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Greetings Mock Trial Tournament Participants!

Each year, the Mock Trial Subcommittee spends several months creating a new mock trial case for you
to work with. The cases typically alternate each year between a civil and criminal case. There are over
400 teams around the state competing in the high school mock trial tournament, so it does take some
time for everyone to begin working with the case.

It is possible that once the case has been released and teams begin to work with it, questions may arise,
and corrections may be required. Please note the following important information:

» All questions and comments about the case should be submitted in writing (no phone
calls please) and sent the NYS Bar Mock Trial Statewide Coordinator, Kim Francis at
kfrancis@nysba.org for review (copy your County Coordinator on the email).

» The Statewide Coordinator will forward all questions to the Mock Ttial Subcommittee for their
review, and if necessary, a correction memo will be issued, along with any revised pages which
may need to be inserted into the case booklet. The most current revisions will always be easily
identifiable for you.

» All correction memos and revised pages will immediately be provided by email to the county
coordinators, who will then notify the team coaches/advisors. The memos and revised pages
will also be accessible online at www.nysba.org/mtcase

» Once a correction memo has been issued, the current pages in the case booklet should
immediately be replaced with the revised pages. You may also want to include the
correction memo in your case booklet for reference purposes.

» Please be aware that more than one correction memo may be issued if the questions or comments
received require additional changes to be made to the case after the first correction memo has
been issued. We realize that receiving the correction memos can be frustrating once you have
begun working with the case, and although the case is proofread before being released, please
bear in mind that human error does occur, so your patience and understanding is greatly
appreciated.

» The most current updated version of the case will also be available online at
www.nysba.org/mtcase should you choose to reprint the entire case. It is not necessary to
reprint the entire case booklet each time a correction memo is issued, but you do have that
option.

We hope you enjoy working with this year’s case. Have fun, and good luck with your trials!

FYI, the 2020 Mock Trial State Finals will be held in Albany on May 17-19.

Questions/Comments? Contact Kim Francis at kfrancis@nysba.org

Current Mock Trial Case Materials always available online at www.nysba.org/mtcase

Information about the Mock Trial program is available online at www.nysba.org/nysmocktrial
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ilili New York State Bar Association
NYSBA One Elk Street, Albany, New York 12207 « 518/463-3200 = http:/ /www.nysba.org
LETTER FROM THE CHAIR
November 2019

Dear Mock Trial Students, Teacher-Coaches and Attorney-Advisors:

Thank you for participating in the 2019-2020 New York State High School Mock Trial Tournament. The
tournament is now entering its 38% year. Thanks to the continued financial and logistical support from
the New York Bar Foundation and the New York State Bar Association, New York State continues to
have one of the largest and longest running high school mock trial programs in the nation. Equally
important to the success of the program is the continued support of the numerous local bar associations
across the state that sponsor mock trial tournaments in their counties and the County Coordinators who
spend many hours managing the local tournaments. We are grateful to the teacher-coaches and the
attorney-advisors who give their time, dedication and commitment to the program. And finally, our
special thanks to the students who devote their time and energy in preparing for the tournament. Every
year, we are amazed at the level of skill and talent the students bring to the courtrooms. Congratulations
to the 2018-2019 New York State Tournament Champion, Fayetteville-Manlins High School, who turned in
a winning performance last May at the State Finals in Albany.

Please take the time to carefully review all of the enclosed mock trial tournament information. The
Simplified Rules of Evidence and the General Tournament Rules should be studied carefully.
Please pay special attention to the information regarding the timing, redaction of evidence and
constructive sequestration of witnesses.

In this criminal case, United States v Phoenix Jones, Phoenix Jones (P]) is accused of purchasing allegedly stolen items
over the Internet and using Bytecoin, the new cryptocurrency, as the payment source to shield his/ ber identity. The
prosecution contends that PJ, while using a fake name, would have packages of stolen goods delivered to a company
offering a virtual mailing address. P| wonld then hire a ride-hailing service to deliver the packages to bis/ her collaborator,
a pawn shop, where the stolen items would be put up for sale. A federal investigator became involved after receiving a call
from a postal inspector that a suspicious package had arrived at an airport post office facility. After opening and
examining the contents of the package, it was suspected that the items had been stolen and transported across state lines.
The investigator later determined that P[ was the perpetrator of the scheme. P| was then arrested and charged with the
federal offense of conspiring with others (18 U.S.C. §371) to receive and sell stolen goods that were conveyed through
interstate commerce (18 U.S.C. §2315).

The mock trial program is, first and foremost, an educational program designed to teach high school
students basic trial skills. Students learn how to conduct direct and cross examinations, how to present
opening and closing statements, how to think on their feet, and learn the dynamics of a courtroom.

Students will also learn how to analyze legal issues and apply the law to the facts of the case. Second, but
equally important, is that participation in mock trial will teach the students professionalism. Students
learn ethics, civility, and how to be ardent but courteous advocates for their clients. Good
sportsmanship and respect for all participants are central to the competition. We thank the teachers,
coaches, advisors, and judges, not only for the skills that they teach, but for the example of
professionalism and good sportsmanship they model for the students throughout the tournament.

1
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We remind the teams that all participants (students, teachers, attorneys, parents and all
spectators) must conduct themselves with the utmost respect and civility toward the judge,
before, during and after each round. If there is a circumstance in which any participant does not
abide by this standard, a referral will be made to the LYC Mock Trial Subcommittee to consider
appropriate sanctioning.

The tournament finals will be held in Albany, Sunday, May 17 through Tuesday, May 19, 2020. As
in years past, the regional winners in each of the eight regions will be invited to participate in the semi-
finals, and two of the teams will advance to the final round the last day. The New York Bar Foundation is
generously supporting the tournament again this year and will fund the teams’ room and board for the
state tournament. More details will be available closer to the date of the tournament.

This year’s Mock Trial Tournament materials will be posted on the Law, Youth and Citizenship website,
www.lycny.org (click on the NYS Mock Trial tab).

We trust you will enjoy working on this yeat’s case. Best wishes to all of you for a successful and
challenging mock trial tournament.

Sincerely,

o e

Craig R. Bucki, Esq.
Chair, Committee on Law, Youth and Citigenship

Subcommittee Membetrs:

Oliver C. Young, Esq., Buffalo (Chair) Christine E. Daly, Esq., Chappagna

Craig R. Bucki, Esq., Bufalo Eugenia Brennan Heslin, Esq., Poughkeepsie
Melissa Ryan Clark, Esq., New York City Seth F. Gilbertson, Esq., Syracuse

Matthew Coseo, Esq., Ballston Spa Susan Katz Richman, Esq., Hempstead
Christopher E. Czerwonka, Esq., New Windsor Lynn Boepple Su, Esq., Old Tappan
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STANDARDS OF CIVILITY

“ .. [OJurs is an honorable profession, in which courtesy and
civility should be observed as a matter of
course.”

Hon. Judith S. Kaye, Former Chief Judge of the State of New
York

The following standards apply to all Mock Trial Tournament participants, including
students, teachers, attorneys, and parents/guardians. A Mock Trial Tournament
participant’s failure to abide by any of these standards may result in the disqualification of
his or her team from the Tournament, pursuant to the sole discretion of the New York State
Bar Association Law, Youth and Citizenship Committee’s Mock Trial Subcommittee.

1. Lawyers should be courteous and civil in all professional dealings with other persons.

2. Lawyers should act in a civil manner regardless of the ill feelings that their clients may have
toward others.

3. Lawyers can disagree without being disagreeable. Effective representation does not require
antagonistic or acrimonious behavior. All participants in the Mock Trial Tournament shall
avoid wvulgar language or other acrimonious or disparaging remarks, whether oral or written,
about other Mock Trial Tournament participants.

4. Lawyers should require that persons under their supervision conduct themselves with courtesy
and civility.

5. Alawyer should adhere to all expressed promises and agreements with other counsel, whether
oral or in writing, and to agreements implied by the circumstances or by local customs.

6. Alawyer is both an officer of the court and an advocate. As such, the lawyer should always strive
to uphold the honor and dignity of the profession, avoid disorder and disruption in the
courtroom, and maintain a respectful attitude toward the court.

7. Lawyers should speak and write civilly and respectfully in all communications with the court
and court personnel.

8. Lawyers should use their best efforts to dissuade clients and witnesses from causing disorder
or disruption in the courtroom.

9. Lawyers should not engage in conduct intended primarily to harass or humiliate witnesses.

10. Lawyers should be punctual and prepared for all court appearances; if delayed, the lawyer
should notify the court and counsel whenever possible.

11. Court personnel are an integral part of the justice system and should be treated with courtesy
and respect at all times.

The foregoing Standards of Civility are based upon the Standards of Civility for the New York State Unified Court System.
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MOCK TRIAL TOURNAMENT RULES

1. TEAM COMPOSITION

a. The Mock Trial Tournament is open to all 9th—12th graders in public and nonpublic schools

who are currently registered as students at that school.

b. If a school chooses to limit student participation for any reason, this should be accomplished

through an equitable “try-out” system, not through disallowing participation by one or more

entire grade levels.

c. Each school participating in the Mock Trial Tournament may enter only ONE team.

d. Members of a school team entered in the Mock Ttrial Tournament—including teacher—coaches,
back-up witnesses, attorneys, and others directly associated with the team’s preparation—are
NOT permitted to attend the trial enactments of any possible future opponent in the contest.
This rule should not be construed to preclude teams from engaging in practice matches, even if

those teams may meet later during the competition.
Violations of this rule can lead to being disqualified from the tournament.

e. Immediately prior to each trial enactment, the attorneys and witnesses for each team must be
physically identified to the opposing team and the judge by stating their first and last names.
Please do not state the name of your school in front of the judge since the judge will not

otherwise be told the name of the schools participating in the enactment he or she is judging.

2. OBJECTIONS

a. Attorneys should stand when making an objection, if they are physically able to do so.

b. When making an objection, attorneys should say “objection” and then, very briefly, state the

basis for the objection (for example, “leading question”). Do not explain the basis unless the

judge asks for an explanation.

c. Witnesses should stop talking immediately when an opposing party makes an objection. Please

do not try to “talk over” the attorney making an objection.
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DRESS

We emphasize to the judges that a student’s appearance is not a relevant factor in judging his or her
performance. However, we strongly encourage students to dress neatly and appropriately. A

“business suit” is not required.
ABOUT STIPULATIONS

Any stipulations are binding on all participants and the judge and may NOT be disputed at the

trial.
OUTSIDE MATERIALS

Students may read other materials such as legislative histories, judicial opinions, textbooks, treatises,
etc., in preparation for the Mock Trial Tournament. However, students may cite only the materials

and cases provided in these Mock Trial Tournament materials.

EXHIBITS

Students may introduce into evidence or use only the exhibits and documents provided in the Mock
Trial Tournament materials. Students may not create their own charts, graphs or any other visual aids
for use in the courtroom in presenting their case. Evidence is not to be enlarged, projected,

marked or altered for use during the trial.

SIGNALS AND COMMUNICATION

The team coaches, advisors, and spectators may not signal the team members (neither student
attorneys nor witnesses) or communicate with them in any way during the trial, including but not
limited to wireless devices and text messaging. The use of cellular telephones, laptop computers, or
any other wireless devices by any student attorney or witness, other than a timekeeper for the
purpose of keeping time during the trial, is strictly prohibited. The restriction upon the use of
electronic devices during an enactment by a person other than a timekeeper should not be construed to
prevent a county coordinator or other authorized tournament official from authorizing the use of such a
device as a reasonable accommodation for a participant with a disability, where such use is required to
ensure the person’s full and equal participation in the tournament. A student witness may talk to a
student attorney on his/her team during a recess or during direct examination but may not
communicate verbally or non-verbally with a student attorney on his/her team during the student

witness’ cross-examination.
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8. VIDEOTAPING/AUDIOTAPING

a. During any tournament round, except State semi-finals and State finals, a trial may be

videotaped or audio taped but only if each of the following conditions is satisfied:

1. The courthouse in which the tournament round is taking place must permit video or audio
taping, and the team wishing to videotape or audiotape has received permission from the
courthouse in advance of the trial. We note that many State and Federal conrthouses prohibit video or
andio taping devices in the courthouse.

ii. The judge consents before the beginning of the trial.

iii. The opposing team consents in writing prior to the time the trial begins. Written consents
should be delivered to the County Coordinator. Fax or e-mail is acceptable.

iv. A copy of the video or audio tape must be furnished to the opposing team (at no cost)
within 48 hours after the trial.

v. The video or audio tape may not be shared by either team with any other team in the
competition.

b. Video or audio taping of the State semi-finals and final rounds is NOT permitted by either
team.

9. MOCKTRIAL COORDINATORS

The success of the New York State Mock Trial Program depends on the many volunteer county

and regional coordinators. The appropriate supervisor will be contacted if any representative
from a high school, parent, coach, or team member addresses a mock trial volunteer or staff
person at any level of the competition in an unprofessional or discourteous manner. County
Coordinators may also refer any such matters to the Law, Youth and Citizenship Committee

of the New York State Bar Association for appropriate action by the LYC Committee.

Absent prior approval by the Mock Trial Subcommittee of the New York State Bar Association’s
Law, Youth and Citizenship Committee, a county or regional Mock Trial Tournament coordinator or
assistant coordinator may not be an employee of a school that competes, or of a school district that
includes a high school that competes, in that county or regional Mock Ttrial Tournament. Nothing
in this rule shall prohibit an employee of a Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) or
the New York City Justice Resource Center from serving as a county or regional Mock Trial

Tournament coordinator or assistant coordinatot.
9
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10. ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY OF ATTORNEYS
a. The attorney who makes the opening statement may not make the closing statement.

b. Requests for bench conferences (i.e., conferences involving the Judge, attorney(s) for the
plaintiff or the people and attorney(s) for the defendant) may be granted after the opening of

court in a2 mock trial, but not before.

o

. Attorneys may use notes in presenting their cases, for opening statements, direct examination of

witnesses, etc. Witnesses are NOT permitted to use notes while testifying during the trial.

d. Each of the three attorneys on a team must conduct the direct examination of one witness and

the cross examination of another witness.

e. The attorney examining a particular witness must make the objections to that witness’s cross-
examination, and the attorney who will cross-examine a witness must make the objections to the

witness’s direct examination.
11. WITNESSES

a. Bach witness is bound by the facts of his/her affidavit or witness statement and any exhibit
authored or produced by the witness that is relevant to his/her testimony. Witnesses may not
invent any other testimony. However, in the event a witness is asked a question on cross
examination, the answer to which is not contained in the witness’s statement or was not testified
to on direct examination, the witness may respond with any answer that does not materially alter

the outcome of the trial.

b. If there is an inconsistency between the witness statement or affidavit and the statement of facts
or stipulated facts, the witness can only rely on, and is bound by, the information contained in

his/her affidavit or witness statement.

. A witness is not bound by facts in other witnesses’ affidavits or statements.

d. If a witness contradicts a fact in his or her own witness statement, the opposition may impeach
the testimony of that witness.

e. A witness’s physical appearance in the case is as he or she appears in the trial re-enactment. No

costumes or props may be used.

10
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f. Witnesses, other than the plaintiff and the defendant, may be constructively sequestered from the
courtroom at the request of opposing counsel. A constructively sequestered witness may not be
asked on the stand about the testimony another witness may have given during the trial
enactment. A team is NOT required to make a sequestration motion. However, if a team wishes
to make such motion, it should be made during the time the team is introducing itself to the
judge. Please note that while a witness may be constructively sequestered, said witness WILL
REMAIN in the courtroom at all times. (Note: Since this is an educational exercise, no
participant will actually be excluded from the courtroom during an enactment.)

g. Witnesses shall not sit at the attorneys’ table.
h. All witnesses are intended to be gender-neutral and can be played by any eligible student regardless of
the student’s sex or gender identity.
12. PROTESTS

a. Other than as set forth in 12(b) below, protests of judicial rulings are NOT allowed. All
judicial rulings are final and cannot be appealed.

b. Protests are highly disfavored and will only be allowed to address two issues:

(1) Cheating (a dishonest act by a team that has not been the subject of a prior judicial ruling)

(2) A contflict of interest or gross misconduct by a judge (e.g., where a judge is related to a team
member). All protests must be made in writing and either faxed or emailed to the appropriate
County Coordinator and to the teacher-coach of the opposing team. The County Coordinator
will investigate the grounds for the protest and has the discretion to make a ruling on the
protest or refer the matter directly to the LYC Committee. The County Coordinator’s decision
can be appealed to the LYC Committee.

c. Hostile or discourteous protests will not be considered.

13. JUDGING
THE DECISIONS OF THE JUDGE ARE FINAL.

11
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ORDER OF THE TRIAL

The trial shall proceed in the following manner:

*Opening statement by plaintiff’s attorney/prosecuting attorney

*Opening statement by defense attorney

*Direct examination of first plaintiff/prosecution witness

+Cross-examination of first plaintiff/ prosecution witness

*Re-direct examination of first plaintiff/prosecution witness, if requested
*Re-cross examination, if requested (but only if re-direct examination occurred)
*Direct examination of second plaintiff/prosecution witness
*Cross-examination of second plaintiff/prosecution witness

*Re-direct examination of second plaintiff/prosecution witness, if requested
*Re-cross examination, if requested (but only if re-direct examination occurred)
*Direct examination of third plaintiff/prosecution witness

+Cross-examination of third plaintiff/prosecution witness

*Re-direct examination of third plaintiff/prosecution witness, if requested
*Re-cross examination, if requested (but only if re-direct examination occurred)
*Plaintiff/prosecution rests

*Direct examination of first defense witness

*Cross-examination of first defense witness

*Re-direct examination of first defense witness, if requested

*Re-cross examination, if requested (but only if re-direct examination occurred)
*Direct examination of second defense witness

*Cross-examination of second defense witness

*Re-direct examination of second defense witness, if requested

*Re-cross examination, if requested (but only if re-direct examination occurred)
*Direct examination of third defense witness

*Cross-examination of third defense witness

*Re-direct examination of third defense witness, if requested

*Re-cross examination, if requested (but only if re-direct examination occurred)
*Defense rests

*Closing arguments by defense attorney

+Closing arguments by plaintiff’s attorney/prosecuting attorney

12
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15. TIME LIMITS

a. The following time limits apply:

*  Opening Statement .......ceeveeveveenne. 5 minutes for each team

* Direct Examination.........ccceeveneeee. 10 minutes for each witness
*  Cross Examination........cc.ceeevevvennene. 10 minutes for each witness
*  Closing Argument......c.ocoeeeevecenee. 10 minutes for each team

b. Atall county and regional trials, the time will be kept by two timekeepers. Each team shall
provide one of the timekeepers. Timekeeper shall be a student of the participating school. A
school may use a student witness who is not a witness during a particular phase of the trial. (For
example, a defense witness can keep time when the plaintiff/prosecution attorneys are

presenting their case.)

The timekeepers will use one watch and shall agree as to when a segment of the trial (e.g., the
direct examination of a witness) begins. When one minute remains in a segment, the
timekeepers shall flash the “1 Minute Remaining” card (found in the Appendices), alerting the
judge and the attorneys. The timekeepers will not stop the clock during objections, vozr dire of

witnesses ot bench conferences.

Since the number of questions allowed on redirect and re-cross is limited to three, time limits
are not necessary. Any dispute as to the timekeeping shall be resolved by the trial judge. The
judge, in his/her sole discretion, may extend the time, having taken into account the time
expended by objections, voir dire of witnesses and/or bench conferences, thereby allowing an

attorney to complete a line of questioning.
16. TEAM ATTENDANCE AT STATE FINALS ROUND

Eight teams will advance to the State Finals. All eight teams are required to participate in all events

associated with the Mock Trial Tournament, including attending the final round of the competition.

13
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MOCK TRIAL TOURNAMENT POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

New York’s Annual Mock Trial Tournament is governed by the policies set forth below. The LYC
Committee and the Law, Youth and Citizenship Program of the New York State Bar Association
reserve the right to make decisions to preserve the equity, integrity, and educational aspects of the

program.

Byparticipating in the Mock Trial Tournament, participants agree toabide by the decisions
rendered by the LYC Committee and the Mock Ttialprogram staffand acceptsuch decisions

asfinal
1. GENERALPOLICIES

a.  All mock trial rules, regulations, and criteria for judging apply at all levels of the Mock T'rial

Tournament.

b. The Simplified Rules of Evidence and Procedure contained in Part I1I govern the trial

proceedings.

c. County Coordinators administer county tournaments. County Coordinators have sole
responsibility for organizing, planning, and conducting tournaments at the county level and

should be the first point of contact for questions at the county level.

d. For any single tournament round, all teams are to consist of three attorneys and three

witnesses.
e. For all tournament rounds, one judge will be utilized for trial re-enactments.

f. Teams must not identify themselves by their school name to the judge prior to the

announcement of the judge’s decision.

g. Ifateam member who is scheduled to participate in a trial enactment becomes ill, injured, or
has a serious conflict and as a result cannot compete, then the team may substitute an alternate
team member. If an alternate team member is not available, the local coordinator may declare a

forfeit or reschedule the enactment at his or her sole discretion.

h. Members of a team may play different roles in different rounds, or other students may

participate in another round.

17
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Winners in any single round will be asked to switch sides in the case for the next round. Where
it is impossible for both teams to switch sides, a coin flip will be used to determine assighments

in the next round.

Teacher-coaches of teams who will be competing against one another are required to exchange
information regarding the names and gender of their witnesses at least three days prior to each

round.

No attorney may be compensated in any way for his or her service as an attorney-advisor to a
mock trial team or as a judge in the Mock Trial Tournament. When a team has a student or
students with special needs who may require an accommodation, the teacher-coach MUST
bring this to the attention of the County Coordinator at least two weeks prior to the time when

the accommodation will be needed.

The judge must take judicial notice of the Statement of Stipulated Facts and any other

stipulations.

Teams may bring perceived errors in the problem or suggestions for improvements in the
tournament rules and procedures to the attention of the LYC staff at any time. These, however,
are not grounds for protests. Any protest arising from an enactment must be filed with the

County Coordinator in accordance with the protest rule in the Tournament Rules.

2. SCORING

a.

Scoring is on a scale of 1-5 for each performance (5 is excellent). Judges are required to enter
each score on the Performance Rating Sheet (Appendix) after each performance, while the
enactment is fresh in their minds. Judges should be familiar with and use the performance rating

guidelines (Appendix) when scoring a trial.

b. Judges are required to also assign between 1 and 10 points to EACH team for demonstrating

professionalism during a trial. A score for professionalism may not be left blank.

Professionalism criteria are:

»  Team’s overall confidence, preparedness and demeanor
*  Compliance with the rules of civility
*  Zealous but courteous advocacy

*  Honest and ethical conduct

18
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+  Knowledge and adherence to the rules of the competition

*  Absence of unfair tactics, such as repetitive, baseless objections; improper communication
and signals; invention of facts; and strategies intended to waste the opposing team’s time
for its examinations. A score of 1 to 3 points should be awarded for a below average
performance, 4 to 6 points for an average performance, and 7 to 10 points for an

outstanding or above average performance.

The appropriate County Coordinator will collect the Performance Rating Sheet for record-
keeping purposes. Copies of score sheets are NOT available to individual teams; however, a

team can get its total score through the County Coordinator.

3. LEVELS OF COMPETITION

For purposes of this program, New York State has been divided into eight regions:

Region 1 ......... West Region 5 ......... New York City (NYC-A)
Region 2 ......... Central Region 6 ......... New York City INYC-B)
Region 3 ......... Northeast Region 7 ......... Nassau County
Region 4 ......... Lower Hudson Region § ......... Suffolk County

b. See Map and Chart of Counties in Regions (Appendix).

4. COUNTYTOURNAMENTS

a.

All rules of the New York State Mock Trial Tournament must be adhered to at tournaments at

the county level.

In these tournaments, there are two phases. In the first phase, each team will participate in at
least two rounds before the elimination process begins, once as plaintiff/prosecution and once
as defendant. After the second round, a certain number of the original teams will proceed to
the second phase in a single elimination tournament. Prior to the competition, and with the
knowledge of the competitors, the County Coordinator may determine a certain number of
teams that will proceed to the Phase II single elimination tournament. While this number may
be more or less than half the original number of teams, any team that has won both rounds
based on points, but whose combined score does not place it within the established number of

teams, MUST be allowed to compete in the Phase II single elimination tournament.
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The teams that advance to Phase II do so based on a combination of wins and point
differential, defined as the points earned by a team in its Phase I matches minus the points
earned by its opponents in those same Phase I matches. All 2-0 teams automatically advance;
teams with a 1-1 record advance based upon point differential, then upon total number of
points in the event of a tie; if any spots remain open, teams with a record of 0-2 advance, based

upon point differential, then upon total number of points in the event of a tie.

If the number of teams going into the single elimination phase is odd, the team with the most
wins and highest combined score will receive a bye. If any region starts the year with an odd

number of teams, one team from that region may receive a bye, coin toss, etc.

Phase II of the contest is a single round elimination tournament; winners advance to the next

round.

At times, a forfeit may become a factor in determining aggregate point totals and which teams
should advance to the single elimination tournament. Each county should review its procedures
for dealing with forfeits, in light of the recommended procedures below. Please note that due to
the variety of formats in use in different counties, it is strongly urged that each county develop
a system which takes its own structure into account and which participants understand prior to
the start of the local tournament. That procedure should be forwarded to the New York State

Mock Trial Program Manager, before the first round of competition is held.

If a county has an established method for dealing with forfeits, or establishes one, then that rule
continues to govern. If no local rule is established, then the following State rule will apply:

In determining which teams will advance to the single elimination tournament, forfeits
will first be considered to cancel each other out, as between two teams vying for the
right to advance. If such canceling is not possible (as only one of two teams vying for a
particular spot has a forfeit victory), then a point value must be assigned for the forfeit.
The point value to be assigned should be derived from averaging the team’s point total
in the three matches (where possible) chronologically closest to the date of the forfeit;

or if only two matches were scheduled, then double the score of the one that was held.
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5. REGIONALTOURNAMENTS

a. Teams who have been successful in winning county level tournaments will proceed to regional
level tournaments. Coordinators administer regional tournaments. Coordinators have sole
responsibility for organizing, planning and conducting tournaments at the regional level.

Participants must adhere to all rules of the tournament at regional level tournaments.

b. Regional tournaments are held in counties within the region on a rotating basis. Every effort is
made to determine and announce the location and organizer of the regional tournaments before

the new mock trial season begins.

c. All mock trial rules and regulations and criteria for judging apply, at all levels of the Mock Trial

Tournament.

d. The winning team from each region will be determined by an enactment between the two teams
with the best records (the greatest number of wins and greatest point differential) during the

regional tournament. The winning team from each region will qualify for the State Finals in

Albany.

e. The regional tournaments MUST be completed 16 days prior to the State Finals. Due to
administrative requirements and contractual obligations, the State Coordinator must have in its
possession the schools” and students’ names by this deadline. Failure to adhere to this deadline
may jeopardize hotel blocks set aside for a region’s teacher-coaches, attorney-advisors and

students coming to Albany for the State Finals.
6. STATEWIDE FINALS

a.  Once regional winners have been determined, The New York Bar Foundation will provide the

necessary funds for each team’s room and board for the two days it participates in the State

Finals in Albany. Funding is available to pay for up to nine students, one teacher coach and one

attorney-advisor for each team. Students of the same gender will share a room, with a maximum

of four per room. Transportation costs are not covered. However, if a school can cover the
additional costs for room and board for additional team members above the nine students, one
teacher coach and one attorney-advisor sponsored through the Bar Foundation, all members of

a team are welcome to attend the State Finals. However, requests to bring additional team

members must be approved by the Mock Trial Program Manager in advance.
21
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Costs for additional students (more than 9) and adult coaches and/or advisors (more than 2) will
not be covered by the New York Bar Foundation grant or the LYC Program. The Mock Trial
Program Manager is not responsible for making room arrangements and reservations for
anyone other than the nine students, one teacher-coach and one attorney-advisor for each team.

However, the Mock Trial Program Manager may choose to make those arrangements for the

additional team members. This applies to team members only, not guests. If the Program
Manager chooses not to make the arrangements, every attempt will be made to pass along any
special hotel rates to these other participants. Additional team members attending the State
Finals may participate in organized meal functions but will be responsible for paying for their
participation. The teacher coach must advise their school administration of the school’s
responsibility to cover those additional charges and obtain their approval in advance.
The Mock Trial Program Manager will provide an invoice to the Coach to submit to the school’s
administrator. A purchase order must then be submitted to the Mock Trial Program Manager
in Albany immediately after the school’s team has been designated as the Regional Winner who
will be participating in the State Finals in Albany. In most cases, the school will be billed after
the State Finals. However, it is possible that a school may be required to provide payment in

advance for their additional team members.

Each team will participate in two enactments the first day, against two different teams. Each
team will be required to change sides—plaintiff/prosecution to defendant, defendant to
plaintiff/prosecution—for the second enactment. Numerical scores will be assigned to each

team’s performance by the judges.

The two teams with the most wins and highest numerical score will compete on the following
day, except that any team that has won both its enactments will automatically advance,
regardless of its point total. In the rare event of three teams each winning both of their
enactments, the two teams with the highest point totals, in addition to having won both of their

enactments, will advance.

The final enactment will be a single elimination tournament. Plaintiff/prosecution and
defendant will be determined by a coin toss by the Mock Trial Program Manager. All teams

invited to the State Finals must attend the final trial enactment.

A judge will determine the winner. THE JUDGE’S DECISION IS FINAL.
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7. MCLE CREDIT FOR PARTICIPATING ATTORNEYS AND JUDGES

Pursuant to the Rules pertaining to the Mandatory Continuing Legal Education Program in the State

of New York, as an accredited provider of CLE programs, we are required to carefully monitor

requests for earning CLE credit through participation in our high school mock trial program. Credit

may be earned for preparing students for and judeing law competitions, mock trials and moot court
y preparing juaging P s

arguments, including those at the high school level. Ethics and professionalism credit hours are not

available for participation in this type of activity. No additional credit may be earned for preparation

time.

One (1) CLE credit hour may be earned for each 50 minutes of participation in a high school or

college law competition. A maximum of three (3) CLE credits in skills may be earned for judging

or coaching mock trial competitions during any one reporting cycle, i.c., within a two-year

period!. Newly admitted attorneys (less than 24 months) are NOT eligible for this type of
CLE credit.

The LYC Program will process all requests for CLE credit through the New York State Bar

Association’s Continuing Legal Education Department, an accredited provider of CLE approved by

the New York State Continuing Legal Education Board. The procedure is as follows:

o)

b)

The Mock Ttrial Program Manager will provide the County Coordinators with a copy of the

Request for CLE Credit Verification Form? to disseminate to attorneys/judges participating in

the mock trial tournament in their county.

Request for CLE Credit Verification Forms must be signed by the attorney/judge and

returned to the County Coordinator. The County Coordinator must return the signed copy to

the Mock Trial Program Manager in Albany by mail, email or fax by June 1 for processing.

MCLE certificates will be generated and sent by email to the attorney/judge requesting the

credit. MCLE credit cannot be provided without the signed Request for CLE Credit

Verification Form. The attorney/judge MUST provide a valid email address on the form. A

copy of the Request for CLE Credit Verification Form follows and is also available online at

www.nysba.org/nysmocktrial.

11) The biennial reporting cycle shall be the two-year period between the dates of submission of the attorney's biennial registration statement; 2) An attorney
shall comply with the requirements of this Subpart commencing from the time of the filing of the attorney's biennial attorney registration statement in the second
calendar year following admission to the Bar.

2 County Coordinators will begin disseminating this revised form to participating attorneys and judges during the 2018-2019 New York State Mock Trial
tournament season.

23


http://www.nysba.org/nysmocktrial

2019-2020 Mock Trial Case - Final Version — Nov. 15, 2019 — REVISED FEB.25, 2020

This page left intentionally blank.

24



2019-2020 Mock Trial Case - Final Version — Nov. 15, 2019 — REVISED FEB.25, 2020

New York State Bar Association
High School Mock Trial Program

Request for CLE Credit Verification Form

NEW YORK STATE MCLE RULES PERTAINING TO CLE CREDIT FOR MOCK TRIAL PARTICIPATION

One (1) CLE credit hour may be earned for each 50 minutes of participation in a high school or college law competition. (No
additional credit may be earned for preparation time.) A maximum of three (3) CLE credits in skills may be earned for judging or
coaching mock trial competitions during any one reporting cycle, i.e., within a two-year period. Newly admitted attorneys (less
than 24 months) are NOT eligible for this type of CLE credit. Go to www.nysba.org/mtclecredit for more information.

IMPORTANT! You must complete this form to receive CLE credit. Completed forms should be
returned to your County Coordinator or sent directly to the Mock Trial Program Manager at the NYS Bar
Association for processing (form must be signed to be valid). Your CLE certificate will be emailed
directly to you once it has been issued by the NYSBA, so be sure fo include a valid email address
below.

Questions? Contact the NYS Bar Association’s Mock Trial Program Manager, Kim Francis, at
kfrancis@nysba.orq.

Are you a member of the New York State Bar Association? [1Yes [1No IfYes, whatis your NYSBA member ID #?
(if you do not know your NYSBA member 1D #, leave blank)

PLEASE PRINT NEATLY

+ Your Name:

+ Home Address:
Street City State Zip Code

+« Name of Firm/Court :

+ Work Address:
Street City State Zip Code

>

Primary Email Address (required):

Your CLE Certificate will be sent to you by email, so please be sure to include your email address!
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SIMPLIFIED RULES OF EVIDENCE AND PROCEDURE

In trials in the United States, elaborate rules are used to regulate the admission of proof (i.e., oral or
physical evidence). These rules are designed to ensure that both parties receive a fair hearing and to
exclude any evidence deemed irrelevant, incompetent, untrustworthy, or unduly prejudicial. If it appears

that a rule of evidence is being violated, an attorney may raise an objection to the judge.

The judge then decides whether the rule has been violated and whether the evidence must be excluded
from the record of the trial. In the absence of a properly made objection, however, the judge will
probably allow the evidence. The burden is on the attorneys to know the rules of evidence and to be able

to use them to protect their client and to limit the actions of opposing counsel and their witnesses.

Formal rules of evidence are quite complicated and differ depending on the court where the trial occurs.
For purposes of this Mock Trial Tournament, the New York State rules of evidence have been modified
and simplified. Not all judges will interpret the rules of evidence or procedure the same way, and you
must be prepared to point out the specific rule (quoting it, if necessary) and to argue persuasively for the
interpretation and application of the rule that you think is proper. No matter which way the judge rules,

you should accept the ruling with grace and courtesy.
1. SCOPE

Rule 101: SCOPE. These rules govern all proceedings in the mock trial competition. The only

rules of evidence in the competition are those included in these rules.

Rule 102: OBJECTIONS. The court shall not consider an objection that is not contained in
these rules. If counsel makes an objection not contained in these rules, counsel responding to the
objection must point out to the judge, citing Rule 102 that the objection is beyond the scope of the
listed objections. However, if counsel responding to the objection does not point out to the judge

the application of this rule, the court may exercise its discretion and consider such objection.
2. RELEVANCY

Rule 201: RELEVANCY. Only relevant testimony and evidence may be presented. This means
that the only physical evidence and testimony allowed is that which tends to make a fact which is
important to the case more or less probable than the fact would be without the evidence. However,
if the probative value of the relevant evidence is substantially outweighed by the danger that the

evidence will cause unfair prejudice, confuse the issues, or result in undue delay or a waste of time,
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the court may exclude it. This may include testimony, physical evidence, and demonstrations that do

not relate to time, event or person directly involved in the litigation.

Example:

Photographs present a classic problem of possible unfair prejudice. For instance, in a nurder trial, the prosecution
Seeks to introduce graphic photographs of the bloodied victim. These photographs would be relevant becanse, among
other reasons, they establish the victin’s death and location of the wounds. At the same time, the photographs present
a high danger of unfair prejudice, as they could canse the jurors to feel incredible anger and a desire to punish someone
for the vile crime. In other words, the photographs could have an inflammatory effect on the jurors, causing them to
substitute passion and anger for reasoned analysis. The defense therefore should object on the ground that any probative
valne of the photographs is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice to the defendant.

Problems of unfair prejudice often can be resolved by offering the evidence in a matter that retains the probative value,
while reducing the danger of unfair prejudice. In this example, the defense might stipulate to the location of the wonnds

and the cause of death. Therefore, the relevant aspects of the photographs wonld come in, without the unduly prejudicial

effect.

Rule 202: CHARACTER. Evidence about the character of a party or witness may not be
introduced unless the person’s character is an issue in the case or unless the evidence is being
offered to show the truthfulness or untruthfulness of the party or witness. Evidence of character to

prove the person’s propensity to act in a particular way is generally not admissible in a civil case.

In a criminal case, the general rule is that the prosecution cannot initiate evidence of the bad
character of the defendant to show that he or she is more likely to have committed the crime.
However, the defendant may introduce evidence of her good character to show that she is innocent,
and the prosecution may offer evidence to rebut the defense’s evidence of the defendant’s character.
With respect to the character of the victim, the general rule is that the prosecution cannot initiate
evidence of the character of the victim. However, the defendant may introduce evidence of the
victim’s good or (more likely) bad character, and the prosecution may offer evidence to rebut the

defense’s evidence of the victim’s character.
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Examples:

A limousine driver is driving Ms. Daisy while he is intoxicated and gets into a car accident injuring Ms. Daisy. If
Ms. Daisy sues the limonsine company for negligently employing an alcoholic driver, then the driver’s tendency to drink
25 at issue. Evidence of the driver’s alcobolism is admissible becanse it is not offered to demonstrate that he was drunfk
on a particular occasion. The evidence is offered to demonstrate that the limousine company negligently trusted him to

drive a limousine when it knew or should have known that the driver had a serious drinking problem.

Sally is fired and sues her employer for sexual harassment. The employer cannot introduce evidence that Sally

experienced similar problems when she worked for other employers.

Evidence about Sally’s character is not admissible to prove that she acted in conformity with ber prior conduct, nnless

her character is at issue or it relates to truthfulness.

If an attorney is accused of stealing a client’s money, he may introduce evidence to demonstrate that he is trustworthy.

In this scenario, proof of his trustworthiness makes it less probable that be stole the money.

Richard is on trial for punching bis coworker, Larry, during an argument. The prosecution wants to offer that
Richard has, in the past, lost his temper and has neared physical altercations. This evidence constitutes character
evidence within the meaning of the rule, because it is being offered to show that Richard has a propensity for losing his

temper and that he may have acted in conformity with this character trait at the time be struck Larry.
Therefore, it would only be admissible if Richard, as the defendant, has decided to place bis character at issune.

Rule 203: OTHER CRIMES, WRONGS, OR ACTS. Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or
acts is not admissible to prove the character of a person. Such evidence, however, may be
admissible for purposes other than to prove character, such as to show motive, intent, preparation,

knowledge, or identity.

Examples:

Harry s on trial for stealing from a heavy metal safe at an office. The prosecution seeks to offer evidence that, on an
earlier date Harry opened the safe and stole some money from the safe. The evidence is not being offered to show
character (in other words, it is not being offered to show that Harry is a thief), but rather it is being offered to show
that Harry knew how to crack the safe. This evidence therefore places Harry among a very small number of people
who know how to crack safes and, in particular, this safe. The evidence therefore goes to identity and matkes Harry

somewhat more likely to be guilty.
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William is on trial for murder after be killed someone during a fight. The prosecution seeks to offer evidence that a
week earlier William and the victim had another physical altercation. In other words, the victim was not some new gy
William has never met before; rather, William and the victim had a history of bad blood. The evidence of the past fight
wonld be admissible because it is not being offered to show that William has bad character as someone who gets into

faghts, but rather to show that William may have had motive to harm bis victin.

In the same trial, the evidence shows that the victim died after William struck him in the larynx. Willian's defense is
that the death was completely accidental and that the fatal injury suffered by bis victin was unintended and a flufe.
T'he prosecution seeks to offer evidence that William has a black belt in martial arts, and therefore has knowledge of
how to administer deadly strikes as well as the effect of such strikes. This evidence wonld be admissible to show the

death was not an accident; rather, William was aware that the strike could cause death.
3. WITNESSEXAMINATION
a. Direct Examination (attorneys call and question witnesses)

Rule 301: FORM OF QUESTION. Witnesses should be asked direct questions and may not be
asked leading questions on direct examination. Direct questions are phrased to evoke a set of facts
from the witnesses. A leading question is one that suggests to the witness the answer desired by the

examiner and often suggests a “yes” or “no’” answer.

Example of a Direct Question: “What is your current occupation?”

Example of a Leading Question: “Isn’# it true that in your current position you are responsible for making

important investiment decisions?”

Narration: While the purpose of direct examination is to get the witness to tell a story, the questions
must ask for specific information. The questions must not be so broad that the witness is allowed to

wander or “narrate” a whole story. Narrative questions are objectionable.

Example of a Narrative Question: “Please describe how you were able to achieve your financial success.” Or

“Tell me everything that was said in the board room on that day.”

Narrative Answers: At times, a direct question may be appropriate, but the witness’s answer may go
> q y > yg

beyond the facts for which the question was asked. Such answers are subject to objection on the

grounds of narration.
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Objections:

“Obyection. Counsel is leading the witness.” “Objection. Question asks for a narration.” “Objection. Witness is

narrating.”

Rule 302: SCOPE OF WITNESS EXAMINATION. Direct examination may cover all the
facts relevant to the case of which the witness has first-hand knowledge. Any factual areas examined

on direct examination may be subject to cross-examination.
Objection:
“Obyjection. The question requires information beyond the scope of the witness’s knowledge.”

Rule 303: REFRESHING RECOLLECTION. If a witness is unable to recall a statement made
in an affidavit, the attorney on direct may show that portion of the affidavit that will help the

witness toremember.
b. Cross-Examination (questioning the other side’s witnesses)

Rule 304: FORM OF QUESTION. An attorney may ask leading questions when cross-
examining the opponent’s witnesses. Questions tending to evoke a narrative answer should be

avoided.

Rule 305: SCOPE OF WITNESS EXAMINATION. Attorneys may only ask questions that
relate to matters brought out by the other side on direct examination, or to matters relating to the
credibility of the witness. This includes facts and statements made by the witness for the opposing

party. Note that many judges allow a broad interpretation of this rule.
Objection:
“Olbyjection. Counsel is asking the witness about matters that did not come up in direct excamination.”

Rule 306: IMPEACHMENT. An attorney may impeach the credibility of a witness (show that a

witness should not be believed) in the following ways:

1. A witness may testify as to another witness’s reputation for truthfulness, provided that an
adequate foundation is established for the testifying witness’s ability to testify about the other

witness’s reputation.
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Ben testifies at trial. Jeannette then takes the stand and is familiar with Ben’s reputation in the community as not

being truthful. Jeannette therefore would be able to testify to Ben's reputation for truthfulness.

2. Counsel may ask questions demonstrating that the witness has made statements on other
occasions that are inconsistent with the witness’s present testimony. A foundation must be laid
for the introduction of prior contradictory statements by asking the witness whether he or she

made such statements.

Example:

If a witness previously stated that the car was black but at trial testified that the car was red, the witness could be

questioned about this prior inconsistent statement for impeachment purposes.

3. Anattorney may ask questions demonstrating the witness’s bias in favor of the party on whose
behalf the witness is testifying, or hostility toward the party against whom the witness is

testifying or the witness’s interest in the case.

Examples:

“Isn’t it true that you are being paid to testify at this trial?” If the witness is paid to testify, he may have an incentive

not to tell the truth while testifying.

Steve is on trial for bank robbery and calls his father as a defense witness to testify that they were watching football at
the time of the crime. On cross-excamination, the prosecutor could attempt to demonstrate the father’s bias that could
cause him to fabricate an alibi for bis son. Proper questions to impeach the father’s credibility might include, *Y on

love your son very much, don’t you?” and “You don’t want to see your son go to jail, do you?”
Rule 307: IMPEACHMENT BY EVIDENCE OF A CRIMINAL CONVICTION.

For the purpose of attacking the credibility of a witness, evidence that the witness has been
convicted of a crime shall be admitted, but only if the crime was a felony or involved moral
turpitude, regardless of punishment, and the court determines that the value of this evidence as
reliable proof outweighs its prejudicial effect to a party. Crimes of moral turpitude are crimes that
involve dishonesty or false statements. These crimes involve the intent to deceive or defraud, such

as forgery, perjury, counterfeiting and fraud.

“Have you ever been convicted of criminal possession of marijuana?”
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Objections:

“Olbyection. The prejudicial effect of this evidence outweighs its usefulness.”
“Olbyjection. The prior conviction being testified 1o is not a felony or a crime involving moral turpitude.”
Re-Direct Examination

Rule 308: LIMIT ON QUESTIONS. After cross-examination, up to three, but no more than
three questions, may be asked by the attorney conducting the direct examination, but such
questions are limited to matters raised by the attorney on cross-examination. The presiding judge

has considerable discretion in deciding how to limit the scope of re-direct.

NOTE: If the credibility or reputation for truthfulness of the witness has been attacked on cross-
examination, the attorney whose witness has been damaged may wish to ask several more
questions. These questions should be limited to the damage the attorney thinks has been done and
should be phrased so as to try to “save” the witness’s truth-telling image in the eyes of the court.
Re-direct examination is limited to issues raised by the attorney on cross-examination. Please note

that at times it may be more appropriate not to engage in re- direct examination.

Objection:

“Obyjection. Counsel is asking the witness about matters that did not come up in cross- examination.”
Re-Cross Examination

Rule 309: LIMIT ON QUESTIONS. Three additional questions, but no more than three, may
be asked by the cross-examining attorney, but such questions are limited to matters on re-direct
examination and should avoid repetition. The presiding judge has considerable discretion in
deciding how to limit the scope of re-cross. Like re-direct examination, at times it may be more

approprlate not to engage in re-cross-examination.

Objection:

“Obyjection. Counsel is asking the witness abont matters that did not come up on re-direct examination.”
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e. Argumentative Questions

Rule 310: Questions that are argumentative should be avoided and may be objected to by counsel.
An argumentative question is one in which the cross-examiner challenges the witness about his or

her inference from the facts, rather than secking additional facts.

Example:

“Why were you driving so carelessly?”

Objection:

“Obyjection. “Your Honor, connsel is being argumentative.”
f. Compound Questions

Rule 311:  Questions that are compound in nature should be avoided and may be objected to by
counsel. A compound question requires the witness to give one answer to a question, which
contains two separate inquiries. Each inquiry in an otherwise compound question could be asked

and answered separately.
Examples:
“Tony, didn’t you get sued by the buyer of your company and get prosecuted by the IRS ?”

“Did you see and feel the residue on the counter?”
Objection:
“Obyjection. “Your Honor, counsel is asking a compound question.”

g. Asked and Answered Questions

Rule 312: A student-attorney may not ask a student-witness a question that the student-attorney
has already asked that witness. Such a question is subject to objection, as having been asked and

answered.

Objection:

“Obyjection. “Your Honor, the witness was asked and answered this question.”
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h. Speculation

Rule 313: Questions that ask a witness to speculate about matters not within his personal

knowledge are not permitted and are subject to an objection by opposing counsel.
Example:

"Do you think your friend Robert knew about the robbery in advance?"

Objection:

"Objection. Y our Honor, the question asks the witness to speculate.”
4. HEARSAY

Understanding and applying the Hearsay Rule (Rule 401), and its exceptions (Rules 402, 403, 404,
and 405), is one of the more challenging aspects of the Mock Trial Tournament. We strongly
suggest that teacher-coaches and students work closely with their attorney-advisors to better

understand and more effectively apply these evidentiary rules.

Rule 401: HEARSAY. A statement made out of court (i.e., not made during the course of the trial
in which it is offered) is hearsay if the statement is offered for the truth of the fact asserted in the
statement. A judge may admit hearsay evidence if it was a prior out-of-court statement made by a
party to the case and is being offered against that party. The party who made the prior out-of-court
statement can hardly complain about not having had an opportunity to cross-examine himself
regarding this statement. He said it, so he has to live with it. He can explain it on the witness stand.
Essentially, the witness on the stand is repeating a statement made outside the courtroom. The
hearsay rule applies to both written as well as spoken statements. If a statement is hearsay and no
exceptions to the rule are applicable, then upon an appropriate objection by opposing counsel, the

statement will be inadmissible.

REASONS FOR EXCLUDING HEARSAY: The reason for excluding hearsay evidence from a
trial is that the opposing party was denied the opportunity to cross-examine the declarant about the
statement. The declarant is the person who made the out-of-court statement. The opposing party

had no chance to test the declarant’s perception (how well did she observe the event she purported
to describe), her memory (did she really remember the details she related to the court), her sincerity

(was she deliberately falsifying), and her ability to relate (did she really mean to say what now
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appears to be the thrust of her statement).

The opportunity to cross-examine the witness on the stand who has repeated the statement is not

enough because the judge or the jury is being asked to believe what the declarant said.

Example:

Peter is on trial for allegedly robbing a Seven-Eleven store on May 1. A witness who is testifying on Peter’s behalf
testifies in the trial, "' heard Joe say that he (Joe) went to the Seven-Eleven on May 1.” Peter, the party offering the
witness’s testimony as evidence, is offering it to prove that Joe was in the Seven-Eleven on May 1, presumably to create
a question as to whether it could have been Joe at the scene of the crime, rather than Peter. In this example, Joe is the
declarant. The reason why the opposing party, in this case the prosecution, should object to this testimony is that the
prosecution has no opportunity to cross-examine Joe to test his veracity (was be telling the truth or just trying to help bis

friend Peter out of a mess) or bis menmory (was Joe sure it was May 1 or could it have been May 2)?
5. EXCEPTIONS

Hearsay may be admissible if it fits into certain exceptions. The exceptions listed below are the only

allowable exceptions for purposes of the Mock Trial Tournament.

Rule 402-a: ADMISSION OF A PARTY OPPONENT: A judge may admit hearsay evidence if
it was a prior out-of-court statement made by a party to the case that amounts to an admission that
is against that party’s interest at trial. Essentially, the party’s own out-of- court statement is being
offered into evidence because it contains an admission of responsibility or an acknowledgment of
fault. The party who made the prior out-of-court statement can hardly complain about not having
had the opportunity to cross-examine himself. He said it, so he has to live with it. He can explain it

on the witness stand.

Example:

Pam is involved in a car accident. Wendy was at the scene of the crash. At Pant’s trial, Wendy testifies that she heard
Pam say, "I can't believe 1 missed that stop sign!"' At the trial, Wendy’s testimony of Pans’s ont-of-court statement,
although hearsay, is likely to be admitted into evidence as an admission against a party’s interest. In this example,
Pam is on trial so she can testify about what happened in the accident and refute having made this statement or

explain the circumstances of her statement.
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Rule 402-b: STATEMENT OF A CO-CONSPIRATOR: A judge may admit hearsay evidence
if it is a prior out-of-court statement offered against a party and is a statement by a co-conspirator
of a party made during the course and in furtherance of the conspiracy. The contents of the
statement shall be considered but are not alone sufficient to establish the existence of the
conspiracy and the participation therein of the declarant and the party against whom the statement

is offered.
Example:

Jane and Jill are charged with conspiracy to sell illegal drugs. During that alleged conspiracy, Jill approached an
undercover police officer and said: “We have two kilos for sale. How much are you willing to pay?” At Jane’s trial,
the prosecution may try to get the officer’s testimony of Jill’s ont-of-conrt statement admitted into evidence as an
admission against a co-conspirator’s interest. The court will admit this statement as an exception to hearsay if the
prosecution has demonstrated that Jill was a co-conspirator and this statement was made in the conrse and in
furtherance of the conspiracy. However, even if the court admits the evidence, the statements alone cannot be used to

establish the existence of the conspiracy.

Rule 403: STATE OF MIND: A judge may admit an out-of-court statement of the declarant’s
then existing state of mind, emotion, sensation, or physical condition (such as intent, plan, motive,
design, mental feeling, pain, and bodily health). Such out-of-court statements of pain or intent do
not present the usual concerns with the reliability of hearsay testimony. For instance, when a witness
testifies as to a declarant’s statement of intent, there are no memory problems with the declarant’s
statement of intent and there are no perception problems because a declarant cannot misperceive
intent. When applying this exception, it is important to keep in mind that the reliability concerns of

hearsay relate to the out-of-court declarant, not to the witness who is offering the statementin court.

Example:

Mike s on trial for a murder that occurred at the West End Restanrant. Mike’s defense relies upon the theory that
another person, Jane, committed the murder. The defense then calls a witness who testifies that on the night of the
murder he heard Jane say that she intended to go to the West End Restanrant. This hearsay statement is admissible

as proof of Jane’s intent to go to the restaurant.

Rule 404: BUSINESS RECORDS. A judge may admit a memorandum, report, record, or data
compilation concerning an event or act, provided that the record was made at or near the time of the
act by a person with knowledge and that the record is kept in the regular course of business. The

rationale for this exception is that this type of evidence is particulatly reliable because of the
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regularity with which business records are kept, their use and importance in the business and the
gularity Pt p

incentive of employees to keep accurate records or risk being reprimanded by the employer.

Example:

Diane is on trial for possession of an illegal weapon. The prosecution introduces a written inventory prepared by a
police officer of items, including a switchblade knife, taken from Diane when she was arrested as evidence of Diane’s
guilt. The written inventory is admissible. In this example, the statement that is hearsay is the written inventory
(hearsay can be oral or written), the declarant is the police officer who wrote the inventory and the inventory is being
offered into evidence to prove that Diane had a switchblade knife in her possession. The reason that the written
inventory is admissible is that it was a record made at the time of Diane’s arrest by a police officer, whose job
required her to prepare records of items taken from suspects at the time of arrest and it was the regular practice of the

police department to prepare records of this tipe at the time of an arrest.

Rule 405: PRESENT SENSE IMPRESSION. A judge may admit an out-of- court statement of
a declarant’s statement describing or explaining an event or condition made while the declarant was
perceiving the event or condition, or immediately thereafter. The rationale for this exception is that a
declarant’s description of an event as it is occurring is reliable because the declarant does not have

the time to think up a lie.

Example:

James is witnessing a robbery and calls 911. While on the phone with the 911 operator, James describes the crime as
1t is occurring and provides a physical description of the robber. These hearsay statements are admissible because they

are James’s description or explanation of an event — the robbery — as James perceives that event.

Rule 406: STATEMENTS IN LEARNED TREATISES. A statement contained in a treatise,

periodical, or pamphlet is admissible if:

(A) The statement is called to the attention of an expert witness on cross-

examination or relied on by the expert on direct examination; and

(B) The publication is established as a reliable authority by the expert's admission or testimony, by

another expert's testimony, or by judicial notice.
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If admitted, the statement may be read into evidence but not received as an exhibit.

Example:

Dr. G, plaintiff’s expert witness, is being cross-examined by defendant’s counsel. During the cross-examination Dr. G is
shown a volume of a treatise on cardiac surgery, which is the subject of Dr. G’s testimony. Dr. G is asked if s/ he

recognizes the treatise as reliable on the subject of cardiac surgery. Dr. G acknowledges that the treatise is so  recognized.

Portions of the treatise may then be read into evidence although the treatise is not to be received as an exhibit.
If Dr. G does not recognize the treatise as authoritative, the treatise may still be read to the jury if another expert witness

testifies as to the treatise’s reliability or if the court by judicial notice recognizes the treatise as anthoritative.

Rule 407: STATEMENTS BY AN UNAVAILABLE DECLARANT. In a civil case, a

statement made by a declarant unavailable to give testimony at trial is admissible if a reasonable person
in the declarant’s position would have made the statement only if the declarant believed it to be true
because, when the statement was made, it was so contrary to the declarant’s proprietary or pecuniary

interest or had so great a tendency to expose the declarant to civil or criminal liability.
Example:

Mr. X, now deceased, previously gave a statement in which he said he ran a red light at an intersection, and thereby caused
an accident that injured plaintiff P. Offered by defendant D to prove that D should not be held liable for the accident, the

statement wonld be admissible as an exception to the exclusion of hearsay.
6. OPINION AND EXPERT TESTIMONY

Rule 501: OPINION TESTIMONY BY NON-EXPERTS. Witnesses who are not testifying
as experts may give opinions which are based on what they saw or heard and are helpful in
explaining their story. A witness may not testify to any matter of which the witness has no personal
knowledge, nor may a witness give an opinion about how the case should be decided. In addition, a
non-expert witness may not offer opinions as to any matters that would require specialized

knowledge, training, or qualifications.

Example:

(General Opinion)

The attorney asks the non-expert witness, “Why is there so much conflict in the Middle East?” This question asks
the witness to give bis general opinion on the Middle East conflict.

Note: This question is objectionable because the witness lacks personal perceptions as to the conflict in the Middle
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East and any conclusions regarding this issue would require specialized knowledge.

Objection:

“Objection. Connsel is asking the witness to give an opinion.”

Example:

(Lack of Personal Knowledge)

The attorney asks the witness, “Why do you think Abe skipped class?” This question requires the witness to

speculate about Abe’s reasons for skipping class.

Objection:

“Olbyection. The witness has no personal knowledge that would enable him/ her to answer this question.”

Example:

(Opinion on Outcome of Case)

The attorney asks the witness, “Do you think the defendant intended to commit the crime?” This question requires the

witness to provide a conclusion that is directly at issue and relates to the outcome of the case.

Objection:
“Objection. The question asks the witness to give a conclusion that goes to the finding of the Court.”

Rule 502: OPINION TESTIMONY BY EXPERTS. Only persons qualified as experts may
give opinions on questions that require special knowledge or qualifications. An expert may be
called as a witness to render an opinion based on professional experience. The attorney for the
party for whom the expert is testifying must qualify the witness as an expert. This means that
before the expert witness can be asked for an expert opinion, the questioning attorney must bring
out the expert’s qualifications, education and/or experience.

Example:

The attorney asks the witness, an anto mechanic, “Do you think Luke’s recurrent, severe migraine headaches conld
have caused him to crash bis car into the side of George’s honse?”

Objection:

“Objection. Counsel is asking the witness to give an expert opinion for which the witness has not been qualified.”

However, a doctor can provide an expert opinion on how migraine headaches affect eyesight.
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7. PHYSICALEVIDENCE

Rule 601: INTRODUCTION OF PHYSICAL EVIDENCE. Physical evidence may be
introduced if it is relevant to the case. Physical evidence will not be admitted into evidence until it
has been identified and shown to be authentic or its identification and/or authenticity have been
stipulated to. That a document is “authentic” means only that it is what it appears to be, not that the

statements in the document are necessarily true.

A prosecutor must anthenticate a weapon by demonstrating that the weapon is the same weapon used in the crine.
This shows that the evidence offered (the weapon) relates to the issue (the crime). If the weapon belonged to the
prosecutor, it would not be relevant to the defendant’s guilt. The evidence must be relevant to the issue to be

admissible.

PROCEDURE FOR INTRODUCING EVIDENCE: Physical evidence need only be
introduced once. The proper procedure to use when introducing a physical object or document for

identification and/or use as evidence is:

Have exhibit marked for identification. “Your Honor, please marfk this as Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1 (or Defense
Exchibit A) for identification.”

a.  Ask witness to identify the exhibit. ‘T now band you what is marked as Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1 (or
Defense Exchibit A). Would you identify it, please?”

b. Ask witness questions about the exhibit, establishing its relevancy, and other pertinent

questions.

c.  Offer the exhibit into evidence. “Your Honor, we offer Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1 (or Defense Exchibit A)

into evidence at this time.”
d. Show the exhibit to opposing counsel, who may make an objection to the offering.

e. The Judge will ask opposing counsel whether there is any objection, rule on any objection,

admit or not admit the exhibit.
f.  If an exhibit is a document, hand it to the judge.

NOTE: After an affidavit has been marked for identification, a witness may be asked questions
about his or her affidavit without its introduction into evidence. In order to read directly from an

affidavit or submit it to the judge, it must first be admitted into evidence.
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Rule 602: REDACTION OF DOCUMENT. When a document sought to be introduced
into evidence contains both admissible and inadmissible evidence, the judge may, at the request
of the party objecting to the inadmissible portion of the document, redact the inadmissible

portion of the document and allow the redacted document into evidence.

Objection:

“Obyjection. Y our Honor, opposing counsel is offering into evidence a document that contains improper opinion
evidence by the witness. The defense requests that the portion of the document setting forth the witness’s opinion be

redacted.”

Rule 603: VOIR DIRE OF A WITNESS. When an item of physical evidence is sought to be
introduced under a doctrine that normally excludes that type of evidence (e.g., a document
which purports to fall under the business record exception to the Hearsay Rule), or when a
witness is offered as an expert, an opponent may interrupt the direct examination to request the

judge’s permission to make limited inquiry of the witness, which is called “vozr dire.”

The opponent may use leading questions to conduct the voir dire but it must be remembered that
the vozr dire’s limited purpose is to test the competency of the witness or evidence and the

opponent is not entitled to conduct a general cross-examination on the merits of the case.
The voir dire must be limited to three questions. The clock will not be stopped for voir dire.
8. INVENTION OF FACTS (Special Rules for the Mock Trial Competition)

Rule 701: DIRECT EXAMINATION. On direct examination, the witness is limited to the
facts given. Facts cannot be made up. If the witness goes beyond the facts given opposing
counsel may object. If a witness testifies in contradiction of a fact given in the witness’s

statement, opposing counsel should impeach the witness during cross- examination.

Objection:
“Olbyjection. Your Honor, the witness is creating facts which are not in the record.”
Rule 702: CROSS-EXAMINATION. Questions on cross-examination should not seek to

elicit information that is not contained in the fact pattern. If on cross-examination a witness is

asked a question, the answer to which is not contained in the witness’s statement or the direct
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examination, the witness may respond with any answer that does not materially alter the
outcome of the trial. If a witness’s response might materially alter the outcome of the trial, the

attorney conducting the cross- examination may object.

Objection:

“Olbyjection. The witness’s answer is inventing facts that would materially alter the ontcome of the case.”

9. PROCEDURALRULES

Rule 801: PROCEDURE FOR OBJECTIONS. An attorney may object any time the
opposing attorneys have violated the “Simplified Rules of Evidence and Procedure.” Each
attorney is restricted to raising objections concerning witnesses, whom that attorney is

responsible for examining, both on direct and cross-examinations.

NOTE: The attorney wishing to object (only one attorney may object at a time) should stand
up and do so at the time of the violation. When an objection is made, the judge will ask the
reason for it. Then the judge will turn to the attorney who asked the question and the attorney
usually will have a chance to explain why the objection should not be accepted (“sustained”) by
the judge. The judge will then decide whether a question or answer must be discarded because it
has violated a rule of evidence (“objection sustained”), or whether to allow the question or

answer to remain on the trial record (“objection overruled”).

Rule 802: MOTIONS TO DISMISS. Motions for directed verdict or dismissal are not

permitted at any time during the plaintiff’s or prosecution’s case.

Rule 803: CLOSING ARGUMENTS. Closing arguments must be based on the evidence

presented during the trial.

Rule 804: OBJECTIONS DURING OPENING STATEMENTS AND CLOSING
ARGUMENTS. Objections during opening statements and closing arguments are NOT

permitted.
Rule 901: PROSECUTION’S BURDEN OF PROOF (criminal cases).

Beyond a Reasonable Doubt: A defendant is presumed to be innocent. As such, the trier of
fact (jury or judge) must find the defendant not guilty, unless, on the evidence presented at trial,

the prosecution has proven the defendant guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. Such proof
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precludes every reasonable theory except that which is consistent with the defendant’s guilt. A
reasonable doubt is a n honest doubt of the defendant's guilt for which a reason exists based
upon the nature and quality of the evidence. It is an actual doubt, not an imaginary one. Itis a
doubt that a reasonable person would be likely to entertain because of the evidence that was
presented or because of the lack of convincing evidence. While the defendant may introduce
evidence to prove his/her innocence, the burden of proof never shifts to the defendant.
Moreover, the prosecution must prove beyond a reasonable doubt every element of the crime
including that the defendant is the person who committed the crime charged. (Source: NY

Criminal Jury Instructions).
Rule 902: PLAINTIFF’S BURDENS OF PROOF (civil cases).

902.1 Preponderance of the Evidence: The plaintiff must prove his/her claim by a
fair preponderance of the credible evidence. The credible evidence is testimony or
exhibits that the trier of fact (jury or judge) finds to be worthy to be believed. A
preponderance of the evidence means the greater part of such evidence. It does not mean
the greater number of witnesses or the greater length of time taken by either side. The
phrase refers to the quality of the evidence, ‘.e., its convincing quality, the weight and the

effect that it has on the trier of fact. (Source: NY Pattern Jury Instructions, §1:23).

902.2  Clear and Convincing Evidence: (To be used in cases involving fraud, malice,
mistake, incompetency, etc.) The burden is on the plaintiff to prove fraud, for instance, by
clear and convincing evidence. This means evidence that satisfies the trier of fact that there
is a high degree of probability that the ultimate issue to be decided, e.g, fraud, was
committed by the defendant. To decide for the plaintiff, it is not enough to find that the
preponderance of the evidence is in the plaintiff’s favor. A party who must prove his/her
case by a preponderance of the evidence only needs to satisfy the trier of fact that the
evidence supporting his/her case more nearly represents what actually happened than the
evidence which is opposed to it. But a party who must establish his/her case by clear and
convincing evidence must satisfy the trier of fact that the evidence makes it highly
probable that what s/he claims is what actually happened. (Source: NY Pattern Jury

Instructions, §1:64).
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Rule 903: DIRECT AND CIRCUMSTANIAL EVIDENCE

903.1 Direct evidence: Direct evidence is evidence of a fact based on a witness’s
personal knowledge or observation of that fact. A person’s guilt of a charged crime may be
proven by direct evidence if, standing alone, that evidence satisfies the factfinder (a judge
or a jury) beyond a reasonable doubt of the person’s guilt of that crime. (Source: NY

Criminal Jury Instructions).

903.2 Circumstantial evidence: Circumstantial evidence is direct evidence of a fact
from which a person may reasonably infer the existence or non-existence of another fact.
A person’s guilt of a charged crime may be proven by circumstantial evidence, if that
evidence, while not directly establishing guilt, gives rise to an inference of guilt beyond a

reasonable doubt. (Source: NY Criminal Jury Instructions).

NOTE: The law draws no distinction between circumstantial evidence and direct evidence
in terms of weight or importance. Either type of evidence may be enough to establish guilt
beyond a reasonable doubt, depending on the facts of the case as the factfinder (a judge or

a jury) finds them to be. [Source: NY Criminal Jury Instructions].

47-R1 (1.16.2020)



2019-2020 Mock Trial Case - Final Version — Nov. 15, 2019 — REVISED FEB.25, 2020

This page left intentionally blank.

48-R1 (1.16.2020)



NEW YORKSTATE
HIGH SCHOOL
MOCK TRIAL SCRIPT

PART IV



2019-2020 Mock Trial Case - Final Version — Nov. 15, 2019 — REVISED FEB.25, 2020

This page left intentionally blank.

50



2019-2020 Mock Trial Case - Final Version — Nov. 15, 2019 — REVISED FEB.25, 2020

UNITED STATES v. PHOENIX JONES
CASE SUMMARY

Phoenix Jones, otherwise known as PJ, is a 20-year-old computer whiz. S/he was pursuing a
degree in Computer Science at Chemung State College until s/he dropped out in the Spring
semester of the 2018-2019 school year, mid-way through his/her sophomorte year. PJ felt that the

curriculum at Chemung State was not challenging enough and s/he was bored.

PJ’s parents always told him/her that, after his/her graduation from high school, s/he would have
to be either in college or working in order to continuing living with them. Since PJ was not in
school and was not working, s/he moved out of the family residence and to a room in a cheap
boarding house located in the central district of Chemung. The room was just big enough to hold
his/her computer desktop and his/her clothing. To make ends meet and to make space in his/her
small living quarters, PJ started selling much of his/her stuff, most of which was in storage, on

eBay and to area pawn shops.

PJ was quickly running out of items to sell, so it is alleged that s/he started buying merchandise on
the dark web from vendors who trade in stolen goods. In an exceptionally elaborate scheme, the
prosecution alleges that PJ would purchase items from dark web vendors using Bytecoin, the new
cryptocurtrency, to shield his/her identity. Bytecoin, like Facebook’s new cryptocurrency Libra,
affords anonymity to the purchaser because the Bytecoins and the transactions are not linked to a
person’s real name, his/her e-mail address or the person’s physical address. Rather, the Bytecoin
algorithm links everything to a randomly generated Bytecoin address. The prosecution’s
investigator, Morgan Thornberry, alleges that PJ is a fencer who would make purchases from sites
on the dark web known for trading in illicit goods and use cryptocurrency to avoid detection.
Thornberry believes PJ opened a virtual mailing address at Ted-Rex Dinko’s for receiving
packages, under the fake name Emery Rose. The prosecution further contends that PJ] would use
the taxi-alternative service, Rover, to pick up packages from Ted-Rex Dinko’s and deliver them to
Big Tom’s Reseller, a high-volume pawnbroker. Big Tom did not ask many questions and avoided
prying into his customers’ business activities. Rover is a ride-hailing service, like Uber and Lyft,
but does not engage in much identity-checking like the other two services do. The prosecution
alleges that PJ used a prepaid credit card under the name Emery Rose to pay Ted-Rex Dinko’s for

the “business” address and to pay Rover for “delivery” services.
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Prior to forming his/her theory about PJ’s operation, Investigator Thornberry received word
from a postal inspector that a suspicious package for an Emery Rose was received at the post
office’s airport shipping facility. The postal inspector reported that a buzzing sound was
emanating from the very large box. With a bomb squad in tow, Thornberry arrived at the post
office and succeeded in having the box opened without incident. Inside the box, the investigator
found a large number of high-priced items, such as a Rolex watch, a video game console, several
iPhone Xs, an authentic Louis Vuitton Odeon handbag, a square sapphire men’s ring, gold
earrings, a pearl necklace and many other very expensive goods. To Thornberry, many of the
items appeared to be used and possibly stolen. The buzzing sound turned out to be from one of
the watches whose alarm had become engaged. The mailing label showed that the package was to
be sent to Emery Rose at a Ted-Rex Dinko’s store in Chemung. Ted-Rex Dinko’s provides a
package receiving service for persons or business that do not have a physical address. Thornberry
had the box re-taped and allowed the box to be delivered by the post office to Emery Rose at
Ted-Rex Dinko’s. Thornberry followed the package to Ted-Rex Dinko’s and waited for Emery
Rose to arrive for the package. A Rover driver by the name of Blair Overland arrived at Ted-Rex
Dinko’s, requested the package, provided the clerk with the required passcode provided to the
Rover dispatcher by Emery Rose, and proceeded to drive to the designated location. Thornberry
followed the Rover driver incognito to what turned out to be Big Tom’s Reseller. The Rover
driver entered the pawn shop, followed seconds later by Thornberry. Thornberry heard the Rover
driver say to the counter clerk, whose name is Cameron Clark, that, “This is a package from
Emery Rose for Big Tom.” Clark said that Big Tom was not there, but that s/he would accept the

box for him.

Thornberty, recognizing that the box given to the clerk was the same one s/he had just re-taped,
identified himself/herself and asked both the clerk and the Rover driver, “Who is Emery Rose,
and where does s/he reside?” The Rover driver said s/he did not know Rose and was just
delivering a package as requested by the dispatch office. The clerk, who turned out to be Big
Tom’s nephew/niece, also said that s/he had never seen Rose and had no information about
him/her. The clerk further informed the investigator that Big Tom recently suffered a massive
stroke in early August 2019 and was in a deep coma. The doctors have given the family a gloomy

prognosis for his recovery.
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Thornberty confiscated the alleged contraband. S/he gave his/her business card to the Rover
driver and told the Rover driver to call him/her if the driver found out any information about
Rose’s identity. Thornberty also directed the clerk to call him/her immediately if anyone came
into the shop asking about the Emery Rose package and asking for Big Tom. The clerk was also
told to make sure that the surveillance cameras, both inside and outside of the shop, were all
functioning propetly. Investigator Thornberry suspected that Emery Rose would visit Big Tom on

a regular basis to make sure that their arrangement was still in effect.

About three weeks after the seizure of the alleged contraband, a person entered the pawn shop
and asked for Big Tom. The clerk told the person that Big Tom was ill and that s/he was
uncertain when Big Tom would return to the pawn shop. When the clerk asked the person for
his/her name, the person did not respond and exited the shop. Suspicious that the person may
have been “Emery Rose,” the clerk called Thornberry. Thornberry went to the pawn shop
immediately to get images from the surveillance cameras. Although the images were grainy, the
crime lab, through facial recognition technology, was able to identify the person as Phoenix Jones.
Since the contraband appeared to have been transported over state lines, PJ was arrested and
charged with the federal offense of conspiring with others (18 U.S.C. {371) to receive and sell

stolen goods that were conveyed through interstate commerce (18 U.S.C. §2315).

University of Chicago Business Professor Jules Thompson, an expert on the emerging use of
cryptocurrency in criminality, described in a recent article in the popular financial magazine,
Business Outsider, how criminals are using the dark web and cryptocurrency to commit almost
undetectable criminal offenses. S/he contends that drugs and other sordid criminal activities are

transacted over the Silk Road (aka, the dark web).

PJ’s Econ 201 professor, Mr./Ms. Kaden Keller, believes the whole discussion about
cryptocurtency and criminality is overblown. S/he contends that cryptocurrency does not provide
complete anonymity and that if investigators were not so sloppy, they could easily stop this
criminal activity. Although Professor Keller acknowledged that PJ wrote a paper in the 2018 Fall
semester ‘s Econ 201 class about cryptocurrency and the dark web, and even received an “A” the

professor felt that the paper was more fantasy than anything else.
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10. PJ maintains that s/he is innocent and asserts that there is no direct evidence linking him/her to
the conspiracy or the alleged stolen goods. While s/he acknowledges that his/her mothet’s
maiden name is Rose, it is purely coincidental that someone would use that name to create a fake
account. Besides, according to PJ, Rose is a common last name. However, Investigator
Thornberry discovered that PJ had an uncle by the name of Emerald Rose who passed away at an
early age. Thornberry notes that criminals sometimes use the identity of deceased persons to

perpetrate fraudulent criminal activity.

Witnesses for the Prosecution:
* Morgan Thornberry, Investigator, U.S. Attorney’s Office, WDNY
¢ Cameron Clark, Pawnshop clerk

* Jules Thompson, University of Chicago Business Professor

Witnesses for the Defense:
¢ Phoenix Jones, the Defendant
* Blair Overland, Rover driver

¢ Kaden Keller, Professor at Chemung State College
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LIST OF STIPULATIONS

All witness statements are deemed sworn or affirmed, and duly notarized.

All items of evidence are originals and eligible for use during the match, following proper procedure
for identification and submission.

Any enactment of this case is conducted after the named dates in the Case Summary and the witness
affidavits. (Please note that the Case Summary is provided solely for the convenience of the
participants in the Mock Trial Tournament. Said summary itself does not constitute evidence and may
not be introduced at the trial or used for impeachment purposes).

All Payton (445 U.S. 573; 63 L. Ed2d 639), Mapp (367 U.S. 643), Dunaway (442 U.S. 200; 60 L. Ed2d
824) and other evidentiary suppression issues have been resolved and in favor of the government.

If the person playing the role of Phoenix Jones is female, Cameron Clark must testify, if asked, that
the suspicious person who entered the pawn shop was female. If the person playing the role of
Phoenix Jones is male, Cameron Clark must testify, if asked, that the suspicious person who entered
the pawn shop was male.

Cameron Clark’s identification of Phoenix Jones is limited to the statements made in his/her
affidavit.

Each photograph in the facial recognition exhibit is of a person who resembles Phoenix Jones.

The Chicago police report and the Denver police report are documents that are kept in the ordinary
course of business.

The Tag Heuer Monaco Steve McQueen watch and the Norval Square Sapphire men’s ring are both
engraved with the initials “CNR”.

The Tag Heuer Monaco Steve McQueen watch is a special edition that has an alarm.

The pictures of the watches and the rings are deemed the actual items, and each exhibit may be
offered into evidence as the actual watch and ring.

As specified in the indictment, it is stipulated that Big Tom Clark is an unindicted co-conspirator in
the case of U.S. v. Phoenix Jones.

No other stipulations shall be made between the plaintiff/prosecution and the defense, except as to
the admissibility of evidentiary exhibits provided herein.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

Holding a Criminal Term
Grand Jury Sworn in on September 2, 2019

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA Case No. 19-cr-00123
V. Violation: 18 U.S.C. §371
(Conspiracy)
PHOENIX JONES
INDICTMENT

Assigned to: Judge Greenberg, Horace
Assign Date: October 4, 2019
Description: INDICTMENT

COUNT ONE

THE GRAND JURY OF THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, by this indictment,
accuses PHOENIX JONES of the crime of CONSPIRACY, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §371 (1988), to
receive and to sell stolen goods in violation of 18 U.S.C. §2315 (1988) as follows:

The defendant, acting in concert with others, from on or about or before June 1, 2019 to on or
about August 22, 2019, in the Western District of New York, with intent that conduct, prohibited by 8
U.S.C. §371, be committed, did willfully and knowingly agree with others, both known and unknown, to
engage in and cause the performance of such conduct, to wit: conspiracy to receive and sell stolen goods.

PREAMBLE

From on or about or before June 1, 2019 to on or about August 22, 2019, it was the purpose of this
conspiracy to engage in the receipt and the sale of stolen goods, said stolen goods having been obtained
through transactions over the Internet and having been transported across state lines.

The defendant PHOENIX JONES, along with unindicted co-conspirator, known as Big Tom Clark,
participated in a scheme to obtain stolen goods that were transported across state lines and to sell said
stolen goods from a pawn shop owned by Big Tom Clark.

The defendant PHOENIX JONES and unindicted co-conspirator, Big Tom Clark, knew that the goods,
which were transported across state lines, were stolen goods.
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OVERT ACTS

In furtherance of the conspiracy and to affect the objects thereof, from on or about or before
June 1, 2019 to on or about August 22, 2019, the following overt acts, among others, were
committed:

1: From on or about or before June 1, 2019 to on or about August 22, 2019, the defendant
PHOENIX JONES purchased stolen goods from unnamed persons over the Internet and caused
said stolen goods to be transported across state lines to the State of New York.

2: From on or about or before June 1, 2019 to on or about August 22, 2019, the defendant
PHOENIX JONES caused said stolen goods to be transported to a pawn shop owned by
unindicted co-conspirator Big Tom Clark for resale. Unindicted co-conspirator Big Tom Clark
knew that the goods were stolen.

3: The defendant PHOENIX JONES and unindicted co-conspirator Big Tom Clark shared in the
proceeds from the resale of the stolen goods.

(18 U.S.C. §371 - Conspiracy)

A TRUE BILL

FOREPERSON

Scotty Carson

Attorney of the United States in
and for the Western District of New York
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AFFIDAVIT OF INVESTIGATOR MORGAN THORNBERRY
My name is Morgan Thornberry. I am an investigator in the U.S. Attorney’s Office for the Western District
of New York. I am 52 years old and have been with the Department of Justice for the past twenty years. I

reside in Chemung, New York.

I'am a 1989 graduate of Allegany State College with a bachelor’s degree in Criminal Justice. Right after
graduation, I underwent the six-month training at the Chemung Police Academy and became a police

officer for the Chemung Police Department in 1990.

I was promoted to detective in 1996 and was assigned to the property crimes unit. We would investigate
burglaries, home invasions, shoplifting, snatch and grabs, and all other incidents involving theft of property.
We recovered all kinds of stolen property and did our best to return the property to the rightful owner.
These thieves, who prey upon vulnerable people, are some of the worst human beings alive, and it gives me
great pleasure to see them locked up and off the streets for as long as the law allows. I've always
remembered a tongue-in-cheek comment by an instructor at the academy, who happened to be a retired
police chief, who said something along the lines that there may not be enough evidence to prove the suspect
committed the alleged ctime, but s/he had gotten away with other criminal offenses in the past, so

prosecute the SOB anyway. I don’t necessarily subscribe to that philosophy, but it is an intriguing concept.

In 1999, I got wind of an opening for an investigator in the U.S. Attorney’s Office in the Chemung branch
office. They were looking for someone with property crime investigatory skills to work in the emerging
cybercrime unit. Since my skill set fit the bill, I applied and was hired right away. The Department of Justice
noticed, that in 20006, with the explosion of commerce on the Internet, stolen property was also starting to
be sold in an ever-increasing amount over the worldwide web. My job mostly centers on chasing down the
criminal transportation of stolen goods in interstate commerce, so one of the first things I did was to
establish a relationship with the package delivery services in the area, such as the U.S. Postal Service, DHL
and UPS. I requested that they call me if they ever received suspicious packages at their facilities. I have
received many calls over the years. Most of the calls were false alarms. Some of the calls, however, were
fruitful, and resulted in the imposition of criminal charges, and subsequently, in convictions. I remember
that, in 2009, there was a large shipment of counterfeit Air Jordans that would have hit the streets if we did
not intercept it. The Air Jordan counterfeiters were convicted and received lengthy sentences. In 2013, 1
investigated the suspected sale of stolen iPhones, iPads, MS Surfaces, and other high-end computer devices.

These perps were caught red-handed, and they all pled guilty.

When I got the call from the postal inspector on August 22, 2019 that a suspicious package had been
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received at their airport shipping facility for an Emery Rose, my team and I, which included an explosives
expert, rushed right over. The postal inspector’s interest was piqued because a ticking sound was emanating
from the box that had a Chicago postmark stamp. Before opening the box, my expert used sophisticated
bomb-detection equipment and determined that the box was safe to open. I proceeded to open the box and,
lo and behold, we found a treasure trove of stolen goods. There were many high-priced items, such as a
Rolex watch, a video game console, several iPhone Xs, an authentic Louis Vuitton Odeon handbag, a
Norval square sapphire men’s ring, gold earrings, a peatl necklace and many other very expensive goods. All
the items appeared to be used, which suggested that they were stolen. In fact, the ticking sound was the
alarm of a Tag Heuer Monaco Steve McQueen men’s watch worth approximately $4,000. Good thing the

owner had set the alarm!

I re-taped the box and allowed the postal service to deliver it to the virtual mailbox of this Emery Rose at
the Ted-Rex Dinko’s location on Community Drive in Chemung. I suspected Emery Rose was a fake name,
and I subsequently determined that the name was fake, because if it was not, I would have found him/her

by now.

I followed the postal truck as it delivered the box to Ted-Rex Dinko’s. After the Ted-Rex Dinko’s clerk
accepted the package, I identified myself as a federal agent and asked the clerk whether she knew Emery
Rose. She said no. I then asked her to pull Emery Rose’s records so that I could get whatever information
was on file. She said that she could not do that, and that I would need to talk to the store manager. The
store manager was out of town on vacation and not reachable, so I just decided to wait around the store to
see whether Emery Rose would come to claim the box. I told the clerk that this was a federal matter and
that she should not tell the person picking up the package that I was a federal agent, or that I had inquired

about the package.

I waited in the store for approximately forty-five minutes and was about to leave when a person came into
the store, identified himself/herself as a Rover driver, gave the cletk a code and asked for the Emery Rose
package. Rover is a ride-hailing service like Uber and Lyft. Apparently, the Rover driver had instructions
from Emery Rose to provide a passcode in order to pick up the package. I allowed the Rover driver to take
the box, and I followed him/her surreptitiously. The Rover driver delivered the package to Big Tom’s
Reseller on Central Avenue, one of the largest pawnshops in Chemung. After the Rover driver (Blair
Overland) gave the box to the counter clerk (Cameron Clark), I showed my federal badge and asked the
Rover driver to tell me who Emery Rose was. S/he said that s/he did not personally know Emery Rose, had

never seen Emery Rose, and was just delivering the package as ordered by his/her dispatcher.
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I then asked Cameron Clark whether s/he knew this Emery Rose. S/he said that s/he did not know Emery
Rose and did not believe s/he had ever seen him/her. I asked him/her about the owner of the pawn shop,
Big Tom Clark. S/he said that Big Tom was his/her uncle. Clatk said that Big Tom had suffered a massive
stroke in early August 2019, was in a deep coma and was not expected to emerge from the coma any time
soon. I told Clark to call me if anyone s/he does not know comes into the shop asking about the Emery
Rose package and asking for Big Tom. I gave Clark one of my business cards and told him/her to make
sure the surveillance cameras inside and outside the shop are working properly every day. I also gave the
Rover driver my business card and told him/her to call me if Emery Rose ever contacts him/her. I took the

box of stolen goods and left the pawn shop.

On September 12, 2019, I received a call from Clark informing me that someone using the name Emery had
just come into the shop and asked for Big Tom. Clark said s/he told the person that Big Tom was going to
be away from the shop for a while. Clark then said s the person looked distressed upon hearing the news
about Big Tom, dropped several F-bombs about Big Tom, and quickly left the shop without saying anything

else.

I immediately went to the pawn shop to get a copy of the surveillance video. I'm pretty sure Emery Rose
had come to inquite about his/her share of the proceeds from the sale of the stolen goods being that s/he

would not have heard from Big Tom since early August.

I took the video clip to our crime lab in Buffalo so that I could run the images through the National Crime
Information Center’s (NCIC’s) database. The clip was a bit grainy, but usable. I used sophisticated facial
recognition technology on the video clip and produced a report showing ten possible matches. I am a
trained facial recognition technologist. In 2005, I received eight weeks of training at the FBI facility in
Quantico, Virginia on facial recognition technology and earned a certificate recognizing me as an expert in
facial recognition technology. Since 2005, I have prepared approximately thirty facial recognition reports.
None of my reports have been rejected by the courts. In the thirty cases where my reports were used, all of
the defendants were convicted. In the Jones case, five of the ten suspects were quickly eliminated because
they were in jail or prison at the time the August 22" package of stolen goods were being shipped. We
learned that three of the remaining five were out of town during the time period in question and had been
away for some time. Now, I admit that the whereabouts of the ninth person is unknown. However, I have
no reason to suspect the ninth person was involved because all indications are that Phoenix Jones is the

perp. There is no doubt in my mind that Jones is the chief suspect.

On the morning of September 16, 2019, I took a photograph of Phoenix Jones to the pawn shop and asked
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Clark whether s/he recognized the person. At first, Clark was a bit equivocal, but after pressing Clark to
look a little harder at the photo, s/he finally stated that the person in the photo appears to be the petson
who had come into the shop asking for Big Tom. That was good enough for me. I believe I showed Clark

the facial recognition report and s/he recognized Phoenix Jones in the array.

14. 1 arrested Phoenix Jones in the afternoon of September 16™ on the federal charge of conspiting with others
(18 U.S.C. §371) to receive and sell stolen goods that were conveyed through interstate commerce (18
U.S.C. §2315). Jones’ photo was in the federal crime database because of an arrest for, and his/her
indictment on, an assault charge when s/he was 18 yeats old. Although the charge was dismissed as a result
of the victim’s refusal to testify, Jones’ photo remained in the database for inexplicable reasons. Lucky for

us!

15. When Phoenix Jones was arrested in his/her one-room apartment, we found $7,500 stuffed in a duffel bag
underneath his/her bed. I had to seatch the bag because it could have contained a weapon that would have
put me and the other agents in danger. The suppression court agreed with me that the search was lawful.
Jones’ claim that the money was stuffed between the mattress and box spring is just made up. These
criminals will say anything to escape responsibility. Besides, $7,500 is a lot of money for someone who is
not working full-time. I don’t believe Jones’ part-time job as a web developer would generate that kind of
money in the few months since s/he moved out of his/her parents’ house. 'm sure the money is from the
sale of stolen goods. Moreover, I would bet dollars to donuts that the rest of the money Jones received

from his/her little criminal enterprise is tied up in cryptocurrency, and consequently, hidden.

16. When we are investigating cases, we look at everything that will assist in the prosecution of a defendant.
We often look at the social media of persons who might have a connection with the suspect. When we
looked at the FaceSpace page of Jones’ mother, we saw something very interesting. On the public portion
of her FaceSpace page, she had information about a deceased family member. It showed that Jones’
mother had a younger brother named Emerald Rose who was born on February 15, 1980 and passed away
in January 1983, just before his third birthday. That is the same date of birth on the Rover Car Service
account of Emery Rose (aka Phoenix Jones). So, this perp stole his/her uncle’s identity to aid in the
commission of this crime. How disgusting is that?! It’s probably true that someone else could have easily

stolen Emerald Rose’s identity since it was up on FaceSpace, but I'm pretty sure Jones did it.

17. During my interview with Blair Overland, the Rover driver, I learned that the creator of the Rover Account
used one of those pre-paid VEZA cards where you don’t need to provide an address or real phone number.
All transactions are over the Internet, and the card can be replenished anonymously by using non-banking

services like Q-Pal.
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On September 23, 2019, Cameron Clark visited my office and gave me a notebook that belonged to Big
Tom. The notebook contains a long list of very expensive items. There was an indication that some of the
items were sold and the amount each one had been sold for. There is also a column showing how much
“Emery Rose” (aka Phoenix Jones) had received as his/her shate for each item. It looks like Phoenix Jones
was getting about 45% of each sale. I noticed that the list was started on June 1, 2019 — about one month
after Phoenix Jones had moved to the boarding house. Clark was unable to locate the unsold items, except
for the men’s Omega wristwatch and the 3-carat diamond ring engraved with the number “’85”. I took
possession of the two items. I never threatened Clark that the pawn shop would be closed if s/he did not
cooperate in the investigation, but I did make it clear to him/her that good citizens cooperate with law
enforcement. I did warn him/her that someone in his/her position could be prosecuted for possessing

stolen property.

Cameron Clark also gave me what appears to be an e-mail receipt, dated July 5, 2019, showing the purchase
of two Bytecoins. I checked on Google and found that one Bytecoin in July 2019 was selling for about
$3,200.00. Clark said s/he found the receipt in the same desk drawer where Big Tom’s notebook was
discovered. The receipt was made out to Emery Rose. Near the bottom of the receipt was a hand-written
note that said: “Big Tom, Just bought more Bytecoins so that I can pull down more hot stuff from the web.
You should get into cryptocurrency. Expect another shipment soon. Emery.” The word “hot” means
“stolen” in gangster parlance. If you look closely at the hand-written name “Emery,” you will notice that
someone, let’s say Phoenix Jones, started to write the letter “P” and then apparently caught himself/herself
by writing over the “P” with the name “Emery.” Another slip up by PJ?! The $6,400.00 that Phoenix Jones
paid for the two Bytecoins is about equal to the amount of the proceeds s/he received from Big Tom
between June 1% and July 1*. I checked with the e-mail domain provider GoodMail.com to get information
about this Emery Rose. All of the information that they had on file was bogus. GoodMail appears to be
one of those ISPs that does not verify the signup information. I suspect that whenever Phoenix Jones
would access the Internet to commit his/her ctimes, s/he would use a non-logging VPN. When we
checked the Internet activity of Emery Rose using the IP address, supposedly belonging to Rose, that we
had obtained from GoodMail.com, the IP address was reported to be somewhere out in the South Pacific.

That SOB Jones was trying to cover his/her tracks!

My boss, Scotty Carson, US Attorney for WNY, sent a subpoena to CoinDomain, where the Bytecoins were
purchased, to get information about Emery Rose. CoinDomain responded to the subpoena by providing
the dates Emery Rose purchased the cryptocurrencies and the dates on which trades were made.

CoinDomain had no other information about this Emery Rose.
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I had confiscated Phoenix Jones” desktop computer on the day s/he was arrested and, after examining the
computer, I did not find a VPN account on it. But checking Jones’ Google search history, I found
something very interesting. On June 15, 2019, Jones did a search on what a used iPhone X would cost. If
you take a look at Big Tom’s notebook, you will see that Big Tom received a used iPhone X from Emery
Rose on June 21st. The Google search history also shows that on June 15" Jones sought information on
the value of a Bytecoin. Two days later (June 17"), Emery Rose bought two Bytecoins. The high-tech guru
Jones forgot to clear his/her Google search history. The suppression court judge redacted some entries in

the Google history because they were purely personal and not relevant to this prosecution.

When searching Jones’ room following the arrest, I noticed a receipt for a laptop computer purchased on
May 15, 2019. I'm pretty sure Jones used the laptop to do his/her criminal activities, which would explain
why, except for the used iPhone X and the Bytecoin searches, there is no other proof of criminal activity on
his/her desktop. I directed Jones to give me the laptop. S/he claims, without proof, that the laptop was
stolen from him/her on August 20, 2019 when s/he left it on a table at Sawbucks Coffeechouse to go visit
the restroom. How convenient! S/he said s/he did not report the theft to the police, nor complain to
Sawbucks’ personnel. The laptop is probably stashed away in storage somewhere. I checked all of the
storage facilities near Jones’ boarding house and found that Storage-R-Us at 3245 Main Street in Chemung
had an account for Emery Rose that was opened on May 8, 2019, one week after Phoenix Jones moved to
the boarding house. The storage facility records show that the account was closed on September 13, 2019,
one day after Jones learned that Big Tom was ill and would not be returning to the pawn shop any time
soon. The counter clerk at Storage-R-Us who set up the account for Emery Rose was fired about three
weeks ago on suspicion of stealing property from some of the storage units. The manager of the facility
does not know the current whereabouts of the former clerk and suspects he might have moved out to
California to become a beach bum. Rose’s address on the sales receipt is fake. The address is for an
abandoned building about half a mile from Jones’ boarding house. I’'m sure the laptop is in storage under

another assumed name Jones may be using.

I accessed the NCIC database again to determine whether the two items I got from Cameron Clark on
September 23" had ever been reported stolen. Needless to say, I was elated when I came across a Chicago
police report showing that the Omega watch, the 3-carat diamond ring and a Gucci Handbag with the
bamboo handles were stolen in that city from a vehicle on June 6, 2019. The Gucci handbag is on Big
Tom’s list of suspected stolen items, having been received by Big Tom on July 25, 2019. It appears that Big

Tom sold the handbag on July 29®. Unfortunately, I recently learned that the victim of the
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Chicago theft, a Ms. Victoria Thomas, was involved in a horrific accident on the Dan Ryan Expressway in
Chicago and is deceased. I was hoping to reach her through the Chicago Police Department, and that is
when 1 was informed of her demise. I also checked on the status of the items in the August 22° shipment.
The only hits I received on the NCIC system was from the Denver Department of Public Safety. The Tag
Heuer Monaco Steve McQueen watch (approx. value $4,000.00) and the Norval square sapphire men’s ring
(approx. value $2,400.00) were both engraved with the initials “CNR.” The items were positively identified
as belonging to an elderly Colorado citizen. The eighty-eight-year-old gentleman is too ill to travel to New

York to testify in the trial of this matter.

The evidence of Phoenix Jones’ guilt is overwhelming: the identity theft of his/her deceased uncle Emerald
Rose so that s/he could engage in this criminal scheme; no visible means of support; found in possession of
$7,500; when shown a photo of Phoenix Jones, the pawn shop clerk (Clark) believes the person inquiring
about Big Tom was Jones; the pawn shop is located on Central Avenue, only a few blocks away from the
boarding house at 1010 Main Street where Jones resides; Big Tom’s notebook showing very expensive items
being sold, and someone named Emery Rose (who we believe to be Phoenix Jones) getting a percentage of
each sale; the Google search history of June 15" found on Jones’ desktop computer; an entry in Big Tom’s
notebook shows that Emery Rose, on July 29, 2019, received $6,825 for the 24-carat gold MacBook Pro
computer and $675 for the Gucci handbag, for a total of §7,500, the exact amount of money found in Jones’
duffel bag; Jones has the computer skills to pull off this scheme; Jones is very knowledgeable about
cryptocurrency and the dark web; the receipt from the cryptocurrency broker CoinDomain to Emery Rose
showing a recent purchase of Bytecoins; these new-age criminals are using cryptocurrency to hide their web
transactions because it is virtually impossible to trace; although Jones had gained lots of money from
his/her criminal enterprise, s/he continued to live modestly for now so as to not draw unwanted attention
to himself/herself; Jones became the prime suspect after facial recognition biometrics identified him/her as
one of ten persons of interest, and eight of the ten were quickly eliminated for one reason or another; and
although the whereabouts of person #9 is unknown, there is no evidence that the ninth person was
involved in any way, shape or form; no one by the name Emery Rose resides in Chemung or in a nearby
town; and the name Emery Rose first surfaced just one week after Jones moved to the boarding house as
evident by the Storage-R-Us sales receipt. It’s clear that Phoenix Jones is Emery Rose. No doubt in my

mind.
The facial recognition probability of the five individuals, who were in prison or jail, being the person in the

video was in the 45% to 54% range. The three persons who were out of town were in the 55% to 80%

range. The person whose whereabouts is unknown clocked in at 96%. Although Phoenix Jones was at 95%,
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s/he was well within the margin of error and, given all the other circumstantial evidence of his/her guilt,

I knew s/he was the right perp.

I interviewed the Rover driver, Blair Overland, on October 1* and s/he told me about the heated
conversation in June 2019 between Big Tom and a person in a hoodie. Overland said that Big Tom referred
to the person using the nickname PJ. Most likely, their argument involved a dispute over payment of Jones’
share of the proceeds of stolen property from a shipment Jones thought had already been delivered.
Phoenix Jones had probably gone to see Big Tom because s/he had not heard from him about what was
going on with that shipment. I would guess that maybe Jones thought that s/he was being stiffed. When the
package was finally delivered by Overland, Jones, or should I say PJ, was then apparently satisfied that Big
Tom was not cheating him/her. Overland’s claim that the person arguing with Big Tom did not look like
Jones is just the Rover driver trying to protect his/her job. It’s probably safe to say that the Rover company

would not want to be involved in assisting a criminal enterprise.

Well, that Dr. Kaden Keller is a real piece of work. After learning that s/he might be a witness for Jones, I
did some checking and found that s/he was once accused of trying to buy Quaaludes over the Internet.
S/he got snated in a sting operation run by our old technology ctime unit. The good professor claimed s/he
was just doing “research.” Yeah, right! His/her attorney managed to get the charge dropped, but I don’t
believe s/he was some little innocent academic researcher. Now the professor has a vendetta against the
agency. We should have prosecuted his/her butt to the hilt! Our expert witness, Professor Thompson, is
absolutely right about cryptocurrency. It is not easy tracking down perpetrators of illicit schemes when they
use cryptocurrency due in large part to the secrecy afforded to this new age currency. That’s why
sophisticated criminals are resorting more and more to the use of cryptocurrency. Professor Keller is trying

to help this very undeserving defendant, while taking a cheap shot at us.

According to the latest FBI stats, nearly $1.4 billion worth of jewelry and precious metals were stolen in
2016. I'm pretty sure much more will be shown to have been stolen in 2019 once the statistics come out.
I’m also sure that our computer whiz kid, Phoenix Jones, contributed to the 2019 stats. Jones will be

convicted and will spend a lot of time, not on the dark web, but in a dark prison cell.

Under the pains and penalties of perjury, I affirm the veracity of this statement.

Dated: Chemung, New York /nOJ‘gtm (ZAOJ‘n6e;‘ﬂ_[

October 8, 2019 Morgan Thornberry
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AFFIDAVIT OF CAMERON CLARK
My name is Cameron Clark. I am 19 years old and live with my parents at 822 Woodhill Lane in
Chemung, New York. I graduated from Chemung High School in May 2018 and plan to attend
Chautauqua County Community College within the next year or