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IN THE DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR ROGERS COUNTY S

STATE OF OKLAHOMA HAR -5 7013
KIM HERRY, w0k T CLERR
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, ) \ LA
Plaintiff, ; DEPUTY
Vs. ; Case No. CF-2012-655
JENNIE RUNIONS ;
Defendant. ))

CORRECTED MOTION TO RECONSIDER AND BRIEF IN SUPPORT

COMES NOW the State of Oklahoma, by and through Janice Steidley, District

Attorney for the 12th District, and David T. Iski, Assistant District Attorney, and

respectfully asks this Court to reconsider its February 22, 2013 ruling granting the

Motion to Intervene filed by the City of Claremore (hereinafter “Claremore” or “City”)

and Third Party Intervenor, John F. Singer (hereinafter “Singer”). Grounds for this

Motion are as follows:

Although this Court was well intentioned, it is respectfully requested that the
Court reconsider its motion previously granting “limited” intervention to
City and Singer.

Based on newly discovered information and the now clear actions and
intentions of the Intervenors, the Motions to Intervene should be summarily
denied by this Court.

The District Attorney sought directly from the City of Claremore Chief of
Police any information that may be considered Giglio materials. Such is the
obligation of the State United States v. Agurs, 427 U.S. 97, 107-08, 96 S. Ct.
2392, 2399-400, 49 L. Ed. 2d 342 (1976).

The response from the City was an intentional failure to fully disclose such
information. This is clear from the email exchange between the District
Attorney and Chief Brown. See attached exhibit A.

Newly discovered evidence secreted from the Office of the District Attorney
and this Court proves Singer has already been determined to be “Giglio-
impaired”, as used by Singer, in Federal Court by a Federal Magistrate.

IMAGED



¢ Claremore and Singer have hidden Singer’s impeachment evidence for years.

e It would be a mistake for this Court to grant a witness the same
Constitutional protections afforded victims.

e Claremore’s lawyer lacks City Council approval and in addition failed to
provide with his motion the attachment required by statute in order to even
seek intervention.

e Counsel for Claremore told this Court that the City Council voted recently to
ratify the Motions to Intervene. See “Transcript of Proceedings”, February 22,
2013 attached and incorporated hereto as State’s Exhibit “C” for reference, p. 29-
30, In. 1-25,In. 1-11.

e Published Agendas of the Claremore City Council do not support this claim.!

e Singer failed to attach the required document to his intervention motion as
well.

¢ Allowing intervention in this case violated the separation of powers doctrine.
e Allowing intervention has caused unintended results in allowing Claremore

and Singer to run wild with unfounded accusations in the media, which was
wholly inappropriate under the circumstances.

' 417 It is also clear that its attorney advised Beggs' governing board that the Water Purchase contract
could be properly considered and approved as an unlisted item of “old business”, although the OMA does
not define the term. However, any construction of the OMA which would permit a public body's
consideration of an item not listed on its posted agenda, apart from “new business” “not known about or
which could not have been reasonably foreseen prior to the time of posting” allowed by 25 O.S. § 311(A)
(9), totally vitiates the underlying mandate of the OMA to notify the public of the time and place of
meetings of a public body, and the matters the public body intends to consider. Any reading of the OMA
notice provisions to permit consideration of unspecified “old business”, in our opinion, “has the effect of
actually deceiving or misleading the public regarding the scope of matters to be taken up at the meeting,”
and invites “agency action which exceeds the scope of action defined by the notice.” Haworth Bd. of Ed.,
1981 OK CIV APP 56, § 10, 637 P.2d at 904.

9 18 The plain language of § 303 mandates the posting of a notice of the matters to be considered at a
meeting of a public body. The failure of Beggs' governing board to post proper notice of its intent to
consider the execution and approval of the water contract with Okmulgee, although based on advice of
counsel, constitutes a “willful,” “conscious” violation of the OMA “by those who know, or should know
the requirements of the Act.” Rogers, 1984 OK 95, | 14, 701 P.2d at 761. Absent posted notices of its
intent to consider the 2004 water contract, Beggs' execution and approval of the 2004 contract is invalid as
“exceed[ing] the scope of action defined by the notice[s].” Haworth Bd. of Ed., 1981 OK CIV APP 56, §
10, 637 P.2d at 904.

Okmulgee County Rural Water Dist. No. 2 v. Beggs Pub. Works Auth., 2009 OK CIV APP 51, 211 P.3d
225,229




o There is no cognizable legal theory or claim allowing intervention by Singer
or City. Intervention cannot be extended to witnesses such as Singer, or
employers such as Claremore.

e “Limited” intervention is not recognized in Oklahoma jurisprudence.

e Even if “limited” intervention was recognized, it is not warranted in this case
since City and Singer seek materials already in their possession, save and
except an improved tape that only alleviated the necessity of “ear buds” and
a transcript of the tape.

e Notwithstanding Singer’s cry that dissemination would ruin him, either
Singer or City have widely disseminated the materials in question.

e The Duties and Responsibilities set forth by the Giglio Doctrine create a duty
of action and obligation for each, individual prosecutor.

e Claremore, as Singer’s employer, has an absolute duty and obligation to
disclose impeachment materials, and intentionally has failed to do so for
years.

e Claremore never responded to the State’s motion to dismiss or objection in
this case, because there is no legal theory it can assert.

o Singer did file a “response” in this case, same being a legal and factual
nullity.

e The Office of the District Attorney did not disclose to this Court the prior
requesting of a Giglio determination by a Rogers County Judge in another
case, which was criticized by this Court. However, the DA’s office did not do
so because the decision in the case in question was “sealed” by the Judge, and
the case presented that of a “close call”’. The materials in question in this
case do not present a “close call”, and must be disclosed under Giglio.

The District Attorney recently sought directly from the City of Claremore Chief
of Police any information that may be considered Giglio materials. Such is the obligation

of the State United States v. Agurs, 427 U.S. 97, 107-08, 96 S. Ct. 2392, 2399-400, 49 L.

Ed. 2d 342 (1976). The response from the City was an intentional failure to fully disclose
such information. This is clear from the email exchange between the District Attorney
and Chief Brown. See State’s Exhibit “A” attached for reference. Since the hearing held
before this Court on February 22, 2013, the District Attorney’s Office, without any



cooperation from the City, found information previously unknown to it, yet clearly
known by Singer and the City, as his supervising entity, concerning a_2010
DETERMINATION BY A FEDERAL COURT THAT BEHAVIOR OF SINGER
CONSTITUTED, IN FACT, GIGLIO MATERIAL AND SHOULD BE DISCLOSED
TO DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL. IN ESSENCE, SINGER HAS BEEN THE
SUBJECT OF GIGLIO DISCLOSURE IN PREVIOUS CASES AND IN OTHER
COURTS SINCE 2001. SINGER AND THE CITY INTENTIONALLY
WITHHELD THAT INFORMATION FROM DISTRICT ATTORNEY
STEIDLEY AND THIS COURT. Claremore and Singer appear to have such low

regard for the criminal justice system that they feel entitled to play word games with the
District Attorney. In response to the District Attorney’s direct request to the City for
materials it was entitled to from the city, Claremore opted to play word games — there is
nothing in his personnel file. All the time, Claremore knew exactly what was being
requested. The City could argue that it did not know about the prior ruling of the federal
court that Singer was the subject of a Giglio disclosure. If that were the case, there is no
explanation for their failure to make a direct inquiry from Singer. After all, Claremore
announced in its Motion to Intervene that the City is well aware of its duty and obligation

to provide impeachment material to prosecuting agencies.

STANDARD OF REVIEW
By Statute, the Court may, no later than thirty (30) days after the judgment,
decree, or appealable order prepared in conformance with Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 12, § 696,
may correct, open, modify or vacate a judgment, decree, or appealable order on its own

initiative. Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 12, § 1031.1.2 While Oklahoma Statutes do not provide a

2 A. A court may correct, open, modify or vacate a judgment, decree, or appealable order on its own
initiative not later than thirty (30) days after the judgment, decree, or appealable order prepared in
conformance with Section 696.3 of this title has been filed with the court clerk. Notice of the court's action
shall be given as directed by the court to all affected parties.

B. On motion of a party made not later than thirty (30) days after a judgment, decree, or appealable order
prepared in conformance with Section 696.3 of this title has been filed with the court clerk, the court may
correct, open, modify, or vacate the judgment, decree, or appealable order. If the moving party did not
prepare the judgment, decree, or appealable order, and Section 696.2 of this title required a copy of the
judgment, decree, or appealable order to be mailed to the moving party, and the court records do not reflect
the mailing of a copy of the judgment, decree, or appealable order to the moving party within three (3)
days, exclusive of weekends and holidays, after the filing of the judgment, decree, or appealable order, the
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procedural vehicle called “motions to reconsider”, Oklahoma appellate courts have
determined that such motions can be heard by this Court.> Additionally, newly discovered
evidence is a recognized reason for a reexamination of an issue by a trial court of law or

fact or both. Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 12, § 651.

Prior Judicial Determination Requested by the District Attorney’s Office

1. The documents filed by the State and titled “Motion to Dismiss” and “Objection” are
incorporated as if fully set forth herein, including all legal authorities cited and legal
arguments made therein.

2. The following discussion is provided only for the purpose of addressing the criticism
of the Court on the process the District Attorney’s Office went through in reaching a
conclusion that Singer’s prior actions required that a Giglio disclosure be made. The
following is not presented seeking the Court’s response on the ultimate decision
made by the State. As stated in the State’s Objection, that decision does not fall
on the Court as it lies solely and exclusively within the province of the
prosecution.

3. The State did not choose this course of action lightly or swiftly, but with great care
and diligence. Prosecution calls for difficult choices to be made and crucial decisions

to be reached.

motion to correct, open, modify, or vacate the judgment, decree, or appealable order may be filed no later
than thirty (30) days after the earliest date on which the court records show that a copy of the judgment,
decree, or appealable order was mailed to the moving party. The moving party shall give notice to all
affected parties. A motion to correct, open, modify, or vacate a judgment or decree filed after the
announcement of the decision on all issues in the case but before the filing of the judgment or decree shall
be deemed filed immediately after the filing of the judgment or decree

Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 12, § 1031.1
3 Burghart v. Corr. Corp. of Am., 2009 OK CIV APP 76, 224 P.3d 1278, 1280

9 7 Although “motions to reconsider” are not technically authorized by Oklahoma procedural law,
McMillian v. Holcomb, 1995 OK 117, n. 3, 907 P.2d 1034, 1036 n. 3, the court is required to treat a motion
as the substance of the motion dictates regardless of the name assigned by the parties. Horizons, Inc. v. Keo
Leasing Co., 1984 OK 24, § 4, 681 P.2d 757, 758-59. (“A motion seeking reconsideration, re-examination,
rehearing or vacation of a judgment or final order, which is filed within 10 days of the day such decision
was rendered, may be regarded as the functional equivalent of a new trial motion, no matter what its title”).

See also Derrick v. State ex rel. Dept. of Pub. Safety, 2007 OK CIV APP 56,11 7-8, 164 P.3d 250, 252




This Court has criticized the Office of the District Attorney for not disclosing that it
had requested a judicial determination on potential Giglio materials in another case in
this County. See “Transcript of Proceedings”, February 22, 2013 attached and
incorporated hereto as Exhibit “B”, a Hearing occurred before the Honorable Dynda
R. Post, District Judge, p. 18, In. 17-20.  The Office of the District Attorney is
concerned as this was handled by another judge, concerned a different law
enforcement officer under a different set of facts and the hearing on the matter was
“sealed” by the judge. It would not have been appropriate to disclose those materials,
nor was it necessary.

. In that case, the District Attorney’s Office was unsure as to whether or not such
information had to be disclosed under Giglio, and in turn litigated the issue at the
insistence of defense attorney Williams Higgins.

The Judge, in that case, ultimately concluded the information did, in fact, constitute
Giglio materials, and same were disclosed.

However, the judge ordered the hearing sealed and thus in would have been
inappropriate to state factual particulars of the State’s argument in the State’s

previous brief.

Singer’s Giglio Materials

In the case of John Singer, the Office of the District Attorney is aware of the
following facts:
a. Singer was called by a friend, a member of another law enforcement agency,
regarding the alleged “rape” of the friend’s daughter
b. The victim in question was over 16 years of age, but under the age of
majority. In essence, the following was required for the prosecution to prove
the charge of “rape” in this circumstance:
_First, the person penetrated the vagina;
Second, of any victim;
Third, with (an inanimate object);

Fourth, without the victim's consent and



Fifth, where force/violence was used against (the victim)/ (another person)] or
[where force/violence was threatened against (the victim)/ (another person) and
the defendant had the apparent power to carry out the threat of force/violence]

c. Singer, through his law enforcement investigative career, presumably knows
the elements of “rape”.

d. Singer interrogated the accused, along with the law enforcement partner of the
victim’s father, who had no jurisdiction in the case and whose presence was,
at the very least, inappropriate.

e. The interrogation was videotaped.

. The video was not provided with the report submitted by Singer.

g. It was only after numerous attempts, spanning several days that the tape was
provided to the District Attorney’s Office.

h. The video revealed that the Accused never confessed to using force against
the alleged victim.

i. Singer also filled out a probable cause affidavit stating that the accused “told
your affiant that she (sic) put his finger into the 16 year-old girl’s vagina
against her will.”

j. Singer also requested and obtained two search warrants in which the affidavit
in each application stated that the accused “told your affiant at least the
following;” in which at the end of the paragraph Singer wrote “later in the
evening, (accused) began kissing (alleged victim,) put his hand in her panties,
and put his finger into her vagina. This occurred without (alleged victim’s)
consent and against her will.”

k. Based upon the initial information provided by Singer, The State filed charges
on August 31, 2011.

l. The court, based on the probable cause affidavit, set a bond amount of
$100,000 on Count 1 alone, which was substantiated by the above statement.
The court ordered two search warrants based on the corresponding affidavits.

m. On or about August 25, 2011, the Office of the District Attorney requested a
copy of the videotape from the City of Claremore Police Department of the

alleged confession. See State’s Exhibit “C” attached hereto.



. When the tape was not produced to the DA’s Office within a few days of the
request, an Assistant District Attorney attempted to contact Singer directly to
renew the request. Singer did not respond.

Singer failed to produce the videotape until approximately a full month after
the arrest and only a day or two before the initial appearance, but before doing
so asked the District Attorney’s Investigator, Gary Stansill, “why the DA’s
office wanted the videotape.” Singer also stated to Stansill that he had
obtained a confession. Stansill observed that Singer was upset that the
prosecutor needed the video before she filed the case.

Shortly before the initial appearance, Singer produced the videotape, but there
was not enough time for the Assistant District Attorney handling the case to
properly assess the tape.

. Upon further review, the sworn probable cause affidavit by Singer, and the
search warrant affidavits by Singer, all were contradicted by the videotaped
interview, although parts of the tape were difficult to hear.

It is unclear why Claremore and Singer were unwilling to produce the
recorded interviewed to the District Attorney in a timely fashion.

To insure all the videotape could be understood, and trying to give Singer the
benefit of the doubt, the Office of the District Attorney sought and received an
improved version of the videotape. The improved version merely cleaned up
the audio portion of the tape by removing background noises. Nothing was
added. Nothing other than background noise was removed. No confession
could be heard on the improved version.

Every criminal prosecutor in the office independently determined that the
affidavits and related materials constituted matters that had to be disclosed
under Brady/Giglio Doctrine and the Oklahoma Rules of Professional
Responsibility. There were nine (9) prosecutors in total, including District
Attorney Janice Steidley, who determined the matters must be disclosed in
their cases involving Singer as a witness.

. Upon further review, the probable cause affidavit and the search warrant

affidavits by Singer were all contradicted by the videotaped interview.



9.

Now, the prosecutors in the District Attorney’s Office must take the above, the
newly-discovered information in U.S. v. Stout, United States District Court For The
Northern District of Oklahoma, Case No. 10-CR-50-JHP, (see discussion below) that
Singer has been the subject of Giglio disclosure since at least 2010, and the sworn
testimony of Singer recorded in the Transcript of Proceedings, Wednesday, June 9,
2010, See State’s Exhibit “D” attached hereto, false statements made in the Verified
Complaint filed in his lawsuit against District Attorney Steidley and First Assistant
Lair know, along with any other information learned regarding Singer’s credibility

and consider it together for Giglio disclosure.

It was previously determined Singer is subject to a Giglio disclosure

10. Singer has previously been determined to be “subject to a Giglio disclosure”, and in

11.

fact has been subject to a Giglio disclosure since 2001. See State’s Exhibit “D”, p. 4
In 14-17.

Singer has already testified in federal court that he has before lied to his supervisor in
covering up an automobile accident that caused damage to his car. He did so in the
case of U.S. v. Stout, United States District Court For The Northern District of
Oklahoma, Case No. 10-CR-50-JHP.

12. According to the “Transcript of Proceedings, Wednesday, June 9, 2010” attached

13.

and incorporated hereto as State’s Exhibit “D”, a Motion Hearing occurred before
the Honorable Frank H. McCarthy, Magistrate Judge.
In ruling on Singer’s Giglio issues the Court identified and ruled on two issues as
follows (See excerpts beginning at Page 3, Line 21, and ending on Page 5, Line 24 of
the attached Transcript)(emphasis added):

“The first issue is whether or not there’s information that should be
disclosed to the defense under Brady or Giglio. The second issue to be
decided is if it is disclosed, if the information is disclosed to the defense,
may the defense cross-examine the witness concerning that information?
Concerning the first issue . . . The Court finds that the information
should be disclosed under Brady and Giglie. The information is
favorable to the defendant because it is impeaching evidence of a central
government witness. The information is material to the issues regarding
the legality of the search . . . The information is directly relevant to the

9



central government witness’s credibility. The witness was the aftiant on
the application for the search warrant and he was the lead investigator in
this investigation. Without this being disclosed, it would undermine the
court’s confidence in the accuracy of the ruling on the motion to suppress.

The second issue that’s presented by the notification is whether or not this
information should be allowed to be used by the defense at the hearing,
and the court finds that it would be allowed to be used under 608(b). Once
again, the information is directly probative of the truthfulness or
untruthfulness of the witness. The witness’s testimony is relevant to the
issues of the legality of the search. And although the information is ten
years old, because it is so directly relevant to his truthfulness or
untruthfulness, I think that he balance tips in favor of allowing the
defense to inquire on cross-examination under Rule 608 concerning this
area

14. Beginning on Page 8, Line 11 of the Transcript, on direct examination by Janet Sue
Reincke, Assistant U.S. Attorney, Singer testified as follows:
Okay, did you have an occasion to be involved in an accident with your car?

More than once.

And the second time, what happened?
I rear-ended another police car causing damage to my own.

How much damage?
It creased the front clip.

What did you do?
Lied to my supervisor, failed to disclose that I had hit another police car for
fear of losing my job, and instead claimed that I had hit a deer.

R ER 2R 2L

Q: And what did you do to support that?
A: Put the hair from a deer in the grill in case it had been examined.

At Page 20: CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. LYONS:

Q. Is it "investigator" -
A ltis.

Q. -- or "detective," or what's your appropriate title?
A. Investigator.

Q. Okay. Investigator Stout, -
MS. REINCKE: Excuse me. His name is Singer.

10



MR. LYONS: Oh. Singer. Excuse me.

Q. (BY MR. LYONS) Investigator Singer, with regard to the incident when
you were on probation as a police officer, how long did this deception occur before it
was either discovered or revealed, in terms of was it a couple of hours, was it a couple
of days, couple of weeks? How long did this go on?

A. 1 don't understand.

Q. Well, the deception about you ran into a car, you had already hit one, you're on
probation already for hitting one, and you then come up with this plan to get the deer
fur and put it in there and whatever, how long did that deception run from the
beginning of it until it was discovered or revealed, whichever?

A. I never told a supervisor about it until after I was off probation. And the
supervisor who was involved at the time, the person I worked for at the time, I don't
know that he ever knew.

Q. So then this deception that we're talking about -- by the way, who did you tell that
you had hit a deer with your car?
A. Lieutenant David Sandusky.

Q. And then how many months or years later was it that you revealed to him that you
had not, in fact, hit a deer?

A. 1 didn't work for Sandusky again after that, and so we've never had that
conversation. It was to another supervisor some period later, some couple of years
later that I told the supervisor about that.*

Q. And where did you obtain the -- and, by the way, was it deer hair or deer hide?
What was it that you -
A. Hair.

Q. Hair?
A. Hair.

Q. And where did you obtain this deer hair?
A. From an associate who has deer, who farms deer.

Q. And you, what, backed into another car?
A. No, I hit the back of another car.

Q. You hit it with the front of your patrol car?
A. Correct.

* Based upon this testimony, the City of Claremore was put on notice of the lie. What Claremore did with
this information is clear based on Chief Brown’s response to the District Attorney’s request — the City did
nothing. Sadly, they continued to do nothing to this day. This does not pass the smell test. It is for others
to decide if this should be described as a cover up. or protected by some collective bargaining agreement.

11



15.

Q. And so then you left there, knew a friend that raised deer, you went out to this
person, you got some deer, you placed it in the grill of your car; is that right?
A. Basically.

Q. And then you came back and you told, what, Lieutenant Sandusky this story that
you had hit a deer, which explained the damage to your car?
A. Correct.

Q. And over how long a period of time did it take for you to formulate this plan to

come up with this deception?
A T-

Q. In other words, was it a couple of hours, was it a couple of days? How long did it
take you to formulate this idea and put it into effect and then tell Lieutenant Sandusky
about it?

A. Oh, I don't know. That's been a decade. I downed my car for repair at some point.
That would had to have occurred within a couple of days, so over that period of time.

Q. It was a couple of days before -- or after you had damaged the car that you went
out and got the deer fur, put it in there, and then revealed it to the lieutenant?

A. It's an assumption on my part. | would have had to down my car for service after
several days had elapsed. So, in that time period sometime.

Q. And then after you revealed this to Lieutenant Sandusky, was there any report or
any information put in your personnel file that you had done this?
A. No.

Q. Did you ask that it not be put in there?
A. No.

Q. Had it been revealed that you had wrecked your patrol car a second time while on
probation, would you have likely been terminated?

MS. REINCKE: Objection, Your Honor; calls for speculation.

THE COURT: Overruled.

A. Looking back, no, I don't think so. It was my belief at the time, but I've now
learned that probably not.

Q. (BY MR. LYONS) But your fear was that you were going to get terminated
and that's why you went to the lengths for this deception that you did; is that -

A. Correct.

The transcript, at Page 8, indicates Singer’s cover-up may have happened in
approximately 2000 or 2001, although it is impossible to determine exactly. The

Claremore Police Department has refused to even acknowledge the existence of

Singer’s auto accident and prior Giglio determination (see below).

12



16.
17.

Singer has been subject to Giglio disclosure since at least 2001.

Yet Singer has stated, in his Motion to Intervene in the matter herein, “The
dissemination of this material will cause very significant, potentially irreversible
damage to Intervenor's reputation and employment with the Claremore Police
Department. In fact, Intervenor has been informed by his superiors that, if the
material in question is, in fact, Giglio Material, his employment with the Claremore
Police Department will be terminated.” Page 2, paragraph 7 of Singer’s Motion to

Intervene.’

Claremore denies the existence of Singer’s prior Giglio materials

18. The District Attorney sought directly from the City of Claremore Chief of Police any

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

information that may be considered Giglio materials. See attached State’s Exhibit
“A”. Such is the obligation of the State_United States v. Agurs, 427 U.S. 97, 107-08,
96 S. Ct. 2392, 2399-400, 49 L. Ed. 2d 342 (1976).

The response from the City was an intentional failure to fully disclose such

information. This is clear from the email exchange between the District Attorney and
Chief Brown. See attached State’s Exhibit “A”.

IN ESSENCE, SINGER HAS BEEN THE SUBJECT OF GIGLIO
DISCLOSURE IN PREVIOUS CASES AND IN OTHER COURTS SINCE
2001. SINGER AND THE CITY INTENTIONALLY WITHHELD THAT
INFORMATION FROM DISTRICT ATTORNEY STEIDLEY AND THIS

COURT.

Claremore and Singer appear to have such low regard for the criminal justice system
that they feel entitled to play word games with the Court and the District Attorney.

In response to the District Attorney’s direct request to the City for materials it was
entitled to from the city, Claremore opted to play word games — there is nothing in his
personnel file. All the time, Claremore knew exactly what was being requested.

The City could argue that it did not know about the prior ruling of the federal court

that Singer was the subject of a Giglio disclosure. If that were the case, there is no

5 Singer has also filed a federal civil rights lawsuit against Janice Steidley and Bryce Lair alleging he has
“an exemplary record as a law enforcement officer.” Page 4, paragraph 14 of Complaint filed in U.S.
Northern District Case 13CV-72 GKF — TLW.
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24.

25.

26.

217.

explanation for their failure to make a direct inquiry from Singer. After all,
Claremore announced in its Motion to Intervene that the City is well aware of its duty
and obligation to provide impeachment material to prosecuting agencies.

City admits, in its court papers, that it has the duty and obligation to turn over all
Giglio materials it has in its possession to the Office of the District Attorney, who has
requested such information pertinent to Singer. See Motion to Intervene file by City
of Claremore, q 10.

Therefore, the most shocking fact not contained in any briefs filed by Singer and the
City, is the fact that Singer is already subject to a Giglio disclosure, and that neither
Claremore nor Singer disclosed same to this Court.

Given the work the Office of the District Attorney has had to put out in responding to
the Motions filed by Singer and the City, and the resources redirected from serious
criminal cases to deal with this frivolous matter, only leads to one conclusion — Our

System of Justice cannot allow motions such as those filed in this case.

Effect of This Court’s Ruling

Immediately following the hearing before this Court, The City of Claremore through
Chief Brown issued the statement attached as State’s Exhibit “E”. This statement
purposefully misstates the ruling by the Court. Claremore’s statement boldly implies
that this Court ruled “there has been no finding that Det. Singer committed any act of
dishonesty or acted in any way improperly.” The Court made no such finding, and it
was merely a coy media ploy on behalf of City and Singer.

What is most troubling about the City’s letter is that it summarized the full and
complete failure by the City to understand the meaning of Giglio. Giglio disclosure
is not limited to actions that are dishonest or improper. As stated repeatedly by
the State, Giglio disclosures center on potential impeachment information that
has been generally defined as impeaching information that is material to the
defense. It also includes information that either casts a substantial doubt upon
the accuracy of any evidence-including witness testimony- the prosecutor intends

to rely on to prove an element of any crime charged, or might have a significant

14



28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

bearing on the admissibility of prosecution evidence. This information may
include but is not strictly limited to: (a) specific instances of conduct of a witness
for the purpose of attacking the witness’ credibility or character for
truthfulness; (b) evidence in the form of opinion or reputation as to a witness’
character for truthfulness; (c) prior inconsistent statements; and (d) information
that may be used to suggest that a witness is biased.

The effect of this Court’s ruling must not have been intended.

The ruling by the Court creates a slippery slope that will lead to a lengthening of the
judicial process in both juvenile and criminal matters. Opening the door to
intervention where no door has existed before has serious and far-reaching
repercussions. The courts will be bogged down with numerous attempts to do the
very same thing in other actions in this judicial district. Clearly, that was not the
intent of the Court’s ruling. It is evident that the Court expended much time and
effort in reviewing the pleadings in the case along with the referenced authority
therein and, in the words of the Court, conducted her own research. However, the
unintended consequences of the Court’s decision are reasons that reconsideration
would be in order.

The Court could not have known much of the newly discovered above and foregoing
withheld information, and did not predict the fallout of allowing an unprecedented
“limited” intervention.

Up and until the Court’s order to release the information in open court on February
22, 2013, Singer’s Giglio information had not been released by the Office of the
District Attorney, except under a protective order. There is one exception. In the
juvenile deprived case, this Court originally ordered a protective order. Later the
Court withdrew the protective order for the reason that deprived hearings are closed
hearings by definition.

The Office of the District Attorney did not release such information in order to
protect the identity of the minor child who was the alleged victim in Singer’s
investigation, and, in effect, protecting the identity of the minor child in such a way

also protected Singer.
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33.

John Singer has filed a Verified Complaint claiming Section 1983 civil rights suit in
the United States Federal District Court, Northern District of Oklahoma, against
Janice Steidley and Bryce Lair, as individuals and as District Attorney and First
Assistant District Attorney, respectively, purporting and claiming that they have:
a. Manufactured evidence that Singer had acted wrongfully in the investigation
of a crime;
b. Determined that evidence manufactured by the District Attorney and the First
Assistant constituted Giglio materials; and
¢. Disseminated the manufactured evidence to other law enforcement agencies,

defense attorneys and the public.

34. District Attorney Steidley and First Assistant Lair and every Assistant District

35.

36.

37.

Attorney in this Office know for a fact that assertions by Singer in the verified
Complaint are false.
Singer, by the filing of a verified Complaint containing false information has now
created the very thing he complains of in his Motion to Intervene - employment issues
and dissemination of the information to the public.
Of even more importance, the false filing by Singer creates a credibility issue in
and of itself. Singer has himself created materials that are subject to a Giglio
disclosure.
This Court questions why the Office of the District Attorney did not disclose in its
briefing in this case that the DA’s Office previously sought a judicial determination
over whether or not another officer was Giglio-impaired (as Singer puts it), when the
issue was forced upon the office, and the determination was, in fact made. In that
case the following facts, not present here on this officer, were involved.

a. The officer’s investigation, in that case, did not contain inconsistencies

within the investigation itself as presented.
b. The officer’s report omitted facts that were later learned of by the prosecution.
c. There was a question in the mind of the prosecutor as to whether this

constituted Giglio materials.
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38. This Court should recognize the unauthorized and unwarranted filings of City and
Singer are for ulterior motives, have no basis whatsoever in the law, and must be
sanctioned.

39. This Court is faced with a decision. This Court should rule against intervention. This
Court should assess sanctions.

40. Counsel for Singer and Counsel for the City have an ethical duty to exercise candor
toward the Court. OK ST RPC Rule 3.3.

41. Counsel for the City boldly announced in its Motion to Intervene that the City is well
aware of its duty and obligation to provide impeachment material to prosecuting
agencies. See Motion to Intervene filed by City in the above-entitled matter at § 10.

42. City was directly asked by District Attorney Steidley to provide materials of that type.

43. The City denied the existence of any such materials. See Exhibit “A”. When
pressed further by the District Attorney, the City declined to respond.

In the alternative, this Court is asked to enter an order capable of being appealed without
the filing of a Writ, so that the criminal case can be appealed to the Court of Criminal

Appeals, and so that the juvenile deprived case can be appealed to the Supreme Court.

CONCLUSION

It is axiomatic that the law enforcement officer who is the subject of Giglio
materials may not agree, or may even vehemently disagree, with a prosecutor's decision
regarding Giglio release. Similarly, it can be anticipated that the supervising agency of
that law enforcement officer, charged with the duty to train that officer and the
corresponding liability and obligation to provide impeachment evidence to prosecuting
agencies would also disagree with the prosecutor's decision.

The United States Supreme Court addressed the prosecutor’s duty on the issue of
Giglio this way: Will the court proceeding end with a result that brings confidence in the
decision reached by a jury after consideration of all evidence presented? Here, Singer
and the City (and Claremore Chief of Police Stan Brown) seem less concerned with the

public’s confidence in the court system and more concerned about playing games.
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Games of hide the information from the prosecution do little to advance the confidence in
the public in law enforcement. Such behavior by Singer, Brown and the City only fuel
the general climate of skepticism held by some members of the public. This is a
dangerous game and has no place in the courts.

The State discovered evidence after the February 22, 2013 hearing before this
Court concerning a 2010 DETERMINATION BY A FEDERAL COURT THAT
BEHAVIOR OF SINGER WAS, IN FACT, GIGLIO MATERIAL AND SHOULD BE
DISCLOSED TO DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL. IN ESSENCE, SINGER HAS BEEN
THE SUBJECT OF GIGLIO DISCLOSURE IN PREVIOUS CASES AND IN OTHER
COURTS SINCE 2001. SINGER AND THE CITY INTENTIONALLY
WITHHELD THAT INFORMATION FROM DISTRICT ATTORNEY
STEIDLEY AND THIS COURT.

Claremore and Singer appear to have such low regard for the criminal justice
system that they feel entitled to play word games with the district Attorney. In response
to the District Attorney’s direct request to the City for materials it was entitled to from
the city, Claremore opted to play word games — there is nothing in his personnel file. All
the time, Claremore knew exactly what was being requested. The City could argue that it
did not know about the prior ruling of the federal court that Singer was the subject of a
Giglio disclosure. If that were the case, there is no explanation for their failure to make a
direct inquiry from Singer. After all, Claremore announced in its Motion to Intervene
that the City is well aware of its duty and obligation to provide impeachment material to
prosecuting agencies.

Based upon the sworn testimony of Singer in the federal court hearing, the City of
Claremore was put on notice of the lie Singer admitted to in the hearing. What
Claremore did with this information is clear based on Chief Brown’s response to the
District Attorney’s request — the City did nothing. Sadly, they continued to do nothing to
this day. This does not pass the smell test. It is for others to decide if this should be
described as a cover up or protected by some collective bargaining agreement. If the City
of Claremore is so intent on playing word games with the District Attorney’s Office and
intentionally withholding information it knows is requested and required to reveal -

serious questions are raised as to how far such questionable practices reach.
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Should this Court determine that this motion is filed prematurely because the a
written has not yet been filed, this Motion, by Statute, is considered filed at the point the
written order is filed.® For the above and foregoing reasons, the State respectfully urges
this Court to reconsider the decision to allow intervention sought by Singer and the City.

In the alternative, this Court is asked to enter an order capable of being appealed
without the filing of a Writ, so that the criminal case can be appealed to the Court of
Criminal Appeals, and so that the juvenile deprived case can be appealed to the Supreme

Court.

Respectfully submitted,

- :2 -
DAVID T. ISKI OBA #1771

Assistant District Attétney

Rogers County District Attorney's Office
Civil Division

219 South Missouri Avenue

Claremore, OK 74017

Tel. (918) 341-3164

Fax (918) 341-3693

¢ C. A motion for new trial filed after the announcement of the decision on all issues in the case but before
the filing of the judgment or decree shall be deemed filed immediately after the filing of the judgment or
decree.

Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 12, § 653
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Steidley, Janice

From: Steidley, Janice

Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2013 8:31 PM
To: Stan Brown

Subject: Re: Brady/Giglio

Okay. The Feds said that he had an incident back approx 2002-2003 regarding an accident with a vehicle that he
received administrative action on and that they stated It was Glglio and brought it up in a hearing or trial they had going
on. Something about him wrecking his patrol car and not telling the truth of the damage.

We are going to have Brady/Giglio forms that we will be sending all taw enforcement agencies when a case Is set for trial
from here on out.

Thanks
Janice

Sent from my iPhone

OnJan 8, 2013, at 8:24 PM, Stan Brown" <sbrown@claremorecity.com> wrote;

> There is nothing in his file that constitutes "Brady/Giglio".
> Nothing in any of his performance or personnel actions has ever had the need to be presented to a finder of fact for
consideration of wrongfut action regarding this area of case law.

>

> "Leadership is an action, not a position"

>

> Stan Brown

> Chief of Police

> Claremare, OK

>918-341-1212

>

> Sent from my iPhone

>

>
>On Jan 8, 2013, at 4:25 PM, "Steidley, Janice" <Janice.Steidley@dac.state.ok.us> wrote:

>
>> Stan:

>>
>> We have a trial with Singer and our discovery is due this Friday, we need anything in his personnel file which would

constitute Brady/Giglio. We need this information tomorrow, sorry to ask at the last minute.

>>
>> Thanks

>>

>> Janice Steidley

>>

>> Sent from my iPhone
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2 4
1 © ARPRARANCES 1 PROCEEDINGS
2 2 FEDRURRY 22, 2033
3
e 3
4 FOR THE STATE OF ORLAHOMA1 4
4 X . 5 T: are on-the-rmcord in CP-7012-655,
MR, DON PALIX THE COUR We t in CF
6 Asaistant District Attornsys 6 Stata of Oklahoma vs. Jennie Runions,
Rogere County District Courthouse .
7 219 8, Miszouxi Strest 7 This matter has been reassigned to me for the limited
Claremora, Oklahoma 74017 :
8 § purpose of determining the Motion to Intervens Eilad by the
® 9 ¢ity of Claremore in the Motion to Intervene ag Third Parties
10 w%mms 10 on a Limited Tssue Basim by Destective John Singsr,
11 Attorney At Law 11 Let's see, for the State of Oklahoma, on this matter who
15181 Fox Run Drive
12 Claremore, Oklahoma 74017 12 $@ here?
13 13 Mr. Wantland, you are shown as attorney of ragord on this?
14 14 MR. WANTLAND:  Yes.
15 FOR THE CITY OF CLAREMORE: 15 THE (QURT:  Qkay.
TN, SATTHEW BALLARD
i1 Attarnay At Law 16 For Jennie Runions who is here?
525 South Main, Suite 700 )
17 Tulea, Oklahoma 74103 19 MR, HAYNRS: Your Honor, I repxesent Jemnuie Runione
18 18 in her oriminal case; although, I dou't enticipate
19 19 participating in this limited argument,
20 FOR CLARENORE POLICE OFFICER JOHN SINGERs 20 THE COURT: Is that still a pending cximinal case?
. T i TR ——
21 Attorney At Law a1 MR, WAYNES: Yews, it is, It is still pending, Your
2021 8. Lewls Ave,., Sulte 660
22 Tulaa, Oklahcna 74104 22 Honor.
23 1123 THE COURT: That is a aase in which materisls that
24 24 are allegsd to be Giglio or Brady Materials were given to her?
25 25 MR. BAYNES: Yes. We wave provided information that
3 ]
1 I¥PREX 1 waa alleged to be Giglio Material.
2 PAGE 2 THE COURP: That was before bindover to District
3 3 Court Arraignwent?
4 4 MR, HAYNES: VYes, it was.
5 The Court sets out the Parameters for the hearing...........11 5 THE COURT: (Ckay.
é [3 Judge Steldlay is the judge in that case?
7 ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMAj 1 * MR, HAYNPS: He is -- I don't -~
2 FRETETIL) 1T § Jmppe PN AR &
B - 8 MR, WANTLAND; Your Honor, if I may?
9 9 THE COURT: Yes, air.
10 ARGWMENT ON BEHALP OF DRTBCTIVE SINGERS 25 10 MR, WANTLAND: Ma. Runions has waived Preliminary
v WL, NaGenwy......
11 11 Hearing --
i2 12 MR. HAYNES: That‘s correct, Your Honer.
13 ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF '!E CITY OF CLAREMORE: 29 13 MR, VANTLAND: -- and information was given to her
) AT 2 e vrearocrrracanans :
14 Y . 14 prior to our hearing last week or whenever, The name of this
15 15 cage waa provided to counsel, as we sald, BSo, that's how they
16 16 got inmvited in thia. o
17 17 Algo, to muke sure the record is clear, Your Honor, from
18 THE COURT'S FINDINGS. .. <.euvoseeeorsocecasarsansrasasnreses.34|(18 the District Attorney's office today is Dave Iski and Don
18 ‘ 19 palik, as well,
20 Order to be prepared by Mr. NOUnS.....c.eecorvnosvsrrasess 41|20 THE COURT: Thank you.
21 state delivers Glglio packet to intervenors in open court.. .42({[ 21 {To Mz, Haymes) So, you are here juat as an observing
22 22 party and you do not have a direct interest in this matter
23 Certificate of the COUYE REDOLLEL........ssitasserarscssrse 45f] 23 today?
24 Word INAGK, . ...reeuvnrsnetsasonransrsovessstoasenusseianesan 46| | 24 MR. HAYNES: I do not anticipate having any
25 25 participation in thig hearing. I'wm here as an observing party
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4 ahe ia out-of-state. I did not mee the noed tg have her come
5 back for this.

6 THE COURT: I think you are right ebout that. £ghe
7 im not a necassary party for today's procesdings,

8 For the record juat to recap thias, T accepted a

10 on the Pending Motions to Intervene filed by the City of

11 Claremora and by Mr, 8inger. The Motioms to Intervene were
12 filed on February 14th and the hearing on the Motions to

‘| 13 Intervene was set today.

14 (To Mr. NMeuens} Although the Motion to Dismige the

15 Motions to Intervenme were filed Pebruary 21st, I do not think
16 there has yet hsen a Reply tiled in ‘this metter; ie that

17 right?

18 MR. NEUENS: Your Honor, there was a Reply filed
19 that was in the juvenile matter, but we referenced the Runions
20 matter in that.

33

22 (The Court confers vith the Court Clerk off-the-record

23 regarding the court file.)

& 8
1 as an attorney for Ms. Runions. 1 Reply in the Runions matter. .
2 THE COURT: Qkay. 2 THE COURT) 80, you are not aeking to split this out
3 MR. HAYNES: She iz not pressnt, Your Honor, pecauss|| 3 on the igEves; you are ready to go forvard on it today 38

E) rsnlsiénment on February 13th on the limited issue of deciding

4 well?
5 MR. MBUENS: ‘That'e correct, Your Honor.
6 THE CQURT:  Okay.

7 Are you, as wall, Mr. Ballard?

8 MR. BALLARD: Yes, Your Honor, we would ask the

¢ Court ta do that. We have concerns that if we don't move

10 Forward that we will end up in the same place we were with the
11 gase we previously filed vhexe the defendant ended vp pleading
12 and the gase was dismissed; the isgue wag rendered moot before
13 we could get it before the Court.

14 THE (OURT:  Okay.

15 M. Wantland, did the State have any objeetien to going
16 forward on the Runions Case today, as well?

17 MR. WANTLAND: WNo, Your Honor, We also filed a --
18 TRE COURT: Surreply?
19 MR. WANTLAND: We £iled a Surrsply, but we aleo

20 filed an Objection by the State for Motions to Interveme in
21 the CF Case, as well, Judge. That was done this worning. I
22 doubt very seriously Coungel for the Petitioners have had an
23 opportunity to do much of anything on that.

24 Just for a housskeaping matter, Judge, 1 agres lu part

14 Gentlemem, the Staté has filed its Motion to Dismiss. I
15 zeviewed that. It was filed February 21st. Have you filed
16 replies in this that are similar in sum and substance to the
17 replies that you submitted in the juveaile camse?

18 MR, NEUENS: I believe we dig.

ig MR. BALLARD: I believe the Reply filed by officer
20 Singer references the Runions Case. The City did not

21 specifically reference the Runions Case in its Reply, but I
22 believe there is sufficient similarity of the iesues that I

24 a ruling on this.
25 MR. NEUENS: Your Honor, we did nat file a specifie

24
FL THE COURY: For the record, Mr. Neuens, you are here{| 25 that the jgsues are extremsly similar, but I have a problem
7 9
1 on behalf of Mr. Singer as the Petitioning Intexvenor. 1 with going forward on both cases,
2 MR, NEUENS: That le correct, Your Honor. 2 THE COURT:  We'ra not combining them.
3 THE COURT: Likewise, Mr. Ballaxd, you are here for 3 MR, WANTLANDI  Okay.
4 the other Petitioning Intervenor, the City of Claremure? 4 ¢ wanted to make sure that that's not what they're asking.
5 MR. BALIARD: That is correct. 5 THE COURT:  No, we are not.
6 THE COURT: All vight. 6 MR, WANTLAND: All right.
1 - MR. NEUENS:; With me is Danny Wilson, who is our 7 THE COURT: But, 4if both parties are veady for
8 legal intern, 8 hearing we can certainly refersnce some of this, I don't
H THE COURT: Danny, what ie your last name? 9 think we have to do anything twice.
10 LEGAL INTERN: Wiisun. 10 MR. WANTLAND: I don't either. I don‘t elther,
11 THE COURT: Wilson? 11 Judge, as long as we know the ground rules on the deprived
12 LEGAL INTERN: Yes, Your lonmor. 12 cazse.
13 THE COURT:  Okay. 13 MR. NEURNS: We want to keep thiz very limited to

23 believe this Court has all of the information it needs to make|

14 hoth cases, Your Honoxr.
15 THE COURT: The other case was set firat. Certainly

16 the criminal came i¢ a public matter, The imsue of public
17 verses confidentiality in the juvenile case we do need to

18 addresa today. A

19 80, do the parties want to go forward on the Runions Case
20 first; do you have a preference?

a1

22 (No Reaponge)

23
24 I'm happy to plck, but if you want to be heard on one

25 before the other -- wa actually had the other case set first.

CF-3012-655(2-22-13)
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10
1 MR. WANTLAND: Judge, I think we would just as soon
2 go forward on the Runions Case firet, That probably is the
3 more germans ¢ase to tha situation based upon all the
4 information we have received and we are prepared to do that.
5 Again, they probebly have not had an opportunity to -lock
6 at our Objection, but I'm sure they would agree they ave vary
7 gimilar to the cbjection in the other case; at lezst the main
8 aspect of it, Again, that was the deprived case so there are
$ actually soma different issues, but other than that they are
10 very similar.
11 MR, NBUENS: Your Honor, we're preparsd Lo go
12 forward with the Runions Case.
13 TRB COURT: Very wall.
14 Did you all get a copy of the Objection filed by the State
16 of Oklahoma file-stamped February 22nd?

16 MR, BALLARD: Yes.

17 THE COURT: Mv. Neuens, did you get that?

12 MR. NEUENS: Yes, I believe I have that hare.

19 THE COURT: Okay.

20 MR, NEUENS; It wes almogt identical to the other

21 oné we received.

22 THE COURT:  Okay.

23 They looked wvery similar.

24 We have a juvanile mstter set today. In the interget of
25 having some public access to what is in sowe ways & public

12

1 {geue of what to do with these materials is a separate 1iasue,
2 I have reviewad the Briefs today. I'm prepayed for any

3 brief argument that the parties wish to make today bekare We

4 address the First issue..
5 Who is the lead attornsy for the State?

§ MR. WANTZAND: Your Homar, that would be me at this
7 point.

8 THE COURT: Mr, Wantland, you may proceed, sir.

5 JR. GANTLAND:  Your Hoor, basically the Court hes,

10 I beliave, locked at this correctly. The first and most

11 important aepeot of this case is the intervention. I think
.12 that the Briefs that we have provided to the Court with ouz
13 Case Law speake well to that lasue.

14 Obviously, ws're objecting to any intervention of this
15 type. Ya are objecting to the City of claremcze';;

16 intervention. Ue're objecting to the intervention by the
17 officer involved in this matter.

18 Your Honor, there is no Statute, there is no Case

19 Authoxity, end thare le no Constitutional Authority that we
20 can find that would allow theae Petitionera to do what thay
21 are aaking_ this Court to do. They are o this, ad thay say.
23 for a limited purpose, but I think it is replete in the

23 information that the Court has before it that if somscne is
24 allowad to intervena 4t i@ the whole way, There is nothing in
28 this situation which would allow them to lntervene partially;

11

1 intersst issue, we will go forward with the Runions Case

2 first, also at the request of the pocties.

3 Mr, Haynes will be shown present on behalf of Me. Runions,
¢ who is not directly interacting in this partiocular issue of

§ the case.

€ Although I don't usually talk first before we have

7 argument, I think it's important to sstout the parameter of

8 the issues before the Court today and the way in which I think
9 we need ko proceed for purposes of argument.

10 I have raad what has been presented. I have reaviewed the
11 cares, some of which I Eind helpful some of them I do not;

12 which ie not untypical.

13

1 there is nothing that gives them that oppovtunity to do that.
2 The intervention, itaslf, is simply an action by which

3 they wish to get to the gecond part of this argument; which I
4 think depending upon how the Court rules, will mot even be

§ brought up for this Couzt.

6 The @econd part of this argument deals with the

7 evidentiary aspects of what the State of Oklahoma, through the
g piptrict Attorney's oﬁtice, nas to do with ita cases. Again,
9 it im olear, I think this Cowrt 13 well aware, of what our

10 duties are and what we have to do.

11 I will point out, Your Honor, and I think it's setout in
12 the Briefs, it'g not just a right and a responsibility it's &
13 duty that we have to do. We have to turngver information; and

13 I think we have two issues here:

14 sFfirat of all 1@ tha Motion to Intervene by -| 14 to allow anyone to intervene for that purposa is obfuscating
15 Mr. Singer and by the City of Clarewore and'chey are|| L6 what we as prosecutors do in pavticular cases.

16 somewhat differently situated. 16 Now, the cther aspect of this, too, Judga, {8 that

17 tThe second issue and it is a threshold issue whether| | 17 although we"re not talking akout it directly, I think to

i8 the Motion to Intervene ia to be ‘gram:ed.. If the 18 shorten this argunent dewn somewhat, in & deprived cage there
19 Motion, either or both Motions, are granted the 19 ig evan more Of an cpportumity not to allow someone to

20 gecoud imaus is what 1a the scope of their gstanding 20 intervene. I think that is part and parcel of the argument
21 to intervene? Certainly they are limited in 21 that we will do in the deprived oasa, as well.

22 everything that they would be able to do as 22 Your Honor, the faots of thia case or the facts of thelr
23 intervenad parties, 23 argument, agein as I stated, there ig nothing that indicates
24 1 think the rulings need to be separate. I think the 24 that thera is any rationale or legitimate resson for them to

25 enter into a criminal case for any reason, Witnasges cannot

25 legal groundwork is separate. Even if intervened partles, the
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1 enter ¢riminal cases, citims cennot enter criminal cases for
2 this type of }ntewention. We're not dealing with situations
3 where there is any Conatitutional right or any authority to
allow them to do that.

For them to have Lhis Court to allow them to intervene, I
think, muddies the situation betwsen the Judioial Branech and
the Executive Branch. I think they would like the Court te
kell ths District Attormey’s Office how they are to handle
their cage. The Court cannot do that.

Obviously the Court through Motions in Limine and through
Motions to 5uppres§ can do things of that nature, but that is
different than what we'ze dealing with here., What we are
dealing with here ip simply inforwation that we, by a duty
that we have, must tuznovar as we see lt. Thie is an
individual choice this is not & policy that is done. This ie
by the Constitution. This is by all the aspects, again, cited
in the Briefs. For us to not do that, Your Homor, I thimk
puks us in great jeopardy. ’

It's our decision and it must be our decision. It cannot
be the dacision of the City, it cannot be the decldion of an
individual, nor can it be the decision of the Court.
Therefare, the intervention by itself will do nothing but, I
think, muddy these waters ko the point that it caumse great
turmoil down the road in any situation,

At a proper time wa can addreas how we can deal with thia

16

1 at this point.
2 THR COURT:
3 gomething ae '6iglio materials' we all know what this case

Me. Wantland, when you characterize

4 stands for itts sot a difficult case, what do you thirk that

5 impliea?

§ MR. WANTLAND:
7 an individual proesecutor wsy, Or several prosecutors m&v -
fhen you hold up materials and you say

That implies, Your Honor, that wa --

1 THE COURT:
9 these are Giglio materials and we are Aiscloging them as we

10 are required to do under the Giglio Case --

11 MR, WANTLAND:  Uh-hub.

12 THE COURT: -- B.8. Supreme Court Giglio Cagde, and
13 ite progeny -~

14 MR, WANTILAND:  Coxrsct.

15 THE COURT:  -- it has-been eited inm other cases, in
16 vour mind what do you think that means?

17 MR. WANTLAND: Let me --

18 THE COURT: Wwhat do you infer --

19 MR. WANTLAND: Okay.

20 THE COURT: ~-- from that lahel of the materials?

21 ) MR. VANTLAND:; That weane that the materials that we
22 nave, for whatever reason, we belisve that there is an

23 inconsistency, and I'm using my terms now, oK something that

24 ig not compatible or thera may ke a credibility iasue, On itaj-

25 face it does not mean oriminal activity. It doesn't mean
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issue and I know that we can and we will deal with the isaue
that concerns the City of Claremore and the Officer involved
in this. Hased upen that, I think, there lies the real
argumant, because it iz mot right at this point te do anything
about ir because nothing has happened adverae.at this point.
Mothing that has taken place, at this point, has caused any
jeopardy to anything.

All that we are simply trylng to do is make aure that we
do what we are chazged to do, that wa have been given an
obligation to do and by doing that we have fulfilled our
cbligations and our duty. By allowing them to intervene,
again, still does not change what wé have to do as the
Prosecutora nor as the state of Oklahoma.

Thors is nothing in the motiome by the Clty of Claremore
that has supported any authority to file thia Motion, Your
Ronor, There is nothing that gives them the right to Go that.
They hava not shown that there is any proper mechanism that
they have done this at thig point. We're not really sure how
the City came into this, other than just f£iling papers. it's
clear that they did not gst the proper authority that they
needed, There is nothing in their pleadings that talks about
authority for either of the Petitioners in this matter, For
those reasons we believe on its face, Your Honor, that their

Motion to Intervene should be denied and that we be allowed to

move Corward through our cases and through what we need to do

17

1 anything other than we believe after reading, or looking at,
2 or talking tor again we are talking generalities now of any

3 kind of waterial of that discoverable aspect, that is in and
4 of itself something that we think is a little odd or a little
§ different that causes problems and we see il as such.

[ 1n othsr words, if we did not tuxn this ovar and the

7 dafense wers to find out ahoﬁt it, not only would that case be
8 in jeopardy, but ve individually; not just ths oftica, not

9 just the District Attorney's oOffice, but we individually as
10 attorneya for the District Attorney's Office could be in

11 jecpardy.

12 Ths Case law is pretty clear on what cen happen. fo, if
13 we make a dotermination, or if I make a determination, that
14 there is information in the case that goee to credibility and
15 it goes to congistency and I truly beliesve that, then I must
16 give that to the defense counsel in the case.

17 Now, having said that, Youx Honor, that doee not mean that
18 1 want them to use that in the case; on the contrary, & don't
19 want them to use that in the caee. If they were to bring ic
20 up, unless it ia naterials to that case or it 18 something
21 that can be used directly with the facts of that case, I file
22 Motione In Limire and we would havé motions that would keep
23 that out. It's just like the information wa turnovér of other

24 nature that we o not think are necessarily appropriate for

25 that case, but we have to turn that over.
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Pages 14 to 17



—

18
1t is not Brady; it is not exculpatory directly, but it
comag from that progeny of what the Stave has to do.

20

1 didn't you sponsor that as representing, in your own mind,
2 credibility igewes of petective Singer; which you disseminated

1

2

3 Therefore, we are not saying uee it and I think that has kind 3 to --

4 of been loat in thia. We are saying juat the opposite. We doj| 4 MR, WANTLAND: Yes, Your Honor.

5 not want the defense lawyers to use it.  We do not want them L] THE COURT: -- the parties --

6 to do that. We will fight keeping it out if we need to, but 6 MR. WANTLAND: Yes, Your Honox.

7 if it'm germane to that particular case; then abaolutely yed. 7 THE COURT: -- in that case?

8 Your Honor, you will recall -- gnd these gentlemen were ] MR, WANTLAND: Again, credibility issues that --

9 not here at that time, but they should have been provided a. 9 let's make sure we are clear on this, that ig simply we have
10 copy of the tvanacript of the juvenile proceeding, This Court|| 10 to turnover. That does tiot mean that we could not go foxward
11 asked me what I thought about that case with the Officer. I 11 with other cases. It doss not mean that we could not
12 gaid I find no credibility dssues, with this Officer, in thip 12 continue., We would have to with some cases: it is just eimply
13 case at all; it is a cege-by-case eituation, Therefore, I hadi! 13 a mstter that we are going to have to do somethings on that,
14 no problems with that particular cage. 14 but for that partientar purpose, yes, Your Honor.

15 However, just iike in this case, we had to turn thet, 15 THZ COURT: 8o, are you telling me that there are

16 material over, becauss if wo did not then we .would oursglves 16 times when credibility is an issue with petaective Singer and

17 perhaps lose a case; which that is not reslly the idea to win |{ L7 times that it is not?

18 oases, but to get to the truth of the matter to gst 18 MR. WANTLAND: ‘That is kind of a trick question,

19 information out. Like I sald, we cculd be held personally 19 Your Homor, but I will --

20 responsible, 20 THE COURT: No =~~

21 THE COURT: So, when yow brought material to my 21 MR. BANTLANDY -- answer it.

22 court and brought this other material in thiag patticu.lai: case 22 . THE COURT: -- it's juet an honest question,

23 to Judge Crosson's court, dan't you under the Giglic Case by 23 MR, WANTLAND: I will answer it this way, Your

24 saying we are diacloging what we belieye to be Giglio 24 Honor:

2% materials, aren't you saying your office has made a 25 tn aome cases that I have dealt with thera im rot a2
19 21

1 determination that this represents a oredibilivy issue of this 1 credibility issue; that is exactly correct, I have
2 witness, in this case, Detective John Singer? 2 not found anything.

3 MR, WANTLAND; Judge, it can be the office making 3 Again, in the case we talked about, that you asked ue
4 the decision, but I will go one step further, it does not -« 4 about &t that hearing, I did not £ind any lssues.

-] THE cmm'Tz well, doesn'c somebody have to wake that s Now, the defense atbtornsy cam say:

4 daciaion? € Well, because we had this igsue in this ons cass and
9 MR, WANTLAND: The individua) progecutor does if -~ 7 this isaue in thie case.

] THE COURT:; So, when you handed that to me in the [ T disagree wuith that on prinaiple, because 1 don‘t believe
$ juvenile case or in the Runions Case goweone; wan it you 9 that's necessarily correct; however. 1 still by my duty have
10 handed it to Judge Croason? 10 to turn that information over. I can still defend that issue

1 MR, WANTLAND: It was me, Judge, I was involved in 11 in another case, I could not defend it in that case
12 that case, as well, 12 necessarily, The caae that all of this is about, but in --
13 THE COURT: Aren't you meying by that, labeling it 13 for exampls in the juvenile cese or the Runions Casge, I could
14 as Giglio material, aren't you saying I have yeviewsd this and|| 14 defend that, I could say:

1§ this represants a credibility iesue to me? 15 Ckay, you have a problem here, but not in this case.
16 MR. WANTLAND: In the particular case, yes, Your 16 THE COURT: The cage that is at issus that is the
17 Honor, in the case of the information we handed over -- 17 subiject of this packet of the Giglic wateriale was there any
16 THE COURT; In the Runions Case? 18 Judiclal Pinding about a lack of credibility in Detective

18 MR. WANTLAND: Not in the Runfons Caés, in another 19 singer's testimony?

20 case prior to that, the one that we have talked about keforxe. 20 VR, VANTLAND: Mo, Your Honor,.

21 that's the case that we found the -- 21 THE COURT: That wag never --

22 THE COURT: The cace at issua in the giglio 22 MR. VANTEAND: MNo, Your Honor,

23 materials? 23 THE 0OURT: -- teated through any court proceedings?
24 MR, WANTLAND: Yes, Your Honor. Yes, Your Hopor. 24 MR. WANTLAND: Never tested, no.

25 THE COURT: So, because of that bundle of .mer.eriala 25 THR COURT: So, only a prosectorial determination
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7 case? In this particular case I believe every prosegutor in

8 the District sow this znd vame to the conclusion that it was

9 Giglio material, indapendently --
10 THE COURT:  Okay,
11 MR. WANTLAND: -- based upon the information we had
13 at the time and still do,
13 THR COURT:  Ckay.
14 i MR. WAMTLAND: It was not an Office Poliocy,
15 nmcessarily to turn it over; however, the mechanism by which
16 wo did it we discussed it as an Office Policy to try to best
17 keep the aspect of it, as you koow the underage victim in that
18 case, her name out of the paper and things of that nature. So
19 that is why we did it with a Protective Order. 2As far as an
20 Office Policy, that's the only policy that we had, what just
41 how -- what mechanism to use.
22 s far as I know, I don't want to speak for evarybody else
23 in the District; although I hava been vold that all of us
24 agree that it is Giglio, I don't think I have heard one parson

28 gay that it's not.

2 2
1 has been made that those represent Giglic materials? 1 MR. WANTLAND: feah.
2 MR, WANTLAND: Correct. 2 HE COURT:  -- you?
3 'THE COURT:  Gkay. 3 MR, WANTLBND: I did not spesk to Detective Singer.
4 Ts each individua)l prosecutor in your office making that 4 I know that thexe wae an attormey, Mz, Higgins, who had
5 call? 5 comversation with him. I don't know the timeline of uhen
6 MR. WANTLAND: In general or just in this particular 6 thoge conversations were held.

7 THE COURT: Mr. Higgina does not represent the

9 pistriot Attornay's OEfica. :

9 MR. WANTLAND: I understand that, but 1 den’t know
10 if he inturn spoke with our office for Detective Singax; that
11 T don't knov. I don't know. I know he --

12
13 (Mr. Wantland pausea.)

14
15 THE COURT: It's not & pivotal iseuas, but I just

16 wanted to know if you had that conversation with Detective
17 Singer, -becauvass it has been inferrsd from what you paid that

16 you did net --

19 . MR, WANTLAND: I &id not.

20 THE COURT: -- and perhaps no one did,

21 l MR, WANTLAND: I did nmot. Judge, I do mot want to

22 say that no ame did. To my knowledge, no one did, but it
23 could have happened. I just don't kmow, I know that I

24 paraonally did not.

23
1 THE COURT: It was discuseag and provided to all of
2 the members of the Prosscution Team for the Twalfth Judicial
3 District?
4 MR, WAMTLAND: dJudge, I know that in the Rogers
5 County Distriot Attorney's Office we all received the packet
§ and sald please look at this, I wag rot present at Craig
7 County or Mayes County so I do not know if they did it that
8 way or niot; I could mot tell the Court. I da know that after
3 the fact, I persoually apoke with at least one of the Mayee
10 County Prosecutors and they agreed it is and gaid that
11 everybody in their office said it was, as wall,
12 THE COURT:  Okay.
13 Did a conversation oocur with Deteative John singer about
14 these materlals?
L5 MR. WANTLAND Not to my knowledge, I meax, I nevay
16 had a conversation with him. I don't know if anybody else
17 dié. I am not aware of that. I don't knmow.
.18 THE COURT: 8o, when it wag handed out in court in
19 the Runions Case; which 15 what we ave here about, to your
20 knowledge, ae the person who made that Giglio determination as
21 a prosecutor, it had not been given firat or even discusaed
22 with Dstective John Singer?
23 MR. WANTLAND: Judge, I know and agein your --
24 THE COURT; You can just speak to your own
25 knowledge; did -~

25 THE COURT: Okay.

25
1 anything else on behalf of the State on this issue?
2 MR, WANTLAND: No, Your Honow.
3 THE COURT: ALl right, eir, thank you.
4 Mr, Neuens?
] MR. NEUENG: Thank you, Your Honor.

€ pirat, I would like to discues the @iglio material. 'i‘hi

7 alleged Giglio material was pulled out Of & cass, I baliove
¢ the Sunday Cage; which was involving a juvanile and --

9 THE COURT: Involving a minor, 3 gixteen-year-old
16 minor.

11 MR, NBUENS: Excuse me, involving a minor: I uged
12 the wrong word,

13 THR COURT; A minor, who was 2 victim.

14 MR, MNEUBNS: In the Sunday Case, Detective Singer

15 interviews a witness, Then, Detective Binger executes Arrest
16 Affidavite and Subpoemae. Appavently, although this haa not
17 been told to ua, the allegations are that there ware

18 inconsistencies between the lnterview and the Arrest

19 AEELdavit, but this material was mever turned over in the

20 Sunday Case.

21 If it were truly Glglio material that would bo the most:
22 important case beéring upon Detective Singer's credibility.
23 Tt was not turnsd over; it was get on for oeighteen months.
24 Then, when it wae finally turned over it was turned over in

46 certain casas in this county and other counties, to the U1.8.
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2

4

6
1
8
9
10
11
12
13

1 Attorney's Office, to the Chief of Police of Pryor, Chief of

3 ian't --

5 turaed over? -

28

Police of Claremore, and to the Claremore Newgpaper., Tuls

THE COURY: Materials were shown or materials were

MR. NEUENS: They were alther discussed or directly

turned over. We're trylng to figure it out. We tried to
subpoena some of thie information, but we still have not
received it yet. We still have not received what has been
submitted as Giglio information.

With rqgard to Giglio itself it is a subset of Brad);, but
it'e different, becauas it ié testimony information conoerning

a witnass that .can be ueed to attack their credibility, but it

hae to be material.

THE COURT: and, it is unsolicited discovery
information? ‘

MR. NEUENS: That is correct. It is required to be
material under Giglic.

Now, what it sounds like to me is that this information is

28

1 the State’s reguest. Thig is not a aeparation of powers

2 iseus. This is something that the Court is and should be able
3 to do.
4 We balisve that Officer Simger has a right.

5 thera is no Case law in Oklahoma or Statute in Oklahoma that
e

He agree that

6 allows, in a criminal caes, officer Singer to intexvens.
7 pelieve the case va cited from other jurisdictions concexning
& a intervention to protect a Conmstitutional Right are

9 applipable here. 8o, we believe he does have a right to

10 intervene in the criminal case.
11 The deprived gase, I think, we would be looking at Title

12 12 Oklahoma Statuta, Section 2024, and thare is two ways to

13 intervene in that:

14 Ona, aB a rights
15 Two, with the Court's discretion.
16 We balieve that Officer Singer does have a right. He hae

17 an interest in the pracseding. We alsoc balisve that this

18 Court can, in the Jdudge's discretion, can allow the
19 inktervention for judicial economy to get & decision on thie
20 matter now. We've not trying to enlarge proceeding. We've

1
2
3
4
]
6
7
8
2

10
11
12
13
i
18
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

20 baing turned over and then a later determination is being made
21 on a case-by-case basis as to whether it is material. That 21 just trying to get a ruling on this, That's all we're
22 seems to be the opposite of what Giglio requires. 22 secking.
23 S0, our argument is that this is not Giglio material, If || 23 Thank you, Your Honor,
24 it was Giglio material it would be the same in ev.ery cage and 24 THH COURT: Thank you, sir,
25 not on z case-hy-case basis. It would impact on Detective 28 Mr, Ballard?
27 29
1 MR, BALLARD: Judge, I would like to fixet addeess

Singer's credibility in every case.

8o, it belies the argument that this is Giglio material by
the State when they are not turning it over in every case and
they do not balieve it ia material in every caae.

Back to the initial purpose for the Motiom, all we'ra
saeking to intervens ig go we could reguest that the Court
make a datexmination as ta whether this is Giglio material.

It has already been turned over, the bell has already been
rung. It haa been turned over in the public, discussed in the
public and that hell has been rung. We're trying to get, in
order to protect Dacectj:ve singer's reputation, and his job,
and protect the Judicial Pracess -- he's the sole prosecutor
on the juvenile case, he's tha one who haa the information.
It'a hig intent to protect all of those interest by
intervening and zegqueating a Giglio determination.

We believe that the Court can aliow this intervention. We
beliave, based upon the cases we cited in Oklehowa, limited
intervention can be allowed in a case involving a juvenile or
a minor, We cited those cases for the Court on that.

The State has argued that this -- any ruling by thie Court
asg to whether this material is Giglio would be & violation of
the separation of powers, This im an evidentiary ruling, the
Court ig ruling ae to whether this is bruly Giglio material,
Another Court in this very same courthouse has been agked that

guestion hefore by the State and has ruled on that question at

2 the authority of the City of Claremore to Iile the doouments
3 that we éid. I appreciate that the District Attornsy's oftice
4 is now reporting to be a scholar on the City's chartes)

¢ howaver, I think i€ is olear from the Case Law that we cited
6 going back o 1529 that public officlals have the implied

7 authority to bring lawsuits to carry out their official

8 duties.

] In this particular case, this involves the employment of
10 Officer Singer. The City Mamsger authorized me to file the
11 Qocuments. It is clear that we have the authority to do that.

12 The Digtrict Attornsy's Office cites the City's Chartex
13 for the provision that we do not have the authority to do ity

14 yat when the Oklahowa Supreme Caurt looked at the isaue in the

15 qity of Tulsa vs, Oklshoms Btate Pengion and Retirement Soard

16 it im 674 P,2d 10, 1983 OK 80, the Court made it very clear
17 that the municipal attorney may bind the muniolpality to the
18 mame extent that any attorney may bind his client.

19 Cases have bagn extremely c¢lear that the City Attormey is
20 allowed the power to take necessary stepa to protect the lagal
21 interest of the rity. '

The Diatrict Attorney's Office can cite no authority that
I bolieve it's

22
23 we would not have the ability to do that,
24 abundantly clear that the City O2ficials authorized this and
25 that the City Attorney had full authority to file the Motion
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1 to Intervene.

2 In addition, I will tell the Court that the City Counsel

3 has recently approved and sustained the fact that this

4 intervention was filed, The City Counsel has voted at a

5 public mesting and has spacifically found that the City

6 Manager has, and always has had, the authority to do thia.

7 80, to the axtent there sver was an issue, it has been

8 fully ratified by the City Counsel. I believe this is not an

% igsue that the Court need look at any further, I believe it's
10 abundantly cleax that the City haa every authozrity to have
11 filed the motions that we have so far.
12 I would like tO next address this proposition that
13 intervention is an all or nothing proposition that
14 Mr, Wantland referenced. The Diatrict Attormey's Office, I
15 belisve, is trying to create a slippery slope argument here
16 that if the Court allowe intervention here in this case that
17 essentially it loses control of ita dockets and would have to
18 allow it in every case. I believe the Courts are quite clsar
19 that just becaume a party intervenes does mot mean that they
20 bacome a full party.
21 In fact, in the ¢ases that wa have cited that ig
22 abwidantly clesr. The moat common types of intervention in
23 crininal casea ave casss in which the press intervenes to gain
24 sccess to court proceeding, or where a party might attempt to’
25 assert a privilege end know that documemts might be produced

21 interest can be sufficient interest to interveme.

28 authority to meks a review under giglio, In fact, the cases

32

1 sre the City's obligatioms, what does the Police Depdrtment

2 have to doy Dfficer Singer 18, as this Court and the District
3 Attorney's Office is very well aware, 15 a vary active

4 officer. In fact, to bs quite frank, he ig ope of our better
& officers. He is one of the ones who is out there making

§ arrests, generating business, and doing work on behalf of the
7 Claremore Polige Dapartment. If we have a problem with that
8 officer, that is a significant issve for the Police Department
9 and one that we ave willing to addrees, but before we do that
10 we're needing sowe basis for doing so.

11 1 oan tell the Court that the City has conducted its

12 investigation and has had an independent law anforcement

13 agancy conduct an investigation on thia, as well, and both the
14 city and the outside law enforcement agency heve deternined
15 there was no wrongdoing and no Giglio material to be produced.
18 Regarding the issue of standing on this, again the City
17 does not have to have, or Officer Singer doss not have to have
18 standing in the pense that we are tha defendant or the State,
19 we can have standing by an interest ia an issue in the

20 litigation. The Supreme Court has been clear that a property

22 Finally, regarding the separation of powers igeue that has
23 been raised, I believe Mr. Nevens addressed that, but I
24 belisve it's abaolutely clear that this Court has the

31

1 in rasponse to a criminal subpoenas or search warrant; a party
2 jintervenes to assert their standing to that.
3 In our Motion we cite a came in which a Grand Jury witness
4 was allowed to intaxvene to attempt to quash a sudpoena. all
5 of those circumstances are by their very mature limited
6 intervention. When the press intervenes in a cximinal case
7 and is allowed to come in and assert their intereet in an open
8 hearing they do not hecome a defendant or the State in that
9 cage; by its very nature it is a very limited intervention,
10 3ame thing with a witnass that comes in and wants to gupport a
11 privilege; they don't become a defendant or the State, the two
12 parties that are allowed in a oriminal case, they do it for a
12 limited purpose,
14 I beligve the city of Claremore and Officer Singer have
15 both made it very clear that we're secking only a limitad
16 intexvention. ‘he City hae no interest in this criminal
17 litigation, other than in the employment of 0fficer Singer.
18 The City is also somewhat differently situated in that we
19 have cbligations under @iglio/Brady, as well, Court Cases
20 have made clear that just becauss the material is not in the

aL pc iom of the p tor it extends to the Governwant and

22 is a branch of the Government, As apart of that, the Police
23 Department would also have a duty to provided Giglio waterial.

24 If that is the case the City needs to be advised of that.

28 We're asking the Court to make a detarmination as to what

T33
1 arising out of Giglio presume that the Court has that
2 authority. The District Atkorney's own actions presume the
3 Court has that autherity. Thers is no Case Law that suggests
4 that the Court some how loses the authority to review the
5 Giglio materiale simply because it is the District Attorney's
¢ office that has requested the review versus the District
7 Attormey's Office opposing the raview, The 8sparation of
8 DPowexs Doctrine would apply either way. It is clear the Court
9 has that authority.
10 Based upon cur Motion to Intervena, the City would request
11 that this Court conduct & review of the materisle and that
12 this Court make a determination. I believe the Court asked
13 what i @iglio material and the blunt answer to that is that
14 it is evidence of untruthfulness.
15 In this particulay case when wa have an Officer that has
16 filed an Affidavit, if you ars untruthful in an Affidavit that
17 49 a orime, That ig a significant allegation to level against
18 an employas of the City and one that we believe needs to be
19 vetted by this Court, That is precisely what we are asking
20 this Court to do.
a1 Thank you.
22 THE COURT;  Thank you, sir,
23
24
25
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THE COURT'S FINDINGS

[ T

THE COURT: The Motion to Intervene by Datective
14 8inger will be granted.

5 The Court finds a present adverse impact does ocour ko a
6 witness by the dissemination of materisls labeled giglio
7 materiale® in that it is rajsing an inconslatency or

8 credibility issue of a waterial nature for that witness. That
9-1is directly from Giglio and lte progeny. VYou cannot split the
10 baby. You cannot handout materials and then pretend that it
1. can be used in some places and not in others. By the

12 dissemination of those materiale, the Distriot Attoxney's

13 ot_!ics is sponsoring it ae material that represents

14 credibility issues for the witnees.

15 There is a phrace on Page Three of the Supplemental Reply
18 tq the State's Response to the Motiaon to Intexvene in

17 Detective John Singer's Brief and I actually already had this
18 written in the margin of something elee and I did not have a
19 cass that said it as well. The case aaid it better than I
30 did, but I think this is the essential issue hers hafore me

21 today and ite why we're here:

‘12 the District Attorney.

36

A Prosecutor's obl;gatian is to see that justice is done,
but it's important that justice be done even to thelr own
witnesses, That includes, 'm this case, a law snforcement
officer sponsored by the State of Oklahoma through the

1

2

3

4

5 Prosscuter.
6 A Prosecutor is uniquely poaitioned to carzy out and

7 adminisier justice for the State of Oklshoma and for the

8 people of the State of Oklaboma. The Prosscution for the
9 gtate of Oklahoma is not just a bystander in the procass of
10 doing justice. Activaly progecuting the guilty within the

11 parameter of the law ig the unique and sale reagonsibility of

13 The Court cannot order proseoution not to diaclose ‘
14 matazial within its possesaion; which it deems discoversbla
15 under' any aspect of the Oklahoma Criminal Diecovery Code, and
16 always the Progecutor should erxor on the side of full

17 dieclobure, However, the Prosscutor has a right to either
16 dismiss a cese, Lf thoy believe the information was false and
19 they believa they have & witnesa; whether it be law

20 enforcement or somecne elss, if it's false inforpation the
21 Prosecution hag an ethical duty to dismiss the came if it's

22 baged upon false testimony or false data.

22 “Representation of & partiecs interest may or may not

23 be adsguate and 1f the ropresentation is not adequate 23 If the State of Oklahoma goes forward in prosecuting a

24 the party must sesk independent zepressntaticn.” - 24 case they have an obligation to do just that; prosecute the

2s Had this information been disseminated to Detective 25 case, to rehabilitate the witnesses they can rehabilitate, to
35 37

1 Singer, I don‘t l:.hink we would be here today. If thig

2 information had been discussed with Detective Singer, if the

3 District Attorney's Office had made contact with him and at

4 least had some conversation about what had been deemed by them
5 to be "Giglio materials™ we would be in a different gituation,
3 T think it is important to cbsexve, at this point in time,
7 that the Giglio‘msa is about ﬁroseetorlal migconduct and not

8 about law enforcement misconduct., The applicability of the

9 diglio Cass to these materiala is questionable. Neverthelass,
10 we have used the phrase Giglio materials to include

11 oredibility lgeues and that is essent ially what we are heve
12 about.

13 The City of Claremore!s Motion to Intervene will be

I want to define, especially, the

It ie conjoined with Detective

14 granted hy the Court,
15 City's right to intervene.
16 Singar's Motion to Intervene. They ars only present as
17 inﬁeweued parties because of their interest in the employment
18 standing of Detective Singer, their gponsorghip of him in law
19 enforcement, certified through the Ciky of Claramora's Police
20 Department, and they have a direct interest in protecting and
21 carzying out that duty effectively.

22 This is in my findings today a pexmissive intexvention,
23 is a limited interventiom, it is withic the Court!s discretion

it

24 and it is only on the issue befors me teday ahout the Giglio

28 materisls disseminated in the Runions Case.

address credibility issues, and to Qo their job in proaecutihq
the guilty within the parametera of the law.
If the prosecution had simply disclosed these materials,

daated where ry, we would not

1

2

3

4 with the victim's nane
5 bo hera today, The Motion to Intarvens is made necanzary by
6 the mechodology used in disclosing the Giglio materials and

7 the failure to disclose thia or address this with thia

8

officer.

9 Thers is a matarial interest in anyone who iz in & law
10 enforcement positioned and ie eubject to materials represented
11 in a public hody to be Giglic materials; whether the materials
12. themgelves are wade public or mot, Labeling it as Giglio
13 materials sets into motion and a label of lack of credibility
14 fox, Ln thig cage, Petective 8ingsr or anyone alae ainilarly
15 situated,

16 The mecond part of the hearing today iz about the Courk
17 making a deternination of whether theae are Giglio wateriala.
18 Now, as intervened parties, I'm ordering that these
19 materials be provided today to Detestive Singer. The
20 materials given to Detective 8inger are to ke made available
21 to the City of Claremore, but they are chiefly for Datective
‘22 Singer., He's oxdered to make those available to the Clty of
23 Clarswore as the intervenor, bacauge they are tied with
24 pDetective Singer; if that makes eense.

25 The analogy, I think here hag to go back to Civil Law.
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11 defandant or not the State, to determine a Giglio status of

12 these materials. I do not balisve I have the authority to do
13 that.

14 In the criminal case, nor in the juvenile case, I 4o not
15 think ;here is authority for thess intervenors to ask, under
16 the criminal cases that have been cited, for the Court to make
17 a Giglio determiuation. I was ver}; diaturbed by, I did know
18 that Judge Crosscn had been asked to make a Glglio

19 determination by this District Attorney's Office, I wae

3¢ dismayed to see that it was absent from the State's brief, In

33 40
1 These are really civil matters much wmore than criminal i THE COURT: Okay.
2 mattera. The period of time within which the status of baing 2 At the comglusion of the court procesding today that will
3 an intervenor only exists for today's hearing. 3 be providaed, .
4 1he Giglio Csse and the Brady materials are all about 4. {To tr. Newsns) What you do with those materials -- I'M
§ axculpatory evidence and the provision of exculpatory evidemce 5 not sure what you do with those materials, He is entitled to
6 to a party defendant. I have reviewed the cases that have § have them. What you do with them is up to you.
7 baen presented. I have looked for other cases and I cannct 7 MR. NEUENS: Thenk you, Your Honor,
8 £ind any authority from my Court today, although I have been 8 THE COURT; 1 will leave the parties as intervensd
9 requested to do so by these intervened parties, I cannot find 4 in the Runicns Cass for thirty (30} days for the parties to

10 that there is authority for me to, on the basis of not the 10 coneider their appeal rights. I suppose there are some

11 Imterlocutory Appeal passibilities of my rulings here today
12 and we will convene separataly on the xscord in the juvenile
13 case to varry this over into the juvenile case, bszause ve

14 hava these sawe issuss in that casa.

15 VR, WANTLAND: Youxr Honor,.may I -- if I can have
16 one quick thing?

17 THE COURT:  Yes, Mr, Wantland?

18 MR, WANTLAND: The Court's amalyais of what Judge

19 Crosson did 1s correct, but Af the zecord will veflect that's
20 a different case all together than what we'ra dedling with

confirmed that when I inguired of him about that.
As I understand it, the State ia not asking the Court

™

gtill to.make = Giglio determination of this, nor is

Mr. Haynes here today, on Ms. Runions' behalf, asking the
Court to make a Giglio cetermination. I find no authority to
do so otherwige. 8o, at this time the Court would decline to
review these materials to do a Giglio determimation cutside of

what the State has provided.

W e Ny T R W N

One of the things that I think was important today wae to
set the parzmeters of why the Stete provided these materials,

'
o

I think it hag been made clear that the State of Oklahoma

11

12 provided these based upon their bslief that there ia 2

13 credibility issus with Detective Singer, as 2 law anforcement
14 witness, in their casee that thay provided it,

15 The materiais are to ke provided for appeal purposes. I
16 will hold onto the ones provided to me, I have not reviewed

them., I will leave it that way until someone showe me

(TR
[-- IR |

authority otherwise. The materials will be provided to the

Intervened Party Detective Singer,

19

20 {To Mz. Wantland) Can you do that today?

21 MR. WANTLAND: Yes, Your Honor, we can.
22 THE COURT: Okay. ‘

a3 We'll do that in open court.
24 MR. WANTLAND; It's actually in the office, Your

21 my opinion it ashould hava baen in there, hut it vas not, I'm 21 today.
22 having a transcript prepared and I dig@ net ever receive it so 22 . THE COURT: It's a different officer as well; is it
23 I'm not sure if it has yet been prepared. I do not know under 33 not?
24 what authority the Btate of Oklahoma asked for that material 24 MR, WANTLAND: Yes, it is, Your Honor.
25 to ba reviewed, but that did indead occur and Judge Crosson 2 THE COURT: Yem, sir.
ae . 41
1 : MR. WANTLAND: I know the Court krows that and X

2 know the Petitioners/Intervemors knew that, but I wented to

3 make sure it wag clear for the record.

4 THE (OURT: Sure. I don't think I said that, but I
B did know that.
[ MR. WANTLAND:+ Your Honor, will the Court reduce
7 that to a Written Ox@ex; the Court's Findings today?
» 8 THE COURT: I'm going to direct Mr. Nevens to
9 prapare the Order.
10 MR, NBUENS: Cextainly, Your Honor.
1L THE COURT; Yes, it needs to be-a Written order.
12 {To Mr. Neuems) You have ten (10) days to prepaxé that.
13 MR. NEUBNS: Thank you, Your Honor.
14 THE COURE: Mr. Neuens, anything further on er,
15 client's behalf?
16 MR, NEUENS: Not on the Runicns Case, Your Honor.
17 THE COURT: Mr. Ballard, anything furthsr on behalf
18 of the city of Claremore?
i9 MR. BALLARD) No, Your Honer.
20 THE COURT: Mr, Wantland, anything further on behalf
21 of the State of Oklahoma?
22 MR. BANTLAND: No, Your Honor,
23 THE COURT: If there ig nothing further in

24 CF-2012-655, wa will be in recess.
235

25 Honor, Itll have them --
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42 44
1 (At this time a brief recess was hsd, Thereafter, with all 1 and Mr. Ballard.
2 parties and counsel present 2& befora, with the szception of 2 M. NEUENS: Thank you, -Youz; Honor,
3 Mr. Haynes, the following occurred on-the-record:} ‘ 3 THE COURTs  Qkay.
4 4 {To Mr. Hantland) Do all of thess represent materials
§ 5 either prepared by or ig the possession of the pistrict
6 6 Attorney's Office, itself?
7 THE COURT: We are on-the-record in CF-2012-655, 7 MR, WANTLAND;  Yes, Your Honox,
8 raconvening on the Runions Case with the parties and their ] THE COURT:  Okay. ‘
9 counesl present, 9 Anything else hefore we close the Runions record?
10 MR. WANTLAND: Your Homor, I have the packets and I 10 MR, WANTIAND: Nothing from the State, Your Homo¥.
11 would like to deliver that in open caurt. 11 MR, NRUENS: No, thank you.
12 THE COURT: Are you chaosing to give each -- 12 MR. BALLARD: No, Your Honoz.
13 MR, WANTLAND: I am, ‘ 13 THE COURT: We will be in recess in thie mattex.
24 THE COURT: -- Intervenox a packet? 14
15 MR. WANTLAND; I am, Your Homor. 15
16 THE COURT: Very wall. 16
17 MR. WANTLAND: Your Homor, I'm handing Mr. Ballaxd 17
18 and Mr. Neuens each a packet of matexrial., 18
19 19
20 (Mr. Wantland handa a packet to Mr, Ballard and a packet to 20
21 Mr, Neusns.} . 31 (This conoludes the proceedings held.)
22 22
a3 {To Mr. Nauens) 'There you go, sir. 23
24 MR. NBUSKE: Thank you. 24
28 THE COURT: Mr, Wentland, as an Offlcer of the 25
43 45
1 Court, do you repregent to me that thege are the sawe 1 . CERTIFICATE
2 materials labaled "Giglio matexials” that T had been given? 2
3 HR. WANTLAND: Yes, Your Homor, 3 GTATE OF OKLAHOMA ; os.
4 4 COUNTY OF ROGERS )
5 (Mr. Palik converses with Mr. Wantland.) 5
6 6 1, uindie Baab, Certifled ghorthand Reporter within and
? MR. PALIK: Judge, for the record, wa naver placed 7 for the State of oOklahowa, QSR No. 01396, do hareby certlfy
B any writing or label -- " g that the foregoing is a true and correct transeription of wy
) WR. WANTLAND: No. 5 ahorthand notes of progsedings had in CF-2012-655, on the 228D
10 MR, PALIK: ~- of vGiglio matezial™ on the packet 10 of FEBRUARY, 2013, befora tha Honozable Nynde Post.
11 that we presaentsd to the Couxt. 1 belive, if anything, it 11
12 only said "gingert at the top of the manilla envelope. 12 I Further certify that I am not & relative, employse, or
13 MR. WANTLAND: Yeah, it is juet the materials, Your 13 counsel of any of the parties, nor am I a relative or employes
14 Honor, there is nnch:‘:ng saying -- 14 of any of the parties' attoraey or oounsel conneoted with the
15 THE COURT: But these -- 15 action, nor anm I finaneially interested in the action.
16 MR, WANTLAND: -- yhet it 1@ -- 16
17 THE COUET: -- are the materiale that were -- 17 WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL this 28TH day of FEBRUARY,
18 MR. WANTLAND: -- the same. 18 2013,
19 THE COURT: =-- labsled in my Court as ciglio 19
20 materials? 20
21 MR. WANTLAND: Yes, Your Honor. 21 ouuhﬁ Court Reporter
22 T — . 22 CER NO. 01396
23 MR. WANTLAND: Yes, Your Honaox. 23 Mindie Le :!ﬂ:ﬂe Bﬂ.ab
24 THE COURT: ALL right. 24 Srate gf O'x;da.‘uoma
2s For the record, they have been handed to both Mr, Heuens 25 CCTtiflﬁd ‘E}hoft{;w_‘:‘d R.z:porter 4‘
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Iski, David

From: Steidley, Janice

Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2013 3:13 PM
To: Iski, David

Subject: FW: RE: Sunday Case

From: Steidley, Janice

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 7:18 PM
To: Lahmeyer, Kathy

Subject: Fwd: RE: Sunday Case

Just for your fyi.

Sent from my U.S. Cellular® Android phone
Wwill Do, is Friday OK

1 C A Goad N

Claremore Police Department
918-341-1212

From: Stéidléy, 'J‘ah'ice {mailtoﬁjamgg.Steidiey@dac.s;g'te.ok.us]
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 5:13 PM

To: Chuck Goad
Subject: Sunday Case

Chuck:

| texted John yesterday about getting the texts that he had gotten from the Sunday case, | told him | needed the
additional information today. 1 haven’t heard a reply back nor have | received this information. 1 verbally spoke to John

August 22, 2011 and he stated he had them — but we hadn’t received them.

Within the report it was stated an interrogation was done of the suspect but a video was not included. We passed the

Initial Appearance because my office wanted to review the interrogation of the suspect.

al. The initial appearance is set for this

Before we file a case we want to review gli evidence, which is at our dispos
we want to review this prior to filing.

coming Wednesday, Singer told me there were approx. 400 pages of texts -

Can you please get this for us — and whatever other evidence comes in to make sure it gets to us without us having to

request it.

Thank you for your prompt attention. Kathy Lahmeyer is handling the case and the evidence can be dropped off with

Kim Donelson. -

Janice Steidley
District Attorney
District 12
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

vs. CASE NO. 10-CR-50-JHP

GRANT ANDREW STOUT,

Defendant.

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 9, 2010
BEFORE THE HONORABLE FRANK H. McCARTHY
MAGISTRATE JUDGE PRESIDING

MOTION HEARING

APPEARANCES

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: MS. JANET SUE REINCKE
Asst. United States Attorney
110 West 7th Street, Suite 300
Tulsa, OK 74119-1013

FOR THE DEFENDANT: MR. MARK D. LYONS
LYONS & CLARK, INC.

616 S. Main
Suite 201
Tulsa, OK 74119

Greg Bloxom, RMR, CRR
United States Court Repoerter
333 West 4th Street, Room 4-548
Tulsa, OK 74103 * 918.690.4878
greg_bloxom@aoknd.uscourts.gov
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PROCEEDINGS:

(THE FOLLOWING PROCEEDINGS WERE HAD IN THE COURT'S
CONFERENCE ROOM:)

THE DEPUTY COURT CLERK: This is case number 10-CR-

50-JHP, United States of America Vvs. Grant Stout.
Counsel, please enter your appearance for the record.

MS. REINCKE: Jan Reincke for the United States.

MR. LYONS: Mark Lyons on behalf of Mr. Stout.

THE COURT: All right. Last week we had a sealed
hearing concerning the government's ex parte notification of
potential impeachment testimony and I allowed the defense to
submit a response to it. The defense has now submitted thét
response, I've read it, and I'm prepared to make a ruling,
unless the lawyers feel that there's some compelling need for
further argument.

MS. REINCKE: Not from the government, Your Honor.

MR. LYONS: No, Your Honor.

THE COURT: All right. Based upon the government's
the court perceives that there's two issues that

notification,

are presented. The first issue is whether or not there's

information that should be disclosed to the defense under Brady

or Giglic. The second issue to be decided is if it is

disclosed, if the information is disclosed to the defense, may

the defense cross-examine the witness concerning that
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information?

Concerning the first issue, the court declined to decide
the Brady/Giglio issue in an ex parte fashion and suggested to
the government that some procedure be implemented that would
provide the defense with some level of notice and an
opportunity to be heard.

I anticipated that the government might suggest some form
of generic notice to the defense of the general nature of the
potential Brady/Giglio information. Instead, the government
provided the information in the notification to the defense
attorney at a sealed hearing and requested and obtained a
protective order against defense counsel's disclosure of that
information pending a decision by the court.

The court finds that the information should be disclosed
under Brady and Giglio. The information is favorable to the
defendant because it is impeaching evidence of a central

government witness. The information is material to the issues

regarding the legality of the search.

The court is specifically not addressing whether or not
this information would be material to the guilt or innocence
issue if this case goes to trial. The information is directly
relevant to the central government witness's credibility. The
witness was the affiant on the application for the search
warrant and he was the lead investigator in this

investigation. Without this information being disclosed, it
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would undermine the court's confidence in the accuracy of the
ruling on the motion to suppress.

Based upon all of those factors, the court will order that
the information is, in fact, Brady/Giglio material that should
be disclosed to the defense, and has, in fact, been disclosed
to the defense, and that the defense be given the opportunity
to utilize that information for the purposes of this motion
hearing. Therefore, the protective order that was previously
entered is dissolved.

In the response, the defense sought an opportunity to take
the deposition of the officer. No authority is cited for that
proposition and that proposition will be denied.

The second issue that's presented by the notification is
whether or not this information should be allowed to be used by
the defense at the hearing, and the court finds that it should
be allowed to be used under 608(b). Once again, the
information is directly probative of the truthfulness or
untruthfulness of the witness. The witness's testimony is
relevant to the issues of the legality of the search. And
although the information is ten years 0ld, because it is so
directly relevant to his truthfulness or untruthfulness, I
think that the balance tips in favor of allowing the defense to
inquire on cross-examination under Rule 608 concerning this

area.

Finally, the court has considered the factors under Rule
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403 and those factors do not in any way militate toward not
allowing this examination in the context of a motion hearing.
All right. That's the rulings on all of the -- on the
notification issues. Are we ready to proceed with the

suppression hearing?

MS. REINCKE: Yes, Your Honor.

MR. LYONS: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: All right. I'll see you out there in a
few minutes.

(THE FOLLOWING PROCEEDINGS WERE HAD IN OPEN COURT:)

THE DEPUTY COURT CLERK: This is case number 10-CR-

50-JHP, United States of America vs. Grant Stout.
Counsel, enter your appearance for the record.

MS. REINCKE: Good afternoon, Your Honor. Jan Reincke
for the United States.

MR. LYONS: Mark Lyons on behalf of Mr. Stout.

THE COURT: All right. We're here for a hearing on
the defendant's motion to quash statements and evidence due to
illegal arrest. Is the government prepared to proceed?

MS. REINCKE: The government is ready, Your Honor. We
have two witnesses and we would ask for the rule on witnesses.
THE COURT: Is the defense ready to proceed?

MR. LYONS: The defense 1s, your Honor.

THE COURT: All right. The government has asked for

the rule. Mr. Lyons, do you have any witnesses that you
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JOHN SINGER - DIRECT (By Ms. Reincke)

°© ¥ o ¥ O ¥ O

anticipate calling?

MR. LYONS: I do not, Your Honor.

THE COURT: All right. The government can call their
first witness.

MS. REINCKE: The government calls John Singer.

THE COURT: Very well.

(WITNESS SWORN)

JOHN SINGER,

being first duly sworn to testify the truth, the whole truth,
and nothing but the truth, testified as fcllows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MS. REINCKE:
Q. Would you please state your name for the court, and spell
your last name for the record.
A. John Singer. S-I-N-G-E-R.
How are you employed?
I'm a police officer for the City of Claremore.
How long have you been with the City of Claremore?
Since 1999.
Do you recall when in 199972

The summer.

And what type of training and experience have you had in
connection with the service of search warrants, federal
firearms laws, federal drug trafficking laws?

A. I've spent the majority of my time enforcing state and
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JOHN SINGER - DIRECT (By Ms. Reincke)

federal firearms and drug laws, to include I'm a graduate of
the Drug Enforcement Administration's Investigator Academy and
the Oklahoma Bureau of Narcotics' Investigator Academy, and
have authored and executed more than 250 search warrants, a
vast majority of those relating to guns and drugs.
Q. Officer Singer, in 1999, 2000, were you on probation with
the Claremore Police Department?
A. Until mid 2001.
Q. All right. So it was a period of —
A. A year after academy graduation.
Q. Okay. Did you have an occasion to be involved in an
accident with your car?

More than once.

And the second time, what happened?

I rear-ended another police car causing damage to my own.

It creased the front clip.

A.

Q

A

Q. How much damage?
A

Q. What did you do?
A.

Lied to my supervisor, failed to disclose that I had hit
another peolice car for fear of losing my job, and instead
claimed that I had hit a deer.

Q. And what did you do to support that?

A. Put the hair from a deer in the grill in case it had been

examined.

Q. And did you file any written reports?
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JOHN SINGER - DIRECT (By Ms. Reincke) 9
A. No,

Q0. What happened to the damaged car?

A. It was sent to our city shop for repair.

Q. Was an insurance claim filed?

A. Not that I'm aware of.

Q. Did you ever fill out any paperwork in which you put down
false statements concerning what happened?

A. No.

Q. Have you lied during the rest of your career in any kind of
case that you've been involved with?

A. No.

Q. Have you intentionally ever filled out any false report in
any type of case in which you've been involved with?

A. No.

Q. Have you ever provided false testimony while you were under

oath, either in state court or in federal court?

A. Never.

Q. Have you ever testified falsely before a federal grand
jury?

A. No.

Q. Is this the only time in your career as a police officer
that you have lied to a superior?

A. That I can recall, ves.

0. Directing your attention to March 21st of this year, did

you have occasion to find out some information about Grant
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CITY OF CLAREMORE
STAN BROWN e v cn ror CHARLES DOWNU;
CHIRY O FOLICE POLICE DEPARTMENT s oy UM
W, FIRST 8T, * CLAREMORE, GK 24017
{919 341.1252 “PAX {218) 341. 1643

Friday, February 22, 2013
Media Release: John Singer Alleged Giglio Action and Court Hearing
From: Stan Browa, Chief of Police

We appreciate the court’s review of this matier. The ruling today means there has been
6o finding 1hat Det. Singer commitied any act of dishonesty or acted tn any way
improperly. While this maiter was pending, the City requested a review of Dex, Singer's
actions from a senior officer in an independemt police departnent outside of Rogers
County. We received that seport this week and Dot. Singer was completel y exoncrated
from any wrongdoing. In fact, the management-level officer concluded as follows
regarding Det. Singer's investigation that was catled into question by e D.A.'s office;
“Having rcad and approved theusands of reporls during the course of my carcer, 1 am
comfortable in saying this was & very thorough report and a competent and complele
investigation. Tdo not find any smore that Detective Singer could bave done and it is my
beliel that his affidavit certainty met the standard of probabie cause.” 'This is the same
conclusion that the Claremore Police Department previously reached independently.

In addition, the D.A."s office initially alleged that this was a sarcer-crding act, but an
assistant district attorney has now ackaowledged in open cours that they do not have a
problem with Det. Singer's credibility. From the cort’s ruling and the D.A.’s pesplexing
retreat from their hard-fine position. it is clear that we would a0t be here it not for the
mishandiing of this matter by the D.A.’5 office. We have now been provided access to
all maerials in the possession of the D.A.*s office regarding Det. Singer and no new
revelations have buen made and the City's position Is unchanged,

Det. Singer was previousty asked to not undestake any vew investigations while this
process played out. With today's ruling, there is no decision pending and any sestrictions
on Det. Singer's investigative activitics aro heseby lifted. Det. Singer is fubly avthorized
to do the job for which he was hired -- 10 investigate criminal activity and 1o work o keep
our citizens safe. The City has full confidence in his ability 1o do so.

Poll

The U. S. Post Office has announced it will end mail
delivery on Saturdays. Do you agree or disgree?

' Yes
‘"' No

2/25/2013



