximately 8:45 am, I interviewed
The following is a summary of the information he provided. I confirmed he testified in a
trial in September, and he stated that was correct. 1 told him I was aware there were some
sequestration order issues, and he stated he was aware there were some concerns if there
were any discussions in the hallway after they had been told to not discuss the trial in the
hallway.

[ asked him if he met with the D.A.’s office prior to testifying, and he said yes. I
asked if that is when he was told about the sequestration order, and he said he was not
told about the sequestration order until the day they were in trial, and the incident
occurred. He went on to say the only thing he was told was on that day in the hallway
was don’t talk about the case out here. [ said they were in the hallway for a long
time. They asked him while he was in the hallway who else was in the hallway that he
knew. He said it was at various times him,_ B G oon the

second day Richard Jones and were also there.

[ asked him if he knew either of the police officers before that day, and he said he
had known Richard Jones for years through work. He said he had encountered [[|jjjl}
on calls, but he does not know him. I asked him if he heard or was aware of any
discussions that occurred in the hallway about the case and he said no. He said the only
thing that even came close to a conversation about the case was there was a conversation
about using dispatch information to determine how they respond to a call. He said it was
not about this case, but it was about response to calls in general. I told him it was my
understanding that at some point the D.A. came out into the hallway and explained to
them they were not allowed to talk about what dispatch said, and he said he was not
aware of that. He went on to say it was his understanding that a lot of this conversation
occurred when he was actually on the stand testifying, so he was not in the hallway. He
said he thinks that is why when they got recalled to testify, he was never recalled.

I asked him if he saw any other witnesses in the hallway, and he said there were
other civilians in the hallway, but he was under the impression they were family to the
defendant. _stated they were in the hallway for so long they had numerous
conversations about different topics, but he does not recall any about the case itself. -

- did not have any other information and my interview with him ended.

On 11-14-19, at approximately 8:56 am, I interviewed
During my interview with

and
were present. At the beginning of the interview, [JJJj

receive a Garrii Advisement. I provided him a Garrity

and went over the advisement with
acknowledged he understood the advisement and
signed the Garrity Advisement. The following is a summary of the information he
provided me.
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I began the interview by confirming with_that he testified in a
trial in ﬁregarding the death of a child, and he stated that was correct. 1

informed him I was aware that during the trial there were some issue with the
sequestration order, and he stated that was correct. I asked him if he was advised there
was a sequestration order prior to the trial, and he stated he was. I asked him if he could
tell me what he could recall about the sequestration order violation and the testimony that
followed that.

He said this was his first trial to testify in that was this serious, and he was on the
stand testifying, and out of nowhere they stopped his testimony and asked everyone to get
out in the hallway. He said when he came back in, the jury was gone, and everybody else
in the courtroom was gone other than the judge and the prosecution and defense
attorneys. He said they started asking him all these questions about what was said in the
hallway, and he was confused about what was going on. He said they were asking
questions regarding what they talked about in the hallway. He said after being in the
hallway for approximately three days, hours at a time, it was hard to recap everything
they talked about.

He said he did tell the judge they talked about running a code, but that
conversation was in general topic, not case specific. He said while he was in the hallway
Corporal Jones and three firemen were also in the hallway. He said they were just having
casual conversation about other calls and how they responded to the calls. He said they
had a lot of different conversations about other things not related to police work. The
judge also asked him if he watched videos, and he told the judge yes. He said he watched
some YouTube videos, some Instagram videos, and he did watch a video of his body-
worn camera footage from the case, but when he did this, he went into a conference room
to the side of the court. He said he was by himself when he watched the body-womn
camera footage.

I asked him how long he had been with the police department, and he stated since

I confirmed this was the first big case he had testified in and he stated it
was because the child died. I told him-he stated he was aware there was a sequestration
order in place, and I asked him what his interpretation of that order is. He went on to
describe that if he and someone else were talking about the details of the case, such as a
female lying on the floor, that would be a violation because they were talking about the
case. He said he felt talking about the details and facts of the case would be a violation of
the sequestration order.

I asked him if I was correct in his statement that he was actually testifying on the
criminal portion of this case when the sequestration issue arose, and he stated that was
correct. Iasked him if the judge, the prosecution, and the defense all asked pretty pointed
questions of the discussions in the hallway and he said they did. He again said he told the
judge all he could remember was the conversation about running code to different calls,
but he did not remember anything about the details of this case. I asked him if he knew
how the conversation about responding code was brought up. He said he does not
remember how the conversation started.
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I told him he mentioned they were out in the hallway for three days. I asked him
if he could break that down for me. He said he was on vacation and when he called the
D.A.’s Office they told him the very first day don’t show up because they wouldn’t have
to pick a jury. He said he showed up the second day, and they still hadn’t selected a jury,
so he left and went to the station and checked in with his sergeant and did some online
stuff at the department. He said he went back in the afternoon and stayed until
approximately 3:00 pm, and they were told to come back the next day.

He said the third day he went back and stayed out in the hallway for a while
again. I asked him if they specifically asked him about the suspect’s demeanor, and he
said they asked so many questions he can’t remember them all. 1 asked him if he
remembered anyone having a conversation about the suspect’s demeanor. He said he
didn’t know. He stated he does not remember anyone talking about that specific case the
day it occurred. He went on to say he learned a lot from sitting in the hallway for so
long, and he was surprised all of this was stemming from someone overhearing some
conversations they had.

He said he understands maybe some cases sound familiar or they sound alike, but
he is one not to talk about anything related to police work in the hallway. I asked him if
when he testified in the sequestration hearing if he was under oath, and he stated he was.
I asked him if he testified truthfully to the best of his memory and he stated yes. I asked
him if he answered all my questions truthfully today and he stated yes. I asked him if he
felt there was any department policy violations by him or Corporal Jones during this
incident. He stated Corporal Jones is a good guy, but he is loud, and everybody hears
when he talks, but Corporal Jones would give the shirt off his back to somebody, and he
has a soft spot for kids. _%venl on to say this call was the first time he
ever saw Corporal Jones cry. He added that Corporal Jones would also get after him if he
sees him doing something wrong, and he has helped him a lot in his first two years on the
job. He said he couldn’t imagine Corporal Jones violating any policies, nor did he.

I asked if he heard Corporal Jones talking about the facts of the case in the
hallway, and he said no. I asked him if there was anything else, he would like to add that
[ haven’t asked him regarding this investigation, and he stated no.

_said he was extremely rattled during the testimony in this case,
and the judge did not calm him down at all. haskedHif part of
the reason he was so rattled was he was impeached on something during the criminal
trial, and he stated yes. He said the defense lawyer had asked him a question, and he
answered it, and then the defense approached with a big binder of the transcript, and he
answered the question differently in a previously hearing, and he apologized that he did
not remember that question. He said the preliminary hearing was approximately nine
months prior to his trial, so he did not remember word for word, but he said the defense
attorney used the word impeachment, and that made him more nervous about testifying.
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_explained another incident that occurred and said he did not
recall transporting the suspect. He said he apparently had three body-worn camera clips,
and he only reviewed two because he was not aware of the third one, which showed him
transporting the suspect, but he testified he did not transport her because he had not seen
that video.

I asked him if the firemen were involved in the code response conversation, and
he said yes. I asked him if he recognized any other witnesses in the hallway near them.

He said he didn’t, but Corporal Jones made a comment that this miiht have stemmed

over the father being in the hallway. [ lesked if the conversation
he had with Corporal Jones regarding this (sequestration order violation) was prior to
being served his 48-hour notice, and he stated it was.

[ asked him if he heard the Fire Department employees playing a message on the
phone from one of the D.A.’s, and he stated he did not. I asked him if he had anything
further to add to the interview and he did not. At this time my interview with

nded.

Richard Jones

On 11-14-19, at approximately 9:28 am, I interviewed Corporal Richard Jones at

the Pueblo P.D. Internal Affairs Office. Present during this interview wasjiji}
N .5, | ovised Corpe]

Jones of his Garrity Advisement, and NIl went over the advisement with Corporal
Jones. Corporal Jones agreed to proceed with the interview, and the following is a
summary of the information he provided.

I informed Corporal Jones the interview was regarding the trial in September
regarding the death of that child. I asked him if he was aware there was a sequestration
order prior to the trial, and he stated he was. I explained to him there was some type of
violation of the sequestration order, and there was a separate hearing regarding it. I asked
him if he could tell me what he recalls about the issues that arose and the testimony.

He stated the trial lasted three days. He said on last day of the trial, he was in-
service training, so he was going back and forth from training to court. He said that
afternoon he went back to court and they told him they would not need him yet, so he left
again. He said he came back to the department and participated in the arrest control
training. He said while he was at the arrest control training, his phone blew up, and they
were telling him they needed him back over at the courthouse. He said he arrived back at
the courthouse and shortly after he arrived, they were calling him to the stand. He said
when he sat on the stand,-egan asking him about the court case. He said
the judge asked him about coding and asked him if he was talking about coding out in the
hallway. Corporal Jones stated he told the judge he did not know what coding is. He
said the judge went on to explain that he was talking about how people responded to the
scene. Corporal Jones stated he told the judge, “no, sir”, I was not talking about coding.
He said the judge then asked him if he was talking about the case at all in the hallway,
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and Corporal Jones again told him, “no, sir”. He said the judge asked him a couple of
other questions, and he repeatedly told the judge “no, sir”, he did not remember talking
about the case at all. Corporal Jones stated that his testimony was pretty brief, but he was
getting pissed, and the judge told him he could leave.

Corporal Jones stated when he walked out of the courthouse, he was pissed
because, to his knowledge, he did not talk about the case because he was sequestered, and
he does not talk about the case when he is sequestered. He said when he was there, they
talked about his baby cases. He said, did we talk about this specific baby case? He did
not. He said one of the cases he’s dealing with he calls her his Easter baby. He said it

was a case he worked almost -ago where he did CPR on the baby, and the bab
died. He said that is a heavy case for him and he stillﬂ

He again said he did not talk about this case.

He said one thing that made him mad before this case went to trial is, he had to
contact the D.A. and ask if they watched his body camera footage. He said
said he could not remember if he watched his entire body camera footage. He said he

oint a few things to as they watched his body camera footage, and
said these things do not make sense and stated that these observations helped
the case.

Corporal Jones went on to say he read the letter the District Attorney authored
regarding his testimony, and in the letter, it mentioned he was talking about the suspect’s
actions and how she was acting. Corporal Jones stated, first of all, she was never under
arrest when she was with him. He also stated he knows on his body camera footage that
when they are in the room with her baby, and they walk out, the suspect turns and looks
at him and asks if he has her driver’s license and Social Security card. He said he told the
female he did not have those items, but another officer did, and they would get them back
to her.

He said that is what he had to tell the Deputy D.A.s about, and they did not even
know that was on his body-camera footage. He went on to say *and

old him he was going to be called to rebut any statements that the
neighbor made. He said he never was allowed to testify in the criminal case. He said the
only testimony he had was when they were asking him questions about whether he talked
about the case. He said he, to this day, does not remember talking about the case that he
knows of. [ asked him if the prosecutors and the defense attorneys asked him questions

as well, and he said they did. He said he does not remember what they asked him. He
then added he couldn’t remember what I did on Monday.

Corporal Jones stated this incident has brought on other things, and he is looking

at himself personally. He said he is going through some things outside of the department,
o - - R . v
mentioned he might have to go to court and not be able to take notes with him, it scared

the crap out of him. He said honestly, he can’t remember what he did last Friday or
Saturday or what he did while he was sitting waiting for this court case. He said all he
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can truthfully say is he didn’t talk about the case. He again stated that he talked about his
Easter baby’s case.

He said he had very little contact with the suspect in this case, and most of his
contact was with the neighbor, the neighbor’s family, and the father of the baby. He said
that if anyone in the hallway was talking about this case, he did not hear them. He stated
he was playing with a game called “Balls” on his phone. I asked him how long he
thought he was in the hallway altogether. He stated he was there all three days.

I told him most serious cases like that the first day is jury selection. I asked him if
the District Attorney’s had them in the hallway for the entire first day. He said they were
there for a while. He said if he remembers correctly that was his day off. He said he
thought the first two days of the trial were his days off and the third day was a duty day.
He said he thought they sent them home, but he couldn’t tell me for sure. He said he
knew they kept going back and forth and would go to the court and sit for a while, and
then they would say they wouldn’t need them.

I told Corporal Jones that I interviewed the Deputy D.As. that handled this case,
and they told me they told him he was a rebuttal witness, and they would not need him
until later in the week. [ told him the trial started on September 17th, and he submitted an
eight-hour overtime slip for September 17th. 1 asked him why he submitted an eight-
hour overtime slip for a day that was consumed with jury selection. Corporal Jones
paused and then said he did not know for sure, but if he submitted an eight-hour overtime
slip, he was sure he was at the station doing work. He stated he was probably in the
Annex doing bomb stuff.

He said in the past when he is involved in a trial, he knows the policy says not to
go home and to be at the station either doing work or in-service. He said he was in the
Annex doing bomb reports. He said he would be able to go into B.A.T.S and see if he
entered reports that day. He stated if he submitted an overtime slip, it’s because he was
here working.

[ informed him both District Attorneys informed me they told him they would call
him later in the week if they needed them to testify. He stated he does not recall that. I
told him to correct me if I'm wrong, but he had a subpoena for that, so he was going to
come in, and if they did not need him, he was going to work on the bomb stuff at the
Annex. He said if they did not need him and it’s his day off of course he would rather go
home but if they were going to need him, he was not going to go home or go in-service to
where he might not be able to respond when they needed him, so he said what he
normally does is if he is in uniform or in a suit, he comes to the station and does work at
the station and most likely he goes to the bomb annex where he has plenty of work to do.

I told him he mentioned he talked about his case from 19 years ago, and I asked
him if he talked about that suspect’s demeanor while he was in the hallway. He stated he
probably did. He said that case weighed a lot on him, and he was sure he talked about the
lady’s demeanor and the male’s demeanor. I asked him who all was in the hallway for
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most of the time when he was there. He stated there was him, IR :nd e
three firemen. He said if he remembered correctly there was another gentleman that was
sitting farther down and another female in the hallway. I asked him if he knew the
firemen from other calls and stuff and he stated he knew them, but he does not know their
names. [ asked him if he offered the firemen the opportunity to review his report, to
review their statements. He stated he didn’t know. He said he might have, but he doesn’t
know.

I asked if he did offer his report to them, did he feel that would be a violation of
the sequestration order. He said yes, it would be because they would be sharing
information. I told him I assumed he had their statement in his report and he stated that
was correct because he interviewed the three firemen. I told him I wanted to be sure and
confirm that he did not recall talking about responding code. He does not remember
offering the firemen his report, and he does not recall talking about the demeanor of the
suspect, and he stated that is correct.

[ explained to him that me doing this investigation is just like doing any other
police work. I asked him if he testified truthfully when the judge called him to the stand,
and he said, “yes, sir”. I asked him if he could explain to me why there are three other
people in this case who stated they heard him talking about the demeanor of the suspect
and offering his report to the firemen. He stated the bad thing is, is he can tell me that
when he told the judge he didn’t do that, that’s what he remembers. He said he does not
remember talking about this case at all, but he does remember talking about his Easter
baby.

He said he does not remember talking about her demeanor, but he does remember
talking to the D.A. a couple of days prior about the suspect’s behavior being odd when
she asked for her driver’s license and Social %ecunty card He sald he doeg not
remember telling anyone how the suspect a
remember that, but he doesn’t think he did.

e again talked about how the judge was
asking about coding, and he did not know what the judge was talking about.
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He said when he got the letter stating he was the one who did it, it was like a kick
in the face because he feels he did not do it. He said that’s the problem. He can’t tell me
definitely, but he doesn’t know, and it scares the shit out of him. He said, would I do it?
No. Do I know it’s wrong? Yes. And that’s why he said no, he did not do it.

I told him he referenced the-incidcnt, and I asked him if he could tell me
about how long he’s been researching this information because not everyone might know
when the incident occurred. He said he thought the Parkview incident
happened in and he said earlier that year is when he called the
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[ asked him if he has answered my questions truthfully, and he said yes. I asked
him if he felt any department policies were violated during this incident by him or
- He stated no. | fllllinterjected and said to Corporal Jones he mentioned he
might have shown the Fire Department personnel his report and that if he did that it
would have been a violation of the sequestration order, and by extension of that might be
a violation of the department policy. Corporal Jones agreed and stated, yes, sir. He
stated if he did show them the report that it was a violation of department policy.

I confirmed with him then, just to make the record clear, that he does not
remember if he offered to show the report or if he did show it to them, and he stated he
does not remember. I told Corporal Jones I had asked the questions I needed to ask and
asked if he had anvthing he would like to add. -stated he had a couple of
questions for i

He asked Corporal Jones if he recalled the judge asking a question along the lines
of do you recall hearing anyone discuss the case in the hallway, and Corporal Jones
stated, yes, sir. asked if his response to that question was no and Corporal Jones
stated, yes, sir. told Corporal Jones he talked about his hearing and asked if his
hearing was not good and he said it is not. [JJjjjillstated he had made some
observations about Corporal Jones’ hearing the last week or so, and he would confirm
that it is not good. asked him if it was possible that other people could have
been talking about the case in the hallway, and Corporal Jones not hear them and
Corporal Jones stated, yes, sir. said, so your response would have been truthful,
and he said yes.

said he mentioned playing this game on his phone and asked him what
his attention span was like when he was playing that game. Corporal Jones stated he
would not be paying attention to other people in the vicinity but also trying to keep his
peripherals aware of what’s going on down the hallway.

asked Corporal Jones about the first day of trial for jury selection, was it
his 'Corporal Jones’) understanding that he was on call and Corporal Jones said, yes, sir.

told Corporal Jones he mentioned|jj NG -
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[ A Corporal Jones if in his lengthy career at the Pueblo Police
Department if people had damaged his property and lash out at him, and he did not react
that way, and he stated, yes, sir. iasked Corporal Jones if this was uncommon
for him and he stated, correct. He said the young man swung at him and didn’t even hit
him, but his glasses fell off, and he just stomped on them. -did not have any
further questions.

I told Corporal Jones I had a couple of questions aftel—asked him
questions. I told him he mentioned he had hearing problems, and I asked if he has any
hearing aids or anything that helps him hear and he stated he does not. I told him as far
as hearing any witnesses in the hallway, he mentioned he did not hear any witnesses, but
[ asked him if he said anything about the case, and he said, no sir, not that I know of.

[ asked him if he recognized anyone other than firemen in the hallway and if there
was anyone he recognized from the case in the hallway, and he said, no, sir. I asked him
what he was wearing the day he testified. He said he thought he was in a suit because the
day he was in in-service he was trying to do arrest control in his dress clothes, as well as
testifying in court. I asked him again if there was anything I hadn’t asked, or
had not asked that he would like to add to the interview, and he stated no. At this time,
the interview concluded.

A short time after the interview, Corporal Jones re-contacted me, and [ went to the
Bomb office in the Annex where he and |l showed me the B.A.T.S computer
system. Corporal Jones showed me that he entered five B.A.T.S reports on the first day
of the trial, which was 09-17-19. He showed me these reports to show that he was at the
Bomb Annex completing reports, and that is the day he put in for eight hours of overtime.
I asked Corporal Jones to take screen shots of the time and CR the reports were done and
email them to me, which he did at a later time. He also provided me handwritten copies
of the log sheet where he did the reports.

On 11-15-19,1 contacted— who is Corporal Jones’
supervisor. I asked him if he remembered Corporal Jones telling him he was on-call
during the first day of the trial when he turned in his eight-hour overtime shift. -
B ould not remember for sure, but he stated he does remember Corporal Jones
saying he was going to be in the Bomb Annex working on things because he was
involved in a court hearing. He stated he does not remember what day that was. I
explained to him the day Corporal Jones put in eight hours overtime was not their normal
duty day and asked *if he would have been in working overtime for
Jones to tell him about trial and working at the Annex. He stated he might have been
working overtime. Again, he stated he remembers being at his desk and Corporal Jones
telling him he would be at the Bomb Annex.




It should be noted I checked with Payroll, and was on overtime
on 09-17-19 but was teaching driving for the Academy, so it is unknown if this is the day
Corporal Jones asked him about being at the Annex or if it was the following day.

On -I received a copy of a letter authored by Pueblo County District

_ The letter was addressed to the Defense Counsel and/or

Defendant. It stated the purpose of the letter is to comply with the prosecutions legal and

ethical responsibilities under Rule 16 of the Colorado Rules of Criminal Procedure, the
Colorado Rules of professional Conduct, and applicable federal and state case law.

The letter went on to address that during the trial of People v_ an
issue arose regarding two police officers including Corporal Richard Jones violated a
sequestration order by having inappropriate conversations about the case while they were
in the hallway waiting to testify. The letter stated the court ruled Corporal Jones
specifically made inappropriate statements conceming-s behavior at the time
of her arrest. It also said that despite Corporal Jones’ testimony that he did not discuss
the case with other witnesses, the court ruled there was a sequestration violation and

Corporal Jones would not be allowed to testify in the criminal case.

[ later received a copy of the court transcript from_
_ I reviewed the transcript and the following is a summary what each

witness testified to during the sequestration violation hearing.

IR < imony

Firemen played the message from_ she heard it and was setting two

benches away. Could not give specifics about what phone message said other than

questions about _case. Said this happened earlier in the day.
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Later in the day (3:30ish) she heard the two Officers talking about-showing
no remorse when the Officer advised her of Miranda and transported her to the
station. Said the two officers and the three firemen were present during this
conversation.

She describes the tall thinner Officer making these comments. She said the other
Officer did not say anything nor did the firemen. Went on to call Jones by name
and said it was not Jones, it was the other one who was making the comments.

Said it was the one in uniform (which is-).

After being asked if they talked in the hallway about the case, he answered, “We
talked generalizing. Just like, had to go to court, what is going on, and just general
stuff”.

Judge asked for specifics. - stated he was trying to recap their
conversations. He said they talked about if they ran code to the call while in the
hallway with the firemen and Jones.

Said he did not talk about her demeanor or how she was acting, nor did he advise
her of Miranda, nor did he transport her to the station from the hospital. He
testified suspects neighbor took her to the police station from the hospital. Said
he did not hear conversation about the case other than running code to the call.
DA asked if he made statements about her showing no remorse when he
transported her, and he said no. And he said he did not transport her.

Defense cross examined him and showed his body cam and it showed him
transporting o hospital to station. -apologized and stated he did
not remember transporting her, but he did.

Testified he did not talk to other witnesses about the transport or about any of his

contact with her. He did not have conversations about her demeanor.

Corporal Richard Jones Testimony
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Court asks if while in the hallway had he had any discussions or heard anyone
make statements regarding the facts of the case? Jones answers “No sir”. Court
asked if there was any discussion regarding coding and Jones says he does not
understand. Judge explains coding to be how you respond to a call. Jones then
says, “No sir, not that I know of”. Court asks if -or Firemen made
comments about responding code and Jones says, “No sir”.

DA asks if he or any Officer making comments about -showing remorse.
Jones says yes but was referring to an earlier time when he met with DA. The DA
asks if he made those comments in the hallway today and he said, “No, Ma’am”.
DA asks if he remembered any of the witnesses talking about defendants’
emotions or her transportation to the station and he said, “No Ma’am”. He went
on to say he did not hear anyone talking about the facts of the case in the hallway.
DA asks if he heard Albaugh and the Firemen talk about running code to the call
and he said, “No, ma’am”.

Defense asked if there were any facts about the case discussed in the hallway and

Jones said, “No sir, not that [ heard”.

She describes someone (never discovered who) told them they were still picking a

Jury so they should check with the DA to come back at a later time so they would
not be in hallway so long. —played a voice message on his phone

frm_ to get a number for him. No facts about the case on the

message.
Court asks if there were discussions about the facts of this case between the
Firemen and the Officers while in the hallway. She said Jones offered his report
to her if she needed to see her statement she had provided. She told him she did
not need to see it.

She said -made some kind of a comment about being the third or fourth

Officer to arrive on scene.
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Was asked if either Officer made comments about [fffldemeanor or how she
was acting. She said Jones said he noted her behavior and how she was acting.

Court asked her to try and recall what was said exactly.
The following is copied from transcript:

Q And to the best of your ability, tell me

exactly what he said.

A That she, I guess, that she was not acting as

we have seen in the past.

Q Meaning?

A. Her demeanor. Her behavior was not normal to
what we have seen in, given the same circumstances.
Q Okay. So he was talking about how she was
acting on the date that he had contact with her and you
guys had contact with her?

A T believe so, yes.

Q It was clearly Officer Jones? It wasn't
I

A T'don't believe so. He was pretty quiet. I

have not heard much out of him.

Q Okay. But you do recall Officer Jones making
that statement?

A Yes.

She testified all five were present when this conversation occurred.

She also said Jones offered his report to all of them in general.

Defense asked if Jones and || llwere talking about how they got to the scene
and in what order. She said Jones was and then - did by correcting Jones

on when he arrived.
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Defense questioned her and she maintained Jones said the defendant was not
acting appropriately the day of the incident.

Defense asked if there were other witnesses when these conversations occurred,
and she said there were two young ladies who she assumed were witnesses.
Was asked if Jones or anyone said anything about her not showing remorse and
she said not that she could recall.

She said DA came in the hallway and advised them not to talk about what
dispatch told them (hearsay). After that, Jones and -talked about what
dispatch tells them is what determines if they run code to the call. She felt they

were talking about all calls and not this call.

ol i ony

He played the voice mail from DA that was played in hallway.

DA asked if he remembered any of the Police Officers talking about the facts of

the case and he said “No”.

Then asked if they were talking about suspects demeanor and he said, “No”.
Defense asked if he remembered anyone talking about the -showing remorse and he
said, “No, I don’t recall that”. They asked if he heard anyone talking about-not

acting the way you would expect, and he said no.

I re-contacted all the witnesses again and their statements were similar to their
testimony in the sequestration hearing. _testiﬁed it was the smaller officer
who made the statements about Stuart’s demeanor. When I interviewed her, she
described the taller Police Officer who was heavier set, bald, and was wearing a suit.
This description matches Corporal Jones. She stated when she testified, she was under
the impression based on Corporal Jones’ statements about- demeanor, he
transported [ to the station. She later learned _transportcd her. 1
asked her if she recognized either of the Officers in the hallway from the day-s
baby passed away and she said the taller, heavier, bald Officer interviewed her that day.

During our interview she confirmed this Officer is the one who offered his report to the
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Firemen, and also said [Jfjdid not show remorse. She also said Officer -

played the voice message on his phone but that was determined to be played by Fireman

B B stificd the firemen played the message but was now reporting it was

—maintained a consistent statement. She said the discussion

regarding responding to calls was more general and not specific to that call. She also
confirmed Corporal Jones was asking her if she noted [JJifs actions that day and when
she told him no, she said he told her he noted them. ||Jjljalso confirmed Corporal
Jones Offered his report to her to refresh her memory and she declined. Both_

B :d _ said they did not hear or remember any discussion in the
hallway. -conﬁrmed he played the voice message from _

I also interviewed Deputy DA-nd_ Public Defenders
_and - and Lead Detective_ The following

are pertinent points from their interviews.

—stated the incidents regarding the sequestration violation

were the firemen playing the voice recording from the DA, officers and firemen talking

about running code to the call, and Officers talking about the suspects demeanor. She
said _ admitted they talked about running to the call in a code status but
did not remember the other conversations. She said _testiﬁed she
heard Corporal Jones talking about the suspects demeanor and Corporal Jones testified he
did not hear or take part in any of these conversations. I asked if the judge actually used
the word untruthful in his ruling regarding Corporal Jones testimony. She said she does
not remember if the word untruthful was used but she stated the truthfulness side of it is
that Corporal Jones got on the stand and said he did not do any of that, and the court
ruled, yes you did. She stated in her opinion from the court findings, they felt Corporal
Jones lied on the stand while under oath. -also said Corporal Jones was advised he
was a rebuttal witness and he would not be needed until later in the week therefore he did

not need to wait in the hallway, and they would call him when they needed him.
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_ and he confirmed the same issues surrounding the

sequestration violation and testimony following. He said Corporal Jones was asked
specifically if he talked about the suspects demeanor on the day of the incident and he
said no. _stated the court ruled it was clear this conversation occurred
despite Corporal Jones stating it didn’t and it was a violation of the sequestration order. I
asked him if even though the judge did not use the word untruthful in his ruling, with the
outcome of his ruling if he felt Corporal Jones was untruthful? He stated yes. He said the
outcome and the way the judge phrased it, “despite his testimony” to the contrary this did
in fact happen. -stated the court strongly insinuated it by his actions and
demeanor._ also said Corporal Jones was advised he was a rebuttal witness
and he would not be needed until later in the week therefore he did not need to wait in the

hallway, and they would call him when they needed him.

—also confirmed the topics in question in regard to

the sequestration order violation. I asked _if he, the judge, and the prosecution
asked specific and direct questions to Corporal Jones and if there was any way Corporal
Jones thought they might be referring to a different case, to a different conversation, or a
different time, and_ stated absolutely not. He stated he remembered the judge
orienting Corporal Jones about-s case, and that being the case they were
discussing. He stated he also asked Corporal Jones point-blank if he talked to any other
witnesses about this case or the facts of this case, and the answer was no. After a lengthy
interview with_ he stated he felt Corporal Jones with testified untruthful

while being under oath.

—also confirmed the topics in question in regard to

the sequestration order violation. She said during his testimony Corporal Jones just
denied saying anything or doing things. I asked her what her opinion was of the judge’s
ruling, and she stated she felt_a]so violated the sequestration order, and

he was more forthcoming on the stand about how he violated it than Corporal Jones did.

43



1758 She stated this was, in her opinion, why the court came up with such a strong remedy
1759  against Corporal Jones.

1760

1761 _lso confirmed the topics in question in regard
1762 to the sequestration order violation. She said |INlMland the firemen testified, and then
1763 the judge called_ back to the stand and asked him outright if they had
1764 talked about the case in the hallway. She recalled_ saying he did talk
1765  about the case, yet he didn’t, and he was kind of downplaying it but did say that he talked
1766  about running lights and sirens. The judge then called Corporal Jones to testify, and

1767  Corporal Jones outright said he did not talk about the case. She stated that was

1768  concerning and disheartening for her because she heard -tell the judge what she
1769  heard, and the firemen tell the judge what they heard and then Corporal Jones said they
1770 were not talking about anything.

1771

1772 tated when he was testifying, he was totally rattled. He
1773 said it was his first major case to testify in and he was very nervous. He said he testified
1774 he recalled him, Corporal Jones, and the firemen talking about how they respond to calls,
1775 but thought it was in general and he did not think it was specifically related to this call.
1776 _said he does not recall hearing or taking part in any other conversation
1777 related to this case.

1778

1779 Corporal Richard Jones stated he was initially confused when the judge asked him
1780  if he spoke about coding. He said when the judge explained it was referring to how he
1781  responded to calls, he said he did not talk about that in the hallway. He also said he did
1782 not talk in the hallway about the suspects demeanor. When asked if he showed or

1783 attempted to show the firemen his report, he stated he did not remember. He said he can
1784  not say he did, or he did not. He said he testified he did not talk about the facts of this
1785  case in the hallway because he does not believe he did. When asked about putting in for
1786 eight-hours of overtime on the first day of trial when they were picking a jury, he said he
1787  believed he was on call and he was working in the bomb annex doing reports.

1788
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In reading the transcript, _rulcd there was clearly inappropriate

discussions in the hallway. He stated that there were some inconsistencies in regard to
who made what comments, but it is “pretty clear to me that the police officers were
making comments”. He ruled that _talking about coding (response to the
call) was a violation but he did not view that in the same light as what had been described
as what Corporal Jones statements were. He ruled he was also concerned Corporal Jones
offered his report to the firefighters which was inappropriate. It should be noted,
Corporal Jones was not asked about attempting to provide his report to the firemen when
he was testifying. _ruled, “there is no doubt in my mind that there was a

violation of the sequestration order”.
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OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY
TENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT, COLORADO

ATTN: Defense Counsel and/or Defendant

October 16, 2019,

RE: Pueblo Police Officer Richard Jones

The purpose of this letter is to comply with the prosecution’s legal and ethical responsibilities
under Rule 16 of the Colorado Rules of Criminal Procedure, the Colorado Rules of professional
Conduct, and applicable federal and state case law. In compliance with those obligations, the
People provide notice regarding Officer Richard Jones.

Our Office is aware that during a jury trial in the case People v. ||| | G-

issue arose concerning a possible violation of the court’s sequestration order. To resolve the
question, the court conducted a hearing in which the court received testimony under oath from
several witnesses of the event, including Officer Richard Jones. While the testimony revealed
that there was a conflict among the witnesses as to who made what statements, if any,
nevertheless inappropriate conversations regarding the case occurred in the hallway. The court
noted it was clear that two police officers to include Officer Richard Jones, were making
inappropriate statements regarding the case in front of other witnesses. with Officer Richard
Jones specifically having made inappropriate comments concerning ehavior at the
time of her arrest. At the conclusion of the hearing the court found that despite Officer Richard
Jones’ testimony that he did not discuss aspects of the case with other witnesses, there had been a
violation of the court’s sequestration order. As a result, the court ordered that Officer Richard
Jones be precluded from testifying in the matter. Our Office is prepared to provide discovery in
the form of a transcript from the hearing upon request. Additionally, our Office notified the
Pueblo Police Department of what transpired and the court’s order.

There may be additional employment related records relevant to this incident. Employment
records are generally protected and are subject to an in-camera review by the court prior to
release. The process for obtaining a judicial determination as to whether the defendant in this
case is entitled to this information is set forth in Martinelli v. District Court, 612 P.2d 1038
(Colo. 1980).

701 Court Street, First Floor * Pueblo, CO 81003-3077
Telephone 719.583.6030 « FAX 719.583.6666

Protecting the Rights and Safety of the People

(1



Pueblo, Colorado
POLICE DEPARTMENT

INTRA-DEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION

SUBJECT: IA Investigation #2019-0051

DATE:11/07/19

In accordance with Department Order 1020.6 ADMINISTRATIVE INVESTIGATION
WITH THE EMPLOYEE; you are hereby informed that you are the subject of an
Internal Affairs Investigation.

Please review any reports or notes you may have concerning this incident. In compliance
with Article 36.5 of the collective bargaining agreement; Any employee who is the subject
of a citizen's written complaint, on a matter which is not of a criminal nature, filed with the
Internal Affairs Office shall be provided with a copy of the complaint in writing as soon as
possible and he/she shall respond, if requested, within forty-eight (48) hours. You may also
wish to review DEPARTMENT Order 1020.6 Administrative Investigation with the
Employee.

This notice is to inform you the above listed allegations are being investigated. You will
be notified at a later date when an interview is scheduled. Do not respond to this notice.

Internal Affairs

Date Received:

z ,1 % ’ \q Time Received: O((OO

Signed:




Date: Time:

blo Police D t Administrativ
Pueblo Police Department Administrative 11/14/19 9:00am

Advisement
Employee: Rank: ID#: Division:
S oficer | | Parro

You have been involved in an incident or you have personal knowledge of an incident, which is under administrative
investigation.

1. In an administrative investigation you are required to truthfully answer any and all questions directed to you, both
orally and when requested in writing, which are specifically, directly, and narrowly related to the performance of duty
or fitness for office. Therefore, you do not have the right to remain silent. You are advised that your statements or
responses constitute an official police report.

2. In addition you are directed to disclose to the assigned investigator any and all information and materials which may
pertain to this investigation. This includes the existence of any possible witnesses as well as recordings,
photographs, notes, documents, records, statements, etc. Your failure to comply constitutes a violation of the Code
of Conduct and may serve as a basis for more serious disciplinary action up to, and including, discharge.

3. Ifyou refuse to answer questions directed to you, you will be ordered by the Internal Affairs Personnel, authorized by
the Chief of Police, to answer the question. If you persist in your refusal after the order has been given to you, you
are advised that such refusal constitutes a violation of the Performance Policy, 321.5.8 (a) and (c), and disciplinary
action will be taken for your discharge from employment subject to any procedural protection you may have under
applicable law, policy, or agreement.

4. You are required to be truthful in all of your responses. If, during the course of this investigation, it is discovered that
you have been untruthful in your responses, you are advised that your untruthful responses constitute a violation of
the Performance Policy, 321.5.8 (a) and (c), and disciplinary action will be taken for your discharge from employment
subject to any procedural protection you may have under applicable law, policy, or agreement.

5. While this incident is under Investigation you are directed not to discuss or make known any information concerning
this investigation with anyone other than your direct Chain of Command, your attorney, your union representative or
members of the Internal Affairs Unit. Investigations conducted by the Internal Affairs Unit which result in no sustained
allegations are considered complete when the Chain of Command of the accused employee has reviewed the
investigation and the investigation is returned to the Internal Affairs Unit. Investigations resulting in sustained
allegations are considered complete when the Chief of Police has acted on the complaint.

6. Your statement as well as any information or evidence which is gained through your statement cannot be used
against you in any criminal proceeding, except that you may be subject to criminal prosecution for any false
statement which you include in any written internal statement.

7. Accused Officers are allowed to have an attorney and/or union representative of their choice present during any
interview conducted by the Internal Affairs Unit. I you are an accused officer and you choose to have an attorney
and/or union representative present it is your responsibility to have the attorney and/or union representative present
at the appropriate time and place. Any financial liability incurred through the use of an attorney is the responsibility
of the accused officer. Failure of the attorney and/or union representative to follow established guidelines may result
in the loss of the privilege to have them present.

8. If you have any questions regarding this warning, or if you have any questions concerning the procedures to be
followed, you may direct those questions to the Internal Affairs Personnel.

The undersigned hereby acknowledge receipt of the above warning

Employee Signature:

Attachment #
Complaint #




Pueblo, Colorado
POLICE DEPARTMENT

INTRA-DEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION

TO: Richard Jones

rrov: S I

SUBJECT: IA Investigation #2019-0051

DATE:10/31/19

In accordance with Department Order 1020.6 ADMINISTRATIVE INVESTIGATION
WITH THE EMPLOYEE; you are hereby informed that you are the subject of an
Internal Affairs Investigation.

Please review any reports or notes you may have concerning this incident. In compliance
with Article 36.5 of the collective bargaining agreement; Any employee who is the subject
of a citizen's written complaint, on a matter which is not of a criminal nature, filed with the
Internal Affairs Office shall be provided with a copy of the complaint in writing as soon as
possible and he/she shall respond, if requested, within forty-eight (48) hours. You may also
wish to review DEPARTMENT Order 1020.6 Administrative Investigation with the
Employee.

This notice is to inform you the above listed allegations are being investigated. You will
be notified at a later date when an interview is scheduled. Do not respond to this notice.

Internal Affairs

0//20

Time Received: ¢ ? 4 g

Date Received:

Signed:



. - - Date: ime:
Pueblo Police Department Administrative ate Time

Advisement 11/14/19 9:45am
Employee: Rank: ID#: Division:
Richard Jones Corporal ’ 1863 Patrol

You have been involved in an incident or you have personal knowledge of an incident, which is under administrative
investigation.

1. In an administrative investigation you are required to truthfully answer any and all questions directed to you, both
orally and when requested in writing, which are specifically, directly, and narrowly related to the performance of duty
or fitness for office. Therefore, you do not have the right to remain silent. You are advised that your statements or
responses constitute an official police report.

2. Inaddition you are directed to disclose to the assigned investigator any and all information and materials which may
pertain to this investigation. This includes the existence of any possible withesses as well as recordings,
photographs, notes, documents, records, statements, etc. Your failure to comply constitutes a violation of the Code
of Conduct and may serve as a basis for more serious disciplinary action up to, and including, discharge.

3. If you refuse to answer questions directed to you, you will be ordered by the Internal Affairs Personnel, authorized by
the Chief of Police, to answer the question. If you persist in your refusal after the order has been given to you, you
are advised that such refusal constitutes a violation of the Performance Policy, 321.5.8 (a) and (c), and disciplinary
action will be taken for your discharge from employment subject to any procedural protection you may have under
applicable law, policy, or agreement.

4. You are required to be truthful in all of your responses. If, during the course of this investigation, it is discovered that
you have been untruthful in your responses, you are advised that your untruthful responses constitute a violation of
the Performance Policy, 321.5.8 (a) and (c), and disciplinary action will be taken for your discharge from employment
subject to any procedural protection you may have under applicable law, policy, or agreement.

5. While this incident is under Investigation you are directed not to discuss or make known any information concerning
this investigation with anyone other than your direct Chain of Command, your attorney, your union representative or
members of the Internal Affairs Unit. Investigations conducted by the Internal Affairs Unit which result in no sustained
allegations are considered complete when the Chain of Command of the accused employee has reviewed the
investigation and the investigation is retuned to the Internal Affairs Unit. Investigations resulting in sustained
allegations are considered complete when the Chief of Police has acted on the complaint.

6. Your statement as well as any information or evidence which is gained through your statement cannot be used
against you in any criminal proceeding, except that you may be subject to criminal prosecution for any false
statement which you include in any written internal statement.

7. Accused Officers are allowed to have an attorney and/or union representative of their choice present during any
interview conducted by the Internal Affairs Unit. If you are an accused officer and you choose to have an attorney
and/or union representative present it is your responsibility to have the attorney and/or union representative present
at the appropriate time and place. Any financial liability incurred through the use of an attorney is the responsibility
of the accused officer. Failure of the attorney and/or union representative to follow established guidelines may result
in the loss of the privilege to have them present.

8. If you have any questions regarding this warning, or if you have any questions concerning the procedures to be
followed, you may direct those questions to the Internal Affairs Personnel.

The undersigned hereby acknowledge receipt of the above warning.

Empl ignature: %'\
mployee Signature = @ U

Attachment #
Complaint #
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DISTRICT COURT, PUEBLO COUNTY, COLORADO |
501 N. ELIZABETH STREET
PUEBLO, CO 81003

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

For the Defendant: -

Div. 503

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT

The matter came on for hearing on Wednesday,

September 18, 2019, before the | TG
_ and the following proceedings were

had.
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(The following proceedings were had out of

the presence of the Jury:)

THE COURT: So during the break

_ had some contact with—

downstairs. And | think what | will do is have

- -relate what she was told.
W BUNSTN

she was with the Defendant, and said she was
sitting out in the hall and that one of the
officers was showing the -- was talking to the
other officers in the hall and was showing
them, | believe, that she stated it was a
video.
THE COURT: Was it the officers? Or the
firemen? Or did she clarify?
B ' oovably did, but |
don't recall.

THE COURT: Okay.

And, .- did you have contact with

B o Andican relate

that || N approached [JJ Il and | and
_and stated that she heard -- it
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turned out, after some questioning from myself,
turned out to be two separate incidents where

it seemed like witnesses were discussing the
case in the hallway right by the courtroom.

She stated first that the three firefighters

were talking between themselves, that would be
_and- And she
didn't specifically listen to what they were
speaking about until one of them pulled out their
phone and started playing a voice recording, and
it sounded like a voice recording from-

I - g, you know,

"Firefighter so-and-so, | want to talk to you
about the _case." He played that on
speaker phone, and they appeared to be discussing
the case -- it appeared to her -- between

themselves.

And, then,—told me that her

mother was present with her as well when she heard

this when she was sitting on the bench in the
hallway.

She then told me that immediately before we
took our recess, the last recess, she was sitting

on the bench and_and Officer

Jones, Corporal Jones, were out in the hallway as
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well - she believed it was [l and Jones, and
she described Jones as the one who did her
interview, which | believe that is Corporal Jones,
when she was at the hospital -- and the three
firefighters were coming back out or the last of

the firefighters had come back out from

testifying, and that Corporal Jones was speaking

cavalierly about the case and his recollection of

how_ had acted at the -- it was either

Corporal Jones or_l should say --
was speaking cavalierly about _and how

she had shown no remorse in the investigation.
And when he -- that the officer who was
speaking -- had read her her Miranda Rights or
driven her to the -- from the hospital to the
station, she seemed to show no remorse.

THE COURT: _and_ do

you have any information about this situation?

_ The closest | have to

information is that | know that Corporal Jones
was out there with _ | didn't
talk to them about the case, just to tell him,
Corporal Jones, that he could go home, we
don't need him today.

| can relate to the Court that | and
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--talked to all of the withesses about

sequestration at length, so | don't understand.
THE COURT: Okay. | guess my thought
would be to -- | will ask if you guys can get
in touch with the firefighters, all three of
them, and ask them to come back. Call, get in
touch with Corporal Jones and ask him to come
back.
And then | think | would like to talk to
_and her mom and then we will talk to
the other parties and see if we can figure out
what occurred. Is everybody okay with that
procedure?
Yes, Your Honor.

Yes, Your Honor. _

told me that her mother had left to pick up her

son from school, since _has to stay

here. We can get in touch with her.

THE COURT: Okay. What is her mom's name?
THE DEFENDANT: [l 1 betieve. or

THE COURT: Okay.
_ Why don't | go ask

THE COURT: You know what? If she can
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come in, | can ask her that.
Is your doc on a time crunch?
_ He was leaving and coming
back.
_ | would not say he's on a time
crutch. His testimony should happen today, if
at all possible. He has coverage for the day
shift. He does not have anything arranged for
tomorrow.
THE COURT: Okay.

_ | will get those witnesses

back here ASAP.

_ If we could have a moment to
start calling people?

THE COURT: Does anyone have any
objection, | can advise the jurors that we had

some issues come up that | need to address? |

can do that or | can have ||} I o
IR - isc them of that, if you would
have a preference?
_ | do not have a preference.
_ | am fine with_or

the Court advising them. My only concern is
that it is 3:45. | don't know how long it will

take these witnesses to get back and then
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discuss it.

THE COURT: Right. We will just have to
play it by ear. Frankly, | think what | might
do is get the doctor's testimony in today,
frankly, with the understanding that it may
kind of be a moot point, depending on what
these other witnesses say.

But we can, kind of, take him out of order if
you guys are okay with that? If he is not
available tomorrow?

_: That would be our preference

from our end. His testimony will be brief.
_ | want to make sure he didn't
hear any of that. | know he has been in the
hallway.
THE COURT: Okay.

— | believe he left over 20

minutes ago or around 20 minutes ago.
B 1t they are alleging
happened before that, so it is a valid
question.
THE COURT: Okay. And we can certainly
ask him about that. What | will do is --
- just let the jurors know that an

issue -- | got to address an issue, so it will
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take a little bit longer, so just ask them to
be patient.

And then,_ if you would please --
can you come on up. If you could raise your right
hand.

I
called as a witness having been duly sworn was examined and
testified as follows:

THE COURT: Thank you. Please be seated.

EXAMINATION
BY THE COURT:

Q _ can | get you to speak into

that microphone for me and state your name.
A Myname is [N
Q -- you are an endorsed witness in

this case; is that correct?

A Correct.

Q And you have been outside in the hallway
today; is that right?

A Correct.

Q Can you tell me what you observed outside in
the hallway?

A So around 11 o'clock, | was sitting outside
with my mother.

Q Where were you?
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A We were sitting right here on the benches.

Q Okay.

A There was three firefighters out there. One
of them was discussing a little bit about the case of
I

Q Can you tell me, was it a male or a female?

A It was a male.

Q Okay. Can you tell me, was he older or
younger?

A | believe it was he was a little bit younger.

Q Okay. There were three firefighters? Two
males, one female?

A Yes.

Q And | guess | should ask you this, how would
you describe the two male firefighters?

A I'm not too sure. | wasn't --

Q In terms of their age? Would say one is
older than the other?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And so what did you hear?

A | didn't hear them discussing like a little
bit. All | heard was, he pulled out his phone.

Q And this would be the younger?

A The younger firefighter. He pulled out his

phone, he pulled up, | assume it was a voicemail of
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something regarding the case of_

Q How did you know that?
A | heard over the phone, he had it on speaker,

that it was _ from the district

attorney and he wanted to go over a couple more
questions regarding the case of _

Q Okay. And then, so when he played that, it
was on speaker phone?

A Correct.

Q How far away were you?

A | was two benches away.

Q Okay. When he pulled that out and played it,
all three firefighters were present?

A Correct.

Q Were you able to hear the content of what was
played? Or just bits and pieces?

A Just bits and pieces. It was just about like
a couple questions that he wanted to over-review before
the case of_

Q Can you recall specifically what was said by
the person on the phone?

A | can't, no.

Q Okay. After that, what happened?

A He had hung up. And then, | would say right

before you guys went to your intermission for the 15
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minutes, | would say, about maybe 15 minutes prior to
that.

Q Well, here is what | want to do, | want to
make sure we are -- with what you observed with the
firefighters, was that basically it?

A That was it, yeah. On that one, yeah.

Q So you did not hear them discussing anything?

A | wasn't paying attention until | heard the
phone call and | heard, _
Q Okay.

A That is what got my attention.

Q Then after that was done, what did you see
them do, if anything?

A They were just sitting there chatting.

Q Okay. Did you hear them talk about any other
information relating to the case?

A No.

Q Okay. And then what was the next thing that
happened that you brought to _s attention?

A The next one prior to that, like | say,
about 15 minutes --

Q | apologize -- this incident with the
firefighters happened after?

A This one happened about 11 o'clock this

morning.

12
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Q Okay. And what you are going to describe
now, did that happen before or after that?

A After.

Q After that? Okay.

A Yes.

Q What time did the second, kind of, thing
happen?

A When you guys took your 15-minute break just

now.

Q So just recently?

A Yeah.

Q Okay. Tell me what you observed?

A There was two officers outside talking with
the firefighters.

Q Talking with the firefighters?

A Yes. One of them had made a remark about
.-that when -- that when he took her from the
hospital, he had to read her Miranda Rights, and she
agreed. She said, okay. And he said that she didn't
have any remorse. And then also he informed her that,
from the hospital, he had to take her down to the
police station. He also said that she didn't have any
remorse.

Q Okay. So when he is making these statements,

who is present?
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A The two officers, the three firefighters, me,
and my mother.

Q Okay. And you and your mom were how far away
from them?

A Two benches away.

Q Okay. There were two police officers. Can
you describe the person or the officer that was
talking?

A Yes. |'m not sure what his name is, but he's
kind of tall and little more slim.

Q Tall and slim?

A Yeah.

Q Okay. Did the other officer that was
present, did he say anything?

A No.

Q Did the firefighters say anything?

A No.

Q Was there any other discussion that you
overheard between these parties?

A No.

Q So it was just, he commented about having
contact witr— advising her of her rights,
and then taking her to the police station?

A Yes.

Q What is your mom's name?
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A vy mom is [

THE COURT: _ do you want to ask

any questions? Or-
_ Your Honor, | will take this
since_ had to step out to call his

people.

THE COURT: Okay.

=v [

Q So | just want to be really clear, for the

EXAMINATION

first incident, the one that you said was about
11:00 a.m. so before lunch?

A Correct.

Q Prior to hearing the voicemail played, do
you remember them talking about this case?

A | don't, no.

Q Okay. And that voicemail was a voicemail
from Patrick, from the district attorney's office?

A Yes.

Q He was asking to meet with the firefighters?

A Yes.

Q Do you remember that if the person on that
voicemail made any statements about this case that were
not relating to meeting with that person to set up a

meeting?

15
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A | don't recall, no.

Q Okay. Then after that voicemail you heard it
played, do you remember those three firefighters
talking about this case?

A | don't recall, no.

Q Okay. The second one sounds like that
happen --

THE COURT: | apologize -- let me clarify.
When you overheard the phone message?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

THE COURT: Did the message talk about
things that - or whoever was talking,
wanted to ask them about?

THE WITNESS: No. Itjust said that they
wanted to go over a couple questions regarding
the case of_

THE COURT: Okay. So justto discuss a
couple of questions. There was no details
about what specifically they wanted to ask him?

THE WITNESS: No.

THE COURT: Okay.

Go ahead_
Q (By_ You said there was a second

incident?

A Correct.
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Q And you said that happened right before the
intermission for the 15-minute break. We had a couple
breaks today. Are you talking about the one that
happened at around 3:30-ish? The most recent one?

A Yes. Uh-huh.

Q Okay. At that point, you said there were
three firefighters outside and two police officers?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And was it one officer that you

remember talking about the case?

A Correct.

Q Okay. You described him as tall, slim guy?
A Yes.

Q Okay. Could you describe for me the two

officers that you saw?
A Well, one of them was Officer Jones and the

other -- I'm not sure, the other one.

Q Okay. The one who was -- you remember making

these statements -- was it Officer Jones or the other
one?

A The other one.

Q Okay. That would be the one that was wearing

a suit, that was Officer Jones, and one was wearing a
police uniform; is that correct?

A Yes.

17
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Q So the one in police uniform?

A The police uniform, yes.

Q Besides the statement by the officer in the
police uniform that was out there, do you remember

anyone else making comments about the case during that

incident?
A | don't recail.
Q Okay.
.-: | don't have any further
guestions.
tHE courT: [N
EXAMINATION

o I
Q Good afternoon,_ About the first

incident with the firefighters at around 11 o'clock,
you said that you heard the voicemail being played over
the speaker?

A Correct.

Q Did you hear what they were taking about
beforehand that would have caused the firefighter to
start playing a voicemail from the district attorney?

A | don't recall, no.

Q After you heard the voicemail, it was the

voicemail being played and then the name ||| | EGEGzN

that caught your attention?

18
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A Yes.

Q Okay. Did the three firefighters continue
speaking after that?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. | think you told the Judge that they
were chitchatting; is that right?

A Yeah. But | was talking with my mom after |
heard the voicemail.

Q Okay. So you don't know whether they were
discussing anything about the case or not?

A No.

Q All right. When the second incident
happened, were the three firefighters present?

A They were, yes.

Q Okay. And you and your mother were also
around then?
Correct.
How far away were you guys from them?

We were two benches away.

o r» O »

Okay.

THE COURT: Distance-wise, can you tell me
how far that is? Just, you know, if there is

something in the courtroom that you could tell

us kind of the distance?

THE WITNESS: | would say from here to the
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desk.
THE COURT: Sojust like --
_ For the record, that appears
to be from the witness table to the witness
box, to the district attorney's table, which
appears to be about 15 feet or so. | am not

great with feet.

Q (By_ Did your mother say anything

that made you think that she also heard this

conversation?

A She did.
Q All right.

_ I have no further questions.

THE COURT: All right.

-- do you know, is your mom out in
the hallway?

THE WITNESS: She is not. She actually
left to get my son from school.

THE COURT: Okay. Was she going to come
back?

THE WITNESS: I'm not sure. | can ask her
if she can come back if she needs to.

THE COURT: Okay. If you can give her

number to_ I will have _

call her and ask her to come back.
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THE WITNESS: Okay.

THE COURT: | don't want you to discuss
anything with your mom about what we have asked
you about. Okay?

THE WITNESS: Okay.

THE COURT: | will ask you to go out just
have a seat out in the hallway.

THE WITNESS: Okay.

THE COURT: Atfter you give them the
number.

THE WITNESS: Okay.

(Whereupon,—exited the

courtroom.)

THE COURT: Why don't you have-

- come in.
-- Certainly.
(Whereupon,— entered the

courtroom.)

THE COURT: Officer, if you would come on
up here. | will have you take your seat, sir.
Remember you are still under oath.

THE WITNESS: VYes, sir.

EXAMINATION
BY THE COURT:

Q If you would, sir, state your name.

21
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A

I I o o

in the hallway with -- prior to your testimony today --

Q

with Officer Jones and the firefighters?

A | was.

Q Did you make any statements in their presence
about this case?

A We talked generalizing. Just like, had to go
to court, what is going on, and just general stuff.

Q Okay. | need you to tell me specifically
whether or not you made any statements about what you
did in this case or certain aspects of this case.

A I'm not sure. We were all out there just
talking, different stories, going back and forth.

Q Did you talk at about what you did in this
case?

A | am trying to recap all our conversations
that we had. We did have one conversation, | believe,
about what kind of code we had going to the call. If
it was a code call or why we ran code, | do remember
talking about that.

Q Why don't you tell me, kind of, how that came
about? Who brought that up first?

A To be honest with you, | don't remember us

talking about code. | remember me saying, "l ran
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code."

| apologize, Judge, | wasn't -- just casual
talk. | do remember talking about if we ran code or
not.

Q Related to this case though?

A The code part, yes, sir.

Q Okay. Do you think that you brought that up
first? Or did somebody else bring that up first? Or
you can't remember?

A | can't remember, sir.

Q Did you ever talk about any contact that you
had with .-on the date of the offense?

A No. [ don't think we talked about anything
like that.

Q Did you ever make any statements that
described, kind of, your opinion of her demeanor? How
she was acting? Anything like that?

A With attorneys, | did. Yes, sir.

Q When you were present with Officer Jones and
the firefighters, did you discuss that at all?

A Nothing to my recollection.

Q Did you do a Miranda Advisement in this case?

A No, | never Mirandized her.

Q Did you transport her to the police

department?
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A No, sir.

Q You didn't do any transporting?

A No, sir. She went to the hospital with her
neighbor, [l And then | know Jones followed the
ambulance.

Q Okay. Do you know who took her to the police
department?

A Yeah. Her [} I cid. |

specifically remember telling her to be safe and be
careful going with your ||l
Q Okay. So when you are present and you are
talking with Officer Jones and the firefighters, what
you are telling me is that the only thing that was
discussed was something about coding? You know, which

is -- relates to how you responded to this particular

.incident?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Did you hear anybody else in your
presence talk about what occurred in this case?

A No, not what occurred. You talking about in
the hallway just now?

Q Yes, sir?

A No. | remember them talking about code and
stuff. | was looking over my report and watching my

video at the time.
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Q The video that you were watching, were you
playing that out loud?

A No, sir. No. No. In fact, there's a
video -- well, one of the videos | was watching was
actually a YouTube video.

Q Okay. So nothing to do with this case?

A I was doing this case also. | was looking at
my notes. The video | was watching -- because Jones
made a comment -- and | was like, no, the video was a
YouTube video and we all kind of laughed.

Q Again, sir, you did not hear anybody else
make any statements about, kind of, what they did in
their case? What their observations were, or any of
the parties, including-

A No, sir. Again, | think we did make a
comment about the code. We ran code and stuff down
there.

Q Okay. To the best of your ability, was that
something that you said? Was it something that other
people talked about? To best of your ability, can you
tell me, specifically, what you said and everybody else
said related to that?

A | think | was just looking down at my paper
and just, kind of, chimed in, to be honest. |

apologize. I'm not for sure who started the

25
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conversation or what all the contact was.

THE COURT: Okay.

—, do you have any questions you
would like to ask? Or_’

EXAMINATION
sv I

Q Do you remember making any statements in the
hallway today about transporting the suspect to the
station and her not showing any remorse?

A No. | never transported the subject. | went
from the apartment, met them at the hospital. | did
not do any transporting.

Q What about transporting to the station for
her interview?

A | never did transport anybody either. My
role was, | finished the paperwork at the apartment,
went to the hospital. | ended up staying in the room,
as a matter of fact, with her in the room with the baby
to keep an eye on the baby until the whole process was
done.

_: Okay. | don't have any
further questions.

THE courT: [

_ Yes. IfI may, can | get the

video set up here for Defense Counsel?
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-- Could we approach?

THE COURT: Sure.
(Whereupon, the following proceedings were
held at the Bench, out of the presence and

hearing of the Jury:)

-- Your Honor, | believe
_is about to impeach the officer with

video, so | want to make the Court aware that
is what is about to happen. There is video of

him transporting the suspect.
-- He definitely did transport
_to the police station and advised

her that he had to. He put her in the back of
the police car.

If the Court wants to accept that as an offer
of proof, | have the video to show him taking her
from the hospital and putting her in the back of a
police car.

THE COURT: | prefer that you do it this
way.

(End of proceedings at the Bench.)

THE WITNESS: Am | allowed to ask if
something happen?

THE COURT: You know what? Respectfully,

Officer, | will just ask you to just answer the
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questions.

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

_ Can | get the -- I'm not sure
why we are not getting sound. If | could have

my co-counsel pull it up.

THE COURT: | will be honest with you, if
you can get the sound on just the computer, if

you will bring that up.

B | think itis working on my
computer now, Judge.
THE COURT: Okay.
EXAMINATION
ov I

Q Sir, | will ask you to watch about a
one-minute clip here. And --

THE WITNESS: Your Honor, can | move to
see?

THE COURT: You can go ahead and step over
there. Sorry about that.

Q (By_ Before we press play again,
Officer, does this appear to be a Pueblo police officer
body camera footage video?

A Yeah, that's my old patrol car.

Q All right. And that is your old patrol car,

the one that shows number -7
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A Yes, sir.
Q Okay. And do you see in top right corner of
the video, it shows the date as 10/6/20187?

A Yes, sir.

Q Which is also the date in which were you were

investigating the case with ||| GG

A Yes, sir.

Q As you saw that clip of you walking out, does
that appear to be you walking out of Parkview Hospital?

A | don't know if it is me, but it is
definitely my car.

Q Okay. We will let it play a little bit more.

(Whereupon, video is played.)

Q Byl Officer, does that, the voice
that you hear you speaking, does that sound like your
voice?

A Most definitely.

Q Okay. So thatis you. And that appears to
be [

A Yes.

Q And you are putting her in the back of the
police car?

A Yes, sir.

Q All right. And do you still maintain that

you did not transport || llllto the police station
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on

A | apologize. | did not remember that | did
that.
Q Okay. Now, do you recall if you --
Want me to sit back here?
THE COURT: Sure.

A Sorry.
Q G/ Now, Officer, did you discuss
any aspect of your transport of_ or any

other contact with— even briefly, when you

were out in the hallway prior to coming to testify in
this case?

A Prior to coming to testify?

Q Prior to walking into the courtroom and being
sworn as a witness?

A No, sir. | did not even see her out there.

I saw her briefly between sessions, | believe, sitting
down and coming back in.

Q | should have been more clear. Is it your
testimony that you did not discuss your interactions
with-on the date of_
-today, with anyone else in the courtroom? Or --
excuse me -- with anyone in the -- out in the hallway?

A | did not remember transporting her. To be

honest, that's embarrassing on my part. That was
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something | wasn't prepared for and | did not remember
even transporting her. So | apologize -- | apologize
to the Court for not remembering.

Q That is okay. You were at some point today,
prior to testifying, hanging out in the hallway with
Corporal Jones and the three firefighters, right?

A Correct.

Q Were there any other officers or witnesses
present when you guys were hanging out?

A There was the three firefighters, myself, and
Jones.

Any other witnesses?
I don't know if there was any other witnesses
or not.

Q And were the five of you talking?

A Yeah.

Q And was it while the five of you were talking
that you began talking about this code status and what
type of code it was?

A Yeah, | remember talking about the code
status.

Q But you don't remember the contents of all of
your other discussions with those five; is that right?

A No, sir, | don't.

THE COURT: [ ' ivst want



a A~ W

© o0 ~N O»

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

32

to make it clear, | mean, | just need to know,
respectfully, sir, whether or not you made any
statements involving your contact with
_on the date on_ in
the presence of the other witnesses? Did you
make any statements at all about your
interaction with her or your observations of
her?

THE WITNESS: Sir, again, | remember them
talking. | remember reading my notes. | do
remember talking about the code part, but that
is the only part that | remember talking about.

THE COURT: Okay. So your testimony would
be, you did not -- you did not make any
statements describing what her demeanor was
like in the presence of the other withesses?

THE WITNESS: | don't remember any of
that, sir. | apologize.

THE COURT: Okay. Allright. | will have
you, sir, wait outside in the hallway and don't
discuss your testimony with any other witness.

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

(Whereupon,—exited the

courtroom.)

THE COURT: Is your doc here?
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-- He is, Your Honor. Sois

Corporal Jones.

THE COURT: Do you guys want to take up
your doc? Or do you want me to, kind of, push
through this?

B 0. Honor, | can imagine this
taking a bit longer. | would appreciate the
opportunity to call the doctor, get the
testimony onto the record, and then we can

continue working on this issue.

THE COURT:  okay. ||| R
_ Judge, | would like an

opportunity to speak with the doctor and see if

he heard any witnesses.

THE COURT: You know what? We can bring

him in right now and ask him that. Thatis a
good idea. We should do that.

But in terms of taking him out of order, are
you okay with that?

_ Yeah, | am fine with that.
There is one matter | wanted to bring up about
his potential testimony. It's a
straightforward thing. In the doctor's medical
records or the hospital medical records, there

is a page, page 13 out of 85, which includes a

33





