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-: .. ·: l\~tiw=~efftigtltfon .. .· i 

=.=. . . I 
· .)l~~'~""-"'~~""t,,."'"'M~~'!':':-~~v~:-.~,~"~:,o~~~;:::::l~~~,~~~~~~'\~'~'~~'~"''""''~~'~,-..-.:.:~--:...::..~~u_. .. ~...,~~,~~"""";..,,,,~~''""'"<-.'-~'~'"«"''~°'''~~ .. y .... _». ... ,,w . .,.;,,.,~,,,~ .. ,,,-..,,-..,~i 
~ft.~2-;,,J~qg~~~!~~~~-~!!'1~:~~--~~it.Y~~§J!!~~t. P~~:.~w1:121:01~t®~4~~~ .... , ... ,., .. ., .......... , ........ ~ .......... t. 

· Ilnt11ic.."r1vt, nuitttAilmv.J1S·11~,\Yt6~r · =· • · l 
. ~W"-.... ~·~~~:-~~"'~ ..... --. .......... -A.s."'9"~· .... ~~:o .. , .. !io'"'* ·'(·. . • . .. " :. 

:,s;~1!.1. .. .·· ..• ·. . .•.. · ... ·•··•·· .. •· .: ·. •. . . l 
.pso,s:wcw'."" Crir11foal s~xuiil C(l11dtict -Sci.1orid .o~~e. . • r .... 
,1::i::~=J~::=;~:1eg,,• .··· ... :t 
'.1st~~Eci#i:! .t ··. 

- ~~ ... ~~ .. ·~~'.--~'~ ... ~::~--~ = .I ::. --

lf:iWl. t-.:ti!.J~~J~rome ... i: 
= W/M

1 
o•r;i9 .• '(911 ·,j . · 

::iS(.iSt>E~f#Z:. . . . . . L:: T : 

.'.--... ~ ... 1.s ... :· .. :.:.:.·.: .. ;;···:···;·:::.:.l.:.:.:.·.~.:_:.:.~~~~~--:l~~i"~ j; ,,., . , ,, ,;, ''C7"~fa;~µ,'}~'."." '•· ·a 
··-·-.. _ .. _._ ·:··· ..... ·.·.--.... · ............. .. ,,::-.,;:,, .. · .. 
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Vi{v.· o7 ,,1· ..:·1°91,; . /J\ .. ..:· ....... ~··· ' '\ ,,,.: 
.. t)A'J'Ei'.HME: ·· . · .. ·. 
:.t":~~~ .. '"~"""~~ .. "'':. ,' . . . .. . . ; 

.• rereee~n®r 201~,:i~·a.:.~pri! 20l2 .• 
1· .. ·.:. ·. _ .. ··· ... 

. . 
=::·: 

{VENUE: .·. .·. . . 
,}.;y.;.. ...... ,. .... ...;.;..;.. ..... ., ............ · ·. .. . : 

jitill W ·mr.; Ci'tY..°.fUe~;k.ley, Coul\fy t>f Oakland, State ofMkhigan •... 

. . ·,·lNVESTIGiTIO.~£ : .. • . . .•.. . .. · 
• : c5r.6numi s;:;;.t~;ndutt ln~11tig~tfon .•. . . 1 ·· 
· M~t.t~iWil .. . !.'· 

J;e~~td Depuiy Chri~ !.nnfeur· and s<:hedufed a polyg~aµh for May 21, 20 l3 at'9 AM. 
l toort~e~d·smn Jctt)fflC ~nd advlscii him t)tl t!fo l>Chedufod polygtaph,. Srun n.dvitied the date worked 'We u · ·.1,: 
iJufhimi:aud hew<.,uldbc utlbe polygtaph, · ·. · · · . · 
f l~W,kc to s,.,cey Kraho abot1dhe SGheduled CA1U1bdu%<1 itit~tvfow for Muy Hfh. Srucey :tdvised ti,he ! 

. ]W6~~~l~e ttit11.o;port11l~ttl ~e hitef'<'iew, Stacey udv_i~cd ~be had ~t!owed Sam tO m1)ve.~~~. j~to the I! 

-
1~idt-11Ce; .... Wa.a .~tnymg: Wlth her Gn.tn@10th~r; Juchth Sbll:11er; · unltl nfter the· pofy~pli .. J;~cy ~(.so .·i 

tl:<M~~d she. did not bcHev--~m)'l~m-e et,lOOcrnfog the ~sauJ t. : .Stacey advi~ed sh~ believe i · 1 wail 
..• iJ'I~~} ttp i))ij !*l'fY .for sfu:ntforL I 
C .. A..ttlll h0t.l9C I 
~~~ .. t 

· Jsiac~y l{ral;e ttnn~t>rted tlti; .· m t~i:i:~E hous~ facility forlhe foreu,c,s~ interview (W .l:3~-36~1, ~bre~ · · i 

: f Prym· from CPS. wa.<i prei,'tl'1tfil~ 4''for Amoorbiwis, 'frid~. Scbuster cond11ctetl tbc fowll.Sic lnt~ie\".' j• 

1wJtll_'Yyotll~ CtJnt:!'Oll WPrkmg':~i·~i!l (,!OU'Q~~for. •. · . ·. .. . 1 
. · Stnc~y.- .Krahe miVist:d sht! .sUffors fr'1mi J)issl'.Xlfatiw: Identity. Diimrder, previO\t~ly lmtt\\'n ~, multi11le· 

·• piJ~fi~ify diifortler •. · t~nrdit}gto S~cey~ slie \Wls beJ.ng hospita lfatd · for tW! diiu.irdet whtm tbi: :first · . . . . 
·•· <1ssault' OCC\)it6d, Sta~ ~gaj,~ l)dviJioo. sh~ did m,t hellevc.,an<l tht)tlgbt w~w~ 1111, ;<being pl1~f:; · 

by~ v~cy intell:i3~r.rt )i:~at'oliL . .·· . .· .. · . .. . .. ··. . . .. . - . ... < . . . • .. · 

f rm PN!l~!htervie~e<{hY.·T~itjt!Schw,ter uHhe North Ro9rn; ~:u.;cln~:-tbe fotenrfow~ llfoty:Phimge<l . l 
. jw,tieh: ~WiSl!i(~'J tum~<l.io ~w:,l)ing l)Ct vagira, livcfythiu~ 11::t~ed. ~9n~ist~nt ntx>ut jhe tMeli ru.1<l wh~t~ . ! 
!~~~W,Utpll~itfoned .. Sb~f~dv1KecJ.'Samrubbed h~r atomnch imitmb~cd!o:wer, When:rep1Jliti~ tM ~~~4e~l:: 1··. 

! ,ifCf~:.h<lUll~.t~vis~fh~ ~id nbt t~ch. lier v11gi1.1~,. eitbct:a~pve~.r h~Jow her tltitlimg ... ,e : .·:· ..... ·:f .·· 
<Jt~c~Jl~1.~!\'ri(t~inl,i~g::~~r:~~~r~~::m?au.it:~lfd likc~¥~l~~ ::.• :.: .... =:.:.: .. ·. · . -~ ·· .. , ... :·: ·> • :. : ·· .. J · 
i~a~~'(l_si!m·, hllll~ mbbtd bdow 1i~ .. h1r. h:?'1.es ~'itr he( rubt~ :'~~i·. ,~ a.s~~ ~,~1 to jf:()~ 'Afld litlll • .1: 
·f ~toJ)f.J¢iho\.'!bwthW:, ~mo(!~ ~(11~es. for Sam Md.Joi1k 11lt)$t of fheWl'!nl.tt. fur.tho ln~1,.knt hom my· .J 
1 lR'N~~¢thl<i~. H ~ n complete rcvi:t11~J l)fhci· l¢CO}~ctfor, ofthc 1'~~u~Us in.:n1y9ffice jJ,1sta ·few day~ piiitt-,J 1 · .. . . . . . . . .. . . . . ! 

· · ·: . ·i/ ...... , ...... :: .............. :.<;: •. , ... :.,..,~.~.,;.,;.,:~~:,~ii ...... ~ .. "'"""'"--·· ,.__. ..... , ..... ,;,, ..... ".;, ...... ;. .. .::w __ ;::.:L~.~;: .......... : ..... '. .. :..:,.:::~ __ ;:., ..... ~:,'.-..., ..... :A!lc .. 1 . 
..... ~ ................ ~<u, A :··· . ......• ,,.,._.,. ··.·····-. ··,; ..... _ '.·"' .......... .;,:.~. :,,,,,,~~v : .... ~ .... ... '· ,H ·.'""'"• .... ~ ... ,V ....... ...,....,..._ ....... ·:"·~:,.:: .. ; .... ::-=~..:~-.r:-~:.;~-~~~+~,.: .... ~):--·:"'! .. >· ...... v-... , ........ -... ;~~ .. ~~~::'';· ·, v.·.~·-· . 

. >:-:~~ "1 ::·f 1-S· . . _ .. Yfr"~~·r.<_)n· ~tt..,:~+!~!\~ ~ ;t)~?);f f~M 
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c~ Ni:t: noon 5t'i-,'i!> 

· nlllUllilltilllU!HllilUJIUIB 
}?· · .. ~>··-.::· ·:.: .· .:··._": .. :·.··: __ . :" .. ·:.··· · .. _·.----..··:.·:· ... · ... ·.·.. . " .. --:· ..... ::~~~~·:."~_...::: ....... · ...... ~ .. " ... , . :· ·.· ·"l 
lAH~r 1llt.>! fot~rvfow; Stuccy spoke vtith me abi;,lJt the inci~ru:it. Stu.cey tlllt'l'.led!atdy ~,;kecl if l :,tiU l:idie-ved 

··lcb.:~:;;~~r:i1
:
1:;.!~;ri:~::::g~~~::.~~i~~=,~d .,M 20 lOl;J . .. . .... ·. .· .. . ···.·.. . . . . . . . . . . · I 

... i :ei~d a ph~ne can froillSatn JcrolilU idvising he WN1ld o~t b~ .attettding. th¢ sebeth1h~iJp1,lygraplroll .·· I 
· Ith~ advkc oJhlti .attorney,. ·· ·· ·· ·· ·· ·· · .. · 

•· 1 r;ctlved.it'•telepbot'le Cllll tlVtu Mirk.»~mln .ud,lfaingha )V~ll ~aril Jerome's att.ril'ntyandhe.was 11ot . 

iiUowing hls d ient t() a1.1b~11t to th~ Jlolytrapb. ·•· · 
•·· J cimce.ll~d the :.ichedi1l~d (>Olygraph·wjthDeputy Lal1fol\l!. 
.. J l~Rseveral Mfit!SWl!ii:ud mes~ilgeswith$1ace}'Krahe concerning the incident iill<l tbe {.attccHed · 
.f/6.lyg(i:phi 

•• Jm:1~!(2011 
. J spoke with Sta~y l(rah~ cottct.filillff thei~cideuL j te(}Oest.edto 1i1e1.'t wi~o <Hscu.~li the dm~tic .. 
• •. d):mge i~ her iOOty~ S~cey ~,n1sed stniitig'.it would be bestfot the fimiilY k•just drop lb~ cmie.. She. . .. 
• ndvi&ed~iad e.thnitted· to Jv;r thm tl\e wb.o.te !!Wr)' WISS lWJ.dc up. Stnc~y 11dvised 8a11\ anu~are• 
,~01bliv~ 111 ~M"xne tetiideu<:~ witbo\ttaey i~~ldet\t. 8tn~ey req\le.1tte~·.rufose tl:e case 1md to·have nf, 

•· 1 tmib.l'il" pohce 11.wolvemtlnt, J rcltemt~ iny d~t.r61~ spe~~ wlt~1m1)r to c~$ing the ca~ ns sha wa.-. 
·l .. i. .•.. , . •,lwe 'i.'letitn. .· .• 

:;~~::, •.. · ...... ·· •. • . - . . . . . . . I 

1Jmly Sllltnen~ the m11ternal grunmnntllet tu . Vl4 ill.L Judy met1r.1i:::a1 my oOke to d1scuil11 th~ ,~~!;l. t · f · 
lao·vlsed·;1udy.it waa still on open in~tlgalion nnd'I ,:c1tthl n(ltilis~1Jss Rw1tbhcr. ,lt1dy was 5Urprised to :. f' ·•·· .· .. ··· 
lln~ar that, Judy.adviiitd.Sln.cey was teUi.ng cvcryt)Jie Sitm bad pMse~H.hc .t,'<.llit¢ departtrum.t'11 :polygruph T •. 
!with. ''flying Clllj:trs" imd that .Sgt Cnun· t:aid he di4 not be! iey t. I advised Judy tbis ·\,>/AA. t.tot tnie Imo i. 

\ that l had wanted to dMetiss the ta.so with.-priur 10 ckising the tilse; .· · / 
1· . . : . . . . : 

lSevoral hotit's later,._ kt)ockoo 1>r:imy office di>l)famiaskcdtodisc.\1ssherca~ewlt~ ll1t'l,.Mt udvfaed.· i 
. !het rnoth¢r \~111,ospit~iied lnTe:t~~ for her- me.nhtlhe3..ltb dlsordet. Sh~ advised h~t grandttH.Ither was htr} 
·t • . . . .. . . ·•: ... . .··•· .... .· •. . .·· ·.. . •.•. • ··l 
!~-u1mfo1i1 wWlt her motJ.:ier Wfili b~ing btl1t-pit11.1Jzecf, Judy cim.firmtd tbis and advised .she was Stileey .·· ( 

)Km.he'll Jegal g',«u-dhm a11 wi-:U. J tidy udvfa{,-d u Wll.8 '* to tlfa~t1$S. the case with Ame .. ·· · ! 
.&· .. . . : . . .· . . •. . ... · . : ·. . . :. 

· •iall9 i1ilifaediittely 11d,1sed lier Ll'lr,ther haii made her ~hlll~~e hi::-r ~tQty at CAREJ,ou.,e .... adwse<lc Mr l 
:- . .· :. . . · .. ·. . . : .·. . . . .. : . . . . . . . . . ~ 

1 mo tiler wotll~ tell hel' they were goi.og to pl>t ber into a foster Home-lt,nd ~he. W(iuld be rap(tddaiiy . ...., 1 
Jsaid'h~r mother.told her this at Je.ul foitt tim~s a dayJ~ading11p: to tht CARH hmi$e iuterv1ew. \\>1!~1 ~ 
\contlt\UedJo sai S~m j1ad asMtd~d. her, Stacey told l1et· tihewoold faimtnit lltitdl.ie if i;he teiitifitd ag,1filst . ! 
\ Snr.n; Staceyllsk~d her lJ yenr old dlli1ih1~r how ~h.ew1)JJld f~tl It) be Jtspot~ible for her 1hotber's <lea.th. ! 
1-::B~¢adviiiud sh.e felt .i~~id,atw andl)ffl)jUUe fe-,1rfhf,1;~~~ wnc~d ~uppenif~e tf lil um.·tmtll, .... . . J 
faec1JeJ to bacfc aw~y !totn h(~r stoty bci;.ause she. wns nfu.ud of b~mgmpe(i uu.t foster home 1111-~I caust,ng l ·1 . .. ...... . . . . . .• 

p,~t ~iQtht~f to J~rii1imit suicide; ••HHJvis~t she ,v&s mon-: fa.ad'u.l ir.:wi1utw;iu1d hi':!pptm. t6 be.r lOyc:ur (lld j I .···· ·· ··. ,. . . .· .·.· · .. ·. . . oos1 
L-.:·:.,·· , ............. , ............. , ........... (;: ••. -.... ~=--··; ......... ~ .. : .. :· ••••• ~:.. ....... ~;.:.;, .. _...: ... o~ ..... ... ,· .. .-.- .• , ... : ....... -•• :........: - :: ... ~·_ •. : .. ·,. ·.· .. ,.·.; ............. · ................... ,. -.,, ............. .- ...... , .................. :·, ....... , ••. :: ...... i. 

·''"·'-":·····: ,.,,~~'"-·:"·· .. -~ .·.·.· ...... :: .. . -.:..•,-.•.·,:-·.Y.:,~":jw,v.:.,,._ ••. · ..... ,._. ••. , ·····?'~~~":.·:-;..,,.,,,,..;,, ... ,~"'''',..... ,,,-.:,., ... ·· ..... · _, .. :,·-. •• .. '""'".,. _,,,.. ... ,·, _,...-.... ,.- · ... ,,,. 'h ·.-,·., ·, ·, .•......• · .. 

~~~-~::=~>? <:f '..\ :;;_1}>,~:;,.~--~ l\: ~~};~';}.:'"J:f}/":.~~-ij'j: ('~;'..~ 
-: ... · .. 

_.:._.:._ .... · ;,.;, ... :: 
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•. t;/'i t~6: l~llll!1$~M 

.· JUlitlllll!lllHU!lUUlij!l!l!Et . .. . . .._ .. 
• ·1~,.y,; ·, ..... .,, ·~·'· • ··''"'· . .,,, ... ,.\,.Y•"h"o ".:. • -.•••"'..,,,,•./·•· ,.,,._.-.,,.,," .''''''"'''~'"'"'"''''·>''•'"''''' ·,v••:-.:,:· ~; ••. ,_-· ·.''"""'"°''• ,.,, ·'"''.''' • \'\• ~''"'''''"•".; ''·''''.· ..... • ', .... ""'':. _._,,, .:~<~ '. • ,),;.•'•. -~'(.··: • 

····· jsist~r arrStat~e}'advii<:J-~e W()Uld be ,roped~ weU and i{Wt)Uld bc~sfault ·.· .· . . . •·. . l · .. 
. , . . {:onfihrte~ Mt <ltigi11ul dc$~nl)tion oft~ hifidcnt wus tbi~ tnttl\, ~,Nisetl Sam bad touc-lled her i 

.. ,vagfo~·<in~V() odpi!Siot.tsttnd WS4~ttdbis tlnsc.r.be.tw~eitb~f iip8tll:! the Setoud OC~Qtl. .... C~lliirttl~d· t 
: . 1~am ht.d :dttectly ruhb~ l1~r: breasts m1rl pl'o/~d with l1et mppfos . .._ conJirnioo Sn.tn woul<i b\ly her gift~ f 
t' keep ber quite ubt>ut .the as~au.h, .,..._ adVllie<lStu(:ey hnd tb.r¢:atc:ut:d het,into 1-))Ul.llgi:n~ hctstoryat 1 

jqAa.it 110\Ule; · .• ~net n:°st Cot~®roing,~d~~· s~ bas twmdld:~ alte11ti()n to !l~~ 11::u year olo:slmet, _··· ! 
, Sabnna; ,....ha&·wlfittssed Sam tQ~!.ilutg nnd rubbmg lle:r itomach nHhe stunc. tas.bfou he- .h."\ll tuhbcq h~r ! 
J~tonfadi. 1llit has n1~) obnervc~. 8am bt1ying Sabrina gills ~mt spti\1dmg i\Rof hisJhiHitoe ,~nh her; ·· ·. • j · 
· . ?~ vety 1eurfulltersistcrmay be b<.'in.g s~.1(\tiuly as~r.ulted hy 8,u:r.i; ... · ·.· j 
. Jttl)l l4i 2013 · · ·. •· .· · · ..• · · . · · t 

·• Otl J iµy 14: tu; Stace.y K~lle wa.-. sclie<htlcd tot~~ fu>tn htrt hospitolizatic.m :hi Ttj(as; Sticey called-· I 
.· •.. Pll bet way 4om~ rtnd Uivifltscl there Wtlt.dd be severe; Cl} l)~aq_uencosll'•r rufohtg the fhmlJy ... bitet'pretedJ 

•. lbfa lb m¢1Ul her }lC<ll1!:latfott s:~ainst-S~m f erom~ fur i;exual wnit1t -..Oed htt gr,mdmnther'1ru:eS:id~/:(! j . ·. 
·. i}(1d hM.trtm.1 li.er tllothc.r!· A runnw~y l\,~\VM iiled.(lJ~84?6) and._wns entered wfo LmN M . ·i,: :: 

.. tttlsswg. ,..·WBi di$i.\QVCttd by Stacey ltmh~on Jul:y u lhnmuntl usoo ~U{S. Stacey ~'-Jllfod the I.kdd$Yi, .. ·· 

·• i PuH(!e 19 r~~pi..1i1. ~OWld. · Of:l,1~ctl'i xequestc1:fto Ill~(: llw rc&id¢11cc. fo conJinri htr r<:tur.n,. ·Staver. I .. 
advtl!ed she ,~.~ tid<ln~ to-Benumottt HoBl)ital ba(:a,Use she tt\id bceu dti11kiog; . . . · f ·· 

.• P8t~ Tatighe.wentto B¢aumo1ithoapitalto ~on~irm flMtllils return •.. PSO 1)1ngh~_waii adyisec~ by B:t~mrintj •. . 

. i;.taff thllt~Klahchad 11otbeen.1otheirfal.li11ty, PSO Tan.gt~ ~·ent ~tb~te111dencn J~36UO Ph,Utps and ·1·-·· ... 

··1t<J\m~the rc~1de11~~ empty •• SgtMdl~r<:ontacted_Stnc.~y_Krah_~. "".hoadVl;~<l Jihc ba~ ~eei(lepto.~> to _: .:: ,· 
rr,w:uforni~ uvite~d ofHetttunontfw. lllllltt3UC~reMt'!ns. PSO lunghe arnva~at-P.ro-v1dtmc~to mscov~r· · l ... · 

· • 1(.uilie ht1d not been 11.1 tbci.:r fitcillty eilhf-1', ·· . · · .:. · j 
• Aflf~tuiln*kl)' 011e-hour latert l rooeive.d a telc_plio11c cllllf.rottt Saw. Jerome ad<t·i!<hlg Stucey .hud tll};;t11i , · 

---rand lt:ft Michigan. Sam wo"dd nQt acMst me W1tete she w.~ Ut)..in~. T adv11st!d Su:m l '-111ly · J 
jn~dett tu ,:onfinn ~nd been rttiu:ucd befure 1 could take her out ofJ..ElN and tb~t 8tnccy wws · . .f 

·• ~:::~1~.:d :;!;:;:!:~MY t• miOOJes~fte, my '""."-.i, with Sam tu •<Iv! .. sho . l 
• wu., sautll!'.lfl;'oledo and :refuserlto rew.m tQ M.1th.igan so I could <:oo11rm1ill, -Wll$ ~fu aod hadremtuistl/ ·.,. ·· 
••,sh~iUowednie10 sr,cnkto.C im ahe sp~i\~etpbnile i~Uleyeh.kfo; lwns.\mahlc 10det<:ut\U111rffl·wu.s in ·: __ ·. 

fM sp~~!t~ wi\1'.. . ·. .. . ··. . . . . _ .. .· ·. . . .· · . r · 
Att;ori:lir1R to S1~cey) ~tnjtf.ed to. c~)u,ing to the P<Jlfoe ~tation ~iid spewd.1ig ;,vHh me 11.bbut Sm_n · r · 

. . fl~&ll~IJti.o~·h(tt. Stn~ey w~ forii:n1s.llilmd ·spoken \\'ith m~. BfM~Y ad ... facd ~he did Jltit. l:>eUe~ U.110 t ·. 
· · .. \v,unra .. ·~Hng to O~orgi~ ~<) Jhe ~illy .cou.ld get <l. :fresh stm. J adyfaed $t111.:~y tbat •'.:L·,w1i.; a \iicti:1)1 itl u · J ·· 
Jrepim~di;btµa{ ~imott and:ln~eqedto :1:i,eii\~\Vithh~r alxlut ~~ c~q~, •Stttct~ ti!~US~~ tQ nU~w.n1et~s~~k. ! 
j {ti ~e~ duug.ht~t (\l'OUf t~e ~SS!ltilt S(ap~y cooJ'u,med . .she bacl bed abuut tb_~ foi1p1tal~ UJ ot!Jcrn) get Ollt Qf l 
M1cine,1m t,cfc,re Jreal:2¢d shewn~ tnklfl.tt her au.ugllt(~r ~wn.y1m l cnuld1rlspeak withber, l 

.· . . . . .· . . . . . . . r 
Angµ!>t 1, Zl)tl ! 

.. I .. J 
()0~ . j 

: ~ . ·. ·.. . . : . . .· . . i 
·•, .. )• '''''':""',;.;,,.:.,, .. ,...,,..,., ••••. ' .v_ ........ ··"''''"'' ................. ·.,,,"'''"''''"""': ... , ..... :,-....... _ ...... "·'"~-.... """'t" _ ........... .,. ·=-···.·. """'"".•nn•••'''' .... '"'"·''• ......... , ..... • .. ···. •.···· ........... ............. 1:,v: 3 

.. :~,,.-.-:-... , ... ,·.···=····· ........... u.,-.... :, ........ -........ ·,-- .... · •..•••••••.• , ....................... "····,, ...... ,· •.. ·- .• .. : .· ......... •. : •.• ~ .. : .·.... ...:.··, ......... _; .... , ••• :.;:;, · •. ·;. ; •.• ·. ,. ·· •• ;. ...... · •• ~· ........ · •. · ...... ·· .. ·~·· ·· •.. :· •. :;-.\:.,.· ... : ... , .•. _, 

\>:·):~ .t/,,t ; rf · -::=: :-.· · .· · --~)~i?.1~1! l~n An-;.~~~t,1·t ~}ri{~. }~f}~ 



City of Berkley Police Records

010a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

LL ,_ 
J2 
-0 
<D 
> 
<D 
(.) . 

<D 
O'.:'. 

•· c1H,io: 1airnosll1J~ . 
:BJJln/l!Hln!tnft!UlllJlll!UJJ . . . 

·_1;~::;.:;~~i~·;~~~:;;:·;:;;·:~~:-~~.·~;;··::;:;~ b;·;:;;;·;~:;~:M;::;r;;;r~::1i-~;;:;':; .• ···· 
jw~t \VS$ 4(!1htirlie-d byt~~·QakJand Ct>unfy :P.fosecµtdrs Office {PO# 13~"(}~7H9}, Tt;t fatnily hJtd :-_ · i .•• 

:j! n.~ently ~turned tel Mfohig .. u1, The "tigttt started pv<1r sui~pi:,scd narcr1tfo use •by ~ut qufokly htr11i,d·.tQ, : : 
.•.• lM''.fui~e'1 act:usatfons .. Offtcel"9an $~~1ieilr®:iQr nm-coficequipm;.nt Wltb.®gativ~re.sultl!, Stac~la~i •.. 
. admitted she •l1lld ab4uluteJy .no proo...._ had ~;i~t used narcotic,, -\idviied ~be 1111$ beiin afisrt~lted: · ( •• · 

C!l'IU\lt'llCTOU!i (l¢Cft,8l0}~$1llC~ ''telH~g on Sitm/~: t"lu.riJ.Jg tbeassaulfAllilliiatwas punched, ~oker), and •' .. 
· dragged \lp th¢; $trtit~ oy bet Mir. . A~ol'.dirig to•; tha.~e am very cotmnon OCC\ttrenc~, . . 
· .. Wbe.-r.t: intm"V.ie:Wiug Stiecy about the <foroes(ic 6$BaµU1 she aoomrult,ly \Wlnted me to listen tci mess.i.ge~ ou 

· h.~tph()ilt:; '.fbe o,es~mgeswexe ofhqr a.nd..,di6<.:1.1S~illg v~rlouJJ topics. lco1ddimn1edfotelytcl.lthe · . 
nJ~~~ltgca wer~ ~u~pici~U/l tttbe.s( l ~poke 1--..i\~U.t die mess,agea after ... iminMlafoly advise~ · • .... 

she .ha4 t,een forced to SllJ the things ori,:the.measag;s, St~ccy would make berp~t.1:ice :un!il she had ttittst, · 
.. ~l$ Sh\cey Wtw.te,t She wmdd then 1ci-lofd.~ cnnvruatiolt and .prete~d i~ Wns real. ... ttdvist.>d th~y . . . 

wotad·record several times before 8tac::cy ivould be salisftcd W{th the way it ao~ded .. S18':~Y th-reat~1ed, 

.. amldid~~11Aul~1Cls ffshfldid notsa_y the·tb.i11W1 on lbt; .r{icord~gs. · . l .: 
, $factty Krahe h~ interl'eted \~tith my fovestigi.\tio"ll from. the bet,rii':mmg by threateiting nu.d:futu.tiidating a l J L. ' 
lr~~ir.old YMint into ~anging ~et Story ¥lttd t~eti assauhing her i~ ma~~ l!~C 11he does·noU~ll lh~ truth. Rf$ t ': 

. ·1·thlfl u1yt$ltglltoni opuoon tlmtSta.tey :Kruhe 1s tr danger io hQr ch*tren; . .. • . . . · J · 
·· .CONCLUSION · • > · ·· • ·. .. .. , · 

. : ~ .......... ~.,v,,,,h» ..... ~~-.,_,,~ . . . . ·. . . . . . . . \ 

. : l~J)~4elllb~Qf2Ql t/Samuel Jum~ fo.ro.me,: born .Mny 19.1972 did engage :ip se~Mi cot1t.actwilh..._. I 
' ,, . · · .. hom Ji 15 t 1. J by rubbihg he.r vagfutl &un is Tl JJidZ Afepfutl:ier attd it meu\l><tt' 1:itt.6 :•e ] 
jh()1it;d1,1ldat I · 0 · 11. ill the City of.B~ktey'..: · . · .. I 

.. jln addiU~ii,t1.1 April of 2013. Sam Jer9in~ (lid ~guge .·bl 00-.X\Ull pmietrntion by pJaci:ug hi's ting~.r inside the i 
!hiliill ®ijota_.9ffttiti .· Q ~ hls}J'y~r.Qld·~t(:p:uaughte;, . ,: . . . ·. ·. \ 

· 11~_ad4i~~.·Bt~ey l;;ynnKtahe.;biJftl.April 11., t<Jni•ui~·b(t~.~t or_i~tinudatiuni mfl~tl\C~ (~cte~follony l . 
i
1
1)t.,tn, stta $ . . ,; boro Jll!IJ 2l . . by tb.reatc,m1g:fu ootturut suicide l."\~d tl:u'~tmung,. ~~ WPlild. I 

• ih~itllp~d daily rf she teS'tifi~d agajrist Satt.t Jerome ih ·!\ ~1:.lmfaai ~itQDI cMd~ co.so with a J)t)8SibtJ ll9nalty i l . . . . . .. ·. . .. . . ! 

Jl.S ye.u~ und/otlifo. J 
,: nno·· Qn>""t'·1·to~ b"""")*i'~•t.'M;~·1· ~- . l -::..,:~·-~'!to t:-'U".,;'\..,.,('. ~· . ~,,- ~~,lf .. ~.,,;-'k.,.:r~n:·f~-:~.J. :i~:.· ·, ·l'""'.~~~,~-~ ... ,,", ..... .....,,,; .. ..,.,.,.,. ... ~,,""~ ..... --,,,~ ........ ,:, .. : . .t· 
1SaUJ Jttt>.me . · . . . · · • .. l 

bsOS20ClH-, Criminal StiI1al CoJtdt!et-"'SooondDegi-<!~ I· 
l~50,l227U-frhninal $~xualC?JJdll~t "· fit-st Degree .. ·.' l 
rSta1:t1y.Knhe .· 1 

· tiso'.1221a~Witrtesf;folifi1idatioit/Jpterfe~g · J 

t, :>:, >: . . I 
-1~1:.!!:!§:. : ·. : j .. 

. :J~!s~)br:-i~de<lto theO:fooo Co\mt)'Prnsetut1>~0ffi~,i., . . . . . . . :::t : 
{ .... ,., ......... ,~m~~~~::>'-'~''''-'-:~;.,,,-:-.<w.:...:~~~-"'~~"')'l.'<".:~,,,..,('t,.~'~'""'~'''°<'''""««~r,..,'f--~;...w,.-:~,-«N>; ... ~'-""~~"'-''~~~:·:~,,i;=,,,,-«<~~~,\t-~·~~'~''o/~'''"*~~'''--»'/7·"-~~~.or.«-:-.,~~.._-:"J: · .. · 
(CR N·0~.13.Ul0.5.5.Si~~OJ ·, Wri~an By:BECR(.IMMf$.(01U,_1tW · OatotOW.1ifta013.,(11_;3$~Ni' ·· .. ·. ·: , . •.·. · : · ·: .. · · ·_{ •: 
,•· :::.• ... -» ... ""'!''¥ :---~- .. ~<, ....... \ ..... ~ \.-............... .,. : .... «:, . ; -.... . --· .. ::·: ·:.... .. .-~.:- . "': ~\· ... 

010 f · 
··: :. ,; • ;.,:,~t~;-:;;;·~~.';wr••>'?'•"--';""'-••M""'•"y·:'')'?<i;";""'~""'S'°"'"'"'""''''." .,,., •:•~"':•:·,"•••••••:•--,•-:-,.•'"·-'"";"~"-"~: .. ,"~··-"•·;:;~;~~rti~:t;;:.;;;;;:;.:~;;,;i'i;(•.-•;,;,_,., .: . : i: .. 

. : : ·. ! .. · . 
. ....... , . :.·.·.:-·.· ·,:·.:.~:. 
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0::: 

:(:ti ~ti;.1:ll!Ollt;!l~./1 . ·• .· . 

/l!HlU!llUllllll~lll!HIUl~llt ·.· . . . . . . < . . . -.-. -. . . . ._ ._ ·· • . . . .·.· ._.. . .. _·. -· ... · . . . . . . . . ... · .. · . 
~~~~-·- ' •• --~- • • '. " .. .. '.-' > ..•.. ·.. ·• • -c• 1 

· ... -_·· ·lcatl\te:'.·~-,, ..... ~~.,_, l· 
/ct~~~s~~f:~~uduce . .. ···-· L -· 
llntttfcr~witli Ctutltnal fo.Vl'\Sf1gatton · ·• i:l:r::~ . ·.·· .. · .. ·· ...... · ..•• · .....•... · .. ··. . . · .••• 

. . ·• h. i;;scei~;ed ~. re~uMt .for further lnfon:t1utkm .fro1.n 1\l)A S. t.ym:h of tlle Oak1~t~d G~J~ty pro~ecut,1rsQffice. i. • 
Sijbl'iturKrabe. · · . . · · · .· · · · · · · ' 

:nnterVi(fWOO .. • . th a fa. tlw St_lCOfl.d floor d~t~tjve b·tu:<!l\U. "" 11 .• waSb-rought 'fo the statil:tll ·by :bet . 
,~

1

t~~:gran<huoth~. Judit\1 StiHn!!-1'. . . . . . . . . .· . .. 
•. · ·. · ·.·.· · · ·.• ·· ad foft n1e a tneslttigtt on my depo.tttr.i.~t. Yoice1nail o».,Ati.gµs~lOk ;Q 1~:. :l c.o.l,$ld not m.ukc out tile . ' · · 
·. c~mt~~tatilhe i:ne.,i;u,r~~ but,.~ntld dctennine itwm • I l ;a (ln ~ !:ulepbnne.c,:lill.tla!Jyi-l discussed the. •. · • 

.· .. vni9tn.1aU.wiJh1".I Ii.a. ·. a a a.dvi.'4t'Jd sbe Wll~ ~fu\id to foHrne the-truth bed~use shcdhQughtJ woutdb~ 
: . ::· th~~ ·at hei\ f1 • lsa iui.vis~d ilhe h,ld been lyln:g to tne nt her ill()tbef!I t reqµest ...... was llfrilid of the 

· ':· pii,11~~~~,~~t'h~f .tttother wou4t Bi,\le hcdOhc. did not tie-; 17 I · im a had been in~tructe<l to. lie; h}' St.ucey 
,Kn$~, 1100\rt the.· d,:>m~sUc )·l~l~il,ce thnttfad oo~urrnd on A~gu.1;t :t. 2013. ,., I ii did i:;bse.tv e :Sliwey 
1111.llitl.~ ..... p {l}t} stafrs:byher him-, .. , · I i . :lwd a&o witn<:s:~~d St~cey t:i)Y(ml.lg .... r.n.outb lllldtw~ .•.... 

.. . w.iifrher foifut S J · · l h~~~e~ .~outd nott;,rentl!e u:ttd bttd SCNWtned fur Stutey to=~ap soilliii,i',(luld ··· 

. :, h.rcathti. ~~1ler tll6 m.cii.knt, 'stucey adyiaed her to Ue to the police ill e . bi ' I would be adopt~d out. 
. as t)bS~rved tbo lock till fhtr~tetfor of..._ bedroom door aild bM ol,a~rvcd~®ked in tb(i ·· 
i~Om. ~b; · ).as o-b~~4S~~·~~e:~~riri~pre~~ point!i o~at (iure;euttb:nes ll!l punfohm~o\ . 
!~wing ~~ea, -~~~~~d::St~~ey pu~lilll dirt~dy fa thi:i thee; on Auy,1:i..~i .z, 2013 £Wring the 
,d(tflitstfu\1ssa»lt. . . . . . : 

. . .. · \~llS::iihntwa:re.=of'~i(her,mt:ident ofsexu11( ~ssnµlt by Sumud J~rome riul\ll i I f ··n te 81. 'c did·· 

. , . tit)t ~~(_:~y.. iri1:id:;i -wh~ ~a~n ~ll~ touthec(her that m.~de her 1~et lttapproprfote; ~a did t~memb~r \ 
• hlm-rubbfug fl.er ~tom:a~h: b.ut.=djd nµt ,,fe~J. .it :'.Wan itiapptQpri:m.~ •. ~-rc.caUed Sam ta~.in_g her oµt fot l 

. -1~re~1l nlwppii:tg Spl'e~S. She .re4n~~~ him fll,kitlg her to Claires· ;or j~wdry, J1mtice tbr clotbi,~_gl' and fn.nch l . ,~t a:re-5tnurlltlt, Aecording t(l f *'•-it wa::i afte~iad gottftn Sum fa tmubl~ nnd he iiwpp~ liking .

1 1b~w, t'Jttl iai did not huve uny t1,,1riher infom1ation ubont tbc llexu1.1I a.~ault.. 

.J tt( Hui .. .. . ... . . .··· .. .. . . . . . . . .. . j . 
. , jl~p.~k~, ~viµl -q .· Pin ille 'de1ec;t~ve 'bttfenu -OU the S~(rndJl~:ofl.be pu~U<: clety bui{~mg. - ·. I ·. 
. ; !udVimrt!i'tl~ bus Q~'ly l<.ild ht:r m.otlm, Stacey ~~~-iUfd gtaridb,1()tJier~Judy SH1tl'Wr. ttbotitthe ({~'{i!U 1 • · I· 

·· l1t~Mult/111i1 told St~(fcy f:¥/!t)1thi.ng OU M~y 7f lQJJ1 the sµ.m, day .t;bl!! WM hrot1ght to tbe.p(;lfoe stntlon; .. ·I . 
. _ j .... trns t<>ld.her izri1n~fotheri Jody St1ltn!!r; smailp~1rts ,,f t~c a~~ult, Ac~i:1roitt~ t-o""*- her j 
jg'r~ndn:t(>th~cli:-i:~ Ml prl:aj ~ud &he: ,vn$ too (11,-ib_nnusts\Jd hy whut hacl}lnppened to her.·· Miahas nev(?t ·.· j 

·t. . . . . : :· . ' ! . ',:,· · r ·1 ·. ·-::: . :: i 

· · ;::~.{~0::""--"": , ..... "'.~-;"., ... ~.-•~;;:t,:.::.~~~·'·~d;~~.;;;;~;,:,;;;;;;;2-~-. I . 
I 



City of Berkley Police Records

012a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

LL 
I-

E 
"'O 
CD 
> 
CD 
(.) 
CD 
n:: 

·•· CFHlc,: ta~tlO!!Slil! •• ·. •· • 

•• Dl!f llllllllllllt!llrutlll!Ult . . . . . . . . -- . . .. .· - - . . . [j~:~~~l;~~;:;::~::::;<~~~~";'~'i·.-;"•Y,•••,••!,O""'"""""m""''~;; .. ,,~,;.,;,~::~~:••~~:"'.'.~~~,-'-''''~,>"'"'''•••··<,.,.,;, .• "'.'."::-·"""] 

jAt~~'.!r<JfoyJ6-; w1t~n Sti.ro wlt~ &~~i.ll\Uy a?"~ai1Jti.ng Iict he wmild buy her Phish' s le{ Cre~m from '7 ~IT: l •· 

··1:~;!,~!!!;n::!:~u:=·~::::.:::7:;;·;0;•:~~=!=:::1 
JIii I Ii . rn:rti1,gs und ctoth41g, '.l'h6$e. l~tn:c~Me,~· h~gun~ fm9t. _· i i•, a.ft~r . .....,_,oul~f.tio ku1ger itiiow hhn- •.. · 
lto tub her VUf..liHa. . . . .· .. 

fscxualA$sa~lt ··• . ._ · · · · · 
·. tr b:it~rv.}~~e,<i.ZF . npa&'.4b9,ut ilia ~~xu~I a$S.~t hy.~m..ietPirt~.J;ruiked .-.to st~ &otn ift.e l 
lbrJ~~tlj\~:,,~4 ~· .nie·-~~~~-th~t had htt>p~n~: ~e~~tlbed tbe firnt incident cxa~tly as shc.b~d ,' . 

.. jon Miitz; ZQ~~:_1~-m~ ,:~'flee,~. S~~ recalkd~inn ~?hing~e.r vii~nrt {In th~ ~forlor af her ctr.thing, .... 
. ·re~Ued I l Q ~t,hlg ~~~-ndy~ttl~n.er~~ J'i$.1dem:e at tl1a tune t>Uhe assuult · 

·. ro<.~ited t}i~,~~~d .r~ctent-qf$.x1.mJ. ~t-~ult -~actly as she had mi Mnit7. 201'.L She recitl!ed 

·.··. _.being gftl\lOCfo~ iii)t.er,rootltduriogtbe sexual M$alllt.. '$be re(t.'\Ut:dSam pinning her do:wnaod 
.. t(ltu'ln!{ into 4ifr~ct C00~1(!t\Vitl\ .her yagina, fuctudi.og p¢1J~~ijO.Q; . . ·. . • .. 

·• l askcd-..Wliat h1td chattgt<.d ~t {;AllBh~u~e. -reitemted .tile pres,utb l~et ~other pfoood upo.n het 
.· A~corttt.~.& l~ J ·. it S~cey fold her, ''}" wm ntw~vs Kihose S~.ill~~cr you"; iYriu\wii be placi:tl UfU. re-~~Ct 
homt1 r,od rnped tcpeatedly. everyday'\ and thnt Stucey would oomtrtit.S:Uiei& if she t~tifled amiinst Sarri~ , ._ 

. Stucey advised -.~be w(1Uld h.~vt: t(fl~U·hi;1r *ist~i; lb · · AVhy ~he hurl. ''lulled ti1eir motlier,"._. . · · 

. j.n~s rjbi.erv~~lh{:i' amt11~~ at~emplsuid® ~J~~(ipfo-occas~Oll~ and ~a~e4 lfshe tetititfod her lll0t~1er would! 
jldU herilclf. .-,ld$O tt!t 111.wus batter«, be tnplC6tcd by Sam than to fa.'! n:,ped by str'.i.Tlgen; • .-.wil:ll ! 
/trl(~t'lt tearfuJof bet sister h~ti:lg t'.llp<."d ju fustet 1.-..ve, . She advfaed she did uot.tesfify againlltSamheca l!Se I 
/ Stacey had pi:omi~ed it would ~top a11d r.1ever hil.ppeo ,,gain~.., believed her motucJ" until she oh!lenicd l 
/~fam.mbbin.g ru I . Psstlinl<lCh a.ud buyiu_g U,<lT gifts, ... tea ilifa W'.:,:Ui the immc hehuv.iQt.Sam b~d l 
/cxbi'bit¢djust f.!t!Ot to sexually m,11~11Jltit1f:lber. · · ·. · .· · ·. · ! 

.!Judv Stiil:rm· . . .· . i 
·l - . • ·. :· 

11 in1~rv~e:w~J'udy·S#lb1ctLn tb~-~ec9ncl tl@r ddecliVe buteuu; Juiiya®h(..'JiSoo kti~wverylittlc about .. i 
_ jthe a~t~1-~c~~d ns11a1ilt; · J~dy dirl i'i1)t·_\f411( =tP_ma~ i:elh~ the ex.pcrien<.:~ a~d h;:is kept bet <p1e..,tior.Ji i· 
lto u m.11.1.unum. · · · · 1 

. budy did a.d-.1s~ of twp i~t'-'W'ile {:iCC\'llil(>nS when. ;~,belfovcd Sam ~~d ~omitted fl) seX1J,dly,'.lssautlins j 
. ··• _ : "fr_ . 111~ tmf::i~ident l1ap~ene~f sb~rtly atler. ~ ·t~le li1~ di1>clos~~- St~ceyudmiHer~ hen,el.fin~o ·. j . 

__ .· • • ::IB~~~nt' t1011plt.at ~ner-~lr~~tlg Sirn1, Mule Ill. tlw:~~1,a!, J11dtnad .$1a.cey' $ ptv,nu m ~ase.-i .or j 
. : · 1 • . . r . e caUed; Jlicly obneive4. t-ba- fot'lowing ~ex.Cf Jh.tt~ :sam -~o s.~c.ey. The te~n~tateu, "Ws Mt yourj~llllt; t ·.: .. 

1l:~lid)(Jtm St"ITTY, it v-'ilt il~*i~r,l.l~W,Cifl'gaill,. f'llg<tf11r._:tar .8)1A\y_:i(yQu W~tm~'~/' Atl~r~t~l(lg·'the ' f · . . 

·.·.·.·::~t::::rlz~;1;:;;;:j~:t:J;':i;tti~adf. ··•· 
. youg<:il horny a:nd went furthei:." Jµ~t:-foe~_Sfa~ t!l upset~,t Bard want«~nexun.~l~Jl:tld Mt l!p<iet . ! . 
yhnrf:htrt louch~":11 ...... ,bd\ex 6ph1J~; ;Sfuce)i Hi_ bfamfog --f~ Smri U.liJcihing ~tt \i~llt:.: ·· 1 
l ! 
I · ttt2 l 

. '"-'.'" .. --~,:;r~'Ih~;,~::""''''~::::::::-:<;~::-;:'.::·~:·~~:c ·: .. :,, ..... ~~c'.'.·:~'~-:::<-·,:~:::·::~:,·:···:,:··;~2::·· .. ~-"'.'.c'"~''.' . ,. • .. · , ... :~ .:~;,.:~:~:;:~~:::~~:·£~::;(~::~6:i~~i,~"''':; .• • 
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!:ff Nu: 1M~ · . ·. . . . · 

. ff!llffllllliHIUUHl.lRIBll.li' · .: . ..·.·.. . . . . . .. .. . ... · 
,~~::,:.~~~.;~;.;;~~:;:;·::~;:;:~·:::. ;:;;--~:~~;~~1~:;·:~·~·;;~~nr.:·~~:;;·;:~~;~1;;;~; :: :::: ·· · 
r\\11\tl( ~~·W~ ·g¢,;tgJ~ du abtmt1Mllilt nttituµe?0 Judy told Sam it \ya, his fatiltfc-,nouebing her ":_ . . · :: ::_::· . 
lm1ppmpn~tely! sam,reiwo11ded;''W~u, she want~d me toot ·. · · . .. . . ·. : /· .. 

• Jiidy is fe~tntf QftWfJl~ughtif Ill)(! fe'ltrfiii fut her g1Mtddaqgbte.ts; Juclyfenr~ fbcy w1lftlee.:Jht:.~~,1t)).d°: ': ': · .. 
. ••· Saro. wlll cooliulte to m9letit hot11 gmtiddiiu g,bt<:rsi Judy ktiows aiwi.rivol vement {in. l1iU:.p;rLn;ean~::~h.~wui.. : : .... · .· 

t1evetbe ~Uowcd to $Cl1: 'the gmwkbjldr~ ttgwn. · · .·· . ·. . ... : : ·. : :. 

· .· Jit4~,advfot--d she bad person~ty obaerv~d Stacey m.a.ldntt her da\lghters MLY somtJthi1\g ~gnjnst th(!fr wilt . 
· · · ·sh; fafoar.ti.11 Stttcey has forocd t.b1"mrl11 make 8fa:te-menfs about SAm agai11st their w.iJl. a.nd rei<lr'Jedtb~m, ... · 

:, ·whe11 asked why. Jildy advised both 1 Uil M~d f t ISL had indicat~d ttt :h.et tbM Sta~ypt~d,:: twim. . . 
: ·~~hc.11r~t>~ thing_i.i aho.itt Sam; Sta.cey would ll'mke tbcn1 practice 0U:ntii. $he was sntisfiJ.~~{tii.tbeif ~~~; . J.: 

. ·: llli~ happ~nod m Orotgia right: afl~-t· Sts,eey foUild OtttSBn\m~ .~iPib~.~~ wi~ a· C'1lfi~ : . . . . . 
.: J)tlS.-154 Repqtf ·. .. . . . . . .. . . . .. ·. 

· .. ,t .r~·eivc!l the DHS rem>rt frQtli 01-ts ~up~1iso1: Eli.w Kind;iill~ A:~pj, .<>f.d.~ ~ijrt ls alilicbtfu ~o tbit4: . 

::,,~~~- .... · ' . . 
: J:\d4.it!<) .. qucstimis ltn!IW~rcd ar.cl ;;:~it1e.retUt(te<fto·ttie OCP.OJoti~eW' 

. : . ·. . . : . . . : -~~'~"'X',;"'~''''~'"''':-..,~~ ... ,,,,~~~,,~"tt',lo~'''~'~'~''"«'"'''"'".:-~ .... ~ ....... <','>'-~).''C\'''~'''''~'''"'""'*"''"' .. <«~-,~ .... ~,:o.,,,~),,~~'~'~'. 
, t;ft~t·1300(l~555"~Uq4: .· Wtlft.ttrt U'f.~ QEK~Mfl~l{IMt~tt°'~) ... . il~te; .tl912!1/:t013 09:11 AM .·. .· .·· ... . . .. 

.........,..........,"'''""""'"'""'·'"oao,••":"'~~,..,,....,,.,,.,,,,,,,......,,,,,,,.,,.,.,. ··•••••••··:.•••••-.;,,, .... .,~ ••. ,, ... ...,......,,.,"~"'"'"""':::!..,.,,;y'\o!-ol~,,».''"''..,.,..,........., .. .,, .... ,..,,,.......,,....,.._.,,,""".,...,.,.........,,..,...,,,~,. .... ._ . ...,.,"'"......,'"""""''"W"'\,..,..,..,_.,,,"'' 

l cJn~lfjon;:li l3t¥1d ortl¢raitln LE(N a$ per Court. Jerotn&S~n1u0l/Jt;1me-EU~ •· 

I 
I 
I 

·.,<~~~~, 
· . 5"'.SAmJuit .(i,fOm'l. . , . . . • . ., . . . .. . . 

.·.: au'iii;----""" : .,·. 
, . · · 11r·. . : (~sc:r Degree . . 

,: C$Cdud Degrou : : 
I .· .. ··· . . .. 
;Dij:ll'Ql:J.iQW-Ul' . lc·,vs .. .,., .. · . .' · -- . 1 

lstpte~bcg-18~ 2013 .· .. · · · · · l 
•1'1 received a. uon;ipJ(Wll;wnrro.tt. t .• an.~ suh1¥1eim .trom tfo: O!tkl~nd Cm.t0ty.rro/iccutors Offict for MCL i 
!750S.?0B~B ·• Crirniruit~ext~~l.'C~~F:i~t:Degree und MCI, 75ff520QH! S~pd Degree. ! 
JJ swore to the CWS bef~:J,ud~eJiui1~(s·'W:iit~.JJ.~~.. / 

. .. . /AJ'tti)fW,rtff:nJ .·. . . . ' . : ":_... . . . . . . . i 
if~.~Jtt~-~Jit,l' 18~:lf)JJ . . . .·i. 

.{:~;~!~:~!t:f:~"'~V'~~9'0!,oiot$j00,mx1rm> 1~>~•~. 'I . 
·J~l<!x~m'i ~~nt-ereu¢f ·( l .. ·... 1 

: .!,:·. ·.·.. : · ... ·.·.· --,·,·· . •. · .... ·. ,,,· . . . ·,, ...... ·. ·. , .......... · . ·. . ·. . . . . . , 0 1 ~~ / ,-n• ·, - , , - , - •:,;, .. ,•~•••••••, .. .....,; .. "w..,,.,,~w .. .......;.~~ . .:...:,,.,~,,;u,-,~;;,,,~Hu<:,~~'-'.•)•to•••......«~~:.::. ... .,...,:.:,~~ ......... =--:-....... !••:~•:,,~ .. :,-.-..\,~~ .. -.. ...... ,,-.. .. ~~"'~ ...... ,;._,.,_. .. ,,.,.J. 
-.. -.."':--:-'.-·>•~·..: .. :·~~--~ .... ~~ •• ~,.!"" .. ~~-.,w:-~..-.... ":':W .. : .• ~..::··::~·->.-.:.~,, ..... ~.; .... ,· • .:...-: ..... , ... ·. ·: :, · .. _.:_-(·_·_. ... : .. : .. -....... ).: _ ..... , _ ~:u\,......; .. _·. ": ... · ....... ; ..... ·• . •.•• "::. _ _, ..... _ .Yh"'... ·. -... ·.· . .• :: .............. -....,u.-u.-; ............. -.. •.. ·.· .... ... --:· ,·,::.,.·:· . 

i~~:~~.-1'::fi}f:.:=ir ::. . . c~-(~f~i~·d ~t; \:ll~~t1i)=t~:~;.~Q~l$1M. · · 
·-~ . . . . ... . 

.. · .. :.:_ .. "' .:·.; ,•. . .. -;:;. .. . .:;.;:.~. ·. :: .. ..:: .. . . .. ·.·.=.-.:•. ·.·.-.• :.· .. 
.:·:::·: .. ·: 
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-- - C~ NQ: ·i:;oUo5$~$: . ·: · _ · - . ... , .c .. .. . .. , . . .. .. .. : . 

l!IUlla!DiUIUIIIIIIHlftlliU!f: ____ -- _. _ -- -·- ' . , ... · · .. ,. · · . · · .. ,. > : . 
jb .. ~Ci.iliiF · . ··.· .·····... ,, ' . - ·. .. ·.·· · · ··••··.. ,~ ::·, ., . ~ 

-•· &P,'<H:~x1nn:~oti~1~~ewlls he.id bt.nitcJudgt \Vitt1.mherg witll·JUfE11:ii~ifo<1tlon,scpQdufod forOcli>bt1· 9, 
' JO l:l,i:tt 9At\it '. _ Judge Wi(tc~berg d$.li~dJct-ome 1tf fe(Jtll'll,t lQ rn~dity"thlbantf andfoW(l.t' th¢ auwunt Qf 

;illow oontactwiUHus :wUetStacey Krnhei :. - .. -- -
•-- J ~Jed ,1u<lyStilt~er Ul'l,lhdvised h¢r qff(I~ ti.'1tC· tor the ¢-...'<fllll, .J nl8ti reiwestcd a cfare and Hme t(, D.~.eet 
, w1t11 .. d ~ab.r11)a vi-tort() u1e cmu.t date. -_ _ - - __ _ _ _, __ _ , . . . 
jOtfober '.l,; 1,u, .. ,_ • ·• ----- , , . :·- ... • , . . ·- • ·--_ -- · . · .... · ,; · .. _ 
11 contum~ t'litb Chtjs G~ Slid Judy Stiltner .'I nj~eting ftii'Jir.idiy, <.'fctobe.r 4j 20 U: !tt 3~0 p~: . ; .. ; .,-

•-·1:!l{~:1·:::~:t;~,CT:J !~~tf~::1:::::a::v!:!:j.:::t:::~~:u:~~~~~=:i:;t;~9
~::~~;~

1wus--·•1 •• 
J<:~U'l'f.!tifU, :livint( ~ f eotdd _perstinnlty Servelhe trnbpo~aa. - - . . .. ,_ - - -- - .. --
1 -, .-- -- ... -::, _- ; .. . . . . . . 
l K,1.mditutfon · , , : --

i()ttt,lwr :~:' ~01~ ' .· ' , · : · ··: : • . _ , --- -- < · 1 

-jtheJ~x!lr».wnsMfdl>et1>re Jwlg~WHtcmberg withl~stfotMY·• ,-.y _ '·-~ leiiliJfol.i to tht; -1 

!rrtct~ of the.et\Sff. After heating t<.'tliimorw from ... Jud~: Wfu~:ri~~i~g~ru7td-~ef~1f(Wt:f t{~ lb~:(;itclxi!·'.'. :: _ ;-Et· .·· ·: i > ;·.··.··· ... · ·.•· ..... l 
.. lottobtr rn~ 2013 ·. . . . :, . . . ·. _ ·.- _ . ·. ·. l 
: lr~ome w.m attiiign~d he fore Ju~::~ti).t Nichofa whh a pretrial sd1euuled for Ncwimitmr 8, 1013 at OffJ(l • I 

,,,,~!'\:~~. - . , . . -. . . -. , •- I 
·-,~~~ . ! 

· · . JNovt'iinber 8, t013· ·· ___ _ _ _ _ + 
'/'11ie pl'l:':triOtW!\~ u~Jqurnqd by Ji:Idge Nichofa 1or·disccivery with' a new J)J'tlntU ~he<.tuled for .Novemb(;r 22, j 

. l:~e:::.::~::t:.;. : : . ", : .. . . . . .. . : :>:.: : : • . Jr . 
. --·. .::l·1i~·™¥1e*lt.icV~ojent.~ tn~{l3N925:2) W!!S dismiss~d fo ~e Herkley 45u· bi~trict.C¥rt,.an~: ~~·~ thi$ i, :.f 
-· -. ] c~c ·~pfa~~.: · Th.cl ~~tu~st)~ Wll~ u dltt?(:t 1t,11illt t.)f the victim a~cusiug krom~ of(.)8~, . 'fhc-.P~ttjul' wit~ :-J::. : 

1atl101.~weti::µ~ffl.,.\);cent~r.n.:2or~ fotb<>thcases, -- -- -- , - , L. · 
/p~c,embir:~ iota .· .. -__ : •. ·-_- -- . ; : .. . .: . .- ; . ; . J: 
!Apretrlai_w.~ held beipre Jµdge .Nichols with~ tri~f~ch~uJedJotfi1'¢,i,iy:l, 20J4: _ ;f: :·_ ___ . j~rial · · _-__ ' - -·- ' -- __ - · · • ·. -. . :. --- · :;y 

... · !ll'•tbrmu-y$, 201.4. . . , .. . . . . • l: 

.. _.,: .... :.:: .fr1:1e tpal~a~ ~9J~ui,~ed by Ju~g~N(chi>J.,,~i1tjl f\..1urd126l 20.14 .1.ttoooho1irn. . . :f 
, .. · JM:irc·1t .. i·r,;·20J4· ·.,· · . · t . . .. i 

[A pt<itrl~r \v~;ih:ciLd ·'t'~r~)~dge Nichols Wil.h ll ~diil iSch~~t~d .rctf'. :JQne 9; 2014 llf. OJtW h\)Uf:h . '\ . h-ri1d ·· · -.:_·::· · .. : :·. .. · < .. : · · · · · ·. · · , .. -:- .... , .. · , .. · · · · · · J 
:f . ,',,:, :'" ,:·::·:· . :: ...... "'" '' ·t: 

. . : .. .· .• ::· .• :.: = .. ,' : ·• 

l ..... ·.·.'.·.·,·.·.· .... · .. ·.'.: ... ·.·.·.··:;··.:.:.1 
.. ,.:.·~ .. ::.'. ..• +;:_~~t.:.:·}:;;~~-.;_~.'.i,.·.· ... ·.,··.'._:.'.~.:.~.-,'.·.·::':'~··:.~_:,;,".:,:.--.··.·.:::···~.·.·:'.~.-... ·.·.·.·· .. ··\····:, .. :.·.,:,·.,·.-,:.·_.· .. ·'.·.· .. ·• .. : ......... :·······•"'"l, ... ,:--.:~:~'. •• ::: ... :.i.'." .. y•~·;;,·:~--:.:;,:::;;,"'·~i~~,-~,:;J::~.,.: ... :t: . · .· 

• i'I':" n '•,:,',':' ,: ' '•,•::•••.•••;,:,,,,,,,,,,,,.,, .. ,,,,•,,,,,,, .. ,,,,; -'"'''•',",•:•,••\:'•".,••--:•'•,"'•••'"•'•''"''\''"•'''''"',',,~•'••,• ,,••,,•,•,•,,;,. 

;-..: ,, ·, · • ·, ~ ··,> i >t •• ••• • · · ·,: r~~."~~.'. ,i, ".~)~~ (1.~ r.~l~.·i-;:{J ~·~, () t·.:.~i :>':?~., .. '·:",;,·•."· .. \·,: ...... ::· . ..~ ·:· · .. ,:, . ··:. . •. ,• .•. •,•: . : . ,: . . ,",' .: .' · .. : ;, . ... ', 

.;.·. . r··· .. ,:.\~ .. ·.·. :.:.~.\·=· . .· ..... ·r··· .. .: .. :=···. .. . .... ···:· 

:' :., 

:•::,,,: .. • .. :;:;:·:·· 
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•· CR ~Q! t~li~115 

i!fllflll!fflff!Ull!WIU!lllliUI .. . . · . . · . • .. :. · · .. .. . .. : .. : .. . · · . . . · .. · 
·r ;~~~i···;;l;·····::··'""'···'""'"-·"'"'""~'"-·"'·-7-~-:~: .. --~-:->:~-:?~":')""'""''""'"~''"""""""'"·~-~---,""'-'''.'.'···.-:··,·-;:--; .. ,,w•>1.: ·.·· 

. ttb<~ def en~ attorn(,y }¥M uot ~y~~)~bi~ fl;r lrial tmd Judge ~ichols niijounitd the lrfal tllltil, A~gust 4i 10J4.J 
• §\dgt~1'f4, l014 ·• · ·... . .. ·. ·· ·· .. ·· . ·· ·•. .· ·· · I .. 

it.try ~el~.ti~n bcgtm. nnd <.:m:itini!txHor a majority ~flh.it ruiy; (~1ing $tate1heJ.1ts w~ ·rrwfo by both• 
·.·.· atttJ.meya)\~d theJ'-IIY WM ditiri'lissed untilAugusrSf 2014 K~r tbeJirstwi~esti ... 

Attt~•tt s1201• .. ·. . . . ··· . . .. · · ·. . . · .· ·· L 
. T'IJ .. ··• • . •.... . •.. U •. 1*t tM~ 1.he star.4 al)<i. tes(jfied·until ~t)pr~imtttely · 1040 ours whctl uhe wa~ •• ~tfo~<lJQ !Ii . 
vaav~ the., :staoo tortwiew hOl' Carebouse vi<l¢o.• . ·. . . .· . . I 

•J.tttdH1rStiltuer~ PS(}Micha~lDat\ti.ttg, DHS Ja~oo R<)tenJ1cl,er; MtdLt Cr~in nlltook tbc S1Md mt the .. a~t . ·1 

. \tay, wHh Alli~ fitµining atrer.roviuwiitg the video, . ·. . . . f · 
. . !,:· 
.Augnst6~20l4 

.. NllOOtlrt 

j.i\iigli$f 1> 2U14 . .. 
/Lt Crum ccm:ti.nued ttnd f uiillbed .th~• prO$<..>ctltt(ms w.itness1 

1})1.!lO,mRl ·. . . . 
.\ . ... .• .. .•. . .. ·. •. .·.. . ... · . 

)T,he defil:ose btgiu oftet tu.nchw.it~ .Brett Chudzinski~ Jayne ChudiinBkt} Mary Jerome Whi'fotg, Sabrina 
1Kri1he and Stttceyl{rnbe. . . 
·i . . . .·. 

J;,\~gt,i:U tf,''.Wl4 . 
. .lfn<lge R,udy· Ni~hols -0c~1:a,ed n mlstrfal a11.d iedu~d Jt}l'()ilir.1'~ boi.td. to$ l,QOO (1 O·Y~); 
fJt?h1btr 6t :zo14 ·. . . .·· .· . · · .· · 
Y'f.l order of No:tfo 1,roiiequi wss filed by A,PA George• 
JS'.tA'fUS; .. . .. . l_c11-is'cY- · · · ·· · · 

I 
l'. .. --:~+----,;,,;._..,,,,,,:~+"'~"'"''···~-,--,,;-... " .. , __ .. __ ,_;" .... -----'"--""'':.:" __ ,_;,:.: __ .. _____ '. __ :~_}.L:~:;.:~.: ........ ,:::.,~.,;~ ... L., .. ,~-~<;~~--..:._.'._._ ... ~:~,,~J: . 

.1)1S 
.. . .. ·. . . .. : .. . . . .. . .. . 

. / • : . , , , , ..... :' , , , , ·. , •.• .~,,~, , :<:!""~~ .. ,~._. ":"""'"'~'''~~ ....... ~'::~''"~~ •"• • -.• •. ".~ , ,: .. , ,,, ,,.,.,.,.,.,;, •••~·nu•:••~•• • on~•~ oy • ~~..,.,,,,, ,,,.-..... ..-..,,,,v,:•'.W::''~' ,.;.;..;,;;,,,,,,.,,,..,,•.,• ""••:•.-:,•.•,,: :-:-· •,.•.,•.• •.• • -'• •.t .• .•. · • •: • • •• • •:•:• · · • • • • · · ' •' •· · • '• • · • • •'• '·' ·' · • 

·:~~~!;~~~ ·:-~ . .:,:f ;e: ·. ·;·· ~~--t;~~!it: 0( ~:7.t.:_~ 1.)d\) .~::::·s_p:}, (t\,~ 

.. : .. _ ..... 
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,, 11~1912µ1~@o·Hs PM s~~~~~t~fOorium1.1ht\i.tl(lqt~onttef.- oetee:tiv" Crum. · . · .. ··· 
· ll'tl!~l:poaa~t11pui:t rnc~!ve<l •rt"tim O@t~t~~ ~'1Jl!n.JM ~llt1wlni! ,.,.'!la takoo fmrrt th~t~l'Ort 

0~ ~'~ 7, ~Q1)i ~ r-po~~t11~ade 11H~l1\u 1J~l1xd il~M <1t!ltcm.,hy i,~ ~?f~tMr. s~rnli'*' J~tt>.me, 9n $~~r~I ·.. . ·. ~~~~0k~t:;~~\\.;;~:~~,=~\c~1~1::ri~=~;u:b~~~,8t~:~~w:r:~:J=~l*:t.~~~:;~d. 
dro1ti! l\i~r to me P0\~6 (l~~rtO'lti'!t ¥ii; • t\m'ittlnoo. ~t ~. ~~1mi,,nt ht1r h1istia~~. i'it'l®(df11g m M~ ~YliU<. Mr/ . 
J1,1m~ ~. li:lll¢1'.\ff1'~ un ut ki~ two «(le!!Qttl mit l(j ui,$1.ifl'i Qf th~ tlrntl! or dam$ of 111+ mol•s~1ons, .. 

sw~ey~ ~ 1111"rv!~ .ffl .!)l·t., ?DI!~ $~1~iM!1, ~~r~a <.lb?3wvltly any ~cti\ii:li1$ ~NM werJW m~k~ her 
. IW$pj~tl µ,1artoAlll!II ropQ,:tl1'11jt Ul•aibuse;M!l,f(eAWJ .. . ' VJ~'ft ~l~C~~siog ,at tQf.(11\t ~;h~\·l~\t' ~r.cl ... 
tiuoo.me upset ~M ~dvi$ttl .h~t mct~r ttmt !Jh~ ... ~~ /W)l~:lt~i tiYh~tt.t~p.'pti~t~ s.um\:!~, <h'~m1!J~---·'1f~tl~J )b~t, ·· 
Mr, Jercf'TI• tt11.ii::t1ed hor vagln1;1 ~t l~etH\W ~ml!~ ~ot.~ tima11 ($1.~:amod WI-W r T fl ~~.1~, l~>lng ml lh1} t!vln~ r~,Pm co~u::n, 

·. Mr, Jerome wol.ild begln b)! rubl::iJrsq S.~f.QiTiac.h · uil<l lhtn ht wet1ld ~1''1-<ilt rub l~r uni~ lm Yt'lS ~uel\itig r:er 
~~gin~ 1)1'1 \tie c1.talcle cf her ctothlr.~. · · .·. · · · · ·· · 

DSl1IY2llf3@ ~11a AM ~ui::c:~stui Cc:n:1tmiirthtt1on conuct .~ OHS~200 ·• 
1'1\1$ '4W COl'!li3ch~m.l anter~ by Ci.tnb'.~Ui&d lritako: · 

.. . .. 

0Qe1,1m~iitl\Uon ti9i!cdut{'ld with· 6,~ comp1'.lr,twat ~lv(!d at CP$-OI, Jth~e • ~•Mcflnnad ui'>d a~tie<t !o 
$V,/SSttl~l1!!' M$fl1JICPS $c:anr1ed Oocum&l'\I& •• • . . . . ·. . .. 

~~W>;,,:,·,,,,.•>.•>•,••"''''·''''~'~''''"·""""~~""""~"''''~·wi .. i,,,,,.~•,,,,,.....,~~"'"''~~-'*: .... :...,>,.'".~._..,_,,,:,,,,,....,.,. <>N · · · f''1' ·, -..,."''''~ •• ; ,,,....,,.,, ... ,.,,, _.,,"('n-.,~·.· 

OSJll!/2013@09!00 AM U11$ul:cn11i,fu! PMn$ CMti!ct ~ $'TAC&/ KRAHE 
r *Phe>~'l~ tall 1->1aced ii'.) St'-!c~t ~- A wlctt'l t1m~t1~ga w~ l~it requesttng 11 rowm 1:4.i!, · 

o,nruio1a@11~0 AM i.Jf'eue~mu1tutP>1m,~ corttact , Oatac;w~ C-r..tm 
Tofephm>'t ea!I r,lM!M lo O~~ct~,a tcum: A imica im;siuig, \'I'~* le!t raqot1s!lhg 11 retum ¢~!I. 

M1i!3/~013@ 11:30 AM Sucr.f.lss(ut Oo¢U01~1itatkm Ccnt~ct ., !3erklay Polfoo f;ep~"tft1~11t 
/<"cllce ~porfa "1':\~iest;ei:! from !h~ ~rl11'l,~, Po'!¢e D•PGi1mMt 

QS/ltl/2il1~(l~l37 PM Ut1nueee1MJful Pton~ Cont11i;t ~ $TACF;Y !<RAHE 
V~!(.!i, }tleaa,.~Q rm;~~/m:l trom M$, Stscliy 1WUL'i! req,it$t!ng .\ tl9n1m r.stl, 

.. .. .. . . 

.. 051:Wi20'l:3@ Q~i2o PM Ut1st1¢<:111!1~ll Phone eont11~t- • S'l'AC~Y KRAf-4r.r. 
·r~ie~t\Qr,e.~lplaced to M~, StBC~Y lS,ru. Avoicm ~saga WO$ l61t tequ~ling & ~\om ~an .. 

, . 

05,izsi.201:i@oJ:3~ PM Sull®~isful Phom, Contaet w s'rAOEV KP.AH! · . ·· · .: ·· ·• · • · • .• : .. · .. · •: ·· ... ' 
!(~laphoM qaji f~C!!l\l~d :frQm t>hi.. Sfat~y ~. A h.O/TJ'l \ti:$1l lg ni,hl1dt~iecl fo~ ;,~ns .~ ~1.h.l {om -OI th~ faM\fy l:ltme, ·. 

.. .. . .. . .· . .: .. . 
. . . 

ll$/~1J~P@ ;~;Of) ~M $UC¢H~ft1I F~c, tiH'!.-~~ Cootai3t .••. A&lll~ign ,flt~U)araon~~~ $up .. -visor: 
Cas0 col'f~tr'!lle !ie;d w!lt CPS $up1rvfsm, Aih~iQh 8rolh~~Qr,; · .. · •· · · ·. . . · · ·. 

-~ll103/l01~~@i)!l:4! AM iJ:mt1~:~e~Jf\~lfll'l(ll'.l~ C,:,o~d •.• O~lli(;lhM Ctlim 
1"eil~phon'! etli plooerl to Oetee~vei .OiUtJl.. A v6lc~ m6~~a~~ w~~ ren, · .. · 
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. . ·. ·-: ... •'-'-"h"''·· ..... ,.:. _.,... ·· .•.• , · .... -""»~:-:::,,-.·. 

:J03{io1:1@0~:>16' f'M ~tim.~~if.t~i Ph~tthc~'itv:t ,.::~1iAC~'Y KP.AHr . . .. 
· , ~~'lm\~ i~ll i'r.t:Bl't$d 1mti1 t.\~,.$~,tftn:Jt.i. ~; Jt'>j/jj<!*)Vlc:~ ic1 !¢l¢p~s,1'J~ 01.H'nl:.-tirfcr Ma, ·ri.i~y ~wm~. 1r,otiw e:l 
Q..~~WJ.flttt ond ~~~t J-~Nni~, M'S, ~ttiti'~ t~l~ri~~;fi1,h\1~t J~ :Ji:ta~:;ti.-;?91. ·. 

1lSJ03/W1$~l 03:30 PM IJl'l~ui:¢fl;~fitl ·Phtmi ContM( • l'R;\(,W BYRN I; · · . . .. . . · • 
feieph(111~ c~ll ~i(!ad 10 M$; TMl'lY Uy;-n~. mothii;f OfCai;~tandra ~no Nii;J,~~ ,lamrne, A vc;;ic~ 01ei1129~ wi~~!Mt 

Ol1!a,4JM·t~@09!00 AMUtnjmioeiµJ{UI PMnt ~:l)Jit~~t , TAACY f3YHN!:: 
!Jn~\i¢i::e,~M t~l!:it·h~t Qa,1 to .M~. i't'd¢.y aym~. 

OMlGJ201jtf.l} M:DO AM ~U¢¢40M btttir C~nl~~t • TRACY 9YRNf. .·. . 
A let:J.t;t W-M min~~ l9 Ms, Ttut.-y Bym:, r~ciunllfl\1 th~t 1lh~ -r.011-Wct (Jjj$ qxm fflMlrii at Vie l~tter, 

(lt)I0~/101:t@H:30 AM $u,1;:e~~~f1,.1t f<',i~n tp r-ac~ Gl')t\W:,t , ."11: .I Kz&it 
.StH~nMn.11 tac~ to ftlt~G e,)tnu~ rocil< ~~lacit im A'.t!1.1.l{(Etmr;r.-~-1t~~r1 Seh(J~I Wl\h. n 

. -~<i M~tM~.l (llti~i\ $i'I~ w~1rdrai:~indir1 w~~u,cr ti~p1):;pti~tll 1,fothh10: 

~ Vt',,~ fotWll!lc<1Uy !rt1¢NiitWB4, .... mi,ortM 1tial $1)~ llvfld t.'l~h. tuir iflO\l>:li! i:INJ ~t'll~'lf.'!th,t{; Sh~ ltiMi:N-ed_\1',,t' .. 
1)t1 u;~ ,~~kE~mfa .. hl':lr i;-toMi~l!n~;:i, N.lflii;!J.~t mid c~~M\tt,J 1:~t1~'\ MtJJ'; ~ t*1rm,;,I lhi\t titlr,tii-~rn pg \~~1111t 
hown ur;-J ~h~ M1r no i:;(11,~titrni,, -·~ in<Jh::~md \h1;1t wt,i;-n ~h1~ i:si iii iti,uti~, ~h~ i-s ~,ot iil~ gn11i (,ut :at!d ~~t ptJ\i~~~ 
~~· ls\k~n Mti,,'{, ~- def\l\'ld bo\r:~ phyib~lly d!~:.llfil!nt1\:I: ... ~ r11f6rt11<! tl'\t1t llhfSI t~lt ts~ff~t lli;\1'1~ iWd II~ ll>.1 ·· 
e.~nc~rritJ. · · · 

!'1!.~0~201~® ~1NS PM S»(;:t..~Hinf\11 Pi'\c!J w :t~~~ Contl:iut ~ NtJit .2 l@r41.L., QUMl1:. . . . . 
. St~~~Joo~ 1u i~(,o l')t)!WN~ l\:loK1:1~~ !:lt 81!;l~l'1J~l~\Ya M!r.lcltt sd~'il wiu, ff. tt I . &da. di ; r !I. w~~ ,:ib!~r~oo 
~ -~ nm:riiri1.J c~'mri; I-!~ .... ~~ dt~Hi-'.S•W.i lt1 Wt,atn~r ~ppr(1p11llt~ i;,t(:,Uif:i~. T~'\f6*'r~ M rt~l<a, Js{~f.<J,.bi11;1,l:1u or ioJu,~~ 
oh11ei'Ved on t•tt; 'bcdy. ··· · · ·.· · · · · 

'fflQ. t 1 ··m!;Jo1'e,v,~aily !r-t~rvlW1~1u, LiLXHmj'-lfied th;;it M IN~(twith hltt trli>lh*.it g.11ul~~ th10Jw~e~ 1,1n~!\i1$llEl~ !\i9 
rulhot rifl t.'1~ w~~Ol'I<~, ~ie, 5t.1bW thut h~ 'h~il a ~6~f t~l.)tk1r~1illp W!ttl h~, !'(ltl!h111~. ~t~r~nti ~Mprr,!,\1-:pr L[J.£@ 
ttip~tl~ ;fl~~ WhM h~ l~ in lro1.:ibU', hicti prM~~a r.m til~~n ilw~·. He ,..t<ln!ed ~a p.l:i.~,kl~!}y d!~~,r:d .lJL ( it( 
ct~n!w tMt !'~ h~ ~var \',~U\t1~1.mr.l lh.~19proprt>\t~ boh~i~•ii~p~ t)~t>,~~ll · MY (lf fl~ f~tiWY fl'.~mb(lra, .IJJLg &"imft,~rl !hs! 
h& f~!t s~f~ ~t t101'rll!l ~d l'l(it;i t,~ ~~i:moams. · · .. 

. (18/il/1/2.013@ 02;10 PM Su~r.MM\ll ti !lC& t~ FM!> e~i,tOl}l " 2 3 t £[ •.• 
8t)~~~~ful m~ t~ le~ eorifoet fobk pliict: 3t W.<¥i-.:tff.t~ Elu~fit:ufS~litiC!t Wit~ 7 a t I . rare~ M.n ;; ts tr Wt1~ 
otis~Ned \o M nstit m1i1 eltlJt\ st,!f wira ~Oi!J$~~ In w~;1th~ ilf,proprii/it~ t-\~lhl1112, itwt weN otrrriwl(.~, !;it:~ brullclH~ 
~r lnJut.&S obaaP1Ql:S en 1!,114 · .'l!l Mdy. · · · · 

,: J . f • ·tu f..')f\1f~~1/t;;~Hy l,,)~i,.'l'\'{~\n,1q. ewtt! £i Xi £ J .>t<i'.Wl~t( tttat .;M l/li1'cl '#.1!1 ht)f moth~( . .&la !ndlcaied tl\~t !>h,f 
vi•,,:i!~ h~t !in:iM.1,r ~'<.·~iy w~~\ii:lmt 9.41 m;iiet(-rN{l it1~1t ish.-:~t),!Cl}~\(Vl?ltlf!\I l'!~f tf)l~~r, b~~ d<)~~ nt:t !l~(l h~!' . 
:)~~~mi:tt!lf;!ti:tr ~b~~fa~,~/;\l, • .· TiO d~nlf$>~~ lh'aHM--1~0~.tm=M~ ~~~!' ¢i~~k~'illy <t\~1..-:!~lt~~I hue hi.i0odl~$'! m::itsM 
''ji1~~ ~1>('-.:M1't !!~~ )l(!l'\... . l 1 f~t~~rtrro ttwd Wh!Ut·WJ~,~~ il'l 1t~1fola,. l'mf prhiilt'Wlti tli'I~ M:mi i'!.'*IV. S~F~ *iillQd b~iJ'l(l. 
pr.yiMllJ'Y dlm:)µiir.!~cl, . . 1'pPrtmi lNit~h~ foi~ :~ur /lt 'both tior.1eti. Sha (lonle~ r.av;ng anyr.:~ic.~n1~- · 

. Ofi/~G/2,Q1;l@02:411 PM $t1CM~~f\,I Poont «;qntat.l ~· Oe-te~nve Crl.llll 
· AvOlta ~~.1M \W.l$ rnce!ved !toM Ooi,,..f.tiv~ CNl'rt · 

.. _ .................... -... · ...... ,: 
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. w,d~t Mftlc,lhi/\\l llftd \C.Q~tlar.;l ~tr jr,agm~; H~ ~t'!tM }f·,at tl\.lliiJQ ll'lti t~tn~!i; lrnt:tvfow. !9 ptlW dl!\~otftielM ···.· 
·. wttd 1wmJ~~r tt1.1!tll~1and di~ ~~tt.t r~pwt t~)o! Mt J~!'urrtf !Q11Ch(tl:l h# in ;)i'l ~tt~mp-t ti:!· Hl4mllytOO$•Mt. ~-ewrri 

1•1t11c~tM m~t Mt.. J~J"t11'!16 ci!d ,rtQt · tal® e ~Q.tfgt~J?ti, H~ Mm~ ~hit Mr, ,~r®l~ r~tili1M Mi ~~m(!Y snd drd 1"i!:it i1Mw 1JP · 
for hit) polygraph. · · · · · · ·· · · · · · · · · 

. O•tectW~ -et.um.•!§t~t&!thaUM fdfo.lty will no {OillJtr ~t'l(\'.~t l'il~ cl!l!!J Of" r~\I.IIYl •h!!l c,3!!t' Hll w~~ !r.forrne,Hh1lt ll ~')j'jj~ ·. 
<;i6it"\v!'jl) ¢M~ulM tor thin :titnmtil":i!') at 4pl'!'l, n$ !M\pafa(f !hilt hEI w~ulifh~ pr~~ant 0(it, Crom Uked wt CPS to t!l~flt 
nlm .!lt tho ijt{K!ty PO!!!'!:& Oip~rttnGl'\t . ·. ·• .. 

tJt!Oti/$13@ 03!4$ Pr,rsUc{$~i~M PtHmi, Cohtu<.i: , D,~:or.t1vo Ct1Jm . . 
'T ii<l~phtiM zilt ts'i L'..l~t~uve Qmm, JJ.~t, £mm fril!C~\;;cl th8( l\G r.~~lv~c a n~w <!~,~ ~M 1~ ur.ab~ tc eiti"'11i.i !he horn~ .. 
vwR Ha J/"ltl!r~tiK1 nwt hP dld :ft(lt fi~l thi.-;Ut w,mlri hi;i $?lF1!! bf' CPS Rt iffl'11'tl to tha rnmB alpr,e; Hl3 ~tati~ iMt an oflli::"1<' 
,y;lll tr,avel to th(! home ~s weu. · · · · · 

c~,o~ai:i·t~® 1;!4~00 PM .$UCCt$1fUI FM$ tQ f!~c• Contact • STACEY KRAHE, SatWJftl ,l&IP~. ~l},1(tay .P,~,(~ 
Di~pmtm(tit ·. · · · 
S~ii.~~i~rut !~"a 10 !ai:~ cortl~I took P~ca attha ~mlly I\G!!ltl,'.. Tl1a h:ime \'1,11H~bnmv(~d tu ban~mt ,m:J cll:iim. 'l'i'u,m . 
wc.& an naeq<..tiil~ s!JJ;Ply ~f taoq irtd W!lrWng 1,1t1tmti 1n th~ n.om~. Ap~~prl9t~ ~!~ping art;):ng$n·mnt(, \~1-.)r~ ob~.ii'.'>~d kt 
1H l')l!OQr ctlk!l'f!!rt · · · · ·. · .· · · 

Mis. ~~e:~tKl".iii~ ,ill~d Mt:, SM.-11,.tl)!)t~l'<H)1$ ~r~ ir)tt11V~W!ld t~{'ltdlnQ t~ ~lmg111l{um. Mr, JQromn w11!i m!l1ctant to 
. ,"ip~'\it #~Ol;t j!l~ ;;tiklsa:ion~ .mi i'm ~\ii,~:,,~ Mi lltlbrr~(i, Htw,tivi.v, Mt, ,Jait.'lt)tt d~nlad ·that.~- Im$ ~J'>'6r done ~n~'l.hlrm 
iil.:lp~~1t.~. ti.>:;~yi<i~. Mr; .W~t~;~ w.1\;M 1,1'l M:;1:iil~ ii'>iltii $bout \M ail~getlonti. · · · · · ·· ··. 

. . . ,' 

M;: Jn~r.m d~fo{~1ti ~~\>Ing i!MY NltlN~ A1~1c~r1 l)(lritigl!. rM .<i~ni•II hiwiog "¥1<J l';l~;tt~ry t,f fT'l{!(t!!Jl ff!tlts~it, siibllntlO~ 
.,b~1, (lom~~tio ~h:>\tmta or t001h1ol hll!ttiiy. Ha· d~'tl!'ici bolnu ;J tl1;$Md f<.1$!.llt ~ror,t or 1:1,1ng affiiJ"t't(} With ~ ~yc<a~. 
provlth.r~ · · · · 

Mn. StUf-Q)' Kw}1t lri(lk.i~~i:i mS\l ~~rl)~b~tlo h,1~ f!)t~h•d ,,,, a.tton11,)1 and ~<mil a1M~~,1 ,:ot tq ,µ~;.\l< .Jlx~•jt \1le 
.. ,lii~it;qn,. Ma. Kri~~ f'4lr,<lr-~1 tn~ h&r tMltt11l"d it dh~:lpHtio ;~ to ~wt Ute ohlld~n Ir. limt ~1.1t ai,a !l},~ .~wi.;.~· thillt 
ptM!ernit. Bf.~iJtink-lri u~nl\1 phy;1Ji..~l tJtt1~1no, · 

l\;lit,Y;l'llln~ dMl~t;/ h~v!~ J:lllY Nnllv1Am~1!\::i1tl tu,rlt1${1~. $ro d~r-iacl l111vin~ iJf,Y h/t)!6ry c1!ill4b\1!4fll'O l.lUU!I!} (:lr,iQ(rltl~Hu 
VlOl!lll'!®. M!li !f.lJUJJl !nd~':-~t¢d 1M! f,11"\t hi;!~ Mlx~ly bu!~!il!llod 1:lt)y t)tht<r fl1/30t.ii M~t"t-1 ·~~UE!~ M9. Krtlhi) ~M!(l(l_ b~(l~ B 
J/<;6't'l.~ct ~,IMprirsnt orbelrig Wi?Hated With H~yo~~ provkt~I\ Ma, &1M. d«m!Q(l lt'~tsM ch~.:.K~tl h~dtli!l\'"HI ·. · 
1T1en~l li('~l!h fil<iiuty ~o May 16; ~o:1i. · • .·. · . , . ·• .·· .• . 

:.nt~J~!-1~rnow;u.J:1NQ!fl9,,§1 . . . .. ·· ._ . 
TM~ fornllyt:'$m~ to liifl' Btt,r.llOfl ()r U)<S Mlr;h!g;~rr 0(t~'il'f!l3(tb:>f Mvm~, ~llt",ll::es 1titmr1 a (;O!J'l!)iilfnt v,~; fi;IC¢h'l!Cl 
~ll~g1ng, !!o.>1001 l'ibmm <J(J<)lm.i~ / Ii 1 · t 7. m l:IY hW- !'!ts,;.,r.~lb('lr, a~iN,lJl J~ro,~4, 8J · I.If v,•a~ fofifoi!itla.i\y 
!filcnt,~W¢li -at CQft~holJ~O (lf 0<1l<kt1)cl C<.!U/1\~ !Jlick:I,~ thl;\t: h«niU3fiffl.th~ rut:o~ l'loi' billy Md t<iUCl.6\1 Mr 
9'<'Bt her <:iolJ-ilrig 1.m ti~r vagli'i~ s'fan1~t:l lh~t h:ar s!epf~thfr l:otR'.-hed tar btfl ~ldi, uotl~rr11;i~n tiP.r oJ()t~iirig Clt al<l • 
;!!tl~thh~g mere l~11 r\lb hi!f bail:, arir. tQt.!Qti ~,r ov~r Ml'" C!Qlh!t1g. Ac!i>rtHnq b MQLA 7~0,62lla, "Se~uai conla<.l" .. ·· 
lricf:.lclH lh•-ltllentloosl l:Ql,lch}n~ of lli•-Victim 't1 or m::.,o( !l 111~mi1~ pa~ er !M, !ntMt!<i1'1al tuwctdng otth',l clo~in!:I 
r.ov~11r.g the lmi'isrt!iat, arf!a of ma v!ctlm'li or 11cror'lt i="\t!mf)!l§ ~,VI$, if t.ttat ln\atiU~ti~! tot1el1ing eaii t~a.a<.1n~tify 
cor.s!rutd n t~ln? tor tha p-.;rpon~ ·~f M;,<Ul!il ~roo~.~e:i nc;t dl!a!~• tnal h&t< flttipmUtP.t !ntentkl~lly \cnc:h~d 
hisr v~;lMI .ire.1 ~vet ht*tt:.!Pthln:g ~< at.!emptoo to do ariyti,lr,g MtMI to hat, She IN.iloatttd that tit wai nil,t,lf;~ Mr 
{H;~lly .:i\!ld !ot.;{;h&d (Wl~f ht,rv~gltisi, <)Id 1,cl!,inl;) tWJ!~ 3nd ${Dpp~ wMn Sf1E! ~('.<(~d h!M to. Therefor~. th~e Is' . 
iM\rlf,cl.!!ntt:liM(lnl~A tMt M( S!llrnw81.l~mm~~miually ahi~e<.1111~ n~;ri~r siepduui]hter, e.·· 

~ OKS·145Cl Will tlt m.>1\td to Mt Rey Krnre, M!i. Et:1cy Krch~. Mr, S.:irn;,.:BJe.rcme ;3r,<j Ms. fr'lcy Bymp, 

.~ •1i'ltnlntil !nvo~ti~~t1ori ti~, to;1¢ud~li tw JM a~r11!ey ;:dl~e 0~1H11tmar11. rhe cr!rrrnal tn.wtsiigatio11 \V.111 Ile dosed i'l'..l~ 
~ Asy:dH~eatJ\li'iQ, · · •. · · · . . .· 

• tJ!ilH5~ ($.!Ml' 1ru~;\1'1 
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LL 

. WOfOCaR $!GNATURE ANO OATE 
Ol$po$ltion Date 

SUPERVISOR SIGNATURE ANO DATE 
O!:spQ~/tl<m m1v1~w 0.Jto 

CONrlOtNTIAI.- . ·.·. . , . . . 
flT~ i;(ln!ld1mliallty oflMotm"ltlon !rt thfit dt,eU~itnt ~ })<~for.to<l bl' di(\ MJ~hJIJ~' Child r'rofooHO,n uw, }\'J'/(lt)-4 wht, 
\tl'ol;.\t" thltl pr(!ttel:lt1J1t ii, gultfy ~, ;t. n,tM~m.am:ir nm:J J• .er-..my lh1bl~ H>tdamag~s. (At:t N..,, 2.'.!lli P~ibH~ /\et~ of HHG, 
.i~ i.lme.l'l<lod(belng seetloM }~1,~i1~1~.6~G, MfotlliM\ Comp!l(!d I.~, a~et!Q0# 1 \ind ,a,)" 

, 1· 1"~~Mi~lfiWa.~~~~wHM~Wiw1~1,~)11~~i;;~~~;~-~~,~~~iof11tw."'iit1~~1.~J";;r~~-.~~'i~~lliw..r:,q.•, n~,t~ii~t<;~1,i1~:::~1~r111m;c---l 
i~tit;1tt111!!11$tt11~.},~~c,# t:11~ or ~~~lt~J- lf-Y4ll fl!ji,l/ ,%:P W:1,~ ,,l'jld!~, *~~~ ;'i~h:t!I, ~le., !11\\~&t !Ji>\ ,'\!l'l-'11!:'S>l!&,'llllh t:l!s,1l114~(tj\ Mt ~'<)U l'l!l'I 

:: ~-~~J~/l~.~~~~~ttt~~p.~~~~.~~'~'~~!i.~~~~~-~~~~~~~'~!J;i'i.:~A,,~,.~~~~-~~·~,._.~,•~ .. ~~~ ... ~~,,,,-.:-·-·· -. .. . . .: ,..:..:.,.;...:~.'"'''--..;t,.'""'''-"•"•"H 
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LL 

l.cg $£'>, 
CM~Narnl'$; 
Cn;Jtf. 

J1~4751J 
l<.RAHU, $1'ACSY 
X34S~g1P 

SOCIAlWom< CONTACTS: 

CHlLDREN P'ROTECT!VE SERVtces 

M/11ml13@11}Q0 AM SttC~~ful i;;~Uttr' eq11t~ijt • R~y r~n:ih~ 
A i~f.erWa.!1 malle!J mJ~r; ~~Y f\tglt,, t~~~I fi~lm~ ¢ boll) ~1d • • JQim, llt 12~ Wilk1w Dr,, 
Caiumb!a14l!:~. Ml, 4t'1421, Mr. Kraha WJHI 1J(llt~ ~ ~on~.ict OHS ~n thlJ'l Ui\Q slll)!t!~li>l'la: ~I.lid ~ 
(11$.{:UU~ wllrt H'Ti< . . 
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·.. ·: . .:· 
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Cas~ 1:~Ffr~d 

Back . Prinf 

2013~47841 .. FC 
··· PEOPLEvs. ;.lfiROMESAMUEt.~fAMES 
RUDY J. r-JtdHOLt~ ·.. . . . .· .. 
10/fJ9/2013 ·. 

. 00/00/0000 

NO·· 

t)ate · · Cotie Oesc11ptio(i 

l0/0!3/20·14 QRO QROER - NOLLE PROSEQOI 

,tp1os12014 ONP · PETir10N10RoER~rONottE PROSFILEb · 

Q8!-12/2014 Bf{C SbND REC/POSTED BY: COOY Jff{OME$1,000 10Wn OCSO 

{)8,i2/'l(U4; OTH· •aoNOREC¢1PT.FILED 

.08111120'14 ORO ORDER FlLEO GRANT MTN TO REDUCE .$ONO . 

.08/11/20·14 ORD ORDER FU.ED GRAN'i MTN FOR MISTRlAl 

oamario·14 JrE JURY TRIALENDED 1.00 

08/08/2014 MIS ·· MISTRtAL 

08l08120l4 OM DEFENSE MOTION TO AMEND a.oND GR.T 

oa1ostio14. on+• aoNO-SE'fAf $:t~.ooo c1s wrn-1-10% .. 
08/08/201,i. APR . DATESETFOR TRIAL ON 10082014 1()QOAM Y'l1 

. .. 

08/07t2014 .. JIG JORY TRIAL CONTINUED OJ:\Y 1.00.(CONT to 8/8/14) 

08105120·14 ·. JTC . JURY.TRIAL COtfflNUED DAY :t.OO(COtff 'TO lf.·7~14) . 

QS/04ig014 .. JIB . JQRYTRIAL BE2dUN tl5o (CONT ·10 8-5·-14) 
·., . . ..· . 

0&04/2014. STO . STIPIORO Flt.Eb rROTECTIVEFORCQPY QFD\/b 

(?8/0i/20.14 APR DATE S1rrf0RTHJAL0NP8Q42014 0100 PMY 11 .·.· 
. ()5fi9120l4 ···Hl=Q REOOE$fFltJW . .FORPISCOVBR'( 

05i2S/20H POS A.FFIOAVff/PHOOFOF SERVICE'PIIJ.':O 
. . 

05i16/20'!4 PdS. AFFIDAVIT/PROOF ()F SER\llCE:F!LED 

05tl5/20t4 NTC NOT!Ce FllED 'INTRO STATEMENT$ 
··. . ·< . . . ··:· .· . .. ... . .·: . 

. 04/2:312014 PM DEFENSE MOJrON REU::/\SE. QN PERSONAL REGQG DENl!=O 

l (l/f(Y.2(il 4 
· ...... 
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DJtt~ Code Deacr.iptiqn· 

04/21/2014 •PO$• •· AFFIDAVIT/PROOF OF $ERVfCE FILED · ·. . ·. .· . 

04/21/2014 :pos 0AFFIOAVIT/PROOFOf:S6RVice FILED: 

04/18/20·14 PRF PEOPLES RESPftLEO TO MTN f'OR Rel.EASE 

04/09/2014 MPR MoTfONPRAaClPE FILED FOR 04232014 JUDGE 11 

04/00/2Jl14 .MTN. MOTION FJLEO RELEASE Oi',f PER$0NAL RECOGNIZANCE 

. 0410~(2014 . PTH +1~E0 TRIALHELP 

:04/(!2f',:W14 APR DATE SET fOR 1'RIALON 0609.2.014 OB 30 AMY 11 
.: : . 

03118/20·14 REQ REQUEST FtLEO f'ORDISCOVERY/PEOPLE 

• 03/18/2014 POS AFFIOAVfflPROOF OFSEHVJCE FIL{:;0 

·.· 03110/20'14 :CAA OROERCOURTAPPOINTEO An'ORNEY FILED 

93.1()3/2014 PAY PAYMNT .$ERV/ORD PYMNT OF CAA FILED 

0.2/04/2014 AID.. ,t\D .. IOUR~ FQR U~VS$Tl<SATlONIOlSCOVERY 

02/(}412014 APC ADJ#COUNSEL 03262014 TO 04022014 

'·. 02/04/2014 APR DATE SETfOR'tRIAL.UN04022014 10 OOAM y,1-1 

• .· ()1/10/2014 AlO AD .. IOURN FORINVESTfGAt!ONlOlSCOVE:RY 

·0111012014 APC ADJ-COUNSEL 02052014 TO 03262014 

()1/10/;2014 APR DATE SET FOtlTRtAL ON ()32.02014 10 00 NAY 11 

12113/2013 PTH ·PRE-'rRIAlJiEl,J) 

12113/2013 APR DATE SET FORTRlAL ON 02052014 10 00 AMV H 
·12/0~/2013 o REQUEST FORAfTORNEY/RElMSUR$EMENTFILEO ··· 

.. 11/22/20·)3 PO$ AFFIDAVfT/PR;Of OF SERVI.CE FiLEO .·. 

11n91iq13 APR DATE set FOT{PRETRJAL ON i2t320'13 oa 30AMY11 .··. 

11/0812013 AID ADJOURN FORINVESTIGATION/OtSCOVERY 

f1/08/20l3 APC A()J.,CQUNSEL 1t08201STO f12220138YNO't1Ct; 

·111oa1~013 APR DArF. sr::T f-"ORPRETRfALON 11222013.Qa 3o AMY1t 
1'1/07/2Ql3 Gtf GENJNFOFtU:D 1StAMO . 

·. 1 ·1JQ6/20Jl. MPR •. MOTION PRAEClPE flLEO. FOR 11132013 ,JUbGS 11 
·· {1/06/2013 .·MTN ··MOTiON f'ilED AMDGIF 

--r1m112otl OCR DlSTRI.CT couffrRE~fURN F!LEO ·.· 

·i0/25/2013 1RN -TRANSCRIPT FlLEiJPR~LIM 10/091:19 
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Dme Code l)e~cf)JJ.iic:m .•• ... . . . . . . . 
10l24/20t3 :APR :DATE SETFORPRETRIAL ON.11082013 08 39 AMY 11 • . 

1 OltW,2013 .ARR .ARRI\IGNMENT IN C.OtiRT 

10(.16/.2013 GIF GENJNFO Fil.ED 
·.· '.··. ···.. .· : .· .. 

'l0/10/2013 N 

101()9/2013 N 
.. 1 o/0912Jl13 A 

1. 0/09/201 :i 
·l0/09/2013 

b,JTC CJADMN FUJ:P 

·. NOTtCE FROM COURTAPMINlSTRATOR FJLED · 

.· .. PROS~CUTORS ORDER 13;.06884 

ARRESTlNG J>iGENCY: BERKLEY POLICE DEPT, 

45/AOtSTRICTCQURT 1~0681F'( 
. . 

·. · l0/09J2(J13 CTN • GENTRALTRACT 63--13-005884-0t 

1f.}/09/2013 .'$10 STATE:10 4715230P 

·· ·t 01091201d D9F DATE or: or::FENSF.;// · 

10/091'.Z013 CCA .: ARRAIGNM~NTv FR( 101a2013AT0830M1 • 

10/69/2014 l)CX EXAM FOR 101.09/'1:l~JAO 
10/09/201~· DOB. 81RTHYEJ\H•72· 

1()10012013 ~HG ·. 75Ct520B1a 1ST PEG CSC (RELATION) 

10/09/.201:3 BOIJNO OVE:RAS CHARGED 

"10/09/2.013 CHG '760.620C1B 2NO OEG CSG{REl.ATtQN) 

1W09/2013 SOUNo OVER AS CHAR.GEO · .· . .· . . . . 

1 o/09/201.s aoN soNt,lPosreo BY; Nor FURNISHED 

10/09/2013 

10/0W2013 

crrv: UNKNOWN 

lYPE: CA$1-{/$URE'fY 

'IOl'09/2Qi3 AMOUNT:$tiQ0,0!)0 

t0/09/2013 APR QA1ESETFORA8!~lGNMENPN 1U102Q130830AMY. 

:. : .:.. ·: .. : -:· .. .:.. : : 

·· hlipa://co1u:t~xpJore.t,i1gcioi.id.c~m./oakla1.11fo<.H.lt1.ly/Se11;i.:h:C11;;;:9/Vfo'l-vPrit1tA~Hm1•. · 
. . . . ' ... •.. :. : . . . to/Wi20!4 



City of Berkley Police Records

028a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

co 
'tj-

(Y) 
0 

~ 
0.. 
'tj­
N 
(9 
:::) 
<( 
(0 
~ 

0 
N 
~ 
I... 
(I) 

u 
>, ....., 
C 
:i 
0 u 

"'O 
C 
cu 

.::s:. 
cu 
0 
0) 
C 

LL 
\... 

2 
"'O 
Cl) 
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• ... · ·•·. '· ... ·.· I ·.. > 
···. :Arrest SUp;for Confine~, entin 

.· Thi~ forr1\il1tJ~t?G !!U~d plJt t:ompki\!~IY, _tiy.·tt\~ Wt~{i1\ J Qfficeijt • 
{)rthajr~ep;lrtment bef~r~ i~wvlng ti pn~onw i!il the. bt,t*t~\J .· 

.· .!J~~,,~ M.r f!ilglt1mU1:in, fhlij Ir; rwt 1l rep0tt blit th61tik·11j1.i\l{1i1 
1At:\U~l(~d l!lt18bla:~ ti~ d.;!p,!rlm~nt t,:i 1111 out tlm b1'.)o~t!l 

. t:~fd eorrufJfy .. md !<Mp ~ mctlus op!l'r.alldi ni~ an v;1r1t'.m 
't.Hi'Hn~ ~t yotir d~}:-0:saL Your nthmttnn givcii to ~:hi 

d~~:::~·.:~~.ls:~.:~ .. , '"' _j__ CP~ • 
! Malt!(.m N,m1e: Subjoc:s Nnttra: JEROMR, SAMUEL JAMES 

.. Address; C!ty; Be,RKt.EY State: Ml Zip: 4ll01l 

Homa Phone: :prr J 75 $if$ Cell Phone: Work Phone: 1..t s, cmz~n: 
Birth Stala; Ml DCB: 1)5/1$i1~72 Rana: WHrr.e :S~/'1Al£ fjirth City: OUROlT 

Hgt; 6H Wgl ~30 F.:yo; snow~ q,~ii: BROWN G!~S&$S/Gontacts: NONE 
Orht(frs Lic~r.se#~ State: IM1 .· · S0cd:l1~t; #; Q; I l 

. . ·. t . . . 

Sc~ts/Mar1<a/Tattccis: -TA11'00S.'fATAt'lM, L.efT Uf P~R,t'R$A\, SYMBOL!f A.'fTOOS-TAT ARM, RIGHT l)PPf.R-KIOS ·. 
NAMES AND 008$1"" ·. .. 1 • 

l:margeneyc.onlact S'fACEY KAAH2 H1l!utiohhi!ni WIFE +tom~ Phone: 9R I L I 
· Ar:#dress: !Sits I JJtlM • City; t:31:RKLEY I · · $tr:iH,: Ml C~l1 Phone, · 

Nota5: csc WARRANT 1 · 

*"~*ctn=tt'9:P~~,~~,-~~~~~,<,, ..:(<t~~· >>»•>>"~~~'~'"~~~~">~1 t:~n~.:«-~·~ .. >.~'*''"'w-'"~-»<."<'«'~~ 

Dale: 0~/13}:':?0t3 Arfeetlng Offi~i; MCRl!M ! 80090#; 
Officer'$ work Lcx:olkm: aERKt.EY DPS j iBAC.: Release Time: 
lnterlm Bond Posted with A1ro~ling A,genr...'f Y .If Yes, Arno<.lflt: $ • Receipt#: 

I ~:,:~~:~~:~:::;·;P!, ~! ;;~ ~r:~~ 4M ~1$:Rltrf C:URT_:~t ~au~ =~DIST ~B:R~Y ] • 
. ", .. , .. , .. ,""'"'" ."'""" .... ltld}ttMn 'il'{htt~l!f ~llll Chtti'U,?1!, ~t "?!at~ l-~i!{Jl-'(ll~ny),i~ t~~ttt~~!!Ol') ~r ~ ~~f!~~!!~!L"~'"'"... . . , """. ,. , · 

·t)Ctmrg~ Qesc,: Ent(tr PACC & CTl\l Below ·1 2-}Chtirr;e £)a$Q,; 

(~) i lm;Jctent Numi,er: ~,as , O flncid:en! N\nnber: 

J) Charge os~c.: l 4) C:lwge De~c,: 

O ./fnc!dentNi.:l11bH'.I ·· () i l"Gl\:/ant Nutnoer: 

sht~11!i'~ 1)cTN:, a:n3005ea401 Pi\CO: '.· ,'~mi1m1tl . 2) cTN: , ?Ace: 
\1\/arranl 
Art~st\1 3} CTN: PACC: ) ·•,· ,\) CiN: PA.CC: 

• Property taker. af8ool't1ng'. /lfy~s. ,\st,r.,rt~r~f -· 
c~s11 takfln al 8!X}king: .. l lftes, $ .. ·. · l 
t~!oth!ng raken f{)r ei/idsn.:,r IH yet, !lat .irtlcl~;, 

· Accider1t or lr:joreit Mectlcal r,1~:!itrni:>~' NO Hosp!tal Clc1Jrso~ Forrn' 

rv,snic,,t PAF-cAmlONS: POLLEN, GRAss minutAR HEARTBEAT 

t 
Arresti11g Cfflcer's l "'.", .............. ,,,,,,""'''"'''~.-.:,,,, .. ~"'W<.'':'f'''''''~'"-~'''''''"'--.... ~~~,,,,,,,~ .. ,,..,._.....,._~ __ ,,,,__,~ ...... '4<,, .. ,, 

! 

3ond Requirements~ 04·b. 

Ticket# 4.5 • A Court D~t(f 
.... ~~~""''"""'''' .... ''"''''""'"'-:-°"""''""""'""''.:'""*'""""'· -.,..._..·,w0··-..,n..,i·n 

... :,•,•,•.• •••:' ,:..~~.f•.•'<•:-.., .. ',f ,;.<>.~:,;, .. ~'A•.• .... •:•.:'.·~• •• ': '.: • '• 



City of Berkley Police Records

029a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

co 
""'" ('() 
0 

~ 
Q.. 

""'" N 
(!) 
::J 
<( 
<.O 
T""" 

0 
N 
~ 
1-. 
Q) 

u 
4' 
C 
:::J 

8 
"'O 
C 
cu 
~ 
cu 
0 
O> 
C 

·: .. : ·. .·::.... : .· ::· ··; 

09~~113 ! Ut0,9:47 f t .. -eJNJINQUIRY ON SlD~. !UJ14W1_ . 
.3%20 · · . ;· · 
~ r,Rrn J.9ozu=.iJ~9~0.Q9/?J/l:.> rno9 c~w~ea. 
r-Hf.3~5}06 ·· . . .. . . ·. . . . . . .. 

: .. _::a:f ~~~~st/'.~ tNQtitF,Y tiN t1I¥tf1i&l~ 
··vc.th 1n~<mMl't:1nliirr> 

•JC1~: :ta::st~s· · . . . . . •. 
·· itBM,b"1.KS · : Oa: ·,· . · • • ·. : . • 

t:R;tM!WAt. ifasitiat nteofoJ ~\\:S!>OHSES AF.E risili~otir ·iJebN .Cl\l!i'.l11Mi Hl:S1'0tn: fl.c!~Ol\l) . 
t..t</Fl)I\Ni\Ti ofr.) '-11~1) -~i~ : !l1'.:t.•t).R'l't0 . )):Ci TN~f t~'?.W, . Miosrrott'{, . 
O~RS S}lf.llfUl -~'.l'l\Ci' i~c,i'i.1 ciU"MUi;{L ,Jt},.~f:t¢:S:': ~~r.tSB 10 ui1iEP.Mnii:{ emu: Jj{l\'J 

.. COf)l,t,. ti \N. ':Ul(.~ nr.ts. . . ·. • . . . . .. . : .. . : . . . 
· · · , t-1ic.n.tii~» tl\iNiN"At: kr~tow< ~~ctri ::±"N~'ftoN, Mtt'thtc. r:1:ssrn;tl>!f\Trnl>l ~nrai-s~r;f!; 

··~a:·.··,$io~1xr'~iarif As or o~/zJ/i(~J · · · · .· · .· :·· · .. · · · · · 

.. ·. ·~J ·;.~6Mtr .. S,\~lU~f;; ~mM~;f 
. Mc! !?I :ett:i<t M 
nt.;r~ ,'Ht. ~WTJ :lJO. 

· · ~n:;)·t_1Hl~Z:ati'.e · : 
, .... -~OH:' ii5/1'3/l9U• .· · f;.Blt. 2Mf1'lWD1-

.)I.J\.!.! nRo ·· :x:c.iY·'i<t1,c~:r.~~ ~#1.v-' 
£YE: i~RO POB: ~11 
O!ifh .~1~·11rr nr Ulll 

. P-£.t:Nj'. .. : . · ... : . 

· ·· .. : chii·· 

: .}~h~ :t~m.~, }\.VA.:Il,AfU,.Si lES 
l'A.I1M ':fRI~t.S· ·~V'.1Ul~DLE 1 't t?!S 

; PUl)$0 .'1.VAI'!,A..~! Yes .. 
·~:n ltt®~n ·AvMt~it i r.io 

Ml~f)~ · 
~:<.}r· TIP . SUJ . 

· ::·;;;;~~~~~~~;;;::~~;;;;.;;;;~~·--, .... ~~,w«~~,.~;,.;;;;~~~;,~z~:;;.:·.,:,~;7;;7;~;:'~x~.-..... 
. '.rCtiftr.itA{ .lf:lU,MMt.~tHn .• .:l ~!t~t. . . .,. . ·. .. .. . · • ·. . .. 

···!:~:~L.!~::!!~?etJ.~!~-~:~~~H:~~~~*~~~«'••=-,~~~.~---~: .. ~~.=.· 
• iliuir· -~~~t .· : ·:CUAAGE: SfG~!ENt l ·JIJ.OteiAt -,sl':r...~i · · : 
. ~~~:-c:1:;:"'~~"'. .. ...,..,...,....;... ••r· ~~~"':::'t''.,'.\'~'''i'~««s.~i,.,. <. ·~~~w.w,~».,,,;..., ....... ;;:.~<!""'"~'-"'~'""I</., ;· 
· "'M.~i ~,11;t.-,,:ou •,.: ,.QJ\rt·r JU2:,,~ ;?.o...... s ,~,:~rtA J-St";,pVEo 

Mt.:ti~l:ti;fo(j. . .. . Mt~:100l3A . . · . ~ 

. ···· : ·i~tL:r: ::.tf. .. OA~t=~~~=~f\,-: "t 
. .: '.l (/f!.t 'orJf#O .. t' ettt·~l.i ·1~Jr;·5;>,r1arn 

!l~r,\~i~!JI;i.. . . ·:;. ··-- :1:t~!, :~t~UA!, 

pi;~p\" ¢1~fo ,a'?' ~~(,,:gWli'¢i •i co~µOC'f JS:' tiiG$r,Y. 
) • i.k-sU~'.'XO~~}l:t~l 

·:··~~~~~~,/r-~'°;'.•;. ... ~ :,.-i"!:'<"~:j~~~.,.1,.~t~i~-:X·.~~~-~«~;c.~!~:~····:-:'.-.,.~:.~. •.·'.:·'. '.:; ·: • ·>¢~~::-~·,,~w.:~~-~\-• .: ·v,;.•,.;·.·.•:;".·.·.•.·,,"'i,~·.-.. ~ .: • ...:~;- ·: :·.14»:~<< .. ~-~~ ~"-~·":':C:)>t,v"-'<:-"):~~""'-,-.6~,~ .. ,,.,.~,.·. : 

~~ ~·c.:t".b~~J,~ (~;1gi- ·)lj /~)fs/~ft~i~·~r 

.·.,;., .. 
,•, ..... : ;;,:.·.·.· . ........................................ /. •.. .._ ···-~, ;:,, .. ~ ...... , ..... ~ .-~ ......... =.- .......... : ....... · ........ _ ........... _ ....... •,•'•,·.·.· 
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· ntsst,4hiAT-10.1}, 9f·ir;ni~1tAAt,•_t-ti:$TO~t :t~~fl.~TIQN· ts. a~~dFc.r·ro: .. !'.Jfo~ira-i~ ruio ri::p~~.i.w 
l\UT,is ~ti ittGi.~J\.'l'lP.l'ia > l'ir.~·sn WO Ltnl -~i}.\ll:~-rs"TAA'i'l)lE' ~ti:1ilt$ ANti 'l"l'':X.F. :rn •. usr.:. 
Q'$1: oP' 11nis -i~cno r:s:. ':.-Z~r.Ttt. 10. itti.:r!tJ~j,>tiat. or. ·1NQurflt, ·· 
· · : · ·.··. . ·. · : . ·: · ... , .- ' . · ~ • !JPs6:tAi · A:l"l;tt~ti~w--..,. · · · . 
~~" ~ct ia -~i2A, iH18 t,.~1~~'.0IHl. Cl)NT!\'.i:t~a. l\(J., ~lMt~1. ·~lSi'OP.Y J'!~t'Ct\M.iW!ON '}'HA'l' 
.ri .so.P~'.J'l"!o f:i.Y r:r~G£Ri,;i\I.Nt 1:t-H'Ri>S$I0?:1ij; ·rrqcrA~o.t"t~a ·ciJNVICl'!ON .!\Rt,· J$()N--coNvr.i::<rroi-i 
CIA.TA· •. ·· ~~b:.~1 :AS:· t<i\OV:ittit'D: tj~ '.?:~W, .•.. TH.ts:, i\:sc.oi:lt OO~e .. NfJ'l' .. t.N<Jt,Q(.}l!: -Cl)!M!N~h !:lfS'l'ORY 
lNt'!.,~~'l\tJ;Ot·(tAA'l' ts :t~ON"·Pti~tl:1;: ~'i $l'A't0'.l'i Oa rtou~'l' Oa.i:IE'tl, .. ' 
f't:'li'\¢~~nfiD -:e>·.N\7:i°¢' ., iii . . ·. . . . . . . . . 
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·.·• .. .· : · .. -: · ... :.· :···. : :- ... · -: 

····: .: ... ···:·:··· ·. ·:·· ·. ·. .. .·. ·.·· : 

.·,"""'--~-'"'-''""""'-''~""'"'~''"'"""-·'"""](\XJD~.YA~.~~-,-"'"'-·-"· t
1
ll~~~tL,-.,,;~---,"~~/ · .STATE OF- MICHIGAN . . ··. .. . . ...... ·· . : PROS .. OROERNO. 13--06884 •.· .. · 

'f~ ois:-:r<iOi i~uR·r.;11lt.,11c!AL 01stRi/;'f iio.. . 45/A · · · · · · · · · · · · · , , · 

·. ·-=~2:~.E.~'.fL.,, ... :; .... ,,., .. ,~ .. --.; .. : .. "----:-··..:"'_ .... :~~~;;,.~.;_+~:~~~-~;,"+~¥~~-!1~~1. __ , _____ :-... ;., . .,_;.~.)~·; .. ,;~-~~'.'.~'-,:~· .. \.· 
· THE PEOPLE OF lHE st ATE o~ MICHIGAN vs. ·. .. 

-SAMUf;L. JAM[$ Ji;RbME ,e;i-l ~\,005Se4,01 

• Bi!!~ley, Ml 4eo12 •. 

· . ·:· :. 9~~ o.hlf!~~iE!: 

·• \.tociatt~~i: 
co~p1~_10~~,: · · 

Complii!ril~g. 

. . ·:·. . ..: 

. CIW ()f E\11:t:ll<LSY 

• tr··( 

''Wfffl~.s$~-,.,., ... ,:~.,~; .. :7""'""·"·'·lliJ~!1~~~~"-;~'.:: ;.,~:~:~-~.,..:~~;~::~ .. ~ ...... :~ .... ;"tl: .. ~.t~~~;:;., ........ : ... ~_,~;,,;., ... ~;,....."~' .... 

Lr. M. CRUM; cfa aERl:(LEY ?OllCf:. r,EPl. . 
otrr. c. MILLeL . · ·. · · · 
Ml J 1. llf!ljil:f .: 
.fff AC'fN:tVNN:KMHi; · 

· JUDITH.ANi(( ITTllTNEF( · 
REP.' OF CJMS . . . 
REP. OF OH$ , . . . . . . . . . · · . . · . . .· . 

. ·::Jt~~~F~f°. . ::·~~~~~~~r£%~·0···., .. ,, .. ~,,__-~ ..... : .. ~,;.,~.;,'."''"~'"'""""'''···"····'·,··-·""''""'"'"""""·,--.. ·--:~:'"""'"'~"";;.~ ...... : . 
. .. · .. ;;::r::t~1t!\:~~J~~ti::i~·M~·i1ltl~m®:~u~M.iti1Ud~~~llttl<:t>~)l!l,! In ~a ~om! ~I"!~ \hilt~~ \~,j~~ ~nd :rt~) 

.c01.JNT1 . . . . . . : : 

.. 6rlg~mflo ~it~\(1..~1 pMetralion. fo..-t'Jlt dlgiteitpeinalfsttl)tl ~ vagina; with a 13 year old chl~i L t • • • t 1 1 and tl\e a~ret\dant was 
ralat(~d lo lh~ vlct;m by ~1om:l ~i~~uloll)• to lh9 4th deS!f"'-~ cont<~ry tc.i MCL 750.52flll{'l)(P/, {7S0.520tltal · · 

SqRA NO'l'IC\$: this I~ uTler ill .Oft~1se iJilder the ~i Off(,1~~ Hegltitratli:m: .~t ($Of~} Ui:ileO ll'ro r.01.1tt 1i11d; !hat ~ ~Iim: .. · . . . 
\'/tit, bfff.'v~tt.1he ag;.,s i~f ~ 3 fu 15 bwlwi;,\ie, ~onsented t~ ll)u t~llfi\Jd, and ll\e:®ft,it\dattiWas Mt more H1a1) 4 years1.~d~dMn 
thi, v!ollnt:, ¥Ci;: W. 12:Z(W}{W} . . . . ·· • . . . . . .·.·. • . 

. , !'ifyis·rp)~STiNG N01'}CE. 

· · 1u~~n~.th~'itp(1r-,ua.1l l.l':I Mct:33a:&i~S. t.ifJQ1t~~vm.~~ ~ttJ:OOijr~ ~:~i:.<t~t11's. ~ui\ ihG di~tiht t<rJrt,b .. 'tl~.'.llN~lt 
. ~j:f~fi~.-i'nla11t to tm tM~·.f9f\le1~iilti(~o. ~i\lsi)lld($\1Qtl;, ~-~ll fur.\~o ;;1f~~ric~ of HIV <:ll. ,~1 Ml•Md~· .W·H!V if • 
: ~ht:,~:.~~~J~la f'i'~&~ ~,~l~~ -~ ~!~~\IQ~}ll~~t}_t~:<Uil1 Jitlrtttmtkm <:.f ~~.~OlltlfE! :~ .~ h~t}j ll\;~ (}t1~ .. '·. 
~~ftjl~l'lL }f.lt\e .t!l.m.ri,:;IJ;Jd~~ <.l1:tWm11tl8~ thtif lt11,tt11~ ;;i f1!,)t n~-UU~{i:i, Uft<.~:ll t:cn\>1ct_!tJI\ th~ Ct:l'lit\!Tlllt'!Of\{~r !h!l>d(,,lt~rd.;,t,\ tq t:a 

. : test~i{'F · · . · · . · · · 
• · : : Ff.aO.~¥~ · ·· l.ifrl~ ;tatt!k,lpty ilfel.i~ ~lec.1.ron!c monit91irig; 1i,a1)i;atory AlDS/STO testing; ht-IA to be tG\<er1 (,.tpon atre$1. Tr<~ 

· , .• t6Ur.l: m~ irnpoi;e a (X)J1s,,~u0w.i ;,entenca .1.mdur MCI.. tM.62ttbt3>;. · · 

• CRIMlJlfAL'S~\Jit.:¢0No.~cr~.r:IHST O~(MU!t (f{ehlt!(insi1Iµ} 
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·. .· .·.. ••.••. · ..••. ··· ....... ·· .· ..... ··.· .. ·.· . ·· ......... · .. < .. . .. . . .· 
·. . ..... ·.· ...... · ....... i .. ·· .··· ·. . . . . 

.· . : . 

... . . · .... ·. ...• . . . .. · WHlt01;5,SMVAW . ··. . •. ·. •Pa•)t,i:?;cJ~.! .·•· •• 
·· ··"sfA:rEO'rMfcW1EArT' ____ ,,_~·-··"""~'.""'""'"''~·"·,.,.,.__,"'·--"--'-"""'pR?5~C'.'0Roe'R·Ncf"'"'1i:osss4-~---..... _..., 

· · · • iii!!. t)1~1nlcr coURJ.Jt1oi~lAi. o,,tp,1ct N9- 451 A · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

.· ·• •• C~oiCM~N() ....... ,c,., ...... ,.-"-·-•mw .... -.~ .··• ---·.·· ···•· .-JM•.• '···- ... , "' }A!~.!'!!A.N1~-"-"·.--· ............ · ......... , .................. __ "'." ··. ·· . 
. •GOUNT2 

~!~lei,929~ hi se.x:.11,1! ~n~twi\h~ ehlld, $( · · ·. v .. hf.lw,l'~ ~Jletast ·I :3 but lttt1\l· llm'~ 1~ y~~~::~·.~Ka*Ohe <fofe11dtmt wn11 
r.~~tedti:I thev,cilm bybioQtftit iifllntty ~Q !h&·'>ltl't de91'$~;:t~1ilrmy 10 MC!. 1no.1ioc(U{b); f75~.&lWWt ·. . ··•· .. ·· 

. .. SOM NOTICE: Th!!$ I$ n. TI~dl Pffen.e~ Uf\d&t {,~~ $ex Offander Ri,gjll-{n:tllon A1:t {SOrtA}, It Js ;j T1of· Ill otrefise if !he dtii~'lnr;f~r,t 
·•Ima·~ r,rlcit liinvlc:t!or.for a Tier ii orr&tiBEl, MCL28.7:22(u} & (v), . 

. · ':l=tfVISTO T~'StiNG NOTlCi: . . · · < • • . ·. • · ·. · ·· . . ·. . . . ·. ... . 
· · ·· ... · • .: ·T~k(i i'lQtfua iti;M pl;/tsuai,t to MCL 353,6129, UJXl!l bii)dov~r lo tl(cultcourt·i;ir ffleorder·a court. lhe dls!rlc! oou1t Ju(!ge shall· 

~dar tho ~~n~ant t;, beil~(ld f<-ir \~em~I dlH~iS!'.t. ht'!1).1titl$ aJ11t~;tlon; ~ilci {<1t th~ pt~-i~lll:.; .1:f HIV ot~tl ~niihoitf tti tilV if 
Ifie Judge detem11r\(!t1 th,:,ro I~ rea~ ia beli~v!.l lfilt :11lol;·li~f\ l!w·o!v~ sexll~l p~t,ltaJIM r.;:: ~~t,ie~um ll' irtiidy !~!tl cf ihii . .. 
tie!~~1oilt. If \h(! dl&trict iu1.me dCJ!ttirml!1e~.tl1,,fte$U119 lll mt nt1.wlrml, Upti11 ~Jrtvi>.,tloi\ l.tlo ~(ll.lfl mtl$tOrcfotthioi dat'&ildtll)Ho ~ · 
1~$t.ed~. . · · · · ·· · · · ·· 
· F'€1.0N¥~ HJ. Y~rs; m$dialofYAIOSISTD fasting; ON.A to be lak~n upon i,n&st . . . . . .. 

.. .·. 

CRIMINAL Sr:Y;UA:L CONDUCT ~ t-iECONP OE!GRl:1: {Relwt!of\ihlp) 

-·· .. ·. 

··<·······"•: ..... , ... ·.···., 
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. . . . . . . . ·. . . .• . .· . Mrn.~tl•! 3 ~~MU,1\W .·. .· . . . :,~.)\l~ "\ of.?. . . ·. . .· • . . 
·.··~,...,~ ... , .. ,,,,v.(' ........ _.. ....... ._......,._,,,,, .......... ,:,, ............ , ..... ~ .. ,," .. ,:-,:-,,'.'''.'"~''""''"''~'~""""""'o)"'"'''...,....... ... " ....... ~~~~"'"""'-'>~'~'' ... ~......_...:,:~ 

'STATI:OFMICl-llGAN . . .. PR.O.S. 0:RDERNO .. ·. 13-05884 . 
. Ti\€. 01iii\:C l i:;1:,l)~1'-Jllf.'HC!AL O!STP.lCTNO. . . 451;\ 

COMPLAINT/GENERAL 
·.· ... . ... · ·. . . . .·. . . INFORMATION - . . . . . · , . . . . 

.. ::'."'""'""~~,-~:;··';.'':~, ...... ~,,,, ...... ,;":~'''""""' .... ~"'''''."''M"."''""~~,-...... ~ ...... ": .... , ......... , .. ," ............ ",.:,, ·····.•.·.·""'-·''"''"'..-.""'"''.''''''"'~·······''''''~ .......... .:,,·.:,:.·., ... , ... :-._~.,.. ............. -.'""':",··-..... '!'~._..,.,,,"':.~:-!•,--'"'~'' 

rHe PEOPLe OF THE:srA.·~ OF MICHIGAN Data of.Off~nt:.o: 6N Ot-{ AtlOlJT t:;ECEMl:!t!R201t 
\J$; . . . . . T~\ROUGHAF!'AIL t.013 

SAMUE(., jAMES J~ROME /6:M~~005C84-01 Lca:~tlan: CITY OF !Jf,;RKLEY 

6mi<!Ay ,. M! il-!l~i2 Colnplalttant: · · · • iUS 

. .· : . . 

The COMPJ.AININGV1,t'('.NESS U}'Sl ~.it c,1 thQ <:l!i\G n~d l'lt lh~ !ccatlun i:!csMhod, .tho defeii~til,:ct\n,ror/ lo la:...,·, 

COiJNT1 
·.· : . . . . . 

~~n(! In n~~l!~ll p$nefra1:on, toN;i!:. 6!git~l penett &llor1 ~ vaglmt, with .ri l 3 Y\mt o;:J child; · ·· · .· JAi; ~;,(j th~<lefmichn! \'J~s 
rniated to thtJ:'MtlDm by b;W1~ <..)i' .~ffin!ty to th~ 4lh dearCo:1; <;<intr;iry \e> MG!.JOl};aiob{t)(b), f75l>,~oa:t_a} 

. $t~'{.\ N(frt,,E: This. is a Tlat 111 .()ffe/'1$~ miffof ttia $at f)!fo1)rjw f{egiatratl~ii Aet- {$ORA.) unles; 'lh~ eoQ~'. flnoi, \t11,t th<t1 yic;{lm 
'1/~i ~·w~n th~ oga$ o~ ·1 :3 1<> 1 l.'i !ildusiv.-,, <:<11,1101,ti.xl to tho s:;oi#t1ct. arid lh$ dof~ndts{'t ~\:'~~ r.o! more lhari 4 years older !NH': 
1M'\>ictlh\ M.Ct:2i.l,722(w){iv},• ·. ··· · · 

ri1V1s10:tr:$r1No: r-1011ce •. ,_ · 

·• 1'ak($ nn,k.1, th~t 1)u1\~i,ant ~i~tt ~il5tm>, -\~lil1:W<1i/~t t9 c!t~iit ~lfrt.'t>f i'\~~!:lr<:J~r'~ t:,$tit1, 1im d!~tfit~I cQ;.i,fjudiJfl ~titlli. · · 
?rc(~r lh;;i ~J:ifa1io~11t m ti~ t~~ll~, ftfr <n~r1i?rit~J i:1/wa~. ~~~tla ~h-1Mt.tk>~;~,il:l foriti~ i')1(1~~11~a QHl!V 01:n,,nmt~ooy 10. 111v if 
m~ iml~,t1 · d6!~Wi)~"~l Ut~l!I -lui~a~1>1t \r!'i~~lh~\ta lh,i \1«~~1!1)!1mvoiv ... ~.~\$l ,i~1tW~l:~ t)f w.~.i~u,~ 19 ~ tR1dy fltM nf lhES 
de(~rti:itilrt.t lfnW dk;~1ct fii~it daltim~•Jd:S · Ul aH~~ilfll) .lft fMf fiitjl~i!'E~<J; i-.1r'):'\ _(;<.'l'IVJ1;.t!t't\ 11:t~ -,Cll.1! \ i.HIJSI d<hlt th~ ii<llf~rntil! l,":i t)e 

.. testtl\d. . · · · · · · · · ··. · 
; fEtP,NY:,:. . life; tY113ri~l!>ly llfettme ~lech't:,nl\, '1"1Qnll61%g; l~B!'ld~my A!OS!tl'm tasting; DNA !Cb~ ta}:~n up~n artesl. Tl1t1 

C!?Urt mayi'l'!~e BC01'l$i3t,ut}vo ~;titeM~ (u1<J6t MC!,. 760.ti,?U.b(3}, · · 
. . : :_·. .. .. . 

CRIMINAL BEXUP.l, CONOUC'f ~ Flfl.$T DE;GRE:E (Reli!libl1llhlp) 

,OS.t 

.-,,.v•'>• .. ····--->··. ••••.· .. >· .. ·.·.,.,·:·· 
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<1.) 
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.:,,,"'-''''''N'~""·'~·'""'"'.'"~-""~....,,.,._._,.....,.,_...,~,"~'"''!'"'"·u~· • ..,,,..,..,,...,.,;.~,,~~""·· ~1~12.~A~"~''"'''~'",~-)~~ . ..,.,., ....... -""· _,2~-~~~,~~'''w••,,~,,w .·· 
STATE OFMICM:GAN. . .. ·. . PROS. ORDERl'IO,·· 13.;05884 
'Ml; i:)iSTRICT CC<!JRT·J!JPICIA.I. i:.:,s1w6r t~Q, '4$/A 

County lli O~KI..AflO COM?l.AlNTfGENERAL 
. . . . ... . .... iNFORMATtON . , ...........,.,,._.M'( .... ,~ ........ .._ ...... ._,..,_.,...,, .. ,, ..... ~, .... ,..,..,._ · ,,........,,' • '• •u.o••o"""'" .. ·'- .. •.>', ••· ..• '''""""" ·. _-,,...,,,,,,,, ,,,,,.,..,..., '""'"'''""""·V~.,,"- ....-..... , .••••,, ... ''h"'-". ''""•''''" ·"''"'''"' ... ' ...... ,, .. ,..,...,.,...,,<i,,.....,...,,,...;..;.,;,_V, : 

: . . . 

COIJITT1. 

dki ~ng~ga ln ~¢:~u~l l.".il,1tcicti.1.ith ~ chl!d.,.t . & whl.'I was·1a11 laaat.iahut l~slhan 16 '!~~rs cf <39'9, and ihed.amnd~!\twas• 
related fo L"'le .•i!~«in by b!QC<.l pt ~ffiol!.y !!:l !ha 4th dl:'lgt{l('j: c~nfrniy to MCt 7!Jtrli2{kt'H{b), f75-0SWC1 BJ ·. 

SQHA NCrncE; n,r!S h, a Tier ll c)ifetiee unctar the Sei< Offand;;.ir R,a1I~llm!i1jh Act (SORA), It Is a Tlor Iii Otf~riseH ~~~ da(lSr.~~n.t 
h~ ~ prior convielleiri for a ·nsr H orfo1,se. MCl 28;722(u) A M- · · 

H!V,STD T(:STING NOT(CE • .. 
. Taite notic::e \hal J:-ii~uanl 1(3 MCL .933-.512.9, upon. tlir.dovcir lo Cll'ciJll court or t'JCOrtfor's ;;ci1,rt, ff)(! dittrlcl 00\J!} jti~ !:ha!I •. 
tr~ thit t:lafmW..!f\t l<l bi iB~t~\1 for ~nti~.:il dl~l:l.t~. l~t.-¥1till~ a h~~!lQO, • and tor th~ prniotr.c::(3 (lf f-11v or .ii, an!ll)~{ tcll)Vtf 
Pte it>~ge tjf\((lttn.1~· thEl~-a ii, nmsoo !.o tH~llti~•.!i fu~ vk1l~ilkir1 ~r,v1>l'>l~tJ 1~~x1.w! fX!tlf>lr~tl,,n w e!'>1~ii;1;tS3 to ~ b:Odt. fluid. \:If ii),, · 

. <l~fuoda1,t. lfl\'\e dl':ltflo!H!(!ga du\M'tllnt1s fhat fostl~ ls flet f~q,.limd; i11i{H\ (!ot)\<~tio,,, Iha ~"<nt. tn\ltiHitd~r~jo .i.:Wsratmt I~ .M 

:~rgr"Y: ·. 15\'ears; m;;ndatoiy AIDS/STD tGll!;ng; ONA tP be laken ~ip:)11 weel. . ·. .· . . . .. ··, .. ,: 

CR.iMINAL S€.XU.,'\L G(JNDUCT- S~CONO DEGRl:::E (Re!alknsr:!p) 

WA~M~T AU1'HOR!Zf'.O SY . 
JME OAKLANO COLIN1'V PROS!CUT!NO A HORNEY 

. .· /l , · •1. N >{ltf:t1/{ 
~, ·.f'-1• .. ~('''.h C 

· ~5$15~,uif Pr~i~~titl~g :Att~r'niy· 

t>.ited: 

ti;. 

'riin r.omi:,t;s1r.,11!! \'llii~:i, .ui<k$ ij,llt ilutenda,)tt,11 ~~prer.riw.ll:d ~M ~ietll ,\<!h. a,;;;t,r<1•rti Y.:, hn>4. 

052 

····.:-····'··-···:-······.··-·,:,:-:-•.·•·"····"':"···;-,.;. 
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· ..... ·. .... •·••····· . · .....•.... · .... ·· < ·.· .. ·.. • . .. ··• • . 
SUBP<>!:N~;ORWfit-lfSSES lt4~ijit>11tllALCASl!$ ... 9/fl/13 SM!)A.W . .· P::iti~) I tl i . ·. . 

''"$yA"'fe'oT~iGAN' .. ·.· .. -'""-""'*-""'""'"''"'"-·--voos76'RP~RNO:'"'""'"""" 1 iotsa47'~'~'"""''-
Ti-,~ biS)"tl!CT COLl~l-JUOlCiAl. $.llS'i'l't1r.T *'·· . 4SJA CASE NO.• 
Cll¢lt~if0~LA.'10 SUBPOENA .. 

-.~--...:.. ... :.. ..... ~ .. --- . . ..... '.' ........ "' ... "'.: .·-. ---"'---'-"---'-----""""""''"""' __ ................... __ _..__ .............. _ ........... ---,.._..· .. ·····~-....... ,~ ........ -
. .· . . .·· . . 

THE P~OPLE OF THE StA1'e OF MlCHIGAN .. VB. . . 

. . . 

ftAltlJRf. TO OBEY tHE QOM MANOS OF tH~ 
. .. SlltJPOENA .OR REASONABLE DIRECilONS 

• .OF T~IE StGf.JER AS iO TIME AND PLACE td 
Af:i'P.i:AR MAY SUBJEC-r YOIJ lo PENAL Ti ES 

•· FORCONTEMPiOF boURT .· . . . 

·: ·,: .. {.~~~~~u~~·:·----~>'''"''·"''"'·Y·······.,·'.Q~{~~!l~~'~t!L,,.:~--~~,--~~-,----···--····,. ... , .. ;,,,,~---·---"-------"-,....,,-<~ ... ,_,_.,,,,.,,,"_'"""'"""'w•····:··"'"'""'"' • 

?~ ·d:-Mil.ten ·· .. 
; . 1$.IAI fo#tE 

· · .. ·· ~Cft\(LYNN w"<A.HE 
JUDITH ANN STl~{NER 
REP PF OHS . . 
RS?, Of'. CiHS . 
'<0:11~~: 1a-i Ri:oor{roF ,~RAHE FAMILY 

~i.iii)g 1i.l youtl•.b:>wllldQe. b'u1 o,11t1in r;;;.i&tl 1!.IJW p~ll.if19 \)(lftir1$ s.atd C~url bmwtiim lh9,1 Peop\a arum S11ltc. of M!::;hlgiln, 11,~J $111d 

Oflftitld3m, on this Pert O! lho Peopli't oftfui S~M (I{ Mli:hlqarJs~d Dafiilldaill. You mey ~ r~qUirtld lo appmir /tom \i,M ii) lim~ and day !ii ifa.'f 

If you (~(lulrto·tp~ 0~11!'00d1lll¢,S to l*fl 1~a ~-u!.llt bE!r..iiiJ$ij ufpina;ijij!i~, Pi'3P.;ltl r,;tntr.,"-' !lie coort :mmeal!!til!y l;,1 ffl!llti; a1TP.";9011\illll~. .. :- .·. . . . . . . . 

,;..._ ', \ .. -~· \ ,,, t,,, ···\ (~ .. ·.· ·~·.· 
•... " ... .,. ... ><~-- .\\ ~+·. 

,' 05:·:t'· .... , .. 
... . .. 

···············'""······-..... ··""'''·'· ·"'' ··:-':·········"··:···:··· 
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JESSICA :it. COOPEft 
l>:rose.citti1*gA t/()rfidJ! • 

.. ·~::~~~-=-~~~--===· 
Phon(li . . . . . . ra09s: __ :'.) (lnelud109 Cover ShQ 
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OFflCS Of iHfiPROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
COUN·ry O.F .OAKLAND 

PROSECUTOR'S DJSPOSiTION RECORD 

A!..lEGf:.0 OFFiNS.S: 

DA it OF OFFEN$~: 

LOCATION: 

POU~E OfrlCS~~ 

ANO/OR Of{PAttTMEtrn 

CASS NUMe~R: 

O!SPOSrnON; 

,, 

Kraho, 
Je.rom$, 
LAST 

csc 1•i ~n« csn 2nd 

Stacey 
$1'!01Utl! 

f!R$'t 

On Cit abovt t.Mcembet201l "thrcugh A,mi io1a 

a~rt-;ley 

I 5 

a~rMoy PD 

1~-5~5 

! 
i 
l 

2. FURTHERED £1 ~ 0 ,1 3. REFER.R.s,.O . . 
1 

··1 
• l 

iF RriQtJEST NOT GRANTE:0 OR F\JRTHE~ lNV~S'!'IQATION IS ORt'.H:R!:0) tHVr 
! 
.{ 

.Rg...-\SONS; VC ls M Y6llr old da1J9htor of OMend~rit ·f .ln.cJ th~ f,ttlf)•<tm.tgh~)rof 
D1:1fena11nt 2. The vu ~~~u1tty dfo~k,~Qd of touGhlng~ to her v~gl"a tloth Uf}i.:krr 
cl~th$ and ov~r clothe$. ShG af~g dtsclO$Qd a toocMng to her b~J!Jts. VO has 
s~t$d Dt\rertdMt 2 is th~ ~·mbJar.t WhQ ~cxu."!l'y tt$MUlt~d h*r ~nd O~feni."Jal'il 1~. haa 
th~~t~ned her and fold h~t to ~,cant h~t ~HogaOon. Fi.u1hered for H'lfi f~U(~. ·Jr19 
lnfQmrntft:m; Nooci to tmow who l~ th$ v~rv fmrnori th~ VC told ¢1bOut tht ~-,!· .•t,i)I 
~pu$e? Nood 1:h!s pornon ldi.,ntffiod ~od intjrvf~wod, N~~~ tt> know whon th VC 
tcld thh1 subjoc1 abo.1-11 th~ ~!!!xµal abuM ~rid wh~t ~x~ctly the Ve told th~m ~. tttll:­
it. The Si$t~r of the VC $hould be lh.f<'fVl~WNt {How old 15 thl~ ~hlld? fdk( 11ot 
$-OO hor lf~fo·d on the 320ll form submitted to DH$) OM$ fhls chl!o know M}~~lnij 
ab(.>!Jf what h~pp~ned to -tho VC? W~$ th~ i!sfor homQ whN1 the- mtil~~t~~h.:~~ 
oeeurrcd ta th~ VC-1 lf $0, whim~ In the he..iu~a wrm $he? Dtd th~ VC QV&fl~li hor 
wh~t w~~ g~ltig Qt\? W~s th!$ t:hlld ~Vk)r.molG:11t~d 2$ w~II~ (Tho vc $~~i:rr•, to 
suggest th~t th~ U~feodant wag, rubbing tlM. thlW'" stomaoh m th~ Mme f,1:-rn1qn 
~e dtd t~ hE)r ,1.mf ;apr,Ieared to be paying the _yo1.mg~r s)btlng a lot of att~11tfo}1 a~ 
Wl(lll.) Can OMtuidl:\nt 1 ¢Ortobot:ab) the fuct th~t tho OMem.t.1nt wa$ buylng Wi~ vc 
1hlr19G ln tho la~! & mottth?? Nead the 154 ~port from OHS wht:Hl i~l'>WplPti~~, AU 
of thls lnforn·1~1100 Is c11t1e:al to a d$termlnatkm being made on thl8 W)tii~l'l1 
requ~:!Jt, .. . .. ! 

i 
t ,. 

:-=.·. 

· \(~'.O\f, : .• tw.it~'.;;~ 1..v;~ •· :t~~JX.'itl':i ,\l,'it'!ln)NO . · ttt;Q .. ~ilOi·,.!f;.~i)W 

. ·.:.,, .....•.. :-.u.-., .. ~, ·. , . .,, ... ,-..,. .. ~-.,.-..,,.,,.,,.,,'!-'''' • .•·,•'• ' .• -. •.• w,-.· -.· •.·.· • :, • ., .......... •. • ~~~~ .. ,-•. ·;:;: .• ~;•'••~•~~~~~,.~~ .. ;.~,~..:: .. ~=,·-·:· .":: •. .:,::._~ •• ;l'";,:,;.;,,;,,~ ....... ~;-.:.::·.~·-··:··· ·'· : . 
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IF FURTH${ OLDER THAN 30 DAYS, PlE:ASf$ QUERY THE POUOWIN~f ,. . . . . . • ... · 
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r?roperty Sheet 

CFS#: 13..;5555 
«().~_'i'i ;o>»))N,1:•1<>in.n11;, c:e:~<I~ 

PCN: 58092784. . 

.239:'i lf/ Twet\t~ ltlil(~ Berkley, Ml 4!:!072. 24lN.lSJ3-3380 
~~-~i>--'*"""""""····OJl· .. 1.illllOOl """!>1-~-~·i·t.,...i;U~~~~~~~~-&h.q~#! .. · 4 ~--~~~~'jt?; .8 r.~wm~. 

. . .!.· Nam$; Jl;HQMl~. SAMUEi., JAMES POik . Si19ti972 
Atldreas: 63 ill i City: EER U~Y ·· St~~t: Ml 
Zip 46072 H•Phone! SSN: " 
O.L State; Ml DJ ..• # Race: •VHntz Se~; MALE Height: 511 Wolght; 230 
~-~ ; l""f"M:nr H c1 a:n~ e:~·D~Ot~iNoco·c1i~ ~!l:c«f+ .crci.,,,: -~.it•~> ~t--------•·,._·e·u,..a;r"'' .,.ti~ .. m.,.m"'e~"'c.""*'"'et,.. .. ~..,tN"":m""'· ~>-,>.-~r>\>.t>>oo....,,::vi.,._n:,.,.._~ :1c~,~~:· 

. "'""'~·· L~~~~~~- .. ,. ~~:.f ~~~/~:2~ .. r""r""e"" .... $ .. ~t., <«<,: ....... ~ ..... a ... ,_r_~,..
8
,,, .. =_...,.. .. _. .. , .... >t>..,i> .. r _____ u, .... H .. :r .... ~ ... -.. ·o-.io-.is ... l , ... ~ ..... ~.· , .. ~ , ....... _.)(,i;i ....... · ... ~.~~'"'"""i, .. m ... 11 ... m ... o·~ ... w ... u .... ~; ... ,·1 .. ·1ei~~ 

· ·. ·-'. ';"':,"."' ...... ~~:~-.;.\;~.,:;;~, .. ~ ... ,"'·'"Rele,%t tn orniQtton---~---;,,_ ., . .:.:.:.,._;:;.:~:.:..,...:,:.," :.c;;c ·· · 

Offt1;ur fi~1~~1.~1Jt\W • .; .· : .. . ; . . .. .·. . .. ·.. .• . . ~rtdg~i 

Bon~nt .. lp::;::~~;~ 
~~>_ 1t~w~it~t ~t:~tt~t ~J,{M# _i:t J. ·{)i#tli~~(1,lt t•?~~~~,~~~~~"''~~~':>..~,~,~~"~~~"'~~''""'"~,~~~''''~'~ 
Booking Officer MlKE CRUM'.J~r .. I .Ar~~ling Otftr;(;t: MCRUM 

j 
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. . 

State of 1v1icb1gan 

! .... kB'l~is:· ·';,i 
"' ~' ·. 

&; > 
. ...~~-. 
Sixth Judicial C.ircuit Court 
· · · Family Division 

County ofOakland 

,,..;,,~,, .... "".:..;, ....... ,,, .•• , •• ,:.,,,.~,••.'.'~,.._,...;,.,.,;..,,,•,,~:: _.,.;.....,.,:' ............. "'""'" .. _'.;,<,;,,~,•'\n,,,,;0 .... ~,_..,.,w,.,._,,;,,..~,,,,,. .......... ...,.,,~~~ .. ,.:; .......-.,,, ..... ...,,..,.,.,.,..,, ........... ,,,,.;.~,.,, .... "'~;,..,;,, .... ....,,'V\,,..,.,.,.N' . 

. ·. r:ROM~ TEL NO: 2,rn.ss1.ooti. 

· . .. .. . .. AAe;<.,,~f-:;~ H~a,~6 . .··· FAX No, l48~8~1M693 · . .. · .·· 
................... ~ ............... ~"~~ ................ ~ .. ~--'~'·:''"' ......... ~~~~'f-·,~-~~ .... _ ........... ~ ...... - .... -, ......................... :,., ....... , ......... ,,~~·""'~ ........ - .... :,,,,.,.,.,.•.•.•.•''"''''""'''""'''':-"'' ............. ~.,, .. ~··'""'"'~"''":' 

.. ,1~:~:~~~,!,~~~:;,-\1&;.!i.~,:"8,,S:f...~)i&~--""'-"--'~'-""""'"""w,--.,, ... ~,,, .... -........ ~ ...... ,, .. '.'"-"m•••~•~,. 

-~~I:~ .. ~13:~11.$:'.--3L~,.'3::.•~ .'3-~---•~W"'"""'~· :· .· ... :·.··:· • ~~~~,, ... ,~~'"-"'"'"'~;;;~w""""""·''''~'"""'"'-·"'~'''" 

·. RE: ·.~hr,.:. /f°)~· q (A~ ... ~J..:s •· · PAGES:· .:. :(lnQi'u41rig ~{iV~ ~h~i,i} ? ~ l),t..!t fl 
. .,.._: • .,....,.~•:J;.;,.!:..'w{,; .. ~1.'S,.,,.:'~'.lt''•·,,_.,,,,,,,"'""'""-"',_...,,, .. ·;'.,y.;c..,,,.; .. ~., .. -W"-"...:..,_.,.,,,,....,C, .. ,_~;,w,,,.., .. ..,..,~ .. ;,?,,f•·f:J1 .. ;t.. .... ,, .. ,w .. 

1\!ESSA<?E·: 13 .. 3 J Oi t3 4 ... p P . ··• ·· . : . · · · · S~l~~L:=:=~=-=:=:====::_-=:· 
~- .. ~ . . ..... . 
. . .. 

. ~--''"''""'""''''" .. ""':".w.;...,,;.,~.,.. · • .. ~ """"~~·~~'"°~-,,,.:.:,,,.,,y,,,~ ...... :- ... •.••,-., ...... ~':°"'....,.«'fl>.""\-~""'»,-~~~-~•v.:, ..... ~·'"'-"'·· 

., Tlli~ ~~1l1M~rii.;tli;i, ~.~~~·~fltft'.tlti~ti.%mi.i\\lQ~ tnilt b hi~Jid¢d <iidy (l)ftlit l)\~lvidu~t'ot}~1Jlf~"'~;:~u··IJ.tl~ ~i,.~: .•. 
r!i* .r~::!pirnt-ii pri,nil1,1ed lh>t)tr~ii1fl1~i. iil~m1iit1tii~ t:1,pyilig- ~n1u11~i~t,1it~ Ir1~tm~1!i,n.11n~111li~ rt~lrtmir~· 1hi:'.fll'lr,-n~lii 
t~ipl¢rit. i.,r. tht: ~~ney r.r lim:ph.1y~ c.1< 1hi; in~tntltid ~~ipi~ni. whu 15 r,~~po~~~te f.()l' d~4i\ltrl".M~ ~~ti: t~i 11tl;: !r.t~,w~ , ·: . · 
tt:-;;~'lknL . . . . • ··,. ·. . .. : 

· Th~J~i;ipkuds #queitcd to immedllit11ly:r:.01i'f;• ihe ~~'i)det ~~f ihls d(~~~tJf•~'~"~ :tn.twr1i:tt~ i11 wor. 
T!fr mci~~ftt I~ frQUC-~!\ld t(.I. initm:diut¢ly n{1.Hn ·~u ~(x~ll!llC~ls dl!ll 'll'lll'U i!~t!U$ly ~llM'l'ltlti..~; 
If y,,u 1fo rmt tc\.-er,,ij uil • :,c1t,'1S l!'ldi;;.ot¢;:I ~l,1)vt, plmt tllll ii~. ~o,'l.'I l~ ii~il;,~ ns l~ ~u1~*'.:1•1i,:>!¢ .\\~y~'e •.. 

. . ·: . :: . 

. ,Js$:> , 
.•. ,: •••. ·-.~ ..... ,:,·' '.-'•"<•:,· • ~ ~-'~ . .;, ~,. ~~--· .:·:: ~~ ... • ..••• · •• · .·.•:• •• 
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'l'lf ,,1*1i?~l·i3. i,1119t•ML.·~1.1.ij6 •• 

·-""""""''"'"'" ··""'~:·ltt.r{;;..? m ··"-~' 

C)1e~(llty!h~lofl1111!l~lll,ffllllledoto:;y~-u,1t~t~tn,pelitltlil~t'lr~l-<:laiiirnii!adrlraa.ii')d!.~hl~Jt,:111at1-ki\owri.11i"t.-e$~. 
. . . . . . . . .. . .- . . . .· . 

. 0 I ~rtify 1Mt 1 0 p~r~'i.,,,t1il>f !!Cf',t<! ts ¢¢~y (Jf ~;is r.~~ Qll iM rttp¢ml~rtt.tf·.:..,~-·""'""'""'"'"''"""c.--·-----""''"-···"'"~"" . . ·.· .. · . . ~- Wl~t~ .. . . .. . . . 

C) ~t!t'ltld <1 ~OP}' p: Ith !)f'(!C( l.)O iM ~4)M!;lt/1\ !)~· Ornt-i;l;J~$ ha~ ;;iodtessa<I \Cl r:WMr-ia1114\(itl','(I\ awt-,ii, 

. ti,(:nVtt the retr:Qn~en~ wa~ !!111:VCd wi1h ~ <:~PY ~f iM p~;l!!oii tor tt p(lrson.it i)t~\ecilon cirtW. 



City of Berkley Police Records

042a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

LL 

"O 
<l) 

> 
<l) 
(.) 
<l) 

0::: 

I 
I 
l 
l 
! 

. .. . 

. . . r.<Ci,tuo.iv~. tl.C\.ot~.1,~~;;,:i1. MCR :i.tt-.:) 
CC: :rt:) {i\i~) p~rmoN fOR ?EBSONA.l ~'~OTttCf!ON O~DE~ (tl<:mefft.tr,, JMaUoru,t}lp). . . 

\)60 

r 

I•· 
' { 
i 

i 
l 

i 
i 
.l 

l 



City of Berkley Police Records

043a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

o:J 
""1" 
M 
0 

2 
0... 
""1" 
N 
(9 
::> 
<( 
c.o 
~ 

0 
N 
~ 
'-a., 
u 
>. -C 
:::i 
0 u 

"'O 
C 
ro 
~ 
<U 
0 
0) 
C 

u. ... 
'- . 

.E 
"'O 
Cl) 

.2! 
Cl) 
(.) 
Cl) 

0::: 

:1• . ... 
:~ : 

R'El'UCT!ONS COONSiL!NG CEN'rERJ',C. 
. , MXC.w.ELGOVAN.~MA,ll.P,LFC 
·. . . . . . · ww-w+Rc!lectioniCounscllng,~~m 

·· "' .. ,,,.,",.-....... - ... ;.,,. __ ,,.,..,., .... ,,"'"""""'"""''''''"""'~""863~.te>~~Stll~Wl:l--"' · --·--·----""""""'"''"'·~''''w''''"""'""" 

l· 

·.. . . nQ"i\Ml 4603S 

To whomit may cone.em: 
~e; Stae.ey Krahe and family:. 

. . 

. ('24&) m•OOliO • 
f~:5:l<f.<01 ... 

. Stacey 'Krahe has been a patient of llJlne for. over a year. She has tw<> .. 
childten d iJ 1 and . 8.:UIE 1 · • I bave met.With het hU$band Sam . 
Jerome multiple tim~s. I have observed Stacey .-nd Sam's intera6tlpn 
with the l<;id$ and vise.;vetsa. They beth have di$CUSSed fa session v¢t,t ·· 

· · approprlate1 caring, an4 well-rounded p~renting skills. t have no con~m 
in their :ability to· p~ent their children. Stacey deals with PT:SD .from · 
repeated ~rauma as a. child. I bt.lieve it is important for you to know tb,t 
one of her perp¢tratois was het Mtrthet (Judith Stiltner). We have tried 
· to ~et boundaries with htt Mother but.·her ?vfother. refuses to stay within. 
them. She is very controlling,. thteate11ing and .emotional abusive towards 
Stacey and her children. Due to this, Sta~y·has been advised by · 
ptofessionilst including myself thatit would bein her and the children ts 
1'es0tttercstt6 cutaU ties witb h.~r Mother. Stacey has made th~ choice .. 
for herself and her .family to walk away .from wnaU see M a, professi9mtf 
to be a v~cy abusrve refatlonship. My xeconunendation for Stacey and 
her .fam.i.ty are to conttn,.ie to have rto contact \'Vithludy Stlltnet.(At lenst 

•· until we exJ:'edence her mother havi.ng a large cbtnge. of heart): .. 

. Sin~rdy~ ,; . .. 
, 1' ~ : ;1 9 .{4 .. · .. 

· -,,,,1J~:rt-~~~A~,tt-t4tp··"'»~" ·· I Michael GflVan MA LLl' LPC · · 
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REFLEC';f.IONS COUNSBU'NG Ct;:NT:Sll P,C. 
.. MICHAEL GOVAN/MA, LLP, LPC . 

· · www..RdleetionsCoUMufhg.com 
. zses ~ tONO :t.A..l<:£, sum no 

. · TRi::.w, Ml 4~0J~ . 

1'o Whom itt;miy concern: 
.Re: St-acey Krahe andJanilly: .·· 

~6)5i4-W5~ 
{F,~ ~:t+.(.ll 44 

Stacey l<:rahe has been a patientof mine for over a year. She has two 
childre.t D71J • and T I . .. I<r.ahe~lhnve met with her husband.Sant 

·· Jeroroemultiple um~·s. l have observed Stacey :and Sam's.interacdon 
wlth tll~ kids and yise.-versa. 1:hey both ha1e discussed in ses$ion very 

. apprupriaoo, qitln~ and weU--rourtdtd .P~t.nting skills. t have no ~,ttn 
in theit ability to pa:teilt theit children. Stacey deals with P1SO £mm . 
repeated trauma as a child. lbeliev¢ it .fa important for you to }µlow· that 
one i>f' her perpettatots was her Mi:1tbet (Judith Stiltnru-); We fawe tried 
to set bo:uw:larles with bot Moth()r but ht-f Mother reftises: fo stay within 
:Ultm;. Sh~ is very. c~ntrollfog, threatening and t}motional abusi~ toward$ 

· Stacey and ~er·children. Due to.this. Stacey has been advi$ed,t,y 
prof~ssionals1 includhig myself that itwould. be in her and the cllitdren•s • 
be~t i.nteiestto cut all tie& with her .M~tner. Stacey hM made the ~ho ice: 
for herself and her family to walk away from w.hat I see a$ ti. pxofessfoµal 
to b~ a very abusive rell3tfonship. i1y recomtru,mdation for Staceyaod • 
hetfam:ily are to continue to ~ve rioc..ontactwlth 11.td)' Stilt~er~ (Atfoast 

.. umn we experienGc her mother ha11ing ~ large change of ~eilft) · · 

·· Sinoor~lyi ·· : ··· }1.. · . ·.· 
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Q 

case, there was a no-contact order put in place between 

Stacey and and Sam and correct? 

Correct. 

All right. Now, subsequent to the district court putting 

that order into place, did you ever happen to see 

again after that? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, may we have one moment? 

Mr. George and myself first. 

(At 8:52 a.m., brief off-the-record conference 

between counsel) 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you. 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q All right. My question, Lieutenant, was subsequent to 

that you did see again and you've seen her 

subsequent to that, as well, correct? 

A Many times, yes. 

MR. GEORGE: No further questions. Thank you. 

THE COURT: Cross-exam? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q Lieutenant Crum, you stated that--And I'm going to tell 

you--I know that you'll probably follow it a little bit 

better; but because there's so many instances, if you 

don't know specifically what time frame I'm talking about, 
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just let me know. Okay? 

But kind of starting from the beginning of--with 

your direct with Mr. George, you indicated that prior to 

your involvement in this particular case that started on 

May 7th of last year,--

Yes. 

--that you had had many contacts with Stacey Krahe. Is 

that correct? 

Yes. 

You had indicated that, in fact, that your involvement 

with her started at the beginning of your career. 

Yes. 

Okay. And obviously, you've had a fairly long career at 

this point, right? 

THE COURT: I think he said 18 years or 16. 

THE WITNESS: I've been around awhile, yes. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Okay. So, at the time that this all came to your 

attention initially on May 7th, you already had an opinion 

formed about Stacey. Is that fair to say? 

When the report came--I'm sorry. Can you say that again? 

Sure. This whole thing started to be a part of your life 

on May 7th of 2013, right? 

This incident, yes. 

All the stuff that happened with this family started May 
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seventh and kind of continued? 

Yes. 

Okay. And at the time that that started, these weren't 

strangers to you, right? 

Correct. 

And so at that point, you had already had a formed opinion 

about Stacey? 

That would be fair, yes. 

Okay. Prior to this happening, again on May 7th, did you 

know Judy, the grandmother? 

Before May 7th I believe I had met Judy one time. 

Okay. So is it fair--

Quite possibly twice. I'm sorry. 

I apologize. 

Maybe twice. 

Okay. So, is it fair to say that you did not have a 

formed opinion about her? 

Correct. 

Okay. Did you know Mr. Jerome before this? 

I knew of Mr. Jerome several months before this incident. 

We had a different incident that Mr. Jerome was involved 

in. 

Okay. And how about Sabrina? 

I don't believe I had ever met Sabrina. 

Okay. And now about 
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I take that back. I did meet Sabrina and when they 

were much younger. 

Okay. 

Both of those. But I--I don't believe I talked to them 

then. 

Okay. 

And I had met one time before this. 

Okay. And would you agree or disagree with me that it's 

part of the job of police officers to do an independent 

investigation? 

Yes. 

Obviously, part of your duties are to protect people who 

allege or report that they've been victims of crime. 

Correct. 

But it's also part of your job to do the same and protect 

the rights of people who are accused of crimes. 

For everybody involved, yes. 

Okay. Because you would agree with me, wouldn't you, that 

a defendant or somebody who allegations are made against 

or defendant, doesn't have the ability to collect the 

information that you do? 

Correct. 

You have search warrant powers, correct? 

Yes. 

Ability to interview contacts, whoever you want, at least 
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whoever will agree to speak with you. 

If they'll--If they'll agree to come in, yes. 

You are someone who is gathering all of the information, 

things like that. You have--You're in a unique position 

that's not available to laypeople? 

Yes. 

Okay. And also as a police officer, and particularly as 

an officer in charge of a case, it's up to you--or you're 

making somewhat of a judgment call as to what you decide 

to collect and what's important and what you decide isn't? 

I'm not sure I understand the question. 

Sure. You're making decisions of what is important in 

terms of collecting evidence and what you don't need. 

Yes. 

And if you--Would you agree with me that if a police 

officer, or you more specifically in this case, forms an 

opinion of their own early on, that can affect the 

decisions that you make as you go forward? 

Are you asking me if that's possible? 

Yeah. 

Yes, that's possible. 

Okay. And Mr. George asked you questions, too, kind of 

about how the process works with charges. 

Yes. 

And I just want to talk about that real briefly. 

17 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

056a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 A 

2 Q 

3 

4 

5 

6 A 

7 Q 

8 

9 

10 A 

11 Q 

12 

13 A 

14 Q 

15 

16 

17 

18 A 

19 Q 

20 

21 

22 

23 A 

24 Q 

25 

Sure. 

As a police officer, and particularly an officer in 

charge, you aren't--it's your responsibility to kind of 

collect all the reports and write some reports of your own 

to do follow up? 

Generally speaking, yes. 

Okay. And then at some point, police officers, or the 

officer in charge of a case, fills out a packet that goes 

over to the prosecutor's office? 

Yes. 

And the purpose of that packet is requesting that a 

warrant be issued? 

Yes. 

Okay. So police officers kind of do the legwork, present 

what they think it is, and then give it to lawyers who 

decide whether or not a warrant will be issued; and if so, 

what it will be? 

Yes. 

Okay. In this particular case, you indicated--

And you've been in the courtroom for the other 

witnesses' testimony, so you heard Jason, the CPS worker, 

correct? 

Yes. 

In this case, you had told CPS at least that you were 

going to seek charges against Stacey for intimidating a 
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witness, correct? 

I presented that, yes. 

And you told Stacey you were going to do that, as well, 

correct? 

I believe I did. 

believe I did. 

I'm not--I'm not sure about that, but I 

Was that issued, once the prosecutor read your report? 

No. 

You also indicated that after the night of the domestic 

violence incident on August the 2nd of last year, you 

reviewed the information and it was your choi--or your 

decision to present that and ask the prosecutor's office 

for a warrant on child abuse, correct? 

That's what I wrote, yes. 

Which is a higher charge than domestic violence, isn't it? 

I believe the penalty is--is more severe, yes. 

And was that approved after you made that request to the 

prosecutor's office and they reviewed your information? 

No. 

And you've indicated that you are currently the head of 

the detective bureau for Berkley, correct? 

I am. 

Okay. When witnesses--

If I could--I'm sorry. 

Sure. 

If I--
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--could clarify something. It was not at that time. 

Okay. 

At the time we're talking, I was actually sergeant. 

All right. 

So you may hear them refer to me as that. 

Okay. 

So at that time, I was--I was not. 

Okay. So you were a sergeant detective. There was a boss 

about you--

Yes. 

--at that point? And now, since then, you've been 

promoted and you--

Yes. 

Okay. When people come into the police department for 

interviews, do you have the ability to tape record them? 

Yes. In certain parts of the building, yes. 

All right. Who decides whether or not to do that? 

The detective, generally speaking. 

Okay. And you interviewed multiple times throughout 

May 7th of 2013 through--past August 2nct, after the domestic 

violence incident, correct? 

Yes. 

And, in fact, you said you spoke to her many times. 

Right? 

Yes. 
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And the majority of those times that you spoke to her were 

at the police department? 

Yes. 

And you were aware of the fact that there were allegations 

going back and forth, about changing stories and why that 

would be, or who was doing the influencing, or where that 

was coming from. Correct? 

Yes. 

Did you ever video tape any of those interviews? 

No. 

So, rather than having it be something where a prosecutor 

or a defense attorney or a jury or someone can see what 

was said, you talked to her and then you use your words 

and pick out what you think's important out of what she 

said and put it in a report; is that fair to say? 

Yes. 

'Cause it's not written verbatim. Obviously, you can't 

sit there and write verbatim everything--

Correct. 

--someone you're interviewing says. So you pick out what 

you think should go in and you put that in a report? 

Correct. 

And if someone alleges that something's missing from that 

report or something different is said, there is no way to 

dispute it. Correct? 
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I don't understand what you mean. 

Sure. 

They can dispute it, if they would like. 

Is there any way for them to show that that's what 

happened? They don't write a report, do they? 

No. 

Do they get to write a report that goes to the 

prosecutor's office that says, no, this is what I think I 

said? 

They can write a witness statement, if they'd like to. 

Some refuse to. 

Did you ask anyone in this case to write one? 

I don't recall. 

It's not reflected in your report that you asked anyone 

to, is it? 

I don't believe so. 

If you asked someone to and they refuse to, that'd be 

worth noting, wouldn't it? 

Not generally. 

Okay. Is there a reason you didn't ask anyone for a 

written statement? 

I don't recall. 

You would agree with me, and we heard Officer Bunting 

testify, as well, that written statements are very 

commonplace in police work when you're dealing with lay 
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witnesses; you'd agree with that, wouldn't you? 

Yes. 

Because when we have somebody--And there's a couple 

reasons why that's done. Right? 

Sure. 

And that's something that's taught at the police academy? 

That was a long time. I don t remember. 

Okay. Most certainly in 16 years you've taken a lot of 

written statements, I would presume? 

When I was on the road, generally I took a lot of written 

statement, yes. 

Okay. Again, with the same issue that was going on in 

this case in particular with different influences and just 

different--Kind of a weird case, you'd agree with that, 

right? I mean, not typical? 

Yes. 

And again, as a way to have an independent source of 

what's being said by a witness, you could have them write 

out a written statement which would then mean it's in 

their own words, something they wrote out as their own 

words saying this is what happened. Correct? 

Yes. 

But again, that wasn't done; so when you talked to them, 

you just picked out what you thought was necessary or 

important in your judgment, your professional judgment, 
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put--that's what went in the report? 

Yes. 

Okay. At some point after the charges were brought, 

Stacey had come into the police department to make a 

statement, correct, about an unrelated issue? Regarding 

her mother? 

Yes. 

And that was videotaped? 

Yes. 

Who decided to video tape it when Stacey talked? 

I did. 

That was quite long, wasn't it? 

It was. 

About five or six hours? 

I don't recall it being that long, but it's possible. 

Several hours? 

Several hours. 

And you decided when she's talking I'm going to video 

record that? 

Yes. 

So going along those same lines, as the person who's in 

charge of the investigation, you indicated that at some 

point you were made aware by Stacey, I believe, that there 

were multiple recorded conversations; is that correct? 

Yes. 
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And when I say recorded conversations, they were recorded, 

I believe, on a cell phone? If you know. 

The one I know of was on a cell phone, yes. 

Did you only hear one? 

I don't recall. I know I heard one. 

Okay. But she made you aware of the fact that there were 

many? 

She said she had some on her phone. We listened to some 

of those. But I--

Okay. Did you--

--know I listened to one. I can't say for sure if I 

listened to more than one. I don't recall. 

Okay. And we'll get to that a little later. But did you 

do anything to preserve those or take those into evidence 

so that again a prosecutor or other lawyers or when we got 

to this point would be able to have them? 

At that time, I did not. 

Okay. Again you just decided that wasn't important? 

No, I indicated how we could do that to Stacey. But at 

that exact time I did not preserve those. 

Okay. Moving on from there, you were aware of the fact 

that in addition to recorded conversations, that there 

were a lot of text messages going back and forth between 

the parties, as well, correct? 

Yes. 
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And, in fact, Ms. Stiltner, Judy Stiltner, the 

grandmother, indicated that there was a text message from 

Sam that she felt was an admission about this case. 

Correct? 

At some point she did tell me that, yes. 

Did you do anything to collect the text messages that were 

involved in the case that were going back and forth? 

Contacted--We checked with the phone carrier, and they 

didn't keep them for more than five days or ten days, I 

don't recall. 

Everyone's phone carrier? 

No. 

There were a lot of phones here, right? 

There were, yes. 

And if text messages are going back and forth, then 

they're on both phones. 

Absolutely. 

Do you know what I mean by that? 

If I text you, it's on your phone and it's on my phone, 

unless we do-­

Yes. 

--something to-­

Yes. 

--delete it. So Stacey had a phone? 

Yes. 

Sam had a phone? 
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Yes. 

had a phone? 

At that time, I'm not sure if she did or not. 

Did Sabrina have a phone, if you know? 

At some point she had one, yes. 

Judy had a phone? 

Yes. 

So did you check with all the carriers? 

I don't--I don't believe so. 

Okay. And after the domestic violence case happened, you 

said that you spoke to some of the parties at the police 

department later that morning, on August the 2nd. 

Yes. 

'Cause again, as Mr. George indicated, this--the incident 

that happened at the home happened somewhere around 

midnight, so it could have been August 1st or it could have 

been into August 2nd. 

We were called at 12:11. 

Okay, so it was-­

Eleven minutes after. 

--at night but it is--was technically August 2nd because it 

was past midnight? 

Yes. 

So that following morning, some hours later, is when you 

had these conversations? 
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I think Stacey was there around 8:30 in the morning, so, 

yes. 

Okay. And so did you speak to Stacey first? 

No. 

Okay. So people were there early in the morning? 

Yes. 

How did--Well, let me ask you--I'll kind of go through it 

so that we don't get confused. You spoke to 

morning? 

I did. 

that 

And you said that was a--these conversations took place at 

the police department, too. Right? 

On--You're talking August 2nd? 

Yes. 

Yes. 

Okay. So you spoke to Yes? 

Yes. 

And then Sam--Did you call Stacey and ask her to come in 

or did she just come in? 

I believe she just came in. 

Okay. So she came up there on her own wanting to talk to 

someone? 

I believe she was told to by the police officers the night 

before, to come to the detective bureau and see me. 

And she--If--If--
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And she did. 

--If that's what happened. 

And she did, yes. 

She came. Same with Sam. 

I don't know if I called Sam or not. I don't recall. 

At some point following that, isn't it true that Judy, the 

grandmother, and Stacey came to the police department 

together wanting to speak with you and you refused to see 

them? 

That I don't know. 

You don't remember if these people came in and you didn't 

see them? 

I don't believe that I ever refused to see them. 

Sometimes I'm in court, like today; and the front desk 

will tell them that I'm not available or I can't see them. 

Sometimes I'm in interviews, and they'll say that he's not 

available. 

That's not what I'm speaking of. I'm speaking of you are 

saying that there wasn't a time that they came in that you 

were there, after you had already presented the warrant, 

they came together, Judy and Stacey, and that you wouldn't 

talk to them? 

I don't recall that. 

Okay. Now I want to talk more specif--I want to try to go 

in order now. Let's talk specifically about May 7th of 
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last year, 2013, when this kind of all started. 

Yes. 

You said that the way you became aware that there was a 

problem is because Judy came into the police department 

with 

Yes. 

And it was your information that had told her mother 

something. 

Yes. 

Okay. And that after that happened, basically Stacey, the 

mother, called the grandma, and asked her to take her, 

somehow got to the police department? 

Yes. 

So, there was never a time that told her grandmother 

first. She told her mom. Right? 

That's what my understanding is, yes. 

So, initially, it was Stacey's decision to get the police 

involved,--

Yes. 

--is your understanding? 

Yes. 

And she came into the police department a little bit 

later? Stacey? 

She was there that day, yes. 

Okay. And it was your understanding that she had had a 
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conversation with Sam and told him he had to leave the 

house till she could figure out what was going on. 

Correct? 

Yes. 

And she's not required to do that. That's something she 

did on her own? 

At that time, yes. 

Okay. And at that time, Stacey spoke to you voluntarily, 

obviously; she came up there on her own again? 

Yes. 

And she told you what 

She did. 

had told her, correct? 

And at that time, that morning that she first learned 

about it, she told you things that were bad for Sam. 

Right? I mean,--

I would--

--she said my daughter says these things happened,-­

Yes. 

--inappropriate touching. 

Yes. 

Right? And as a result, I have my daughter at the police 

department; I'm getting him out of the house? 

Yes. 

Okay. And you indicated that at some point--

Was it that same day that you also spoke to Sam, 
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that--

I believe it was. 

--meaning May 7th? 

I believe it was. It was either May 7th or May gth. But I 

believe it was May 7th, yes. 

Okay. So shortly thereafter, in any event? 

Yes. 

And he came in voluntarily, as well? 

He did. 

Okay. 

He did. 

I mean, did you call him? Or he showed up? 

I did not. 

He showed up? 

I didn't want to talk to him at that point. 

Okay. 

So he--

But he wanted to talk to you? 

He did. 

And you talked to him? 

I did. 

And you said that when you talked to him, he admitted to 

you that, yeah, he had rubbed 

hurt? 

Yes. 

32 

stomach because it 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

071a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

So he didn't deny that--I mean, there was--that he had had 

contact with her? 

Correct. 

But he denied that anything inappropriate had happened? 

Correct. 

Okay. Now, talking about when 

speak to you on May 7th, __ 

Okay. 

came in initially to 

--with her grandmother, did you speak to her with her 

grandmother or by herself? 

I don't recall. Probably without grandma. 

But you're not sure? 

'Cause grandma indicated she's never heard what happened. 

So I would--I'm only assuming at that point. 

Okay. And you indicated that you are aware of what 

forensic interviewing is. 

Yes. 

And that's something that takes place at Care House. 

I've seen it at Care House and through CPS. 

And CPS. 

Yes. 

Correct. Some police officers are trained to do that, 

right? 

That's correct. 

But you have not been formally trained to do that? 
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No. 

So what is your understanding of the reason kids are sent 

to Care House? I mean, obviously they speak to a police 

officer, like anybody else;--

Correct. 

--and make statements to you and you make a report. So 

why Care House? 

Care House provides more detail to our report. They have 

the ability to ask questions and get more information than 

we--or that I ever can ask. 

They have the ability to ask more things? Or they are 

trained--

They're trained--

--in a different--

--I'm sorry. 

--technique-­

I misspoke. 

--of getting information? 

They are trained to do it the proper way,--

Okay. 

--to get the information. 

Right. 

So if we have questions, we ask them--I write out a list 

of questions for Care House. 

Right. So, as you indicated, you know that when a younger 

34 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

073a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

person, a child or a minor, makes allegations of a sexual 

nature, that you aren't supposed to ask them specific 

questions--Obviously you said you get some information, so 

you--I mean, you know what the general allegation is. But 

then you turn it over to Care House? 

Correct. 

And what you told the jury when the prosecutor asked you 

was that when came in that morning, because you've 

watched these interviews, you did--you didn't do that, you 

just asked her an open-ended question: Tell me why you're 

here? 

Yes. 

Do you have a copy of your report up there with you? I 

know you have some portion of the domestic violence, but 

I'm speaking of the May 7th date. 

I don't have that up here. 

Is it in your binder? 

It's probably in that white binder, yes. 

MS. KOSMATKA: May I approach, Judge. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

I'm just going to bring it to you in case you need to 

review it. 

Thank you. 

Okay? If you do, feel free to do it. 

I appreciate it. 

I know that there's a lot of dates and a lot of different 

times. 

35 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

074a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

So you say that you just said to 

what happened. Why are you here? Right? 

That's how it started, yes. 

That's how it started? 

That's--That was the conversation that day, yes. 

Tell me 

Okay. That's how it started or that's how it went the 

whole time? 

Are you talking about just May 7th? 

Yes. 

Or other dates? 

May 7th. 

May 7th was just open-ended: What happened? Why are you 

here today? 

Okay. So I'd like to direct your attention to your report 

of May 7th. I don't know if your pages are numbered the 

way mine and the prosecutor's are. Probably not. 

Probably not. 

But it would be at the beginning of the report. It's 

dated--The report's dated May 9th but it talks about what 

happened on May 7th. 

Okay. 

Have you found it? 

Yes, I believe so. 

Okay. And it just kind of talks about that Judy came up 

there with and goes through what we've already 
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talked about. Right? 

Yes. 

And then it goes through your conversations with 

Yes. 

And it's broken up into first incident and second 

incident, isn't it? 

It is. 

Have you had a chance to read it recently? 

Yes. 

Okay. So, it's a few paragraphs long; is that fair to 

say? 

Yes. 

Typed, obviously. And it talks about when it happened, 

correct? 

It does. 

Where her mom was? 

Yes. 

What area of the house she was in? 

Yes. 

What she was doing? 

Yes. 

How Sam came to be in any area she was in? 

Yes. 

How she feels about having her stomach touched? 

Yes. 
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Q 

Then it talks about things they did after, in terms of 

shopping. Correct? The last sentence, I believe, on that 

page, or of that first paragraph? Yeah, it's the last 

sentence on that page. And she gave you some specifics 

about what happened after, what they--going shopping. 

I guess I don't see that. I'm--

Oh, I apologize. 

--(indiscernible) missing it. 

No. 

MS. KOSMATKA: May I approach, Judge, 'cause I 

think our copies should be the same. 

THE WITNESS: Am I looking at the right report? 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Yeah, it's the last sentence of the--

Oh, okay. 

--first page. 

Yes. 

So it talks about what they did after. Right? 

Yes. 

And then it goes on to the second incident and it again 

talks about when. Right? 

Yes. 

Where her mom was? 

Yes. 

Again how they came to be alone, where they were sitting, 
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all of those things. 

It does. 

Right? 

And it also talks about whether or not he said something 

during that time and what he said. 

I guess I don't see that but 

Okay. Give me a moment and I'll direct you to it, okay? 

I'm sorry. It talks about what she said, 

doesn't it? 

Yes. 

Okay. And with all due respect, Detective Crum, are you 

suggesting to this jury that you had a 14-year-old girl 

that came in to a police department with her grandma after 

just telling her mom something inappropriate happened, and 

you just said generally, an open-ended: Tell me what 

happened. And she rambled on through all of this with the 

details about the TV and the couch and where her mom was 

and all of these details? 

Can you ask your question again? I'm sorry. 

Sure. I said with all due respect, are you telling this 

jury that you asked an open-ended question based on what 

you think the way it's supposed to be done after watching 

it, knowing you're not supposed to ask specific questions 

before someone goes to Care House,--

Correct. 

--that you simply said to this 14 year old: Tell me why 
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you're here and what happened. And she went through these 

paragraphs in detail, just open-endly of saying I was 

sitting here, I was watching TV, then I sat here, then he 

sat here, and my mom was here, and then this is what 

happened, and then I said this and he said this, and we 

went shopping, and she just said all of that after you 

said: Tell me what happened? 

If you're asking me what specifically I said, I don't 

recall. 

Because you would agree with me, wouldn't you, Detective 

Crum, that the way that police report reads, which is 

yours, suggests a question and answer? 

It does, yes. 

It doesn't suggest an open-ended question. 

Correct. 

So, when you say you simply asked an open-ended question, 

said tell me what happened, that's not true, is it? 

If you're asking what--when she came in what I asked her, 

that's what I asked her:--

But you--

--Tell me what happened. 

Right. You told the prosecutor that's all you asked her, 

because you know from watching these interviews and 

knowing that you're supposed to send them to Care House to 

experts to question them, you know you're not supposed to 
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A 

ask specific questions at that point, right? 

Correct. 

That's why they go to Care House. Right? 

Yes. 

So you told the prosecutor on direct: I just said, Tell me 

what happened, and then she talked. But the way that 

report reads that you wrote does not at all suggest that, 

does it? 

This appears more detailed, yes. 

Like a question and answer? 

It appears more detailed. 

THE COURT: We've been over that at least twice, 

maybe three times. His recall is that he asked an open­

ended, it does appear to be yes and no--

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q So does that--

THE COURT: --or question and answer--

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

--refresh your recollection to whether or not you asked 

her further follow-up and specific questions? 

Does this report? No,--

Yeah. 

--it does not. 

Okay. And after you spoke to the parties that you spoke 

to that morning, it was your understanding that there was 
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a decision made voluntarily and what's supposed to happen 

at that point, which is that Sam's leaving the house--

Correct. 

--until this gets situated? 

That was my understanding, yes. 

Okay. And at that point, this was on May 7th, and then the 

Care House was set up for May 16th, correct? 

I'd have to look at my notes--

Go ahead. 

--for the dates--

Like I said,--

--but that sounds--

--if you need to,--

--right. 

--feel free to look at (indiscernible) 

Yes, Care House was May 16th. 

Okay. And I believe, and you can correct me if I'm wrong, 

that you told the prosecutor that at some point after 

May 7th or May gth, the initial conversations that you had, 

I believe they were all May 7th, but around that time 

frame, that it was your understanding Sam was out of the 

house. Correct? 

On May 7th, yes. 

And did you tell--Do I understand correctly that you told 

the prosecutor that at some point you learned that Sam had 
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moved in, it was your understanding, back into the house 

before the Care House interview? 

I don't know if he had moved in. Sam was back in the 

house, and I--I can't remember how it was working. It 

was--It was one or the other: Either he was there in the 

day and the girls were at grandma's and they would come 

home at night; or the girls were there in the day and 

would go to grandma's at night, he would come in at night. 

They were--They were splitting it. 

Okay. 

I can't remember how it went. 

Okay. So maybe I misunderstood. It was your 

understanding they were still being separated? 

Yes. 

Okay. Was there--Let me ask you this, this is kind of 

more straightforward: How did you learn what was going on 

during that time frame? Obviously, you had to get that 

information from somewhere that that time was being split. 

Where--

I called--

--did that come from? 

I called the day before to make sure everybody was going 

to be at Care House, to make sure (indiscernible) 

cancelled. 

You called who? 
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Stacey. 

Okay. 

And my recollection is she indicated to me the--the change 

in the--

Okay. So she told you? 

Sure. 

And when you say that you called to make sure that no one 

was going to cancel, parents taking their children to Care 

House is voluntary. 

Absolutely. 

There's nothing you can do to make her bring her there. 

Correct. 

Okay. But you confirmed. Yes, you're coming? She said, 

Yes, we are? 

Yes. 

And then she showed up the next day? 

She did. 

So came with Stacey and Judy? If--

I never--

--you know. 

--I never saw Judy. 

Okay. You were there? 

I--I was there, yes. 

Okay. And you already described for the jury how Care 

House is set up, the room, and that there's a two-way 
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mirror, and people can sit in there real close, as you've 

described--

Yes. 

--kind of as close as you are to the jurors? 

Yes. 

And you've already described who's back there: yourself 

and the--a CPS worker, perhaps. 

Yes. 

And if you know, are the kids that are being interviewed 

told that people are watching? 

They are. 

Okay. Are they told who is watching? 

They are not. 

But they are told that it's not a parent or a grandparent 

or a family member? 

Generally that is the case, yes. 

Okay. So they know there are other people watching? 

They know someone's back there, yes. 

Okay. Now I want to move to talking about Care House, 

okay? 

Okay. 

First I want to talk about your interactions with Stacey-­

Yes. 

--before and after the interview. You indicated in your 

report that after the interview was done, Stacey had asked 
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you if had changed her story? 

Yes. 

You said you thought that's weird. Right? 

That's the first time it's ever happened to me that way, 

yes. 

Okay. But would you agree with me that it's possible that 

if she was switching stories back and forth at home, she 

may just want to know what's going on with my kid? 

It's possible, yes. 

All right. But it--you thought it was important enough 

that you noted it? 

I did. 

But now when you come to court in front of the jury, you 

now added on that after--I'm sorry--that before the 

interview she asked you if she--if she changes her story, 

this will just get dropped, right? You said that in 

court, correct? 

That's my recollection, yes. 

That'd be important, wouldn't it? 

Yes. 

Is that in your report? 

I don't know. I'd have to--

Go ahead and take a look. 

(pause) Can you ask your question again? I'm sorry. 

Sure. We already established that after the interview, 
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Stacey made a comment to you about--or just asked you: 

Did she change her story? Right? 

Yes. 

And you wrote that in your report 'cause whatever it meant 

it was unusual for you? 

Correct. 

But now when you come into court, you have said that she 

also before the interview said: If she changes her story, 

it's going to get dropped, right? And you said, yes, that 

she said that. Right? This is a question I've already 

asked you. I'm trying to get--

Correct. I'm trying to recall the incident from memory. 

Okay. Do you remember that you said to Mr. George during 

your direct that before the interview, she said to you: 

If she changes her story, it'll get dropped? 

Are you asked me if I specifically remember that? 

You said it when we were here Tuesday. 

that? 

Do you remember 

I don't remember saying that Tuesday, no. 

Okay. Did it happen? 

Did she say exactly what you said? 

Yeah. Before the interview. 

I don't recall that. 

Okay. Okay. Is it in your report that she said anything 

unusual to you before--

47 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

086a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 A 

2 Q 

3 A 

4 Q 

5 A 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Q 

10 A 

11 Q 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

It is, yes. 

Before? 

Yes. 

What? 

"Stacey again advised that she did not believe and 

thought we were being played by a very intelligent 13 year 

old." 

Okay. Did she say anything about what's going to happen 

if she changes her story? 

I don't recall that. 

She just gave her opinion that based on what had been 

going on--

THE COURT: She's not asking you if you recall. 

She's asking you if you read that in your--Did you see-­

Did you--

report. 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

THE COURT: --read that in the report? 

THE WITNESS: If she indicated it'd be dropped? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: No, I did not. That's not in the 

22 

23 

24 

25 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q Okay. And we already talked about the fact that when 

went to Care House and you were there watching, and 

that is videotaped, correct? 

48 ·-:~,,;u., 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

087a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 A 

2 Q 

3 A 

4 Q 

5 

6 A 

7 Q 

8 

9 

10 A 

11 Q 

12 A 

13 Q 

14 

15 

16 A 

17 Q 

18 A 

19 Q 

20 

21 A 

22 Q 

23 

24 

25 A 

It is. 

Do you know why they video tape it? If you know. 

I do not know. 

Okay. But they have video equipment and they do tape 

their interviews? 

Yes. 

Okay. And when you were there and present to watch that 

interview take place, in fact, said it hadn't 

happened? 

The--The touching of her vagina had not happened, yes. 

Okay. No inappropriate touching had happened? 

Correct. 

I mean, you--And I don't want to split hairs with you, 

Detective, but you'd agree that in a parental 

relationship, I mean, some touching takes place? 

I'd agree. 

Parents hug kids,--

Sure. 

--brush kids' hair, or help kids get dressed, whatever-­

The point is there's some touching--

Sure. 

--with parents and kids. So she disclosed at Care House 

with a professional interviewer nothing inappropriate 

happened, correct? 

I'd have to review my report. 
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THE COURT: She's not--She asked you a general 

trait that parents do or don't do. 

THE WITNESS: I believe she asked me if there 

was any inappropriate touching. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Right. Well, if you're having trouble with that question, 

let me ask one that might be a little more simple. 

Okay. 

When this ended, you wrote another report and said she 

recanted. 

Yes. 

Okay. Recanted means change the story. 

Absolutely. 

Okay. And based on the fact that she had recanted and 

said something at Care House that was very different than 

what she told you at the police department,--

Yes. 

--on the morning that she said this to her mom and came to 

the police department, that case stops at that point. 

Shortly thereafter, yes. 

Okay. So, my question is, What is said at Care House is 

overriding to what is said to you at the police 

department? 

Yes. 

Okay. 
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Yes. 

And it was--your understanding was that not that when 

said this to her mom on the morning of the incident, 

told you it came up because they were arguing. 

Right? 

At some point that came up, yes. 

Okay. So Care House overrides what they say to you at the 

police station. So, based on what she said at Care House, 

that would have been a done deal. 

Correct. 

Is it customary after a Care House, because it is 

overriding to what is said there, for you to then go out 

as a police officer and proactively try to re-interview 

that person? 

For me? 

Yeah. 

Is it customary for me? Yes. 

Okay. So you're going to have to explain that to me, 

Detective, because you talked to her and she says 

something happened. 

Uh-hum. 

Yes? 

Yes. I'm sorry. 

And then she goes to the professional place where those 

interviews take place and what is said there is what 
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decides what happens with the case. Right? 

At that point, yes. 

Because there's a specific kind of interviewing that goes 

on there? 

True. Yes. 

So you're saying that once she goes there, it would make 

sense that you would then go back and re-interview her 

again? Try to. 

Not re-interview her, no. 

But you tried to. You told Stacey after that, based on 

what she said at Care House, I want to talk to her again. 

Yes. 

Okay. And that's not customary. 

For the interview. You're correct. 

interview a second time, yes. 

But you asked to. 

Yes. 

I don't generally 

And you were upset that Stacey wouldn't let you. 

Yes. 

In fact, because she wouldn't let you, you took the fact 

that they went to Georgia on a trip to mean she was trying 

to avoid you and run and take off. 

I'm sorry. Can you ask the question again? 

Sure. You did something that's not ordinary for police 

officers--

52 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

091a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

THE COURT: He just needs the question. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Sure. 

THE COURT: You took this behavior as her 

leaving to go to Georgia--

MS. KOSMATKA: Yeah. 

THE COURT: --as an affront, is what she's 

asking. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Yes, that is what I'm asking. 

If you need to review your report--

I don't really recall when she went to Georgia. I'm 

sorry. I told her that I would not be able to close the 

case until I was able to interview 

But that's not true, is it? 

What's that? 

That's not true that you can't close a case until you 

re-interview her 'cause you're not supposed to re­

interview her. 

I'm not supposed to? 

She went to Care House--

I'm not sure what you mean by not supposed to. 

THE COURT: She's asking--You said you can't 

close it, but that's not actually true, is it? 

THE WITNESS: That I said I can't or that I 

wouldn't? 
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BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

You said you can't. 

I'm sorry. I misspoke. I wouldn't close the case until I 

talked to 

Even though you already said it's not customary to re-

interview after someone goes to Care House. It's not 

supposed to be a back and forth. You say this to me, now 

you go to Care House, now it goes back to me. That's not 

usually how it works. 

On a--On a normal case,--

Right. 

--you're correct. 

And, in fact, the fact that Stacey wouldn't let you 

interview her daughter again, after her daughter had 

already talked to the people at Care House with Stacey's 

consent, when she went to Georgia, you actually wrote in 

reports that she was trying to avoid you, that she was 

trying to run, didn't you? 

She indicated to me that she was going to Georgia and the 

family was going to get a fresh start and put this all 

behind them. 

Okay. So they're going on a family trip and we're trying 

to move on. 

And I had again requested that I inter--interview the 

young lady so that I could close my case. 
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You had already closed the case, Detective Crum, hadn't 

you? 

It's never been closed. 

Okay. You heard Jason Rotenheber, the CPS worker, testify 

here today, correct? 

Not today, but--

I'm sorry. 

--Tuesday. 

On Tuesday? And that he writes reports. Yes? 

Yes. 

And you get copies of those reports, do you or don't you? 

I generally don't, no. 

And he just said that you had told him on June 5th, at 

least you told him the case was closed out. She said 

something different at Care House, case is closed out. 

I indicated to him that I'd be closing the case, yes. 

Okay. And at that time, Stacey's dealing with CPS, right? 

I mean, she's being investigated. 

I wasn't--I'm not sure of that. I don't know. 

Okay. Well, you told CPS: case is closed out on June 5th. 

Correct. 

This trip to Georgia didn't take place until late in July. 

Right? 

I'm not sure when it took place. 

correct, yes. 
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After you had told--said it was closed out. 

After I indicated I was going to close the case, yes. 

Uh-hum. 

Yes. 

Okay. And when Stacey went to Georgia, that was after 

had run away, as well, correct? 

Yes. 

So, when Stacey was going to Georgia, she told you where 

she was going. Right? 

She did, yes. 

And did you talk to family members there to confirm that 

she'd been there? 

I talked to her sister at some point. Not sure when. I 

don't know if she was already there or if I had called 

before to find out if she was coming. I don't recall. 

And did you find out that she was? 

I was told that's where she was going, yes. 

Okay. In any event, whatever happened with that, they 

came back, right? They went away for a week or a week and 

a half, and they came back. 

I'm not sure when they came back. 

They came back, right? 

They came back to Michigan, yes. 

On their own? 

Yes. 
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And then at some point--

Let's talk about on July the 11th. That's before 

the Georgia trip, right? 

I'd have to check my notes. I don't--

Go ahead. 

--I don't (indiscernible). 

And if it helps at all, if I can speed it up,-­

Which--Which case is this? 

I apologize? 

Which case is that? 

Both. I'm asking you about July 11th when you talked to 

and asking if that was before Georgia,--

Oh, okay. 

--'cause the runaway report was July 14th, correct? 

I'm sorry. Correct. Correct. 

And I don't want to make it any more confusing than I have 

to, but the Georgia trip happened after the runaway 

report, right? 

Yes. 

The runaway report happened on July 14th. Right? 

Yes. 

And you--So the Georgia trip happened after the runaway 

report? 

Yes. 

Okay. And when you met with 
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your report indicates that Judy, the grandmother, had 

called your office. That's kind of how this came up 

again. 

It doesn't indicate that, no. 

Okay. I'm looking at your report. There's a date that 

says May 20th, then June 9th, then June 11th. Do you-­

Yes. 

--see where I'm at? 

Yes. 

What's the first thing that it says? 

"Judy met me at my office." 

Okay. So Judy came in? 

Yes. 

And that's how this came up? Or you called? I guess I-­

I didn't call. 

--don't understand. Okay, so my-­

She (indiscernible). 

--question was: Judy came in to talk to you and that's-­

The question was, Judy called you? 

Oh, I apologize. Judy came in to--

And I--I said no. 

Okay. She just walked in? 

She knocked on my door, yes. 

And you saw her, right? 

Yes. 
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And your report indicates that she was asking questions 

about what's going on with this case. 

Yes. 

And you told her that you had already told Stacey--or, I'm 

sorry--You told her that you told Stacey this is open and 

ongoing, correct? 

Could I--

This is in the middle of July. 

--Could I review my report? 

Sure. Sure. 

My recollection is I simply told her it was an open 

investigation, I couldn't discuss it with her. 

Okay. And that's after you told CPS it was closed? 

Months after. 

I never told CPS it was closed. 

Pardon? 

I told--I never told CPS it was closed. 

closing my report. 

What's the difference? 

I told them I was 

CPS, when they investigate crimes, if it's an open 

investigation, they cannot--they're waiting for the police 

department. When I indicated to Jason that my report--I 

was going to close my report, he was able to then 

investigate his incident. 

Okay. 
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My indication to him was more he can investigate his 

incident, I don't have anything right now to investigate, 

and I'll--I'll be closing my report at some point. 

Okay. 

That was the discussion. It was--It was more of a CPS 

logistical thing than it was my report. I never indicated 

my report was closed but that I no longer had an open 

investigation to actively--

It's kind of a technical term? I mean, is that fair to 

say? 

Yes, ma'am. Yes, ma'am. 

Okay. I understand what you're saying. 

Yes, it was not a closure. It was for his benefit, I 

guess. 

But there was nothing going on with it because Care House 

overrides--

It was--

--and that's-­

It was--

--where you're at. 

It was inactive, yes. 

Okay. Fair enough. 

So, Judy came in, was asking you questions, and 

then I believe your report indicates that she--Did she 

leave and then came? Or how did that work? 
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A When I indicated it was still an open investigation, I 

couldn't talk about, she was surprised and had said that 

she was being told that it was--

MR. GEORGE: Well, let's--Judge, I'm going to 

object to the--

MS. KOSMATKA: Okay. I'll--

MR. GEORGE: --reason why Judy thought this was 

a closed case. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Sure. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

But she acted surprised, correct? 

She did. Yep. And had indicated that thought that 

--that I didn't believe her. 

I--You know you can't say something that she said 

thought. You know that. 

Okay. So, all I said was that it's an open investigation. 

Okay. 

Went back in my office. And then I never asked to talk to 

I didn't say anything else about the case. 

Okay. 

And then my recollection is 45 minutes later, about, I had 

another knock on my door; and it was Krahe. 

Okay. And in talking to those parties on that date, it 

was your understanding that was again staying with 

her grandmother and Sabrina. Right? You came to learn 
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that? 

I didn't know that till that day, yes. 

Right. Yeah, that's what I'm saying. On that day when 

they came, you learned that? 

Yes. 

That their mother had checked herself into treatment or 

was getting treatment in Texas or out of state somewhere? 

That was I was--

Told. 

--led to believe. 

Okay. 

I never confirmed that. 

Okay. And so came in and somehow indicated that she 

wanted to talk to you; is that right? 

Yes. Yes. 

So, obviously, when that happened you interviewed--I'm 

sorry--you videotaped that interview because now she said 

one thing to you, she said something different to Care 

House, and you want to have some kind of proof of what 

happened and how it happened, so that was videotaped, 

right? 

No. No. 

You had the option to do that,-­

We don't---

--didn't you? 
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We don't talk to juveniles. We only had one--We have two 

rooms in the building you can record. And one is my 

current office, which I didn't hold at that time; and the 

second is a very small interview room that his in the back 

hall. And we never take juveniles into that room. 

not allowed to. 

Why? 

I don't know. You'd have to ask my--my boss that. 

really don't know. But we're not allowed to take 

juveniles in the room--

But you're the boss now, right? 

The chief. I'm not the chief. 

Okay, you're saying the--

I don't--

--boss boss? 

--I don't get to set that rule. 

Okay. 

I wish I did. 

Okay. 

But his rule is that we're not allowed to interview 

We're 

I--I 

juveniles inside of a--in that small room by ourselves. 

So we--

'Cause you--Right, 'cause--

--we don't take them in there. 

Exactly. 'Cause you wouldn't want to be alone with 
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someone who could say anything happened. 

That's always a fear. Yes. 

Sure. You want--You want to protect yourself. 

Correct. 

All right. So if videotaping it wasn't an option, then 

obviously you already know that you have a girl that has 

said one thing to you--

Yes. 

--once,--

Yes. 

--said something else when she went to Care House when you 

were there watching,--

Yes. 

--so obviously that day you had her write out a written 

statement so that she used her own words to say this is 

what I'm saying happened now and this is why there's 

differences or something to that effect, so that it was in 

her words so she could explain it. Right? 

Are you asking me? 

Yeah. 

No. 

Okay. 

You had her write something out. 

So what you did, again, was have a conversation 

with her when it's just you and she,-­

That's not true. 

Okay. Who else was there? 
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Sergeant Miller. 

Okay. So in front of another officer. Did he write a 

report? 

I don't believe he did. 

Okay. So in terms of report or anything that's coming out 

in terms of hard copy that anyone's going to see, the 

prosecutor's office, defense attorneys, whoever, it's 

again your words,--

Yes. 

--your impressions of how everything happened,-­

Yes. 

--what you decide is important to put in the report,-­

Yes. 

--and no way for anybody to go back and have--to check 

that or have any independent way of knowing that. 

Correct. 

Okay. So after--So she talked to you on that day, and she 

then again made some statements to you about something had 

happened again to you? 

She did. 

So after that, what day was she sent back to Care House, 

back to the professionals, to have her re-interviewed-­

She was not. 

--so that she could talk to the professionals? 

She was not. 

65 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

104a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 Q 

2 A 

3 

4 Q 

5 A 

6 Q 

7 A 

8 Q 

9 A 

10 Q 

11 A 

12 Q 

13 A 

14 

15 Q 

16 A 

17 Q 

18 A 

19 Q 

20 A 

21 

22 Q 

23 A 

24 Q 

25 A 

Okay. 

You need parental consent to send her, and Stacey would 

not agree. 

Don't you need parental consent to interview a juvenile? 

Yes. 

Was Stacey there? 

No. 

She was in Texas or out of state. She wasn't there. 

Correct. 

And you interviewed her. 

Yes. 

You interviewed her 'cause Judy said you could. 

Judy had paperwork that she was the legal guardian of her 

mother,--

Right. 

--Stacey. 

Sure. 

And Stacey was out of the state at that time. 

Right. 

And in the care of Judy, who had legal paperwork saying 

she was the guardian;--

Uh-hum. 

--and so I used--I used that as my-­

As your authority to interview her. 

--authority to do that. 
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Which would be the same authority that could be given to 

take her back to Care House to the professionals, right? 

(Inaudible) 

If she can give her authority to talk to you,-­

Yes. 

--she can give her authority to talk to Care House. 

Yes, if I could have scheduled it that quickly. 

Well, it took a week the other time. 

Yes. Stacey was back in two days? 

Did you try? Did you contact Care House? 

I did not. 

Okay. So you didn't try. 

I knew Stacey would not do that. 

Stacey didn't have to. Right? 

If it would have been in a week and Stacey was coming home 

in two days, she would have had to, yes. 

So did you call to say, Hey, something's going on here? 

Did I call who? 

Care House. 

No. 

Because you know you've got conflicting statements going 

on (indiscernible) going on, so, Hey, let's get her back 

in and see what happens. 

Yes, that's my intention. 

But you didn't even make a call to say, Is it possible to 
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get her in? 

I was told Stacey would be home in two or three days-­

That's not what I asked you, Detective Crum. 

You're asking me--I'm sorry. Ask your question again. 

Did you call Care House--

I did not. 

--at the time that you knew you had authority or you 

believe you had authority because Judy gave you the 

opportunity--

I did not believe I had authority to do it. 

But you thought you could talk to her at your office 

'cause Judy said so, but you--

Yes. 

--didn't think you could go to Care House? 

Correct. 

Why? 

Because when the--when the Care House would be scheduled-­

You didn't know when it could be scheduled. 

It's always a week. 

It's always a week? 

Unless it's--Unless it's an emergency and something bad 

had happened that moment, that night, and they can get 

them in--

Okay. Well,--

--it's generally a week--
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All right. Fair enough. 

--(indiscernible} indicated that Stacey would be home 

before I could get that scheduled. And my intention was 

to ask Stacey when she got back. 

Okay. All right. So in the meantime, did you present to 

the prosecutor's office at that time regarding the 

allegations? 

I don't believe I did, no. 

Why? 

At what time? After I--

After had come back to your office on July 11th and 

said, well, you know what, this did happen, did you go to 

the prosecutor's office and say I'm requesting a warrant? 

No. 

Why? 

On July 11th? There was-­

After--Yeah. 

--there was still more to do in the case. 

What? 

You just indicated and I believed that we had to 

reschedule a Care House. There was--See if Mr. Jerome 

would come in for an interview. Ther4e was--

Okay. 

--plenty of things to do. 

Okay. So, the next thing that happens is that this 
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runaway report comes up, right? 

Yes. Yes. 

Was that the first runaway report made in regards to 

that--

It's the first one--

--you're aware of? 

--I'm aware of. 

Okay. Where was she when she ran away from? 

Where was she (indiscernible)--

Where was she staying at the--

Grandma's house. 

--time of that she ran--

Grandma's house. 

So, did grandma call and report that 

Yes. 

Did Stacey call? 

Grandma called. 

was missing? 

Did Stacey call you, as well, on her way back from--

Oh. 

--Texas inquiring about where is my daughter? 

I know she showed up at my office. I don't know if she 

called or not. She may have. I don't--

Okay. 

--I don't recall. 

In any event, she came, she wants to know: I'm out getting 
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treatment, where's my kid? 

She came right to my office, yes. 

And was concerned and wanted to find her? 

Yes. 

And at that point, she'd been gone overnight. 

been missing overnight. 

No. I don't believe so. 

had 

Do you remember Judy Stiltner say that she was--that she 

walked off or went for a walk, said she was going for a 

walk around two in the afternoon? Right? 

I recall it was--Well, is that what Judy said: Two? 

Yeah, I'm asking--

I don't--I don't recall. My--My report indicates noon. 

Okay. 

That's--

Okay. Well, so, noon. And she's not located until the 

next morning. 

At 5:00 a.m., yes. 

Right. So she's gone overnight? 

Correct. 

She's fourteen. 

At the time, yes. 

Did you mark in your report who made the runaway report? 

Which report? 

The runaway report. Well, you said you're not sure if 
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they both contact you, right? If that's the answer. 

I recall Judy Stiltner contacting me, and I recall talking 

to Stacey. I talked to both--

All right. Okay. 

--that day. I even talked to Mr. Jerome that day. 

Okay. Everyone wanted to find her? 

Absolutely. 

Everyone was very concerned? 

Yes. 

In any event, the next morning the next person you heard 

from was Stacey. 

In the morning? 

Uh-hum. Who told you, 

Sergeant Miller. 

How'd he find out? 

I don't know. 

located? 

Okay. Is he available to come in? 

He will be, yes. 

Okay. So you don't know if it was Stacey that called? 

I do not. 

Okay. Fair enough. 

That could be important, wouldn't it, who 

would call or who she would contact or something of that 

nature? Right? 

would contact? 
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Or how you found her. 

Yes. 

But that didn't make its way into the report. 

I believe it's in one of the reports. It is .2 of 138466, 

it indicates that Stacey called. 

So we do know it was Stacey who let the police know, 

Okay,--

And I (indiscernible)-­

--I found her. 

--not Sergeant Miller. It was Detective Herriman. 

Okay. 

I apologize. 

And that's why it's important to note those things in the 

reports, right? 

They wrote the report, yes. 

Okay. In any event, now we've confirmed Stacey calls the 

police department and says I found her. Right? 

Yes. 

So for someone who's trying to keep her daughter from the 

police or influence her, she's saying I know where she is; 

she's not missing; I've got her? 

She said she has her, yes. 

Okay. And did you have any conversation with Stacey about 

the condition of 

Yes. 

when she found her? 
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That she was disheveled-looking? Did you talk about that? 

I--

If you remember. 

I don't recall that specifically, no. 

Do you recall talking about the fact that it appeared that 

she was under the influence of some kind of substance? 

Stacey indicated that, yes. 

Okay. And then you indicated that you needed to see her-­

Yes. 

--to be able to confirm that she's found, to take her out 

of the system as a runaway? 

Correct. 

But you were told she wasn't going to be brought in right 

then. Right? 

Eventually, yes. 

And so you spoke to--Did you speak to on the phone? 

I was put on speaker phone. And I don't recall what was 

said. But I--I never was able to talk to anybody. I 

just--Stacey had said, Say you're fine. She said she was 

fine. And that was the extent of it. But I don't know 

who I was talking to on the phone. 

Okay. You'd--

I believed it was--

--spoken to 

Correct. 

a bunch of times, right? 
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And later--

It did not--It did not sound like her on the phone. 

Okay. 

But it was also speaker phone, so--

All right. 

--more difficult. 

Okay. Were you told at that time that had indicated 

that she had been raped and drugged while she had run 

away? 

If the question is specifically to that conversation with 

Stacey, I don't recall if that's what she told me. 

Well, there's some hesitation, so I'm--

At some point she had indicated that, yes. I just don't 

know when that was. 

Is that anywhere in a report? 

I don't recall. I don't know. I'd have to go through all 

the reports. 

If you need to do that, I'm asking--That could be 

important, couldn't it? 

Yes. 

But it's something Stacey said. Right? 

It's something we'd have to investigate. If she said she 

was raped, we would--I believe she was in Oak Park at the 

time. We would have her go to Oak Park police, and we 

would make a report, and we would start to investigate--
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they would start to investigate what she had alleged. 

But whether or not it's in one of those reports, you admit 

that Stacey told you she said that, that you remember her 

telling you that. 

I remember being told that, yes. 

So was there any investigation? 

No. 

Talk to her about that? Interview about, Hey, you 

said you were raped and drugged, what happened? 

I don't recall specifically, no. 

You don't recall or it didn't happen? 

I don't recall. 

If you had, it'd be in a report, wouldn't it? If you 

talked to her, you'd have to write a report about it. 

Not--No, not necessarily. 

'Cause you would decide. 

Because I talked to and to Stacey so many times. 

And if I wrote down everything they said, this binder 

would be taller than I am. 

Right. But you already agreed that it would be awful 

important if a girl who's changing her story back and 

forth again says I ran away from home and I was raped and 

drugged, you said that'd be important. 

If was to tell me that, yes. 

But--That's what I'm getting to. You decide anything 
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Stacey says, you're just not paying attention to. 

That's not true. 

It's not making its way into the report. 

I asked her to bring her in so I could talk to her. 

Stacey-­

About that? 

--refused. 

About that? 

The whole incident. 

About that? 

Yes. 

You did? 

About the whole incident, yes. 

THE COURT: Lieutenant, she's asking about that, 

not the whole incident. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Right. 

THE WITNESS: I guess I don't understand her 

question. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

Right. Okay. 'Cause if you need time to read your 

report, let me know. But--

Okay. 

--everything surrounding that time frame says that you 

were asking Stacey to come in to talk about Sam and the 

fact that she had again said when her mom was away and she 
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was with her grandma, Hey, I lied to Care--I lied to Care 

House. I lied to Care House about the fact that I lied to 

you. You said you--all you were telling Stacey is: I 

need to re-interview her about what she's saying about 

Sam. That's what it says in your reports, doesn't it? 

It says we had to confirm that she was,-­

Uh-hum. 

--in fact, safe. 

Right. 

That she was there. 

Right. 

And that I needed--We had to interview her about the case 

again. Yes. 

Nothing to do about her new allegations. There's nothing 

about that in any report, is there, Lieutenant Crum? 

In the report? 

Yeah. 

That's correct. 

So because you decide what to collect and what not to 

collect, unless an attorney is able later or somebody 

tells them, there's no way to know that even happened, 

that that was even said. 

Correct. 

Thankfully you remember it. 

Correct. 
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And on that time frame of July 14th and those couple of 

days where she's run away, she's picked up, and then the 

family goes to Georgia, that's what I'm talking--

Yes. 

--about, okay? 

Do you have any reason, and you can just say you 

don't know, if you don't know, do you have any reason to 

to you? 

At that time, I didn't know. 

Okay. 'Cause she--Judy brought her in, right? She's in 

Tex--out of state? 

Correct. 

And then before she even gets home, her daughter's 

missing. 

Right. 

And she wants to find her daughter. Right? 

Correct. 

So to your knowledge, no one told her, Hey, listen, she's 

come back in and she said something new again? 

And you're asking me specifically on July 4th if I knew 

that? 

Not July 4th. July-­

Fourteenth. 

Around the time of, like,--
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Right. 

--after July 11th when she came in--

Right. 

--and Stacey's not home yet. You said she's coming home 

in a couple days, right? And then runs away. And 

then they go to Georgia. Do you have any reason-­

I'd have to--I'd have to look at my report again. 

Okay. 

At some point, Stacey indicated that to me. But I'm not 

sure when that was. 

Okay. 

(pause) Okay. 

Have you found it? 

Repeat your question. 

Your report indicates that what you said to Stacey is, I 

need to talk to her because she's the alleged victim in a 

sexual abuse case, right? 

Yes. 

But there was no specifics as to there's new information, 

and that was what had been being said since May 7th. 

Correct. 

So you have no reason to think Stacey knew there was any 

new information at that point, right? 

My report indicates that I--I recall having this 

conversation with Stacey where she told me she was furious 
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that came back to the police station. 

Does it say it here, like in the--in the reports that are 

happening around the time of the 14th when she's going to 

Georgia? 

Yes. 

Okay. Can you tell me where? 

On 9 of 13 on report 5555, it says accord--It's the last 

paragraph: According to Stacey, admitted to coming 

to the police station and speaking with me about Sam 

assaulting her. Stacey was furious 

me. Stacey advised not to believe 

had spoken with 

and was traveling 

to Georgia so the family could get a fresh start. 

So it doesn't say specifically when she was upset about 

her having talked to you, right? 

(Indiscernible) 

It doesn't say what she--You're indicating it was just an 

ongoing investigation, right? 

No, Stacey indicated she was furious that 

to the station to talk to me. 

came back 

Okay. So you don't know how she knew that, either, right? 

I don't know how she knew that. 

All right. So at that point, had a warrant been presented 

for criminal sexual conduct? 

No. 

So that's around the July 14th time frame, and the last 

81 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

120a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 A 

4 Q 

5 

6 A 

7 Q 

8 

9 

10 A 

11 Q 

12 

13 A 

14 Q 

15 

16 A 

17 

18 Q 

19 A 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

thing you know at that point is that the family's in 

Georgia? 

Yes. 

At some point you become aware of the fact that they're 

back. 

Yes. 

Did you become aware of the fact that they were back 

because of the August 2nd domestic violence incident or did 

you already know that before that? 

No. I--The incident. 

Okay. That's the first time you became aware of the fact 

they were back? 

I was called at home, yes. 

Okay. Had you at some point told Judy Stiltner, the 

grandmother, that if anything happened, call you directly? 

Not call me directly. I didn't give her my number. But I 

did say to call the station and tell them to advise me. 

Okay. Why'd you do that? 

That's something I do commonly. In cases like this or 

cases that are more serious, if there's--if there's 

concern for anybody, if I have victims that are concerned 

for their safety, I tell them to call the station and 

advise me. A lot of times the officers don't know the 

back-story of what's going on when they respond to a call. 

And I just let them know there's more going on than just 
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one incident. 

Okay. 

I did. 

Okay. 

So on August the 2nct, you got a call at home? 

From the police department, obviously; not from 

Judy, the police depart--someone from the police 

department--

Correct. 

--called you? 

Correct. 

Have you heard the 911 call? 

I have not. 

All right. Was it your understanding that Ms. Stiltner 

was at least in some way indicating that she needed to 

speak to you? 

I've heard that, yes. 

Okay. And that would make sense because you told her to. 

I told her to make sure I was advised, yes. 

Okay. All right. So you were advised that there was some 

type of incident going on at the house? 

Yes. 

And you spoke to officers--If I'm reading the reports 

correctly, you spoke to officers that were on the scene. 

One officer in particular, yes. 

Okay. Fair enough. There were several, but you spoke to 

one? 
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The sergeant, yes. 

Sergeant would mean the person who's in charge at that 

particular scene? 

Sergeant Combs, yes. 

Sergeant Combs? 

Yes. 

And have you--You've said that you've had an opportunity 

to review Officer Bunting's report from that night? 

I have read it, yes. 

And it indicates that after Sergeant Combs spoke with you, 

that's when the decisions were made about what to do. 

Yes. 

Okay. And you had said that Sergeant Combs--I'm sorry--

Officer Bunting's report wasn't super specific. I mean, 

it said what happened, that there was an argument, it was 

over a lighter,--

Yes. 

--and all those--and that there--what had happened in 

terms of generally the physical contact but it wasn't what 

you considered detailed? 

I'd have to look at it again to see. But I--He didn't 

have all the things that happened in the report, no. 

Okay. 

Yes. 

Okay. 

I mean, he--That's his job, isn't it? 

But in any event, you thought that you could get 
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more information or you should fill in gaps? 

Yes. 

Okay. And you wrote a report, as well? 

I did. 

You spoke to Stacey--I'm sorry--to 

that right? 

Stacey and-­

And Sam? 

--Mr. Jerome, yes. 

the next day; is 

Okay. And I apologize, Lieutenant, but I want to go back 

for a moment, and I apologize for having to go backwards. 

But I want to talk for a moment about the text message 

that Judy said Sam sent Stacey. 

Yes. 

So now we're going back to May gth, correct? The day after 

the initial allegation or thereabouts? 

When the text message came in? 

Yeah. 

Somewhere in that week, yes. 

Okay. And if you recall, Ms. Stiltner on the--when she 

testified, paraphrased--or she said she remembers exactly 

what it said because it was engrained in her brain. 

Right? 

Correct. 

Did somebody at that time give you that text message? 
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In May? No. 

But Judy Stiltner told you about it? 

I don't believe she told me till much after. Yes. 

When you say much after, what do you mean? 

My notes indicate August 21st is when I was initially told 

about the text message. 

Okay. So after the domestic--way after the domestic 

violence. Way after everything that we're here about in 

charges? 

Yes. 

So she indicated on August 21st, Hey, I think there's this 

text message where he admits touching her. 

Yes. 

I saw it back in May, and I just thought about telling 

you? 

Yes. 

Okay. So, I'm assuming at that point, you didn't try to 

get it because so much time had elapsed? 

I've done this for a long time, and the longest a carrier 

holds is 30 days. 

Okay. But at the times that Stacey was trying to give you 

information and at least she indicates that she wasn't 

able to for whatever reason, were you ever made aware of 

the fact that she made a copy of that text message? 

I've asked for that text message five times. 
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Have you ever seen it, as we sit here today? 

No. 

The prosecutor hasn't shown it to you? 

I got a packet,--

Okay. 

--but I don't remember reading anything specific like 

that. 

Okay. And when you were writing your reports, Lieutenant, 

and if you need to review, you can let me--There was an 

awful lot of personal opinion in them. Would you agree 

with me? And if you want me to go through specifics, I 

can. 

That's fine. 

And you would write things like, Stacey told me 

information; it's not credible. 

I did write that, yes. 

You would write that you believe 

that, right? 

I believe I did put that in there, yes. 

or things like 

And police reports are supposed to, as we already talked 

about, they're just supposed to be objective, right? It's 

your job to collect information, preserve it, present it. 

That's your job. 

Yes. 

But these reports are riddled with your belief Stacey is 
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not believable and not credible; and that what says, 

you believe. 

Correct. 

Okay. And, in fact, you even write your reports in a 

fairly unique way; and you actually put conclusions at the 

bottom about what did happen. 

Where's that at? 

At the bottom of every report. 

Those are the--generally the PACC codes. 

Uh-hum. 

The prosecutors, when they charge,--

Yeah. 

--we write off the PACC code,--

Okay. 

--and fill in for them. That's a request they have. In 

our conclusion, they're supposed be the PACC code. 

But you agree with that every report you wrote had your 

opinions about who's telling the truth and who's not. 

That's possible. I'd have to read them all again, like I 

said; but I know that it was in there, yes. 

Okay. And that was your feeling? You wouldn't write it 

if that's not what you thought. 

That's my opinion, yes. 

Okay. And you--As we've already indicated, you wrote a 

domestic violence report of your own. 
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I did. 

And just as a point of clarification, on the report that 

you wrote, it doesn't indicate on the printout of that 

report that you're the one who wrote it, does it? 

It's--No, it does not. 

It has a different officer's name? 

It does, yes. 

But as I indicated, you write your reports fairly 

uniquely. So it's written the way all the--your other 

reports are, right? 

Correct. 

So did you become aware at some point that there was a 

different name on it? 

Only two weeks ago. 

Okay. So that--I mean, and I'm not trying to make it seem 

like anything wrong happened, but somehow there was just 

an error? 

Yes. 

And this report, although it says a different officer's 

name, is yours? 

It's whoever signs into that computer. Yes. 

Okay. But does this even--I'm just trying to clarify that 

although we have paperwork--

Officer Geary's--

--that says some other officer wrote this, in fact,--
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It says Officer Geary, it's mine. 

--you--it's yours? Okay. 

And you were aware that on the night of the incident, 

on August 2nct the night before, or early-morning hours, 

when the domestic violence incident occurred, that there 

were photographs taken? 

Yes. 

By police officers? 

Yes. 

Because you guys have the ability to do that? 

Correct. 

You have evidence techs that do that, that are specially 

trained, right? 

Correct. 

Okay. And pictures were taken of 

Yes. 

And Stacey? 

Yes. 

Were you aware of the fact that EMT officers had to be 

told to take pictures of Stacey because the officers 

wouldn't do it? 

I'm not aware of that. 

Okay. But in any event, pictures of both of them existed. 

Right? 

Yes. 
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So, then when they came back the next day, you said that 

you observed some injuries to 

Yes. 

You said you saw some bruising starting around her eye 

area. 

Correct. 

And what else? 

She had a cut on one side of her forehead, a small cut on 

her forehead. She had--I'd have to read my report to be 

more specific, if that's okay. 

Sure. 

Okay. (pause) I apologize. There's nothing more 

specific in my report. 

Well, didn't you say that there was injury to the back of 

head in your report? 

(pause) I see there were red marks on her upper chest. 

don't see anything about her head. 

Okay. 

--guide me there? 

But if you could--

Sure. If you could give me a moment. (pause) 

Well, Officer, let's move on and I'll look for 

it. 

But as you sit here today, you say you don't 

remember there being an injury to the back of her head? 

I don't recall that, no. 

91 

I 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

130a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 Q 

2 A 

3 Q 

4 

5 A 

6 

7 Q 

8 

9 A 

10 

11 Q 

12 A 

13 Q 

14 

15 

16 A 

17 Q 

18 

19 

20 A 

21 Q 

22 A 

23 Q 

24 A 

25 Q 

Okay. 

No. 

No pictures were taken of the back of her head? 

If officers would have believed there was injuries there, 

they would have taken it? 

If she would have indicated that and they could see 

something, yes. 

And if she would have told you that the next day, you 

would have done it? 

If I could see something to take, yeah, I'd take a 

picture. 

But there was nothing like that? 

I didn't take a picture, no. 

Okay. But she told you what had happened as part of the 

assault that her mom slammed her down a bunch of times and 

she hit her head on the rail of the bed? 

Yes. 

And then what she told you was that Sam slammed her down 

into a chair six or seven times and she hit her head on 

the wall every time? 

That's what she said, yes. 

Okay. And there was no damage to the wall? 

I was--

That you're aware of? 

I was never at the residence. I don't know. 

And you also--
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MS. KOSMATKA: May I approach, Judge? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

I'm showing you the photographs that have been marked and 

admitted, and you've seen these a bunch of times,-­

I have, yes. 

--haven't you? And what happened that night is that the 

officer took a general picture of her face and then close-

ups of the--like the more specific areas of injury; is 

that fair to say? 

Yes, ma'am. 

The first picture is what we talked about. It's the 

picture of kind of just standing back a little bit of her 

face and a little bit of her upper body? 

Yes. 

And then there's a close-up of her eye area? 

Yes. 

And then there's a close-up of her leg,--

Yes. 

--the small cut on her leg? 

Yes. 

And there is no blood on her face, correct? 

I don't--I don't see any, no. 

Okay. And there's no picture of a cut on a forehead or a 

close-up of a cut on a forehead, is there? 

93 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

132a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 A 

2 Q 

3 A 

4 Q 

5 A 

6 Q 

7 A 

8 Q 

9 A 

10 Q 

11 

12 

13 A 

14 Q 

15 

16 A 

17 Q 

18 A 

19 

20 

21 Q 

22 A 

23 Q 

24 A 

25 Q 

There's not. 

Although you said you observed one? 

It's not indicated in my report. And I can't-­

What's not? 

The cut on the forehead. 

You just remembered that as you're sitting here? 

I don't specifically remember, so I can't say--

Judy said there was one, right? 

Yeah, I don't specifically remember. 

Okay. But you never wrote it before. You're not sure 

where it came from. But as you sit here now, you're kind 

of remembering that there was one? 

I'm saying that I don't recall there being one. 

But you just said that that was one of the injuries, was 

this cut--

I was--

--right here, you pointed up to your forehead. 

I was confusing--I was confusing the cut on her leg when I 

remember seeing a cut. And when I saw the pictures, it 

reminded me that the cut I saw was on her leg. 

Okay. 

And I apologize for the--

Okay. 

It's been over a year. 

And then there were pictures--
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to 

First let me just be more specific as it regards 

All the injuries were to the front of her, 

weren't they? 

That I recall, yes. 

That you saw. 

Yes, ma'am. 

And there were pictures taken of Stacey, as well,-­

Yes. 

--right? 

Yes. 

And they were injury to the front of her chest, correct? 

Yes. 

And the back of her, her back? 

Yes. 

And what Stacey--Or you had something--You had different 

versions of what happened that night, right? 

Absolutely. Yes. 

Sam didn't have any injuries that you knew of, did he? 

He didn't indicate any. 

And you didn't see any? 

I did not. 

So did you--Were any written statements taken since you 

talked to all three parties when you spoke to them later 

in the morning when this incident happened? 

No. 
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All right. But in any event, the majority of the 

allegations--And you can tell me if you would disagree 

with me. That's fair. But the majority of the 

allegations that even said happened that night were 

about her mother, weren't they? 

Yes. 

The inci--She indicated the incident started between her 

and her mom? 

Correct. 

Nothing to do with Sam, at least initially? 

Initially, no. 

And it was about this thing she has in her hand and she 

won't show it? 

Smoking and a lighter, yes. 

It's smoking and then it's a lighter? 

Correct. 

Okay. And she--But she--And admitted to it, I 

wouldn't show it to my mom. Right? 

I believe--Yes. 

Okay. So in any event, it starts and what tells you 

is that she and her mom get into it for that reason? 

Yes. 

And would you agree or disagree that it's fair for a 

parent, especially where there's concerns--if there's 

concerns about a child's behavior, to want to know if 
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they're hiding something? 

Sure. 

Or why they have something they won't show you? 

Yes. 

Okay. So in any event, they get into a scuffle and what 

she says is that her mom slams her down into the bed and 

hits her head on the bed frame? 

Yes. 

Her mom's choking her. Right? 

Covering her airway, yes. 

Oh, okay. I'm sorry. Covering her airway. Her mom 

punches her in the face? 

Yes. 

And then Sam is up there and what she says is he is 

pushing her in a chair. 

She said he slammed her down into the chair. She would 

try to get up, and he would slam her back into the chair. 

Okay. 

And her head would hit the wall. 

All right. But--Okay. Fair enough. It would make sense 

that if these two when they're going at it, it would make 

sense to get them separated, wouldn't it? I mean, that's 

what police would do. 

I would agree. 

Okay. And then she indicates that while all of this is 
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going on, and it sounds like it's kind of crazy in there, 

right? I mean, that there's a lot going on? Everyone's--

(Indiscernible) 

--upset and it's kind of a heightened situation? 

It sounds that way, yes. 

Okay. And what says happened then is that somehow 

she just said, excuse me, can I use the rest room, or I 

need to use the rest room or something about using the 

rest room? 

Just indicating that she was allowed to use the rest room, 

is what I was told. 

So in the middle of--And she said it's kind of in the 

middle of all this, right? That she goes to the bathroom? 

She does use the rest room, yes. 

And the only bathroom is downstairs? 

That I'm aware of in the home, yes. 

Okay. There's not one upstairs? 

Not that I'm aware of. 

Okay. Fair enough. So she goes downstairs and she says 

it's her mom that goes down with her, right? 

Yes. 

Sam just kind of stays where he is, from what you 

understand? 

She never indicates what Sam does. I don't know--

Okay. So she didn't say he did anything to her? 
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Correct. 

And then she says this thing about she's going up the 

stairs, Sam's counting, her mom picks her up and drags her 

by her hair? 

Yes. 

And that's when she cuts her leg-­

Yes. 

--or scrape--you know, the small--the injury that's 

bleeding on her leg that's in the pictures from that? 

Right. 

So all of the injuries we're looking at in those pictures, 

from account, come from her mom? 

I would agree with that, yes. 

And as you sit here today, you are aware, are you not, 

that the allegations, the criminal charge against Stacey 

for domestic violence were dismissed by the prosecutor's 

office? 

Yes. 

Were you aware that that was being done? 

The dismissal? 

Uh-hum. 

Yes. 

Okay. And again, in your report where it indicates that 

you were speaking to Stacey and taking her version of 

events and how she saw it, you again specifically wrote in 
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your report that she changed her story several times, 

meaning Stacey; and so you deemed her incredible? 

She changed her story, yes. 

Yeah, she changed her story, so don't believe her? 

On that incident? 

Yeah. 

Correct. 

And as we already indicated, Sam Jerome came in to speak 

with you about what had happened, correct? 

He did. 

Did you write down anything about what he said? 

I don't believe I did. 

I mean, does Sam even get mentioned, like he showed up and 

he wanted to tell me what he said? I mean, do we even 

know he's there, if we just look at the report? 

I don't believe I-- I--I don't recall. I can look. 

don't--

Go ahead. 

(pause) There's very little. It doesn't indicate 

anything about his and I's con--our conversation. 

So there's nothing? 

Correct. 

I 

It doesn't even--If we just read this, or when you 

submitted this to the prosecutor's office, and I got it, 

there's nothing here that would never indicate he came in? 
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To the police lobby. 

Right. On his own, right? He came up. He didn't--He 

wasn't brought there by police officers or in handcuffs. 

He came up and--

Right. 

--said, I want to talk about what happened, too? 

I don't remember the reason why he came up. But he was up 

at the lobby. 

And we don't know, 'cause you didn't write anything. 

Correct. 

And you decided that. 

Correct. 

Because you already decided you believed 

lying to you 'cause she keeps changing it up. 

On this incident? 

Uh-hum. 

Correct. 

Stacey's 

Okay. So you just didn't--You just ignored the fact that 

he has rights as a possible alleged victim to make a 

statement, as well, and he's completely ignored. 

I don't recall the conversation Mr. Jerome and I had in 

the police lobby. I do not. 

But that's the reason we write--that reports are written, 

so we know and we can remember later, right? 

Generally speaking, yes. 
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And now there's just no way to know that. 

Correct. 

THE COURT: Are you almost done here? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yes, I am. 

THE COURT: Okay, 'cause--

MS. KOSMATKA: I am, Judge. I think--I know 

there are constraints, and I believe so. And I'll try to 

move along. 

THE COURT: You know what? We're going to take 

a break. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Okay. 

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen, don't talk 

about the case. Leave your notes on the floor. We'll 

start up in about ten minutes. 

All rise for the jury. 

(At 10:23 a .m., jury excused) 

(At 10:23 a .m., recess) 

(At 10:43 a.m., jury present) 

(At 10:43 a .m., court in session) 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Detective, I think when we--I'm sorry. Lieutenant. I 

believe when we concluded, we were talking about the--Sam 

Jerome coming in and there just not being any mention of 

it. 

Correct. 
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Do you remember if you did speak to him, though? 

I remember speaking to him in the police lobby, yes. 

Okay. So we don't have any kind of indication of how you 

deemed his story, 'cause you said in your notes you had 

decided Stacey's not credible,-­

Correct. 

--'cause she's changing her story; you decide 

but we don't know what you thought of Sam 'cause you 

didn't write anything about him? 

Correct. 

is; 

Okay. And as part of the information that Stacey was 

trying to give you, did--do you know, and if you don't, 

that's fine, that she was trying to give you pictures of 

the bed that was in room indicating that, yeah, 

there was a lighter and they were arguing over it, and 

that there was a large burn mark in the bed? 

Stacey never indicated anything about a bed. 

Okay. 

Burn marks on a bed, no. 

MS. KOSMATKA: I don't have anything further. 

THE COURT: Redirect? 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. Thank you. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q All right. Detec--or, excuse me--Lieutenant, there's been 
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Q 

a lot of, you know, questions about, you know, 

investigating cases and, you know, doing--you know, 

getting statements or recording statements and the like, 

or bringing in people. You know, could you just very 

quickly in thirty seconds or less just tell us sort of 

what the approach is to investigate a case from start to 

finish? 

Every case is--is quite different. In a case of a sexual 

nature, we--we start with gathering statements, gathering 

whatever evidence we can. Depending on the age of the 

child or the victim, we set up our subsequent interviews. 

And then once we gather most of our information, we then 

interview the--the suspect in that crime. 

All right. And when you go about to interview a case, you 

know, what's the goal of investigating. What are you 

trying to do? 

Just to--to find the truth, find what happened. 

All right. And would it be fair to say that in doing that 

you want to talk to everybody and find out what they have 

to say? 

Everybody that's willing to talk to me, yes. 

All right. And sometimes issues come up where you need to 

re-interview people, correct? 

Yes. 

All right. Now, in regards to this case, when you started 
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the investigation, you know, was your goal again to gather 

as much information as you could? 

Yes. 

All right. And did you try to do that? 

I did. 

All right. And did you give Stacey, Judy, the 

defendant, and anybody else involved in this case, did you 

give them an opportunity to come to you and talk to you 

and give their full version, or give a full statement to 

you? 

Yes. 

All right. In this case, when you reached out 

specifically to Stacey over the course of the 

investigation, was that someone that was willing to meet 

with you and cooperate with you and give you the 

information that you were seeking? 

Generally, no. 

All right. In fact, as you're investigating this case, 

she did a number of things that frustrated this 

investigation, correct? 

Correct. 

Including taking the defendant's side and supporting him? 

Yes. 

Now, if Stacey came to you, you know, even though she was 

supporting the defendant against her daughter, if she came 
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to you--

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, I'm going to object to 

that--nature of that questioning. The facts on the record 

are that she brought her daughter in, that she brought her 

to Care House. 

MR. GEORGE: Well, Judge, the witness just 

testified Stacey frustrated the investigation--

MS. KOSMATKA: In his opinion--

MR. GEORGE: --and he followed that--

THE COURT: What was your question? 

MR. GEORGE: My question, Judge, was given that 

the witness just testified that Stacey, the mother, 

frustrated the investigation, that she supported the 

defendant over my question was given that, was the 

lieutenant willing to have her come in and write 

statements or provide whatever information she wanted to? 

MS. KOSMATKA: And that's what I'm objecting to. 

It may be this witness's opinion that she was picking 

sides, but--

THE COURT: See, you characterized it. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you. 

THE COURT: You've characterized it. She stated 

objective questions: Did you do this and did you do that; 

and now you put a conclusory characterization to it. So I 

mean, if you want to ask a factual question, you can. But 
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you character--

MR. GEORGE: I'll just ask it a different way, 

Judge. 

THE COURT: Yeah. 

MR. GEORGE: I think I can do that. 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

All right. Lieutenant, given your contacts with mother 

and what you knew about her, were you willing and happy to 

talk to her and collect whatever information you wanted 

from her? 

Yes. 

And if Stacey brought you text messages or pictures or 

written statements, if she came to you with those things, 

are those things you would have looked at and incorporated 

into your investigation? 

I--I attempted to, yes. She wouldn't provide statements. 

She would talk about the things she had on her phone but 

wouldn't--would not let me have her phone or even look at 

her phone. She did provide--She let me listen to two 

voice memos, I think they're called; and that's the extent 

of what she provided. 

All right. Now, the--You know, sort of following up with 

Stacey, she--you know, you were asked about her going to 

Georgia with the girls. 

Yes. 
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All right. And she went to Georgia with the girls, you 

know, that immediately followed the run--that runaway 

report and her picking up correct? 

Yes. 

Okay. And that was when Stacey was coming back from 

Texas, ran away? 

Yes. 

Okay. But that next morning, mom found her? 

She did. 

And then you were in contact with mother? 

On the phone, yes. 

All right. And again, you wanted Stacey to bring 

the police station to talk to her? 

Initially I wanted to confirm that was, indeed, 

found. And then we had an investigation again. 

All right. And instead of cooperating with you, she 

directly lies to you about going to Beaumont, correct? 

Beaumont and then Providence. 

Okay. And so there was two separate lies? 

Yes. 

to 

Okay. So the Berkley Police Department's on a wild goose 

chase? 

We sent officers to Beaumont, to Providence, and to the 

residence, looking for 

All right. And when you realized you're being duped, you 
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talked to Stacey again, correct? 

I talked to Mr. Jerome first. 

Okay. And then Stacey? 

Yes. 

All right. And Stacey's response was that she laughed at 

you? 

She laughed and said she was out of Michigan now, out of 

my jurisdiction, I--there was nothing I could do. 

Okay. And are those actions what you would consider 

cooperating with the police? 

No. 

Okay. And then it's my understanding while 

supposedly in the car with Stacey, looking all ragged and 

drugged and raped, those words were Stacey's words, 

correct? 

I don't know when I heard that. I don't know if Stacey 

told me that during that conversation or not. But they 

would have been Stacey's words. 

All right. So,--

I heard that from Stacey. 

All right. So, what I'm trying to establish here is it 

wasn't that ever said she was out doing drugs or she 

was raped? 

Not to me. 

Okay. And you heard in court say that was not the 
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case? 

Correct. 

So the mom is telling a police officer that her daughter's 

been drugged and raped. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, I--that she has said she 

has been. 

MR. GEORGE: Okay. I'll rephrase that, Judge. 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

So Stacey is telling you that 

she's been drugged and raped? 

Correct. 

is telling her that 

And Stacey's response and what she does is lies to the 

police about where 

Yes. 

is at and flees to another state? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, again I'm going to object 

to the characterization that she--

THE COURT: It's been asked and--

MS. KOSMATKA: --fled--

THE COURT: --answered. Too late, so . 

MS. KOSMATKA: Well, and that she fled to 

another state. There's no indication that she fled. 

There's indication that she took her family to see their 

aunt in another state. 

THE COURT: All right. Would the two of you 

approach the bench? 
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(From 10:52:42 a.m. to 10:53:21 a.m., off-the-

record bench conference with counsel) 

THE COURT: Rephrase that question 

(indiscernible) . 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

All right, Lieutenant, let me re-ask that question. So, 

Stacey lies about where 

Correct. 

at. 

Stacey tells you that her daughter's been drugged and 

raped. And what does Stacey do? 

She continued to Georgia, as far as I know. 

All right. And did she ever bring 

check her welfare, see how she's doing? 

She did not. 

in so you could 

All right. Now, I want to talk to you a little bit about 

report-writing and, you know, how that relates to an 

investigation. 

Okay. 

All right. You know, when you investigate a case, we 

prepare police reports, correct? 

Correct. 

All right. And then you in particular when you--Do you do 

anything before you prepare your report? Well let me ask 

it another way. 

When you're interviewing witnesses, do you take 
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notes or do you do anything that would sort of refresh 

your recollection? 

I generally take notes. 

All right. And you know, do you rely on those, then, when 

you then later prepare a written report? 

I do. 

All right. Now, in general, when you are preparing 

reports, you're conducting investigations, is it possible 

or common to incorporate every single statement that's 

ever made in a case into a police report? 

It's not--Generally, it's not possible. 

All right. And in this case, you know, can you even 

recall how many times you've talked to Stacey over the 

years? 

No. 

And would it have been--You know, I think--now looking 

back, maybe there's things that maybe you think it would 

have been better put in, you know, now and--you know, 

hindsight's 20/20, but, you know, given this case, would 

it have been possible for you to incorporate, you know, 

every single detail over the course of, you know, almost a 

year's investigation into the police report? 

It wouldn't be possible, no. 

All right. And what's the purpose of the police reports? 

Our job is to, again, gather the facts. And 
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(indiscernible) the report, we are listening to the 

prosecutor, what are the relevant facts of that case. 

All right. And--All right. So the purpose of the report, 

I think you said, is to sort of include, you know, the 

pertinent facts of a case? 

To summarize it for the--the prosecutor. 

All right. To summarize it. Because it's not possible to 

put into a report a verbatim statement from every witness 

that they've ever made? 

Correct. 

All right. Now, it's possible, you know, it's possible 

that you can record witnesses at times. 

Given where those interviews take place and who the person 

is; yes, it is possible. 

All right. And in this case, I think you indicated that 

with children at the time that this was happening there 

wasn't a location within your--in the police station that 

was equipped with video? For children, is what I'm 

getting at. 

We have a juvenile detective. When the--When the juvenile 

is a suspect in the crime, they are recorded. When the 

juvenile is the victim of the crime, they are not. 

All right. And that's just your Berkley policy on that? 

Department policy. 

All right. Now, when this case came in--
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Well, let me talk to you a little bit about Care 

House. You know, obviously you're familiar with Care 

House. 

I am. 

And I think you said on direct you've done--How many Care 

House interviews have you been to? 

I don't recall. I've been to Care House well over 20 

times. 

times. 

I've investigated these type crimes around 35 

I'm not sure exactly how many of those went to 

Care House. 

All right. So you've seen forensic interviews, correct? 

I have. 

And in the--in your 18 years or so, you know, how many 

children have you interviewed? 

I can't count. 

All right. Lots, right? 

Tons, yeah. 

All right. And so, you know, when we're talking about 

Care House being professional interviewers, I don't take 

any dispute with that; but, you know, at the same time, 

Lieutenant, would you consider yourself a professional 

interviewer? 

It's a majority of what I do all day. 

All right. You've talked to countless kids and you've 

been to Care House, you know, so do you understand sort of 
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the, you know, how you interview children? 

A I understand the--the--the process, yes. 

Q All right. And what's the--you know, what's the big point 

of a forensic interview, like they do at Care House? 

A Very careful about leading children. 

Q So--Okay, so you don't leading questions. What kind of 

questions do you ask? 

A Open-ended questions. 

Q Okay. Who, what, why, when--

THE COURT: Mr. George, we've been over this so 

many times. I'm not going to allow its repetition 

(indiscernible). Okay. I mean, if you want to--

MR. GEORGE: All right. Well,--

THE COURT: --state that that's your topic 

you're on, that's fine; but to go over this all over 

again. Folks, we're done with that. 

MR. GEORGE: All right, Judge. 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

Now, you know, the--Okay, the point is, you know, you've 

interviewed kids. Now, Care House, you're aware that 

there's a memorandum of understanding between Care House 

and the different police agencies? 

Correct. 

All right. And are you aware that the police agencies, 

you know, pursuant to that agreement, are really only 
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required to bring a child to Care House if they're twelve 

and under? 

That's what the mem--memorandum says, yes. 

All right. So, in this case, 

talked to you? 

Thirteen at the time. 

was 13 or 14 when she 

All right. So, really, pursuant to the forensic 

interviewing protocol, there's no requirement for you even 

to brought to Care House? 

Not through the state of Michigan and their--their memo, 

and then from Care House to us, correct. 

All right. So, you know, you went ahead and did that 

anyway. Could you tell us why you went ahead and had her 

interviewed at Care House? 

Most of it was the history of the family. Just the 

different cases I've had with the family, how those cases 

have twisted and turned through the--the process, and I 

wanted just that additional step. 

All right. And, you know, we have telling you one 

thing. tells something a little bit different at 

Care House. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Again, I'll object to tells 

something a little bit different. We've--

MR. GEORGE: All right. I'll rephrase it. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --(indiscernible)--
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MR. GEORGE: I'll rephrase it, Judge. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you. 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

So, you went to Care House. And could you describe how 

111111111111111 statement differed? Or not--Did it differ? Let 

me just ask that. 

It did differ, yes. 

All right. And when you say it differed, could you tell 

us, just quickly, how it differed? Not in the specifics 

but more just generally. What was the nature of the 

difference? 

To generalize it, the blame shifted from Sam to A 

lot of the facts were the same about where they were, what 

was going on. Some of the touching was even included in 

the interview but it was characterized as a mistake or as 

tickling or--or fooling around. 

All right. And during the interview you recall 

actually telling the interviewer, Trisha Shuster, that the 

defendant, after five or ten minutes, got really low and 

was touching on her vagina? 

And I believe that's in my report, yes. 

All right. And that told him to stop and he didn't 

stop. 

If we're talking specifically about Care House, I'd have 

to review my report on that. But she did--

117 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

156a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

16 A 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

All right. Well,--

--tell him to stop, yes. 

All right. And so when went to Care House, she 

didn't ever say that Sam didn't do something to her, 

correct? 

She did not say that Sam did not touch her. She made it 

more sound like an accident or like a--That was the big 

change. 

All right. And as an investigator, you have a, you know, 

a case with a juvenile or child saying a stepfather did 

something to her. 

Correct. 

And now you have, you know, a statement at Care House 

that's, you know, largely the same, just when it comes to 

the sexual contact, it's different. 

Correct. 

Does that, as an investigator, cause you any concern? 

It does. 

What's your concern there? 

That children change their stor--Everybody changes their 

story for different reasons. Sometimes it through fear 

and intimidation, sometimes it's from--they're scared of 

the process. I just wanted to make sure that this was not 

actually going on inside that home. 

All right. And as an investigator, do you think in your 
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professional opinion that as a detective in charge of a 

case involving a child, that it would have been 

professional for you to say, Okay, well, 11111111 changed 

what she said about the sexual contact; so you know what, 

Mom, take your daughter home to your step--or your 

husband, and I'm done, I'm satisfied? 

I think I would have been remiss in--in what we do and for 

the safety of just everybody in--involved, the children 

involved. If I would have just dropped that case at that 

point, knowing what she had said originally, how it had 

changed slightly at Care House, and it did change a 

little, and then the actions of her mother and not being 

able to talk to her again to find out why it had changed, 

and--I don't think I would have been doing my job at that 

time. 

All right. And correct me if I'm wrong, but the--sort of 

the next step then, the next logical step would have been 

to ask Stacey to bring her daughter in so you could ask 

her about why she changed what she said? 

We would have asked why it changed, and--and we would have 

went over the whole--the whole thing again to see what was 

going on. 

All right. And, you know, it's possible, you know, maybe 

not with this case but just, for example, if the child 

came--a child came in and said, Well, Detective, look, I'm 
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sorry; what I told you the first time wasn't true; you 

know, I feel bad; I told the truth at Care House, and left 

it at that. 

I've had that happen several times. 

Okay, case closed, right? 

Case closed. 

Okay. You know, that wasn't the situation here, though, 

was it? 

Correct. 

All right. And did you reach out to Stacey and ask her to 

please bring in so you could talk to her? 

I did. 

All right. And was that done? 

No. 

It wasn't until she was out of the state that came 

to talk to you, correct? 

Correct. 

All right. And when talked to you, she explained to 

you why she said what she said at Care House? 

Yes. 

And then when she again told you what happened, it was 

entirely consistent with the first time she talked to you? 

Correct. 

All right. So there's really no change in stories back 

and forth. It was she told you what happened and then she 
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went to Care House and said something a little different 

and then when she--

MS. KOSMATKA: Again, I'm going to object to a 

little different. 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

All right. So she goes Care House, says something 

different, and then you interview her a third time, and 

it's the same as the first time? 

Then I interviewed her a subsequent time, and it was--the 

fourth time was the same as the first and the third. And 

that was--Each time there was a month in between. So I--I 

waited until late, the fourth time, to interview her to 

see--And when I had three times consistent with something 

that had been said three or four months prior, that 

started to show the consistency in the--in the case. 

All right. Ms. Kosmatka, you know, asked you about some 

text messages--

Yes. 

--that the defendant--or Stacey claim that--they claim 

show what the actual test message was that Judy saw. 

Correct. 

All right. 

I have not. 

All right. 

You've never seen that, correct? 

You don't know anything about that? 

Only what I was told. 
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A 

All right. 

I did. 

Did you ask Stacey to bring you the phone? 

Okay. Did she do it? 

She did not. 

Did she come to you and come to you at the police station 

and ask you to look at the phone for her? 

She did not. Not on that text message. 

On the--Right, on the text message. 

Correct. 

All right. And with text-messagings, I mean, the way we 

get records is directly from the phone company, correct? 

Correct. 

All right. So if you want to know what's on my phone, you 

could figure out which carrier I have, request the 

records, and that's the official business record from AT&T 

or Sprint or wherever, correct? 

Correct. 

All right. And that wasn't done at all in this case, 

true? 

It was not. 

All right. And because--You know, you work with these 

phone companies, you know they recycle the--the recycle or 

delete that information after so many days? 

Each phone company has their set parameter. And we were-­

When I learned of the message, I was well beyond the 
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longest of any of them. And there was--there was no 

records to gather at that time. 

All right. And so when someone, you know, shows you a 

piece of paper or they, you know--without having actual 

records, it's kind of hard to tell what that even is, 

correct? 

I'd have no idea. 

All right. But she didn't even bring you a piece of paper 

showing you anything? 

I've never seen them, no. 

All right. Now, you were also asked about the dismissal 

of the domestic violence charge against Stacey. 

Yes. 

That's something that Ms. Kosmatka asked you about. All 

right. You were the detective in charge of that case, 

correct? 

I was. 

All right. And I happened to be the prosecutor on that 

case? 

You were. 

All right. And, you know, we talked, you know, at length 

• 
about, you know, how we want to approach this case and 

what we want to do, correct? 

We did. 

All right. And during the pendency of that case, we--you 
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recall that Stacey was ordered to undergo a psychiatric 

evaluation? 

By Judge Wittenberg, yes. 

All right. So the judge ordered her to the Center for 

Forensic Psychiatry for a competency exam, correct? 

Yes. 

All right. And do you recall us also asking for a 

criminal-responsibility evaluation? 

We did. 

Could you tell the jury quickly what a criminal­

responsibility evaluation is? 

That's usually more for the attorneys than for the police 

officers; but the competency is can--are you competent to 

--to help yourself or defend yourself in the case? Can I 

talk to the attorney and say this is what happened or 

didn't happen? The criminal responsibility is are they-­

can they be held responsible for what they did based on 

are you sane? 

Is that--Does that (indiscernible)? 

Right. Right. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, may Mr. George and I have 

one moment? 

THE COURT: You may what? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Have one moment? 

THE COURT: Yeah. 
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(At 11:08 a.m., brief off-the-record conference 

between counsel) 

MS. KOSMATKA: Okay. Okay. 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

All right. And, you know, so basically, you know, we got­

is the defendant competent to stand trial--

Yes. 

--and, you know, are they responsible for their actions? 

Yes. 

All right. And when we asked Judge Wittenberg, do you 

recall him indicating that the forensic--

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, I'm going to object to--

THE COURT: You know, counsel,--

MS. KOSMATKA: --something that a judge said. 

THE COURT: --approach the bench, will you? 

(From 11:08:25 a.m. to 11:08:49 a.m., off-the-

record bench conference with counsel) 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

All right, Lieutenant Crum, but the--We weren't able to 

have a criminal-responsibility exam done, correct? 

My understanding from previous cases and from this case is 

you can't misdemeanor cases. 

All right. But the bottom line is in this case with 

Stacey Krahe, we could not do a criminal-responsibility 

evaluation? 
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It was not possible. 

All right. So we get--She goes, she's evaluated, we come 

back, we have a competency report, correct? 

Correct. 

All right. And prior to her being sent to the forensic 

center, do you recall her being in your office sometime in 

February of 2014? With her attorney Mark Herron? 

Yes. 

All right. And I'm not going to get into the allegation 

of what she talked to you about, but basically she was 

there with her attorney; and right before you very eyes, 

she went from a 38 year old and transformed into a 6 year 

old? 

Correct. 

All right. And so she's talking to you, she's sniffing 

her feet, and she's acting like a 6 year old? 

Correct. 

All right. And when Ms. Kosmatka asked you about it being 

unrelated to the case, I mean, it was a separate 

allegation, but it involved the same people, correct? The 

allega--

Yes. Yes. 

All right. 

Yes. 

And so while this case is pending, February 2014, mom's in 
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A 

Q 

A 

your office smelling her feet, acting like a 6 year old? 

Yes. 

All right. And subsequent to that, there were concerns 

about whether she was mentally ill and even competent to 

stand trial? 

Correct. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Again, I'm going to object. 

According to whom? The prosecutor makes the decision what 

happens with a charge. 

detective thinks. 

It does not matter what the 

THE COURT: And I know. I mean, 

What's your next question? 

MR. GEORGE: All right, Judge, I'm going to 

finish up. 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

Q 

All right. So, Ms. Kosmatka asked you that, you know, 

wasn't the domestic violence case against Stacey 

dismissed. Do you recall that? 

I do. 

All right. Now could you tell the jury why it was 

dismissed? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Again, I'm going to object. It's 

dismissed by the prosecutor. The only that can say--

THE COURT: That's all--That's all they need to 

know, don't they? 
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MS. KOSMATKA: That's--Correct. 

MR. GEORGE: Well, Judge, I mean, it wasn't--

THE COURT: 'Cause that's just--

Is it hearsay or what is your objection? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Well, at this--

MR. GEORGE: No, but--

MS. KOSMATKA: If I may? 

This witness has no way to say why a charge is 

or is not dismissed. We've already established police 

officers ask for charges to be given by the prosecutor-­

THE COURT: And they were denied. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --and once that happens, the-­

THE COURT: Yeah. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --prosecutor's fully in charge of 

what happens with charges, not police officers. 

MR. GEORGE: The one difference, though, Judge, 

is I agree with that except in this case we met, we 

discussed it, and we made a decision together. 

THE COURT: Objection sustained. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Next question. 

BY MR. GEORGE: 

Q 

A 

All right. But the bottom line is that after we talked, I 

dismissed the case. 

You did. 
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THE COURT: Asked and answered. 

MR. GEORGE: Nothing further, Judge. 

THE COURT: Other than "I dismissed it." The 

case was dismissed. 

Ms. Kosmatka? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you, Judge. 

RECROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Detective Crum, you said that you want to take--when 

people come in, you want to take any information from them 

that they want to give you, correct? 

Yes. 

But when it came to Stacey, we've already established that 

you took from her what you decided to take. 

She didn't provide us--

Okay. So let's--

--I asked for things, and she would not provide. 

And she tried to give you things that you didn't want? 

I don't recall that. 

Okay. So let's talk specifically about those recordings 

real briefly. 

Yes. 

You said that she tried to play you some recordings. 

Yes. 

You listened to a couple of them. 
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Q 

I did. 

You specifically again wrote in your report you deemed 

that they were like somehow influenced, they weren't 

credible, they didn't go with this case. You wrote that. 

I requested those recordings. 

But you--

I never received them. 

Okay. 

And I did write that in my report, yes. 

Okay. A bunch of times. I mean, it's riddled throughout 

the report every time you talked to Stacey, she's not 

credible. She's not believable. Her evidence isn't worth 

anything. Right? You're writing it. 

THE COURT: Yes or no. It's just a yes or no 

answer, Lieutenant. 

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry, your question is it's 

riddled through? I don't--I don't agree with that. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

At least three times, at least three times, just for--

In--

--the sake of not going through every part of the report 

for the jury. 

In the four or five reports that I have that--

Yes. 

--are probably combined, say 50 pages, you're saying 
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there's three times. You're--

At least. I-­

--probably right. 

--And rather than go through every time--

You're--

--it says it. 

You're correct, yes. 

Okay. So that's your mindset when you're meeting with her 

on multiple occasions. Fair to say she kind of gets that? 

I can't say what she gets or doesn't. 

Okay. Do you like her? 

Stacey Krahe? 

Uh-hum. 

There are--There are 10 different Stacey Krahes. 

Okay. When you would meet with her--

It depends on which one is in my office,--

Okay. 

--to be honest with you. 

Okay. 

If it's 36, then it's 36. She's very-­

Okay. 

--open. 

So one more time--

But your question is do I like her? When she's-­

Okay. Let me--Let me--
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A --When she's--

Q Okay. 

THE COURT: (Indiscernible) can answer. 

THE WITNESS: When she's other personalities, 

including one that she refers to as Dominic, I would be 

honest, I don't. It's very--very hard to get along with 

that personality. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Yeah. 

But there are 10 different--And I've seen a majority of 

those through my time with dealing with Stacy--

Okay. 

--that I'm never sure who I'm going to get. But when I 

get the 36 year old, she's a very nice, young lady. 

Fair enough. In your 50-or-so police reports, pages in 

the--

Pages, yes. 

--police reports and all the multiple times you talked to 

Stacey, you never know that you have any indication you're 

talking to anyone other than what you refer to as a 36-

year-old Stacey, do you? 

I never know which one I'm talking to. 

You never noted she seemed odd or she didn't seem with it 

or she seemed to be acting like someone else. That 

doesn't say anything like that. 
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No. 

It just says I don't believe her. 

Correct. 

And in regards to her saying that she was going to 

Beaumont or going to Providence or going to the hospital 

when she picked up her daughter, who she told you looked 

disheveled, said she was raped and drugged? 

Yes. Yes. 

The prosecutor characterized that as a wild-goose chase 

for you, correct? 

We did send--

(Indiscernible) 

--our police officers to various places. 

Okay. But you don't know whether or not told her 

mom that she was lying or why there was a decision not to 

do that? 

I don't know that. 

Okay. And you said that the purpose of a police report 

for police officers is to list for the prosecutor relevant 

facts of the case or to summarize the relevant facts of 

the case. 

Yes. 

Which means there's no place for opinions, correct? 

That's not relevant facts of the case. 

They often ask us for those. 
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Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

But you--In this case they didn't ask for it. You just 

volunteered it. 

That's not true. 

You were asked to write a report indicating what you 

thought, who you believed, what you thought was credible, 

what you thought was incredible? Or you just did it? 

This report was sent out to be reviewed not for a--We 

didn't request a complaint warrant subpoena. 

up and reviewed it with the prosecutor. 

Did you write it or did somebody--

I drove it 

THE COURT: Let him answer the question. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Okay. Sure. Sorry. 

THE WITNESS: After I--we reviewed it initially, 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Uh-hum. 

--I was asked specific questions. Go find these things. 

Right. 

When I did, one of them was--the specific question was, Do 

you believe Stacey? Do you believe about this fact? 

Uh-hum. 

And when I was asked that specific question, I 

(indiscernible) that into my report. 

Detective Crum, with all due respect, and if you need to 

look, you let me know, you wrote it in the May 7th report, 
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A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

I didn't write that report--

--you wrote it--

--on the 7th. 

--in the Care House portion. It's not only after you 

presented it. 

This report was not written until well after I met with 

the prosecutor. 

This entire report? I mean, they're dated May 3th, July 

11th' --

You can see--

--July 14th __ 

--at the bottom the day it was submitted. 

Submitted, but--

They were written that day. 

They were--Okay. Now I'm confused. 

they're written May gth, __ 

Even though they say 

Correct. That's just me writing a narrative as the--as 

the reports. 

So you're saying--Now I'm really confused. You're saying 

a year later, you went back and thought, What did I 

remember from May 7th? I'll type that. What do I remember 

from July 11th __ 

Yeah, that's not how you write a police report. You open 

up a Word document. You write down May 7th, we start to 
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write down what happened, you write down May 3th. When 

something happens a month later that clarifies some--a 

hole in our report or a question we have, we go back to 

that day and clarify what's in our report. 

Okay. And you also indicated that it--you found Stacey 

frustrating and uncooperative to your case, right? 

Yes. 

Although she's the one who brought her daughter in 

initially. Yes? Yes? 

Stacey was frustrating when--She was cooperative for maybe 

six days. This report went on for several months--

Okay. So I'll ask you questions, then. If you can answer 

them yes or no, do; and if you can't you let me know. 

She's the one who initiated the whole contact 

with the police department about the sexual assault? 

Yes. 

She's the one who brought her daughter to Care House? 

Yes. 

Now we're well over a week into it, right? Because Care 

House is over a week after the alleged--

Yes. 

--incident? 

Yes. 

Then she came up and brought voice mails up, correct? 

(Inaudible) 
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I mean, she was coming up with--still meeting with you 

after this, correct? 

No, she didn't meet with me after Care House until--

The re--I'm sorry, Detective, but your reports indicate 

that the day she showed you the recordings were the DV 

incident. 

Correct. That's the next time she came in to see me. 

Okay. So--

So this was August 2nd. 

Okay. She came in--

So May 7th, I started asking for information for further-­

so I could do my investigation. August 2nd she finally 

provided something that is--I'd been asking for for 

months. That's the frustrating part of--

Okay. 

--trying to get an investigation--

So let's talk about before August 2nd, then. She's the one 

who--Or at least she is one of the people that said her 

daughter was missing, correct? 

I don't believe so. Judy Stiltner reported her missing, 

if that's what you're asking. 

THE COURT: Ms. Kosmatka, I think we're going 

all over this again. And I am not going to allow it. I'm 

not going to allow it. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Fair enough. 

137 



August 7, 2014 Trial Transcript

176a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

THE COURT: We have the facts established, okay. 

They recited one way. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Sure. 

THE COURT: We keep going over this, whether-­

Whomever is questioning, we're just--it would be next to 

impossible with the witness to do be able to do that, it 

seems. 

MS. KOSMATKA: I'll move on, Judge. Thank you. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

And Detective, then correct me if I'm wrong, that on the 

domestic violence incident the way the police came to be 

at the Jerome/Krahe house is because Stacey called her 

mother? 

We got there because Judy called us. 

Was it--You wrote a report, didn't you? 

I'm sorry? 

You wrote a report,-­

We went over--

--didn't you? 

--that, yes. 

And the information was that Judy got a call from Stacey 

asking her to come over. 

But that didn't indicate why we--She didn't call us. 

I didn't ask you--

Your question is--
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Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

--if she called the police. 

--the police came there because Stacey. No, the police 

came there because Judy called the police. That's why we 

arrived. 

Okay. Because Stacey had called Judy, right? 

I don't know that. 

Did you write it? 

You're asking me to say that's why we got there, and I 

disagree. 

Did you write it? 

I don't know how that's relevant to, Is that--

THE COURT: Lieutenant, she's asking you a 

question. Did you write it? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did write that. 

BY MS. KOSMATKA: 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Okay. And I just want to go briefly over it. You said at 

Care House--The statement wasn't that different. And so 

I'm going to--And this will be the last thing we do. You 

wrote a report speci£ically about Care House, correct? 

I did. 

And what you wrote was that she specifically advised on-­

regarding the first incident--If you need a moment to find 

that, I'll let you do that. 

Okay. 

You wrote: advised he did not touch her vagina 
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either above or below her clothing. Didn't you? 

I'm trying to find--

It's at the bottom of a page that lists victim, date, 

time, venue, investigation, Care House. 

Okay. 

The last--

At the bottom? 

Uh-hum. It's the fifth from the last line. 

I did write that, yes. 

also advised he did not touch her vagina either 

above or below her clothing. 

Correct. 

And then in three lines above, you said that she said 

Sam's hand rubbed below her hip bones near her pubic line; 

she asked him to stop; and he stopped. 

That's what I wrote, yes. 

And you then went on to say in the very last line on that 

page: From my perspective--meaning yours, right, 'cause 

you're writing this? 

Yes. 

From my perspective, it was a complete reversal of a 

recollection of the assault in my office. 

Yes, I did write--

So it wasn't a little bit different. It's a complete 

reversal. 
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That's what I wrote, yes. 

Okay, well, which is it? 

If you're asking me if that's what I wrote, that's what I 

wrote. 

And you also said that there's lots of reasons that people 

change their stories, correct? 

Yes. 

And you told--the two examples you gave the prosecutor 

were fear and intimidation or fear or the process. 

Yes. 

And sometimes it's 'cause they're lying. Right? 

Yes. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Nothing further. 

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen, we have to 

break for lunch. I have two meetings scheduled, one with 

the chief judge at 11:30, so I apologize for this hour and 

a half. I usually try to keep it down to an hour for your 

convenience. But I'm unable to do so. Today I have a 

meeting after that. Several (indiscernible) meeting on a 

couple issues that have come up. 

Leave your notes in the folders and leave them 

on the floor. 

Go wherever you like for lunch. Just be back 

in (indiscernible). Don't talk about the case. Don't 

try to find out anything about it. Be back in the jury 
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room at 1:00 p.m. Okay? 

present? 

Any questions? 

All rise for the jury. 

(At 11:23 a.m., jury excused) 

THE COURT: You can step down, Lieutenant. 

(At 11:23 a.m., witness excused) 

THE COURT: You may be seated, folks. 

The door is shut. We're going--

Do you have other witnesses you're going to 

MR. GEORGE: No, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. So you're ready to rest. And 

we can tell that to the jury after they come back, right? 

MR. GEORGE: Yes. 

THE COURT: You had a motion? 

MS. KOSMATKA'S MOTION FOR DIRECTED VERDICT 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, as I indicated, I only 

want to make the motion to preserve the record in regards 

to a directed-verdict motion. We know that the standard 

is that in the light taken most favorable to the 

prosecutor whether or not there is evidence as to each 

element that could allow a jury to find that there--that 

there is enough evidence to at least go forward to a jury. 

I know that based on what we've heard, there is at least 

that. 
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THE COURT: I understand. 

MS. KOSMATKA: I just didn't want it to read as 

an omission in a transcript. 

THE COURT: Mr. George, you're saying there's 

enough factual dispute to go to the jury? 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Your request is denied. 

And deputies, we'll see you back at one o'clock. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you. 

(At 11:24 a.m., recess) 

(At 1:00 p.m., court in session) 

(At 1:00 p.m., jury present) 

THE COURT: You may be seated. Recalling People 

versus Jerome, case number 13-247841-FC. 

Mr. George is here for the People. Ms. Kosmatka 

for defendant. 

Mr. George, do you have any other witnesses? 

MR. GEORGE: No, your Honor, no other witnesses 

or evidence to present. The People rest. 

(At 1:00 p.m., People rest) 

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen, the People 

have completed what's called their case-in-chief. Now 

defendant may present witnesses and/or testify, if he 

chooses. We'll go through that at this time. 

Ms. Kosmatka, do you have any witnesses? 
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MS. KOSMATKA: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Call your first witness. 

MS. KOSMATKA: May I go 

THE COURT: Uh-hum. 

the witness? 

(From 1:00:50 p.m. to 1:01:29 p.m., pause in 

proceedings) 

MS. KOSMATKA: Your Honor, the defense calls 

Richard Chudzinski. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Come up here. 

THE COURT: Sir, raise your right hand. 

Do you swear or affirm to tell the truth, the 

whole truth, nothing but the truth? 

sorry. 

MR. CHUDZINSKI: Yep. 

THE COURT: You may have a seat. 

And would you remove that 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: I thought it was a toothpick. I'm 

What is your first and last name for the record? 

THE WITNESS: Richard (indiscernible). 

THE COURT: Richard what? 

THE WITNESS: (Indiscernible) 

THE COURT: Spell the last name. 

THE WITNESS: C-h-u-d-z-i-n-s-k-i. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

SAMUEL JEROME, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. Case No. 15-148401-CZ 

Hon. Denise Langford Morris 

LIEUTENANT MICHAEL CRUM, 

in his Individual Representative 

Capacity, and THE CITY OF BERKLEY, 

a municipal entity, 

Defendants. 

The Deposition of DEPUTY CHIEF MICHAEL CRUM, 

Taken at 150 W. Jefferson Avenue, Suite 800, 

Detroit, Michigan, 

Commencing at 2:11 p.m., 

Wednesday, May 18, 2016, 

Before Sabrina Smith, CSR-2129. 
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APPEARANCES: 

S. JAY AHMAD 
Johnson Law, PLLC 
535 Griswold Street 
Suite 2632 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 
313.324.8300 
jahmad@venjohnsonlaw.com 

Appearing on behalf of the Plaintiff. 

LAUREL F. McGIFFERT 
Plunkett Cooney 
150 W. Jefferson Avenue 
Suite 800 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 
313.983.4751 
lmcgiffert@plunkettcooney.com 

Appearing on behalf of the Defendants. 

ALSO PRESENT: 
Celeste Kinney 
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Detroit, Michigan 

Wednesday, May 18, 2016 

2:11 p.m. 

DEPUTY CHIEF MICHAEL CRUM, 

Page 4 

was thereupon called as a witness herein, and after 

having first been duly sworn to testify to the truth, 

the whole truth and nothing but the truth, was 

examined and testified as follows: 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. State your full name for the record? 

A. Michael Crum, C-r-u-m. 

Q. How should I address you, Lieutenant, Deputy? 

A. Mike's fine. 

Q. Mike, my name is Jay Ahmad. I represent Mr. Jerome in 

this case. I'm going to be asking you a series of 

questions this afternoon. 

I assume you've been deposed before, is 

that correct? 

A. I have. 

Q. You understand the basic ground rules to a deposition, 

but I'll go over them briefly with you. My job is to 

ask you questions, your job is to understand and 

answer my questions as truthfully and accurately as 

~!J~I:i~.~§IQ9IS Pages 1 to 4 
\V\\'\.v.lJ101ioi1~lock.co1n 
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Page 5 Page 7 

1 you can, do you understand that? 1 months as a lieutenant? 

2 A, Yes. 2 A. I was the, in charge of the Detective Bureau and 

3 Q, If I ask you a question that you don't understand what 3 scheduling at that time. 

4 I'm asking you or I confuse you or you don't hear me, 4 Q, So what does that mean, being in charge of the 

5 don't answer the question. Let me stop, repeat, 5 Detective Bureau? 

6 rephrase it until you do understand what I'm asking, 6 A. I assign the cases to the various detectives, and then 

7 is that okay? 7 if there's a question about a case, they bring it to 

8 A, Yes, sir. 8 me and we discuss it. 

9 Q. Where are you currently working? 9 Q, How many detectives were there during the 27 months, 

10 A. I work for the City of Berkley in the Public Safety 10 and if it fluctuated, you can tell me that. 

11 Department. 11 A. We have two full-time detectives that work in the 
12 Q. And what'd you do for them? 12 Detective Bureau, and then depending on kind of our 
13 A, I'm the deputy chief. 13 case load, that could go up to four, not counting me. 
14 Q. And what does that mean? 14 Q, So do you add detectives from other parts of the 

15 A, I guess I'm second in charge of the City right now 15 department? 

16 just under the director, and I'm in charge of the 16 A. From patrol. 
17 administration of the department. 17 Q, What's the difference between being a detective and 
18 Q. So what do your job duties involve specifically? 18 just a regular patrol officer? 
19 A. The budget, purchasing, scheduling, promotions for 19 A. The schedule's better, you work Monday to Friday but 
20 individuals, just the admin part of it. 20 you don't wear uniform, you're not answering calls, 
21 Q. So are your duties exclusively administrative at this 21 you 're not responsible for fire suppression, the 
22 point? 22 things that we do in the patrol side of things. 
23 A, No. 23 Q, Are you assigned different types of cases? 
24 Q. You have some law enforcement responsibilities? 24 A. I'm sorry? 
25 A, Yes. 25 Q. If you're a detective, do you work up cases different 

----· . ......... ·-------¥-·---·-----·-~-·'"""-''"~'"' 
Page 6 Page 8 

1 Q. Tell me about those. 1 than what a patrol officer does? 

2 A. I have very little that I actually go on the road 2 A. Patrol takes the initial report and turns it over to 

3 anymore, but there are times where I will go out in 3 the detectives on any felony and any misdemeanor that 

4 the capacity in a uniform and provide the, whatever we 4 we investigate. 

5 need at that time. 5 Q. And then the detective investigates it and works it up 

6 Q. Why would you do that? 6 until it's decided to present to the prosecutor or 

7 A. If we're short. This weekend we had what's called 7 just not to pursue it, correct? 

8 Berkley Days and we were short for a few hours, so I 8 A. Correct. 

9 went out in uniform and covered a few hours of it for 9 Q. What's your date of birth, please? 

10 our department. 10 A. 6-24-1975. 

11 Q. Other than that, other than being short, you don't 11 Q. And you graduated from high school? 

12 have any regularly-scheduled shifts where you work as 12 A. I did. 

13 a law enforcement officer? 13 Q. From where? 

14 A. I guess I'm always a law enforcement officer. 14 A. Warren Woods Tower. 

15 Q. Right. 15 Q. What year? 

16 A. If you're patrol? 16 A. 1993. 

17 Q. Yes. 17 Q. After graduating from high school, did you continue 

18 A. No, I do not. 18 your educational pursuits? 

19 Q. When did you become deputy chief? 19 A. I did. 

20 A. October 5th of 2015. 20 Q. Where at? 

21 Q. And before that, what was your position? 21 A. Initially at Oakland Community College. 

22 A. Lieutenant. 22 Q. Did you obtain a degree or certificate from Oakland 

23 Q. And how long were you a lieutenant? 23 Community College? 

24 A. 27 months. 24 A. Associate's degree in criminal justice, I believe '97. 

25 Q. And what were your responsibilities during those 27 25 Q. Were you working at all during that time? 

.. 

6m~~J::i§1Q9.~ 
W\V\~•.!Jinrw1>sl.rJ(:k.c011i 
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A, Since high school, yes. 

Q. Okay. Where were you working during the time you were 

at OCC? 

A, A lot of minimum wage jobs. 

Q. Such as? Tell me the ones you can remember. 

A, I can remember Blimpie Subs, I can remember Papa 

Joe's, Quality Die Sets. I was a roofer, and I think 

it was called Adler Roofing, Adler, A-d-1-e-r. That's 

really all I can recall right now. 

Q. So were you going to OCC part time then? 

A, Yes. 

Q. And then after obtaining your Associate's in criminal 

justice, did you continue your educational pursuits? 

A, Police academy in '97, and I was hired by the Wayne 

County Sheriff Department at the end of the police 

academy. 

Q. How long did you work at the Wayne County Sheriff's 

Department? 

A. Eight months, from January to August of '98, 

Q. And what was your position during those eight months? 

A, Sheriff deputy. 

Q. And then where'd you go? 

A, City of Berkley. 

Q. Why'd you leave Wayne County? 

A, I don't recall at this time. Pension maybe. I don't 

really recall, 

Q. Were you terminated? 

A, No, no. 

Q. You left voluntarily? 

A, Idid, 

Q. Something to do with the benefits package? 

Page 10 

A. Something, yes. It was a little better in Berkley. 

Q. How'd you get the job in Berkley? 

A, Just applied and went through the whole process, 

interview, background, and they offered me the job. 

Q. And what year was that? 

A, I started August 3rd of 1998 in the City of Berkley. 

Q. And your position at the time you were hired was? 

A. Public safety officer. 

Q. What were your duties then? 

A. Law enforcement and fire suppression. 

Q. So what would a typical shift be like for you as a 

public safety officer? 

A, At that time we worked eight-hour shifts, so most of 

the time I worked 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. midnight 

shift and I would just respond to calls on dispatch, 

things on patrol, and if we had a fire I would respond 

to the fire. 

Q. Did you have a partner that you worked with? 

A. No. Single-man car. 
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Q. Did you have to undergo any additional training before 

you were hired into the City of Berkley Department? 

A. I did have to go to fire academy in 1998. I don't 

remember when I started. It was in August, and then 

we had FTO, which is 15 weeks, which is field training 

officer, so you ride around with another officer for 

15 weeks. And then there's a lot of training they put 

you through, medical first responder, radar training, 

data master, a lot of that initial training when you 

first get hired as a police officer. 

Q. Did any of that training include training on how to 

interview suspects or individuals or witnesses? 

A. In the first year I was there? 

Q. Yes. 

A. Not that I recall. Maybe in the academy there may 

have been some, but I don't recall a specific class. 

Q. Since then have you taken any classes or courses on 

the skills required to interview witnesses or 

suspects? 

A. I have a week in the basic detective school, one day 

was set aside for interrogation interviews. When I 

went to evidence tech school, there was a portion for 

interviews. I had one-day school through Oakland 

Community College, and then I had a five-day interview 

interrogation through Wicklander just before I became 

a detective, or as I was a detective. 

Q. Was that part of the requirement to become a 

detective? 

A. No. 

Q. What year did you become a detective? 

A. 19 -- no, 2008, 2008 I believe. 

Page 12 

Q. So you would have been a patrol officer for about 

ten years before becoming a detective? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And then you've been a detective or associated with 

the Detective Bureau up until the point you were 

appointed or made deputy chief? 

A. Correct. 

Q. You said you had a five-day interview course at 

Wicklander? 

A. That's the name of the, I guess the company that puts 

it on, Wicklander-Zulawski or something. I'm not 

sure. 

Q. Any other courses or training you've had in witness 

interrogation or witness interviews? 

A. Not that I recall at this time. 

Q. Did any of these courses or classes that you took 

involve the interrogation of minors who were alleging 

sexual abuse? 

A. Not that I recall. 

~I~l~I§I~I~IQ9i!S Pages 9 to 12 
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Q, That is a specialized skill, is it not, the 

interviewing by law enforcement of a minor, 

particularly one that's claiming sexual abuse? 

A. I'm sorry, your question is? 

Q. That's a specialized skill, is it not? 

Page 13 

A. Of a minor who's claiming sexual abuse? I'm not sure 

that's a special. What age are you saying, even a 17 

year old? 

Q. Yes. 

A. I would disagree with you. 

Q. Is there not a forensic protocol that's put out by the 

State regarding the interview of sexual abuse victims, 

particularly interview of a minor for sexual abuse? 

A. There is a protocol for 12 year olds and under that 

I'm aware of. If there's another one, I'd be happy to 

see what you have there. 

MR. AHMAD: Why don't we mark this as 

Number 1, Sabrina. 

MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION: 

DEPOSITION EXHIBIT 1 

2:24 p.m. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. You're looking at Exhibit 1, which I marked for the 

deposition. 

A. Yes. 

Page 14 

Q. Have you seen that document before? 

A. I don't recall. 

Q. Are you saying that you are not aware of that forensic 

interview protocol that's put out by the State? 

A. I have been to a juvenile justice class where Oakland 

County has one, and what I'm not sure is if Oakland 

County just used this one or if they made their own is 

what I'm not sure of. 

Q. Okay. So you think you've seen forensic interview 

protocols previous to today, you're just not sure if 

it's Exhibit 1 or if it's a different set of protocols 

that Oakland County uses? 

A. Correct. 

Q. When would have been the last time that you reviewed 

those forensic interview protocols? 

A. I couldn't tell you. 

Q. If you've ever done it. 

A. I couldn't tell you. 

Q. Have you actually ever reviewed any forensic evidence 

protocols? 

A. I was at a juvenile justice, like I said, course and 

they did cover this. I don't know when that was. I 

may have a certificate showing that, I'm not sure, but 

I have been to a several hour class on the protocol, 

yes. 
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Q. We're going to talk a little bit more about that. 

Before I get into that, have you gotten all of your 

educational achievement, is your Associate's degree as 

high as you've obtained? 

A. I have a Bachelor's degree from Siena Heights 

University in public safety administration. 

Q. When did you obtain that? 

A. 2007, that area. 

Q. So while you were working as a patrol officer at 

Berkley, you also continued to go to school? 

A. Correct. I have been to the Eastern University School 

of Staff & Command that ended maybe October of last 

year, and then I'm currently in the Master's program 

through Eastern Michigan for emergency management. 

Q. Have you authored any law enforcement literature or 

protocols? 

A. Literature, no. 

Q. Protocols? 

A, Are you talking internal policies for the department 

or external? 

Q. Anything that you would consider to be protocols or 

procedures that involve law enforcement work. 

A. Procedures for my own department, just the taser 

policy that we're working on right now that I'm 

authoring. 

Page 16 

Q. Anything other than that? 

A, FTO manual. I rewrote the FTO manual in 2007 or '08, 

Q. What is the FTO manual? 

A. Field training officer. There's 65 different tasks 

that the new officers trained in, and I authored that. 

That's all I can think of. 

Q. Did any of that include interview techniques? 

A. It did not. 

Q. What did you review to prepare yourself for today's 

deposition? 

A. My answers to, Interrogatory answers to the questions. 

Q. Anything else? 

A, Today? 

Q. Or any time to prepare you for your deposition. 

A. I glanced at my report and the, several weeks ago 

looked at the Court transcripts. 

Q. Anything else that you've reviewed? 

A. Not that I'll, not that I can recall. 

Q. Did you review the August 21st, 2013 video interview 

that you did? 

A. I have seen those, and I can't recall when exactly I 

watched those. 

Q. You don't remember when you watched them? 

A. I do not. 

Q. Was it before or after the criminal trial against 

0g~r:rnt,!§!Q~.! Pages 13 to 16 
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Mr. Jerome ended? 

A. After, after. 

Q. After? Have you taken any classes or courses in 

interviewing minors? 

A. Not that I can recall. 

Q. What is your experience in interviewing children who 

are alleging sexual abuse? 

A. What is my experience? 

Q. Yes. How often would you do it, how often have you 

done it? 

A. That was unfortunately part of our job. We did it. I 

probably interviewed less than 30. 

Q. Over the entire course of your career? 

A, Yes. Individuals that were minors that were claiming 

sexual assault, probably less than 30. 

Q. Do you know what the term "forensic interview" means? 

A. I know my understanding of it is -- I guess I would 

say no, I do not. 

Q. So when you're looking at Exhibit Number 1 and it says 

Forensic Interview Protocols, you don't even know what 

it means to do a, quote unquote, forensic interview, 

do you? 

A. No, I would say that's not correct. 

Q. So you do understand what the term means? 

A. I know that at CARE House, they conduct forensic 

Page 18 

interviews, and I've watched plenty of those. If 

you're asking me for a definition, which is what you 

asked me, I don't have one. 

Q. If I asked you to say what, in your mind, forensic 

interview means, you can't answer? 

A, You didn't ask me that question. 

Q. Okay. I'm asking you now. 

What, in your mind, does forensic interview 

mean? 

A. The forensic interview is not leading questions. The 

interview gives options and stress-free for the kids. 

They worry about the environment they're in. They 

worry about the distractions. That is my 

understanding of a forensic interview. 

Q, Are you certified to give or conduct forensic 

interviews? 

A, No. 

Q. And you understand that there are people who are 

certified to give forensic interviews, right? 

A. Correct. 

Q. So not being certified in that, I can presume, unless 

you're going to correct me, that you've never given a 

forensic interview, have you? 

A. Correct. 

Q. You've never been trained in forensic interviewing 
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techniques, have you? 

A. I think I've answered that, but, correct. 

Q. What is your interview technique when you are 

interviewing children who are claiming to have been 

sexually abused, what is your style? How is it that 

you get the information that you think you need? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Well, that's -- objection, 

compound question. Just give him one question. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. What is your technique? 

A. My technique to? 

Q. Interviewing children who are claiming sexual abuse? 

A. Interviewing children at what point? 

Q. The initial interview. 

A. The initial interview. Generally that disclosure is 

made by another individual. We interview that person 

first and ask the kids what happened. 

Q, Is that the question, "What happened?" 

A. I can't, there's absolutely no way I could answer 

that. 

Q. Why can't you answer that? 

A. Because I've done over 30 of them, and to recall all 

30, I couldn't do that. 

Q. I'm sorry, did you say you've done over 30? 

A. I'm sorry, I've done under 30. 

Page 20 

Q. Okay. So if you're presented with a child who comes 

into your office and you're going to interview them 

concerning a claim of sexual abuse, what questions do 

you ask specifically? 

A. Each one's different. 

Q. So you can't even tell me a single question you would 

ask? 

A. I can't. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I'm just going to place an 

objection. You mean above and beyond what he's 

already testified to? Object as to form. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Would you agree with me that the questions should be 

open-ended? 

A. Are you asking me? 

Q. Yes. 

A. Yes. 

Q. You should not be suggesting answers to a minor who's 

making a claim of sexual abuse, correct? 

A. I think that's what open-ended means, yes. 

Q. You should not be expressing any judgment about what 

the minor's claims are, correct? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Let me just place an 

objection, Counsel. Are we still talking about -- you 

were asking him questions about the initial interview. 

01~~~.~9,,i;:gg,!S; Pages 17 to 20 
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Is that still where we're going with this? 

MR. AHMAD: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: Before CARE House? 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Yes. 

A. Correct. 

Q. How many CARE House interviews have you witnessed? 

A. I really couldn't put a number on it. 

Q. Was It more than 100, less than 100? 

A. Less than 100. 

Q. Less than 50? 

A. Less than 50. 

Q. Less than 20? 

A. That I wouldn't know. 

Q. Do you remember testifying at the criminal trial 

regarding Mr. Jerome? 

A. Ido. 

Q. Do you remember being asked by the defense attorney 

about what questions you ask a minor when they're 

making a claim of sexual abuse, do you remember when 

she asked you that? 

A, I do not. 

Q. Do you remember telling her at the time of trial that 

you ask only one question, and that Is "Tell me what 

happened," do you remember saying that In the trial? 
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Q. Stacey and Ray? 

A. Yes, 

Q. How did you come to meet them? 

A. Dispatch calls. 

Q. Involving? 

A. I don't remember what they were doing. We would get 

called out to the address and I don't remember why. 

Q. You have no recollection of why you were called out 

there any of the times? 

A. I know there's a lot of fights between their 

employees. They owned a cleaning company, and 

allegations of theft, allegations of assault or -- but 

I really don't recall the first time we were called 

out or if that was two years or three years later, I 

don't recall. 

Q. So when you met them and dealt with them from a law 

enforcement capacity, was it typically at their place 

of business? 

A. Residence, which I think was both. I think it was 

where they operated out of. 

Q. They operated and lived at, they operated their dry 

cleaning business? 

A. Not dry cleaning. It was a residential commercial 

cleaning business. 

Q. Oh, a cleaning business? 

••• -··-------- -----·-------------------------···--,-"...._,,,...... __ -< 

A. I don't remember saying that. 

Q. Do you deny that you said that? 

A. I don't have any recollection of it, 

Page 22 

Q. Well, does that sound like something you might say 

that "I ask only one question, and it's tell me what 

happened"? 

A, I'd have to guess. 

Q. So is it true or is it not true that you only ask one 

question when you're interviewing a minor who's making 

a claim of sexual abuse and that question is "Tell me 

what happened"? Is that accurate or is it not 

accurate? 

A, That I ask one question, that is "Tell me what 

happened"? 

Q. Correct. 

A. That sounds accurate. 

Q. Okay. How do you know the Krahe family? Let me ask a 

better question. How long have you known the Krahe 

family? 

A, Most of my career in Berkley, most of my career in 

Berkley. 

Q. Most of your law enforcement career in Berkley? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Who did you first meet from the family? 

A. Stacey and Ray. 
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A. Yes. 

Q. Before. made her allegations of sexual assault 

against my client, Mr. Jerome, how many times do you 

think you had dealt with Stacey from a law enforcement 

perspective? And if you can't give me an exact 

number, which I assume you can't, give me an estimate. 

A. Over -- at the time of the allegation you're asking? 

Q. Yes. When. first came to see you, which was in 

May of 2013, prior to that time, how many times had 

you dealt with Stacey from a law enforcement 

perspective? 

A. If I was to guess, I'd say between eight and ten 

times. 

Q. Did any of these times involve any of the children 

that Stacey had? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Tell me about how many times it involved Stacey's 

children. 

A. The only one I recall, the children, the kids were 

always involved one way or the other. They were 

either there when an assault happened that we had to 

deal with or missing at one point with grandma. They 

were -- but they would always be at the residence when 

we were there, so if you're asking me if they were 

involved in the actual case that we're dealing with? 
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Q. Yes. 

A. Twice that I can recall. 

Q. What were those two times? 

A. One, grandma had them In a cabin or a hotel or 

somewhere and Stacey called, they were missing or •• 

that was several years before. They were quite young 

then. And more recently was dealing with a dog 

rescue, and- was home alone, and dealt with 

Stacey and- on that one. 

Q. Help me understand more about what that involved. You 

said a dog rescue and Stacey and. were home 

alone? 

A. - was home alone, and the claim was the dog rescue 

came in and stole the dog out of the house. 

Q. What was the resolution of that? 

A. They owned the dog. 

Q. Who owned the dog? 

A. The rescue owned the dog. 

Q. So you had met Stacey's mother, the grandmother of 

Alyxis or. and Sabrina, before May of 2013? 

A. Not that I recall. It's possible, but not that I 

recall. They lived next door to each other, so for 

some of that time when Ray lived there, they were 

next-door neighbors, so I may have run into grandma at 
that point. 
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Q. Any members of Mr. Jerome's family that you know? 

A. I know his mom. Mary Jerome was a City dispatcher for 

the City of Berkley prior to my time there. I never 

worked with her. She was gone before I got there, but 

I had met her over the years, but Cody I knew and -­

just Cody. I thought there was a sister, but I'm not 

sure. 

Q. How did you meet Cody? 

A. Cody went to Berkley High, just met him, calls or at 

the house. I don't really recall. I knew who he was, 

though, in high school. 

Q. Well, had he had any contact with law enforcement that 

required you to see him or talk to him? 

A. I don•t recall. I'm thinking of a case, but I'm not 

sure it was him, so I wouldn't know for sure unless I 

went back and checked his name. 

Q. You said Mary Jerome worked as a dispatcher at Berkley 

but she was gone before you got there, correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. But you met her over the years. 

A. Her husband was a Berkley police officer before I got 

there, Steve Whiting, and just retirees coming back 

around. Mary was stlll friendly with one of our 

dispatchers who was stlll working at the time, so I'd 

seen her at the station or I'd seen her at the ________ , ___________ ,,,,,.,,,,,,,,, ,--------·,--·--"-•"" 
Page 26 Page 28 

Q. So the one time that the grandmother had her grandkids 1 retirement parties or I'd run across her prior to 

and the grandkids were reported missing by Stacey, you 2 this. 

didn't have any contact with the grandmother at that 3 Q. Do you know why she left the Berkley Police 

time? 4 Department? 

A. I did not. 5 A. Ido not. 

Q. Had you had any contacts with Samuel Jerome prior to 6 Q. And is Steve Whiting still there? 

May of 2013 from a law enforcement perspective? 7 A. No, he retired. He retired as well. 

A. The same rescue, dog rescue case, I talked to him on 8 Q. You said in response to one of my earlier questions 

that case. 9 that you had reviewed your police report. It looks to 

Q, What'd you talk to him about on that case? 10 me like you dralted more than one report. Are you 

A. I don't recall, I just remember I talked to him on 11 referring to all of the reports that you authored in 

the phone. 12 relation to the case involving Samuel Jerome? 

Q. Anything other than the dog rescue matter where you 13 A. I reviewed 5555, I think It's 13·5555. 

had law enforcement contact with Mr. Jerome? 14 Q. That's the report number? 

A. Not that I'm aware of. 15 A. Yes, sir. It should be at the top left corner, I 

Q. Who else in the Krahe family did you know other than 16 think. 

Stacey and Ray and the two kids? 17 Q. I see it. In reviewing the police documents, the 

A, Grandma. Ray's mom lives on catalpa. She was a 18 Berkley police documents that you did review, did you 

crossing guard for the City. I knew of her. I don't 19 notice anything that you thought was missing from the 

know that I've ever really met her, Talked to her 20 report or that you wanted to add to the report? 

when she was a crossing guard for several years. 21 A. Did I notice anything that was missing or that I 

Q. She was a crossing guard? 22 wanted to add? I'm not sure what your question is. 

A, Yes, for the schools. 23 Q. Sure. Did you look at your report and say "Darn, I 

Q. Any other members of the family that you know? 24 should have included that?" Were there any facts or 

A, No. I don't know anybody else, no, 25 any actions that you thought should have been Included 

l'.?!I~"§!'JS!Q,9.! 
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1 in the report that you reviewed and were not? 

2 A. I did not have that thought, no. 

3 Q. Is it your belief that the reports that you wrote were 

4 complete and accurate? 

5 A. Yes. 

6 Q. And if there were Information that was important to 

7 the investigation, I would imagine you would include 

8 that in your report? 

9 A. Yes. 

10 Q. So everything that we should know that is important to 

11 the investigation from your perspective has been 

12 included in your reports? 

13 A. Correct. 

14 Q. You were first contacted with regard to the 

15 allegations that. was making against her 

16 stepfather, Samuel Jerome, on what day? 

17 A. I would have to review my report. 

18 Q. Please do. You're looking at a binder now, sir. What 

19 is that in front of you? 

20 A. It's a binder that I was given by my attorney. 

21 Ms. McGiffert. 

22 Q. What does it contain? 

23 A. The first thing I'm looking at Is the report, 13-5555, 

24 Would you like me to go through each page? 

25 Q. Have you been through that binder before? 

Page 30 

1 A. No. 

2 Q. When were you first given it? 

3 A. Just before this meeting today. 

4 Q. And you didn't look through It? 

5 A. I reviewed my report out of here. 

6 Q. And that was it? 

7 A. That I recall, yes. 

8 Q. So you don't know what's in the rest of that binder, 

9 sir? 

10 A. I believe these are Bates numbered, if that's the 

11 correct term, and I received a copy of this months ago 

12 with the same numbers. 

13 Q. Did you review it then? 

14 A. No. 

15 Q. Why not? 

16 A. No reason to. 

17 Q. How do you know there was no reason to? 

18 A, I didn't have a reason to review It at that time. Why 

19 would I review it months ago? 

20 Q. And you haven't reviewed it at any time up to today, 

21 have you, sir? 

22 A. No. 

23 Q. So it's not Just that there was no reason to months 

24 ago, you Just haven't done it? 

25 A. This particular binder? 

Page 31 

1 Q. Yes. 

2 A. You're correct, I haven't looked at this particular 

3 binder. 

4 Q. So again, if I were to ask you what's In there other 

5 than your report, would you be able to tell me? 

6 A, No. I'd be able to tell you the majority of it. 

7 Q. Okay. Tell me what you know is in there. 

8 A, I know there's 13-5555, I know there's 13-9252, which 

9 is the domestic assault case. I know there's booking 

10 documentation, Complaint, warrant, subpoenas. I know 

11 there's a PPO, probably the report from CPS. Other 

12 than that, I'm not aware. I'm not sure, I guess. 

13 Q. When. came to see you on May 7, 2013, who was 

14 with her? 

15 A, Initially it was her grandmother, Judy Stiltner, 

16 s-t-1-1-t-n-e-r. 

1 7 Q. This would have been the first time that you had 

18 contact with Judy Stiltner that you can recall? 

19 A, I may have talked to her during the dog rescue case as 

20 well, but I'm not, I'm not sure. 

21 Q. Is it your understanding that Ms. Stiltner brought 

22 • to the Berkley police station? 

2 3 A. That's my understanding, yes. 

24 Q. Did you have an understanding as to why-

2 5 grandmother was bringing her as opposed to her mother? 

Page 32 

1 A. Put in my report, It says that- I'm sorry, 

2 Stacey wanted to confront Sam at their home. 

3 Q. Okay. But how does that prevent Stacey from bringing 

4 • to the police station? 

5 A. You'd have to ask Stacey. I don't know. 

6 Q. So your understanding was that Stacey didn't bring 

7 • because she wanted to confront Sam while her 

8 mother brought. to the police station? 

9 A. That's my understanding, yes. 

10 Q. And you interviewed Alyxis or. on May 7, 2013, is 

11 that correct? 

12 A. Yes, that's the date. 

13 Q. And if we look at the bottom of the document -- maybe 

14 yours says the same thing. I'll come over. I don't 

15 mean to hover over you. 

16 Yes, if we look at the bottom of your 

17 document, it says created on July 1, 2015 at 2:03 p.m. 

18 What does that mean? Is that the date that it's just 

19 printed on, or Is there a change in the document that 

20 was made, or was it actually created on that date? 

21 A, I don't know the answer to that question. 

22 Q. Do you think you created the document on July 1, 2015? 
23 A. No. 

24 Q. When do you think you created the report? 

25 A. This particular report? 
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1 Q. Yes. 

2 A, I think if you go to Page 6, it says 7-12-2013 at 9:52 

3 a.m., written by me. That would be .2 .• 1 would be 

4 made on 5-8 of '13 at 1:03 p.m. 

5 Q. The notes that you made regarding your interview with 

6 • were made when? 

7 A. What are you referring to? 

8 Q. The notes that you made regarding your interview with 

9 -10 A. What notes are you referring to? 

11 Q. Where it says "I spoke to Alyxis- on the second 

12 floor of Detective Bureau," and then you describe the 

13 first incident and second incident. 

14 A, Okay. 

15 Q. When were those notes made? 

16 A. I guess I don't understand your question. 

17 Q. When did you make those notes? What's confusing about 

18 my question? 

19 A. What notes? 

20 Q. Okay. You made notes regarding your interview with 

21 • Krahe, correct? 

22 A, On this interview? 

23 Q. Yes, sir. I'm talking about the first time you saw 

24 • on May 7, 2013, you interviewed her, did you 

25 not? 
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1 A, I did. 

2 Q. Okay. And you made some notes from that interview? 

3 A. I'm not sure that I did. 

4 Q. Okay. So what I'm looking at·· I'll just come over 

5 and show it so we make sure we're looking at the same 

6 thing. There is a bold heading which indicates Alyxis 

7 Krahe, correct? 

8 A. Um-hum. 

9 Q. And then it says "I spoke to Alyxis. Krahe on the 

10 second floor Detective Bureau, and D. Sergeant Miller 

11 was present in the Detective Bureau during the 

12 interview," do you see that? 

13 A. Of course. 

14 Q. It's the same thing that's on your document, is it 

15 not? 

16 A, It is. 
17 Q. When it says "I," that's you, is that correct? 

18 A, Yes. 

19 Q. Who entered that Information In that document? 

20 A, I think I've indicated a few times to you that I wrote 

21 the report. I don't understand why you're not able to 

22 figure that out. It says my name here. I wrote the 

23 report. 

24 Q. So when did you enter this information about the notes 

25 regarding your interview with. Krahe? 

..... ""'""····· ................... "'"""" 
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A. I wrote this report on the date I've indicated 

already, it's 5-8-2013 at 1:03 p.m. 

Q. That's when you entered the notes about what your 

interview was with. Krahe? 

A. That's when I wrote my report. 

Q. Sir, I don't know what that means. "That's when I 

wrote my report." I'm specifically asking you about 

these notes under the heading. Krahe. 

A. This is a report. 

Q. Okay. I don't really care what you call it. 

A. Well, I'll answer the question to what I call it. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Well, excuse me. Excuse 

me. Counsel, I think you're getting argumentative and 

he's responding to it. I mean, you don't care what he 

calls it. It's a report. Now to communicate, you 

guys either have to use your term and define it or let 

him use his terms. I object. 

MR. AHMAD: Sure. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. The notes or the statement that is under the heading 

Alyxis Krahe, which starts with "I spoke to Alyxis 

• Krahe on the second fioor Detective Bureau," 

those are what you're referring to as part of your 

report? 

A. Correct. 

Page 36 

Q. Those were made on May 8, 2013? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Other than you and Sergeant Miller and-was 

anyone else in the room during that interview? 

A. I don't recall. 

Q. Where was the Interview done? It says second floor 

Detective Bureau. Is there just an entire floor that 

the interview was done in or was it in a specific 

room? 

A. It would have been the Detective Bureau on the second 

floor. It's where our offices are. 

Q. So is there a particular office in which it occurred 

on the second floor? 

A. We share an office, two detectives share an office. 

Q. So would it have been in your and Detective Miller's 

office? 

A. Yes. 

Q. The description of the first incident, is this a 

verbatim recitation of what. told you? 

A. No, it would be a, just a collection at the end, a 

synopsis of what she said. 

Q. Are you making written notes as she is talking to you 

and telllng you about the first Incident? 

A. Sometimes I do, sometimes I don't. And this one I 

can't recall. 
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1 Q. What would you do with the written notes if you did 

2 make them? 

3 A, When I type the report? 

Q. Yes. 

5 A. I mark them off as I'm typing and then shred them when 

6 I'm done. 

7 Q. Why would you shred them? 

8 A. I don't know. It's just what I've always done. 

9 Q. They don't stay in the file somewhere? 

10 A. No. 

11 Q. Do you -- strike that. 

12 Did you record in any fashion this initial 

13 interview with. Krahe? 

14 A. No. 

15 Q. And why don't you do that? 

16 A. Not our practice to record sexual assault victims. 

17 Q. When you say "not our practice," what practice are you 

18 referring to? 

19 A, The City of Berkley. 

20 Q. Why is that the practice of the City of Berkley? 

21 A. I really don't know. That's how I was taught from the 

22 other detectives when I went up there, and it's still 

23 the practice today, as far as I know. 

24 Q. Well, we know that's not true. 

25 A, Why is that? 

-------------------''"'' 
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1 Q. You recorded a and Sabrina In an interview? 

2 A. No, I didn't. 

3 Q. There is a recording of them, correct? 

4 A, There is a recording. 

5 Q. And you just said it's not the practice of the City of 

6 Berkley to do that. 

7 A, To record sexual assault victims, correct. 

8 Q. Right. So someone went against Berkley Police 

9 Department policy? 

10 A. No, they didn't. 

11 Q. If the Berkley Department policy and practice is not 

12 to record sexual assault victims and someone recorded 

13 a sexual assault victim, aren't they going against 

14 Berkley police practice? 

15 A. In your hypothetical, if -- I don't know that I can 

16 answer that. 

17 Q. Why can't you answer that hypothetical? 

18 If the practice Is not to record sexual 

19 assault victims and a sexual assault victim Is 

20 recorded, are you going against practice? 

21 A, If you're aware of that, I guess you would be. 

22 Q. All right. In this case, a was claiming to be a 

23 sexual assault victim, correct? 

24 A, She was. 

25 Q. All right. And her Interview with you was recorded? 
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1 MS. McGIFFERT: I'm sorry, can I hear that 

2 question again? 

3 BY MR. AHMAD: 

4 Q. Sure. The interview that you conducted with. was 

5 recorded, correct? 

6 A. Yes. 

7 Q. So I'll ask you again: Was Berkley police practice 

8 violated by making that recording? 

9 MS. McGJFFERT: Again, question's been 

10 asked and answered, but you can answer again. 

11 THE WITNESS: No. 

12 BY MR. AHMAD: 

13 Q. Why not? 

14 A. First person in that room is Sabrina Krahe. The 

15 interview was about a domestic assault that happened 

16 and she was a witness, not a victim to a domestic 

17 assault. That's the first part of the interview. 

18 The second part with- being there 

19 would have been a violation. No one knew the recorder 

20 was on. 

21 Q, How did no one know the recorder was on? 

22 A. I'm sorry, I didn't know the recorder was on. 

23 Q. Someone had to because somebody had to turn it on. 

24 A, Correct. 

25 Q. Who turned it on? 
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1 A. Sergeant Miller. 

2 Q. Who told him to turn it on? 

3 A. No one told him to turn it on. 

Q. Why did he turn it on? 

5 A. You'd have to ask Sergeant Miller that. 

6 Q. Well, you're his co-worker. Have you never asked him 

7 that? 

8 A. He told me he turned it on because he was in the room 

9 alone with Sabrina Krahe and he didn't feel 

10 comfortable being in our office with no one there with 

11 any female. He turned it on, I guess, to protect 

12 himself. 

13 Q. Is that Sergeant Miller's practice whenever he's alone 

14 with a fem a le? 

15 A. You have to ask him. 

16 Q. You don't know if that's his practice? 

17 A, I've not known -- I don't know either way. 

18 Q. Do you do that? 

19 A, I'm not alone with anyone In there, We're always 

20 together, 

21 Q. When you say "we're always together," who are you 

22 referring to? 

23 A, Whoever my partner Is at the time. 

24 Q. So you've never ever Interviewed a female with just 

25 you in the room? 
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A. If you're by yourself and you're doing an interview, 

yes, you turn on the recorder. If you're going to -­

if you have your other partner in there, you don't 

need to turn on the recorder. Have I ever done it, I 

don't really recall. 

Q. So is it Berkley police practice that you are never to 

be alone when you're interviewing an individual of the 

opposite sex? 

A. No. 

Q. Is it Berkley police practice to record any 

conversation that you have with an individual of the 

opposite sex if you are alone? 

A. I don't know if that's a policy or practice. I know 

it's what most people do. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I'm going to place a 

belated objection as to form. We're just talking 

about generally, correct? 

MR. AHMAD: Yes, we are, yes. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. So Sergeant Miller turned on the recording because he 

was going to be alone in a room with a 10 year old? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Because he was afraid of what? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Place an objection as to 

foundation. Unless he specifically told him. Calls 
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for speculation, if he was afraid of something. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Your understanding, what was he afraid of? 

A. I didn't say he was afraid of anything. 

Q. If he was trying to protect himself, what was he 

trying to protect himself from? 

A. Again, you have to ask him. I don't know his 

motivation. 

Q. How is the recorder turned on? 

A. You know what, I don't know. I've never used that 

recorder. That recorder was put in there after I left 

that office. When I was up there, we would have a 

disc, you put the disc in, you start, you have to 

start the recording, at the end you have to finalize 

the disc, pull it out. I moved downstairs during this 

whole time. My office is on the first floor now. 

Now they have a DVR system and there's like 

a kill switch and they pull It, and I'm really not 

sure how they flip it on. 

Q. But this system that was activated and recorded_ 

Sabrina and you back on August 21, 2013, that required 

someone to put an actual compact disc in a machine? 

A. No, no. 

Q. Tell me how you obtained a recording again. 

A, That system on August 21st was a DVR system, and 
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again, how they activate it, I'm not sure. They -- I 

really don't know. If they have to go in the other 

room to activate it, if they can do it from their 

desk. I was not in that office at that time. 

Q. When you say you weren't in that office at that time, 

are you meaning to say that wasn't your office, so to 

speak? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Where you would go and do your work? 

A. Correct. 

Q. So you don't know how that machine worked in terms of 

getting a recording, turning it on, whether or not 

some sort of disc had to be put in? 

A. I've never turned the machine on or off ever even to 

this day, and I know it's a DVR system is all I know, 

so it stores it internally. Unlike even my office 

today, I still have to put a disc in, record it, 

finalize It, pull it out. That's how I do it even 

today in my office. The system up there is, again, a 

DVRsystem. 

Q. Where is the camera located that the DVR records to or 

records from? 

A. It's just in the middle of the room. It's, it looks 

like a motion sensor. 

Q. When you say "in the middle of the room," I assume 
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it's on a wall or ceiling somewhere? 

A. The ceiling, yes. 

Q. Were you aware that there was a camera in the room 

when you interviewed. 

A. It's the same camera we've had for ten years, 

20 years, since I got up there. The camera itself is 

the same. The recording system is different. 

Q. Okay. So you were aware on August 21, 2013, that 

there was a camera in the room? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Was it your understanding that that camera is active 

at all times? 

A. It's not active at all times. 

Q. So there's no monitor that someone is watching that 

camera? 

A. The one in the office? 

Q. The one where. and Sabrina were interviewed on 

August 21, 2013, is there a monitor that --

A. There is, 

Q. There Is? 

A, Yes. 

Q. And where Is that monitor? 

A. It's in a closet behind Sergeant MIiier's desk. 

Q. Is the monitor on at all times? 

A. I don't know. I really don't know the answer to that 
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question. I don't know if it activates when the 

camera's on or not. I don't know. 

Q. So your understanding is that the camera is not 

recording 24/7? 

A. I know that to be true. 

Q. Whether or not the monitor is on and showing what's 

going on in the room without recording, you don't 

know? 

A, I don't know. 

Q. And it's your testimony under oath today that you did 

not know or were aware that your interviews with. 

and Sabrina were being recorded, either audio or 

visually or both, on August 21, 20137 

A. Correct. 

Q. If you had known you were being recorded, what would 

you have done? 

A, I would have turned over a copy to the prosecutor in 

the case. 

Q. So you still would have recorded it? 

A. If It's recorded, it's recorded. You have to turn it 

over. 

Q. Let me start over. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A, 

Q. 

A, 

Q. 

A, 

Q. 

A, 

If you had known prior to. walking in 

the room that there was a recording being made, what 

would you have done? 

Page 46 

Turned it off. 

And you would have done that why? 

I wouldn't have recorded the sexual assault victim. 

Because that's what Berkley Police Department 

practices? 

Correct. 

During the time that you interviewed. on 

August 21, 2013, was Sergeant Miller in the room the 

entire time? 

I'm sorry, what day, sir? 

August 21, 2013. 

Yes, he was. 

On May 7, 2013, the first interview with-was 

Sergeant Miller with you the entire time? 

On May 7th? 

Yes. 

I believe he was, yes. You said-correct? 

Yes. 

Yes, he was. 

And according to your report,. advised you that 

she was sitting on the couch sometime around 

Christmastime In the rear of the family residence 

watching television when Sam sat on the couch with her 

and began rubbing her stomach, correct? 

That's what my report says, yes. 
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Q. And that Sam continued touching her until his hand was 

touching her vagina, correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And that Sam rubbed her vagina from outside of her 

clothing, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. It says Allie requested Sam to stop but he continued 

rubbing her vagina, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. • attempted to get up from the couch, but Sam held 

her down with his free hand, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And that the touching lasted for several minutes, and 

then Sam let her get up and leave the family room, 

correct? 

A, Yes. 

Q. Is that the complete description of the first incident 

that. gave you on May 7, 2013? 

A, That's what I documented in the report, yes. 

Q. Well, do you recall anything that's not in this 

report? 

A. I do not. 

Q. Okay. She then described a second incident, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And this one she says that Stacey, her mother, was 

.... ·······-··----------·------··-·····-······· 
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away at a conference for her work and Sam was alone 

with. during this time, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And. was on the couch In the family room watching 

television, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is It your understanding that she was in the same 

place as the first incident? 

A. I don't know from reading this. 

Q. • told you that Sam sat next to her again and 

began rubbing her stomach on this day, correct? 

A, Correct. 

Q. • says that she panicked and attempted to get up 

and leave the room, but Sam held her down with his 

free hand and rubbed her vagina again? 

A. Yes. 

Q. • further told you, according to your report, that 

Sam placed his hand under her clothing and directly 

touched her vagina, correct? 

A, Yes. 

Q. And that. described his fingers as Inserted 

between her, quote unquote, lips, correct? 

A, Correct. 

Q. • advised he did not Insert his finger Inside of 

her, but definitely spread her lips apart with his 
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l fingers, correct? 

2 A. Yes. 

3 Q. It also says on the second occasion, Sam rubbed her 

4 breasts, Sam rubbed her breasts on both the outside 

5 and inside of her clothing, and. advised he 

6 rubbed directly on her nipples, correct? 

7 A. Yes. 

B Q. She said Sam did not say anything during either 

9 assault, he simply held her down against her will and 

10 assaulted her? 

11 A. Yes. 

12 Q. And that. begged him to stop on both occasions, 

13 but Sam would not comply, correct? 

14 A. Correct. 

15 Q. Do you recall, Is that a complete description of 

16 everything that. told you concerning the second 

17 incident on May 7, 2013? 

18 A, To my recollection, yes. 

19 Q. You don't recall anything else that. told you 

20 that you did not include, correct? 

21 A. Correct. 

22 Q. And did you interview Samuel Jerome on that same day? 

23 A. I did. 
24 Q. And how is it that Sam came to be at the police 

25 station? 
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1 A, I don't recall. I know that I did not call him up. I 

2 did not want to talk to him, I don't know if Stacey 

3 made him come up or he came up, but he came up on his 

4 own. 

5 Q. Why did you not want to talk to him? 

6 A. I don't like to discuss cases before CARE House. 

7 Q. Why not? 

B A. I generally want to hear what they say at CARE House. 

9 Q. Why? 

10 A. Make sure it's consistent. 

11 Q. Why? 

12 A, This is how I do with cases. 

13 Q. Why do you do It that way? 

14 A. Because that's how I llke to do it. 

15 Q. Why? Must be a reason why you liked to do it. 

16 A. I think I answered the question. 

17 Q. I didn't hear an answer. 

18 A, That's my answer. 

19 Q. Your answer was because it's your practice? 

20 A, That's how I do cases. 

21 Q. My question Is: Why is it that you do cases like 

22 that? There must be a reason. 

23 A, I'm not sure why. 

24 Q. You don't know why you wait for CARE House to 

25 Interview? 
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1 A, No, I don't. I don't llke to do Interviews before 

2 CARE House, I never have. 

3 Q. I know. You've told me that, and my question is: Why 

4 do you like to do that, and is your answer you don't 

5 know? 

6 A, My answer is that's my practice. 

7 Q. But you don't know why that's your practice? 

B MS. McGIFFERT: The question has been asked 

9 and answered many times. 

10 If you want to answer it one more time. 

11 BY MR. AHMAD: 

12 Q. Can you tell me, do you know why that's your practice? 

13 A, That is my practice. I don't know why. 

14 Q. So you're confident that you did not call Samuel 

15 Jerome to come to the police station, correct? 

16 A, Correct. 

17 Q. Is it your understanding that he drove himself to the 

18 police station? 

19 A, I don't know how he got there. 

20 Q. So how is it that you had contact with him? Did he 

21 just come up to the Detective Bureau and find you? 

22 A, I don't recall. Usually when people come in the front 

2 3 door, the dispatchers call us and tell us they're 

24 there and we have them sent up to the second floor. 

2 5 This particular family knows where my office is, so 
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1 it's likely he could have, knowing where my door was, 

2 just come up the elevator on his own. 

3 Q. How would Sam have known where your office was? 

4 A. With the last dog rescue or whatever the case was. 

5 Q. You met him at your office for that? 

6 A. I said the family knows where my office is. 

7 Q. Okay. But I'm asking about Sam. 

8 A. I don't know if Sam knows where my office is. 

9 Q. Okay. 

10 A. It was routine for Stacey to pass the dispatch and 

11 just come up. 

12 Q. Right, but this isn't Stacey, it's Sam. 

13 A. Correct, her husband, yes. 

14 Q. So how did he know how to find you? 

15 A. I don't know how he knew how to find me. 

16 Q. All right. Do you remember him that day coming to 

17 your office? 

18 A. Yes, 

19 Q. And where Is It that he met you at? 

20 A. At my office door. 

21 Q. Okay. And did he say hi, did he greet you, did you 

22 greet him? 

23 A. I don't recall what was said. 

24 Q, Okay. Did he knock on your door? Was the door open? 

25 A, Again, I don't recall. 
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Q. Is everything that you recall about that meeting in 

your report? 

A. I believe it's a video of the meeting. 

Q. Okay. Is everything you recall about the meeting in 

your report? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Why did you talk to Sam if it is your practice not to 

talk to an alleged perpetrator of a minor before CARE 

House? 

A. I don't know why I did. 

Q. Why didn't you just tell him "Mr. Jerome, I can't talk 

to you until after your daughter Is interviewed at 

CARE House"? 

A. I don't know. 

Q. Shouldn't you have done that if that's your practice, 

to wait? 

A. Shouldn't I have done that? 

Q. Right. Shouldn't you have done that? 

A. You're asking me something that happened three years 

ago, what I should or shouldn't have done. I don't 

recall. 

Q. Yes, sir, that's exactly what I'm asking you. 

A. Sometimes when they show up at my office -- the 

majority of the time they show up at my office, the 

guilt's got to them and they want to confess, so I'm 
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Q. So it's your understanding it's okay to ask the 

alleged perpetrator to undergo a polygraph, but not 

the person who's making the allegation? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And then it says you scheduled a CARE House forensic 

interview for May 16, 2013 at 1315 hours? 

A. ldid. 

Q. So you actually used that term in your report, 

"forensic interview"? 

A. That's what they call them, yes. 

Q. And it says you will contact Child Protective Services 

and advise them of the alleged assault, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Are you required to ·-

A. Mandatory report, yes. 

Q. What is CARE House? 

A. I guess I don't know exactly what you're looking for. 

Do you want the location, do you want --

Q. I didn't ask you where It was. I asked you what is 

it. 

A. It's a building on Woodward, that's what it is. 

Q. What'd they do inside this building? 

A. They interview kids. They provide physical exams. 

There's therapy. There's group sessions. There's 

play sessions. There are a number of things that go 

"'V"'""-- ................... ,,,, .. ..,, __ ,,,, ___ V,..,... ______ "" 
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not going to turn somebody away. You say should 11 

why would I turn somebody away if they're possibly 

going to confess? It's not my practice, I don't like 

to do it, but if they come up on their own, I'll 

listen to whatever they have to say. 

Q. Sam did not come to confess to any crime, did he? 

A. He did not. 

Q. In fact, he came and told you that he denied any 

inappropriate touching, true? 

A. That's what he said. 

Q. It says Sam also agreed to submit to a polygraph 

examination, correct? 

A. Hedid. 

Q. Did you request that. undergo a polygraph? 

A. I did not. 

Q. Why not? 

A. I believe that's against the law. 

Q. So you can -· well, when you say you believe It's 

against the law --

A. I've been told it's against the law. I've never read 

the law. I've been told I'm not allowed to do that. 

Q. Who told you that? 

A. Prosecutor's office. I wanted to before, not this 

case, I've wanted to before and they told me we cannot 

do that. 
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on inside CARE House. 

Q, Is this the only facility you use for forensic 

interviews? 

A. It's the only one I'm aware of. 

Page 56 

Q. Are there other CARE House locations, or is this the 

only one? 

A. Macomb County has one, but I don't know if they call 

it CARE House. Wayne County has, again, the same 

thing • It's not called CARE House In Wayne County, 

I'm sure of that. The person who started this is now 

in Grand Rapids starting one, and I'm not sure if it's 

called CARE House. 

Q. How do you make an appointment for a forensic 

interview at CARE House? 

A. We call and talk to one of the -- I don't know who we 

talk to. I know her name is Yvonne, and we just 

schedule their next appointment. 

Q. Did you communicate to someone that you would set up 

this appointment? 

A. You need mom's permission, so I'm sure I asked mom. 

My report Indicates that I talked to Stacey Krahe, she 

agreed to transport- to the interview. 

Q. Before the CARE House interview occurred, you had 

another contact with Stacey, is that correct, looking 

at your Investigation, the heading dated May 15, 2013. 
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1 A. Okay. 

2 Q. Do you see where I'm looking at? 

3 A. Ido. 

4 Q. And it says you spoke to Stacey about the scheduled 

5 CARE House interview for May 16th, correct? 

6 A. Correct. 

7 Q. And it says Stacey advised that she would be 

8 transporting a to the Interview. Stacey advised 

9 that she had allowed Sam to move back into the 

10 residence. a was staying with her grandmother 

11 until after the polygraph. Stacey also advised she 

12 did not believe a anymore concerning the assault. 

13 Stacey advised she believed a was making up the 

14 story for attention. Is that what she told you? 

15 A. Correct. 

16 Q. Did you ask Stacey why she thought that? 

17 A. I don't recall if I asked or if she just told me, but 

18 it had something to do with grades and a boy, I 

19 recall. 

20 Q. Okay. Why didn't you put that In the report? 

21 A. I don't know. 

22 Q. I mean, the motivation for a victim to make up a story 

23 is important, true? 

24 A. True. 

25 Q. So why would that not be in here? 
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1 A, I don't know. 

2 Q. Did you ask to speak with. at that time? 

3 A. No. 

4 Q. And then were you present at CARE House on May 16th 

5 for the forensic interview? 

6 A. I was. 

7 Q. And that interview was conducted by Tricia Schuster? 

8 A, Yes. 

9 Q. Do you know who Tricia is, or did you know who she was 

10 prior to this? 

11 A. I had met her before. 

12 Q. Had you been present for any forensic interviews she 

13 had conducted previous to this interview? 

14 A. I had,yes. 

15 Q. Did you regard her as competent? 

16 A, I don't know if I'm qualified, but I would say I 

17 thought she did a good job. 

18 Q. Do you know what her experience is in conducting 

19 forensic interviews? 

20 A, That I do not. 

21 Q. Do you know or did you know on May 16, 2013, how many 

22 of these she had done? 

23 A, No. 

24 Q. Stacey brought. to CARE House for the Interview? 

25 A, She did. 
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1 Q. Did Stacey have to bring. to CARE House for the 

2 interview? In other words -- let me ask it better. 

3 If Stacey had called you and said "I'm not 

4 bringing her," would that have been a crime? 

5 A, No. 

6 Q. What would you have done if she had said that? 

7 A, Cancelled the appointment and called CPS. 

8 Q. And then CPS would have dealt with her refusal? 

9 A. Yes. 

10 Q. But Stacey brought-correct? 

11 A. She did. 

12 Q. And again, she said that she did not believe. and 

13 thought, you say in your words, "We were all being 

14 played by a very intelligent 13 year old"? 

15 A, Correct. 

16 Q. Stacey told you that before the Interview began? 

17 A. She did. 

18 Q. And this is consistent with what she had told you the 

19 day before? 

20 A. Correct. 

21 Q. Again, you don't indicate what the motivations were 

22 that. would be doing this? 

23 A, I don't know that she told us anything more than being 

24 played. 

25 Q. Did you agree that. is a very Intelligent 13 year 
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1 old? 

2 A, At this point in the Investigation, I didn't know 

3 - well enough to make that determination. 

4 Q. Do you now think she's a very Intelligent young lady? 

5 A, - -- I don't even know how I would answer that. 

6 I don't really know what I would classify her. 

7 Q. Were you present for the entire forensic interview? 

8 A, I was. 

9 Q. Where were you in relation to where the interview was 

10 taking place? 

11 A, I'm behind a mirror. It would almost be I was outside 

12 of these doors and the Interview would be here, so I 

13 was just on the other side. There's a microphone in 

14 there we can listen to and a monitor we can watch. 

15 Q. So are you watching the interview through the glass or 

16 are you watching the interview on a monitor? 

17 A. We have both options. 

18 Q. And you can hear what the questions and the answers 

19 are? 

20 A. Correct. 

21 Q. Does, to your knowledge, does. know that you were 

22 watching? 

23 A. They're told that there are, that there may be people 

24 behind the glass. I don't recall the terminology, but 

25 they never used my name. They don't tell who's behind 
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the glass. 

Q. My question was: Do you know if. knew that you 

were watching? 

A, At that time, I don't think she thought -- I have no 

idea what she thought. 

Q. You say at that time. Do you have a different 

understanding now? 

A. She knows I was back there now, yes. 

Q. Okay. We might be talking about the same thing, we 

might not. 

She may know now that you were watching, 

but do you know now that she knew then that you were 

behind the glass? 

A, Again, what she knew that day, I have no idea. 

Q. Even as we sit here? 

A. Even as we sit here today, I have no idea. 

Subsequently, she point blank asked me the question 

and I admitted to being behind there. 

Q. During the interview, the forensic interview by 

Tricia, - story changed by your own words, 

correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. • indicated during the forensic interview that Sam 

did not touch her vagina, correct? 

A, I believe that's correct. That is correct. 
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Q. You indicate in your report that. recalled him 

rubbing her breasts, but that she made it sound like 

it was an accident and not intentional, correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And you indicate in your report or your summary of the 

interview that you believed it was a complete reversal 

of her recollection of the assaults that she had 

relayed to you in your office back on May 7th, 

correct? 

A. I believe those were my words. I can't find it in my 

report right now. 

Q. It's right at the bottom, last sentence. 

A, That's what I wrote in the report, yes. 

Q. Do you still believe that today, that it was a 

complete reversal? 

A. My recollection of it is still consistent, that it was 

a reversal. I have been told that I was wrong, that 

I'm not able to review this interview, but I've been 

told that she did say he touched her vagina and I 

missed that or that I didn't hear that or that I made 

that mistake. So I would like to review the video 

again. 

Q. And you haven't done that? 

A. I'm not allowed to. I don't have access to it. 

Q. • indicated that, in the CARE House interview, 
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that when she asked Sam to stop rubbing her, he 

stopped. 

A. I'm sorry, again, sir. What page are we on? 

Q. Bottom of the page, last paragraph. 

A. Should be by your left hand, 7 of 15, 8 of 15. What 

does it say? 

Q. 7 of 10 is what mine says. It's on the same page as 

the CARE House, May 16, 2013. 

A, Okay, all right. 

Q. Last paragraph, it says, second sentence, "She asked 

him to stop and Sam stopped." 

A. Yes. 

Q. Who else was in the room with you behind the glass? 

A. I don't recall anybody being there. 

Q. Just you? 

A. Sometimes CPS would sit in. The only people allowed 

back there are prosecutors, CPS workers and the 

detectives. 

Q. And you don't remember any prosecutors being there? 

A. I know there wasn't a prosecutor. 

Q. You don't recall a CPS member being there? 

A. I don't recall a CPS member being there. 

Q. And any family members present? 

A. I usually indicate. 

Q. It indicates that a Sabree Pryor from CPS was present 
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filling in for --

A. Then Sabree Pryor would have been in the room. 

Q. That's what that means, that she was there in the 

room? 

A. Yes, yes. 

Q. And are you making notes during this interview? 

A. lam. 

Q. Handwritten notes? 

A, Yes. 

Q. And what do you do with those notes after you're done 

with them? 

A. I go back to the station, write my report and shred 

them. 

Q. So you make handwritten notes on what, some sort of 

notepad? 

A, Legal pad or just a regular pad, right. 

Q. And you make these notes contemporaneously with the 

interview as it's taking place? 

A. Ido. 

Q. And then after the interview, you indicate that Stacey 

spoke with you. Was that at CARE House or later? 

A. At CARE House, that's -- we met with the parents. 

Trish, Tricia Schuster will come out, Yvonne will come 

out, the CPS worker will be there. We all meet after 

the interview. 
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Q. And you noted that "Stacey immediately asked if I 

still believed-

A. Correct. 

Q. And you said "I simply advised that I did"? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Correct? So you believed what. had said to the 

CARE House worker? 

A. I didn't indicate either way what I believed. 

Q. Well, Stacey asked if you believed- correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And you said "I did," as in I do believe. 

correct? 

A. That I do believe-yes. 

Q. All right. And you had just watched. state that 

she had had no inappropriate contact with Sam? 

A. I did watch that, yes. 

Q. And you believed that, true? 

A. No, now you're putting words in my mouth. I didn't 

believe that. 

Q. What words am I putting in your mouth, sir? 

A. That I believed the CARE House. You're trying to take 

the words in the report and put them to what you want. 

That's not accurate. 

Q. I'm only quoting what you wrote in your report, which 

is, again, "Stacey immediately asked if I still 
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believed- "and your statement in your own 

report, in your words, sir, "I simply advised that I 

did." 

A. Correct. 

Q. You believed-

A. Correct. 

Q. After you had just watched a say that she had no 

inappropriate contact with Sam, correct? 

A. I did watch that, yes. 

Q. All right. After you watched that, you told Stacey 

that you believed-

A. I said that to Stacey, yes. 

Q. Doesn't that mean that you believed whata had 

just said to the CARE House worker? 

A. No, that's not what that means. 

Q. So you didn't believe what a just said? 

A, Are you basing it on that statement right there? 

Q. I'm not basing it on anything. 

A, I don't recall. 

Q. As you're sitting here right now? 

A. I don't recall what I thought at that time. 

Q. You don't know if you believed a or you didn't 

believe-

A, Correct. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I'll place an objection. 
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Are you talking about what she said the first time or 

what she said the second time? 

MR. AHMAD: The question is clear. 

MS. McGIFFERT: No, the question is not 

clear. I object as to form. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Why didn't you tell Stacey that, why didn't you tell 

Stacey "I don't know what to believe at this point"? 

A. I don't recall. 

Q. Well, why would you have told her "! do believe her" 

when you just told me you weren't sure? 

A, Why I made the statement? 

Q. Yes. 

A, I don't know why I made the statement. 

Q. There's an awful lot of statements in here that you 

don't know why you made. Why is that? 

A. It's three years ago. 

Q. Are you allowed to tell Stacey what. said in the 

interview? ls there anything that prohibits you from 

doing that after the interview is done? 

A, I don't know the answer to that. They generally talk 

to the CARE House people, not me. I leave and they 

can set up therapy or set up all the other issues with 

CARE House, and I don't know what they tell them. 

Q. So why are you staying and talking to Stacey? 

Page 68 

A. We always have a meeting directly after. My part of 

that meeting is 5 or 10 minutes. We leave, and 

generally the parents stay at CARE House to get 

whatever they want set up, therapy or whatever else 

for their kids. 

Q. So when it says Stacey was upset and pressing about 

what. had said, if she had changed her story, why 

did you not just say you're going to talk to the CARE 

House people and they're going to tell you? 

A. Are you asking me what I said three years ago and why 

I didn't say something else? I don't think there's 

any way I could answer that. 

Q. Well, as we sit here today, do you know why you 

wouldn't tell someone ''The CARE House people are going 

to tell you what was said"? 

A. I don't think I've ever said that. 

Q. You just don't answer? 

A. They generally just start talking to each other. 

Q. Okay. But Stacey was asking you what. said. 

A, Correct. 

Q. And you refused to answer that question? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Why? 

A. I don't recall. 

Q, Why wouldn't you want to tell Stacey that. had 
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exonerated her husband? 
A, I don't recall. 

Q. I'm sorry, is there something funny? 

A, Did I laugh? 

Q. Yes. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I didn't see him laugh. 
THE WITNESS: I don't think I did. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Counsel, don't try and 

create a record here. There's no indication that he 

laughed. 

MR. AHMAD: I'm not trying to create a 
record. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I've seen you laugh 
numerous times. I've not seen him laugh. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. So you didn't think it was important to tell Stacey, 
who is married to someone who her child had claimed 

had sexually abused her, that the child had just said 

he didn't do it? Why didn't you want to tell her 

that? 

A. I don't recall. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Whenever you find a place 

for a quick break, but I can wait. 
MR. AHMAD: You know what, this is as good 

as any time probably. 
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(Off the record at 3:46 p.m.) 

(Back on the record at 3:56 p.m.) 

MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION: 

DEPOSITION EXHIBIT 2 

3:56 p.m. 

MR. AHMAD: I'm sorry, Sabrina, can you 

read back my last question? 
(The following portion of the record was 

read by the reporter at 3:57 p.m.: 

Q. So you didn't think it was important to 

tell Stacey, who is married to someone who 

her child had claimed had sexually abused 

her, that the child had just said he didn't 
do it? Why didn't you want to tell her 

that? 

"A. I don't recall.") 

BY MR. AHMAD: 
Q. After• recanted the allegations of sexual abuse 

of Mr. Jerome at CARE House during the forensic 

interview, you were going to close the case, were you 

not? 
MS. McGIFFERT: I place an objection as to 

form, but go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: After. -- just to 

reiterate your question. After the CARE House, you're 
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asking me if I was going to close my case? 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Yes. 

A. No, I was not. 

Q. Why not? 
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A, It's an investigation. We have to investigate it 

until we're satisfied the case is, there's nothing 

there. And even at the end we have to present it to 

the prosecutor for their review. Even if the 

individual does recant, we still have to contact the 

prosecutor for a review, so at the very least I'd have 

to contact the prosecutor, advise what happened, tell 

them what happened at CARE House. At that point, if 

they agreed, we could close our case. 

Q. So why didn't you do that, why didn't you contact the 

prosecutor and say that "The alleged victim has 

recanted her story under a forensic interview. What'd 

you want to do" and allow the prosecutor to make a 

decision? 

A. They want us to present to them, when our 

investigation is complete. At that point, I did not 

feel it was complete. 

Q. Isn't it typically complete after the forensic 

interview? 

A, No. 

-·· ··------.. ·---·--·-·-----· 
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Q. Do you typically ask for another interview with the 

alleged victim after the CARE House interview? 

A, I have on every case, yes. 

Q. You ask to interview the alleged victim? 

A, I ask to meet with the victim, yes. 

Q. Why do you do that? 

A. I just do it in every case. Again, I don't know where 

I learned that from. I don't recall where that became 

part of the standard for me to do. 

Q. Do you remember testifying at the time -- strike that. 

You do remember testifying in the criminal 

case in this matter, correct? 

A. Ido. 

Q. And you were sworn under oath at that point just like 

you were sworn under oath here today, to tell the 

truth? 

A. I was. 

Q. And you told the truth at the time of your testimony 

in the criminal trial, didn't you? 

A, ldld, 

Q. So if you testified in the criminal trial that it was 

not your typical practice to Interview an alleged 

sexual assault victim after the forensic interview, 

would that be accurate? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Counsel, you know, if 
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you're going to cross examine/Impeach him from his 

previous testimony, you really need to show that to 

him. I mean, as you know, that's the appropriate way 

to do it. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Can you answer my question? 

A. I can't without reviewing, 

Q. Do you recall saying that in the criminal trial? 

A. I do not. 

Q. That it was not your practice to do that? 

A. I don't recall saying that, no. I'd have to put 

context on it, of course. If the person tells us an 

assault happened, they go to CARE House and they tell 

us the same thing, there's no reason to interview that 

person. So if the question Is asked of me do I 

interview them, no, I don't Interview them, but we 

meet with them all after CARE House back at my office, 

we talk to all of them, explain the process, we 

explain what the next step Is. In the few cases that 

have changed, we do meet with them and talk with them 

and ask them again what the circumstances are, so I'd 

have to read exactly what the question was asked. And 

if she asked me if I interview people after CARE 

House, we don't Interview everyone after CARE House If 

their story stays consistent, no, there's no reason 
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Q. They are trained in how to get Information when 

they're conducting a forensic Interview of a child in 

a sexual abuse case? 

A, They are. 

Q. That's what Tricia Schuster does? 

A, She does forensic Interviews. She does not do 

criminal investigations. There's a large difference 

between a forensic Interview and criminal examination. 

She's a small part. Uke a polygraph examiner is a 

small part. There's a lot of moving parts in a 

criminal investigation. Because Tricia Schuster said 

something, that's not the investigation, that's the 

forensic interview. 

Q. It's not Tricia Schuster saying anything. 

A, Her report, the part that she wrote, it's part of the 

investigation. 

Q. It's- responses to the questions? 

A, Correct. 

Q. It says on May 20, you were told by Mr. Jerome that he 

would not undergo the polygraph on the advice of his 

lawyer, correct? 

A, He called me and told me that, yes. 

Q. And then on June 9 you spoke with Stacey again and you 

requested to meet with. to discuss the, quote 

unquote, drastic change In her story? 1,; 
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to. 

Q. But if the story changes, then you do? 

A. Then we want to meet with them and ask, because if 

they tell us at that point "Listen, I made it up the 

first time,• then It's a lot easier to close our case 

and send it to the prosecutor, and say "Hey, this 

person told us A one day, B the next, confirmed that B 

was what they say Is accurate." Now, if I send it up 

without that interview, the prosecutor is going to be 

"Did you talk with them and ask why their story 

changed," and the answer would be yes, if I did my 

job, and no, if I didn't get around to asking them. 

Q. Well, what's the point of reinterviewing them if their 

story changes at the forensic Interview? 

A. What's the point? 

Q. Yes. 

A, To ask them why it changed. There's a big gap there 

and we're Interested in why that story changed. I've 

had many reasons why, and it's our job to Investigate 

them. That's part of the investigation, It's part of 

the case. 

Q. The forensic interviewer, though, is the expert In 

obtaining Information under a forensic interview, 

correct? 

A. Correct. 
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A, I requested to meet with-yes. 

Q. To discuss the, quote unquote, drastic change in her 

story? 

A, I'm sorry? 

Q. Have I read --

A, That's what my report says, yes. 

Q. And Stacey didn't want to do that. She said it was 

best for the family to just drop the case, correct? 

A, She said that, yes. 

Q. She also told you that. had admitted to her that 

the whole story was made up, correct? 

A, Yes. 

Q. And Stacey requested that you close the case and to 

have no further police involvement? 

A. Shedid. 

Q. And you said no? 

A. Idld. 

Q. You met with. again on July 11, 2013? 

A, Idld. 

Q. How was It that you were able to meet with. when 

Stacey told you no? 

A. Judy is the guardian of Stacey, the legal guardian of 

Stacey. Stacey was out of state, and I was told that 

that would suffice. 

Q. You were told by who? 
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A. The prosecutor told me that we could do that. 

Q. So you called the prosecutor? 

A. That was an ongoing discussion from the beginning of 

this case, who could authorize what because Stacey 

was, I don't know the legal term, why her mom was the 

guardian, but she was unable to make her own decisions 

or whatever her status was, and I asked the prosecutor 

very early in the Investigation what does this mean, 

and they told me that Judy can give authority because 

she is Stacey's guardian. 

Q. So why did you ask Stacey about the CARE House 

interview? 

A. She's her mom. 

Q. So I think you testified earlier that Stacey had to 

consent to the CARE House interview because she's her 

mother? 

A. Correct. 

Q. So why would Stacey not have to consent to being 

interviewed again by you? 

A. CARE House has their own rules. CARE House says mom 

has to, mom or dad have to agree to it. So when I say 

Stacey has to agree, that's Care House's rule to have 

mom or dad bring her up and to agree. To come to my 

office is a whole different Issue. It has nothing to 

do with CARE House nor mom's consent. 

------·········-...................... ---------------·-•"" .. 
Page 78 

1 Q. Okay. So is it your understanding that if. shows 

2 up at your office, you can speak to her irrespective 

3 of what her parents want? 

4 A. At this time or today? 

5 Q. At this time, July, 2013. 

6 A. Yes, I can. She's not a criminal. She's not the 

7 suspect. With the suspect, we have to ask the 

B parents' permission. With the kids we don't, victim, 

9 I'm sorry, we don't. 

10 Q. So you spoke to. on July 11, 2013 with the full 

11 knowledge that Stacey did not want you to talk to her 

12 daughter anymore? 

13 A. With the knowledge that on May, whatever day I asked 

14 Stacey, she did not, yes. 

15 Q. It wasn't May, it was June, correct, June 9th, 2013? 

16 A. Yes, correct, lune 9th. 

17 Q. You met with. on July 11, 2013, when you knew 

18 that Stacey had told you just a month earlier she did 

19 not want you to have any further contact with her 

20 family, correct? 

21 A, I have to read my report. I believe --

22 Q. Your report says "Stacey requested I close the case 

23 and have no further police involvement," correct? 

24 A, She said, yes, she wanted no further police 

25 Involvement. 
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Q. So you knew on July 11th, when you were meeting with 

- that Stacey had told you that she did not want 

any further police contact with her family? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And you still proceeded to meet with. and 

reinterview her after that? 

A. Idld. 

Q. And it was- grandmother, Judy Stiltner, again, 

who brought. to the police station? 

A. I don't know that to be true. I know Judy was there 

first and talked to me, left, and several hours later 

- was at my station. They only live a few blocks 

from the station, so I don't know If grandma brought 

her or-walked up there, I don't know. 

Q. And you advised Judy it was still an open 

investigation and you could not discuss it with her? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And then you proceeded to discuss it with her? 

A. Withwho? 

Q. With Judy. 

A. Howso? 

Q. Well, it says "I advised Judy this was not true, that 

Sam had passed the department's polygraph, and that I 

had wanted to discuss the case with. prior to 

closing the case. 

Page 80 

A. Correct. 

Q. After telling Judy that you could not discuss the case 

with her, you proceeded to discuss the case with her? 

A. I can't discuss -- Judy's asking me if he passed the 

polygraph. I told her I couldn't discuss the case 

with her. Maybe I misspoke and I can't discuss the 

issues of the case, the facts of the case. I can't 

talk about the investigation, When she asked if it's 

open or closed, I can tell her If It's open or closed. 

Q. Let's be clear. Here's what your report says. "I 

advised Judy it was st\11 an open Investigation and I 

could not discuss it with her." That's what you 

wrote, right? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Judy then says She's surprised to hear that. "Judy 

advised Stacey was telling everyone Sam had passed the 

Police Deparbnent polygraph with flying colors, and 

that Sergeant Crum said he did not believe-

A, That's her words, yes. 

Q. And then you say to Judy, that was not true. Aren't 

you then discussing the case with Judy? 

A, No. 

Q. You don't think telling Judy that Sam had not passed 

the polygraph --

A. There are certain things --
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MS. McGIFFERT: Let him finish his 

question. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Let me finish my question. 

You don't think telling Judy about whether 

Sam had passed the polygraph and whether you still 

believed. was discussing the case with Judy? 

A, Correct, that Is not. An open Investigation is what 

is, can and cannot be released, say the rules of FOIA 

or to the victims, to the •• we can't give a suspect's 

name, date of birth, things like that before they're 

arraigned. Everyone knows that. I can't give that 

kind of information when I have an open investigation. 

She was asking me specific questions that I could not 

answer. When she said that I didn't believe-I 

told her that's not true. I didn't want- to feel 

that no one believed her. I didn't want her mom to 

tell her that when all I wanted was to talk to her to 

find out why the story changed, 

Q. When you say "I advised Judy that Is not true," are 

you referring to Sam's passing the Police Department 

polygraph with flying colors? 

A. I'm referring to me closing the case. She said that I 

closed the case, I advised that's not true, I had not 

closed the case and I wanted to discuss It with-

... -----....... --------·--·----------

1 
2 
3 
4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
17 

18 

19 
20 

21 

22 
23 

24 

25 

Page 82 

Q. I have marked as Exhibit 2 to your deposition what I 

think is your complete report of 13-0005555. I'm 

going to hand It to you and ask you to make sure this 

is your complete report. 

MR. AHMAD: can we mark this as 3? 

THE WITNESS: There's two reports in here, 

9252 and 5555. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Okay. Take out the 9252 so that I just have the 5555. 
A. That's 9252, 

MS. McGIFFERT: What you need to do is 

compare that with yours. 

MR. AHMAD: Let's mark this as Number 4. 

MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION: 

DEPOSITION EXHIBIT 3 

4:14 p.m. 

MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION: 

DEPOSITION EXHIBIT 4 

4:14 p.m. 

THE WITNESS: You're missing Page 2, which 

is the charge, the Sam Jerome, Stacey with Alyxis' 

names on there. You don't have that page. 

MS. McGIFFERT: And your goes from 1 of 10 

to 3 of 10, so you're missing Page 2. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, 1 of 10, 2 of 10 Is 
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gone. That's the same. That's the same. This is 

different. Your page that has 14 on it is slightly 

different than my page. They're the same, just yours 

cuts off here. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Does it pick up at the same place on the next page or 

am I missing? 

A, Yes, this part is here. 

Q. It's on the next page? 

A. Yes. And let me check. And some of the pages are 

off. 

Q. But am I missing any of the actual text? 

A. But you have the content. And I don't see this. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Counsel, yours was printed 

on August 9th, 2013, and Deputy Chief Crum has 

continued the report past that. 

MR. AHMAD: So can we take a break and make 

copies of the pages that I don't have so Exhibit 2 is 

complete? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Well, the spacing is off. 

Do you want me to give you just a whole complete 

report because I was already going to object to that 

being an exhibit with all the highlighting on it in 

the first place. 

MR. AHMAD: Okay, then let's do a new 

- -·----.. ----·----------··------··· 
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Exhibit 2 and you can give me the complete report and 

we'll mark that. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. So we have marked a new exhibit as Exhibit Number 2, 

and this is now a complete copy of report 13-0005555, 

is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you review, and maybe you told me this, the CPS 

records before today's deposition? 

A, I did not. 

Q. Did you tell CPS that you were closing this case? 

A, I recall having a conversation with Jason, I don't 

know that I can say his last name, regarding this 

case, and he indicated he was waiting for me to close 

it before he could take action. I don't recall that 

conversation. I know It's written In my report that I 

told him I was going to close It. It's something we 

do routinely so they can do their job. 

Q. Weil, have you seen the CPS record regarding the 

contact with you? 

A, No, 

Q. So let me show you what I've marked as Exhibit Number 

3 and ask you to read the last entry. Just you can 

read It to yourself. You don't need to read it for 

the record. 
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MS. McGIFFERT: For the record, I'm just 

going to place an objection to an exhibit that has 

your select highlighting on It. 

MR. AHMAD: Why? That's all that's 

important, Laurel, Is my highlighting. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I'm objecting to this being 

a part of this deposition record. 

MR. AHMAD: Okay. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Do you see at that entry that the Individual says that 

she made contact with you on June 6th, 2013 and you've 

indicated that you will be closing the case? 

A. Ido. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Except it says June 5th. 

THE WITNESS: June 5. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Thank you for the correction. 

So there's an entry from CPS indicating 

that they talked to you and you said you're closing 

the case? 

A. That it will be closed. 

Q. Do you remember that conversation? 

A. Ido not. 

Q. Are you denying that It occurred or you just don't 

remember? 
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A. Correct, but that's different than on a case, closed 

case, an active case. That's terminology that we use 

in the system as we move our cases around. 

Q. Okay. Why did you tell Judy Stiltner It was still an 

open investigation? 

A. If a case is Inactive or a case Is In our active file, 

those are all classified as open cases. Closed, they 

disappear out of our queue, so we put them in inactive 

when we are not actively Investigating them. But it's 

still, if lt"s not closed, It's open. It's just a 

terminology within our department, how cases are 

termed. The same thing when I put In inactive, I'm 

not actively investigating the case, and that's what 

Jason needed to do whatever he was going to do through 

CPS. 

Q. But Jason writes in his report from CPS "Detective 

Crum indicated that his case will be closed as Alyxis 

recanted during her forensic Interview." 

A. I can't answer what he wrote. 

Q. Well, did you tell him that, did you tell him "I'll be 

closing the case because Alyxls recanted during her 

forensic interview"? 

A. I don't recall saying that specifically, but I will 

say that it's, he needs that case to be closed to go 

to his next step • 

. ..... , J.oo.-.. -·-·-----------

Page 86 

A. No, I talked to Jason quite a few times during that, 

during this case. I know we talked at length, so I'm 

not denying that we had the conversation. I just 

don't independently recall telling him that. 

Q. Today you told me that you were never going to close 

the case. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I'll object as to form. 

And mischaracterlzatlon of the witness' testimony, but 

go ahead. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Is that what you told me, or did I misunderstand? 

A. I don't recall that I said I would never close the 

case. At some point they're going to close, they're 

all going to close. 

Q. No, but you told me at the point after the CARE House 

interview, you were not going to close the case, it 

was still an open investigation? 

A. At that point, yes. 

Q. In fact, on July 11th you told Judy Stiltner that it 

was an open case, correct? 

A, I think that's what I told her, yes. It was 

technically an inactive case at that point. 

Q. Well, on July 11th, in your report of July 11th It 

says "I advised Judy it was still an open 

investigation and I could not discuss it with her." 
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Q. And apparently you told him you'd be closing it 

because Alyxis recanted? 

A. That's what he said. 

Q. Again, are you denying that? 

A. I'm saying I don't recall that. 

Q. Wouldn't it be standard practice to close the case 

after a witness recants after the forensic interview 

process? 

A. No. 

Q. Su lilat wouldn't be --

A. No. In fact, if I did that, I wouldn't be detective 

very long. 

Q. So why would you tell Jason that? 

A. I don't recall. Again, I don't think he can 

interview. You have to ask Jason. I don't think he 

can interview people while we're doing an 

investigation. So if I left my case open for a year, 

he wouldn't be able to do his job because my case is 

getting In the way. The criminal investigation always 

comes first, and so a lot of times we get out of their 

way and let them do their job. There was nothing 

stopping me from closing that case and reopening It 

the week after. It's all, if I would have closed It 

and- came back July 11th, it'll be reopened, 

It'll be reopened. 
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Q. Right, but you didn't know. was coming back when 1 time. I mischaracterlzed it and I'm wrong to say 

you told her that, when you told Judy that this was an 2 wildly or drastic. The words I put on there are 

open case? 3 completely wrong because her story was very, very 

A. Correct, but if she would have came back two years 4 close except for one or two points. Those two points 

later, we could have opened It. It wouldn't -- the 5 are very relevant to the crime and they're very 

time doesn't matter especially in a CSC where there's 6 relevant to the elements of the crime, but overall, 

no, the statute of limitations is a lot longer. So 7 95, 96, 97 percent of that story stayed the same. 

whatever I termed the case is a computer system, it's 8 Q. Right. So why are you saying you really wanted to 

not really relevant to the actual Investigation. At 9 talk to her because the story changed wildly? The 

any point she comes back and tells me, that case gets 10 story didn't change wildly, so why were you so adamant 

opened. 11 about reinterviewing. when she basically told the 

Q. I understand that, but as of July 11 when Judy came in 12 same story? She just recanted the sexual 

and you told her it was an open investigation,. 13 inappropriateness of what happened, so why did you 

had not come back? 14 want to interview her again? 

A. Correct. 15 A. Because that is my job. That's what every 

Q. Nor did you know she was ever going to come back? 16 investigator would have to do. If I didn't do that, 

A. Correct. 17 I'm telling my boss -- I would not be detective. The 

Q. The last contact you had had with. was when she 18 day he hears that, I would not be detective anymore. 

recanted her story at the CARE House? 19 we are not allowed just to take, when something 

A. Correct. This was an abnormal case. I've never had a 20 changes and just disregard it, We have to do a 

parent refuse. I've never had a parent not want to 21 thorough investigation, a complete Investigation from 

find out what happened, not come In, sit down, all Of 22 start to finish. And to keep •• you've asked me now 

us have a conversation and discuss it. The case was 23 several times why we do that. That's what an 

abnormal from the very beginning, and I was not going 24 investigation is. It's the basic definition of 

to close that case until we found out what happened. 25 investigation. 

--- ...... _..,_ .. .,,,,..,,,,, . .,,..,.,.,,,,._ ,,.,, ____ .. _.,. ....... , .. '"~·....,,~,,, .. .,..,,,,., ... ,, ..... "_ ... ...,,..,,,__ .. ___ ~··, 
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Q. Well, you found out what happened when. was at 

CARE House and gave the forensic interview? 

A, No, I didn't, I found out what- said, but when 

the story changes that much, It's my job to find out 

why. Regardless of what the allegation is or the 

story is or the crime is, when a story changes that 

wildly, we are obligated to keep investigating and 

find out why did it change. I've had lots of cases 

over the years and I've had lots of victims change 

their story and recant and I've got a litany of 

reasons why, but until we find out that this case is 

going to stay open or would have stayed open. 

Q. You say that her story changed wildly. It didn't 

change wildly. I mean she, to the forensic interview, 

repeated the two Incidents of Sam rubbing her belly on 

the couch at the house, correct? 

A, You are right. Her case did not change wildly, 

You're absolutely right. Her case •• 

Q. She recanted? 

A, Let me finish. 

Q. Go ahead. 

A, Her case was very accurate all except two points 

including times, locations, who was where, what they 

were doing, that, her story stayed incredibly accurate 

from the first time until even through court the last 
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Q. Badgering a witness until they give you what you want? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Don't answer that question. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Is that what your practice is? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Don't answer that question. 

I object. 

MR. AHMAD: What Is objectionable about the 

question? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Because you're suggesting 

he's badgering a witness. That's Inappropriate. 

MR. AHMAD: I don't think it's 

inappropriate. That's my interpretation of what he 

was doing. 

MS. McGIFFERT: That's what I'm saying. 

MR. AHMAD: He can deny that. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Do you just interview a witness until you get the 

story you want? 

A. That's not been suggested. No, that's not what we do. 

Q. Okay. What? 

A. Investigation is to find out what happened, and we 

start at the beginning and we ask and go through and 

gather facts to find out what happened. When things 

are not normal, when they don't add up, when you have 

a case where the people are acting the way that Stacey 

6!,g!;f,r;~§!Qf.!S Pages 89 to 92 
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1 was acting, you have to Investigate why did this story 

2 change. 

3 Q. How many times would. have to tell you that 

4 nothing inappropriate happened before you would close 

5 the case? 

6 A. I would have, If she came to my office the day after 

7 CARE House and discussed with me and told me nothing 

8 happened, that case would have been closed that day 

9 and that"s the last time I would have looked at that 

10 case. 

11 Q. Only if she had come back the next day and reaffirmed 

12 everything that she told the forensic interviewer? 

13 A. That's what I just said. If she just came in and said 

14 "Hey, I was wrong, this never happened," the case 

15 would have been dropped. Stacey not bringing her in 

16 is what kept this case open. It would have been 

17 dropped the next day, but that's something that I have 

18 to do and then present to the prosecutor. And I would 

19 have said, hey, If she talked to me on Day A, Day B 

20 she told me what she said In CARE House was 

21 inaccurate, I would have called the prosecutor and 

22 closed the case the next day. 

23 Q. Why would you not want her reinterviewed at 

24 CARE House? 

25 A. I don't know if It was an option. 

Page 95 

1 the experts in forensic examination to examine her 

2 again if you questioned why the story had changed? 

3 Why wouldn't you want them to Interview her again, or 

4 did you and you just didn't know how to go about doing 

5 it? 

6 A. I don't know that I even thought about that. I don't 

7 know that that thought crossed my mind to do so. I 
8 can't answer why we would have or didn't. 

9 Q. So I guess if the ultimate motivation was to interview 

10 • again, and let's say. goes back to her 

11 original story, wouldn't you then think "Well, this is 

12 someone that now needs to go back to CARE House 

13 because she's altered her story again so let's get 

14 another forensic interview to see if we can verify 

15 what she's telling me or If she's going to go back to 

16 what she told them originally"? 

17 A, You know, I do recall, and I'm glad you asked the 

18 question because during this, we did talk to Stacey 

19 about CARE House again and she refused. 

20 Q. Is that somewhere In your report? 

21 A, It is not, but we also talked about getting Sabrina 

22 there. Eventually she did let Sabrina go through CPS, 

23 I believe, but would not let us take her there. 

24 Q. Yes, it looks like Sabrina was forensically 

25 interviewed -- I don't know -- it doesn't say if it 

··--.... - .......... - -·---... ----·--··, 
Page 94 Page 96 

1 Q. Why wouldn't it be an option? Why can't you just call 1 was at CARE House or not under the CPS records, that 

2 and set another appointment up? 2 Sabrina had a forensic interview, were you aware of 

3 A. I've never done that. I mean, we've never had anybody 3 that? 

4 up there twice. 4 A, I don't recall. I think I read that later. 

5 Q. But you just told me -- 5 Q. Okay. It says it took place on June 5, and that 

6 MS. McGIFFERT: Finish your answer. 6 Sabrina reported that things are going well at home 

7 BY MR. AHMAD: 7 and she has no concerns, and that Sabrina denied being 

8 Q. But this is an unusual case. I'm sorry, I don't mean B physically disciplined and that Sabrina felt safe at 

9 to interrupt. 9 home and had no concerns. Were you aware that's how 

10 MS. McGIFFERT: Go ahead. 10 Sabrina felt in June of 2013? 

11 THE WITNESS: And we've had cases where 11 A, I read that at some point. Unfortunately, I can't 

12 we've had kids up that did not disclose and they 12 remember If I read that around that time or after. 

13 refused to do it a second time. Her age, when she 13 Q. "After" meaning when? 

14 came up, and she was 13, 14, at the time, they were 14 A, After that date, around the trial date. I can't 

15 already questioning her age and being up there at 15 remember when that --

16 14 years old, 13, 14 years old. 16 Q. Why would you not have known about this? 

17 MS. McGIFFERT: Counsel, before your next 17 A. I think that's a CPS record. 

18 question, do you have the exhibits over there? 18 Q. Why would you not have requested the CPS records? 

19 BY MR. AHMAD: 19 A. That's not something that's normally done. 

20 Q. So am I correct in saying you did not make any attempt 20 Q. Why not? 

21 to contact CARE House to conduct a second forensic 21 A. I don't know. 

22 Interview? 22 Q. It's not something that's normally done or something 

23 A, I don't recall doing that, and I would have noted that 23 that you don't normally do? 

24 In my report, so I do not believe that happened. 24 A. They provide reports when they're done. They provide 

25 Q. And again, why is It that you would not have wanted 25 their findings when they're done, fax them over. We 

~!.~~r;,!~§!Q~.~ 
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just don't request them In-between, I guess. 

Q. Did you ask to inteivlew any of Sam's kids? 

A. I remember asking for their names and date of births, 

but I never did talk to them. 

Q. Were you aware that Sam's children, Nicholas and 

Cassandra, were both forensically Interviewed? 

A, That I was not. 

Q. So as we sit here today, you didn't know that? Am I 

the first person to tell you that? 

A. Quite possibly, yes. I don't have -- I don't recall 

that. 

Q. So you weren't aware, when you reported this case to 

the prosecutor, that both Nicholas and cassandra, 

Sam's children, were forensically inteiviewed and both 

indicated they had a great relationship with their 

father and enjoyed spending time with them. 

A. I was not. They were not part of my Investigation. 

Q. Why wouldn't they be? Why wouldn't you want to start 

contacting other kids that Sam had contact with to see 

if this is a pattern that would underscore what. 

was telling you or Is this something that was 

completely unusual that no one had ever reported 

before, which would perhaps undermine what. was 

telling you? Why would you not be Interested in that? 

A. I don't know, It's his own kids, and my experience Is 
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lying. We think about It every single case. I don't 

know that we can ever rule out, that's not really our 

expertise, I guess, 

Q. In the CPS records, in the dispositional findings, 

I'll show you this, I'm not going to mark it because 

it has, again, has my highlighting, you see at the 

bottom where it says Dispositional Findings? 

A. Ido. 

Q. And it talks about- statements at CARE House, 

the forensic inteiview she had, correct? 

A. I don't see that. Oh, I see that she was at CARE 

House,yes. 

Q. And then what's the last sentence that's on the page 

below that paragraph? 

A. The last sentence on this page Is, the one you have 

highlighted here? 

Q. Yes. 

A. It says "The criminal Investigation will be closed due 

to Alyxls recanting." 

Q. It says "A criminal investigation was conducted by the 

Berkley Police Department and the criminal 

investigation will be closed due to Alyxis recanting," 

correct? 

A. That's what It says, correct. 

Q. Where would that information come from? 

·······-··-·-....... __ ._ ...... .,--·-~·---···.,~- .. ,,.,,., .. ,.,.,._ ....... - ...... --"""-------·---···---··· 
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usually when a stepfather molests a stepchild, it's 

usually within the step family, If there were other 

stepchildren out there, It would have been more 

relevant, I guess, to the Investigation, and it's not 

something that's typically requested by the prosecutor 

or something we normally put In reports. Again, why, 

I'm not sure. 

Q. Well, there was another stepchild and that was Sabrina 

and she was forensically interviewed and she indicated 

she had no problems with Sam? 

A. That there was no Issues, no. 

Q. What does that tell you? 

A. That he likes 13 years olds and not 10 year olds. I 

don't know. 

Q. Or that- lying? 

A. That's another option. That's your option. 

Q. Did you ever consider that? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. How were you able to rule that out? 

A. My job is to gather as much evidence as I can and 

present It to the prosecutor. I don't know that we 

rule things fn and out. We gather facts and we gather 

evidence. We present that stuff, or we present that 

information. It's always in the back of our mind with 

every case, is somebody telling the truth or are they 
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A, That's the author of this document. I don't know who 

authored that. 

Q. You don't know where that person got the information 

that Berkley was closing the criminal Investigation? 

A. I don't even know who authored that. 

Q. So that's two places in the CPS records, that they 

indicate that Berkley is closing the Investigation, 

correct? 

A, I don't know if that's a CPS record. I don't know 

what you just gave me. 

Q. I don't know if this means anything to you at the top, 

but you can look at the top. 

A, That doesn't mean anything. 

Q. It says Oakland DHS, CPS, does it not? 

MS. McGIFFERT: It means it's faxed from 

there, Counsel. 

THE WITNESS: I would have to -­

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. You don't think that's a CPS record? 

A. I've never seen that before. I don't know ff I cou Id 

say It is or it isn't. 

Q. Going back to your report, Exhibit 2, under the 

July 11th meeting. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Are we looking at Exhibit 2 

or are we looking at Exhibit 3? 

~m~!l~91Q9IS Pages 97 to 100 
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MR. AHMAD: We're looking at Exhibit 2. 

That's the 5555, correct? 

MS. McGIFFERT: I'll let him testify about 

it, but I am objecting to it becoming part of the 

record. 

MR. AHMAD: Why? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Because you -- it is not 

his report. It's your report with --

MR. AHMAD: No, no, this is the one you 

copied for me. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Is that Exhibit 27 

MR. AHMAD: That is now Exhibit 2. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Okay, sorry. 

MR. AHMAD: That's confusing. That's my 

fault. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. So looking at Exhibit 2 under the July 11, 2013 

contact with Judy Stiltner, are you with me? 

A. lam. 
Q. Okay. In sort of the middle of the page, it says 

"Several hours later Allie knocked on my door and 

asked to discuss her case with me." 

A. Yes. 

Q. ·- advised that her mother was hospitalized in 

Texas for her mental health disorder. She advised her 

Page 102 

grandmother was her guardian while her mother was 

being hospitalized. Judy confirmed this and advised 

she was Stacey Krahe's legal guardian as well. Judy 

advised it was okay to discuss the case with­

Do you see what you wrote there? 

A, I do. 

Q. You told me earlier that you had discussed this issue 

early on with the prosecutor's office? 

A. I did. 

Q. And here it sounds like you're just aware of this for 

the first time. 

A, No, that's not true. I knew about that before this 

case, that Judy was the guardian of Stacey. I've 

known for years that Judy was the guardian of Stacey. 

Q. So why did you need them to advise you of this and 

confirm, and why are you writing that Judy confirmed 

this if you already know this? 

A. Probably for the prosecutor's benefit so that they 

know. They're going to ask me that, so I put in here 

this is what is going on. 

Q. Anywhere in these documents do you document the 

conversation that you had with the Oakland County 

prosecutor's office? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. About talking to. based on her grandmother's 
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consent? 

A. No. 

Q. But you do document her grandmother telling you it's 

okay to talk to-

A. Correct. 

Q, Which would carry more legal weight, the grandmother 

telling you it was okay to talk to. or the 

Oakland County prosecutor's office? 

A. The prosecutor probably. 

Q. So why would you not document this? 

A, Because this report is for the Oakland County 

prosecutor to read, so I'm not sure it's relevant to 

tell them what they already know. They're the ones 

that I discuss this with. Actually, the lady that 

reviewed this is the person who told me that that was 

okay. I wrote this in here clearly -- it's very clear 

to me. I think you're just misunderstanding it. It's 

very clear I wrote this in here for the benefit of the 

prosecutor to read and let them know what's going on 

at this moment in this family's life. This is what's 

going on. 

Q. Why would it matter if Judy advised you it was okay to 

discuss the case with_ 

A. It probably isn't relevant. 

Q. So why would you put that in the report? 

Page 104 

A. I have no idea why I put that in there three years 

ago. 

Q. It didn't include the Oakland County prosecutor 

telling you it's okay to talk to. just based upon 

the grandmother's representation? 

A. Again, I'll answer that, again, that this report is 

for the Oakland County prosecutor, and I don't see why 

I would tell them what they already know and discussed 

with me. I don't write In there the process to get a 

warrant. I don't write in there the conversations we 

had. They're part of those conversations. They know 

those conversations. 

Q. So you wouldn't want to put in the report confirming 

that "Hey, we talked about this and you said it was 

okay and so I decided to proceed"? 

A. I could have put that in there. Again, I don't write 

things that we discuss personally with the person 

getting this report. 

Q. You proceeded to reinterview- is that correct? 

A. I don't remember how that started. 

Q. Well, based on your report, it looks like you 

reinterviewed her. 

A. No, it looks like she was advising me of a lot of 

things. I'm not sure if I had a chance to interview 

her or if she was up telling me what I have written 

0t?o~§£iS!Qf.~ Pages 101 to 104 
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down here. 

Q. So you don't think you asked her any questions? 

A, I'm sure I did at some point. 

Q. Are you telling me that you don't characterize this as 

an interview? 

A. Not what I read so far. 

MS. McGIFFERT: And you're still reading. 

THE WITNESS: And I'm still reading. I do 

believe on Page 9 where it says - confirmed her 

original description," at that point, it would have 

become an interview, yes. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. You indicate "And most concerning,. advised Sam 

has turned his attention to her 10 year old sister, 

Sabrina." 

A. That's what she advised me, yes. 

Q. Did you ever do anything to confirm that? 

A. I did talk to Sabrina about that. She denied any of 

that, denied that there was any gifts or -- I think 

she did say they went shopping, but she denied the 

IDuching. And that was reporll!d ID CPS as well. 

Q. So. lied about that? 

A, No, I wouldn't say that- lled about that. -

interpreted what she saw as the beginning stages of 

grooming and she was -- If she saw what she said she 

'""""·---· .. ··-·-·----·-----
Page 106 

1 saw, she was right, It never got to the point where 

2 he was actually touching a vagina, so Sabrina didn't 

3 see that as an Issue. As far as rubbing her belly, 

4 why he's rubbed the kid's belly, I don't know. But as 

5 far as rubbing the belly, Sabrina didn't have a 

6 problem with any of that. 

7 Q. I thought you told me that Sabrina told you that he 

8 wasn't touching her? 

9 A. Touching her vagina. She Indicated he was not 

10 touching her vagina or her breasts. So there's no 

11 crime. It's not a crime to rub somebody's belly. 

12 Q. Where are the interview notes regarding Sabrina 

13 telling you all this? 

14 A, I think that's on the tape actually. 

15 Q. On the August 21, 2013 tape? 

16 A. I think it's, I think It's on the tape. 

17 Q. Well, did you make a report about that? 

18 MS. McGIFFERT: Take your time and look. 

19 THE WITNESS: I don't know. 

20 MS. McGIFFERT: Take your time and look. 

21 THE WITNESS: Yes, it's on Page 11, and it 

22 says "Sabrina was not aware of either incident of 

23 sexual assault by Sam Jerome on. Krahe. Sabrina 

24 did not recall any incident when Sam had touched her 

25 that made her feel inappropriate. Sabrina did 
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remember him rubbing her stomach but did not feel it 

was inappropriate. Sabrina recalled Sam taking her 

out for special shopping sprees, she recalled him 

taking her to Claire's for Jewelry, Justice for 

clothing and lunch at a restaurant. According to 

Sabrina, it was a~er. had gotten Sam in trouble 

and he stopped liking her. Sabrina did not have any 

further information about the sexual assault." So I 

did ask her and I did document that, what she told me. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Anything wrong with the stepfather taking her, his 

stepdaughter out shopping? 

A. No. It's okay ID take them out ID Claire's and 

Justice and lunch. It's even not Illegal to rub their 

belly, but when- ls telling me that that's how 

Q. 

A, 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A, 

Q, 

A, 

Q. 

the grooming started with her and now she sees that 

same grooming going on with her sister, and she didn't 

use the term "grooming" because she didn't understand 

that. When she describes "The same thing that 

happened to me, he did ID her," and when she said 

"This is what It Is," and then the girl, Sabrina, 

confirms that that's what It is, I find It hard to 

call- a liar. She's advising her fear, and her 

fear is he's going ID do this ID her sister. And 

based on what Sabrina told me, I think- is seeing 

Page 108 

the same thing that happened to her happen to her 

sister. 

Sam admits that he would rub- belly --

Correct. 

-- because she would have a stomachache? 

I don't know his reason, but correct. 

Okay. So he wasn't denying doing that? 

Correct. 

A few days later on July 14 you had another contact 

with the family where Stacey had taken. and was 

going to Georgia? 

I think the trip to Georgia happened on the 15th, I 

believe. 

Right. So Stacey had reported that what,. was 

missing or what happened? 

A. Judy reported- missing on the 14th. Stacey found 

her on the 15th, at five in the morning, 

Q. And then you wanted confirmation of that and asked 

Stacey where she was, and Stacey told you a couple 

different hospitals? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And then by the time you realized Stacey wasn't 

telling you what was going on, Stacey called you and 

said "I'm leaving the State, I'm going to Georgia"? 

A. The first time I talked ID her, she indicated she was 

41~~~~~!Q9.,! Pages 105 to 108 
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south of Toledo, so I took that as she was already in 

Ohio. 

Q. Sam wasn't involved in any of this? 

A. No. Only that, I couldn't get ahold of her until I 

called Sam. And when I told Sam I needed to speak to 

her and told him why, he must have got a message to 

her because she called me at that point. 

Q. Well, you didn't call Sam. According to your report, 

Sam called you. 

A. That's, if that's what the report says, that's what 

happened, because I don't recall. 

Q. It says "I received a telephone call from Sam advising 

Stacey had taken. and left Michigan." 

A. Okay. 

Q. So Sam voluntarily calls you and tells you what's 

going on? 

A. Yes, he did. He told me they were leaving. He 

wouldn't tell me where they were going, according to 

the report. 

Q. Do you think Sam knew? 

A. I don't know. 

Q. And then approximately two minutes later or a few 

minutes later Stacey calls you? 

A. Correct. 

Q. So Sam was trying to cooperate here, trying to help 
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MS. McGIFFERT: Do you want to find your 

THE WITNESS: I'm right here. I cannot 

recall. I know that they were discussing -- it had to 

do with Sam but I can't recall. Boys, there was 

something on there about boys and something about 

smoking and Sam. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. You didn't think they were relevant? 

A, At the time, no. We were discussing the domestic 

assault. They was trying to play messages about Sam 

and the sexual assault, and I advised her several 

times we had time to listen to those, we had time to 

do that. I needed to talk to her about the domestic 

assault that happened the night before. 

Q. Except you then say "I spoke with. about the 

messages after," so if those weren't important to this 

investigation, why were you immediately talking to 

.about it? 

A. I was giving Stacey a chance to describe what happened 

the night before at the domestic. She took that 

opportunity and all she wanted to talk about was a 

sexual assault. I was trying to get through to Stacey 

we can talk about that in 5 minutes or 10 minutes, but 

right now we need to talk about the domestic assault. 

····· ... _____ ,, ___ ,, ____ ......,.,,_. __ ~---------~·-
Page 110 Page 112 

you? 1 They became relevant because Stacey brought them up, 

MS. McGIFFERT: Place an objection. Calls 2 but that still didn't answer the question I asked at 

for speculation as to whatever his motivation was. 3 the time. 

This witness can't answer that. 4 Q. The last paragraph says "Stacey Krahe has interfered 

BY MR. AHMAD: 5 with my investigation from the beginning by 

Q. Well, he voluntarily calls you to tell you what's 6 threatening and intimidating a 13 year old victim into 

going on, and then it looks like he notified Stacey to 7 changing her story and then assaulting her to make 

call you and she calls you? 8 sure she does not tell the truth." Where in the world 

A. What it appears, correct, yes. 9 did you come up with that conclusion? 

Q. The next contact with the family would have been 10 A. That was, part of that is the changing of the story at 

August 2nd when there was a domestic situation at the 11 CARE House, the domestic assault she got arrested for 

house? 12 because she assaulted her. 

A. Correct. 13 Q. But you're concluding that she assaulted her to make 

Q. Stacey believed thata was smoking pot or doing 14 sure she does not tell the truth? 

some illegal drugs. a denied it and they had a 15 A. That's what I was told •• 

conflict? 16 Q. Where--

A, Correct. 17 A, •• by? 

Q. Correct? 18 Q. By who? 

A, That's my understanding, yes, 19 A, -Q. You indicated, when Interviewing Stacey about the 20 Q. So you took- statement and assumed it to be 

domestic assault, "She adamantly wanted me to listen 21 true and put it In your report as a conclusion, did 

to messages on her phone"? 22 you not? 

A. Yes. 23 MS. McGIFFERT: I'm just going to place an 

Q. The messages were of her and a discussing various 24 objection unless you're looking at something different 

topics. What topics were those? 25 than mine. I don't see that paragraph below the 

~t~~g,~~!Q,9,!~ 
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conclusion. 

MR. AHMAD: No, no, it's right above the 

conclusion. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. But it is a conclusion. You conclude, because you say 

"Stacey Krahe has interviewed with my investigation." 

It's talking about you, your investigation, correct? 

A. She had, yes. 

Q. "From the beginning by threatening and intimidating a 

13 year old victim into changing her story and then 

assaulting her to make sure she does not tell the 

truth." You are taking- word over the word of 

everyone else, true? 

A. Not everyone else. Judy Stiltner would be someone 

involved in this. 

Q. Stacey --

MS. McGIFFERT: Finish your answer. 

THE WITNESS: And so this is what I was 

told about the CARE House, why the story changed. And 

then there's a domestic on August 2nd, and Stacey had 

interfered with my investigation from the beginning, 

and I had asked just to talk to Stacey and she 

wouldn't come in and talk about the investigation. 

And I believed at that point, that this was escalating 

and getting worse and that we, we had to present at 
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You did ask him a question. 

THE WITNESS: You asked me a question and I 

didn't finish. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. But you gave me an answer that I need to ask you 

about. 

MS. McGIFFERT: When he finishes his 

answer, you can delve into that. 

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry, what was the 

question again? 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. The question was how had Stacey interfered with the 

investigation. 

A. So from the beginning, after CARE House, would not 

allow me to talk to her, would not allow me to come to 

the house to even talk to anyone, going to Georgia 

when I asked her to come in and we could all have an 

interview about it, she could be there, we could all 

talk about it. Her response to me was she was leaving 

Michigan where I could no longer, or I didn't have 

jurisdiction or I could no longer, you know, get to 

them. At that point, that would be all she had done 

that I can recall. 

Q. She had this incident reported to you initially? 

A. She did. 

----------···------··. ... ·--·-·+--··-·--·--------·-·-----····-"·• ........ ----·--··· 
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that point. It was a little early for me to even 

present at this point for a case, but we had to 

because of the actions of the mother. 

1 

2 
3 

Page 116 

Q. Right? And had a come to the station and talk to 

you initially? 

A. She did. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 4 Q. And then she brought. to CARE House for an 

Interview? Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A, 

Q. 

A, 

Q. 

Don't you think that you were responsible for the 

escalation? 

No. 

You don't think your continued involvement and 

pressing. to come back and talk to you again 

escalated the situation after Stacey told you "Stay 

away, I don't want any more law enforcement 

involvement"? You don't think you had a factor in 

escalating this family's situation at all? 

No. I think the incident that happened and the fact 

that the mom was interfering with the investigation or 

not wanting to discuss any of the case is what led to 

the escalation. 

How did Stacey Interfere with the investigation? 

She wouldn't let me talk to her. 

Hold on. 

No, no, I'm not going to hold on. You asked me a 

question and I'm going to answer the question and you 

hold on. 

No. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Finish your answer. 
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A. She did. 

Q. After Alyxis recanted her story at CARE House, Stacey 

said "I don't want any more law enforcement involved 

in this," correct? 

A. Yes, at some point after that. 

Q. And CPS records indicate that you were closing the 

case after CARE House, right? 

A. That's what they say, yes. 

Q. Okay. So how did Stacey interfere with an 

investigation that you said you were closing and 

didn't have any more legs becausea had recanted? 

How did she interfere? 

MS. McGIFFERT: The question's been asked 

and answered, but you can answer It again. 

THE WITNESS: I had asked several times to 

discuss it with- to discuss it with Sabrina, to 

discuss it with Stacey, to talk to Sam. There was 

many chances In there for us to get this case closed 

and she interfered with it from the beginning. And 

the part I don't think she understood was that If she 
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would have came In and we would have discussed it, and 

that would have been the outcome, It would have been a 

closed case. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Well, it should have been a closed case. 

A. But she refused to come in. 

Q. Well, it should have been a closed case after 

CARE House. 

A. No, it shouldn't have. That's your opinion, but it's 

obvious you don't understand police investigations. 

We can't close It at that point. 

Q. Then why were you telling people you were? 

A. Ididn't. 

Q. So CPS is making things up now? 

A. I didn't say they were making things up. 

Q. Why would they conceivably say that in their records, 

that you're closing your case after CARE House because 

Alyxis had recanted? 

A. Because for them to do their job, they can't interfere 

with a criminal Investigation. Again, if I close it 

or not, as soon as she comes back and says something 

happens, it has to get reopened. It's a technical 

term through a Clemens (phonetic} system. It's all •• 

you're misinterpreting as being a closed case means It 

can never be opened. That's not the terminology. 
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put opinions Inside of reports, nor would I without 

being asked by the prosecutor what do you think about 

A, B, C and D. When they ask me, I put in my opinion. 

Q. Where in your report does It Indicate that the 

prosecutor's office has asked for your opinion? 

A. Again, this report Is for that prosecutor, so I 

wouldn't ask you something and say what you asked me 

and then my answer, I would just give you my answer. 

Q. So nowhere, the answer to my question is nowhere in 

the report does it indicate that the Oakland County 

prosecutor has asked you to take sides in this? 

A, I don't document that to them, no. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Just place an objection as 

to form. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Your job is to collect facts objectively and present 

them to the prosecutor and let the prosecutor make a 

decision, right? 

A, Yes. 

Q. Is "Stacey Krahe has interfered with my investigation 

from the beginning by threatening and intimidating a 

13 year old victim into changing her story and then 

assaulting her to make sure she does not tell the 

truth" an objective presentation of the facts? 

A, I don't know if I can answer that. That would be 

.... ""'""""------··---- ···"··--···--··· - .. ··········-·-----·--------
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You're taking a Clemens term and trying to make it 1 for --

Into something It's not. 2 Q. It's not, is it? 

Q. Did Stacey say that she had threatened and intimidated 3 A. I don't know if I can answer that. That's for 

• into changing her story at CARE House? 4 somebody else to determine. I am asking questions for 

A. She did not tell me that. 5 the prosecutor. 

Q. Did Stacey say that she had assaulted. to make 6 Q. Isn't an objective presentation of the facts Stacey 

sure she does not tell the truth? 7 Krahe denies intimidating or threatening her daughter, 

A. At that time? 8 and. says that she did, wouldn't that be an 

Q. At any time. 9 objective presentation as opposed to you saying 

A. She pied guilty to something through Oakland County 10 absolutely that Stacey threatened her and intimidated 

with child abuse, and at that point she admitted to 11 her and assaulted her so she wouldn't tell the truth? 

the actions that I'm describing here. 12 Why wouldn't you give both sides? 

Q. Did she admit that she had done that so that. 13 MS. McGIFFERT: Objection, compound. If 

wouldn't tell the truth? 14 you've got one question. 

A. I wasn't there that day, but I don't recall hearing 15 BY MR. AHMAD: 

that. 16 Q. Why wouldn't you give both sides? 

Q. So you, in your report, made a conclusion based on 17 A. The report Is full of both sides. The report is where 

your determination of what witnesses were telling you. 18 she changed her story. The report is what Stacey 

You decided to believe a 13 year old girl over her 19 would tell me when she did tell me. The report Is 

parents and put that conclusion in your report? 20 documenting the Information that I could gather. They 

A, Yes. 21 were not cooperating with the investigation. This Is 

Q. Is that legitimate police work? Is that what you're 22 what- told me. When I asked Stacey, she would 

supposed to do as a police officer, is to take sides? 23 not discuss the matter with me. At some point I can 

A. In this case, the prosecutor, because of the story 24 only put what I'm told, and I asked, or If I tried to 

changing, asked my opinion. It's not normal for me to 25 get somebody to come in and give their version, if 

~It:.!.;f.!Et::f ~!Qf .!S 
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they don't want to give their side of the story, then 

I can only put in what- told me. 

Q. Well, Stacey didn't tell you that she had threatened 

her daughter, did she? 

A. I don't think she would discuss it with me. 

Q. Well, she did discuss it with you. She told you 

before and after the CARE House meeting that she 

believed that. was making this up and that you 

were being played. 

A. But I didn't hear about the threats and intimidation 

until July. And when I called Stacey and asked her to 

come to my office and discuss that, she refused. 

Q. And you chose to accept- word for it? 

A. Yes. And if Stacey would have come in, I would have 

been happy to write what Stacey wrote. 

Q. And continue to pursue a criminal action against my 

client, Mr. Jerome? 

A. And continue what, I'm sorry? 

Q. You made the decision to continue to pursue this 

criminal action against Mr. Jerome after. had 

recanted her story? 

A. Yes. 

Q. You decided "I'm going to continue to pursue the case 

against this guy"? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Let's just stop. That's 
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June 9, 2013, "I spoke with Stacey Krahe concerning 

the incident." This is after CARE House, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. "I requested to meet with. to discuss the drastic 

change in her story," that's you writing that, 

correct? 

A. That's what I wrote. 

Q. So you are continuing to pursue Mr. Jerome, my client, 

after. recanted? 

MS. McGIFFERT: The question's been asked 

and answered, but you can answer it one more time. 

MR. AHMAD: It's been asked, I'll grant you 

that. 

MS. McGIFFERT: It's been answered. You 

want him to use your words. 

MR. AHMAD: No, I want him to tell the 

truth. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. You continued to pursue Mr. Jerome, didn't you, after 

• recanted? 

MS. McGIFFERT: The question's been asked 

and answered, but you can answer it one more time. 

THE WITNESS: I continued my investigation 

as I would in any other case, because now my job was 

to find out why this story had changed. That's a 

-------1-----·----··, ................ ------------·---........ . 
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two questions. Wait. See which one he's going to 

give you and then give your answer. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. That was your decision, to continue the criminal case 

against Samuel Jerome after. recanted? 

A. I did not close the case, but I didn't continue 

anything. I was waiting for confirmation either way. 

Q. You did continue. You called people and said "I want 

to talk to. again." That was your decision to 

continue to pursue this case against my client after 

• had recanted. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Is that a question? 

MR. AHMAD: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: Initially, I was trying to 

confirm what. had said. I wasn't investigating 

or pursuing a criminal case against Mr. Jerome, to be 

honest, at the beginning. I just needed confirmation 

from. about the story and why it changed and 

close the case. Until July 11th, that's when the 

determination was made to continue the criminal 

investigation against Mr. Jerome. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Okay. 

A. I think that's the day she came back. 

Q. On June 9th, and look back at your report again, 

1 

2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

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

basic investigation. It's what will happen on every 

investigation, is why the story had changed. If 
somebody makes an allegation and it's not true, it's 

actually a crime to make a false accusation. There's 

nothing that says -- and she's 13. She wouldn't have 

been charged by the prosecutor, but in other cases 

with adults, there have been adults charged with 

making a false accusation on these exact type of 

crimes, so to say I was pursuing a criminal 

investigation of Mr. Jerome at this moment, on 

June 9th, would be inaccurate. My job at that point 

was to find out why the young lady had changed her 

story. And I've had many young ladies change their 

stories. Sometimes it's a boyfriend. Sometimes, but 

sometimes the parents need that information to find 

out what help they can give somebody. To say I was 

pursuing a criminal investigation June 9th would be 

Inaccurate. I was trying to determine what, why the 

story had changed. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. So when you say In the last sentence of that 

paragraph, "I reiterated my desire to speak with• 

prior to closing the case," thatto you is not --

you're saying you're not pursuing the case against 

Mr. Jerome at that point? 

$rn;~mti§IQf.!S Pages 121 to 124 
www.hi1nw1i~to,:k.co1n 



Deposition of Defendant Crum

217a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

DEPUTY CHIEF MICHAEL CRUM 
May 18, 2016 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Page 125 

A. At that moment, I'm just asking-trying to 

figure out why the story changed. 

Q. After that, did you continue to pursue the case 

against Mr. Jerome? 

A, I did not. From June 9th to July 11th, I didn't do 

anything with this case. 

Q. July 11th, did you continue to pursue the claim 

against Mr. Jerome? 

A. July 11th she came in and told me that it was, why she 

had changed her story at CARE House and what had 

happened, and July 11th the investigation goes back 

towards Mr. Jerome. 

Q. Even though. had previously recanted? 

A. Yes. 

Q. On July 11th, did you make any attempt to contact 

Stacey and find out why she had threatened her to get 

her to change her story at CARE House? 

A, On July 11th, my understanding was Stacey was In a 

mental institution in Texas is what I was told. 

Q. Did you do anything to confirm that? 

A. No, I was told that by Judy. 

Q. And you believed that? 

A. Idid. 

Q. You made no attempt to determine if that was accurate? 

A. I did not. 

Page 126 

Q. Did you call Sam? 

A. I made no attempt. 

Q. So those things were not important to you? All you 

needed was. to change her story back to what you 

wanted it to be and then you could continue pursuing 

the case? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Don't answer that question. 

He's given you two. When he decides which one he 

wants you to answer, then you can answer it. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Isn't that true, sir, that all you needed was. to 

change her story back to her original story and you 

were going to continue to pursue this against 

Mr. Jerome? 

A. No. When she came in and explained to me what 

happened, we were going to start the process all over. 

With offering Mr. Jerome a polygraph to give his side 

of the story or come In and just give me his side of 

the story, he refused to comply with any of that. 

Q. Where does It say that after July 11th? 

A, I don't believe I see It In the report. 

Q. So what you Just told me, was that true or not? 

A, I'm sorry? 

Q: What you just told me, was that true or not? 

A, What I just told you was the truth. 

1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 
16 

17 
18 

19 
20 

21 
22 

23 
24 

25 

Page 127 

Q. It is the truth that you offered Mr. Jerome another 

opportunity to take the polygraph? 

MS. McGIFFERT: He didn't say that. 

THE WITNESS: He was offered the polygraph 

right up through the preliminary exam, and after the 

preliminary exam, he was offered a polygraph by the 

prosecutor and refused. He was offered multiple 

polygraphs during this entire process. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Mr. Crum, you just told me after July 11th, you were 

going to start over. Do you remember you just 

testified to that? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And Mr. Jerome was offered to take a polygraph? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Object. I think the record 

will reflect he did not say that happened. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Clear it up. 

Did you say that or did you not? 

A. I don't recall saying that. 

Q. Did you offer again Mr. Jerome the opportunity to take 

another polygraph or take a polygraph after July 11th? 

A. I did. 

Q. And is that in your record somewhere? 

A. No. 

Page 128 

Q. Since you were starting over, I assume then that you 

were going to take her back to CARE House, correct? 

A, We've already been over that. 

Q. Well, is the answer -- am I correct or not? 

A, I said that we did not take her back to CARE House, 

nor did we even think of taking her back to CARE 

House. 

Q. Why, you just told me under oath that you were 

starting over? 

A, Yes. 

Q. So why would you then not take her back to CARE House 

if you're starting over? 

A. There was no need to. 

Q. Why? 

A, When I said "starting over," we offer everybody the 

same opportunity to come in, talk to everyone about 

the case, interview Stacey, interview Sam. 

Q. Okay. Where does It indicate that you offered Stacey 

and Sam the opportunity to come in and talk to you 

again about the allegations now that• had changed 

her story again? Where does it Indicate that, sir? 

A, I don't know if It's In there. I don't think It Is. 

Q. So did you do that or did you not? 

A, I just told you I did, 

Q. Then why wouldn't it be In your report? 

~If,;,~.!1~§!99.!S Pages 125 to 128 
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1 A. If I was to write everything In the report that 

2 happened In the case, this file, this report would be 

3 7 or 800 pages long. The prosecutor wants us to 

4 synopsize what happened. I am writing this report for 

5 the Oakland County prosecutor, not for you. I write 

6 this report for the Oakland County prosecutor. They 

7 review it. They determine If there's charges or not. 

8 They tell us what they want In the reports. That's 

9 how we write police reports. 

10 Q. So you write this report for the prosecutor, knowing 

11 that that's what they are going to base their decision 

12 on whether or not to issue a warrant? 

13 A. If there's probable cause or not, that's all they want 

14 to know. 

15 Q. And they based that on what you put in your report? 

16 A. Yes. 

1 7 Q. So when you put in your report that Stacey Krahe 

18 threatened and intimidated a 13 year old victim into 

19 changing her story and then assaulting her to make 

2 0 sure she does not tell the truth, you knew the 

21 prosecutor was going to review that to make a 

2 2 determination whether or not there was probable cause 

23 against Mr. Jerome? 

24 A. Yes. 

25 Q. And nowhere after July 11th do you indicate on our 
...... _____________ ,,, ... --·-------· 
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l report that you offered any opportunity to Mr. Jerome 

2 or Ms. Krahe to come In and discuss their side of the 

3 story? 

4 A. Correct. 

5 Q. And your conclusion Is that Sam did engage in sexual 

6 penetration by placing his fingers In the labia majora 

7 of. Krahe, his 13 year old stepdaughter, correct? 

8 A. Correct. 

9 Q. And did engage in sexual contact with. by rubbing 

10 her vagina? 

11 A. Correct. 

12 Q. And you base that conclusion, or you came to that 

13 conclusion after. had recanted that entire story 

14 in terms of the sexual contact? 

15 A. This was written after CARE House, correct. 

16 Q. You came to the conclusion then, based on. 

17 changing her story back and telling you that she had 

18 been threatened by her mom and that's why she changed 

19 her story at CARE House? 

20 A. Correct. 

21 Q. Why did you follow up with Sabrina and. on 

22 August 21, 20137 

23 A. The prosecutor sent me what's called a Further, and 

24 when they further something, they give you a list of 

25 questions that they want answered. And that 
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particular day was the day that I asked those 

questions in the Further, 

Q. So when you presented It to the prosecutnr, they 

didn't accept the recommendation that you had made? 

A. Correct. 

Q. They wanted further information? 

A. Correct. 

Q. What specific information, do you recall? 

A. It's included in the documents. The Further is inside 

the documents. 

Q. Where would I find that? 

A. I'm not sure where It's at In here. 

THE WITNESS: Did he receive these with all 

the Bates numbers on it? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Yes. For the record, the 

binder that is in front of Deputy Chief Crum are the 

Bates number documents that we produced or the City of 

Berkley produced in response to Request For Documents, 

Pages 001 through 299. 

THE WITNESS: I'm going to have to go 

through this page by page to find It. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Well, let's move on and we can -- let me just ask 

this: Do you recall In general what you were asked to 

get by the prosecutor? 

-"'"'¥"'-"¥'''""'"'~''"'''". ---.. --"'"'"'"" ,.,,,,, .. ,, . .-........... -
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1 A. In general, I know I was asked who the first person 

2 that- told, was her sister present when it 

3 happened, did her sister see or hear anything, those 

4 are the questions I recall. 

5 Q. Did you ever have. write out a statement? 

6 A. No. 

7 Q. Why not? 

8 A. I don't know. 

9 Q. Wouldn't that be good police practice? 

10 A. I don't know if that would be good police practice. I 

11 don't know why, but I don't recall ever having a CSC 

12 victim write out a statement. 

13 Q. Because otherwise, it's your filter what the person's 

14 telling you that's in this report, correct? 

15 A. In the report, correct. 

16 Q. So nowhere in the report do we get to actually hear 

17 • herself. We just get to hear your version of 

18 what you say she's telling you? 

19 A, Correct. 

20 Q. When you reinterviewed- or interviewed her for 

21 the third time on August 21, is your objective the 

22 same as your previous interviews, to ask open-ended 

23 questions? 

24 A. No. 

25 Q. It's not? 

'3n~t:f!:.t;T,§!Q9.!S Pages 129 to 132 
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A. It's not. 

Q. Why is it different this time? 

A. It's a Further from the prosecutor. She wants three 

or four questions answered, so my objective is to get 

those three or four questions answered by both Sabrina 

and-

Q. Is it your job to get that information by open-ended 

questions or by suggesting answers to them? 

A. Not by suggesting answers. 

Q. Is it your job to discuss your opinion and judgment 

about what's happened? 

A. In that time? 

Q. Yes. 

A. No. 

Q. But you did that, didn't you? 

A. I'd have to look at that Interview again. It's been a 

long time since I've seen that. 

Q. Well, do you remember telling Stacey, or I'm sorry, 

• in the interview "We all know the horrible 

things that Sam has done to you," do you remember 

saying that to her? 

A. I don't recall that. 

Q. Let's assume that you said that to- Why in the 

world would you ever tell that to a --

A. I'm not going to assume anything. 
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ago, and I made sure It worked here weeks ago, months 

ago. I don't recall. 

Q. But you didn't review It to prepare for your 

deposition? 

A. I've not reviewed It. 

Q. Why wouldn't you do that? You know I'm going to ask 

you questions about it, right? 

A. I don't know what you're going to ask me. 

Q. You really showed up here thinking "I don't know if 

Mr. Ahmad is going to ask me questions about the 

August 21, 2013 interview"? Didn't know that? 

A, I have no idea what you're going to ask me. 

Q. And you didn't review it? 

A, I did not. 

Q. Are you denying that you said "We know all the 

horrible things that Sam has done," or you just don't 

remember saying it? 

A. I don't remember saying It. 

Q. Do you remember telling. during the interview 

that "No one is questioning whether or not you're 

telling the truth"? 

A. I don't recall saying that. 

Q. Why would you tell. during an Interview that "No 

one was questioning whether or not you were telling 

the truth"? 

"""'~'"''"'--·-.. ·---·-------.. - --·''"''~'AA""" 
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Q. Well, I'm asking you to assume it. I get to ask 1 MS. McGIFFERT: Object as to form and 

hypothetical questions, whether you like it or not. 2 foundation. 

Let's assume you said that to a 3 THE WITNESS: I would say that there's --

sexually-abused victim who is claiming that they're 4 I've read a lot of studies, and there's been a lot of 

sexually abused by their stepfather, would you say "We 5 studies to sex victims that are minors, and the two 

all know the horrible things that person did"? 6 hardest things that come out of it and the things that 

MS. McGIFFERT: I'm going to place an 7 cause them problems later in life is that people don't 

objection to form and foundation. You're asking him 8 believe them and that they have to, they have to go 

why he would say that, but then you said he said that. 9 back and retell their story again and again in front 

I don't think it's an appropriate hypothetical 10 of different people and strangers. And so if I said 

question for him to answer. 11 something along those lines, I know that I'm very 

BY MR. AHMAD: 12 sensitive to how I question because I don't want young 

Q. Can you answer, sir? Is there any circumstances where 13 kids to think that we don't believe them if they're 

you could imagine that you would say that to a sexual 14 telling us the truth. 

abuse victim? 15 BY MR. AHMAD: 

A. It's a pretty open-ended question. Is there any 16 Q. Well, does the forensic interview protocol say that 

circumstance? 17 that's one of the things you're supposed to tell the 

Q. Yes. Is there any -- 18 minor that you're questioning, that "No one's 

A. Not that I can think of right now·· 19 questioning whether or not you're telling the truth"? 

Q. -- that would be appropriate? 20 A. I don't know if it's in there or not. 

A. •• as we sit here in a deposition on Wednesday 21 Q. In fact, it says the exact opposite, that you're 

afternoon. 22 supposed to be objective and you're supposed to be 

Q. When's the last time you looked at the interview or 23 neutral. 

saw the interview? 24 You would agree that that's what your job 

A, We looked at it the day of the court and a few years 25 Is, wouldn't you, to be objective and neutral? 

0tg~§~SJ:Q9,!S; 
\.\'\\!'\<V,hh.Hlc i. ;iJCk,co1n. 

Pages 133 to 136 



Deposition of Defendant Crum

220a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

DEPUTY CHIEF MICHAEL CRUM 
May 18, 2016 

Page 137 

1 A. Yes. 

2 Q. Do you think telling an alleged abuse victim that "No 

3 one is questioning you" is objective and neutral? 

4 A. I think that when you ask somebody two and three and 

5 four and five times, they start to feel like you're 

6 calling them a liar, they start to feel like you don't 

7 believe them. And the objective of this particular 

8 interview on August 21st was to get the Further that 

9 the prosecutor wanted. I was trying to let them know, 

10 let- know that "My objective today is not to ask 

11 you about the incident and the touching again. My 

12 objective is to get these questions answered that the 

13 prosecutor wants answered." If I said anything along 

14 those lines, my reasoning for saying that was I didn't 

15 want a 13 year old girl to think "He's asking me for 

16 the fourth time or fifth time, that he obviously 

17 doesn't believe me." 

18 Q. But you did ask her? 

19 A. And that's what my concern was. 

2 0 Q. But you did ask her to repeat the stories, didn't you? 

21 A. I don't know -- I know I asked her the questions the 

22 prosecutor wanted answered, but I don't know what I 

2 3 asked her otherwise. 

2 4 Q. You asked her on August 21st, 2013 to repeat exactly 

2 5 what happened in the two incidents. Why did you do 
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1 that? 

2 A. I do not know. I really don't know why I would ask 

3 that on that day. 

4 Q. Do you remember telling. during the interview on 

5 August 21st, 2013 is that "One of the reasons we're 

6 doing this is to try and overcome the, quote unquote, 

7 legal crap that the defense attorney is trying to 

8 pull"? 

9 A. I do recall something about the defense attorney, yes. 

10 Q. Why would you tell someone, when you're supposed to be 

11 objective and neutral, that "We're here to try and 

12 overcome the legal crap the defense attorney is going 

13 to try to pull," is that being objective and neutral? 

14 A, That's me trying to calm down a 13 year old girl 

15 knowing that this process is just going to be horrible 

16 on her and knowing from the beginning what they're 

17 going to do to her, I was concerned for her to go 

18 through this, 

19 Q. Knowing what they were going to do to her? Knowing 

20 what who was going to do to her? 

21 A, In court, having to tell your story In open court In 

22 front of strangers, people that you don't know. 

23 That's the hardest thing. Everything I've read says 

24 that's the hardest thing for a young lady to do, 

25 especially a minor, to get up in front of a judge and 
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jury they don't know who those individuals are, 

they're embarrassed, and it's hard enough. And I knew 

what the future held and I knew It was going to be 

difficult and I was concerned for her. 

Q. You assumed what she was telling you was true? 

A. At that point in the investigation, I assumed what she 

was telling me was true. 

Q. You disregarded what all the other evidence was and 

what all the other witnesses said that would make that 

not true and simply believed-

A. I didn't disregard anything. No one provided much 

information on the other side. The only one that 

provided anything was- herself on one side and 

then back on the other, but all requests to talk to 

Mr. Jerome or to Stacey Krahe were denied. 

Q. Mr. Jerome came in and voluntarily spoke to you? 

A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Told you "I never touched her inappropriately"? 

A. He did say that. 

Q. Stacey told you "You're being played"? 

A. She said that, yes. 

Q. • recanted her allegations at the CARE House? 

A. She did. 

Q. And still through all this you wanted to believe. 

and pursue these charges? 
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A. That's not true. 

Q. What's not true about what I just said? 

A. July 11th, when she came in, that changed the 

investigation. 

Q. Did. change her story on August 21, 2013? 

A. Not that I recall. 

Q. You don't recall any differences in her story on 

August 21, 2013, and the story that she had told you 

on July 11th or on May 7th? 

A. I don't recall. 

Q. Well, isn't it a fact, sir, that you believed that 

• had told you exactly what she had told you on 

May 7th? In fact, don't you state that in your report 

under Sexual Assault concerning the August 21st 

interview, and you say "I asked. to start from 

the beginning and tell me everything that had 

happened"? 

A. That's what I have In here, yes. 

Q. So we don't even need to look at the video to know 

that you did that, right? 

A. That's what It says, yes. 

Q. So earlier when you told me "I have no idea why I 

would ask her to repeat the story," you know you did 

do It, didn't you? 

A, I'm reading it right now that I asked her to tell me 
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1 everything that had happened. 

2 Q. Well, sir, you told me before this, when we started 

3 this deposition, you had already reviewed this to 

4 prepare for your deposition, right? 

5 A. I, in no way, memorized this entire book in front of 

6 me and I, in no way, could recall any of that. 

7 Q. Your statement is that - described the first 

8 incident exactly as she had on May 7th, 2013 in my 

9 office," correct? 

10 A. That's what I have in here, yes. 

11 Q. You told. during this interview on August 21st, 

12 that "I know your mom made you change your story at 

13 CARE House," do you remember saying that in the video? 

14 A. That I do. I recall saying something about her mom 

15 not telling the truth, yes. 

16 Q, Is that being objective and neutral? 

17 A, No. 

18 Q. Is that consistent with forensic interview protocol? 

19 A, No. It's also not what I was doing that day, but·· I 

20 wasn't conducting a forensic interview, and at that 

21 point I only had four questions to ask her. 

22 Q. Well, was one of those questions "Tell me everything 

23 that happened"? 

24 A. I don't recall. 

25 Q. Do you still not know why you were asking her again to 

Page 143 

1 under her clothes. Do you remember that? 

2 A. No, I don't. 

3 Q. Let's assume she said that in the video, that Sam 

4 touched her over and under her clothes. That would 

5 not be consistent with what she told you on May 7th, 

6 would it? 

7 A, I'm going to be honest, I don't remember what she told 

8 me on May 7th. I'd have to go back and take a look. 

9 Q. Why don't you take a look. Why don't you take a look. 

10 A, I don't recall. 

11 Q. Do you see your description of the first incident? 

12 A, I do. 

13 Q. Do you see where you write "Sam rubbed her vagina from 

14 outside of her clothing"? 

15 A. Ido. 

16 Q. Anywhere In there do you indicate in the first 

1 7 incident that Sam had touched her from inside her 

18 clothing? 

19 A. Not in the first incident, no. 

20 Q. So that would be inconsistent with something that 

21 • told you in the first incident, when she 

2 2 repeated her story on August 21st, she told you now 

23 that it was outside and under the clothing? 

24 A. Are we assuming again? 

25 Q. Yes. If that's what she said on August 21st, that 

·······---·---······-····. ············-----------··------------··--··· . 
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1 repeat her allegations? 1 would be inconsistent with what she told you on 

2 A. I really don't. 2 May 7th? 

3 Q. When. first told you about the incident·· well, 3 A. On May 7th she told me the first one was over, the 

4 strike that. 4 second one was under, so if she said something 

5 One of the things that you said in your 5 different, then I'd have to see that tape. 

6 report was that you didn't believe Stacey because her 6 Q. But if she said something that would be significant, 

7 story kept changing, do you remember saying that? 7 if she said that and it was inconsistent, it would be 

8 A, I don't recall, but I'm sure it's in here somewhere. 8 significant to you? 

9 Q. Well, do you remember believing that, that you didn't 9 A. If it changed her story, it would be significant. 

10 believe Stacey because her story kept changing? 10 Q. In the first incident which she described to you on 

11 A. I really don't recall right now. 11 May 7th, she said that Sam held her down with his free 

12 Q. Is that the sign of somebody who's not telling the 12 hand, correct? 

13 truth when their story keeps changing? 13 A, Yes. 

14 A. It can be, yes. 14 Q. And yet she doesn't mention that in the August 21st 

15 Q. Was it important to you that. repeated her story 15 interview. Do you remember that, that she never said 

16 exactly as she told it to you on May 7th? 16 that Sam held her down? 

17 A, At what point? 17 A, No, I don't, I don't recall that. 

18 Q. On August 21st, is it Important to you, when you asked 18 Q. In her first statement on May 7th,• says Sam did 

19 • to repeat what had happened, that she repeated 19 not say anything during either assault, and you made a 
20 It exactly the way she told you on May 7th? 20 note of that, right, it's at the very end of the 

21 A, That would have been something I was looking for, yes, 21 second incident? 

22 Q, So any inconsistencies would have been important to 22 A, Oh, second Incident? 

23 you? 23 Q. Last paragraph, "Sam did not say anything during 

24 A, Yes. 24 either assault." 

25 Q. • says in the video that Sam touched her over and 25 A, Either assault, correct. 
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Q. And you wrote that down, right? 

A. It's in the report, yes. 
Q. Because it was significant to you, right? 

A. It's in the report. 
Q. Well, like you said, if you included everything in the 

report, it would be 700 pages long, so you only 

included the really important stuff, right? 

A. I synopsize for the prosecutor. 
Q. And one of the things that you synopsized is that Sam 

did not say anything in either assault? 

A. Correct. 
Q. That's what. told you? 

A. Yes. 
Q. On August 21st, she told you something completely 

different? 

A. That I don't recall. 
Q. You don't recall that? You don't remember­

during the first incident when she told Sam to stop, 

Sam said why, why, and kept asking why. Do you 

remember. telling you that on August 21st about 

the first incident? 

A. I don't recall that. 
Q. You don't recall that? Do you remember. telling 

you about the second incident on August 21st, saying 

Sam kept talking about her mom and also kept asking 
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her why when she kept saying stop? Do you remember 

• telling you that during the August 21st 

interview? 

A. I do not. 
Q. That would be significantly different than what she 

told you on May 7th? 

A. It would be. 
Q. In the second Incident, during the August 21st 

interview,. said that Sam sat on her, do you 

remember her telling you that on August 21st, in the 

second interview, that Sam actually sat on her? 

MS. McGIFFERT: I'm sorry, second? 

MR. AHMAD: Second Incident. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. The description of the second Incident by. on 

August 21st? 

A, I don't recall that either. 
Q. Okay. Because you didn't write that In your report on 

August 21st, did you? 

A. I have Sam pinning her down is what I put down. 

Q. But In the Interview, because thankfully It's 

recorded, we can all hear or hear Sam sat on her, but 

you don't remember that? 

A, I don't remember that. 
Q. But on May 7th when she described the second 
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interview, she said that Sam sat next to her, second 

incident, she advised Sam sat next to her again, 

correct? 

A. That's what I have written down here, yes. 
Q. In the description of the first incident -- sorry. 

In her description of the second incident 

on May 7th, second paragraph,. says she advised 

you he did not insert his finger inside of her, do you 

remember her saying that on the first incident? You 

wrote it down. 

A. Right. 
Q. And yet when she told you on August 21 regarding the 

second incident, and you asked her did he penetrate 

you and insert his finger inside you, she said yes, he 

did. Do you remember that on August 21st? 

A. I do not. 
Q. That would be a significant departure again, would it 

not? 

A. Itwould. 
Q. Is the reason that you did not include any of the 

inconsistencies between the May 7th statement and the 

August 21st statement is because you wanted to get 

Mr. Jerome? 

A. No. 
Q. Then why didn't you, sir, why didn't you point out all 

Page 148 

these inconsistencies that it took me about 10 minutes 

to see? 

A. I don't know. 
Q. Did you go back and check? Did you go back to your 

May 7th report and look to what she said to you after 

her August 21st report? 

A. I believe I had the report, reviewed it after or 
around the same time. I don't recall that day. 

Q. Why would you say in your report that. had told 

you the exact same thing on August 21st that she told 

you on May 7th when that wasn't true? Why would you 

do that, sir? 

A. I don't know. 
Q. Were you trying to mislead the prosecutor so that they 

would issue a warrant against Mr. Jerome? 

A. No. 
Q. Are you sure? 

A. I'm positive. 
Q. Then why wouldn't you include those Inconsistencies? 

Isn't it because --

A. I don't know if I was aware of them. 
Q. You knew if you Included those Inconsistencies, the 

prosecutor wasn't going to pursue this, you knew that? 

A. On the 21st? 
Q. Yes. 
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A. The prosecutor wasn't looking for any of that 

information. 

Q. Right, but you got it anyway. 

A. The prosecutor was looking for the several questions 

in the Further that they had asked. I'm not sure what 

my mind was that day. I know that I was trying to 

answer the questions that they presented to me. 

Q. But you included in your report to the prosecutor, in 

order to get the warrant, that- statement was 

exactly the same as it was on May 7th? 

A. By August 21st, the prosecutor called me and said "Get 

these answered," she'd indicated to me she was going 

to issue the warrant by the 21st. I knew before that 

interview, that Shareen Lynch had determined that she 

was going to issue the warrant. The Further was 

questions I just forgot that I know they ask in every 

case. "Who's the first person you told?" "How many 

people did you tell?" "Who was home at the time?" 

Things I didn't include in my report, but at that 

point, when she called me, she had already said that 

she was going to Issue the warrant, so anything I 

wrote after the 21st would not have been to try to get 

her to write or not write. She was already going to 

write is what she indicated to me. 

Q. Where is that in any of your records? 
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A. There would be no reason for me to write in my report 

to Shareen Lynch the conversation that Shareen Lynch 

and I had. 

Q. And you didn't indicate that to. during the 

interview? 

A. I don't believe I did. I'm not sure what I Indicated 

to-

Q. But you didn't include any of these inconsistencies in 

your report because, if you had, the prosecutor would 

likely not have pursued this? 

A. I need to review that obviously to see what you're 

assuming or indicating. 

Q. I want you to assume that everything I'm telling you 

is correct. I'm not making this up. I've watched the 

interviews and I can read your reports and point out 

those inconsistencies. 

If you had pointed out those very same 

inconsistencies to the prosecutor, which an objective 

and neutral investigator is supposed to do, the 

prosecutor wouldn't have pursued this, would they? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Objection, lack of 

foundation. He can't tell you what the prosecutor 

would have done. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. You know they wouldn't have pursued this, would they? 

I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
24 

25 

1 
2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 

11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

17 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Page 151 

MS. McGIFFERT: Objection. Lack of 

foundation. 

You can answer. 

THE WITNESS: I can't tell you what they 

would do. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Isn't it your job to point out these inconsistencies, 

sir? 

A. It's my job to investigate the crime, gather the 

facts. If there's inconsistencies, yes, I try to find 

the Inconsistencies. 

Q. But you didn't note them here because you wanted that 

warrant to issue? 

A. I don't know which ones -- again, we have to review. 

I don't like to assume, and I can't recall anything 

about this case at that time. 

Q. This case went to the criminal trial in front of Rudy 

Nichols, Judge Rudy Nichols, is that correct? 

A. I believe that's the judge, I'm not sure. 

Q. And you testified at trial that you did not possess or 

have any or perform any written, or I'm sorry, 

recorded conversations or interviews with. 

correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And that was not true? 

Page 152 

MS. McGIFFERT: Are we talking about the 

sexual assault, alleged sexual assault or about 

anything? 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. No. You were asked point blank at the time of trial 

by the defense attorney whether or not you had 

recorded any of the interviews with- correct? 

A. I don't recall that. 

Q. You don't recall being asked? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay. Do you remember testifying at trial that you 

had not recorded any interviews of-

A. I don't recall that. 

Q. If you did testify to that at the time of trial, that 

was not true? 

A. I'd have to read the transcript and see what the 

question that they actually asked me before I could 

say if it was true or not true. 

Q. Well, I'll help you. 

A, Do you have the transcript? 

Q. Do you want to look at the transcript? 

A, Do you have the transcript? 

Q. I do, but I'd ask you to look at Page 62 and 63 of 

your transcript, and you can see for yourself what you 

testified to. 
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A. Do you have that here? 

Q. I've got it on my computer, but let's assume that you 

testified to that, that you didn't videotape, you 

didn't record any of these conversations. When you 

testified to that at the criminal trial, that would 

not have been true because we know that you did record 

it? 

A, Again, I'm not going to assume what the question was, 

and if I answered the question at that time, I 

answered to what I thought to be true at that moment. 

Q. Well, do you remember in the criminal trial where you 

testified, and then the next day you came back and 

said, well, the prosecutor said to the judge, "Judge, 

I need to make a statement Mr. Crum has just 

presented me with a video of some Interview recordings 

that we were not aware of." Do you remember that 

happening? 

A. I remember that, I remember that day, yes. 

Q. How is it that you found those recordings? 

A. I didn't find them. 

Q. Whodid? 

A. Sergeant Hatfield. 

Q. What made Sergeant Hatfield look for them? 

A. When I was looking at my file, there's a missing, 

there's a missing piece to what I fill out. When I 
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Q. And then the video was produced? 

A. Yes, 

Q. And you watched it at the courthouse? 

A, Wedid. 

Q. And then the judge did what a~er the video? 

A, Declared a mistrial, If I recall. 

Q. Do you remember why? 

A. No. 
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Q. And then the prosecutor, after the mistrial, decided 

to drop all the charges against Mr. Jerome? 

A, Correct. 

Q. Why? 

A, You'd have to ask Mr, George. I know I had 

conversations with Mr, George and Mr. Walton from the 

Oakland County prosecutor. 

Q. And what'd they tell you? 

A. They told me that the credibility of the witness was 

shot, no good. 

Q. Based on the video? 

A, No, based on her testimony. Based on -- I don't want 

to guess. 

Q. Well, don't guess. I just want to know what they told 

you. 

A, It's something that happened In the trial from her 

...... ·-· ·-···-·-···"····"·""-·---------·--------·-·-----·----····---··""""·· .,. .................................... - . 
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saw that, I asked Sergeant Hatfield to took and see 

why I don't have that. He found that the day of, the 

day we turned It In, he found that, and we turned it 

in the next day, 

Q.. And how was it that you were not aware of that when 

you testified in the criminal trial? 

A. Because I had asked two different people to produce 

the videos of this case. They gave me the videos that 

I turned over and I presented. When there was, when 

there was -- something In that file made me wonder why 

we don't have that filled out. The third person I 

asked to took found It, 

Q. So were you aware of this missing piece before you 

testified at trial? 

A, No. 

Q.. It was after you testified? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Why would you not have reviewed your file before you 

testified? 

A, I did. I reviewed that file many times before. 

Q. And you just missed it? 

A, This was a piece that was in my handwritten notes I 

take, There's a form we made and we fill out and we 

hand write it in. You have a copy of it. It came 

through In this. Something was abnormal to what I do 
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testimony. 

Q. Well, then why didn't they drop the charges during the 

trial? 

A. You have to ask Mr. George. 

Q. The charges were only dropped after everyone saw the 

video? 

A. After the mistrial, correct. 

Q. And everyone would have been able to see the 

inconsistencies between- version on August 21 

and her versions in your report on May 7th? 

A, Mr. George at no time Indicated that then, nor has he 

now, indicated that that was the Issue. 

Q. Right, but I'm correct In what I said? After viewing 

the inconsistencies between her story on August 21 and 

May 7th, the prosecutor decided not to pursue the 

claim? 

A. No. That's not accurate. You're feeding your own 

words into It. When the video -- before the video was 

even seen, the defense attorney asked for a mistrial 

because of the evidence and that was granted by Judge 

Nichols, We did watch the video first, but nothing 

you just said was ever mentioned when they declared 

the mistrial, And In the meetings with Mr. Walton and 

Mr, George, the video itself never was discussed. It 

was the testimony and the uncooperative witness or 
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uncooperative victim. 

Q. Do you still think. was sexually abused by 

Mr. Jerome? 

A. I do. 
Q. So even after everything that we've talked about, you 

still think Samuel Jerome is someone who sexually 

abused-
A, That's what I believe, yes. 

MR. AHMAD: That's all the questions I have 

for you. Thank you. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I have just a few. Do you 

need to stretch? 

THE WITNESS: I do need a minute, if I can. 

(Off the record at 6:04 p.m.) 

(Back on the record 6:09 p.m.) 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. McGIFFERT: 

Q. All right. Deputy Chief Crum, I do have some 

follow-up questions for you. 

You were asked some questions about 

forensic interviewing and Exhibit Number 1, the 

forensic interview protocol. Are you aware of any 

legal requirement for you to be trained as a forensic 

interviewer? 

A. I am not. 
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interview, so I do that to establish kind of the 

parameters of what we, is being alleged so they can 

read that Initial report, CARE House. 

Q. So you do have to get enough information to classify 

the alleged crime --

A, They require a police report, yes. 

Q. -- and to prepare a report? 

You had an opportunity to, not in detail, 

but during the course of the deposition at least, go 

through some of your reports. Based on your reports 

at the time that you prepared them, did you consider 

them to be accurate? 

A, Idid. 

Q. Now, you were asked some questions about the video 

recording, and I want to refer specifically to the 

video recording of the August 21, 2013 interviews that 

you conducted of- Sabrina and the grandmother, 

Judith Stiltner. 

A, Yes. 

Q. Did you create the videotape? 

A, I did not turn on the recording. 

Q. Okay. Were you aware at the time that it was being 

video recorded? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay. Did there come a point in time when you asked 

-------------------------·····- ..... ____ -----·--------------··-
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Q. Have you been trained as a forensic interviewer? 

A. I have not. 

Q. Did you, at any point in time, profess to be doing a 

forensic interview on. Krahe? 

A. No. 

Q. Have you been trained in interview and interrogation 

techniques as a police officer? 

A. I have. 

Q. And as a detective? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Would you say that you've had considerable experience 

interviewing children? 

A. I have, I have interviewed many children in my career, 

both victims and suspects. 

Q. Okay. And although I do understand that you referred 

• for a forensic interview at CARE House, but 

before you even get to that point, do you have any 

responsibility to conduct a basic interview of her In 

order to obtain some preliminary Information to 

establish the existence of a reasonable suspicion that 

a crime has been committed? 

A, CARE House requests that we provide a police report, 

and that's why my original report was written so 

quickly. They request that we provide a police report 

so they can read that and review it before the 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Page 160 

someone to pull the video recordings pertaining to 

this matter? 

A. I did that three times during this process. 

Q. Okay. 

A, Initially my -- it indicates Dennis Geary, Geary, 

G-e-a-r-y, he was loaned out to the Detective Bureau 

at that time when we increased manpower. Sergeant 

Hatfield, I'm sorry, Sergeant Miller, a second time, 

and then in the trial, Sergeant Hatfield. 

Q. Before the end of trial -- let's go back to how many 

times were tapes, discs, like DVD or CDs, generated as 

a result of the search of the DVR equipment. 

A, Prior to trial? 

Q. Prior to trial. 

A. The system was a brand new system when this was going 

on. I guess I don't know how many would have been -­

you're asking department-wide or just this case? 

Q. Well, no, let me clarify the question. 

At some point In time, did you ask someone 

to search the DVR equipment and to pull off any 

recordings pertaining to this case and create discs 

from those? 

A, Yes, I did, two times prior to trial. 

Q. Okay. Do you know when the first time was? 

A, I don't recall the dates, but we have to turn 
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everything over at arraignment, so they would have 

been 9252 and 5555 on the date of arraignment. Just 

prior to that, I would have had them pull all those 

tapes off for those cases. So if I look at the 

dates --

Q. Well, that's okay. I think it's going to take a while 

for you to find it. 

A. Yes. 

Q. I guess the bottom line I want to know is during the 

course of Mr. Jerome's trial, when you testified on, I 

believe -- well, when you testified on two separate 

days during the trial. 

A. I recall that. 

Q. At the time that you testified, were you aware that 

there was a video recording that had been made on 

August 21st, 2013? 

A. I was not aware. 

Q. So when you said that there was no video recording, 

were you intentionally lying about that? 

A. I was not. 

Q. The first time that you learned of the existence of 

the August 21, 2013 recordings, was that before, 

during or after your testimony? 

A. It was after. 

Q. And I think you indicated that Sergeant Hatfield --
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were aware? 

A. Yes. That's something that, I mean, we're shown in 

police academy, but more specifically in detective 

school, and then all my interactions with the 

prosecutor over the years, that's something that 

they've reiterated and something that we had to 

provide. 

Q. Did you think that you had done that before this trial 

began? 

A. Yes. 

Q. In any event, did you provide that, those copies to 

the prosecutor? 

A. Idid. 

Q. Of the August 21st, 2013 recordings? 

A. Idid. 

Q. And was that on the morning of August 8th? 

A. The morning of the mistrial, yes. 

Q. Okay. Once you learned of the existence of that 

recording, did it ever occur to you to destroy, 

conceal or not disclose it? 

A. No. I knew immediately I had to turn it in, and I 

knew immediately that it was going to be a problem. 

Q. You were asked some questions about the morning or the 

day of, I should say, the day of the CARE House 

interview and why you didn't provide information to 

,,,,,,. ___________________ _ ----------·-+------------ ------------------- ' 
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Sergeant Hatfield, yes. 

-- that he actually advised you of the recording? 

Yes. 

And what did you do? When would that have been? Let 

me just give you some dates. 

August 8th, 2013 was the day that the 

mistrial was declared, so using that date, when was it 

that you first learned of the existence of the 

August 21, 2013 videotape? 

It was the day before as I was driving home from 

court, he called me. He told me he found the video. 

I drove directly to the station. I reviewed it. 

After I reviewed it, I made three copies of the 

videotape. 

Okay. And did you notify -- first of all, let me just 

ask you at that point in time, what did you, why did 

you make three copies? 

Well, I knew I'd give one to the defense, one to the 

prosecutor, and I had one for the Court, and I had an 

original for myself. At that point I knew it would be 

an issue, I knew it would be an issue in the Court 

proceedings. 

Were you aware, either through training or other 

information, that you were responsible for providing 

to the prosecutor all pertinent evidence of which you 
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Stacey regarding what had happened during the 

interview. Was that something that you would normally 

do or something that you would normally leave to the 

CARE House individuals to do? 

A. At the CARE House facility, that's -- they have a 

conversation with the parents after we leave and they 

discuss the interview with the parents. It's not 

something that we, as a police, routinely do. We sit 

at the beginning, and generally what I do is schedule 

the next appointment with that parent. So once that's 

done, I leave. And that usually takes just a few 

minutes. And then I really don't know how long they 

stay after my time. The actual interview or covering 

it, CARE House will do with the individual, but I'm 

not sure how much they even disclose at that time. 

Q. Okay. But in any event, you thought that was 

something of the responsibility of CARE House as 

opposed to your responsibility? 

A. Correct. At that point, we wouldn't discuss that with 

them, not in that setting at CARE House. We go back 

to my office. 

Q. Okay. I'd like to have you focus on July 11th, 2013. 

Between June 9th, 2013 when you had a 

conversation with Stacey and July 11th, 2013, had you 

made any efforts to continue your investigation 
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between those two dates? 

A. No. 

Q. On July 11th, 2013, did you initiate any contact with 

the family or did they initiate contact with you? 

A, They initiated with me. 

Q. Okay. And on that date, were you advised by­

grandmother that Stacey was unavailable because she 

was hospitalized? 

A. That's what Judy told me, she was in Texas 

hospitalized. 

Q. And did you understand that the children,. and 

Sabrina, were staying in the custody of Judy at that 

time? 

A. Yes, that was pretty standard for the two girls to be 

at grandma's house even outside of the hospital, 

Q. And on that day, did Judy authorize you to talk to -A, Shedid. 

Q. On that date, did. give you an explanation for 

why she had recanted, at least with regard to some of 

her story, when she was at CARE House? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And on that date, did. reaffirm what she had told 

you on May 7th, 2013 about the inappropriate touching? 

A. Yes. 
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somebody as missing in LEIN, we then are required to 

physically see them to take them out of LEIN, and 

that's why that really became important about chasing 

her around to the different hospitals. I had to have 

a hospital physically see her to take her out of LEIN. 

And it seems like we were chasing around and there was 

no reason for it, but that's really why we were trying 

to find them, trying to find-so we could take 

her out of the system as missing. 

Q. Okay. Now, the next time that there was any contact 

with the family, am I correct, would have been when 

there was a report to the department about a domestic 

violence incident on August 2nd, 2013? 

A. With our department, yes. 

Q. Okay. Prior to that date, were you aware that they 

were even, the family was even back in Michigan? 

A. I was not. 

Q. Now, you were asked some questions, and I'm looking in 

particular, Deputy Chief Crum, on Page 10 of 15 of 

your report, and you were asked some questions about 

your statement in your report about Stacey interfering 

with your investigation. And my question for you is: 

If, in fact, Stacey had threatened-as. 

said, in terms of threatening to kill herself if Sam 

went to jail, threatening that. would be sexually 

-----·-------------w, --------·----·--· 
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Q. At that time, did you believe it was appropriate to 1 assaulted if she was put in foster home and so on and 

activate and continue your investigation? 2 so forth, would you consider that to be interference 

A. At that time, my case went from inactive back to 3 of your investigation? 

active and we began looking into it again. 4 A, Yes. 

Q. Okay. Now, the only hypothetical I think I'm going to 5 Q. I know in your report on that very page, maybe about 

give you is I want you to assume that, according to 6 six lines down, do you see where you reported Allie 

the calendar, that day, July 11, 2013, was a Thursday, 7 advised she has been assaulted on numerous occasions 

and I want you to assume, according to the calendar, 8 since "telling on Sam." Do you see that? 

July 14, 2013 was a Sunday. So am I to understand 9 A. I don't remember that. Okay. 
that on, just a few days later on that Sunday, 10 Q. Is that what Allie told you? 

July 14th, 2013, your department received a report 11 A. Yes. 

that Allie had run away? 12 Q. You were asked some questions about "taking sides"? 

A. Yes. 13 A. Yes. 

Q. And is that the same day that I understand that Stacey 14 Q. In your work as a detective, although you are charged 

took Allie out of state? 15 with being objective, etcetera, are there occasions 

A. On the 14th? 16 when you need to assess whether you feel that there's 

Q. Yes. Check your report. Maybe it's the 15th. 17 enough credible evidence being presented to you to 

A, She left on the 14th, and according to the report, she 18 support a reasonable suspicion of a crime? 

was found at 5:00 a.m. on the 15th, so It was 19 A, Yes. 

overnight, 20 Q. And am I correct that you don't charge, the prosecutor 

Q. And so at that point in time, once they left the 21 charges individuals? 

State, was there anything further in particular that 22 A, On felonies I do not charge. 

you could do with regard to any further Interviewing? 23 Q. And is It your understanding that before the 

A, No. And just to clarlfy, the LEIN Is the Law 24 prosecutor charges anyone with a felony, that they 

Enforcement Information Network, and when we put 25 must have probable cause? 
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A. Correct. 

Q. Do you feel, even in hindsight, that you had probable 

cause to refer this case to the prosecutor's office 

for consideration? 

A. I do. 

Q. And did there come any point in time where the 

prosecutor concluded that they had probable cause to 

charge Mr. Jerome? 

A. They did. 
Q. Did there ever come a point in time when the Court, 

the district court, determined that they had probable 

cause to bind Mr. Jerome over for prosecution? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Were you present at the preliminary exam that took 

place on October 9th, 2013? 

A. Iwas. 

Q. Did you actively participate in that proceeding at 

all? 

A. I did not. 

Q. Did anybody, any witness testify other than• 

Krahe? 

A. Just-

Q. And at the conclusion of her testimony at the 

preliminary exam, did the Court, the district court, 

Judge Wittenberg, find probable cause to bind 

"'""-" 
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Mr. Jerome over for trial? 

A. He did. And I would say on that pre-exam, Judge 

Wittenberg doesn't review any of the reports. He 

doesn't read anything that I say or that I ·· he 

listens only to testimony, and so he only listened to 

what- had to say, and then anybody that 

Mr. Jerome wanted to testify, could, to make his 

determination. 

Q. Let me see if I understand this. You're saying that 

it's your understanding that Judge Wittenberg didn't 

review any of the reports, didn't review any of the 

videos, but he just took testimony from. on that 

occasion? 

A. That's my understanding, yes. 

Q. And am I correct that Mr. Jerome's attorney was there 

and cross examined. while she was on the stand? 

A. He was. 

Q. If, in fact, on July 11, 2013 when. came to talk 

to you the second time, she gave you an explanation 

that she had lied to you and that's why her story was 

different at CARE House, what would you have done? 

A, That she had lied to me? 

Q. The first time. 

A. So that CARE House was the truth? 

Q. Yes. 
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A. I would have closed my case. 

Q. Have you had occasions, Deputy Chief Crum, where you 

have provided information to the prosecutor's office 

for a warrant request and, in fact, the warrant 

request was rejected? 

A. Yes. In fact, in this case I did. In this particular 

case, we submitted a warrant for Stacey and they 

rejected that warrant. 

Q. So there are some times they accept your 

recommendation after consideration and other times 

they reject your recommendation after consideration? 

A. Absolutely. 

Q. So you do understand that they make their own 

determination of the existence of probable cause 

regardless of what you say or regardless of what you 

recommend? 

A. Yes, absolutely. 

Q. Now, just to make sure I understand and the record's 

not confusing, you offered a, or requested a warrant 

for Stacey regarding the domestic violence? 

A. No. I requested a warrant for Stacey for witness 

intimidation and interfering, 750.1227(B), and that's 

right in the report. And the prosecutor denied that 

warrant and indicated that they believed that Stacey 

would ultimately be a witness for the victim, and they 

Page 172 

believed that if they charged her, they wouldn't be 

able to interview her, she wouldn't be able to 

testify. That's the indication they gave me why they 

didn't charge her. 

Q. They believed she would ultimately be a witness for 

her daughter? 

A. For her daughter, correct, and by charging her, she 

could not be a witness to the crime. 

Q. I see because, in fact,. had first gone to her 

mother? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And she was the first one she told about it? 

A. Right. 

Q. Okay. I want to move ahead to August 21st. 

First of all, let me ask you, are you aware 

of any law against video recording interviews of 

witnesses in general? 

A, No. 

Q. Victims in general with regard to law? 

A, No. 

Q. Or even juveniles In particular? 

A, No. If they're victims? 

Q. Yes. 

A. No. 

Q. Okay. And I'm understanding you to say, and I think 
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you said earlier somewhere, that your chief just has a 

practice that if it's a sexual assault Victim, that's 

just a practice that you don't do that? 

A. My chief came from the City of Detroit for 33 years 

and he investigated a lot of sex crimes in the city, 

got more experience than I do and he, that's the 

practice when he came to our department that he 

brought from the City of Detroit. 

Q. Okay. To your knowledge, did anyone intentionally and 

with purpose, purposefully record the interviews that 

you conducted on August 21, 2013? 

A. I'm sorry, can you say that again? 

Q. Purposefully --

A. Record the interview? 

Q. Yes. 

A. It's my understanding Sergeant Miller did, in fact, 

turn the recorder on on purpose because of the 

situation that was going on with the young lady in the 

room. He did not turn It on ··-was not at the 
building at that time. She came after the interview 

with Sabrina, so I guess to try to answer, Sergeant 

Miller turned it on on purpose because of the 

situation, but not because- was there or he 

interviewed-

Q. Is it your understanding that he turned it on for the 
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recollection is you can hear Sergeant Miller and you 

can see Sabrina, I belleve, and then you hear me come 

in the room several minutes later. 

Q. Okay. Now, on August 21st, I understand that you 

received that morning a fax from the prosecutor's 

office asking you to obtain further information. 

A, Correct. 

Q. And the interviews that were conducted later that day, 

I want to know did you call those individuals in for 

interviews or did they come in on their own? 

A. I did not call them In, and it was routine for that 

family to be in my office once a week. They were in 

there for whatever reason, and that's why it was so 

common to see them in or out, or they would just come 

to the office, so that particular day, Sabrina came 

with Judy and knocked on our door. 

Q. Okay. 

A. It just happened to be hours after I got the Further 

from the prosecutor. 

Q. Okay. Now, I believe I saw In here, but correct me if 

I'm wrong, had Sabrina called you the previous day? 

A. She did. She left a volcemall on my station phone, 

and I couldn't really make It out and I still don't 

recall exactly what was said In the voicemail, but the 

next day when I saw her, I assumed It was from the 
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purpose of having his presence In the room with a 

juvenile captured on tape? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Did you have any understanding that he ever turned it 

on for the purpose of actually memorializing the 

interview that you were conducting? 

A, No, he didn't even realize that I would be in or out 

of the office. I was not even In the office for 

several months, My office at that time was actually 

downstairs. He flipped It on because he was in the 

room by himself, 

Q. Okay. 

A. I just chose to come up there at that point. 

Q. You've seen that, I think you said you watched it at 

court, that particular video, from August 21, 2013? 

A. ldid, 

Q. Once the video starts, are you even in the room? 

A, No, not for several minutes. 

Q. Okay. And then alter several minutes, you enter the 

room? 

A, Ido. 

Q. Okay. So the video had to have been turned on before 

you even entered the room? 

A. It was on, yes, for several minutes before I entered, 

You can see, you can hear Sergeant Miller. My 
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volcemail she had left me the day before. 

Q. When she called the day before, give us an idea, I 

mean why couldn't you make it out? Was she emotional? 

What was going on? 

A. I don't recall, and my report just says I could not 

make out the content of the message but could 

determine it was Sabrina on the telephone. 

Q. Okay. Now, once the prosecutor sent you the Further 

and asked you to obtain answers to these specific 

questions, were you, as the detective in charge of the 

investigation, obliged to get answers to those 

questions? 

A. Absolutely. We, technically we work for them on these 

cases. 

Q. Okay. At the time that you interviewed. on 

August 21st, 2013 and prepared your report, did you at 

that point in time identify inconsistencies and 

Intentionally leave them out of your report? 

A. I don't recall any inconsistencies between •• the only 

inconsistencies I remember in the case is CARE House, 

the changes at CARE House. Other than that, I thought 

that her story was very, stayed very accurate, what 

was on television, what she was wearing, these things 

stayed very accurate throughout the entire process, 

and that's what we generally, we look for, the little 
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things like what's on 1V or what you're wearing, and 

those are questions we often ask, so. 

Q. From your interview of. on August 21, 2013, did 

you identify anything that you thought was 

exculpatory, meaning something that tended to support 

Mr. Jerome's story and his defense? 

A. Even reviewing It during court, I didn't find anything 

that would defend his position or show any innocence. 

In fact, all I saw was that it contradicted what 

Sabrina testified to was really the only difference 

that I observed that day. 

Q. But not with regard to. that you Identified? 

A. But Sabrina testified for Mr. Jerome in trial, and 

that was the only changes I saw, what she testified to 

and what she said on that day. 

Q. Okay. At the time that you requested the warrant, did 

you -- were you taking into consideration all the 

facts and circumstances that you were aware of? 

A. Iwas. 

Q. Were you at that time even taking Into consideration 

the change in- story at the CARE House 

interview? 

A. Absolutely. I documented It In my report. I 

documented whatever through there, you know, her story 

changed or the fact she ran away was documented. 
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Everything was documented Inside the report for the 

prosecutor to review. 

Q. And Mr. Jerome told you on May 7, 2013, that he never 

inappropriately touched_ 

A, Hedid. 

Q. Did you document that for the prosecutor to read? 

A, Idid. 

Q. And Stacey said that she didn't believe her daughter 

and she thought that she was lying. Did you document 

that in your report for the prosecutor to see? 

A. Idid. 

Q. And you were aware that. changed her story when 

she was interviewed at CARE House. Did you document 

that in your report for the prosecutor to see? 

A, ldid. 

Q. Now, on August 21, 2013 -- strike that. 

If, in fact, on one occasion. told you 

that during the events that she described as 

Inappropriate touching, Sam sat on her, and on another 

occasion she described the events the same way but 

said he pinned her down, would that be a significant 

difference for you? 

A, Not that, sat or pinned down would not be, no. 

Q. Were there tapes of the -- strike that. 

Were the interviews or some of the 
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interviews involving the domestic violence issue that 

arose out of events on August 2nd, 2013, were those 

interviews videotaped? 

A, Yes. Well, the ones that were possible to tape were 

taped. At the time our police lobby did not have 

videotape, so the Interview with Stacey in the lobby 

was not videotaped. Anything that was possible to 

tape was recorded, 

Q. Am I understanding you to say there's video recording 

of those type of interviews and video recording of 

Mr. Jerome's interview on May 7, 2013 as opposed to 

the department's practice of not intentionally video 

recording interviews with sexual assault victims? 

A. Yes. We -- a domestic and CSC are obviously 

different. 

Q. Now, with regard -- so the record's clear, was 

Mr. Jerome ever acquitted of the charges against him? 

A. No. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I need to take just a 

three-minute break, and I think I'm almost through. 

BY MS. McGIFFERT: 

Q. Do you know, Deputy Chief Crum, whether the discs that 

were created reflecting video recordings of interviews 

in this case were first collected before August 21st, 

20137 Did you make the request to someone to pull 

those tapes before August 21, 2013? 

A. Yes. The arraignment of the 9252 Is -­

Q. Meaning the domestic violence case? 
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A, Yes. Was prior to that, prior to the Interview on the 

21st, and so the date of that arraignment for 9252, I 

would have requested before that, and then the date of 

this case, I would have requested videos. So the 

arraignment on this date, on 5555, the arraignment 

date is after the 21st. 

Q. But were the tapes already created before the 21st? 

Here, let me ask you this way: Your warrant request 

was when? 

A. For which case? 

Q. The case against Mr. Jerome regarding the CSC. 

A, The CSC, okay. 

Q. When was the warrant request? 

A. I asked on -- wait, I can't find that form. I 

apologize. 

Q. Take your time because I'd like you to find that for 

me. 

A. Okay. On 5555? 

Q. Okay. So excuse me, 5555 is the case, CSC case 

against Mr. Jerome? 

A. Yes, yes. 

Q. When was the warrant request? 

$tr.;!.j,§.tmr2gis Pages 177 to 180 
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A. I requested it on August 9th of '13, 

Q. Okay. Now, here's my question: At that time when you 

made your warrant request to the Oakland County 

prosecutor, would you have provided them with all your 

reports as of that date and the video recordings? 

A. Just the reports. 

Q. Okay. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Okay. I have nothing 

further. 

RE-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Your August 9 warrant request was not accepted? 

A. It was furthered and then issued on the 17th. 

Q. Of? 

A. 17th of September. 

Q. After you submitted the Further reports from your 

interviews on August 21? 

A. Correct. 

Q. The prosecutor bases whether or not to issue a warrant 

based exclusively on the information that you 

provided? 

A. Correct. In this case they do have access to the CARE 

House video, which I did not, so there's, I didn't 

provide that. They have access to more than I have. 

Q. Do you know if they watched it? 
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A. I don't, I don't know. 

Q. Beyond that, they're looking to your report for all 

the information? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And in your report, again, you exclude all of the 

inconsistencies between the August 21 statement by 

a and the May 7th interview? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Object as to form. I mean, 

you're saying inconsistencies. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Well, let me put it an easier way. 

In your August 21 report, you not only do 

not note any inconsistency between - story on 

May 7 and August 21, you told the prosecutor she's 

told you exactly the same thing? 

A. Correct. 

Q, Didn't you? 

A, Correct, 

Q. And you didn't supply them the video so they could 

make a decision based on what actually happened, did 

you? 

A, I didn't know the video existed. 

Q. So the answer to my question is the only thing they 

had to rely on was your statement about whata 
told you. They couldn't look for themselves and see? 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
15 

16 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Page 183 

A. Correct. 

Q. You were asked whether or not Mr. Jerome was acquitted 

in this case, and the fact of the matter is there was 

no verdict because the prosecutor decided they didn't 

even have enough information or evidence to get to a 

jury, right? 

A. No. 

Q. They had enough evidence to get to a jury? 

A. That was never discussed. I never heard them talk 

about enough evidence to get to a jury. 

Q. Well, I thought you told me that they decided that 

they couldn't pursue the case anymore because of the 

lack of credibility of the victim. 

A, That's what they told me, yes. 

Q. So Mr. Jerome didn't get the benefit of the acquittal 

because the prosecutor made the decision to take it 

away from the jury? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Object as to form. That 

assumes he would have been acquitted. I don't know 

how he can answer that question. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. Well, the prosecutor took the case away from the jury, 

deciding "We're not even going to give it to the 

jury," right? 

A, Well, the judge declared a mistrial and they decided 
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not to·· 

Q. Not to even pursue it again? 

A. Correct. 

Q. So I guess Ms. McGiffert's question to you would be 

like saying "I didn't get acquitted of this crime, but 

I was never charged with it, just like Mr. Jerome 

never got acquitted because he never got charged 

again. The charges were just dropped, right? 

A. Correct. 

Q. I think we've been over this but I want to make sure 

that I understand. 

The room where the recording was made on 

August 21st, you were aware that that was a room where 

videos could be recorded, you knew there was a camera 

in that room? 

A. That room used to have the only camera in the 

Detective Bureau. That camera was then moved to a 

small Interview room so there was a, there was a space 

of time where It could not be recorded. And then we 

got the DVR system, and one of the reasons we got the 

DVR system is because you can record two rooms, so 

then it could be recorded. 

At the time, I don't recall what I knew or 

didn't know. I know that right around that time there 

was a long stretch where there was only one camera and 
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it was in the interview room. 

Q. Well, how would Sergeant Miller know that it could 

record and not you? 

A. That's his office, it's not mine. 

Q. But how would he know that you can record and not you 

know? 

A. Because it's his office. The camera's in his office, 

the equipment's in his office. My office is on 

another floor of the building. I had not been in that 

office for quite some time and the transition happened 

when I left that office. From my last day there in 

that office, you could not record in that room, to 

when I came up that day, and that was Sergeant 

Miller's office, you could record. 

Q. So anything in the video that would indicate that you 

knew that this was being recorded while this was being 

recorded would be explained how? 

A. I don't know what you're referring to. 

Q. You've watched the video, yes? 

A. A long time ago. 

Q. Do you believe there's anything in the video that 

indicates that you knew you were being recorded? 

A. No. 

Q. Because, again, if you knew you were being recorded, 

you would not have recorded-
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A. Would not have. 

Q. You understand that kids who make accusations 

sometimes make them up for ulterior motives? 

A. I've had lots of these cases and I've dealt with that 

on many occasions. 

Q. So the answer to my question is what, you understand 

kids make things up, making accusations? 

A. Anything is possible, yes. 

Q. Well, you've seen It in your own practice, haven't 

you? 

A, I have. 

Q. You've seen people make accusations against people for 

ulterior motives? 

A. I have. 

Q. You've seen kids do it for, they want to live with 

someone else, they don't like their parents, their 

parents are being mean to them, there's many reasons 

why that happens? 

A, There's many reasons. 

Q, Did you explore any of them? 

A. Did I explore any of them? 

Q. Did you explore any reasons why. might make up 

allegations against Sam? 

A. I don't recall. 

MR. AHMAD: That's all I have. 
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RE-EXAMINATION 

BY MS. McGIFFERT: 

Q. I just have two questions. 

On August 21st, 2013 when you conducted 

these interviews and particularly the interview of 

- did you know at that time that the interview 

was being recorded? 

A. No. 

Q. When you testified in court in August of 2014, did you 

know at that time that the August 21st, 2013 

interviews were recorded? 

A. No. 

MS. McGIFFERT: I don't have anything 

further. 

RE-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. I just want to state for the record that we did mark 

as Exhibit Number 4 your report regarding the, it was 

when Stacey and Sam were accused of following. 

around. Do you remember that? 

MS. McGIFFERT: He needs to see the report. 

BY MR. AHMAD: 

Q. I can show you. You pulled this. We separated it. I 

marked it and we never talked about It. 

A. Okay. This would be ,11 of 9252, so it's written by 
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me. I did write this, yes. 

Q. And did you make a warrant request to the prosecutor? 

A, It's not a -- I mean just technicality it's not a 

warrant request. It's a bond violation, and I did 

present that to Chris George as a bond violation, yes. 

Q. And what did the prosecutor do with it? 

A, There was a hearing, a bond violation hearing in front 

of Judge Wittenberg, but I don't recall. I don't, I 

really don't know. 

MR. AHMAD: That's all I have. 

MS. McGIFFERT: For the record, I just want 

to reassert my objection to exhibits that are 

highlighted. I have no objections to Exhibits 1 

through 4 being admitted, but if they're highlighted 

versions, I do have an objection. 

MR. AHMAD: I will just say in response to 

that, that I think Exhibits 1, 3 and 4 do have some 

highlighting on them. Exhibit 2 does not. If you 

want to make copies of which ones have the 

highlighting, the highlighting won't show up. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Let's go off the record for 

a moment. 

(Off the record at 6:58 p.m.) 

(Back on the record at 6:58 p.m.) 

MS. McGIFFERT: So we've agreed that 
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1 Ms. Court Reporter, Ms. Smith, will make copies of the 

2 four exhibits and put an original sticker on the 

3 photocopy so that the highlighting will not show up. 

4 MR. AHMAD: And so we're clear, it's 1, 3 

5 and 4 will need to be copied and have fresh exhibit 

6 stickers on them. Exhibit 2 is clean. 

7 MS. McGIFFERT: Okay. Nothing further. 

8 (The deposition was concluded at 6:59 p.m. 

9 Signature of the witness was not requested by 

1 O counsel for the respective parties hereto.) 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF NOTARY 

2 STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 

3 ) ss 
4 COUNTY OF OAKLAND ) 

5 

6 I, SABRINA SMITH, certify that this 

7 deposition was taken before me on the date 

8 hereinbefore set forth; that the foregoing questions 

9 and answers were recorded by me stenographically and 

1 O reduced to computer transcription; that this is a 

11 true, full and correct transcript of my stenographic 

12 notes so taken; and that I am not related to, nor of 

13 counsel to, either party nor interested in the event 

14 of this cause. 
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SABRINA SMITH, CSR 2129 

Notary Public, 

Oakland County, Michigan. 

My Commission expires: August 16, 2018 
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PETITION TO NOLLE PROSEQUI 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN NO. CR 13-247841-FC 
CTN 63-13-005884-01 

vs. 

Samuel James Jerome 

Now comes your petitioner, JESSICA R. COOPER, Prosecuting Attorney in and for the 
County of Oakland, by and through the undersigned Paul T. Walton, Chief Assistant Prosecutor, in 
and for said County and moves the Court for an order to Nolle Prosequi the above entifled cause 
for the following reasons: c,, ~ .::, -< 

1. 

2. 

]f' 
::J 

C) 
(, 
--l 

The Defendant is charged with one count of Criminal Sexual Conduct - first c',~. 
Degree (Relationship), one count of Criminal Sexual Conduct- Sec.and Degrtz.(6 
(Relationship) and one count of Domestic Violence. __ :·; 

:-il (.,~ 

After further investigation, the People cannot sustain their burden Jt\proving ~ 
case beyond a reasonable doubt at trial. 

3. The interest of justice can best be served by dismissing this cause by an Order of 
Nolle Prosequi. 

Wherefore petitioner prays that this Honorable Court grant an order to Nolle Prosequi the 
above entitled cause. 

JESSICA R. COOPER 
Prosecuting Attorney 

Paul T. Walton 
Chief Assistant Prosecutor 

:•·· 
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ORDER TO NOLLE PROSEQUI 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 

vs. 

Samuel James Jerome 

NO. CR 13-247841-FC 
CTN 63-13-005884-01 

At a session of said courtheld at the Courthouse in the City of Pontiac in said County this 

0 fl- day of {9 C /nl)Q I/ A.D., 20_. 

PRESENT: HONORABLE RUDY J. NICHOLS CIRCUIT JUDGE. 

Upon reading and filing the attached petition and the Court being fully advised in the 
premise; it is ordered that the above cause be and the same is hereby Nolle Prosequi. 

Marsha M. Kosmatka 
2631 E. Maple Rd., 
Birmingham, Ml 48009 

Circuit Judge 

.. ..-.un.1 ~ c,, ,ny ~ N:1_r: ;1 ... ,.;1..· .. 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND 

THE PEOPLE OF THE 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 

V 

SAMUEL JAMES JEROME, 

Case No. 13-247841-FC 

Defendant./ 

JURY TRIAL (CONTINUED) 

BEFORE THE HONORABLE RUDY J. NICHOLS 

Pontiac, Michigan - Friday, August 8, 2014 

APPEARANCES: 

For the People: 

For the Defendant: 

CHRISTOPHER R. GEORGE (P65963) 
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney 
For Oakland County 
1200 North Telegraph Road 
Pontiac, MI 48341 
(248) 858-0656 

MARSHA M. KOSMATKA (P57001) 
Law Office of Marsha M. Kosmatka 
261 East Maple Road 
Birmingham, MI 48009-6324 
(248) 895-8225 

Transcript Provided by: Accurate Transcription Services, LLC 
Firm# 8493 
(734)944-5818 

Transcribed by: Susan G. Johnson, CER 3511 
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Pontiac, Michigan 

Friday, August 8, 2014, at 10:11 a.m. 

* * * * * * 

THE COURT: Mr. George is here for the People. 

Ms. Kosmatka is here for the defendant. 

The record will reflect that yesterday 

afternoon, after the jury was dismissed, I had both 

attorneys, the prosecutor and defense counsel, in 

chambers. 

Mr. George, this pertains to you. 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. I was--

THE COURT: I had the attorneys in chambers. I 

discussed with the attorneys the way we were going through 

credibility and character questions, the last question we 

had just finished with cross-examination of mom here, 

Stacey; and it was going back to rape issues probably 25, 

30 years ago. And I indicated to the prosecutor that kind 

of enough is enough. This is a court of law, not "Jerry 

Springer." 

Ms. Kosmatka, perhaps under--or understandably 

so, raised a couple of issues of having to go back into 

mom's history, going back years ago with voo-doo and 

having to bring that up. 

And then also of--the record should reflect that 

on Tuesday, when I instructed 

3 

to go into the Court's 
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library with the advocate and listen to the Care House 

report, that she refused. And she was defiant. 

The Court did research in the evening and this 

morning on both the issue of credibility and evidence of 

character and conduct, 607 and 608. This comes from Ron 

Longhofer, Courtroom Handbook on Michigan Evidence, at 

pages 341 to 342: 

In each of these instances of a 607, which is 

the credibility of a--that indicates the credibility of a 

witness may be attacked by any party, 608 deals with 

evidence of character and conduct, he notes at those pages 

that we are testing always, always, on these issues of 

credibility and character the question of veracity. That 

is a limitation that sharpens relevancy, reduces surprise, 

waste of time and confusion. Rape issues which is not a 

truth issue, veracity or--which--excuse me--defiance of a 

daughter in a library is not veracity, is not 

truthfulness. And voo-doo is not. 

The Court is prohibiting any such type of 

character or conduct questions. I've just made my ruling 

very clear. I expect both of you to object accordingly. 

We are dealing with any witness only with veracity. We're 

not dealing with defiance of a 14 year old in a library of 

which the Court believes the matter should be addressed 

after this case is over. 
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will--

Do you have any questions about this at all? We 

MS. KOSMATKA: I have a--

THE COURT: --not tolerate this any longer. 

MS. KOSMATKA: I have--

THE COURT: I'm not--You know, a period of time 

frame of two, three years here. You know, years beyond or 

the like, uh-uh, don't plan on it. 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, I only have one question--

THE COURT: Uh-hum. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --with that being said is that we 

already did about 45 minutes of testimony on that 

yesterday in regards to the prior rape transcript, and Mr. 

George read the transcript--

THE COURT: Because that's in, you have a right 

to make whatever rehabilitative efforts or whatever you 

need to do. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Or I would just ask that the jury 

be told that it be stricken and not considered so that we 

don't have to do that. 

THE COURT: Actually, you know, an argument 

could be made that it worked for you. So but--You know, I 

mean, we'll talk about that more later. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Okay. 
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THE COURT: All right. 

MR. GEORGE: Judge, I,--you know, I have no 

intention of going into that today. 

this along and finish up. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

I'm going to move 

MR. GEORGE: There's one other--

THE COURT: I--1--I encourage both of you to 

read Longhofer's remarks on 341 to 342,--

MR. GEORGE: Sure. 

THE COURT: --that--the issue on credibility and 

conduct. And believe me, this has been a lesson for the 

Court, too, because heretofore or forthwith every case 

that comes in here, which tends to go back years and 

forward in years, uh-uh. We're going to always look at 

the question on this incident matters that they weren't 

truthful on, on this incident. Okay? 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Not a library incident. Not a rape 

incident. No. Not going there. 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay? 

MR. GEORGE: And Judge, there is one more thing 

that I need to advise the Court and counsel of. This 

morning, about 15 minutes ago, I was advised by Lieutenant 

Crum that he did find a video interview of Sabrina. And 

6 



August 8, 2014 Trial Transcript

242a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

on that video is an interview of This is nothing 

that I've been aware. I didn't know it existed. 

Obviously, Lieutenant didn't either. Apparently after the 

testimony yesterday, he went back to the police station, 

looked into it a little further, and he did bring the 

videos with him. I learned about this about 15 minutes 

ago. I'm just putting that on the record and letting all 

parties know. 

THE COURT: How long do they take? 

MR. GEORGE: Judge, I've never seen them. I 

don't know. 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: I've not reviewed them, your 

Honor. They were made by Sergeant Hadfield at my station. 

While we were in court, he was looking it up and found 

them. I received them this morning at about nine o'clock, 

and have not had a chance to review them. 

THE COURT: They're interviews of Sabrina and 

that have not been disclosed to the defendant 

because they weren't disclosed to the prosecutor, and you 

just found out about them this morning? 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: And nobody knows if they exonerate-­

could exonerate defendant, do they? 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: I don't know what's on there, 

your Honor. 

7 
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THE COURT: I might have to declare a mistrial. 

MR. GEORGE: Or Judge, I mean, obviously the 

Court knows best but--

THE COURT: You can come in. Is that the 

defendant? You can come in. 

DEPUTY SHERIFF: I'm holding the door for him. 

THE COURT: Oh. 

DEPUTY SHERIFF: He's on his way, Judge. 

THE COURT: You what? 

MR. GEORGE: Obviously your Honor knows best. 

But instead of a mistrial the Court could consider maybe a 

continuance so that the parties could review the disk and 

just adjourn today's trial over till Monday or later this 

afternoon. I don't think the disk is--

MS. KOSMATKA: All witnesses would have to be 

made re-available. We basically--And I'm fine with 

whatever you decide. This is obviously extremely 

disturbing for me. 

And Mr. Jerome doesn't even know what we're 

talking about yet 'cause he just walked in. 

(At 10:17 a.m., defendant entered courtroom) 

MS. KOSMATKA: But we'd have to recall everybody 

and basically do it over. Every--

THE COURT: Well,--

MS. KOSMATKA: --single thing I asked Detective 

8 
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Crum is--

THE COURT: --the possibility is we'd have to 

recall (indiscernible)--

MS. KOSMATKA: Correct. Which is fine with--if 

you want to do a continuance and keep this jury after 

having heard Detective Crum say over and over they weren't 

recorded and all the reasons why. And then re--subject to 

recall of and Sabrina. 

THE COURT: There's no way that, if that 

potential is a real potential, that I'm going to require 

jurors to 

MS. KOSMATKA: And I think it would be ripe for 

an appellate issue at that point,--

THE COURT: It sure would. (Indiscernible)--

MS. KOSMATKA: --as well. 

THE COURT: --(indiscernible) disclosure. 

MR. GEORGE: Judge, just so the record's clear, 

I don't know if I made this clear, the interviews 

Lieutenant Crum that are (indiscernible) those are-­

Are those interviews that you personally did 

with each of the girls or was it some other officer? Or 

don't you know? 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: I did. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Regardless. 

MR. GEORGE: All right. 
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THE COURT: So I'm not sure that's a distinction 

that's important. 

MR. GEORGE: No, I'm not--I just wanted to put 

that out there, Judge. You know, when we're asking about 

whether there's anything exonerating on there or not, you 

know, my only point was the lieutenant was the one that 

interviewed them, so, arguably he knows what's on that 

video from his memory, but, you know, certainly, 

obviously, you know, the parties should be able to review 

that, and it should have been turned over as part of 

discovery. 

THE COURT: You know, there's another idea. And 

that is that I do declare a mistrial, and just have you 

come in Monday. 

MS. KOSMATKA: That would create a very big 

problem for me with scheduling because--

THE COURT: I bet it might, but--

MS. KOSMATKA: --of the--

THE COURT: --you know--He's been incarcerated 

too long, though. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Eleven months. So if this is 

what's going to happen, I would ask to be--afford the 

opportunity to make a bond motion, depending on the 

Court's decision. 

THE COURT: What's the bond at now? 

10 
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MS. KOSMATKA: I don't know what the bond is set 

at. I know he's been in for 11 months. 

MR. GEORGE: I think it's around 500--I think 

it's $500,000, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Well,--$500,000? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yeah. I know it's extremely 

high. 

THE COURT: Who set it? 

MR. GEORGE: Judge Wittenberg in Berkley. 

THE COURT: In where? Berkley? 

MR. GEORGE: Berkley, yes, sir. 

THE COURT: The problem is is this is an unknown 

and it could exonerate your client. And there's just--

And it could reflect, as Ms. Kosmatka said, the necessity 

of recalling witnesses all over again. 

MS. KOSMATKA: And basically--I'm sorry, Judge-­

basically retrying a trial within a trial. I mean, I 

don't know what they say. But potentially if it says 

something different than what Detective Crum has said they 

say or different than what the girls say that they would 

say, it would be retrying an entire trial within a trial 

that already has trial testimony under oath on it. 

So I have no idea what to do with this. But I 

asked Detective Crum, repeatedly when he testified, over 

and over and over about the videos. 

11 
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MR. GEORGE: Judge, obviously that was a mistake 

on his part. The video may only be a half hour, an hour. 

I mean, she may watch it and there might--there may be 

nothing on there that would require the--us to go to these 

great lengths--

THE COURT: You know what? Maybe I'll do--Maybe 

in order to salvage this, maybe I will order the two of 

you to stay here and make video equipment available for 

you both to watch it. 

MR. GEORGE: I'm prepared to watch it right now, 

Judge. I have my computer. I have the video--

THE COURT: But send the jury home because--I 

mean, it's going to take you a couple hours to do that, 

for sure. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Right. 'Cause we may not just 

watch it once. When you--It depends. I don't know what's 

on them. But sometimes you have--

THE COURT: Send the jury home--

MS. KOSMATKA: --to watch them multiple times. 

THE COURT: --and have them back Monday morning. 

Have them back Monday morning. And have their phone 

numbers in the meantime. And if you can tell me by two 

o'clock, Judge, we got to do this all over, or something, 

we'll do the mistrial motion, which you would make, I 

presume, if you figure--if you conclude professionally as 

12 
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I might and she might that we got to. Or we can try and 

salvage it by continuing it. But at least I could tell 

the jury, if I excuse them today, Look it, we don't know; 

and an issue's come up on evidence, and I need to adjourn 

this till Monday morning, and have them back here. And 

we'll call them if there's any change in that by the end 

of the day. 

MS. KOSMATKA: And Judge, if I may? And I'm--

Obviously, we were set to be here all day. I have no 

problem watching the videos with Mr. George together. 

That's fine. And if we are going to discuss it Monday, I 

would like some time to research a mistrial issue because 

in making that motion I would like to have some law in 

front of me because--

THE COURT: Yeah. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --Jeffries attached,--

THE COURT: Yeah. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --and it would be arguably with 

prejudice, if there is a mistrial that's attributable to 

the prosecution. 

happen. 

research--

THE COURT: That could happen. That could 

MS. KOSMATKA: So--And I need some time to 

THE COURT: Well, you'll need till Monday, 

13 
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anyways. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yeah. I--Yeah, I obviously 

wasn't expecting to do this. 

THE COURT: Okay, but you're going--both of you 

are going to stay here and review this tape. 

You have it--

MS. KOSMATKA: Yes. 

THE COURT: --with you, right? 

MR. GEORGE: And Judge, I did--I think the 

lieutenant made a separate copy for Ms. Kosmatka, so--

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. GEORGE: --she--I mean, I could just give 

her a copy--

THE COURT: Well, actually, I want--No, I want 

you two together. You're professionals. And I want you 

to--I mean--reviewing that together. 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: So--I'm going to put you to work 

during this time and let the jury go, though, because 

whether or not we're going to be able to have them is just 

problematical right now--

question? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, may I ask one more 

THE COURT: Yeah. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Obviously Mr. Jerome--

14 
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THE COURT: So what question--What other 

questions you've had so far? 

MS. KOSMATKA: That Mr. Jerome has a right to 

review all of discovery that's been against him. And he 

has. I have provided him--I've been working on this case 

for quite some time. You know I wasn't the original 

attorney. 

THE COURT: Your point on this is what? 

MS. KOSMATKA: He has right to see it, as well, 

if he chooses--

THE COURT: Okay. Then you'll take it over-­

MS. KOSMATKA: --to. 

THE COURT: --to him this weekend. Okay. All 

right. 

MS. KOSMATKA: I need an--And I'll deal with 

your staff. I need an order to be able to bring in video 

equipment. But I'll do that with your staff. 

THE COURT: There's that. You want to address 

the question of bond, if it's put over till Monday or-­

MS. KOSMATKA: No, I--

THE COURT: --or we decide one way or the other 

you want to address the--today or Monday the question of 

bond. And you want to address the question of whether or 

not there is--

MS. KOSMATKA: A mistrial. 

15 
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THE COURT: --going to be a mistrial motion 

granted or not. 

fact,--

MS. KOSMATKA: Correct. 

THE COURT: Okay. All right. 

Deputies, you can take him back downstairs. In 

MS. KOSMATKA: Do you understand--

May I have one moment to speak--

THE COURT: But don't-­

MS. KOSMATKA: --to him? 

THE COURT: --if you--don't take him over till 

lunchtime, in case we need to have him back up here. 

DEPUTY SHERIFF: Yes, sir. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, may I speak to him for a 

moment, since he came in after we started? 

THE COURT: Yeah. 

(At 10:23:39 a.m., off-the-record conference 

began between Ms. Kosmatka and Mr. Jerome) 

THE COURT: Ashley, we have all the jurors' cell 

phone numbers and everything? Would you circulate that 

and have them put any second phones they have on there, so 

that we could get--call them, if we have to today and say 

forget about Monday if I declare a mistrial? 

(At 10:24:02 a.m., conference concluded between 

Ms. Kosmatka and Mr. Jerome) 
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MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, and I don't--I think 

that's a valid question, if--And I don't--I honestly don't 

know how--Does Detective Crum interview it while--I'm 

sorry--videotape it while he's--If he did the interviews 

and it's recorded, how would he not know they're recorded? 

do them. 

THE COURT: I don't--I think he said he didn't 

MR. JEROME: He said he did. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Who recorded them? 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: Sergeant Miller. 

MS. KOSMATKA: But who--

THE COURT: Okay, so Miller recorded them, but 

you were the interviewer? 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Oh, you were? 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: It's a--

MS. KOSMATKA: Yeah. 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: --different system. The 

system was changed that month that this interview took 

place. It went from a system where you had to go hit the 

actual DVR and record it on a disk to a computer space-­

computer-based system. I still don't know how to work 

that system 'cause I moved offices within a week of this. 

He turned it on--

THE COURT: So when you--You did the--You did 

17 
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the interview,--

LIEUTENANT CRUM: Yes. 

THE COURT: --but it was recorded by somebody 

else? 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: He's sitting in the same 

office with me. 

THE COURT: Okay. Did you make-­

MS. KOSMATKA: And you didn't--

THE COURT: --Did you make a note of that 

interview in a file or something? 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: When I was reviewing my report 

yesterday, there's a line that says I received a copy of 

the recording. I don't recall ever receiving a copy of 

the recording. But because I saw that line in my report, 

I called back and said, Why is that there? They started 

to research that yesterday and found this disk. 'Cause on 

a DVR, we--the way I've always recorded, Judge, the way I 

still do, is on a disk. My office has a disk. This 

system's a DVR system so it goes onto a DVR, there's no 

disk. They had to research back through the DVR to find 

this interview. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

LIEUTENANT CRUM: I didn't know it existed. I 

had asked for it early on--

THE COURT: Ms. Kosmatka, do you have any other 

18 
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questions of the lieutenant? 

MS. KOSMATKA: I just--I--

THE COURT: Questions. Questions. Any 

questions? 

MS. KOSMATKA: No, because I don't know that I'd 

get a good answer. 

THE COURT: Well, I get to determine that, not 

you. 

You can take--You can take the defendant. 

MS. KOSMATKA: (to Mr. Jerome) I'll let you 

know what's going on. 

THE COURT: Ms. Kosmatka, you know the standard. 

I have to find out, Was it intentional or was it an honest 

mistake? 

MS. KOSMATKA: I understand. 

THE COURT: You know I have to find that. 

MS. KOSMATKA: I understand. 

THE COURT: Okay? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yes. 

(At 10:26 a.m., defendant left the courtroom) 

THE COURT: So, given what he's told me so far, 

and I have no reason to know he's lying to me, it appears 

to be an honest mistake. A screw-up. Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Uh-hum. 

THE COURT: What can I say? Life happens. 
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MS. KOSMATKA: Yep. 

THE COURT: I'm going to call the jury in here 

now and I'm going to excuse them until Monday morning. 

And I'm going to tell them we have their phone numbers; if 

there's any reason we need to get a hold of you before 

Monday, my clerks will call them and let them know. 

I will rule on the record, if you've had time, 

and I would hope that within a couple hours, because it's 

10:30 right now, you'll get through those videos, about 

whether or not I'm going to grant a mistrial, bond, and 

the like. I would like to have that completed, if we 

could, no later than three, preferably two, preferably 

two. 

it. 

I'll stay--

MS. KOSMATKA: Depending on--

THE COURT: --here during the lunch hour to do 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yes. 

THE COURT: Okay? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Uh-hum. 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

Would you bring in the jury? 

MS. KOSMATKA: But he's not here--For the 

record, the defendant's not here. 

THE COURT: Oh. Okay. Hold that, Ashley, for a 

20 



August 8, 2014 Trial Transcript

256a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

minute. 

I'm not sure if that's required. 

THE CLERK: He's right--

MS. KOSMATKA: If he hasn't gone yet, that'll 

probably be--I don't know--

THE COURT: Okay. All right. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --that it is or it isn't. 

THE COURT: Deputy, if he's still there--

MS. KOSMATKA: I don't know. I really don't 

know. 

THE COURT: Is it too late? 

THE CLERK: No, he just (indiscernible). I can 

call. 

THE COURT: (To the deputy) Will you call down 

there, Chaney (ph sp)? 

DEPUTY SHERIFF: They're coming. 

THE COURT: Oh, great. Okay. We'd better have 

him back here, deputies, during this time. 

DEPUTY SHERIFF: Yes, your Honor. 

(At 10:28 a.m., defendant present in courtroom) 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, may I ask one more 

question, in speaking to the deputy? 

THE COURT: Uh-huh. 

MS. KOSMATKA: He was just trying--hearing what 

we had going on in regards to the video and expediting 
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everyone watching it; because if I have to take it over to 

the defendant, I have to watch here and take time, and 

then I have to go watch it with him there. I can't leave 

him with a computer. The deputy said that they would be 

able to leave Mr. Jerome in the courtroom with a deputy so 

that he could watch it while I watch it and Mr. George 

watches it, and--

of that. 

THE COURT: Yeah, we can do that. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --Lieutenant Crum watches it. 

THE COURT: Thanks. 

DEPUTY SHERIFF: Yeah. 

MS. KOSMATKA: And that way that would take care 

THE COURT: All right. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you. 

THE CLERK: All rise for the jury. 

(At 10:28 a .m., jury present) 

THE COURT: You may be seated. 

Recalling People versus Samuel Jerome, case 

number 13-247841-FC. 

Appearances for the record, please. 

MR. GEORGE: Chris George for the People. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Marsha Kosmatka appearing on 

behalf of Mr. Jerome. 

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen, I hate to tell 
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you this, but something just came up in the last ten 

minutes that I have to release you for the day. I can't 

correct it at the moment. It'll take a couple hours to 

sift through it. And rather than waste your time, I'm 

going to have you back Monday morning. 

Now, as far as I know, I'm going to have you 

back Monday morning. If there's any change in that, we 

have your cell phone numbers. All I can tell you is that 

(indiscernible) the trial, sometimes things come that I 

have to work on behind the scenes, and this is one of 

those. 

And so, we're going to--I'm going to excuse for 

the day. You're done for the weekend. You've got a 

three-day weekend, whatever you want to call it. I am 

sorry for the couple of hours here you may have lost. I 

apologize. Nothing that could be done, other than--

Leave your notes here. Make sure we have phone 

numbers for you because we will call you before the end of 

the day to leave you a message if there's a change in 

Monday morning. Okay? So make sure we have--Even if you 

have a couple phones where you need to leave something--

leave it with my clerk. 

Okay. Any questions about that? 

Again, I apologize. We'll see you back Monday 

morning at 8:30, unless you are called by my clerk and 
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told otherwise. 

All rise for the jury. 

(At 10:31 a.m., jury excused) 

THE COURT: Ms. Kosmatka and Mr. George, because 

this is attorney/client stuff, we're going to ask everyone 

else to stay outside the courtroom. Of course, the 

lieutenant can stay in--

MS. KOSMATKA: Yes. 

THE COURT: --here. But--

MS. KOSMATKA: Yeah. 

THE COURT: --everyone else has to be outside 

the courtroom. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yes. 

THE COURT: Dave-- Ashley, are you or Dave going 

to run that in to--

THE CLERK: Are we using your--Mr. George, are 

we using this laptop or would you like us to get one? 

MS. KOSMATKA: We can use mine. 

MR. GEORGE: Well, we have two laptops. So I 

think we're good there. 

THE CLERK: Okay. 

MR. GEORGE: It's just--Does the Court want us 

to do that right in the courtroom or in the back jury 

room? 

THE COURT: I don't think the jury--the deputies 
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can go back there with him, can they? 

MS. KOSMATKA: We can stay in here. 

THE CLERK: They can stay--

MS. KOSMATKA: We can close the courtroom and 

stay in here. 

THE COURT: I mean, just pull those two tables 

together. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Sure. We'll work it out. That 

we can work out on our own. 

THE COURT: Thanks, Deputies. I appreciate it. 

THE CLERK: All rise. 

THE COURT: Keep your seats. 

THE CLERK: Are the jurors still in there? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes. 

ASHLEY: Okay. 

DEPUTY SHERIFF: He's good right here. He said 

he didn't have to use the bathroom or anything. 

THE CLERK: So, I guess are we letting them go 

with the instruction of further notice? If they don't 

hear from--

THE COURT: The instruction is they're to be 

back Monday morning at 8:30 unless we call them otherwise 

today. 

So, counsel, remember--

Where's Marsha? 
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THE CLERK: She had to run to the bathroom. 

THE COURT: Yeah. Remember, we've got--I need 

to make a decision whether or not, you know, we have to--

You need to keep me posted on what's happening here. I'll 

be in chambers. 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: So, is that clear, David? 

THE CLERK: What's that? 

THE COURT: Come back Monday morning unless we 

contact them otherwise presumably today. 

THE CLERK: Sure. I have the sheet--

THE COURT: Just make sure we have their phone 

numbers. 

THE CLERK: --to add secondary home numbers,--

THE COURT: Yeah. 

THE CLERK: --second cell phones, whatever they 

may have. Okay. 

(At 10:33 a.m., recess) 

(At 1:43 p.m., court in session) 

THE COURT: Calling People versus Jerome, case 

number 13-247841-FC. 

Appearances for the record, please. 

MR. GEORGE: Good afternoon, your Honor. Chris 

George appearing on behalf of the People. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Marsha Kosmatka appearing on 
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behalf of Sam Jerome. 

THE COURT: I was going to entertain the 

question of a mistrial. 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: A mistrial, as I understand it, is 

typically based on some irregularity that's prejudicial to 

the rights of, in this case, Mr. Jerome. 

You've reviewed it. What is your take on it, 

Mr. George? 

MR. GEORGE: Yo~r Honor, for the record, over 

the last couple hours we watched a video that contained 

three interviews. The first interview was of child, 

Sabrina Krahe. The second interview was of child, 

Krahe. And the third interview was of Judy Stiltner. 

THE COURT: All three were with Lieutenant Crum? 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Recorded by a third individual? 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, sir. 

Based on--

THE COURT: And what date? 

MS. KOSMATKA: 8/21/2013. 

THE COURT: Thirteen? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yes. 

THE COURT: So right around the time of the 

domestic violence or following the--
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violence. 

MR. GEORGE: It would have been about two-­

MS. KOSMATKA: Following it. When he--

MR. GEORGE: --about two weeks--

MS. KOSMATKA: --was still--

MR. GEORGE: --or so after the domestic 

MS. KOSMATKA: When he was still trying to 

follow up on--to get the CSC-­

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --charges written. 

MR. GEORGE: Judge, I spoke with Ms. Kosmatka; 

and based on her review of the interview, I believe it 

would be her position that she would want to recall-­

MS. KOSMATKA: I don't--No, that's not my 

position. I'll--I'll--

THE COURT: You tell me your position--

MR. GEORGE: My--

THE COURT: --and whether or not you think a 

mistrial needs to be granted. 

MR. GEORGE: All right. You know, Judge, what I 

would say is that the People have rested. I have no 

further additional evidence to present. So I don't see 

that the video now necessitates a mistrial. 

However, my position would be dependent on 

whether or not the defense intended to call further 
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witnesses and revisit this issue. If it was the defense's 

position that witnesses need to be recalled,-­

THE COURT: Let me ask Ms.--

MR. GEORGE: --testimony to be rehashed--

THE COURT: --Ms. Kosmatka, are you asking for 

any corrective action or 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, it's clearly a mistrial. 

I would state to the Court--From my position. 

I would state to the Court that we didn't get 

done watching the videos until about seven minutes before 

the Court came back in. 

I did try to make--After we watched the first 

half of the video, we took a 20-minute break between us. 

And I did try to make some calls, and I did reach some 

appellate attorneys to try to get some guidance on this. 

I had been given some direction of where to look. 

sure the Court has the books that--

THE COURT: Well,--

MS. KOSMATKA: And what I'm told is-­

THE COURT: Yeah. 

I'm 

MS. KOSMATKA: --that the Court--that I should 

not move for a mistrial at this point before doing a few 

things. And I'll say what they are. 

It's my understanding the Court can declare a 

mistrial at any time. It does not have to be on motion of 

29 



August 8, 2014 Trial Transcript

265a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the parties. It doesn't have to be the prosecutor. It 

doesn't have to be the defense. If--

THE COURT: It helps if the parties consent or 

manifest necessity, though. 

MS. KOSMATKA: It does. But it's my 

understanding that if there is alleged police misconduct, 

that the rules--

THE COURT: Wait, wait. I've already ruled on 

that. Okay? 

MS. KOSMATKA: And we've watched the video. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: And I can tell you that there is 

some question about it. 

I can also tell you--

THE COURT: What do you mean? What standard are 

you using? 

MS. KOSMATKA: You asked me to watch a video. 

THE COURT: Uh-huh. 

MS. KOSMATKA: You asked Lieutenant Crum some 

questions before we did that. And we watched it. What 

it--At the beginning of interviewing only the children, 

not the grandmother, Lieutenant Crum starts by saying, 

What's today's date? 8/21. What's the time? You need to 

speak up. The other man's standing there. There are 

indicators that there was knowledge that this was going 
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on. 

Additionally, there's another--

THE COURT: Well, wait, wait. There's nothing, 

per se, wrong with that. 

MS. KOSMATKA: There--

THE COURT: What standard are you saying 

governing that and saying, Judge, this was wrong? Tell me 

the case--

MS. KOSMATKA: I'm saying I'm not--I don't--I am 

not convinced that Lieutenant Crum didn't know this was 

videotaped. And there's another officer in there who 

could be questioned. I--I--There's too many things for me 

to do for me to move for a mistrial at this point without 

looking into it further. The Court always has the 

authority to declare a mistrial. And--

THE COURT: Why do I declare a mistrial? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Because discovery was not turned 

over. The only other option--

THE COURT: Okay, but I found that that was an 

innocent mistake. Okay? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Well, there--there's clearly 

manifest necessity here unless, as you indicated--

THE COURT: What is that--What is that reason? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, I don't think Mr. George 

will dispute this. This is riddled with information. 
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This is riddled with--I've never seen--

THE COURT: The interview, you mean? 

MS. KOSMATKA: --anything like it. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Everyone in this room I don't 

think could say they've ever seen anything like what 

happened in that--in these interviews. It is egregious. 

It is outrageous. It is horrible. 

THE COURT: Do you agree, Mr. George? 

MR. GEORGE: Well, what I would say, Judge,-­

THE COURT: I mean, these are all conclusions. 

You know I need descriptive factual information, not a 

bunch of hyperbole and I need--

MS. KOSMATKA: I could give a few. 

THE COURT: --a description on what that means. 

MR. GEORGE: Judge, my position is that there's 

sufficient facts within these interviews that go to, for 

example, the forensic interviewing protocols that we have, 

and how interviews are supposed to be--the ideal interview 

of a child, that there's forensic interviewing protocols 

that are to be followed; and in watching the videos, it's 

--I would agree with Ms. Kosmatka that there are points in 

the interview that the interviewer appears not to be 

following the protocol. 

I would also agree that the defendant be able--
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THE COURT: So--So, let me--let me get this 

clear, though. We're not interviewing--Remember, we're 

not interviewing the defendant. We're interviewing 

potential witnesses. Okay? 

MR. GEORGE: Right. 

THE COURT: So we're not dealing with some high 

standard like we are with the defendant who has certainly, 

clearly, constitutionally defined rights. We have 

witnesses. Okay? Now, you tell me the standard for a 

witness that says--that indicates that I can objectively 

say, Lieutenant, you violated the standard that he has to 

follow. 

MR. GEORGE: Well, I'm--Well, Judge, what I 

would say is that I could--if the Court does not declare a 

mistrial, what I think the defense would want to do, then, 

is recall a number of witnesses: Trisha Shuster--They 

would want to--They would recall Lieutenant Crum. They 

would want to recall They'd want to recall 

Sabrina. 

THE COURT: In your professional opinion, would 

that be important? 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor, I do. I think in 

fairness to the defendant. 

And I would also say that, you know, when the 

defendant called Sabrina to the stand, they did--they 
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weren't on notice of what she said in this interview. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. GEORGE: And that could be prejudicial to 

them. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. GEORGE: I mean, I hate to say that; and, 

you know, I'd like to finish this and be done with it. 

But at the same time, I just--I don't--From the defense 

point of view, when they prepared this case, when they 

presented their case, they didn't have these interviews. 

And I think that there's--there's some things that they 

have that they could have worked with quite effectively in 

their defense. 

THE COURT: Okay. Ms. Kosmatka, do you want to 

say anything else? 

MS. KOSMATKA: No. 

THE COURT: Because it appears that witnesses 

would have to be recalled and this case basically redone, 

and more importantly because there may--there may be, I'm 

not sure I agree with this, but there may be something 

substantively in the way that the interviews were 

conducted. Mark you, I say I'm not sure I'm in agreement 

with that because this is not an interview of a defendant. 

It's an--

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge,--
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children. 

THE COURT: --interview of a witness--

MS. KOSMATKA: Of children, though. Of 

THE COURT: Okay. Children. Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Of children. 

THE COURT: But there's--I'm aware of no law 

that says that they--of children they have to follow a 

Care House method of interview in a police department. 

So,--

MS. KOSMATKA: For their--

THE COURT: --I mean, if you make me aware of 

it, I'm happy to be educated. But I'm not aware of it 

right now. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Okay. 

THE COURT: Okay? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yes. 

THE COURT: And I'm saying there may be 

something there, and I'll get--because of that that there 

appears to be manifest necessity and a basis for granting 

a mistrial. 

And for the reasons I just enunciated, a 

mistrial is declared. 

Ms. Kosmatka, you wanted to address bond. It is 

set at $500,000; is that correct? 

MS. KOSMATKA: I know it's set high, Judge. You 
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know I wasn't on this case originally, so I don't have any 

paperwork that states exactly what the bond is. 

So just as a point of clarification, is the 

Court indicating without any further review or research by 

the parties, that you are declaring a mistrial without 

prejudice? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Okay. So I would like to make a 

bond motion. And if there is something that I need to 

bring to your attention if I find--

THE COURT: Because I'm going--I will follow up 

on that, because I'm going to give you a new trial date. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Okay. I--But--And I'll do some 

research. Like I said, I wasn't able to do it with being 

in here and having six minutes--

THE COURT: New research on ? 

MS. KOSMATKA: I told you I made a call to a 

research attorney in this building at lunch and to State 

Appellate Defender's Office asking what happens in a 

situation like this. I was given multiple places to look 

and told different information about whether it should be 

with or without prejudice. I haven't had an opportunity 

to read any of it, although I will look it up this 

weekend. If there is something that I find based on what 

I've been directed to--It's in the--It's in the MJI--It's 
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THE COURT: Well, if you're making an argument 

about whether I'm doing this with prejudice or without 

prejudice, it would be helpful for me to know what your 

argument is before I make my decision. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Well, right, but it'd be helpful 

for me to have more than four minutes, which I'm talking 

to Mr. George on, during--to find out. I--

THE COURT: Private trial work is being good on 

your feet with understanding things and--

MS. KOSMATKA: I've never seen this happen. I 

think I'm quite good on my feet, Judge. 

THE COURT: I think you are. And I don't--

MS. KOSMATKA: And I've never seen anything like 

it. 

THE COURT: Ms. Kosmatka, I don't mean to imply 

that you're not. But sometimes it's like a cop on the 

beat that has to make a decision on an arrest. On an 

evidentiary question and certainly a question during a 

mistrial of a jury case when you've got 14 people waiting 

for you to make a decision. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, I did a similar case to 

this in front of Judge Kumar. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Not exactly but similar dealing 
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with a video that was--during a trial that had not been 

turned over. We did a lot of research at that time. That 

dismissal was with prejudice. I have plenty of 

information I can look at. 

I came here today to do a closing argument. 

So I can do certain things but not without 

access to anything and with such a limited time. I'd have 

to--

THE COURT: So you want the opportunity to 

address the question of whether or not there's sufficient 

MS. KOSMATKA: I do. 

THE COURT: --(indiscernible) prejudice or not. 

MS. KOSMATKA: I do. You can still give us 

another trial date and I--if I--I can do research and find 

it,--

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --but yes, I would like to 

address bond, as well. 

THE COURT: All right. So, I mean, right now 

it's without prejudice; but if you motion me with a brief 

that Mr. George can respond to--

MS. KOSMATKA: Correct. 

THE COURT: --and ask it to be addressed, I-­

MS. KOSMATKA: That's all I'm asking. 
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THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: And I believe that we'll need a 

trial date somewhat out because I will want to order 

transcripts from this trial based on what I saw in this-­

in these videos. 

THE COURT: Well, as long as he's on bond, 

that's going to be an easier decision than if he's not. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Well, that's correct. But in any 

event, he has indicated to me that he--

THE COURT: 

THE CLERK: 

I need to know what it is right now. 

Five hundred thousand dollars, 

cash/surety. 

THE COURT: Okay. And he's been in jail for how 

long? 

MS. KOSMATKA: Over eleven months. 

THE COURT: Okay. Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: I can indicate to the Court that 

even if he were to have been convicted of the highest 

charge, which is CSC first, because he has absolutely no 

criminal history whatsoever, we had guidelines that said I 

believe 21 to 35, or something in that range. It's not 

what we are typically used to seeing in a CSC one--

THE COURT: So things (indiscernible) well in 

his favor if he has no priors. 

MS. KOSMATKA: He has no priors. 
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THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. KOSMATKA: He was employed at the time. 

THE COURT: (Indiscernible) a conviction, I can 

have a clue on that a little bit--

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, I also--I'm in possession 

of letters that were written as character letters in 

regards to this trial that indi--and I have them with me-­

from his employer indicating that at any time--

THE COURT: Any history of drug or alcohol 

abuse? 

MS. KOSMATKA: No. He has a job to go back to, 

is what I was getting at. And I have letters--

THE COURT: Has a job. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --from them saying it's waiting 

for him. And they know about these charges and they have 

held his job for him. 

THE COURT: Job awaiting. Any mental health 

issues? 

MS. KOSMATKA: No. 

THE COURT: Does Mr. George have any information 

that he wants me to consider in terms of facts or granting 

or denying--

MS. KOSMATKA: Judge, may I only say one other 

thing--

THE COURT: Uh-hum. 
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MS. KOSMATKA: --before Mr. George goes? That 

this case--these original allegations were made last May. 

Mr. Jerome knew they were allegations. He came to court. 

He came to district court. He came to circuit court. 

Detective Crum was able to find him every time 

that he wanted to for almost five or six months while he 

was trying to pursue this case. Mr. Jerome never left. 

So not only the factors you've already looked at, I don't 

believe he's a flight risk. He stayed, knowing what was 

going on. Now he has every reason to stay based on what 

he has seen here today. 

So I just wanted to cover the two parts of the 

bond, which is protecting the community and assuring his 

reappearance. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. GEORGE: Judge, I guess for the record, I'd 

ask that the bond be continued. But you know, I'm not 

going to go over the facts. The Court knows the facts. 

And as far as flight risk, the Court's heard the testimony 

about how they went to Georgia. I'm not going to go over 

that. So, you know, with that, Judge, I really have 

nothing additional to add. 

Ms. Kosmatka's correct. There's no criminal 

history. He has appeared. I just have no additional 

information I can offer the Court. 
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THE COURT: Mr. Jerome, where would you live if 

I grant you bond? 

MR. JEROME: My brother's. 

MS. KOSMATKA: He's been here every day of the 

trial, his brother. 

THE COURT: Is that who that is-­

MS. KOSMATKA: Cody Jerome. 

Dave, $500,000 cash/surety, no ten percent? 

THE CLERK: No ten percent. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Okay. 

THE COURT: Would you approach the bench? 

(From 1:57:21 p.m. to 1:59:01 p.m., off-the-

record bench conference with counsel) 

THE COURT: Counsel, I'll set the new bond what 

I think is reasonable: $10,000, cash/surety, ten percent, 

with the further provision--

This needs to be in writing, Ms. Kosmatka. We 

need to make sure it's in writing. There's an order here. 

You can fill it out. Ten thousand dollars, cash/surety, 

ten percent. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you. 

THE COURT: --two daughters and the grandmother. 

MS. KOSMATKA: And Judge, may I--may he remain 

for just a moment so I can explain--
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a minute? 

THE COURT: Uh-hum. 

MS. KOSMATKA: --what the bond means? 

THE COURT: Deputies, could you hold on that for 

DEPUTY SHERIFF: New court date, your Honor? 

MS. KOSMATKA: And I will write it--

THE COURT: Pardon? 

DEPUTY SHERIFF: New court date? 

THE COURT: New court date will be October 9th, 

two months from now. 

MS. KOSMATKA: October 9th. 

THE COURT: October 9th at 10:00 a.m. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Thank you. And I'll write-­

MR. GEORGE: Your Honor, I hate to--

MS. KOSMATKA: --an order--

MR. GEORGE: --I don't know if I can make this 

request or not, but I'm scheduled for a jury trial in 

Judge Anderson--

MS. KOSMATKA: That's just a final pretrial date 

on that date. 

MR. GEORGE: Oh. Oh, okay. 

THE COURT: It's a final pretrial, but I would--

I'm hoping--

MR. GEORGE: I just know that I have a trial 

that's going--

43 



August 8, 2014 Trial Transcript

279a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yeah, and I'm actually set to be 

in--

THE COURT: I don't know, maybe Ms. Kosmatka can 

convince me it should be with prejudice. I don't know. 

MS. KOSMATKA: Yes, let's hold--I mean, let's 

leave it for that date; and if we need to play with the 

date, we'll do that. 

THE COURT: Yeah, we'll work out--we'll work out 

the--I'm not going to necessarily jam you; but I do--if 

he's in custody he's still (indiscernible) thousand 

dollars, then--I'm going to (indiscernible) something, so 

we'll--

MR. GEORGE: 

THE COURT: 

Yes, your Honor. 

--we'll work through it. 

have to give a little (indiscernible). 

MR. GEORGE: Yes, your Honor. 

(At 2:00 p.m., proceedings concluded) 

* * * * * * 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

COUNTY OF OAKLAND ss. 

I certify that this transcript is a true and accurate 

transcription to the best of my ability of the proceeding in 

this case before the Honorable Rudy J. Nichols, as recorded by 

the clerk. 

Proceedings were recorded and provided to this 

transcriptionist by the Circuit Court and this certified 

accepts no responsibility for any events that occurred 

during the above proceedings, for any inaudible and/or 

indiscernible responses by any person or party involved in the 

proceeding or for the content of the recording provided. 

Dated: April 22, 2015 

S Susan G. Johnson 

Susan G. Johnson, CER 3511 
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BEFORE: BOGGS, CLAY, and SUTTON, Circuit Judges. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE 
UNITED STATES DISTRlCT 
COURT FOR THE EASTERN 
DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

BOGGS, Circuit Judge. An inconsistent recollection of an event is frequently taken as an 

indication of falsehood. Truth is, life is seldom that straightforward. In this case, Samuel 

Jerome seeks to establish that the variations in the story of his step-daughter regarding alleged 

sexual abuse meant that there was no probable cause to arrest him and that an alleged cover-up 

of those variations by Lieutenant Michael Crum violated his constitutional rights. But because 

sufficient probable cause existed to detain Jerome, we affirm the district court's grant of 

summary judgment against Jerome's lawsuit for, among other things, false airest and malicious 

prosecution. 

I 

On May 7, 2013, Judith Stiltner brought her thirteen-year-old granddaughter A.K. to the 

police station of Berkely, Michigan. A.K. alleged that her stepfather, Samuel Jerome, had 
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sexually abused her on two occasions over the past six months. According to the notes of the 

interview prepared by Detective Sergeant Michael Crum (the encounter was not recorded), A.K. 

stated1 that around Christmas-time of 2012, while her mother (Stacey Krahe) was in the hospital, 

Jerome sat next to her on the couch and began rubbing her stomach. A.K. alleged that she asked 

him to stop, but Jerome continued and lowered his hand until it reached her vaginal area, which 

he continued rubbing from the outside of A.K. 's clothing. A.K. requested that he stop once more 

and attempted to leave, but Jerome allegedly held her down with his free hand for several 

minutes. The second incident alleged by A.K. took place in late April, again while her mother 

was away. A.K. described being on the couch in the family room when Jerome sat next to her 

and began rubbing her stomach. When A.K. tried to get up in alarm, Jerome held her down and 

rubbed her vagina. On this occasion, A.K. stated that Jerome had gone under her clothes to 

touch her vagina and also rubbed her breasts from both outside and inside of her clothing. 

According to A.K., Jerome said nothing during either assault although A.K. begged him to stop. 

Allegedly, Jerome purchased jewehy for A.K. in an effort to buy her silence. Following the 

interview, Crum notified Child Protective Services and scheduled a forensic interview with 

CARE House (a social services organization that is trained in forensic interviewing of children) 

on May 16. Jerome arrived later that day at the police station unbidden and admitted only that he 

had rubbed A.K's stomach, claiming that it had been because her stomach hurt. He offered to 

take a polygraph examination, which was scheduled for May 21. 

1 Although "[i]t is well established that a court may not consider hearsay when deciding a summary judgment 
motion," Tranter v. Orick, 460 F. App'x 513, 514 (6th Cir. 2012), the subject of the current suit is whether the 
information available to Crum sufficed to constitute probable cause. As a result, the statements "were offered to 
demonstrate that [Crum]'s investigation of [Jerome] had been undertaken upon probable cause and without malice," 
rather than to establish their truth, and are not hearsay. Shipp v. United States, 212 F. App'x 393, 402 (6th Cir. 
2006); Fed. R. Evid. 80l(c). 

-2-

(4 of 16) 



Jerome v Crum, 695 Fed Appx 935 (2017)

283a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

5:15-cv-a:.a!un~MDIDn.mieSll: 28~d OBWe7Jf.ID8/~2DibV16 P~ICl 710 

No. 16-2281, Jerome v. Crum 

At the CARE House, however, A.K. 's description of events differed. A.K. was 

interviewed by Tricia Schuster. Although "[ e ]verything remained consistent about the dates and 

where she was positioned," A.K. 's "story changed" according to notes prepared by Crum, who 

was also in attendance at the interview. Now, A.K. explained that while Jerome had rubbed her 

stomach and rubbed lower, he did not touch her vagina, either above or below her clothing, and 

described Jerome's rubbing of her breast as accidental. Finally, when Jerome's hand had gone 

"below her hip bones near her pubic line," A.K. stated that she had asked him to stop and Jerome 

had done so. Crum observed that he considered it "a complete reversal of her recollection of the 

assaults ... just a few days prior." Krahe, A.K. 'smother, asked Crum whether he still believed 

A.K. 's story and was upset when Crum responded affirmatively. Krahe emphasized that A.K. 

had changed her story and that they were "being played" by A.K. A few days later, Jerome 

cancelled the polygraph on the advice of his attorney. 

About three weeks later, Crum requested to speak with A.K. to discuss the change in her 

story, but Krahe refused and told Crum that A.K. had confessed that the entire story had been 

false. She requested that Crum close the case, but Crum indicated that he preferred to speak to 

A.K. himself before closing the investigation. 

Crum made no progress on the case until July 11, when Stiltner returned to the police 

office to inquire about the status of the investigation. According to Crum's notes, Stiltner 

informed him that Krahe was claiming Jerome had passed the polygraph test and that the police 

did not find A.K. credible and had closed the case. Crum disputed those points and again 

reiterated his desire to speak with A.K. before closing the case. Stiltner left and returned a few 

hours later with A.K. Stiltner informed Crum that her daughter was hospitalized out of state for 

an alleged dissociative-identity disorder, that Stiltner was the legal guardian of both Krahe and 

-3-
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A.K., and that she was permitting Crum to discuss the case with her granddaughter, A.K. A.K. 

told Crum that her mother had pressured her into changing her story at the CARE House, 

threatening to commit suicide if A.K. testified against Jerome and warning that A.K. and her ten­

year-old sister S.K. would be placed in foster care and raped.2 A.K. repudiated her CARE House 

statements and reaffirmed her original statements about Jerome touching her on two occasions 

and having purchased gifts to keep her quiet. She also stated that Jerome had rubbed her ten­

year-old sister's stomach in a similar way and bought her gifts, and expressed fear and concern 

that Jerome was sexually abusing her sister as well. 

On July 14, Stiltner reported that A.K. was missing. Krahe was due to return shortly 

from her hospitalization. According to Crum's police report, Krahe called A.K. that day on the 

way home and told her that "there would be severe consequences for ruining the family." To 

flee from her mother, A.K. left her grandmother's house and did not return. A juvenile-runaway 

report was created. The next day, Krahe contacted the Berkely police and informed them that 

she had located A.K. In an attempt to confirm that A.K. had in fact been found, officers 

requested to see her in person. In what was eventually revealed to be a wild-goose chase, Krahe 

told officers that she was taking A.K. to Beaumont Hospital because her daughter had been 

drinking. When an officer arrived at the hospital, the staff explained that A.K. had not been at 

the facility. The officer next went to Krahe's residence, but no one was home. When contacted 

by police, Krahe explained that she had decided instead to bring A.K. to Providence Hospital for 

insurance reasons. But when the officer arrived at Providence, again the staff explained that 

A.K. had never been at the facility. Crum received a call from Jerome advising him that Krahe 

2 This interview was not recorded. According to Crum, it was the practice of the City of Berkely not to record 
sexual-assault victims' interviews. He also stated it was the department's policy not to record juvenile victims. He 
noted that there was an exception when officers performed a one-on-one interview with a juvenile of the opposite 
sex in a particular room at the police station. 
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had left the state with A.K. Two minutes later, Krahe called Crum, laughing, to inform him that 

she was already south of Toledo, Ohio, on her way to Georgia. She was furious that A.K. had 

spoken to Crum, did not believe her daughter, and told Crum that she had lied about the hospitals 

in order to be beyond Crum's jurisdiction before he could catch on. In Georgia, she explained, 

the family could "get a fresh start." 

Sometime in the following weeks, Krahe returned to Michigan with A.K. (unbeknownst 

to Crum). Just after midnight on August 2, the police received a phone call and were dispatched 

to the Krahe residence to investigate "family trouble." After a disagreement over a lighter in 

A.K. 's room, there had been a physical altercation in the family. Krahe told the police she 

suspected her daughter of hiding marijuana and ransacked the room with Jerome. Neither the 

police nor Krahe found any trace of marijuana. A.K. was found with scratches on her chest, an 

abrasion on her leg, and bruising around her right eye. The parties' stories differed in their 

accounts of a fight: according to A.K., her mother slammed her head against the bed rail and 

began suffocating her, and then Jerome threw her against the wall many times. Finally, A.K. 

described being dragged by her hair upstairs and punched in the eye by Krahe. According to 

Krahe (through Crum's notes), A.K. scratched her and ran into her finger, causing the injury to 

her eye. Crum did not find Krahe credible. Krahe also played recordings on her phone of 

conversations between her and A.K. regarding the sexual assault. Crum was suspicious of the 

recordings based on past experience with Krahe, and A.K. alleged that the recordings had been 

staged and made under duress. Krahe and Jerome were arrested for child abuse. Crum also 

recommended that Krahe be prosecuted for witness intimidation. The Oakland County 

prosecutor brought charges of domestic violence against Krahe and Jerome. Crum shortly 
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thereafter submitted the information he had on the case to the prosecutor's office for 

consideration of criminal-sexual-conduct charges against Krahe and Jerome. 

On August 21, Crum received a message from the Oakland County Prosecutor's Office 

requesting further information about A.K. 's allegations of sexual assault, which was described as 

"critical to a determination being made on this warrant request." A.K., S.K., and Stiltner came to 

the police station to discuss the August 2 incident, and Crum used the opportunity to follow up 

on the sexual-assault claims. In his notes, Crum described A.K.'s recounting of the story as 

"exactly" the same as her description on May 7. She described Jerome rubbing her vagina from 

the outside of her clothing on the first incident, and Jerome pinning her down and coming into 

contact with her vagina below her clothing on the second incident. This interview was recorded, 

but Crum insists that he was unaware of that fact. Instead, he claims that his partner turned the 

camera on during an initial interview of S.K. and left it running through Crum's later interviews 

of Stiltner, A.K., and S.K. During his interview with A.K., Crum asked her to recount the story 

once more, informing her that no one was questioning her story, but they needed to prepare 

answers in response to the "legal crap that the defense attorney is trying to pull." He also 

reinforced her story of why she had recanted earlier: "I know ... your mom made you change 

the story." In her description of events at this interview, A.K. stated that Jerome on the first 

incident had touched her both over and under her clothes. She also stated that Jerome kept 

asking her "Why?" when she pleaded for him to stop. In her description of where Jerome sat, 

A.K. stated that he sat on top of her. And finally, A.K. said that Jerome had inse1ied his finger 

inside of her. These descriptions were inconsistent in one manner or another with Crum's 

recorded notes of May 7. 

-6-
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The interview with S.K. provided some additional relevant information for the case. 

While with her mother, S.K. had claimed that she slept through the August 2 incident. Now that 

she was not living with her mother, S.K. provided a detailed description of the event, including 

corroborating A.K. 's story of being dragged by her hair by Krahe. She described changing her 

st01y because her mother threatened her.3 She confirmed that Jerome had been tubbing her 

stomach as well, but felt that it was not inappropriate and stated that she could not recall any 

time where Jerome had touched her inappropriately. Ctum reported his additional information 

from the interviews and the prosecutor sought an arrest warrant, receiving it on September 18. 

Pursuant to this watrant, Jerome was arrested and arraigned, with bail set at $500,000. 

On October 9, the Michigan district court held a preliminary examination. At this 

hearing, A.K.-now fourteen-testified that Jerome had sat next to her on the couch and tubbed 

her stomach under her clothes. She stated that she told him to stop and he asked, "Why?," and 

that he refused to stop and touched her vaginal area both on top of and under her yoga pants. 

She also testified that around May 2013, while the two were in the living room, Jerome also 

rubbed her stomach under her shirt and moved down to her vagina. She described his finger as 

coming into direct contact inside of her vagina. In addition, she said that Jerome touched her 

breasts as well. She also stated that she had changed her story at the CARE House because her 

mother had told her if she did not, she would kill herself. The judge determined, "based on 

[A.K.'s] testimony," that probable cause existed and bound the case for trial. 

Jerome's trial began on August 4, 2014. After testimony by a number of witnesses, 

including A.K., Ctum testified on August 5 and 7. During his testimony, he stated that he had 

3 Some time after this interview, S.K. was returned to Krahe's custody, at which point she again began asserting 
that she had slept through the incident. Once S.K. was removed from Krahe's custody by court order on September 
3, she again provided a description of the events of the night and indicated that she had been told what to say to the 
police by her mother. 
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not recorded any of his interviews of A.K. and that it was department policy not to record 

juvenile victims. As Crum returned home from testifying on August 7, he learned that there had 

in fact been a recording made of the interviews on August 21, 2013. He returned to the police 

station and the next morning provided the prosecutor and defense counsel with copies of the 

recordings, which he had received at around 9 a.m. from a certain Sergeant Hadfield at the police 

station. After a recess, during which the prosecutor and defense counsel viewed the recordings, 

the judge asked whether a mistrial was warranted. The prosecutor observed that he did not 

believe a mistrial was necessary, but in fairness to the defendant, a number of witnesses ought to 

be recalled for further testimony in light of the video. The defense argued that there was police 

misconduct, important discovery was not provided, and the interviews were conducted in an 

inappropriate manner. The court found that there was no misconduct, but because the witnesses 

would have to be recalled and "this case basically redone," as well as a potential substantive 

issue with Crum's method of interviewing, it held that there was a manifest necessity for a 

mistrial without prejudice.4 Jerome's bail was reduced to $10,000, and a new pretrial date was 

set for October 8, 2014. 

On October 6, the Oakland County prosecutor filed a motion for an order of nolle 

prosequi, on the basis that the State could no longer sustain its burden of proof beyond a 

reasonable doubt after further investigation. The motion was granted the same day. 

On June 24, 2015, Jerome brought suit against Crum (in his individual and official 

capacities) and the City of Berkely in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 

Michigan. His complaint included a number of federal claims-false arrest and false 

imprisonment, malicious prosecution, denial of due process, and failure to adequately train 

4 It is unclear from the record whether the trial court watched the video before declaring a mistrial, but given 
that the court asked the parties for a description of facts and events contained therein, it seems unlikely. 
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officers-and state claims-unlawful arrest, malicious prosecution, false imprisonment, and 

gross negligence. In July 2015, the district court dismissed the state-law claims without 

prejudice. After Crum moved for summary judgment, the district court held oral argument. 

Finally, the district court granted Crum's motion, holding that (1) there was probable cause to 

prosecute Jerome and Crum was entitled to qualified immunity as he had not recklessly 

disregarded the truth; (2) Jerome could not satisfy the elements of a claim under Brady v. 

Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963), because the criminal proceedings had been resolved in his favor; 

and (3) because there was no underlying constitutional violation, there could be no municipal 

liability of the City ofBerkely. Jerome timely appealed the district court's judgment. 

II 

(11 of 16) 

We review a grant of summary judgment de novo. Voyticky v. Village of Timberlake, 412 

F.3d 669, 675 (6th Cir. 2005). In our review, we view factual evidence and all reasonable 

inferences therefrom in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party. Radvansky v. City of 

Olmsted Falls, 395 F.3d 291, 301 (6th Cir. 2005). Summary judgment is proper where the 

movant can show "there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled 

to judgment as a matter of law." Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a). 

A. false Arrest and False Imprisonment 

Jerome first asserts a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for false arrest and false 

imprisonment. "A false arrest claim under federal law requires a plaintiff to prove that the 

arresting officer lacked probable cause to arrest the plaintiff." Sykes v. Anderson, 625 F.3d 294, 

305 (6th Cir. 2010) (quoting Voyticky, 412 F.3d at 677). Where, as here, a facially valid warrant 

was issued, a plaintiff must "prove by a preponderance of the evidence that in order to procure 

the warrant, [the defendant] 'knowingly and deliberately, or with a reckless disregard for the 

-9-
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truth, made false statements or omissions that create[d] a falsehood' and 'such statements or 

omissions [ we ]re material, or necessary, to the finding of probable cause."' Id. (latter two 

alterations in original) (quoting Wilson v. Russo, 212 F.3d 781, 786-87 (3d Cir. 2000)). We have 

defined probable cause as knowledge "sufficient to warrant a prudent person['s]" belief that a 

particular individual had committed an offense. Id. at 306. To determine whether probable 

cause existed, we normally examine the totality of the circumstances, including all inculpatory 

and exculpatory evidence. Gardenhire v. Schubert, 205 F.3d 303, 318 (6th Cir. 2000). And so 

in our determination of whether there was probable cause for Crum to seek Jerome's arrest and 

detainment, we review with the benefit of all of the evidence at the time of the alleged violation. 

To aid in this evaluation, a summary of the evidence at the time of the arrest is in order. 

First, A.K.'s initial description of events, which included the commission by Jerome of the 

elements of criminal sexual conduct in the first degree and second degree, Mich. Comp. Laws 

§§ 750.520b, .520c, was bolstered by Jerome's own statements corroborating part of the story­

he admitted to rubbing her stomach, although he denied any wrongdoing. In the usual case, "a 

victim's accusation that she had been sexually assaulted ... , standing alone, [can be] sufficient 

to establish probable cause." Klein v. Long, 275 F.3d 544, 552 (6th Cir. 2001). But "the 

presumption of veracity applies only where the witness is 'someone with respect to whom there 

is no apparent reason to question the person's reliability.' Wesley v. Campbell, 779 F.3d 421, 

430 (6th Cir. 2015) (quoting Logsdon v. Hains, 492 F.3d 334, 343 (6th Cir. 2007)). Here, A.K. 

provided a different account at the CARE House, which (if true) was exculpatory for Jerome. 

Inconsistent descriptions of events are a factor weighing in favor of unreliability. See id. at 432. 

But A.K.'s later explanation of why her story changed-i.e., duress-is made more plausible by 

the fact that her sister S.K. also told police repeatedly that her mother had made S.K. change her 

-10-
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own story, that her mother had repeatedly voiced an interest to Crum of his closing the case, and 

that A.K. suffered physical injuries from Krahe and Jerome in a later incident that she alleged 

was based in part on her providing her account of events to the police. See United States v. 

Provost, 969 F .2d 617, 621 (8th Cir. 1992) ("Recantation is particularly common when family 

members are involved and the child has feelings of guilt or the family members seek to influence 

the child to change her story."). Together, this evidence would seem sufficient to constitute 

probable cause. 

But there was further evidence that weighed against the culpability of Jerome. Even 

accounting for the recantation at CARE House, A.K. 's description of events in August did not 

match her initial description in May. Therefore, the question is whether the inconsistencies 

between the May 7 and August 21 descriptions are of a sufficient magnitude as to damage the 

credibility of A.K. 's version of events below the level required for probable cause. Considering 

all of the evidence, we do not believe so. "[I]nasmuch as [ A.K.] persisted in her accusations that 

[Jerome] twice assaulted her to the extent of testifying under oath in trial [and at the preliminary 

examination], the alleged inconsistencies cannot reasonably be deemed to compel the conclusion 

that probable cause had ceased to exist." Johnson v. Moseley, 790 F.3d 649, 655 (6th Cir. 2015). 

Because Jerome cannot demonstrate that there was no probable cause when his arrest warrant 

was issued, he cannot meet the required elements of a false-arrest and false-imprisonment claim. 

The district court's judgment on these claims is therefore affirmed. 

B. Malicious Prosecution 

In Sykes v. Anderson, this court set out the elements of a malicious-prosecution claim 

under the Fourth Amendment. Those elements are (1) "that a criminal prosecution was initiated 

against the plaintiff and that the defendant 'ma[ d] e, influence[ d], or participate[ d] in the decision 

-11-

(13 of 16) 



Jerome v Crum, 695 Fed Appx 935 (2017)

292a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

5:15-cv..(ta8e2llGD!-lMKM Domonesn: 2B~d CE~:etv.ID'8/P.g'2D110f ltPa~ 112 719 

No. 16-2281, Jerome v. Crum 

to prosecute'"; (2) "that there was a lack of probable cause for the criminal prosecution"; 

(3) "that, 'as a consequence of a legal proceeding,' the plaintiff suffered a 'deprivation of 

liberty' ... apart from the initial seizure"; and ( 4) "the criminal proceeding must have been 

resolved in the plaintiffs favor." 625 F.3d 294, 308-09 (6th Cir. 2010) (alterations in original) 

(first quoting Fox v. DeSoto, 489 F.3d 227, 237 (6th Cir. 2007), then quoting Johnson v. Knorr, 

477 F.3d 75, 81 (3d Cir. 2007)). The crux of the case is whether there was a lack of probable 

cause for the prosecution. Where there is an indictment ( or an independent probable-cause 

determination by a judge), that usually conclusively determines the existence of probable cause. 

See, e.g., Sanders v. Jones, 845 F.3d 721,728 (6th Cir. 2017), as amended on denial ofreh'g 

(Mar. 20, 2017). But in King v. Harwood, 852 F.3d 568 (6th Cir. 2017), we held that malicious 

pre-indictment nontestimonial acts by police that were material to the prosecution of a plaintiff 

could rebut the presumptive probable cause established by a grand-jury indictment. Id. at 588-

89. 

The malicious-prosecution claims with respect to the initial arrest of Jerome stand or fall 

with the probable-cause determination of his false-arrest and false-imprisonment claims. For the 

reasons we explained above in holding that probable cause existed for Jerome's arrest, he cannot 

show the lack of probable cause required for a malicious-prosecution claim. And his claim for 

his continued detention and prosecution fails for other reasons in addition to the existence of 

probable cause. Jerome cannot show that Crum's omission of the details of the August 21 

interview was material to or strengthened the case against him because A.K. stated the same 

version of events in the preliminary examination that she did in the August 21 interview. As the 

district court explained, those discrepancies were made evident before the Michigan judge on 

October 9 by A.K.'s testimony and were made before probable cause was found on the charges. 

-12-
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Crum did not testify at the preliminary examination, nor were his notes or reports used in the 

probable-cause determination at that hearing. Thus, there was an untainted finding of probable 

cause that was the source of Jerome's detention; Crum's report had nothing to do with it. 

Moreover, even if Crum had maliciously misled the prosecutor into thinking that the 

August 21 interview had been identical to the initial May interview, A.K..'s testimony at the 

preliminary examination in October repeating all of the material differences in the August 21 

interview removed any materiality of Crum's statements in the maintenance of Jerome's 

prosecution. The prosecution (and Jerome, for that matter) would have been aware that A.K.'s 

October testimony differed from her May testimony. Because those differences were the same 

differences from the August 21 interview, any diminution of probable cause based on those 

discrepancies would have already been revealed and Crum's contention of consistent testimony 

would have had little impact upon the decision to continue prosecution. Therefore, the 

withholding of the information within the August 21 interview was not material to the 

prosecution. And as a result the district court's grant of summary judgment on this count is 

affirmed. 5 

C. Brady Claim 

The test for claims of denial of due process through the withholding of evidence is 

derived from Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963). As explained by the Supreme Court in 

Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419 (1995), a due-process violation results where the State suppresses 

evidence favorable to a defendant, material to either his guilt or punishment, and of a nature that 

would have had a reasonable probability of changing the result of the proceeding. See id. at 

5 These reasons being sufficient to affirm the judgment below, we need not explore further reasons that might 
have also sufficed, such as a failure to demonstrate malice rather than inadvertence to rebut any presumption of 
probable cause generated by the finding of probable cause at the preliminary examination, see King, 852 F.3d at 
583, or collateral estoppel, see, e.g., Molnar v. Care House, 359 F. App'x 623, 627 (6th Cir. 2009). 
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432-33. This court in Moldowan v. City of Warren, 578 F.3d 351 (2009), extended that 

obligation from prosecutors to police officers. Id. at 381, 397. But we have held that where "the 

underlying criminal proceeding terminated in [a defendant]'s favor, he has not been injured by 

the act of wrongful suppression of exculpatory evidence." McCune v. City of Grand Rapids, 842 

F.2d 903, 907 (6th Cir. 1988). Because here Jerome's criminal proceeding ended in the 

prosecutor's request for, and the trial court's subsequent grant of, a nolle prosequi order, he 

cannot establish the required elements of a Brady claim. Accordingly, the district court's grant 

of summary judgment on this claim is affirmed. 

D. Municipal Liability 

Municipal liability is predicated on the existence of a constitutional violation. Voyticky, 

412 F.3d at 679. Because Jerome cannot establish that there was a constitutional violation, the 

district court's grant of summary judgment on his municipal-liability claim is also affirmed. 

III 

Jerome's claims depend upon a lack of probable cause to arrest, detain, and prosecute 

him and on the materiality of Crum's misrepresentation of A.K.'s August 21 interview. But any 

way that you examine it, those claims fail. Objectively, reviewing all of the evidence ourselves, 

we can see that probable cause for arrest and detention existed. And what is more, it is clear that 

all of the arguments against probable cause were in view once A.K. gave her inconsistent 

testimony at the preliminary examination and yet probable cause was found independent of 

Crum. Jerome's arguments ultimately are unavailing because nothing Crum did manufactured or 

removed probable cause. Consequently, the district court's grant of summary judgment to Crum 

and the City of Berkely is AFFIRMED. 
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In this case alleging police misconduct, plaintiff appeals the grant of summary disposition 
to defendants. For the reasons provided below, we affirm. 

I. BASIC FACTS 

Plaintiff was the target of a criminal investigation pertaining to alleged sexual abuse of 
his step-daughter, the complainant. Defendant Michael Crum was the officer in charge of the 
investigation and was employed by the City of Berkley, his codefendant. We set forth only the 
facts necessary to place the legally significant issues in context, but the full facts can be found in 
Jerome v Crum, 695 F Appx 935, 936-940 (CA 6, 2017). 

The complainant participated in four different interviews during the course of the 
criminal investigation. Crum interviewed plaintiff three times: on May 7, July 11, and August 
21, 2013. And the complainant was interviewed at CARE House on May 16, 2013, by other 
individuals. However, there were significant discrepancies between the interviews. On May 7, 
2013, the complainant stated that plaintiff assaulted her two times, and provided details. But the 
following week, at CARE House, the complainant stated that there had been no assault. Indeed, 
according to Crum's notes, the complainant "made excuses for [plaintiff] and took most of the 
blame for the incident."1 

1 The only record we have of this CARE House interview is from Crum's notes. Although Crum 
did not ask questions during the interview, he witnessed it and took notes. 
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On July 11, 2013, Crum interviewed the complainant to find out why her versions of 
events had changed. The complainant stated that her mother had made her change her story. 
Specifically, the complainant described her mother as saying that if she did not change her story, 
the mother, who already had a history of mental illness, would commit suicide. Further the 
mother purportedly threatened that the complainant and her younger sister would be sent to 
foster home, where they "would be raped daily." The complainant further reiterated that plaintiff 
had sexually assaulted her twice. 

Crum sent the case to the prosecutor's office. However, the prosecutor requested further 
information from the complainant before authorizing an arrest warrant. As a result, Crum 
interviewed the complainant (and her sister) on August 21, 2013. In his written notes regarding 
that interview, Crum stated that the complainant's story was "exactly" as she had previously 
described it in the May 7, 2013 interview. However, the August 21 interview was video 
recorded,2 and the recording reveals that the complainant's statements, rather than being exactly 
as she had said in May, diverged in some respects. The video shows that regarding the first 
alleged assault, the complainant stated that, in response to her telling plaintiff to stop, he kept 
saying "Why?"; in her May 7 description, by contrast, she stated that plaintiff said nothing 
during the encounter. Related to the second alleged assault, the video shows that the 
complainant stated that plaintiff "sat on [her]" and held her down, and that plaintiff "kept 
talking" about the complainant's mother. These descriptions are different from what Crum noted 
the complainant as saying during the May 7 interview, where she stated that plaintiff "sat next to 
her" and said nothing during the encounter. 

Following the filing of criminal charges, the complainant testified at an October 9, 2013 
preliminary examination. There, the details she provided were similar to what the video of the 
August 21 interview revealed. Regarding her recantation at CARE House, plaintiff testified that 
she had changed her story on that occasion because her mother had pressured her to do so. 
Based on the complainant's testimony at the preliminary examination alone, the court found 
probable cause to bind plaintiff over for trial. 

However, Crum belatedly disclosed the existence of the videotape of the August 21 
interview to the prosecutor, which resulted in the trial court declaring a mistrial. After the 
mistrial, the prosecution decided to not retry plaintiff. 

Afterward, plaintiff filed a complaint in federal district court. He alleged federal claims 
of false arrest and imprisonment, malicious prosecution, denial of due process, and 

2 Crum claimed the recording was inadvertent, testifying that another officer ran the video 
machine, that Crum did not know how to do so, and that departmental policy prohibited the 
recording of juveniles such as the complainant. 
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unconstitutional policy or custom. 3 With respect to these federal claims, defendants moved for 
summary judgment pursuant to FR Civ P 56. 

On August 5, 2015, plaintiff filed the instant complaint in state court, alleging four 
counts: unlawful arrest, malicious prosecution, false imprisonment, and gross negligence. On 
July 8, 2016, defendants moved the state court for summary disposition on plaintiffs state 
claims. With respect to the intentional tort claims of unlawful arrest and false imprisonment, 
defendants argued that Crum was entitled to governmental/individual immunity. Defendants 
also argued that the existence of probable cause defeated the two claims. With respect to the 
claim of malicious prosecution, defendants argued that the existence of immunity and probable 
cause defeated plaintiffs claim. And with respect to the gross negligence count, defendants 
argued that the claim merely was a restatement of plaintiffs unlawful arrest and false 
imprisonment claims. Moreover, defendants argued that the facts did not demonstrate conduct 
that was "so reckless" as to constitute gross negligence and that Crum's actions were not "the" 
proximate cause of plaintiffs alleged damages. 

On August 25, 2016, plaintiff filed a response to defendants' motion in state court. On 
that same day, the federal district court entered an opinion and order that granted defendants' 
motion for summary judgment on the federal claims. The federal district comi ruled that there 
had been probable cause to prosecute plaintiff, which defeated the claims for false arrest and 
malicious prosecution. Further, because the evidence did not show that Crum acted with reckless 
disregard for the truth, he was entitled to qualified immunity. The federal court also dismissed 
the due-process claim, which was based on an alleged Brady violation,4 because the criminal 
proceedings ultimately resolved in plaintiffs favor. Finally, because plaintiff failed to 
demonstrate that Crum violated his constitutional rights, the court ruled that he could not show 
municipal liability on the part of defendant City of Berkley. 

Subsequently, in their reply brief filed in the state trial court, defendants asserted for the 
first time that summary disposition was warranted because the federal judgment collaterally 
estopped plaintiff from litigating his state claims. 

Two weeks later, the trial comi held a hearing on defendants' motion. At the hearing, 
plaintiffs counsel commented on how he had not been afforded an opportunity to respond in 
writing regarding the collateral estoppel issue. Plaintiffs counsel argued that, in any event, 
collateral estoppel did not bar the state claims because ( 1) the federal judgment was under appeal 
and (2) the federal claims are completely separate from the state claims. The trial court entered 
an opinion and order granting defendants' motion for summary disposition. The trial court 

3 Plaintiff also alleged certain state claims, but the federal court declined to exercise 
supplemental jurisdiction over them and consequently dismissed them. 
4 "[T]he suppression of evidence that was favorable to an accused upon request violates due 
process where the evidence is material either to guilt or to punishment, irrespective of the good 
faith or bad faith of the prosecution." Brady v Maryland, 373 US 83, 87; 83 S Ct 1194; 10 L Ed 
2d 215 (1963). 
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granted the motion solely on the basis that plaintiff was collaterally estopped from proceeding 
based on the adjudication of the federal claims. 

Plaintiff subsequently filed his appeal of right in this Court. While this appeal was 
pending, the United States Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the federal district court's 
decision to dismiss the federal claims. Jerome, 695 F Appx at 943. 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Summary disposition is proper under MCR 2.116(C)(7) if plaintiff's claims are barred on 
the basis of collateral estoppel. Alcona Co v Wolverine Environmental Production, Inc, 233 
Mich App 238, 246; 590 NW2d 586 (1998). Summary disposition under MCR 2.116(C)(l 0) is 
properly granted if there is no genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled to 
judgment as a matter of law. Transou v City of Pontiac, 283 Mich App 71, 73; 769 NW2d 281 
(2009). This Court reviews a trial court's decision on a motion for summary disposition de nova. 
Id. at 72-73. When considering a motion under MCR 2.116(C)(7) or (C)(l 0), a court must 
consider the pleadings, depositions, admissions, and documentary evidence then filed in the 
action in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party. MCR 2.116(G)(5); Transou, 283 
Mich App at 73. 

III. ANALYSIS 

A. DUE PROCESS AT THE TRIAL COURT 

Plaintiff first argues that the trial court erred when it granted summary disposition in 
favor of defendants without allowing him to submit a written response to defendants' request for 
summary disposition on the basis of collateral estoppel. He claims that such action deprived him 
of his right to procedural due process. Plaintiff is co1Tect that no written response normally 
would have been permitted because the issue of collateral estoppel was first raised in defendants' 
reply brief While plaintiff asked at the hearing that he be allowed to submit a brief after the 
hearing, he never argued that the failure to allow him to submit such a brief violated his right to 
due process. As a result, the issue raised on appeal is not preserved, see Keenan v Dawson, 275 
Mich App 671, 681; 739 NW2d 681 (2007), and our review is limited to one for plain e1Tor 
affecting substantial rights, In re Egbert R Smith Trust, 2 7 4 Mich App 283, 285; 731 NW2d 810 
(2007), affd 480 Mich 19 (2008). 

On appeal, plaintiff claims that he was precluded from opposing defendants' motion "in a 
meaningful way" and that we should remand to allow him "the opportunity to fully and 
meaningfully respond to what is now the central issue in this case [collateral estoppel]." We 
disagree. Plaintiff fails to acknowledge that he was given an opportunity at the motion hearing 
in the trial court to orally contest the motion and in fact availed himself of the opportunity. At 
the hearing, plaintiff's counsel argued that collateral estoppel did not bar the claims because (1) 
at that time the federal judgment was under appeal; and (2) the federal claims were completely 
separate from the state claims. Under these circumstances, there is no plain eITor requiring 
reversal. "The fundamental requirements of procedural due process are notice and a meaningful 
opportunity to be heard before an impartial decision maker." In re Beck, 287 Mich App 400, 
401-402; 788 NW2d 697 (2010). Here, plaintiff fails to explain how, in light of his having been 
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timely apprised of the issue in advance, being permitted to orally argue at the motion hearing did 
not constitute a meaningful opportunity to contest the motion. Indeed, hearings in open court 
routinely are sufficient to meet this requirement. See, e.g., Klco v Dynamic Training Corp, 192 
Mich App 39, 42; 480 NW2d 596 (1991). Accordingly, we hold that plaintiff has failed to show 
how he was denied the basic requirements of due process. 

B. MERITS OF TRIAL COURT'S DECISION 

The trial court granted summary disposition on the basis of collateral estoppel. The term 
"collateral estoppel" refers to issue preclusion. People v Gates, 434 Mich 146, 154 n 7; 452 
NW2d 627 (1990). By contrast, the term "res judicata" refers to "claim preclusion," Bennett v 
Mackinac Bridge Auth, 289 Mich App 616, 629; 808 NW2d 471 (2010), which addresses "the 
preclusive effect of a judgment upon a subsequent proceeding on the basis of the same cause of 
action," Gates, 434 Mich at 154 n 7. "Collateral estoppel precludes relitigation of an issue in a 
subsequent, different cause of action between the same parties when the prior proceeding 
culminated in a valid judgment and the issue was actually and necessarily determined in the prior 
proceeding." Porter v Royal Oak, 214 Mich App 478,485; 542 NW2d 905 (1995). The doctrine 
of collateral estoppel is intended " 'to relieve parties of the cost and vexation of multiple 
lawsuits, conserve judicial resources, and, by preventing inconsistent decisions, encourage 
reliance on adjudication .... '" Monat v State Farm Ins Co, 469 Mich 679, 692-693; 677 NW2d 
843 (2004) ( citation omitted). "Generally, for collateral estoppel to apply three elements must be 
satisfied: (1) a question of fact essential to the judgment must have been actually litigated and 
determined by a valid and final judgment; (2) the same parties must have had a full and fair 
opportunity to litigate the issue; and (3) there must be mutuality of estoppel." Id. at 682-683 
( quotation marks and citations omitted). Here, defendant argues that issues determined by the 
district court and court of appeals in plaintiff's federal lawsuit satisfy the requirements of 
collateral estoppel and thus bar the present case. 

1. PRECLUSIVE EFFECT OF FEDERAL COURT RULING PENDING ITS APPEAL 

In arguing that the trial court erred when it granted summary disposition in favor of 
defendant, plaintiff does not contend that the elements of collateral estoppel are not met. Instead, 
plaintiff contends that, because the federal district court's judgment was pending appeal in the 
Sixth Circuit at the time the trial court in this case granted summary disposition, the trial court 
should have stayed the matter until the Sixth Circuit rendered its decision. This issue is moot, as 
the Sixth Circuit has since then affirmed the federal district court's ruling. Jerome, 695 F Appx 
at 943. In any event, the federal district court's decision retained whatever preclusive effect it 
had during the pendency of the federal appeal. Erebia v Chrysler Plastic Products Corp, 891 
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F2d 1212, 1215 n 1 (CA 6, 1989).5 As a result, the trial court did not err when it failed to wait 
for plaintiff's appeal in the Sixth Circuit to resolve.6 

2. COUNTS I, II, AND III 

Plaintiff next argues, in summary fashion, that collateral estoppel does not bar Counts I, 
II, or III of his complaint. Count I alleged that plaintiff was unlawfully or falsely arrested, on the 
basis that there was not probable cause to arrest him. Count II alleged malicious prosecution, 
again based on the purported absence of probable cause for initiating or continuing the criminal 
proceedings. Count III alleged false imprisonment, also premised on an asserted lack of 
probable cause to arrest him. 

Thus, each of Counts I, II, and III was predicated factually on there being an absence of 
probable cause to arrest plaintiff at the time the criminal charges issued. See Matthews v Blue 
Cross & Blue Shield of Mich, 456 Mich 365, 389; 572 NW2d 603 (1998) ("[T]he only situation 
in which an action for malicious prosecution would properly lie is where a police officer 
knowingly swears to false facts in a complaint, without which there is no probable cause."); 
Peterson Novelties, Inc v City of Berkley, 259 Mich App 1, 18; 672 NW2d 351 (2003) ("To 
prevail on a claim of false arrest or false imprisonment, a plaintiff must show that the arrest was 
not legal, i.e., the arrest was not based on probable cause."). 

In plaintiff's federal lawsuit, the courts rnled that probable cause was in fact established 
and that even if Crnm had disclosed the exculpatory recording of the August 21 interview to 
plaintiff, as he may have been required to, probable cause nevertheless would have continued to 
exist. See Jerome, 695 F Appx at 942. Thus, collateral estoppel applies to each of Counts I, II, 
and III because the federal court action was between the same parties, there was a valid 
judgment, and the issue of whether disclosure of the withheld video recording to plaintiff would 
have eviscerated probable cause was actually and necessarily determined in the prior proceeding. 

5 This Court "must apply federal claim-preclusion law in determining the preclusive effect of a 
prior federal judgment." Pierson Sand & Gravel, Inc v Keeler Brass Co, 460 Mich 372, 380-
381; 596 NW2d 153 (1999) (quotation marks and citation omitted). 
6 We note that to the extent the trial court erred when it granted summary disposition on the basis 
of collateral estoppel when that issue was initially raised in defendants' reply brief instead of 
their motion for summary disposition, any such error is harmless. It is important to recognize 
that in his brief on appeal in this Court, plaintiff simply asks that we remand to allow him to fully 
present his argument regarding collateral estoppel to the trial court. When, as here, all the facts 
necessary to resolve the issue have been presented to the trial court and therefore are available to 
us, the issue of collateral estoppel is one of law which we can decide without a remand. Laurel 
Woods Apartments v Roumayah, 274 Mich App 631, 640; 734 NW2d 217 (2007); Minicuci v 
Scientific Data Mgt, Inc, 243 Mich App 28, 34; 620 NW2d 657 (2000); see also People v 
LeBlanc, 399 Mich 31, 49 n 12; 248 NW2d 199 (1976) (stating that a reviewing court may 
decide an issue, although not properly raised at the trial court, "in the interest of justice and 
judicial efficiency"). 
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Porter, 214 Mich App at 485. Thus, based on collateral estoppel, plaintiff cannot prevail here 
because he may not relitigate the issue of probable cause. Because the lack of probable cause is 
an element of each of Counts I, II, and III, and because plaintiff cannot, as a matter of law, 
establish a lack of probable cause for his arrest, summary disposition was properly granted as to 
each of these counts. 

3. COUNTIV 

Plaintiff next argues that even if the federal decision is given full preclusive effect, while 
it might bar most of his claims, it cannot preclude his state-law claim of gross negligence. This 
is so, plaintiff maintains, because at most the federal decisions merely resulted in a conclusive 
determination that there was probable cause to arrest and imprison him, which is different than a 
determination that Crum did not act with gross negligence. While we agree that the 
determination of probable cause in the federal action does not equate to a finding regarding gross 
negligence, the claim is still barred under principles of collateral estoppel. 

One of the elements of any negligence or gross negligence claim is causation. Indeed, 
under the governmental tort liability act, MCL 691.1401 et seq., "[a]n employee of a 
governmental agency acting within the scope of his or her authority is immune from tort liability 
unless the employee's conduct amounts to gross negligence that is the proximate cause of the 
injury." Kendricks v Rehfield, 270 Mich App 679, 682; 716 NW2d 623 (2006) (emphasis 
added). A governmental employee's gross negligence is the proximate cause of an injury if it is 
" 'the one most immediate, efficient, and direct cause' preceding the injury." Love v Detroit, 270 
Mich App 563, 565; 716 NW2d 604 (2005), quoting Robinson v Detroit, 462 Mich 439, 446; 613 
NW2d 307 (2000). Here, the Sixth Circuit expressly ruled that Crum's failure to disclose the 
tape of the August 21 interview did not cause any harm to plaintiff. Specifically, the Sixth 
Circuit ruled that, assuming 

Crum had maliciously misled the prosecutor into thinking that the August 21 
interview had been identical to the initial May interview, [the complainant's] 
testimony at the preliminary examination in October repeating all of the material 
differences in the August 21 interview removed any materiality of Crum's 
statements in the maintenance of [plaintiffs] prosecution. The prosecution (and 
[plaintiff], for that matter) would have been aware that [the complainant's] 
October testimony differed from her May testimony. Because those differences 
were the same differences from the August 21 interview, any diminution of 
probable cause based on those discrepancies would have already been revealed 
and Crum's contention of consistent testimony would have had little impact upon 
the decision to continue prosecution. Therefore, the withholding of the 
information within the August 21 interview was not material to the prosecution. 
[Jerome, 695 F Appx at 942-943.] 

In other words, the federal court ruled that Crum's failure to turn the tape of the August 
interview over to either the prosecution or plaintiff did not affect the continuation of the 
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prosecution against plaintiff and had no effect on plaintiff's continued confinement while 
awaiting trial. 7 With the federal courts having already determined that the failure to tum over the 
tape of the interview had no effect on plaintiff's prosecution or imprisonment, plaintiff cannot 
relitigate the issue of causation anew. Therefore, the trial court properly granted defendant's 
motion for summary disposition on this count as well. 

Moreover, assuming that collateral estoppel was not applicable as the dissent suggests, 
summary disposition would be appropriate under MCR 2.116(C)(l 0) for lack of a genuine issue 
of material fact. For the reasons already outlined, there is no evidence to show that Crum's 
failure to tum over the video recording of the August interview was a cause, let alone the 
proximate cause, of plaintiff's continued prosecution or imprisonment. Any suggestion that the 
prosecution would have dropped the case against plaintiff sooner if it had been aware of the tape 
earlier is to engage in impermissible speculation. See Libralter Plastics, Inc v Chubb Group of 
Ins Cos, 199 Mich App 482, 486; 502 NW2d 742 (1993) ("[P]arties opposing a motion for 
summary disposition must present more than conjecture and speculation to meet their burden of 
providing evidentiary proof establishing a genuine issue of material fact."). Any reliance on the 
prosecution's ultimate decision to decline pursuing the case after the mistrial is misplaced 
because there is nothing in the record to show that the prosecution's decision was based on the 
existence of the videotape. Indeed, there are a host of possible reasons not related to the late 
production of the videotape why the prosecution could have decided to forgo a second trial, 
including that the witnesses perhaps testified in an unexpected way at the first trial8 or that the 
complainant perhaps simply decided that she was not going to testify or cooperate any more after 
having already been subjected to several interviews and having already testified in court twice. 
Hence, plaintiff cannot maintain his claim of gross negligence, and summary disposition is 
properly entered in favor of defendants. Thus, assuming the trial court erred when it granted 
summary disposition on plaintiffs gross negligence claim on the basis of collateral estoppel, we 
nonetheless affirm because summary disposition was warranted under MCR 2.1 l 6(C)(l 0). See 

7 The dissent claims that the Sixth Circuit's ruling did not address causation. Such an assertion is 
puzzling as the harm plaintiff complains of in his gross-negligence claim is his continued 
prosecution and incarceration. Thus, because the Sixth Circuit ruled that Crum's failure to tum 
the videotape over did not affect the prosecution's decision to prosecute the case and did not 
affect plaintiff's incarceration, see Jerome, 695 F Appx at 942-943, it clearly is a ruling on 
causation. In other words, because the failure to disclose the tape did not have an effect on 
plaintiff's confinement in jail, it necessarily did not cause his confinement. Also, the fact that 
the two involved claims are different (malicious prosecution vs. gross negligence) is of no 
consequence. The application of the doctrine of collateral estoppel is not limited to the same or 
similar claims because it involves issue preclusion, not claim preclusion. See Ditmore v 
Michalik, 244 Mich App 569, 577; 625 NW2d 462 (2001). 
8 The full transcript of the criminal trial was not provided to this Court, so we do not know how 
the witnesses, including the complainant, testified at that trial. 
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Gleason v Dep't o.f Transp, 256 Mich App I, 3; 662 NW2d 822 (2003) ("A trial court's ruling 
may be upheld on appeal where the right result issued, albeit for the wrong reason."). 

Affirmed. Defendants, as the prevailing parties, may tax costs pursuant to MCR 7.219. 

-9-

Isl Mark T. Boonstra 
Isl Jonathan Tukel 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

COURT OF APPEALS 

SAMUEL JEROME, 

Plaintiff-Appellant, 

V 

MICHAEL CRUM and CITY OF BERKLEY, 

Defendants-Appellees. 

Before: GLEICHER, P.J., and BOONSTRA and TUKEL, JJ. 

GLEICHER, J. (concurring in part and dissenting in part). 

UNPUBLISHED 
December 27, 2018 

No. 335328 
Oakland Circuit Court 
LC No. 2015-148401-CZ 

The majority affirms the summary dismissal of Samuel Jerome's gross negligence claim 
on both collateral estoppel and causation grounds. The majority's analysis conflicts with binding 
precedent and reflects a profound misunderstanding of these concepts. I dissent. 

I. BACKGROUND 

This case arises from Jerome's prosecution for criminal sexual conduct involving his 
stepdaughter, AK. AK provided investigators with four different versions of the events 
underlying Jerome's prosecution. Jerome alleges that defendant Michael Crum, the detective in 
charge of the investigation, failed to provide the prosecutor or the defense with a videotape of 
AK's fourth and final interview. His complaint asserts that this omission constituted gross 
negligence resulting in his prolonged incarceration, public identification as a sex offender, 
mental anguish, and other tort damages. 

In her initial interview with Crum, AK accused Jerome of having sexually assaulted her 
on two occasions. A forensic interview at CARE House followed, during which AK recanted 
her allegations. Crum observed AK's disavowal of any abuse during her forensic questioning 
and characterized it in his notes as "a complete reversal of her recollection of the assaults." A 
few months went by. Crum reinterviewed AK. He represented to the prosecutor that during her 
third interview, AK renewed her sexual assault allegations. Crum sought an arrest warrant. 

A prosecutor advised Crum that she needed additional information "critical to a 
determination being made on this warrant request" before a warrant could issue. Crum again 
interviewed AK. This fourth interview was videotaped. In it, Crum asked leading questions and 
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directed AK's answers. AK contradicted her earlier statements in several ways. 1 Crum 
nevertheless advised the prosecutor that AK's interview was "identical" to the first one. He 
neglected to reveal to the prosecutor that this interview had been videotaped. 

Armed with Crum's reassurance about the strength and consistency of AK's testimony, 
the prosecutor followed through with an arrest warrant. Jerome went to jail on September 18, 
2013, and remained incarcerated for almost a full year until the criminal case mistried, his bond 
was reduced, and he was able to obtain release. The videotape of Crum's final interview with 
AK emerged only on the last day of Jerome's trial, after the prosecution had rested. According 
to Crum, "Sergeant Hadfield" found the videotaped interview and presented it to Crum after 
Crum testified. 

Jerome alleges that the videotape precluded any possibility of a conviction and, if viewed 
before the trial, would have derailed the prosecution's case. The prosecuting attorney who tried 
the case agreed, commenting after the parties watched the newly emerged videotape, "[T]here's 
some things that they have [in the videotape] that they could have worked with quite effectively 
in their defense." A few weeks later, the prosecutor decided not to retry the case, explaining in a 
dismissal motion, "After further investigation, the People cannot sustain their burden of proving 
the case beyond a reasonable doubt at trial." 

Jerome brought suit against Crum in the federal district court asserting a claim under 42 
USC § 1983, alleging unlawful arrest, malicious prosecution, false imprisonment, and denial of 
due process under Brady v Maryland, 373 US 83; 83 S Ct 1194; 10 L Ed 2d 215 (1963). He 
premised his allegations on Crum's failure to produce the videotaped interview during discovery 
in the criminal case. The complaint also stated state law claims for unlawful arrest, malicious 
prosecution, false imprisonment, and gross negligence. The federal district court declined to 
exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Jerome's state law claims and dismissed them without 
prejudice in an order issued on July 27, 2015. 

The federal district court ultimately entered a summary judgment in favor of Crum 
regarding Jerome's federal claims. The federal Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit affirmed, 
finding that probable cause existed for Jerome's arrest and prosecution and that the nolle 
prosequi decision barred Jerome's Brady claim. I agree with the majority that collateral estoppel 
bars Jerome from pursuing the claims that rest on an absence of probable cause. Jerome's gross 
negligence claim does not fall within that category. 

1 Crum's "questioning" included suggestive statements, such as "we all know the horrible things 
that [Jerome] has done to you," "no one is questioning whether or not you're telling the trnth," 
"we're here to try and overcome the legal crap the defense attorney is going to try to pull," and "I 
know your mom made you change your story at CARE House." AK's recollection of the 
assaults differed from the version she first provided regarding the extent of the touching, 
Jerome's location when he assaulted her, and several other pertinent details. The combination of 
Crnm's improper techniques and AK's inconsistencies made the tape a powerful weapon-for 
the defense. 
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II. COLLATERAL ESTOPPEL 

A party relying on the doctrine of "collateral estoppel must show that (1) a question of 
fact essential to the judgment was actually litigated and determined by a valid and final 
judgment, (2) the same parties had a full and fair opportunity to litigate the issue, and (3) there 
was mutuality of estoppel." People v Trakhtenberg, 493 Mich 38, 48; 826 NW2d 136 (2012) 
( cleaned up). 2 Pertinent here is the first of these factors-that the factual issue was actually 
litigated and determined in the prior proceeding. To satisfy that requirement, the issue had to 
have been "essential" to the first court's judgment, People v Gates, 434 Mich 146, 158; 452 
NW2d 627 (1990), and "must be identical, and not merely similar" to the issue for which the 
application of collateral estoppel is sought. Keywell & Rosenfeld v Bithell, 254 Mich App 300, 
340; 657 NW2d 759 (2002) (cleaned up). The rules governing collateral estoppel must be 
"strictly applied." Id. 

None of the factual or legal issues decided by the Sixth Circuit satisfy the legal standards 
for collateral estoppel, and none relate even remotely to the proximate cause element of Jerome's 
gross negligence claim. 

According to the majority, the Sixth Circuit dete1mined that Crum's withholding of the 
videotaped interview did not proximately cause Jerome any injury or damage, eliminating his 
ability to prove the necessary elements of gross negligence. Three fatal errors contaminate this 
conclusion. First, the Sixth Circuit never made such a finding. The majority has flatly 
mischaracterized that court's opinion. Second, the Sixth Circuit never addressed whether 
proximate cause existed for Jerome's gross negligence claim based on Crum's withholding of the 
interview videotape; none of the legal aspects of this state law cause of action were "actually 
litigated" or determined in its opinion. Third, the snippets the majority cherry-picks from the 
Sixth Circuit opinion do not stand for the proposition for which the majority cites them. 

The majority asserts that "the Sixth Circuit expressly ruled that Crum's failure to disclose 
the tape of the August 21 interview did not cause any harm to plaintiff." The Sixth Circuit 
"expressly" said no such thing. The portion of the Sixth Circuit's opinion subsequently 
referenced by the majority addresses Crum's § 1983 malicious prosecution claim. "The crux of 
[that] case," the Sixth Circuit explained, "is whether there was a lack of probable cause for the 
prosecution." Jerome v Crum, 695 Fed Appx 935, 942 (CA 6, 2017). A few sentences later, still 
within its discussion of the § 1983 malicious prosecution claim, the Court stated, "Jerome cannot 
show that Crum's omission of the details of the August 21 interview was material to or 
strengthened the case against him because AK stated the same version of events in the 
preliminary examination that she did in the August 21 interview." Id. The Sixth Circuit 
elaborated that because the prosecution was aware of inconsistencies in AK' s testimonies and 
"those differences were the same differences" as would have been revealed by the August 21 
interview, "any diminution of probable cause based on those discrepancies would have already 

2 This opinion uses the new parenthetical ( cleaned up) to improve readability without altering the 
substance of the quotation. The parenthetical indicates that nonsubstantive clutter such as 
brackets, alterations, internal quotation marks, and unimportant citations have been omitted from 
the quotation. See Metzler, Cleaning Up Quotations, 18 J App Pract & Process 143 (2017). 
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been revealed and Crum's contention of consistent testimony would have had little impact upon 
the decision to continue prosecution." Id. at 942-943. 

These comments relate solely to whether probable cause existed to initiate and continue 
Jerome's prosecution. Probable cause is a complete defense to malicious prosecution. But not 
so for gross negligence. The legal standards for malicious prosecution differ from those that 
govern a gross negligence claim. Probable cause figures prominently in malicious prosecution 
but does not control whether a plaintiff can establish damages in a gross negligence case 
predicated on withheld evidence. This is but one reason that the Sixth Circuit's adjudication of 
Jerome's federal malicious prosecution claim has no bearing on his state law gross negligence 
averments. 

A federal claim for malicious prosecution "encompasses wrongful investigation, 
prosecution, conviction, and incarceration." Sykes v Anderson, 625 F3d 294, 308 (CA 6, 2010) 
( cleaned up). To succeed on such a claim, a plaintiff must prove that "a criminal prosecution 
was initiated" and that "the defendant influenced or participated in the decision to prosecute," 
"there was no probable cause for the prosecution," the plaintiff was deprived of his liberty apart 
from the initial arrest, and the criminal proceeding was resolved in the plaintiffs favor. Id. at 
308-309 (emphasis added) (cleaned up). 

The Sixth Circuit held that Jerome's federal malicious prosecution claim failed because 
he could not show a lack of probable cause, and because probable cause existed for his continued 
detention regardless of AK's inconsistent statements. In upholding the dismissal of Jerome's 
malicious prosecution claim, the Court elaborated, "[T]here was an untainted finding of probable 
cause that was the source of Jerome's detention; Crum's report had nothing to do with it." 
Jerome, 695 Fed Appx at 942. The fact essential to the Sixth Circuit's malicious prosecution 
judgment was probable cause. Probable cause was the only issue "actually litigated" for 
collateral estoppel purposes. 

Lack of probable cause is also an element of malicious prosecution under Michigan law. 
Walsh v Taylor, 263 Mich App 618, 632-633; 689 NW2d 506 (2004). That is why the Sixth 
Circuit's finding has preclusive effect as to Jerome's state law malicious prosecution claim. 3 

Jerome's gross negligence claim involves different elements and different proofs. 
Governmental employees engaged in a governmental function are generally immune from to1t 
liability under Michigan law. A governmental actor's gross negligence is an exception to this 
rule. MCL 691.1407(2)(c). Gross negligence is "conduct so reckless as to demonstrate a 
substantial lack of concern for whether an injury results." MCL 691.1407(7)(a). The elements 
of a gross negligence claim are gross negligence, proximate causation, and damages. 

3 Collateral estoppel also bars Jerome's state law claims for unlawful arrest and false 
imprisonment because an element of these three to1ts is that the defendants lacked probable 
cause for Jerome's arrest. Whether probable cause existed was a fact essential to the Sixth 
Circuit's judgment of Jerome's § 1983 claims based on wrongful arrest, prosecution, and 
detention. Therefore, the Sixth Circuit's finding that probable cause existed collaterally estops 
Jerome from pursuing these analogous state law claims. 
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Under the governmental tort liability act (GTLA), a plaintiff must prove that a 
defendant's gross negligence was "the" proximate cause of his injuries and damages. MCL 
691.1407(2)(c). The Supreme Court recently clarified that in the governmental immunity 
context, a proper proximate cause analysis focuses on "the foreseeability of the consequences of 
the conduct of human actors" rather than on weighing the factual causes of an injury. Ray v 
Swager, 501 Mich 52, 67; 903 NW2d 366 (2017). 

Jerome's state court complaint alleges that Crum's grossly negligent failure to tum over 
the videotaped interview proximately caused Jerome's prolonged and "wrongful" incarceration, 
and avers that Jerome sustained typical tort damages (legal expenses, mental and emotional 
injury, etc.) as a result. Jerome's brief on appeal asserts that even if probable cause supported his 
arrest, imprisonment and prosecution, Crum "withheld evidence and information from the 
prosecutor and that when that information was disclosed, the charges ... were dropped and the 
prosecution ceased." Given that the prosecution decided to forego its case against Jerome almost 
immediately after the tape emerged, a reasonable inference follows that if Crum had disclosed 
the tape's existence earlier, the case against Jerome would have ended earlier. The actions 
undertaken by the prosecution once the interview came to light supply the circumstantial 
evidence creating a jury question as to whether Crum's failure to timely disclose the videotape 
represented the "one most immediate, efficient, and direct cause preceding" Jerome's alleged 
injuries. See Robinson v Detroit, 462 Mich 439, 459; 613 NW2d 307 (2000). The Sixth Circuit 
did not reject this proximate causation theory; the Sixth Circuit never even considered it. In a 
nutshell, that is why the collateral estoppel doctrine has no relevance. 

The majority professes to agree that "the determination of probable cause in the federal 
action does not equate to a finding of gross negligence," but proceeds to conflate probable cause 
and proximate cause. A finding of one is not the same thing as a finding of the other. Yes, the 
police had probable cause to arrest and prosecute Jerome. But this does not answer an entirely 
different question-assuming that Crum was grossly negligent, was his gross negligence the 
foreseeable cause of Jerome's prolonged incarceration? Collateral estoppel applies when the 
issues are "identical, and not merely similar." Keywell & Rosenfeld, 254 Mich App at 340. The 
majority overlooks this rule, just as it overlooks the obvious distinctions between the concepts of 
probable cause and proximate cause. The terms proximate cause and probable cause share a 
word, but not a meaning. Assessing facts to evaluate proximate cause is not the same as 
engaging in a probable cause analysis. 

The majority commits an additional legal error, and an egregious one. The majority 
opines, "The application of the doctrine of collateral estoppel is not limited to the same or similar 
claims because it involves issue preclusion, not claim preclusion." (Emphasis in original). 
Therefore, the majority reasons, that Jerome brought a different claim in state court makes no 
difference. This pronouncement entirely misses the point. Collateral estoppel precludes the 
relitigation of an issue actually and necessarily detennined in the prior proceeding. Gates, 434 
Mich at 158. The issues must be identical. Further, "[ a ]n issue is necessarily determined only if 
it is 'essential' to the judgment." Id. 

Different claims usually involve different facts and different legal issues. The elements 
of the claims supply a critical starting point because they establish the nature of the issues 
actually and necessarily involved in the case. Only by focusing on the nature of the claim and 
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the issues subsumed within that claim can a court determine whether an issue was actually and 
necessarily decided in a previous case. 

The issue presented here-whether Crum's gross negligence proximately caused 
Jerome's damages-was not determined by the Sixth Circuit. The Sixth Circuit's opinion never 
uses the words "gross negligence," "causation," or "proximate cause." It never even uses the 
word "cause" apart from the modifier "probable." And the case cited by the majority in support 
of its irrelevant proposition-Ditmore v Michalik, 244 Mich App 569, 577; 625 NW2d 462 
(2001)-utterly refutes the majority's position. In Ditmore, defendants sought to invoke 
collateral estoppel, claiming that a prior case brought by the plaintiffs involved the same issue as 
the case then before the court. In the earlier case, the plaintiffs sought a declaration that their 
neighbors had no rights in a certain parcel of land. We held that the record revealed "no 
indication that the trial court ever resolved the issue whether" the neighbors "had any claim or 
right" in the plaintiffs' land. Id. at 578. 

Ditmore teaches that courts must scrutinize the prior and present claims with great care to 
determine whether the issues presented are truly identical. The majority fails to do so, holding 
that a ruling on an issue relevant only to Jerome's malicious prosecution claim precludes a 
different claim presenting entirely different issues. The majority is oblivious to the relevant 
facts: the law governing the two claims (malicious prosecution and gross negligence) is different, 
the legal and factual issues involved are different, and the probable cause question decided by the 
federal court is distinct from the proximate cause issue presented here.4 

Rather, the obvious federal corollary to Jerome's gross negligence theory is the Brady 
claim. Both the federal Brady claim and the state law gross negligence claim are predicated on 
Crum's failure to turn over the videotape. The critical distinction for collateral estoppel purposes 
is that the Sixth Circuit did not dispose of Jerome's Brady claim because Jerome failed to prove 
that he had suffered any injuries or damages. The Sixth Circuit applied its precedent to hold that 
a favorable resolution of a plaintiffs criminal trial nixes a federal Brady claim because a 
favorable trial result means that a plaintiff has not sustained a constitutional injury. That finding 
is the only finding to which collateral estoppel applies. And that finding is not relevant to 

4 As Wright & Miller, Defining the Issue Precluded, 18 Fed Prac & Proc Juris § 4417 (3d ed), 
explains: 

Courts have readily perceived that for purposes of preclusion, "[i]ssues are not 
identical if the second action involves application of a different legal standard, 
even though the factual setting of both suits be the same." In many cases the 
differences in the legal standards are apparent and easily defeat claims of 
preclusion, particularly when new statutes have been adopted, when different 
plaintiffs may enjoy different rights, or when different choice-of-law standards 
apply. In other cases, careful examination has shown that different legal 
standards are masquerading behind similar legal labels, so that preclusion is again 
inappropriate. At times it may be possible to question the results of individual 
decisions, but the method of inquiry seems to be well understood. And of course 
similar legal labels may in fact present identical issues. 
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Jerome's gross negligence claim because it has nothing to do with proximate causation in his 
gross negligence action. 5 

III. CAUSATION 

The majority's fallback position is that no evidence supports that Crum's failure to turn 
over the videotape was "a cause, let alone the proximate cause," of his damages. According to 
the majority, "any suggestion that the prosecution would have dropped the case against plaintiff 
sooner if it had been aware of the tape earlier is to engage in impermissible speculation." This 
alternative holding reflects a misunderstanding of basic evidentiary and causation principles. It 
also ignores the rules governing summary disposition analysis. 

When considering a motion brought under MCR 2.116(C)(10), a trial court "must review 
the record evidence, make all reasonable inferences therefrom, and determine whether a genuine 
issue of material fact exists, giving the nonmoving party the benefit of reasonable doubt." 
Bertrand v Alan Ford, Inc, 449 Mich 606, 617-618; 537 NW2d 185 (1995). As appellate judges, 
we must engage in precisely the same process. Specifically, we "must [also] make all reasonable 
inferences in the nonmoving party's favor." Id. And when the record leaves open an issue on 
which reasonable minds might differ, a genuine issue of material fact exists that precludes 
summary disposition. West v General Motors Corp, 469 Mich 177, 183; 665 NW2d 468 (2003). 

The majority declares that as a matter of law, Jerome's causation proofs amount to 
speculation, as "there are a host of possible reasons not related to the late production of the 
videotape why the prosecution could have decided to forgo a second trial, including that the 
witnesses perhaps testified in an unexpected way at the first trial or that the complainant perhaps 
simply decided that she was not going to testify or cooperate any more after having ah-eady been 
subjected to several interviews and having already testified in court twice." (Emphases added.) 

Perhaps. 

The majority has done a commendable job at conjuring some speculative refutations of 
proximate cause. No evidence of record supports any of them; they are entirely made-up. 
Perhaps defense counsel might offer some evidence supporting them at trial, and perhaps a jury 
would see it the majority's way. But the majority has constructed a proximate cause defense 

5 The legal principle driving the Sixth Circuit's dismissal of Jerome's Brady claim is that the 
only injury relevant to a § 1983 claim is a constitutional injury. Brady concerns the right to a 
fair trial. "Brady's ultimate concern [is] ensuring that criminal defendants receive a 
fundamentally fair trial." Moldowan v City of Warren, 578 F3d 351,378 (CA 6, 2009) (cleaned 
up). Therefore, "liability for a Brady violation only exists when evidence sufficient to " 'put the 
whole case in such a different light as to undermine confidence in the verdict' " is improperly 
withheld. Johnson v Mitchell, 585 F3d 923, 933 (CA 6, 2009), quoting Kyles v Whitley, 514 US 
419,435; 115 S Ct 1555; 131 L Ed 2d 490 (1995). That is why success on a federal Brady claim 
depends on a showing of "a reasonable probability that had the evidence been timely disclosed to 
the defense the outcome would have been different." Snow v Nelson, 634 Fed Appx 151, 156 
(CA 6, 2015) (cleaned up). Translated to the language of tort law, this means that the only injury 
for which a Brady claim can compensate is that of an unfair trial. 

-7-



Opinion of the Court of Appeals

311a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

from thin air and more importantly, it has utterly failed to view the evidence from the plaintiffs 
perspective. 

Jerome has advanced a proximate cause argument that hinges on actual facts, not 
"perhaps." Both direct and circumstantial evidence supply the foundation for a reasonable, 
nonspeculative inference that had the videotape been disclosed sooner, Jerome would have 
avoided a prolonged incarceration and a trial. I tum to that evidence. 

A jury could readily decide that Crum bore a continuing obligation to locate and tum 
over the videotape as the case against Jerome made its way through the system. It naturally 
follows that Crum's gross negligence foreseeably led to Jerome's inability to mount a 
compelling defense, and to the prosecution's inability to accurately evaluate the strengths and 
weaknesses of its case. Day after day, month after month passed while a key piece of 
exculpatory evidence remained concealed and Jerome remained jailed. The tape's revelation 
dramatically and quickly turned the parties' positions upside down. After the prosecuting 
attorney admitted to Judge Nichols that the tape was highly relevant to the defense and a mistrial 
necessary, Jerome's bond was promptly reduced from $500,000 to $10,000, with 10% to be 
posted. And 16 days later, the prosecution abandoned the case. 

A mere coincidence? I think not. A "speculative" connection between the tape and the 
abrupt nolle prosequi decision? Hardly. Rather, reasonable inferences arising from the actual 
case facts support that Jerome created a jury-submissible issue of causation. 

Causation in a negligence action requires proof of both cause in fact and proximate cause. 
Reeves v Kmart Corp, 229 Mich App 466,479; 582 NW2d 841 (1998). Cause in fact "generally 
requires showing that 'but for' the defendant's actions, the plaintiffs injury would not have 
occurred." Skinner v Square D Co, 445 Mich 153, 163; 516 NW2d 475 (1994). Proximate cause 
involves an examination of the foreseeability of consequences, and a dete1mination whether a 
defendant should be held legally responsible for those consequences. Id. at 163. Normally, the 
issue of causation belongs to the jury. Reeves, 229 Mich App at 480. 

When a motion for summary disposition challenges causation under to subrule (C)(lO), 
"the court's task is to review the record evidence, and all reasonable inferences therefrom, and 
decide whether a genuine issue of any material fact exists to warrant a trial." Skinner, 445 Mich 
at 161. "[I]f there is evidence which points to any 1 theory of causation, indicating a logical 
sequence of cause and effect, then there is a juridical basis for such a determination, 
notwithstanding the existence of other plausible theories with or without support in the 
evidence." Kaminski v Grand Trunk Western R Co, 347 Mich 417, 422; 79 NW2d 899 (1956) 
( cleaned up). 

These general causation principles apply in a gross negligence setting, despite that the 
plaintiff must prove that a defendant's gross negligence was "the" proximate cause of his injuries 
and damages. MCL 691.1407(2)(c). The evidence substantiates that Crum's failure to bring the 
videotape to the prosecutor's attention at some point before the trial constituted a factual cause of 
Jerome's lengthy stay in jail. Ray dictates that the next question is whether Crum's conduct was 
also the proximate cause of Jerome's alleged damages. That determination hinges on "whether it 
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was foreseeable that the defendant's conduct could result in the harm to the victim." Ray, 501 
Mich at 65. The Supreme Court emphasized in Ray that 

[d]etermining whether an actor's conduct was "the proximate cause" under the 
GTLA does not involve a weighing of factual causes. Instead, so long as the 
defendant is a factual cause of the plaintiffs injuries, then the court should 
address legal causation by assessing foreseeability and whether the defendant's 
conduct was the proximate cause. [Id. at 74 (emphasis in original).] 

The majority avoids this analysis, likely because engaging in it inevitably points to a 
conclusion that reasonable minds can differ. Was the withholding of the videotape the 
foreseeable cause of Jerome's damages? A jury could see it that way, given the cascade of 
events that transpired immediately after it was produced. A jury would also be charged with 
determining whether Crum's grossly negligent failure to timely produce the videotape was "the" 
proximate cause of Jerome's damages. See id. at 76. At this point, the majority's "perhaps" 
conjectures might come into play, assuming the defense placed in evidence some factual 
predicate for them. But we are not there yet. Rather, our job is to evaluate the evidence through 
Jerome's eyes. Viewed properly, the evidence points to a reasonable conclusion that Crum's 
failure to timely produce the videotape was "the" proximate cause of Jerome's prolonged 
incarceration. 

IV. SUMMARY 

The majority applies collateral estoppel to a proximate causation question that was 
neither litigated in the federal court nor determined by the Sixth Circuit. Instead the majority 
lifts various comments from the Sixth Circuit opinion, devoid of their context, and concludes that 
they establish collateral estoppel. The majority's approach flies in the face of the rule that we 
must strictly apply collateral estoppel principles where issues are identical, and not merely 
similar. There is no identity of issues here. In fact, when examined contextually and against the 
caselaw backdrop, there is not even any similarity. The majority compounds this error by 
invoking an alternative ground for affirmance rooted in proximate cause. Once again, however, 
the majority skips over the facts, turns a blind eye to controlling legal principle, and settles on an 
answer it favors. 

I would reverse the trial court's grant of summary disposition regarding gross negligence, 
and remand for further proceedings. 

Isl Elizabeth L. Gleicher 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

SOUTHERN DIVISION

SAMUEL JEROME,

Plaintiff,
Case No. 15-12302

v.
Hon. John Corbett O’Meara

LIEUTENANT MICHAEL CRUM,
in his individual and representative
capacity, and the CITY OF BERKLEY,
a municipal entity,

Defendants.
_________________________________/

ORDER OF PARTIAL DISMISSAL

On June 24, 2015, Plaintiff filed a complaint alleging the following counts:

Count I, federal false arrest and false imprisonment; Count II, federal malicious

prosecution; Count III, federal due process; Count IV, federal unconstitutional

policy or custom; Count V, state unlawful arrest; Count VI, state malicious

prosecution; Count VII, state false imprisonment; Count VIII, state gross

negligence. 

Although Counts I through IV are cognizable in this court pursuant to 28

U.S.C. § 1331, the remaining allegations present claims based on state law.  This

court declines to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s state law claims

so as to avoid jury confusion.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c); United Mine Workers v.
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Gibbs, 383 U.S. 715 (1966); Padilla v. City of Saginaw, 867 F. Supp. 1309 (E.D.

Mich. 1994); Sanford v. Detroit Pub. Schs., 2014 WL 1922722 (E.D. Mich. 2014)

(“Mixing federal-law claims with supplemental state-law claims can cause

procedural and substantive problems; in the interest of judicial economy and

convenience, these problems should be avoided.”).

Therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Counts V, VI, VII, and VIII of

Plaintiff’s complaint are DISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE.

s/John Corbett O’Meara 
United States District Judge

Date:  July 27, 2015

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing document was served upon
counsel of record on this date, July 27, 2015, using the ECF system.

s/William Barkholz 
Case Manager
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This case has been designated as an eFiling case. To review a copy of the 
Notice of Mandatory eFiling visit www.oakgov.com/clerkrod/efiling. 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND 

SAMUEL JEROME, 

Plaintiff, 

V 

LIEUTENANT MICHAEL CRUM, in his 

Individual and Representative Capacity, 
And the CITY OF BERKLEY, a 

Municipal entity, 

Defendants. 

REBECCA H. FILIATRAUT (P46443) 

VEN R. JOHNSON (P39219) 
JOHNSON LAW, PLC 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
535 Griswold Street, Ste., 2632 

Detroit, MI 48226 
313-324-8300

313-324-8301-Fax
rf11iatra.ut(f�: ven[ohn�or.da\Y;l .-Co_n1

�john son <f1: ven�ohnsor1la\v .c.orn

2015-148401-CZ 

JUDGE LANGFORD MORRIS 

Case No. 
Hon. 

COMPLAINT AND .JURY DEMAND 

There is a previously filed Complaint arising out of the same 
facts and circumstances currently pending in the United States 

District Court Eastern District of Michigan in front of Judge 
John Corbett O'Meara; case number 15-cv-12302 the state counts 

having been dismissed without prejudice due to the Court declining 
to exercise pendent jurisdiction. 

/s/ Rebecca H. Filiatraut 

REBECCA H. FILIATRAUT (P46443) 

NOW COMES Plaintiff, SAMUEL JEROME, by and through his attorneys, JOHNSON 

LAW, PLC and for his Complaint against the defendants states as follows: 

1 

State Court Complaint

315a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

0 



State Court Complaint

316a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

00 
N 
N 
0 

~ 
0.. 
L.() 
0 
(9 
::J 
<( 
L.() 
~ 

0 
N 
~ 
I... 
(]) 

u 
>, 

+-' 
C 
:::J 
0 u 

"'O 
C 
co 
~ 
co 
0 
O') 
C 

LL 
I... 

.E 
"'O 
(]) 

> 
(]) 
(..) 
(]) 

0::: 

1. At all times relevant to this lawsuit, Plaintiff, Samuel Jerome ("Samuel") was a 

resident of the City of Berkley, County of Oakland, State of Michigan. 

2. At all times relevant to this lawsuit, Defendant, Lieutenant Michael Crum ("Crum") 

was employed as a police officer with the Berkley Police Department; with regard to 

all of his actions complained of herein, Crum acted under color of state law and is 

being sued in his individual and representative capacities. 

3. At all times relevant to this lawsuit, Defendant City of Berkley ("Berkley') was a 

municipal corporation, duly organized in carrying on governmental functions in the 

City of Berkley, County of Oakland, State of Michigan. 

4. The amount in controversy exceeds $25,000.00, exclusive of costs, interest and 

attorney fees, and jurisdiction is otherwise proper before this court. 

5. On May 7, 2013 at approximately 10:00 AM, Alyxis ("Allie") Krahe was brought to 

the Berkley Police Station by her maternal grandmother Judith Stiltner with a report 

of being sexually abused by her stepfather Samuel Jerome on two occasions. 

According to what Allie reported to the Berkley Police, Samuel had touched her 

inappropriately on two occasions, the first being while her mother was hospitalized 

around Christmas time in 2012. The second incident of alleged inappropriate touching 

occurred shortly before Allie presented to the Berkley Police Department on May 7, 

2013. 

6. Berkley via its police department investigated this crime, which included Lieutenant 

Crum ordering an interview of Allie at Care House pursuant to Forensic Interviewing 

Protocol. 

2 
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7. Although Lieutenant Crum had interviewed Allie at the police station with regard to 

the alleged sexual abuse on May 7, 2013, he admits that he is not qualified nor has 

he had any training in conducting forensic interviews of juveniles. 

8. On May 16, 2013 Allie was taken to the Care House facility for a forensic interview 

by her mother, Stacey Krahe. 

9. The Care House forensic interview was conducted by Tricia Schuster. During the 

interview Allie advised that Samuel did not touch her vagina, either above or below 

her clothing. She recalled him accidently touching her breast. She further told the 

interviewer that although Samuel's hand rubbed her hip bones near her pubic line, she 

asked him to stop and Samuel stopped rubbing her. 

10. Despite the fact that Allie recanted her previous statements and the case should have 

been closed at that time, Crum improperly and impermissibly attempted to go back 

and "re-interview" Allie for a third time. 

11. Defendant Crum admitted during Samuel's criminal trial that is not customary to go 

back and re-interview an alleged juvenile victim following an interview conducted 

pursuant to the Forensic Interviewing Protocol, but he attempted to do so anyway. 

12. Despite the fact that the Care House interview provided exculpatory evidence, Crum 

refused to close his case for Criminal Sexual Conduct until he was able to re-

interview Allie. 

13. Samuel was arrested on September 18, 2013 for the crime of Criminal Sexual 

Conduct (CSC) in the first degree and was held on a $500,000.00 bond, despite the 

fact that Crum knew that the alleged victim had completely recanted her prior 

statement. 

3 



State Court Complaint

318a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

00 
N 
N 
0 

~ 
0.. 
L.() 
0 
(9 
::J 
<( 
L.() 
~ 

0 
N 
~ 
I... 
(]) 

u 
>, 

+-' 
C 
:::J 
0 u 

"'O 
C 
co 
~ 
co 
0 
O') 
C 

LL 
I... 

.E 
"'O 
(]) 

> 
(]) 
(..) 
(]) 

0::: 

14. A preliminary examination was held in the 45 A Judicial District Court for the 

County of Oakland in the matter of the State of Michigan v Samuel James Jerome on 

October 9, 2013. 

15. At the preliminary exam, Samuel was bound over on charges of Criminal Sexual 

Conduct in the first degree and his $500,000.00 bond was continued. 

16. Samuel remained in the Oakland County Jail from September 18, 2013 until his 

criminal trial began on August 4, 2014. 

17. On August 7, 2014, Lieutenant Michael Crum was called to testify at Samuel's 

criminal trial. 

18. On August 7, 2014 while on the witness stand and under oath, Crum denied 

videotaping any interviews of Allie in connection with the criminal case against 

Samuel. 

19. Further on August 7, 2014 Crum admitted while under oath and on the witness stand 

that pursuant to the policies and procedures of the Berkley Police Department officers 

are not allowed to interview juveniles by themselves and, "videotaping is not an 

option." 

20. On the last day of Samuel's criminal trial on August 8, 2014 Crum, for the first time, 

appeared and produced a disc containing a copy of three videotaped interviews he had 

improperly and impermissibly conducted of witnesses Allie Krahe, her sister Sabrina 

Krahe and her maternal grandmother Judith Stiltner. 

21. Trial was adjourned by the Honorable Judge Rudy J. Nichols for the parties to review 

the previously undisclosed videotaped interviews. 
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22. Despite many requests by Samuel's criminal defense attorney, Marsha Kosmatka, 

during the course of discovery, these videotaped interviews were never disclosed and 

their actual existence was denied. 

23. After reviewing the undisclosed videotaped interviews of the witnesses, Judge 

Nichols adjourned the trial and reduced Samuel's bond from $500,000.00 to 

$1,000.00 in order for him to get out of jail. 

24. Berkley falsely arrested and imprisoned Samuel who was held in the Oakland County 

Jail from the date of his arrest on September 18, 2013 through August 8, 2014 when 

the trial was adjourned and his bond was reduced. 

25. On October 6, 2014 when the parties returned for the continuation of Samuel's trial, 

the Oakland County Prosecutor's office moved the court for an Order of Nolle 

Prosequi for the reason that after further investigation, the People could not sustain 

their burden of proving the case beyond a reasonable doubt at trial and therefore the 

best interest of justice would be served by dismissing the case with prejudice and 

entering an Order of Nolle Prosequi. 

26. Despite having the exculpatory evidence including the Case House interview and the 

three undisclosed and improperly videotaped witness interviews, neither Crum nor 

Berkley produced the interviews and affirmatively denied their existence while under 

oath. 

27. Such actions are in violation of Brady v Maryland, 373 US 83 (1963) 

28. Crum never disclosed the videos of the improperly conducted witness interview 

including the interview of Allie despite the fact that it was exculpatory and would 

necessarily lead to the dismissal of criminal charges against Samuel. 

5 
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29. Crum and Berkley, negligently, grossly negligently and/or intentionally, knowingly 

failed to produce the exculpatory interviews of the witnesses taken on August 21, 

2013 at the Berkley Police Department. 

30. Because of Crums and/or Berkley's negligent, grossly negligent and/or intentional 

misconduct, Samuel was unlawfully arrested, incarcerated for nearly 11 months, 

maliciously prosecuted and deprived of due process for a crime that Crum and/or 

Berkley knew Samuel did not commit. 

Count I: 

State Claim-Unlawful Arrest-Defendants Crum and Berkley 

31. Samuel reasserts and realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 

through 30 as if fully set forth herein. 

32. Samuel was arrested as a result of Crum' s and/or Berkley's investigation. 

33. Samuel was aware of the arrest and it was against his will. 

34. Crum and/or Berkley intended to have Samuel arrested as a result of the information 

compiled in their investigation. 

35. Such an arrest was unlawful because Crum and/or Berkley did not have probable 

cause as Crum and/or Berkley were in possession of undisclosed and exculpatory 

evidence which exonerated Samuel. 

36. As a direct and proximate result of the above misconduct by Crum and/or Berkley, 

Samuel suffered and will continue to suffer, damages in the future including but not 

limited to: 

a. Wrongful arrest for a crime he did not commit; 

b. Wrongful incarceration for 11 months for a crime he did not commit; 

6 
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c. Being labeled in the media and in society as the perpetrator of a crime he did 

not commit; 

d. Physical pain and suffering; 

e. Mental anguish; 

f. Fright and shock; 

g. Denial of social pleasure and enjoyments; 

h. Embarrassment, humiliation and mortification; 

1. Lost wages and/or earning capacity; 

J. The legal expense incurred by Samuel in the defense of this frivolous case; 

and 

k. All other damages learned through the course of discovery. 

WHEREFORE, Samuel respectfully requests that this Honorable Court enter Judgment 

in his favor and against Crum and Berkley in an amount in excess of $25,000.00 and award 

costs, interest, and attorney fees so wrongfully incurred. 

Count II: 

State Claim-Malicious Prosecution- Defendants Crum and Berkley 

37. Samuel reasserts and realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 

through 36 as if fully set forth herein. 

38. Crum and/or Berkley caused or continued the prosecution of Samuel based upon their 

investigation. 

39. The criminal proceeding was terminated in favor of Samuel when the court dismissed 

the case with prejudice and entered an Order of Nolle Prosequi. 

7 
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40. There existed no probable cause for initiating or continuing the proceeding as Crum 

and/or Berkley were in possession of both undisclosed and exculpatory evidence 

which proved Samuel to be innocent. 

41. The initiation or continuation of the proceeding was done with malice or a primary 

purpose other than that of bringing the alleged offender to justice. 

42. As a direct and proximate result of the above misconduct by Crum and/or Berkley, 

Samuel suffered and will continue to suffer, damages in the future including but not 

limited to: 

a. Wrongful arrest for a crime he did not commit; 

b. Wrongful incarceration for 11 months for a crime he did not commit; 

c. Being labeled in the media and in society as the perpetrator of a crime he did 

not commit; 

d. Physical pain and suffering; 

e. Mental anguish; 

f. Fright and shock; 

g. Denial of social pleasure and enjoyments; 

h. Embarrassment, humiliation and mortification; 

1. Lost wages and/or earning capacity; 

J. The legal expense incurred by Samuel in the defense of this frivolous case; 

and 

k. All other damages learned through the course of discovery. 

8 
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WHEREFORE, Samuel respectfully requests that this Honorable Court enter Judgment 

in his favor and against Crum and Berkley in an amount in excess of $25,000.00 and award 

costs, interest, and attorney fees so wrongfully incurred. 

Count III: 

State Claim- False Imprisonment- Defendants Crum and Berkley 

43. Samuel reasserts and realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 

through 42 as if fully set forth herein. 

44. Samuel was imprisoned by Crum and/or Berkley when he was arrested without 

probable cause and was thereby deprived of his personal liberty or freedom of 

movement. 

45. Such imprisonment was against Samuel's will. 

46. Crum and/or Berkley accomplished the imprisonment by force. 

47. Crum and/or Berkley intended to deprive Samuel of his personal liberty or freedom of 

movement. 

48. Such imprisonment was unlawful because the arrest was made without probable 

cause. 

49. As the direct and proximate result of the above misconduct by Crum and/or Berkley, 

Samuel suffered and will continue to suffer, damages in the future including but not 

limited to: 

a. Wrongful arrest for a crime he did not commit; 

b. Wrongful incarceration for 11 months for a crime he did not commit; 

c. Being labeled in the media and in society as the perpetrator of a crime he did 

not commit; 

9 



State Court Complaint

324a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM

00 
N 
N 
0 

~ 
0.. 
L.() 
0 
(9 
::J 
<( 
L.() 
~ 

0 
N 
~ 
I... 
(]) 

u 
>, 

+-' 
C 
:::J 
0 u 

"'O 
C 
co 
~ 
co 
0 
O') 
C 

LL 
I... 

.E 
"'O 
(]) 

> 
(]) 
(..) 
(]) 

0::: 

d. Physical Pain and suffering; 

e. Mental anguish; 

f. Fright and shock; 

g. Denial of social pleasure and enjoyments; 

h. Embarrassment, humiliation and mortification; 

1. Lost wages and/or earning capacity; 

J. The legal expense incurred by Samuel in the defense of this frivolous case; 

and 

k. All other damages learned through the course of discovery. 

WHEREFORE, Samuel respectfully requests that this Honorable Court enter Judgment 

in his favor and against defendant Crum and Berkley in an amount in excess of $25,000.00 and 

award costs, interest, and attorney fees so wrongfully incurred. 

Count IV: 

State Claim- Gross Negligence- Defendants Crum and Berkley 

50. Samuel reasserts and realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 

through 49 as if fully set forth herein. 

51. Crum and/or Berkley had a duty to the general public and especially to Samuel, to 

refrain from grossly negligent conduct. 

52. Crum and/or Berkley breached that duty and were grossly negligent, or were so 

reckless as to demonstrate a substantial lack of concern for whether an injury results, 

when Crum withheld undisclosed and exculpatory evidence against Samuel. 

53. Crum' s and/or Berkley's gross negligence a direct cause of the injury or damage, e.g. 

the proximate cause, of Samuel's damages and injuries, including but not limited to: 

10 
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a. Wrongful arrest for a crime he did not commit; 

b. Wrongful incarceration for 11 months for a crime he did not commit; 

c. Being labeled in the media and in society as the perpetrator of a crime he did 

not commit; 

d. Physical Pain and suffering; 

e. Mental anguish; 

f. Fright and shock; 

g. Denial of social pleasure and enjoyment; 

h. Embarrassment, humiliation and mortification; 

1. Lost wages and/or earning capacity; 

J. The legal expense incurred by Samuel in the defense of this frivolous case; 

and 

k. All other damages learned through the course of discovery. 

WHEREFORE, Samuel respectfully requests that this Honorable Court enter Judgment 

in his favor and against defendant Crum and Berkley in an amount in excess of $25,000.00 and 

award costs, interest, and attorney fees so wrongfully incurred. 

By: 

Dated: August 5, 2015 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOHNSON LAW, PLC 

/s/ Rebecca H. Filiatraut 

REBECCA H. FILIA TRAUT (P46443) 
VEN R. JOHNSON (P39219) 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Buhl Building 
535 Griswold Street, Suite 2632 
Detroit, MI 48226 
313 .324.8300 
vjohnson@venjohnsonlaV·/ oCOlTI 

rfiliatraut(irvenjolmsonlaw.com 
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This case has been designated as an eFiling case. To review a copy of the 
Notice of Mandatory eFiling visit www.oakgov.com/clerkrod/efiling. 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND 

SAMUEL JEROME, 

Plaintiff, 

V 

LIEUTENANT MICHAEL CRUM, in his 
Individual and Representative Capacity, 
And the CITY OF BERKLEY, a 
Municipal entity, 

Defendants. 

REBECCA H. FILIATRAUT (P46443) 
VEN R. JOHNSON (P39219) 
JOHNSON LAW, PLC 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
535 Griswold Street, Ste., 2632 
Detroit, MI 48226 
313-324-8300 
313-324-8301-Fax 
r-fi1iatra.ut~~: venlohn~or.da\Y;l .-Co_n1 
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2015-148401-CZ 
JUDGE LANGFORD MORRIS 

Case No. 
Hon. 

DEMAND FOR .JURY TRIAL 

1... NOW COMES Plaintiff, SAMUEL JEROME, by and through his attorneys, JOHNSON 
.E 
~ LAW, PLC and hereby demands a trial by jury within cause of action. 
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Dated: August 5, 2015 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOHNSON LAW, PLC 

By: /s/ Rebecca H. Filiatraut 
REBECCA H. FILIA TRAUT (P46443) 
VEN R. JOHNSON (P39219) 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Buhl Building 
535 Griswold Street, Suite 2632 
Detroit, MI 48226 
313 .324.8300 
viohn son_@ venjohnsonl a 'N .com 
rfiliatraut@venjohnsonlaw.com 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

SOUTHERN DIVISION

SAMUEL JEROME,

Plaintiff,
Case No. 15-12302

v.
Hon. John Corbett O’Meara

LIEUTENANT MICHAEL CRUM, in his
individual and representative capacity, 
and the CITY OF BERKLEY, a
municipal entity,

Defendants.
_____________________________________/

OPINION AND ORDER GRANTING
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Before the court is Defendants’ motion for summary judgment.  The court

held oral argument on July 7, 2016, and took the matter under advisement.  For the

reasons explained below, Defendants’ motion is granted.

BACKGROUND FACTS

Plaintiff Samuel Jerome filed suit against Lieutenant Michael Crum and the

City of Berkley, alleging federal claims of false arrest and imprisonment, malicious

prosecution, a violation of due process, and municipal liability.  Defendants seek

summary judgment on Plaintiff’s claims, arguing that Crum is entitled to qualified

Case 5:15-cv-12302-JCO-MKM   ECF No. 26   filed 08/25/16    PageID.661    Page 1 of 13

Opinion of the Eastern District of Michigan
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immunity.

On May 7, 2013, Alyxis (“  Krahe, then thirteen years old, was

brought to the Berkley Police Station by her grandmother, Judy Stiltner.  

alleged that her stepfather, Plaintiff Jerome, had sexually abused her.  According to

 Jerome had started by rubbing her stomach, then touched her vagina on two

occasions and her breasts on the second occasion.  As the investigating officer,

Defendant Crum obtained basic information from  prepared a report, and

referred her to Care House for a forensic interview. 

Jerome also came to the police station on May 7, 2013, to speak to Crum. 

Jerome admitted that he rubbed  stomach, but denied the inappropriate

touching.  He agreed to submit to a polygraph examination on May 21, 2013.

On May 16, 2013,  was taken to Care House by her mother, Stacey

Krahe.   essentially recanted her allegations of abuse, stating that when

Jerome rubbed below her hip bones near her pubic line, she asked him to stop and

he did; she also stated that he touched her breast accidentally.

On May 20, 2013, Jerome notified Crum that he would not take the

polygraph examination.  On June 9, Crum asked  mother if he could meet

with  to discuss the change in her story.  Stacey refused, stating that  had

admitted that she had made up the allegations and that the family did not want any

-2-

Case 5:15-cv-12302-JCO-MKM   ECF No. 26   filed 08/25/16    PageID.662    Page 2 of 13

Opinion of the Eastern District of Michigan

329a

R
E

C
E

IV
E

D
 by M

SC
 11/15/2019 3:03:27 PM



further police involvement.      

On July 11, 2013,  grandmother Judy Stiltner brought  to the

Berkley Police Station.  They informed Crum that Stacey was hospitalized in Texas

as a result of mental illness, that Stiltner was Stacey’s legal guardian, and Stiltner

gave Crum permission to discuss the case with  told Crum that her

mother made her change her story at Care House.  Stacey allegedly told  that

if she continued with her allegations against Jerome,  would be placed in a

foster home and raped daily.  Stacey also allegedly threatened to commit suicide. 

 stated that her original description of the two incidents was the truth and that

she was fearful that her younger sister Sabrina would also be sexually assaulted by

Jerome.  She stated that she had changed her story at Care House as a result of her

mother’s threats.

On July 14, 2013, Stacey was scheduled to return home from her

hospitalization in Texas.  According to the police report, Stacey called  and

threatened her with “severe consequences for ruining the family.”   then ran

away from her grandmother’s home, where she had been staying.  A runaway

report was filed.   

On July 15, 2013, Stacey informed the Berkely police that she had found

  Officers asked to see  so that they could confirm her return.  In
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response, Stacey sent officers on a wild goose chase, first saying she had taken

 to Beaumont Hospital (but when officers arrived, they were not there), then

Providence Hospital (they were not there), and then stating that she was on the

road to Georgia for a “fresh start.”  See Defs.’ Ex. A.

On August 2, 2013, police were called to the Jerome residence as a result of

a domestic disturbance.   had been physically assaulted by both her mother

and Plaintiff, sustaining injuries that were witnessed by the responding police

officers.  As a result of this incident, both Plaintiff and Stacey were arrested for

domestic violence.  Defs.’ Ex. C. 

On August 6, 2013, Crum forwarded the domestic violence case to the

Oakland County Prosecutor’s office for consideration.  The prosecutor decided to

pursue the case against Jerome, but not against Stacey because Stacey was

anticipated to be a witness in the criminal sexual conduct case against Jerome.

On August 9, 2013, Crum forwarded the criminal sexual conduct case

against Jerome to the prosecutor’s office.  On August 21st, the prosecutor requested

further information and provided specific questions for Crum to answer.  On that

date, Judy Stiltner arrived at the police station (before Crum could contact her)

with  and Sabrina.  Crum interviewed all three witnesses to obtain the

information requested by the prosecutor.  
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In his report, Crum stated that  “described the first incident exactly as

she had on May 7, 2013 in my office. She recalled Sam rubbing her vagina on the

exterior of her clothing. . . .  recalled the second incident of sexual assault

exactly as she had on May 7, 2013. . . . She recalled Sam pinning her down and

coming in direct contact with her vagina, including penetration.” Defs.’ Ex. A. 

 also reiterated that she had changed her story at Care House as a result of

threats from her mother.

On September 18, 2013, the Oakland County Prosecutor obtained an arrest

warrant for Jerome from the Honorable James Wittenberg.  Pursuant to the

warrant, Crum arrested Jerome, who was taken to the Oakland County Jail.

On October 9, 2013, Jerome’s preliminary exam was held before Judge

Wittenberg.  At the hearing,  testified to the two incidents of inappropriate

touching and was cross-examined by Jerome’s defense attorney.  Crum did not

testify.  Based upon  testimony, Judge Wittenberg found probable cause and

bound the matter over to circuit court for trial on the criminal sexual conduct

charges.  Jerome’s $500,000 bond was continued and he remained in jail. 

Jerome’s criminal trial started on August 4, 2014, and continued on August

5 and 7, 2014, before the Honorable Rudy Nichols.  Defendant Crum testified on

August 5 and 7.  Pertinent to this matter, Crum testified that it was his
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department’s practice not to video record interviews of sexual assault victims, and

that he had not video recorded any of his interviews with 

After he testified, Crum learned that the video recorder had been turned on

during his August 21, 2013 interviews of  Sabrina, and Judy Stiltner.  On

August 8, 2014, Crum notified the prosecutor and produced disks of the

recordings.  The court declared a mistrial and reduced Jerome’s bond to $1,000, so

that he could be released from jail.  Subsequently, the prosecutor decided not to re-

try Jerome; an order of nolle prosequi was entered on October 6, 2014.

LAW AND ANALYSIS

I. Summary Judgment Standard

Summary judgment is appropriate if “there is no genuine issue as to any

material fact and . . . the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.” 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c).  When reviewing a motion for summary judgment, the facts

and any reasonable inferences drawn from the facts must be viewed in the light

most favorable to the nonmoving party. Matsushita Elec. Indus. Co., Ltd. v. Zenith

Radio Corp., 475 U.S. 574, 587 (1986).  The party opposing summary judgment,

however, must present more than a “mere scintilla” of evidence; the evidence must

be such that a reasonable jury could find in favor of the plaintiff. Anderson v.

Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 252 (1986).
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II. Qualified Immunity

Crum contends that he is entitled to qualified immunity.  In determining

whether a defendant is entitled to qualified immunity, the initial inquiry is as

follows: “Taken in the light most favorable to the party asserting the injury, do the

facts alleged show the officer’s conduct violated a constitutional right?”  Saucier v.

Katz, 533 U.S. 194, 201 (2001).  “[I]f a violation could be made out on a favorable

view of the parties’ submissions, the next, sequential step is to ask whether the

right was clearly established. . . . The relevant, dispositive inquiry in determining

whether a right is clearly established is whether it would be clear to a reasonable

officer that his conduct was unlawful in the situation he confronted.” Id. at 201-

202.  

A. False Arrest and Imprisonment

With this standard in mind, the court considers whether Crum violated

Jerome’s constitutional rights in seeking an arrest warrant.  “A false arrest claim

under federal law requires a plaintiff to prove that the arresting officer lacked

probable cause to arrest the plaintiff.” Voyticky v. Village of Timberlake, Ohio,

412 F.3d 669, 677 (6th Cir. 2005).  “An arrest pursuant to a facially valid warrant is

normally a complete defense to a federal constitutional claim for false arrest or

false imprisonment made pursuant to § 1983.” Id.  To prevail on this claim,
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plaintiff must show that in order to procure the warrant, Crum “knowingly and

deliberately, or with reckless disregard for the truth, made false statements or

omissions that create[d] a falsehood and such statements or omissions [we]re

material, or necessary, to the finding of probable cause.” Sykes v. Anderson, 625

F.3d 294, 305 (6th Cir. 2010).  “If the affidavit contains false statements or material

omissions, we set aside the statements and include the information omitted in order

to determine whether the affidavit is still sufficient to establish probable cause.” Id. 

B. Malicious Prosecution

As with false arrest and imprisonment, “[i]n order to prove malicious

prosecution under federal law, a plaintiff must show, at a minimum, that there is no

probable cause to justify an arrest or a prosecution.” Voyticky, 412 F.3d at 675. 

The plaintiff must show that a criminal prosecution was initiated and that (1) the

defendant made, influenced, or participated in the decision to prosecute; (2) there

was a lack of probable cause; (3) the plaintiff suffered a deprivation of liberty apart

from the initial seizure; and (4) the prosecution was resolved in the plaintiff’s

favor.  Sykes, 625 F.3d at 308-309.  “A police officer violates a suspect’s clearly

established right to freedom from malicious prosecution under the Fourth

Amendment ‘only when his deliberate or reckless falsehoods result in arrest and
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prosecution without probable cause.’” Johnson v. Moseley, 790 F.3d 649, 655 (6th

Cir. 2015).

Plaintiff contends that Crum’s account of  August 21 interview in his

report to the prosecutor mischaracterized what actually appeared on the video of

the interview.  See Pl.’s Br. at 10-11.  Plaintiff notes several inconsistencies

between what  told Crum on May 7 and what  told Crum on August 21. 

See id.  Crum did not point out these inconsistencies on August 21, but rather

stated in his report that  described both incidents “exactly” as she had on May

7.  See Defs.’ Ex. A at 12.  

For example, on May 7,  stated that Plaintiff touched the outside of her

clothing during the first incident.  On August 21, she told Crum that Plaintiff

touched her on the outside and underneath her clothing.  On May 7,  told

Crum that Plaintiff held her down with his free hand; she did not mention that on

August 21.  On May 7,  told Crum that Plaintiff did not say anything during

either assault; on August 21, she said that he did.  On May 7, she told Crum that

Plaintiff sat next to her during the second assault; on August 21, she told Crum that

Plaintiff sat on her legs.  See Pl.’s Br. at 10-11.  On May 7,  “described

[Plaintiff’s] fingers as inserted between her ‘lips.’  She advised that he did not

insert his fingers inside of her but definitely spread her lips apart with his fingers.”
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Def.’s Ex. A at 6.  On August 21,  stated that Plaintiff did insert his finger

inside her, “not real far.”  Pl.’s Ex. E. 

These inconsistences, while relevant to  credibility and to whether the

prosecutor could meet its ultimate burden, do not defeat probable cause.  See

Johnson, 790 F.3d at 655 (inconsistencies in domestic assault allegations “give

cause to question the accuracy” and “credibility” of the complainant, but “the

alleged inconsistencies cannot reasonably be deemed to compel the conclusion that

probable cause had ceased to exist”).  See also Lyons v. City of Xenia, 417 F.3d

565, 575 (6th Cir. 2005) (“In ascertaining whether a constitutional violation

occurred, the only question is whether Officer Keith had probable cause – not

whether the evidence would be sufficient to support a conviction.”).

Further, Crum’s omission of the inconsistencies in his report was not

material to the finding of probable cause.  In finding probable cause at the

preliminary examination on October 9, the judge relied solely upon 

testimony, not Crum’s report.  Crum did not testify at the preliminary examination. 

Moreover,  testified at the preliminary examination in a manner consistent

with her interview with Crum on August 21.  See Def.’s Ex. D (preliminary exam

transcript) at 12-15, 18-20.  Regarding the first incident, she testified that Plaintiff

touched her “kind of both” under and over her pants and asked “why?” when she
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asked him to stop.  Id. at 13-15.   Regarding the second incident, she testified that

Plaintiff sat on her legs.  She answered “yeah” when the prosecutor asked “and you

said his fingers actually went inside you this time?” Id. at 18-20.  To the extent this

October 9 testimony was inconsistent with what  told Crum on May 7, both

Plaintiff’s defense counsel and the prosecutor had Crum’s report and the

opportunity to explore those inconsistencies at the preliminary examination.      

Viewing the totality of the circumstances – including  statement and

her explanation of recanting her allegations at Care House – Crum had probable

cause to forward the case to the Oakland County prosecutor.  Any inconsistencies

between  accounts of the alleged abuse were known to the prosecutor and

defense attorney as of the time of the preliminary exam, yet the judge found

probable cause based upon  testimony.  If the August 21 video had been

available at the preliminary exam, Plaintiff cannot show that it would have

changed the judge’s finding of probable cause.

Because there was probable cause to prosecute Plaintiff, he cannot prevail on

his false arrest or malicious prosecution claims.  Crum reasonably believed that he

had sufficient probable cause to submit the case to the prosecutor.  Because the

court cannot conclude that Crum acted with reckless disregard for the truth, he is

entitled to qualified immunity.  See Ahlers v. Schebil, 188 F.3d 365, 373 (6th Cir.
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1999).

III. Due Process

Plaintiff alleges that Crum violated his due process rights by failing to turn

over the potentially exculpatory August 21 video as required by Brady v.

Maryland.  Crum testified that he was unaware that his interviews with 

Sabrina, and Judy Stiltner had been recorded on August 21.  Once he was aware

that the video existed, he turned it over to the prosecutor, who made defense

counsel and the court aware of its existence.  The court declared a mistrial. 

Subsequently, the prosecutor chose not to re-try Plaintiff.

The elements of a Brady due process claim are as follows: “The evidence at

issue must be favorable to the accused, either because it is exculpatory, or because

it is impeaching; that evidence must have been suppressed by the State, either

willfully or inadvertently; and prejudice must have ensued.”  Strickler v. Greene,

527 U.S. 263, 281–82 (1999).  Here, Plaintiff cannot demonstrate prejudice

because his criminal proceedings resolved in his favor.  See Offineer v. Kelly, 454

Fed. Appx. 407, 419 (6th Cir. 2011) (“Cases from this court confirm that due

process claims based upon the wrongful suppression of exculpatory evidence are

unavailable where, as here, the claimant was acquitted of his criminal charges.”). 
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IV. Municipal Liability

Because Plaintiff has not demonstrated that Crum violated his constitutional

rights, he also cannot show municipal liability on the part of the City of Berkley. 

See Voyticky, 412 F.3d at 679 (“For municipal liability to exist, however, a

constitutional violation must take place.”).  The court will grant summary

judgment in favor of Defendants.

ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendants’ motion for summary judgment

is GRANTED.

s/John Corbett O’Meara 
United States District Judge

Date:  August 25, 2016

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing document was served upon
counsel of record on this date, August 25, 2016, using the ECF system.

s/William Barkholz 
Case Manager
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND 
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S. JAY AHMAD (P43206) 
VEN R. JOHNSON (P39219) 
Johnson Law PLC 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
535 Griswold, Ste. 2632 
Detroit, MI 48226 
(313) 324-8300 
(313) 324-8301 (fax) 
jahmad@venjohnsonlaw,com 

LAUREL F. McGIFFERT (P31667) 
PLUNKETT COONEY 
Attorney for Defendants 
150 W Jefferson, Suite 800 
Detroit, MI 48226 
(313) 983-4 752 
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I. Plaintiff's Claims Are Barred by Collateral Estoppel 

As stated in the "Procedural History" section of Defendants' Brief, Plaintiff had claims pending in 

federal court, including false arrest, false imprisonment, and malicious prosecution --- corresponding to 

state claims filed in this court. [See Exhibit I, Plaintiff's federal Complaint]. The federal court has now 

granted Summary Judgment to Defendants, finding that both probable cause and qualified immunity 

defeated those claims as a matter of law. [See Exhibit J, 8/25/16 Opinion and Order]. That determination 

and ruling bar Plaintiff's corresponding state law claims of unlawful arrest, false imprisonment, malicious 

prosecution, and Plaintiffs gross negligence claim, on the basis of collateral estoppel or issue preclusion. 

This proposition was well settled in Vanvorous v Burmeister, 262 Mich App 467 (2004), wherein the 

plaintiffs state claims were based on identical factual issues that were litigated --- and decided --- in federal 

court, thus barring re-litigation of the same issues in state court. Where a question of fact essential to the 

judgment has been actually litigated and determined by a valid and final judgment, collateral estoppel bars 

a litigant from pursuing the same issue again. Id. at 479-480. In Vanvorous, the federal court's 

determination that the defendants' conduct was reasonable ("or at the very least, the result of a reasonable 

mistake") barred the state court action for intentional infliction of emotional distress ("IIED") since the 

conduct element of the IIED claim was based on the same factual question already litigated in federal court 

regarding the federal claims of alleged excessive force and assault and battery. Id. at 481-483. 

The same proposition applies herein, and bars the unlawful arrest, false imprisonment and 

malicious prosecution (state) claims since the existence of the requisite element of probable cause has 

already been adjudicated as barring the corresponding federal claims. [See Exhibit J, page 11 ]. 1 In 

Vanvorous, the plaintiff's gross negligence claim was also dismissed: 

As defendants correctly note, this Court has rejected attempts to transform claims 
involving elements of intentional torts not claims of gross negligence (citations omitted). 

1 Note also the corollary between the federal court adjudication that Crum is entitled to qualified immunity regarding 
the federal claims as it applies to his entitlement to governmental immunity as to the corresponding state claims. 
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Thus, plaintiff did not state a claim upon which relief could be granted. MCR 2.116(C)(8). 
Moreover, unveiling plaintiff's true claim of excessive force leads to the inevitable 
conclusion that the claim is also collaterally estopped. Id. at 483-484. 

Likewise, in the instant case, Plaintiff's gross negligence claim must be dismissed because it is 

fully premised on Plaintiffs unlawful arrest, false imprisonment and/or malicious prosecution claims. 

See also Williams v City of Grosse Pointe Park, 2008 WL 274872 (attached hereto as Exhibit K), 

Dobrowski v Jay Dee Contractors, 2010 WL 293069 (attached hereto as Exhibit L), and Ghaith v 

Rauschenberger, 2013 WL 195772 (attached hereto as Exhibit N) wherein plaintiff was collaterally 

estopped from proceeding in state court with claims based on issues that had already been adjudicated by 

the federal court. In both those cases as well, the trial court properly deferred to the federal determination, 

and properly granted defendant's motion for summary disposition. The same result is required herein. 

II. Defendants' Reply to Plaintiff's Response Brief 

Since Plaintiff was arrested pursuant to a judicially secured warrant and prosecuted pursuant to 

judicially determined probable cause, his burden to state the claims he purports to maintain is very high. 

Defendant Crum ("Crum") did not knowingly swear to false facts in a complaint, without which there is no 

probable cause, and no allegedly false or omitted information was material to the finding of probable cause. 

Plaintiff cites Sussman v. Dalton, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 165259 (E.D. Mich. 2012), indicating, "the 

failure to adequately review video footage, and the misrepresentation of the contents of the video, can 

preclude a finding of probable cause and a corresponding claim of governmental immunity". However, that 

opinion was soundly reversed by Sussman v. Dalton, 552 Fed. Appx. 488 (2014) (Exhibit M), where 

immunity was found, and plaintiffs claim was dismissed. As in Sussman (2014), in this case, probable 

cause is independently based on evidence untainted by any arguable charge of falsification or omission. 

In this case, there is absolutely no evidence to rebut the evidence that Crum did not initially know 

of the existence of the 8/21 /13 video recording, and when he learned of it, he immediately produced it. 

Also, given the totality of the circumstances, Crum believed there was probable cause based on numerous 

2 
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factors, including: (a) ... accusation on 5/7/13, (b) her 7/11/13 explanation about why she changed her 

story at Care House and her reaffirmation on that date of the accusation of alleged criminal conduct by 

Plaintiff, and (c) her reiteration of the basic elements of the alleged crime again on 8/21/13. To the extent 

there were some differences in what she said to Crum on May 7th as compared to what she said to him on 

August 21st, he did not consider the differences to be material inconsistencies that invalidated the probable 

cause determination that was based on the totality of the circumstances. [See Exhibit G, Crum's Affidavit]. 

Moreover, - testimony at the 10/9/13 preliminary exam ("probable cause hearing") was 

consistent with what Plaintiff claims •told Crum on August 21 st2. At that hearing, neither the Prosecutor 

nor Plaintiff's defense attorney --- both of whom had Crum's May 7th report and were now clearly aware of 

the differences (between May 7th and October 9th) --- considered the differences material enough for the 

prosecutor to abandon the prosecution for lack of probable cause or even for Plaintiff's defense attorney to 

try to impeach .to challenge probable cause. Thus, for numerous specific reasons set forth below, 

Plaintiff's claim that Crum's August 21st report of - interview was not reflective of the information she 

provided on that date (per pp 11-13 of Plaintiff's Brien is not material to the finding of probable cause. 

• May 7th - Crum reported (1st incident) that• said, "Sam rubbed her vagina from outside 
of her clothing" (Exhibit A, Pg 005)3. At the probable cause hearing, when asked if he touched 
her vagina on top of or under her pants, she answered, "kind of both" and explained how his 
hand went below her clothing (Exhibit D, pp 14-15, 32 of transcript). With the May 7th report 
and thus even without the August 21st video recording or a detailed report regarding same, 
Plaintiff's attorney had opportunity to cross-examine and try to impeach •about any such 
alleged inconsistency -- but did not do so. 

• May 7th - Crum reported (1st incident) that .said Plaintiff held her down with his free 
hand (Exhibit A, Pg 005), but did not mention this on August 21st or on 10/9 --- clearly not an 
"inconsistency". To the extent that it arguably is inconsistent, Plaintiff's attorney (and the 
prosecutor) were aware of same (from the May 7th report and the 10/9 testimony), and could 
have cross-examined and tried to impeach---- but did not do so. 

2 Defendants do not specifically challenge Plaintiff's alleged "quotes" from Crum (on pp 11-12 of Plaintiff's BrieD 
upon risk of creating a "question of fact" that would defeat their Motion. The video recording is available to the Court 
to review and assess the accuracy and context of what Crum actually said. Numerous mis-statements and 
mischaracterizations in Plaintiff's Brief will be revealed during the Court's careful review of referenced exhibits. 

3 Unless specified otherwise, all "exhibits" referenced in this Brief refer to Defendants' exhibits. 

3 
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• At the probable cause hearing, •testified (1st incident), when she asked Plaintiff to stop, 
he asked, "why?" (Exhibit D, p 14 of transcript). Plaintiff claims that on the August 21st 
recording as well, -indicated that Plaintiff made statements in contrast to what she told 
Crum on May 7th. To the extent the August 21st statement is discrepant with-May 7th 
statement, again, Plaintiffs defense counsel was aware of the difference (based on her 
10/9/13 testimony) and could have tried to impeach her accordingly --- but did not. 

• At the probable cause hearing, • testified (2nd incident) that Plaintiff "sat on my legs" 
(Exhibit D, pp 18, 39-40, 43) like Plaintiff says-stated on the August 21st recording. To the 
extent this is arguably inconsistent with what she told Crum on May 7th, she could have been 
cross-examined and an attempt made to impeach her on 10/9, which was not done. 

• At the probable cause hearing, lllltestified (2nd incident) that Plaintiff's fingers went 
"inside her", between the lips of her vagina (Exhibit D, pp 19-20 of transcript) --- like Plaintiff 
alleges that-told Crum on 8/21. To the extent that this was supposedly inconsistent with 
her May 7th account, Plaintiffs defense attorney had the opportunity to cross-examine and try 
to impeach-regarding same at the hearing --- but again, did not do so. 

It is abundantly clear that nothing that Plaintiff alleges was on the August 21st video recording was 

material to the prosecutor's decision to proceed with prosecution because he was in possession of the 

police report of-account to Crum on May 7th, and privy to her testimony on 10/9/13. 

Likewise, nothing that Plaintiff alleges was on the August 21st recording deprived him of an 

opportunity to prevail at the 10/9/13 hearing since his attorney heard -testimony at that hearing, yet 

did not elect to treat it as inconsistent with her May 7th account to Crum, and to use same to challenge 

probable cause! Having the August 21st recording, which was consistent with -preliminary exam 

testimony would have made absolutely no difference in Plaintiff's defense at the probable cause hearing.4 

More importantly, Judge Wittenberg did not compare --- or even consider --- prior accounts by. 

Instead, he based his determination solely on her testimony at that hearing. Thus, if the August 21st 

recording had been available to the Prosecutor and/or to Plaintiffs attorney, it would not have made a 

difference in Judge Wittenberg's determination that probable cause existed to prosecute Plaintiff as 

charged. Crum did not participate in that hearing at all! The Judge's probable cause determination was 

4 Even Plaintiff's attorney articulated his recognition that there was a factual issue for the trier of fact 
regarding his prosecution (Exhibit D, p 45 of the Preliminary Exam transcript). 

4 
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based solely on -testimony under examination and cross-examination on that date; and on that basis 

alone, Plaintiff is foreclosed from litigating the probable cause determination in this case. 

Our case is clearly distinguishable from the following cases cited by Plaintiff: Broadnax v. Double, 

2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 136342 (E.D. Mich. 2013) (where defendant was aware of additional video footage 

when he denied that it existed); Sykes v. Anderson, 625 F.3d 294 (6th Cir. 2010) (where the police officer 

testified --- and gave false statements --- at the preliminary exam and failed to turn over evidence of which 

he was aware). 5 It was even stated in Matthews v Blue Cross, 456 Mich 365, 390 (1998): ''This court has 

determined that it would place too much of a burden upon investigating police officers to require that they 

include all possibly mitigating items in their police reports in order to avoid potential liability". 

Instead, in this case, Plaintiff was arrested pursuant to a warrant, Crum did not participate at the 

preliminary exam, and most certainly did not know the August 21st interview was recorded and was not 

aware of the existence of the video recording. [See Exhibit F, Crum's deposition, pp 159-163, 169; and 

Plaintiff's Exhibit D, pp 182, 187]. Despite unfounded argument(s) to the contrary, evidence shows that 

Crum was authorized by Judy - custodian/grandmother and - mother/Stacey's guardian)6 to 

interview -on July 11th, considered fill the facts in his probable cause assessment, did not consider 

differences in-account on August 21st to be exculpatory, significant or material to the probable cause 

determination, but felt he had enough credible evidence to support a reasonable suspicion that the alleged 

crime had been committed. [See Exhibit F, Crum's deposition, pp 164-178, Exhibit G, Crum's Affidavit, 

and Plaintiff's Exhibit B, p 66]. 

WHEREFORE, Defendants, City of Berkley and Michael Crum respectfully request Summary 

Disposition in their favor, and dismissal of Plaintiff's Complaint in its entirety with prejudice. 

s Nor is the 1929 case cited by Plaintiff [Weiden v Weiden, 246 Mich 347 (1929)] or the 7th (not 6th) Circuit 
case [Jones v Chicago, 856 F2d 985 (CA 7, 1988)] persuasive against Defendants' position. 

6 The PPO petitions Plaintiff references occurred after Crum's 7/11/13 interview of- and both were 
denied by the court. [See Plaintiffs Exhibit A, pp 059 and 063]. 

5 
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DATED: September 14, 2016 

Respectfully submitted, 

PLUNKETT COONEY 

By: ls/Laurel F. McGiffert 
LAUREL F. McGIFFERT (P31667) 
Attorneys for Defendants 
150 Jefferson Avenue, Suite 800 
Detroit, Ml 48226 
(313) 983-4751 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned certifies that a copy of Defendant's City of Berkley and Michael Crum's Reply Brief in 
Support of Motion for Summary Disposition and Certificate of Service were served upon all counsel of 
record on September 14, 2016 by: electronic filing with the Clerk of the Court using the Odyssey ECF 
system, which will send notification of such filing. I declare that the above statements are true to the best of 
my knowledge, information and belief. 

/s/Sharvell Holmes 
SHARVELL HOLMES 

Open.00560.52022.17 409689-1 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND 

SAMUEL JEROME, 

Plaintiff, 
V Case No. 2015-148401-CZ 

LIEUTENANT MICHAEL CRUM, in his 
Individual and Representative Capacity, 
And the CITY OF BERKLEY, a 
Municipal entity, 

Defendants./ 

MOTION FOR SUMMARY DISPOSITION 

BEFORE THE HONORABLE DENISE LANGFORD MORRIS, CIRCUIT JUDGE 

Pontiac, Michigan - Wednesday, September 28, 2016 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Plaintiff: 

For the Defendants: 

S. JAY AHMAD (P43206) 
Johnson Law, PLC 
535 Griswold Street, Suite 2632 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 
( 313) 3 2 4- 8 3 0 0; FAX ( 313) 324-8301 
j a .b.n.ta Ci l~ '.J e r1 -~; () "r! r1 s () T! -1. a. v.1 .. c: o n.t 

LAUREL F. McGIFFERT (P31667) 
Plunkett Cooney 
535 Griswold Street, Suite 2400 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 
(313) 983-4752 
lmcgiffert@plunkettcoonev.com 

Transcript Provided by: Accurate Transcription Services, LLC 
Firm# 8493 
(734)944-5818 

Transcribed by: Krista S. Michels, CER #8490 
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Pontiac, Michigan 

Wednesday, September 28, 2016 - 10:21 a.m. 

* * * * * * 

THE CLERK: Calling docket number 32, Jerome 

versus Crum, 15-148401-CZ. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Good morning, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. I need your appearances 

and you may be seated. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Laurel McGiffert appearing on 

behalf of the defendants, City of Berkley and Michael 

Crum. 

MR. AHMAD: Jay Ahmad on behalf of the 

plaintiff, Samuel Jerome, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Okay. As the Court knows, your 

Honor, the defendants have a motion for summary 

disposition before the Court this morning. And -- and 

your Honor, I am going to rely on my briefs in terms of 

the detailed argument with regard to probable cause, which 

we believe is a controlling factor in governmental 

immunity and just spend my time this morning speaking to 

you briefly about the collateral estoppel issue because we 

believe that that, first and foremost, is the deciding 

factor in this case. 

As the Court knows from our reply brief that the 

3 
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corresponding false arrest, false imprisonment and 

malicious prosecution claims that were pending in the 

federal Court have been decided and Judge O'Meara has 

granted summary judgment based on 

THE COURT: Is that Van Voorhis versus 

Burmeister? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Yes. Yes, that's the primary 

case we're relying on indicating that because probable 

cause and qualified immunity have been adjudicated in 

federal Court, that that is controlling with regard to the 

probable cause issue in the governmental immunity case 

issues in this Court. 

Your Honor, we have also cited other cases, 

Williams, Dabrowski (ph) and Gaith (ph) and I think the 

Gaith case, even though it's unpublished, is very helpful 

because the facts are almost identical; false arrest, 

false imprisonment, malicious prosecution, and in that 

case, there was a mistrial after which the prosecutor 

dismissed the charges. 

In all these cases, the decision has been pretty 

clear that the plaintiff cannot relitigate those issues in 

state Court that have already been adjudicated in federal 

Court. And for that reason, we would ask the Court to, 

first and foremost on that basis, den -- grant our motion 

for summary disposition. Plaintiff may share with you 

4 
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that as of this moment, they have appealed that ruling; 

however, that does not make any difference, your Honor, 

and in one of the cases that we presented to the Court, I 

think it was Exhibit L, the Dabrowski case. 

They dealt with that very issue and they said, 

number one, in the federal Courts, a final judgment ret 

retains its preclusive effect while an appeal of the 

judgment is pending, and that was the Erebia versus 

Chrysler Plastic Products Corporation case, 891 F2d 1212, 

a 6th Circuit 1989 case. And also, it said the Court must 

apply federal claim preclusion law in determining the 

preclusive effect of a prior federal judgment, and that 

was Pierson Sand and Gravel versus Keeler Brass Company, 

460 Mich 372, (1999) case. 

So, we would ask the Court to -- first and 

foremost, to grant our motion based on the collateral 

estoppel issue and also as the Court knows, we have other 

arguments regarding probable cause, governmental immunity 

and we would think it would be beneficial for the Court to 

decide those issues as well. It appears to me that the 

plaintiff has abandoned their argument with regard to the 

city and and -- and I didn't see any real substantive 

response to our position that the city has governmental 

immunity and should be dismissed on that basis. So, I'd 

like to retain a few minutes for rebuttal, your Honor. 

5 
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THE COURT: Certainly. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Any response? 

MR. AHMAD: Thank you, your Honor, again, Jay 

Ahmad on behalf of the plaintiff, your Honor. It -- in 

terms of the collateral estoppel argument, your Honor, you 

know, that was briefed only in the defendant's rebuttal 

brief. Our brief -- their initial motion was brought on 

the merits of the state law claim. 

I would request, if this Court were so inclined, 

to determine or rule on the collateral estoppel argument, 

that we get an opportunity -- a fair opportunity to brief 

that issue because it was again, only briefed in their 

reply brief, which we don't get to reply to. So, that 

would be number one. 

At -- as Ms. McGiffert did explain to you 

though, the -- the federal claim is under appeal and it 

would be our position, your Honor, that the federal claims 

and the state claims are completely separate from each 

other. There is a different jurisprudence for the federal 

claims and the state claims under false imprisonment, 

false arrest, malicious prosecution and there is a state 

claim with regard to gross negligence, which there was not 

in the federal claim. 

So even that just on that mere issue alone, 

6 
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you can't decide, respectfully, your Honor, the state 

claims just based on the federal law in this matter. 

Dealing with the -- the merits of the -- the arguments 

that were initially brought to this Court, it is our firm 

belief that there are significant fact issues with regard 

to the arguments that have been set forth by the 

defendant, most notably, with regard to the issues of 

probable cause and governmental immunity. 

As this Court is aware, and as I've set forth in 

my brief, particularly at page 11 and 12, the defendant in 

this case, Detective Crum, interviewed in violation of his 

own procedures and protocols, our client for a third and 

fourth time after the -- the victim in this case, 1111 

11111111 -- the alleged victim, was put through a forensic 

interview in which she recanted all of her allegations 

against my client. 

Detective Crum testified that it his it is 

his practice to defer to what the findings are in the 

forensic interview, but instead of doing that, instead of 

closing his case as he indicated he was going to do, he 

against my client. He interviewed her for a third time 

without any parental consent because the grandmother had 

brought her in, again in violation of his own policies and 

protocols, and then, tried to submit the case to the 

7 
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prosecutor for a warrant. 

The prosecutor requested more information and 

the detective interviewed her for a fourth time, this 

time, videotaped, which he did not produce and that 

videotape interview, your Honor, which we've provided to 

the Court, has significant discrepancies, which we have 

listed, I think there were almost a dozen of them, between 

her first story and her videotaped story. 

But instead of relating that to the prosecutor, 

Detective Crum deliberately falsified what was in that 

interview and said her stories were exactly the same to 

the prosecutor. It was based upon that that the 

prosecutor proceeded to trial. My client stayed in jail 

for a year and then when Detective Crum "suddenly" 

discovered this video and brought it to Judge Nichols' 

attention and the prosecutor and the defense attorney had 

a chance to view the videotape. A mistrial was declared. 

Bless you. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Excuse me. 

MR. AHMAD: A mistrial was declared and then, 

the prosecutor declined to bring the charges again. It is 

our position, your Honor, that based on those significant 

discrepancies, that there was no probable cause here. The 

only person who testified at the probable cause hearing 

was the victim herself. Had the defense attorney been 

8 
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armed with this knowledge about these discrepancies, then 

the probable cause hearing could have been overcome though 

it was unlikely that the prosecutor would have proceeded I 

the first place. 

In terms of governmental immunity, your Honor, 

it's our position that there is no conceivable way that 

the defendant can argue that he had good faith in 

falsifying what the allegations were in this matter when 

he knew that had significant discrepancies in 

her first story and her last story. So that -- that is 

not a matter of good faith on the part of the detective, 

nor is it a matter of discretion. 

He is obligated, as he admits in his deposition, 

to turn over all exculpatory evidence in this case, your 

Honor. I think our brief adequately lays out the law and 

the other factual aspects of this case and I would rely on 

that. And if the Court has any questions in that regard, 

but I do believe that there are significant factual issues 

for a jury to resolve in this case regarding the merits of 

the claim. Thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Any brief rebuttal? 

MS. McGIFFERT: Just -- yes, just briefly, your 

Honor. With regard to the fact issues, as the Court 

knows, that the federal Court was dealing with the very 

same facts, very same factual context. And of course, 

9 
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collateral estoppel has nothing to do with the claims 

being different is -- has to do with the issues being the 

same. I think -- I won't go into detail about the in 

alleged inconsistencies. There were no materials ones and 

they were identified at the preliminary exam if either the 

prosecutor or the defense attorney wanted to address them. 

And finally with regard to gross negligence, 

without being repetitive, I'll just basically say that 

based on the collateral estoppel issue as well as the 

issues we argued in our brief, we believe that that should 

be dismissed as well. Thank you, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. You both did an excellent job 

with your briefs. I -- I want to take a final look at 

them and I'm going to issue a written decision. Thank 

you. 

MR. AHMAD: Thank you, your Honor. 

MS. McGIFFERT: Thank you, your Honor. 

(At 10:31 a.m., proceedings concluded.) 

* * * * * * 

10 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

COUNTY OF OAKLAND )ss. 

I certify that this transcript is a true and accurate 

transcription to the best of my ability of the proceeding in 

this case before the Honorable Denise Langford Morris, as 

recorded by the clerk. 

Proceedings were recorded and provided to this 

transcriptionist by the Circuit Court and this certified 

reporter accepts no responsibility for any events that occurred 

during the above proceedings, for any inaudible and/or 

indiscernible responses by any person or party involved in the 

proceeding or for the content of the recording provided. 

Dated: February 27, 2017 

/S/ Krista S. Michels 

Krista S. Michels, CER #8490 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND 

SAMUEL JEROME, 
Plaintiff, 

V Case No: 15-148401-CZ 
Hon. Denise Langford Morris 

MICHAEL CRUM and 
CITY OF BERKLEY, 

Defendants. 
_____________________ ! 

SUMMARY DISPOSITION OPINION AND ORDER 

Defendants filed the instant Motion for Summary Disposition. The Court heard 

oral arguments and took the matter under advisement. After reviewing the Briefs and 

Exhibits and having considered the merits and being fully advised in the premises, the 

Court finds that summary disposition is appropriate. Plaintiff filed a Federal Court case 

with claims for false arrest, false imprisonment and malicious prosecution. The Federal 

Court granted Summary Judgment to Defendants finding that both probable cause and 

qualified immunity defeated Plaintiff's claims as a matter of law. 

This Court finds that the Federal Court's determination and ruling bars Plaintiff's 

claims in this case of, unlawful arrest, false imprisonment, malicious prosecution and 

gross negligence on the basis of collateral estoppel and issue preclusion. Vanvorous v 

Burmeister, 262 Mich App 467 (2004). Plaintiff is collaterally estopped from proceeding 

in state court with claims based on issues that have already been adjudicated by the 

Federal Court. 

Accordingly, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendants' Motion for Summary Disposition 

pursuant to MCR 2.116(C) (7) is GRANTED. 

This disposes of the last pending claim and closes the case. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

DATED: SEP 29 2016 

ls/Denise Langford Morris 
DENISE LANGFORD MORRIS 
Circuit Court Judge 
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