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12/27/00 t'evision 

VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 

LESLIE L. GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF ) 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, ) 

) 
Plaintiff, ) 

v. ) 
) 

ARMOR HOLDINGS, INC. ) 
(a Delaware corporation), ) 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION ) 
OFAMERICA ) 
(a Delaware corporation), ) 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION ) 
OF AMERICA, ) 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, ) 
and GEORGE INGRAM, ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

I 
I 
I 
i MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
l 
l 
! The plaintiff Leslie L. Green C'Mr. Green"), by counsel, states: 
!I .. . , 
;i I. On or about December 29, 1998, the plaintiffs decedent Christie D. Green ("Ms. 

Green") died. 

2. On or about January 19, 1999, the plaintiff qualified for and was duly 

appointed the Administrator of the Estate of Ms. Green by the Circuit Court of 

the City of Richmond, Virginia. 

700 EAST MAIN Sll'EET 3. Ms. Green died intestate, survived by the following statutory beneficiaries per 
SUITE 1601 
RIOiMOND, 

VIROINIA 2)219 
(804) 64l·JIOO . 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 7J2-4658 

Va. Code§ 8.01-53: 

a. Kevasha Sada Green, DOB September 26, 1995. 

b. Diqasha Sanic'e Green, DOB April9, 1997. 

1 
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I 

I 
I 
i 
I 

I 
l 

4. By reason of the death of Ms. Green, the statutory beneficiaries have sustained 

the damages itemized in Va. Code§ 8.01-52(1-5). 

5. The plaintiff respectfully requests a jury trial. 

Count 1 
(Gross negligence of Officer Buckovich) 

6. The plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs one through five, above. 

7. The defendant John B. Buckovieh ("Officer Buckovich") owed Ms. Green 

various duties, including but not limited to the duty to use reasonable care in 

training and equipping Sgt. Ingram and in planning and supervising the 

forced entry into the apartment known as 1112-C Dove Street, in the City of 

Richmond, on Tuesday December 29, 1998. 

! 8. Officer Buckovich breached the duties referenced in the foregoing paragraph 

! 
I 
I 
i 
i 

I 
I 
I 
t 

j 
i 

I 
!I 
il 
!I 
;j 
:1 

in numerous ways, including but not limited to: 

a. Deciding to use frangible slugs as the breaching tool under 
the circumstances of the case (namely, to serve a search 
warrant on a small apartment that he should have known 
was occupied by 6 adults and 7 children). Available options 
included a ram or a pry bar. 

b. 

c. 

Failing to se1~ that Sgt. IngTam did not commit the acts of 
negligence outlined below. Lt. Buckovich was head of the 
Police Academy and in charge of training the SWAT team. 
He was at the scene and, in fact, gave the signal to begin 
the raid that resulted in Ms. Green's death. 

Failing to see that Sgt. Ingram was properly trained. For 
example, not trained to aim at a 45 degree angle toward the 
jamb. See Document # 191 at page 490 (copy· attached), 
stating, "Breaching rounds are fired into the door jamb ... 
at a 45 degree angle .... " In contrast, the Richmond lesson 
plan (Document# 109) makes no mention of the left/right 
aiming angle. For example, see Document # 109 at page 
360 (copy attached). 

2 
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d. Failing to conduct appropriate surveillance, or to see that 
this was done, before the raid began. 

9. In breaching these duties, Officer Buckovich was grossly negligent in that he 

showed such indifference to others, including !VIs. Green, as to constitute an 

utter disregard of caution amounting to a complete neglect of the safety of 

another person, including Ms. Green. 

10. The negligence described above in this Count evinced a conscious disregard 

for the rights of Ms. Green and/or criminal indifference to civil obligations 

owed to her. 

11. As a direct and proximate result of the gross negligence described above, Ms. 

Green died. 

12. By reason of the death ofMs. Green, the statutory beneficiaries have sustained 

the damages itemized in Va. Code§ 8.01-52 (1-5). 

Count 2 
(Gross negligence of Sgt. Ingram) 

13. The plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs one through five, above. 

14. Ms. Green died as a direct and proximate result of one or more of five 

frangible rounds fired from a 12 gauge shotgun by the defendant George 

Ingram ("Sgt. Ingram"). See the statement of Sgt. Ingram, a copy of which is 

!>riO!!!!s•riu.r ffirii'Affiil attached as Document #40, pages 138 and 139. 
:0 NORTH SYCAMORE STREET 

PETERSBURG, 
VIRGINIA ZJSOJ·J2ZS 

(804}7Jl·Jtoo 15. Sgt. Ingram thus fired the fatal round or rounds in an effort to make a forced 
700 EAST MAIN STREET 

SUITE 1601 
RICHMOND, 

VIRGINIA 2)219 
(804) 643·3100 

FACSIMILE 
(SQ.f) 7JZ-4658 

;! 

entry into 1112-C Dove Street, in the City of Richmond (the "Apartment"), on 

Tuesday December 29, 1998. 

3 
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16. When Ms. Green collapsed due to the mortal wounds inflicted by Sgt. Ingram, 

she trapped her infant daughter Kevasha under her, and her own blood 

covered her trapped child. See Document #40, page 139, copy attached. 

17. According to the report of the m.edical examiner, copy attached as Document 

18. 

19. 

#14, pages 82 through 96, the cause of Ms. Green's death was "shotgun 

wound of chest" caused by a "frangible 'breaching' round," and there were 

four entrance wounds in the right upper chest. See the attached copy of 

photograph #38, depicting these wounds. These wounds mark the entrance 

point of multiple frangible slug particles, fired by Sgt. Ingram, that 

perforated all lobes of Ms. Green's right lung, her esophagus, her aorta, the 

left lower lobe of her left lung, and her heart. Document# 14 at page 87. 

Postmortem toxicology was negative for alcohol, opiates, and cocaine. 

Document# 14 at page 87. 

Sgt. Ingram owed Ms. Green various duties, including but not limited to the 

duty to use reasonable care in making forced entry into the Apartment. 

Sgt. Ingram breached the duty described in the foregoing paragraph in 
L ---- ; 

numerous ways, including but not limited to: 

a. Aiming four of his five blasts in the gap between the 
deadbolt latch and the knob latch. See photograph #s 319 
and 324, copies attached. These last four blasts did not 
aid in opening the door, nor could they. Instead, they 
merely jeopardiz~d the occupants. This action by Sgt. 
Ingram violates the aiming instruc'tion in Document# 109 
at page 360, copy attached, stating "aim shotgun ... at the 
latch bolt .... " 

4 
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20. 

b. Failing to check the target door after each of blasts one 
through four to determine if the next blast was likely to 
cut all the way through the door and, if so, to switch to a 
more conservative, less aggressive breaching tool (such as 
a ram or a pry bar). In this regard please note the 
statement oflVIichael R. Talbert in Document# 200 at 
page 515, copy attached, that "Through the holes in the 
[front] door, I saw at least two figures inside the 
apartment moving toward the stairs and another figure 
moving toward the kitchen." When the raid took place, 
the lights were "on" in the kitchen. 

c. Failing to turn the knob after each blast to see if the target 
door would open. Instead, between blasts Sgt. Ingram 
merely pushed the door with his left foot to see if it would 
open. Since none -of his five blasts damaged the knob latch, 
it was highly unlikely that the door was going to open in 
response to the pressure of his left foot. 

d. Failing to aim the shotgun at a 45 degree down angle. See 
Document #109 at page 360, copy attached. Instead, 
trajectory testing indicates that Sgt. Ingram aimed at a 
down angle of 8 degrees to 32 degrees. See photographs #s 
367 and 368 and Document #s 117 and 118, pages 379 and 
380, copies attached. 

e. Failing to aim the shotgun at a 45 degree angle toward the 
jamb. See Document# 191 at page 490, copy attached, 
stating, "Breaching rounds are fired into the door jamb ... at 
a 45-degree angle .... " The Richmond lesson plan 
(Document #109) makes no mention of the left/right aiming 
angle. For example, see Document #109 at page 360, copy 
attached. 

In breaching this duty, Sgt. Ingram was grossly negligent in that he showed 

such indifference to others, including Ms. Green, as to constitute an utter 

disregard of caution amounting to a complete neglect of the safety of another 

person, including Ms. Green. 

5 
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21. The negligence described above in this Count evinced a conscious disregard 

for the rights of Ms. Green and/or criminal indifference to civil obligations 

owed to her. 

22. As a direct and proximate result of the gross negligence described above, Ms. 

Green died. 

23. By reason of the death of Ms. Green, the statutory beneficiaries have 

sustained the damages itemized in Va. Code§ 8.01.52 (1·5). 

Count 3 
(Breach of express war1·anties by Defense Technology) 

24. The plaintiff incorporates by re£3rence all paragraphs of this motion for 

judgment set forth above. 

25. The defendant Defense Technology Corporation of America ( a Delaware 

corporation), and/or the defendant Defense Technology Corporation of 

America (together, "Defense Technology") sold the five 12 gauge frangible 

rounds (the "Frangible Rounds") that Sgt. Ingram shot at the kitchen door of 

1112-C Dove Street on December 29, 1998, one or more of which killed Ms. 

Green (together, the "Frangible Rounds"). At all relevant times, the 

defendant Armor Holdings, Inc. controlled the actions of Defense Technology. 

26. On or about April 18, 1997, the City of Richmond bought the Frangible 

Rounds from Defense Technology. 

27. Attached as Document# 4 page 13 is an authentic copy of an invoice 

documenting the sale of forty-eight frangible rounds by Defense Technology 

to the City of Richmond. 

6 
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28. The frangible rounds sold by Defense Technology to the City of Richmond, as 

-documented by Document# 4, page 13, copy attached, included the Frangible 

Rounds. 

29. Attached as Document# 5 pages 14 through 16 is an authentic copy of 

product literature supplied by Defense Technology to the City of Richmond as 

an inducement to buy the frangible rounds referenced in Document# 4 page 

13, copy attached. 

30. In selling the Frangible Rounds to the City of Richmond, Defense Technology 

made certain express warranties, including but not limited to the express 

warranty that the slug of the Frangible Rounds "disintegrates into a fine 

powder upon impact with the target," and that "[t]he only possible 

fragmentation would be from the target area rather than the slug itself." 

Document# 5 at page 15, copy attached. 

31. The Frangible Rounds did not conform to the express warranties referenced 

32. 

above. 

In depositions, Officer Buckovich testified as follows: 

Q. Now look with me, please at 7 (d). With respect to the particular 
frangible slugs that killed Ms. Green, did it malfunction or was it 
defective in any way? If so, how? 

7 
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!I 

A. And this is obviously an opinion question on my part that based on 
the way the round is supposed to function, it is my opinion that it did 
malfunction because it is supposed to fragment upon contact with an 
object. 

4:5 (b) (6) deposition of the City of Richmond Part 1 (Officer Buckovich 

testifying), 64.12 through 64.20. In addition, in depositions Eugene Provost, 

a forensics detective with City of Richmond, testified as follows: 

Q. What is it about the specific~tions of the manufacturer that lead 
you to the conclusion that the frangible slug rounds fired by Sergeant 
Ingram resulted in Christie's Green's death malfunctioned or were 
defective? 

A. I understood the rounds that Sergeant Ingram fired, do I feel that 
they were defective that contacted with Christie Green? 

MS. BURTON: Okay. 
A. The reason that I feel that they were defective, once they passed 
through the door, they should not have continued to stay whole. They 
should have been - even if they were fragmented, if they were 
fragmented, then they should be in a powder form not in a split in half 
or a fragmented form like a bullet. Once these come in contact with 
any type of surface that they pass through, there's- my indication 
from the manufacturer is that they're supposed to be powderize. 

Q. Did you talk to the manufacturer or are you basing this on 
manufacturer's published specifications? 

A. The manufacturer's published specifications. 

4:5 (b) (6) deposition of the City of Richmond Part 2 (Detective Provost 

testifying), 95.3 through 96.1. 

As a direct and proximate result of the breach of express warranties 

described above, Sgt. Ingram killed Ms. Green. 

8 
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Count 4 
(Breach of implied warranties by Defense Technology) 

34. The plaintiff incorporates by reference all paragraphs of this motion for 

judgment set forth above. 

35. Defense Technology made implied warranties to the City of Richmond that 

the Frangible Rounds were of merchantable quality and fit for their intended 

and ordinary use and for the general and particular purposes and uses for 

which they were designed, manufactured, marketed, distributed, and sold. 

36. The Frangible Rounds did not conform to the implied warranties described 

above in this Count. 

37. As a direct and proximate result of the breach of implied warranties 

described above, Sgt. Ingram killed Ms. Green. 

Count5 
(Negligence by Defense Technology) 

38. The plaintiff incorporates by reference all paragraphs of this motion for 

judgment set forth above. 

39. Defense Technology designed, manufactured, packaged, marketed, 

distributed, delivered, sold, tested, inspected, and supplied the Frangible 

Rounds. 
CUTHBERT 
~WOFFICES 
hOP"•.,..., ffiri&TD' 1 40. Defense Technology owed Ms. Green the duty to use reasonable care in 
!0 NORTH sYCAMORE STREET I 

PETERSBURG. 

Vla~~7~~:~128 designing, manufacturing, packaging, marketing, dist.r~buting, delivering, 
700 EAST MAIN S'TREf:r 

SUITE 1601 
llK:HMOND. 

VIRGINIA 23219 
(SO'I) 64l·ll00 

FACSIMILE 
(SO'I) 7)1-4653 

selling, testing, inspecting, supplying, instructing the City of Richmond and 

its employees (such as Officer Buckovich and Sgt. Ingram), and warning of 

any reasonably foreseeable hazards posed by the Frangible Rounds. 

9 
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41. Defense Technology breached the duties described above in this Count. 

42. Defense Technology was negligent in breaching the duties described above in 

this Count, and in related ways. 

43. The negligence described above in this Count evinced a conscious disregard 

for the rights of Ms. Green and/or criminal indifference to civil obligations 

owed to her. 

44. As a direct and proximate result of the negligence described above, Sgt. 

Ingram killed Ms. Green. 

WHEREFORE Leslie L. Green, administrator of the estate of Christie D. 

Green, demands judgment against Armor Holdings, Inc. (a Delaware corporation), 

Defense Technology Corporation of America (a Delaware corporation), Defense 

Technology Corporation of America, John B. Buckovich, and George Ingram, jointly 

and severally, in the amount of nine million and no/lOOths dollars ($9,000,000) 

compensatory damages, plus $1,000,000 punitive damages, plus interest from 

I December 29, 1998, and costs. 

I 
LESLIE L. GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR 
OF THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN 

'Bye_\-\-~ 
CUTHBERT I Counsel · 
~lt:.2~dl 
0 NORTH SYCAMORE STREET 

PETERSBURG, 
VIROINIA 2l80l·l228 

(804) 7ll·JIOO . 
700 EAST MAIN STREET 

SUITE 1601 
RIOiMOND, 

VIRGINIA 2l219 
(804) 64l·Jl00 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 7)2-1658 

Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
A Professional Corporation 
220 North Sycamore Street 

I Petersburg, Virginia 23803 
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Manual Entry Tool 
Back Pack 

Bolt Cutter 
B·ack Pack 
This pack •s 
cesi~ned for quick 
ac:ess to a large 
and/or sma·u paJr of 
bolt cutters. It is 
maCle of twc iayer 
1 000 de mer Cordura 
nylon a'ld :>ad:ted 
w1tn 3!6" closed cell 
fcam. Tl1 e cover 
Haps are secured 0~ 

Thrs back pack is des:gned to 
comfortably carry a Hooliga" tool. a 
sledge ha,mer. and oott cutte!'S. It 
is made of 1 000 denier Cordura 
n)<IOn and 1s heavily padded t.Mth 
dosed sell roam Eacn tccl has its 
own pouch and Velcro reren!icn 
straps. the pouches are provtded 
with a araln hole. All thr&e tools are 
comp!eteiy co·o~ered wrth top flap 
secureo by either a hea"~ duty 
zipper and;or Fa:stex s1de re~ease 
buCkles. 11"e bac~< po~ck itself is 

ccntoured to the shape "of your back. The st:oulder strap and chest 
srrap are fully adjustable along v.itl'1 the wa;st strap. The main cover 
1s cfosed by #9 YKK zipper and sliders witt\ Hawk Tabs. Color. 00. 
Slack, Camo. Tan 

a side reiease buckre. rne snoulder 
straps are f\JIIy actus!able with a 
stemur:1 strap arrd a wa•st strap. Color~ 
OC, Blat.'k. Came. Tan 

Note: Oesigr'led to fit shortened entry tools only. 

56J .. 60Mf00 

BlaclfHawlf 
Manual Entry Tool Quiver, 30'' 
Manual Entry Tool Quiver, 26" 

563·62MT02 

This unique product was design ad in cocperation v.rith highly ~rained door KiCking 
operatives. It is designed to be a).t:emely ligntwe•gnt and to be worn O'l.er the 
shoulder quiver style. It has a fully adjustable 2· wide 3trap. Made of two layers of 
1000 denier Cordura ny;on and 318. closed cen foam. The top nap~~ ad,usfaOie 
and is $e<:ured by a side :-elease buckle. There is a se<:o~d ex1e~nai pt,ucn for 
misc. lools and gear. Cotor: 00, Slack. Camo. Tan 

56J..02ASOO 30. 
563~2MT01 26-

NO. 22 T.K.O. (Tactical Knock-Out) 
12 Gauge Frangible Slug 
Tlw No. 22 T.K.O. i3 a high velee1ty. 12 gauge, frengtble slug. mat:e of compressed 
J)OWderM zinc. which disintegrates into a fine powder upon impacr with the target. The 
criy poutie ~gm.ntation would be from the target ~rea rath.gr than the slug itself. 

1'l'ria htghly affediwt breaching round is a 'lliable. fasrer altemative tc ti'Je time 
ccnsumlng. cumbersome door breaking~ramming devtees craditiona:l\1 LJsed. The rec.oit 
from the ehct is low enough that the gun can ba held with one "'and it r;eeded. The ~lug :s 
II'Ofe unHorrn in ~ignt. aiSowillg lor greater accuracy. 

Open6wt: Can be used in any standara police 3hotgur; eQuipped "''ith the No. 10C 
~~ auachment. The Stard-Otr is ven:ed, and insures me proper di3tance 
~ b berref of tne weapon and the target. L"lus pre'tenting any c:amages to the 
benet. T'l* •tteehment can also oe used to l::tunch tho No. 98 Tactr-:al Grenacre. and can 
be a.ft on the li1otgun IInce •t will not interfere with f:ring ot s~andard s~otgun amm.JnitJon. 

031:3101 
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NO. 2 .. T.KO. 
(fACI1CAL KNOCK-QUI) 
12-GAUGE 
FRANGffiLE SLUG 
The No. 22 T.K.O. Is s high velocity, 12 gauge, 
frangible slug, msds of compressed powdered 
zinc, which disintegrates Into a fine powder UP!Jn 
Impact with the target. The only possible 
fragmentation would be from the target ares 
rather than the slupltself. 
This hlghlv effective breaching round Is a viable, 
faster aliematlve to the time consuming, 
cumbersome door bresk/ng/ramnJ/ng dev/css 
traditionally used. The recoll1rom Ure shot Is low 
enough that the gun can be held with on11 hand If 
needed. The slug Is more unNorm In weight, 
allowing for greater accuracy. 

'·• . 

. ~: .. ::_,;~ :::;~~.'%-; 
.· ~·~~. 

~3~·,;:;· •*): 
---c:t!IFI.-Ia•• __.• D dtMp ~ •11:1& ~.;. 
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>»PUCAT10N: 
When proper1y appied. lhis rtiUnd 
is capable of defeamg doer lode 
rnechaiUsms, door knObs, hinges, 
dead bolts, safety ChaN. ancl 
padockS on boO'a hoDow and sa6d 
wooden dcxn, a wei as standald 
hoUow i'1dustriaJ doers. It is also 
ellec:tNe en au1omCCie doCit and ....-~ 
tnn lode mechanisms. .:ar 

>oPERA noN: ean be used n llrf ~ 
golice shotg&n equipped .... the 
No. 100 Stand-OM.a&n::h 
aftaC:tment. The Stand-Of II 
wntsd, and insura- l1a prcper 
distance between lhe batral ot 1M 
weapon and the tatgee, hJS 
pr8Yenti')g any damages to lh8 
banal This alladvnent can abo 
be used \a launch .. No. 98 . 
Tac:ticaJ Granade, and can be left 
on lhe ~ U1ce I will not 
nteffere wiii ~ a ltandald 
shotgt.n amm~ltiari. 

>CONSTRucnoN: 
Compressed powdered zn: IUJ 
loaded n a 12"981J98 shotsMI. 

>DESIGN FEATURES: 
CAUBER: 12 
SLUG 

21..3~~~ 
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.,_ ____ Shobhell case 

). APUCACSO.N: 
CuandO se usa ~damente, esta 
carga es capaz de veneer carraduras de 
puertas, mani,as de puertas, bisagras, 
pestillos de ruSOf1a, cadanas de seguridad 

Powder y eandadcS en puertas ~ [Mdara so·lidas 
y huecas. como tamtuen en puel1as 
industriaJes comunes huecas. Es tatreia"n 

Primer e6caz en cenaduras de puertas dl 
· autcmOvias y camiones. > OPERAOO.N: 

Puede usarse ccn cuaJquier esccpeta 
asta"ndar de Ia pc6cf a que cuenta ccn II 
ac:casorio de sopotte impulsot No. 1 oo. a 
.soporta impulsor os ccn ventilacion y 
a.sagura Ia distancia apcpiada entrll et 
~on de Ia anna y el bQnco, 8'litando &Si 
cualquiar dai'Jo aJ cancn~ Esta accasorio 
puede ser ~ tambien para lanzat Ia 
Granada Tadica No. 98 y puede 
permanecsr en Ia asc:opeta puasto que no 
interlerira· aJ dispalat las munic:icnes 
asta"ndar de Ia ~ta. 

No 2 TTQ ).CONSTRUCCZO'N: • 2 T . .LL • Bala con polo de z]nc compnm;do cargado 
en un canuc:ho de de calm 12. 

(fACTI CAL KNOCK-OU1) >g~:,~~RasncAs oe DISERo: 

12-GAUGE FRANGffiLE SLUG Pe:ft::~o.3 9ramos 
Peso totat: 1.25 oz. > RENDIMIENTO: 
Vefocldad: 1.600 pies per segundo Bala • 
desintegra aJ inpacto > REFERENQAS: 
No. 22 T.K.O.: 

eo·digo del Produc:to 3105• 
A~sorto de aopcrt. lmpulaor No. 100: 

Co digo del Pn:xb::to 1370 

J.• 
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CityiCouncy of o~:lCh 
0 Resident 

LJ Non·Rcsident 

A~ tENDED 
DATE 

Decedent: 

Address: 

Age: /~ DOB: z-ll..,&J Sex: U Male ~emale [J Unknown Occupation: --------
Race: ~lack 1 1 \vnite 1 : Asian 0 Native .~erican CJ Unknown 0 Other __________ _ .., 
Hispanic Origin: ! :Yes ~No -1\'Iarital Status: M \V S D SSN: 2...3)- l'i -1.8 LfS: 
T'YPE OF DE.~TH: (Initial jurisdiction~ check only one) Final jurisdiction .~same 
fl Sudden in apparent good health 0 Suspected SIDS revised to ______ _ 
i : Unattended by physician ~Violent or Unnatural Scene Visit ~es L.JNo 

~No LJ Suspicious n In prison. jail or police custody Retrospective Review: 'Yes 
Q linusual 1 ! CityiCouncy: ; Stace. I Federal 

Notification by: 1\ .. t .. k.r:11n Official Tide-------------
Address: 51>\ N ''1-tf-- Phone: 
Police Notified -_foes L No Investigator Pu.\J rJ.. a.:~-9 A\ ) ,.-n 

I 
Phone: 
Qy;~ Address: 6":¢ 1 f'. l S~ Jurisdiction: 

Time 

I Type of Prer=ises Dace ~~ hou"r Loc:J.tion Cit:,. or County 
clock 

e.g. Highway. e!c. 

L:lSt s~en .-'Jive I 1~~ !r::_g I ~o r I I ~ Pc_l,Jo c; . .;... ~C. Pt'ck._ ~ ,. I A-·'~-~ .. .-;I 

I )~;).c:;~~ ~~ I { \ II I t...( I 
l/ Injury or Illness 

Oe3th I i -;;../~ /~ ~ I }--)G-r; 1\ I L\ it 

Vi~w of Body I ; 1. I.,_,\) Ia; ? Ia...~ f..ilf(] £... - -~ J~C. A. ~ct...,~,..\ OC/'v\.S_ . 

Cause ofDe:uh: Autopsy:~ Yes :__; ~o 

Authorized by: _tV'.._L _____ _ 

P>thologisc: ~ 
.-\u[Qpsy No. _..;..8~_,.9,.,__j=f--->7_-;.......:...~--

Manner of Death: chc:ck one only: = ~arur:ll ~ A.::::dr::u ·- Suic:de 1. Homicide = Cnd~~e:-mined - Loc:lCion (if not OC:\o(E) ------...-: Pe:-:ding 

( hc::-eb~· dc:c!:1re chat at~!" :ec::t\'ln!: RllCtCe .Jr" the Je:lCh t.fes.::tbt:d herein : :cck ch:uge of chc ~otJ:• lnt.! mace inquu~c:s l'e'~:J.rcii:tg the c:J.Use :lRU manne:- of Je:J.tl'l !R :lC:cor• 
d:1r.ce wich ~ 32.1-ZS~. C olt!e or" Virginia . .1nd :hat che infOrmation :.:onr:uned herein reglrding :>uch d.:::~.ch is .:orrec: to the ~c:sc of my Jcnowlc:t!gc: :~nd b.:!ic::". 

City or C~Junty vf Appointm~nt 

'-·"IE 1 Rev 11. 9-:" 

{, /, ~-. _.,. a· "" //·_,·.;',,A,... '-' . :?-··:p~- ... -... /·t~·-- _:. .... -· ·- ? ... : 
/ -/ . . . ·.. .• --: ... · .. ~ 

. . ··~ ~ 
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MEANS OF DEATH ~ 
0 VEHICLE: Scarus: C DriverCl PassengerL..: Pedestrian-: Unknown r-"l Other-----~-~-;:;;,;;;,_ __ 

Type of vehicle associated with decedent: f! Passenger car= Pickup Truck U Utility 
:J Truck-more than 2 axles!: Bicycle !I Farm Vehicle~ ATV =~loped' I Other 
De.,·ices: ~Seat restraints· ; .-\ir bag C Helmet~ Child restraint _j None i Unknown 

~ tvlotorcycle 

. Hol-.,. Injury Occurred: (e.g. auro/truck collision) 
~GL"~: '_;Handgun-caliber/make--------- ~Shotgun-gauge/make f,..ut.>V.J,',t,L: \"},r~('~· ,;-o• .... 

L. Ritlc-<:aliber. .. make =Other _________ 7 
__ _...' · Cn.lalgwn 

· 1 I=""STRli:\IE='iT: i i Blunt:= Sharp· i Description: 

n TOXIC AGE:\TS SUSPECTED:. ·Alcohol= Others ----------------­
~ DRO\V~I:'.-G:: t Barhrub:; Lake· l Ocean= Pond= Pool'-, River~ Other~---------

1 I Flotation device ; ; 1\onswimmer '___: Boac Activity: -----
~FIRE: Suspected Cause Smoke Detector~ Yes! ! No Operational! · 't~s ; No 
i i F.-\LL/JL-:\IP: From to Approximate distance feet 
~ : CIRCL~IST.-\.'iCES OFvlOLE='iCE:: ·Domestic Violence~ yfurder/Suicide (or attemoted) 

· Child Abuse:· Neglect : : Feticide 'i Elder Abuse:Neg!ect: I Drug-Related Scene; · Spo~s.Recreacion 
: Hunting fncident r Police Action~ Gang . 

~;OTHER: _____________________________________________________________________________________________ __ 

DESCR1PTION OF PR£:\IISES 
I~JtrRY OR ILL~ESS: 
~nside ; ours!de __:house ~parrmenr :trailer= hotel: motel· :nursing home= adult horr:e 

: -retail estab. C school.- hospital,= jail·- restauranubar =parking lot 
,--.wooded area· ' farm pasture = farm pond· i city park[_ workplace: · highway 

:ATH: 
~tnside;; outside 

· ·ocher (specify)-------------------------

= ·house~ apartment= rraile:--: hotel,·mocel ;--: nursing home: adult home 
.--. retail estab. ~ · school --: hospital~ jail = restaurant/bar;~ parking lor 
=wooded area':: farm pasture= farm pond~ city park: ·workplace:_ highway 

· :ocher (specify)------------------------

~IEDICAL HISTORY - - ,.-- - - - - -. - .- . :-2 none:.....; alcoholism,_; asthma·~ cancer~ cirrhosis_ COPD __; CVA _ dtabetes '-..1 demenua _ depresstcn 
;-:drug abuse l : hep~titis =hip fracture ·hypertension_ ischemic hear: disease 
i...J mental illness - seizure disorder = smoking = recent pregn~ncy 
·_.:recent traum3. =organ tissue donor~ unkno\vn 

~other.-----------------------------------------------------------
i : If susp~cted SIDS: Position \vhen laid do·.vn Position when found 

' 

i\'lD/Institu tio n 

l\tiedications: ---------------------------------------

Circumsranc~s of 
Name I Death 

Found Dead bv R"c.hmo.J2 D•"\ir,_ c;.....:c...r IG~ -
II ' I L3.st Seen .-\1 i,:e bv 
41' I \Vitness to ir.j ur~..; or 

I ~ness and de:lth 
I 

\\"hen no autopsy send toxicology: = Blood : Urine 

Decede:-:t: 

21 

Address Relationship to Decedent 

I 

I 

"}_II ~-i~ec:•ts : Oth~r -------­
~~l.·~~ _J...G.L~-::c:~~~~------.. •,, 



Oeser::: of B~ C~:~ .othed 0 Partly Clothed ® 
List Clothing: __________________________________ _ 

Height in. W estimated \Veight lb. G estimated 
Pair color Eye color Pupils: R_ L Beard !.\'lustache __ 

lv Heat:: · w·arm n Cold :J Ambient 0 Refrieerated ~Other 
RJ.g~r:: ~Jaw = :\"eck:, Arms • : Legs 0 Passing-· ! Absent:: Embalmed 0 Other----------
Livor: · :Blanches:: Fixed Color: :J Purple 0 Pink/Red • Indetenninant 0 Other _________ _ 
Livor Location: -;Anterior·__; Posteriorn Left:-; Righr: i Regional (specify)------------

Exam: :\-!ark wounds and medical therapy on body diagram if autopsy not performed at OCi\'IE . 
. -\=Abrasion. B=Bum, C=Conrusion. F=Fracrure. G=Gunshot, !=Incised L=Laceration, 

i\ti=~Iark of therapy specify, S=Stab, SC=Scar. T=Tattoo 

' 

.. Decedenc: -~=.::::~~~-~· ---~------
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Nam. Jescription of Circumstances Surrour.. _,g Death: ® 
~v;_ ~~ '{Q b!.; ca., W 0W0::r- /.1 1('\,.!, 4}i ~ d...t.J · ,;;_d' OA. 

o~cedenc: 
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Autopsy No. 
Date/Day 
Time 

897·98 
12/30/98 • WednesdaY 
oaoo hours 

BCD'f lOENTiF~ci) B't: 

• 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

'ICE OF THE CHIEF MEDICAL EX»fiNER 
400 EAST JACKSON STREET 

RICHMOND. VIRGINIA 23219 

REPORT OF AUTOPSY 
Page #1 

PE~SONS PRESENT AT AUTOPSY: 
Visuai (Richmor.d City Police Dept. S. Knight. Or. Samantha Wetzler CMCV): Oep. n1ef Theresa Gooch. 

Lts. David Martin & Robert Hosick. Oets. Ray Williams. 
Tom I eonard 3 Jqhn Buclcovich <Richmond Citv Police Dept > 

R1gcr: jaw. necx. hands Livor: not visibi.:! Distribution: 
Age: _J.a.._ Rae~: b 1 ac!s Se.'l(: fs:na 1 c: Length : .;.1 !' · Weight: 170 1 bs Eyes: brg.yn Hair: b I aclc ha i,. 
·~Body Heat: ~r~P-~fr~i~ae~r~a~tF~rl~----------------------------------------------------------------

CLOTHING. PERSONAL EFFECTS. EXTERNAL WOUNDS. SCARS. TATTOOS. OTHER IDENTIFYING FEATURES: 

CLOTHING: Wearing brown boots. white socks. blue denim pants (unzipped and unbuttoned). boxer shorts. purple 
Jac:<.et (ten holes on the fror.t of the right sleeve and right front upper right shoulder and right collar: no 
visible powder residues). previously cut ·Ralph Lauren· green shirt (with one large hole in right upper chest 
area>. previously cut ·oavid Taylor· white T-shirt (with seven holes in the front. gray powdery particles on both 
sides of the 3hlrt near the defects). All of the clothing is bloody. There are gray powdery particles on the 
clothing. There are wood particles on the clothing. 
PERSONAL EFFECTS: Right front jacket pocket - Polaroid photograph: pr1ce tag. toothbrush: left front jacket 
pocket • candy wrapper: left denim pants pocket - t~enty-five cents. lip balm. ·Kentucky Fried Chicken· receipt. 
Gala-tone earrings with the name of ·oeeDee·. 
£XTER~~L £<ftMINATICN: Well developed. well nourished. black female. Hands in paper bags. Dried biood on face. 
ches:. and acocmen. Gray powdery particles on hands and face. Fiim of blood on both sides of both hands and legs 
in no pattern. The fingernails are without injury. The fingernails and toenails are painted. Blood under 
fingernails. No visible powder residues on hands. Well healed scars. both knees. Striae. abdomen. hips and 
but:ocks. Faint red discoloration on the back. Burn scar. right upper chest in area of shotgun wound. 
8<~~ WOUNDS: Punctate abrasions. face below eyes. neck and upper chest. l/4 inch linear purpie contusion. 
lef: side of face. 1/8 inch contusion. right lower lip buc:al mucosa. Shotgun wound to be described below. 
Bloodless linear abrasion. left thumb. Pink contusion. right upper arm. Fraaments of a franaibie slua were 
recovered on the body at the scene by Dr. Azar from the medial chest wounds. 
X-RAYS: S1ug fragments on chest film. one siug fragment on abdominal fiim. Diffuse hazy dispersion of slug 
part~cles on chest film. · 
HISTORY: Shot while police serving a warrant. 

PATHOLOGICAL DIAGNOSES: 

Shotgun Wound of Chest: On the right upper chest are four entranc: wounds. The most medial entrance is a doubie 
entrance connec:ed by a small tissue bridge. The entrance wounds dimensions ~re given from medially to laterally 

Ca> :1 inches frcm top of head. 3 3/8 inches right of anterior midline. 3/4 x 5/8 inch irregular rounced 
with drying edges and a marginal abras1on: 

. (b) ll 1nches from top of head. 4 ~inches right of ante~ior midline. 3/4 x 718 inch irregular with dried 
· edges anc ~n i rregu i ar marginal abrasion : 

(c) 11 i 1nches frcm :cp of.he:d. 5 ~ inches right of anterior midline. l/4 inch diamond shaped irregular 
with d ~arginal abrasion: 
(d) i2 1nches fr~m top of he:d. 7 inches r:ght of anterior midline. 3/4 inch rounded with dried ed~es 
and an irr:gular margir.al abrasion: 

no visible residues ar: present on any of the · . .;ounds. 

rr;ntinued on P;:cP ~?) 

Provisional Report l'/30/98 

....... 
~;~.n • ~:: ... -· ~: ., ~ ~'JP•1T 
• ~·~~·~ • ·-;oil I ,. t .;'-' •)t\ 

Final Report 7/?/99 JYG 
Cause of Death: Shotgun ·.-~cund of chest. 

The fact:; sta~ed herein are true and c~rrec-: to the best of my knowledge 

• . /~C R~ chm .n i :-•, 
)ate Signed Plac~ of Autopsy 

. : :- .. : .... ··.'. . ' ... ,, ... 

{d: \aa5l> ·--·-·_(:_9.{~/ ~~~4-~·:-:-~. \... • ·.·7"":~ ... -~: .. ·-.: .. ;~ -- -·~ ............ _ 
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Autopsy No. 
Oat~/ Day 
Time 

DECEDENT 

897·98 
12/30/98 • Wednesday 
0800 hours 

Christie 

PATHOLOGICAL DIAGNOSES (Continued): 

REPORT OF AUTOPSY 
Page 12 

Green 

The shotgun wounds course to the right and downward through the soft tissues. The two medial wounds 
creat~ a pa:h that enters the chest cavity through the right ~ecand to third intercostal space medially with 
fractures of the right second and third ribs. The small wound {c) only involves the soft tissues. The most· 
lat;r3i wounc causes an entrance into the chest through the right four:h to fifth intercostal space laterally with 
frac:ures of ~he right fourth and fifth ribs. 

Tne ~ounds then beccme confluent. There are multiple perforations of all lobes of the right lung. There 
are perforations of the esophagus and a perforation of the thoracic aorta. A slug portion penetrates the left 
lower lobe of the lung where a sizeable fragment is recovered. There are also perforations in the posterior 
pericardium 'Nith disruption of the posterior left atrium and intra-atrial septum. 200 ml of blood are in the 
right chest cavity. 450 ml of blood are in the left chest cavity. and JO ml of blood are in the pericardial sac. 
Fracments of; franaible shot slug are recovered in the chest wall and along the wound path. A fracment is also 
recovered in ~he abdominal aorta directly above.the renal arteries (slug embolus). There are multiole frangible 
fi~e slug par;tcles in the blood in the pleural cavities and pericardial sac. The general direction of the 
shot~un wouno is front to back. right to left. and downward. The wound path is hemorrhagic. 

No shotshell cup or wad are recovered (bloody cavity fluid strained). 

Postmortem Toxicology: Blood -alcohols. opiates. and cocaine/benzoylecgonine not detected. 
Vitreous - alcohols not detected. 
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GROSS DESCRIPTION 
All ..... tJSY :/#697 ·98 
Page 13 

SERCUS CAVIT!ES: Adhesions of right upper lobe of lung to pleura. Smooth and glistening except where injur;d. 

AOR7A: 

NECK ORGANS: 

LUNGS: 

LYMPH NODES: 

LIVER: 

GALL3LAODER: 

SPLE~N: 

Peritoneum contains no blood. 

252 grams. Injuries as describe~. Normal size and shape. Coronary arteries arise nonmaily. 
follow their usual course. and are widely patent. Right dominant system. Valves thin and 
filamentous. Myocardium dark red-brown ar.d firm except where injured. Vent~icular se~~um 
intac:. The foramen ovale is prcoe patent. 

Slight intimal staining. Injur~es as described. 

Thymic remnant present. Strap muscles unremarkable. Hyoid bone and larynx intact. Thyr~id 
gland within normal limits. Ther; is a small amount of blood in the airway. 

433 grams combined. Injuries as described. Pink parenchyma except where injured. Bilateral 
atelectasis. Bilateral interlobar adhesions 

Within normal limits. 

1.110 grams. Pale. Oiaphrasmatic right lobe of liver adhesions to diaphragm. otherlf~se 
unremarkable. 

Contains 8 ml of bile. No stones are present. The mucosa is unremarkable. 

9i.S grams. Wrinkled capsule. F:renchyma w:thin normal limits. 

PANC~EAS. Autolyzed. 

ADRENAL GLANDS: Within normal limits. 

GI TAACT: The esophagus is injured as desc:-ibed. Stcmach Contents - 250 ml of pink semisolids ·,.,i':h 
purple chewing gum and pink stained unrecognizable food particles. The gas~ric mucosa is 
arranged 1n the usual rugal folds. Small and large bowel unremarkable. Append~x present. 

KIDNE"fS: 199 grams combined. Pa 1 e. Within norma 1 1 imi ts. 

BLADDER: Urine present. 

GENiTALIA: External • unremarkable and withcut lnJury. Internal · no injury. White disc~arge present. 
Nabothian cysts present. Small c:.'sts in bo~h ovaries. No e'lidence of pregnancy. 

BRA4N & MENINGES: 1.167 grams. The external confisuration and cut surfaces of the brain are unremarkable. 

SKUL!..: 5 X 3 inch left temporofrontal sucgaleal hemorrhage. No fractures. 

RIBS: Injured as described. 

VERT~SRAE: Withln normal limits. 

PELV!S & EXTREi-H71ES: No fractures. 

MICROSCOPIC SECTZONS: Lung. 

OTHER LAB PROCEDURES: TOX_X_ PHOTO_X_ DENTAL_ FiNGERPR!~TS_ MICRO....L X-RAY_X_ HEPATITIS_ Hili_ 
SER {GROUP)_ ?ERK_X_ GSR_L ACCELERANTS_ 6.-!tCIERIOLCGY_ VIROLOGY_ OTHER---------

O[SPOSITION OF E'IIOENCE: 
FORENSIC SCIENCE • Clothing, bags from hands. fou~ bullet bags. PERK kit. GSR kit. sheet from body bag. 
INVESTIGATOR • P~iaroid photo from jacket. two Polaroid photos taken during autopsy. 
~UNERAL HOME • ~emainder of personal effects . 
. ·oxiCOLOGY • !i1ac and pericardlal sac blood. 
OCME ·Liver. bi1e. DNA card (iliac blood). and urir.e. 
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MICROSCOPit :RIPTION AND CASE SUMMARY on AUTOPS\ .97 ·98 

Lun;· Disruption of parenchyma with associated hemorrhage. 

SUMMARY: 

This eighteen year old black female was shot whi~e police were serving a warrant. 

She died as a result of a shotgun wound to the ches~ ~hich was caused by a frangible slug. There were significant 
injuries to the aorta. lungs. and hear:. Fragmen~s of the shotgun slug wer~ recovered. 

Posc~ortem toxicology was negative for alcohols. opiates. and cocaine/benzoylecgonine. 

CAUSE OF OEA TH: 

Shotgun wounc of chest. 

PAiHOLOGIST: DECEDENT: Christie GrPen 

DATE COMPLETED: AUTOPSY # 
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Name 

Age 

Christie G~ cl,n 

J o 
lc") Race D Sex F 

- :;, \ \~ ~YL- rs 
c_ Yl v-i s hY1u <; 

?CL-H"Gfn 

- R1o-otJ ~- ar,rrc.t~ 

C'OloCWON'W'!Al T'H OP VIJ.caNIA 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEP' MECICAL. EXAMINER 
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_ Ca monwea!th at Virginia ... . ·,·~ .. A·:·::.· ·· 

. 1nsutment of Criminal Justice Servic~. '. 

D1.v. ...ON OF FORENSIC SCIENC~ ORIGINAL 

@ 
CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS 

January 22, 1999 

TO: DEBO~~ KAY, M.D. 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF MEDICAL EXAMINER 
400 EAST JACKSON STREET 
RICHMOND VA 23219 

Your Case #: 89i-98 

Victim(s}: GREEN.., 

Suspect ( s ) : 

Evidence Submitted By: 

Item TXl Two vials of blood 
Item TX2 One vial of vitreous 

RESULTS: 

Blood: - ~thanol not detected. 
- Hethanol, isopropanol, acetone not detected. 
- Opiates not detected. 
- Cocaine/Benzoylecgonine not detected. 

Vitreous Humor: - Ethanol not detected. · · 

Cantral Laboratcrv 
P.O. Box 999 . 
!ich3ond~ VA !JZ09 

T~l. No.: 
!a;c 

{904) 73C·H07 
f304} rae-:::r 

FS Lab #C99-172 

Date Received: 01/05/99 

- Methanol, isopropanol, acetone not detected. 

At~est: 

r certiE? :~:t ! pe~for1ed the above analysis or elaaination as an employee of and in a laboratory 
operated by the Division at ~orensic Science. :nd that t~e above is an acc~r~te record of the resu~~s of 
th~t analys~s ~r axa~inatio~. 

JJS/pth 

. ' . : .:., .. -:- -~- l' ~ :; ~- ~ : 

.-;~· ... _.(/#.~-~;j -~~- . 
• • • • ·. ·•.• :· .. :7"11. ;• ~ ~ 
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LESSON PLAN 

COVER SHEET 

CORE: SWAT OPE?~~TIONS 

Su-sJECT: BR~CH!NG TECENIOUES 

LEA-WING GOALS : OFFICERS WILL BE FAMILIAR WITH VARIOUS METHODS 

AND TOOLS USED TO GAIN ACCESS TO V~~IOUS LOCATIONS. 

TA-'q,GET GROUP: SWAT TEAM TIME ALLOTTED : 4 HOURS 

METHOD OP INSTRUCTION: .~L~E~C~TURE~~---------------------------------

TR.~!NING AIDS, SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT NEEDED: CLASS ROOM, 

AUDIO I VISUAL, ~~ SWAT ENTRY EQUIPMENT. 

INSTRUCTIONAL VIDEO I USE OP BALIGAN TOOL. 

REF~RXNCES USED: 

MIClnEL A. BLACX I TEE TOOLS OP THE RAID. MA.NU?ACTURES 

Rg?ER~CE MATERIAL, DEPENS~ T~CENOLOGY CORPORAT!ON, PA-~TECH 

INC. AND P!Rg EOOKS UNLrM~TED INC. 

PREPARED BY: John A. Venuti DATE: 1-9-97 

APPROVED BY: Lieutenant John 8. Buckovich. DATE: 1-9-97 

METEOD OF 
PERPORMANC3 OBJECTIVES KVALUATION 

Stucents will have the necessary knowledge to 
democstrate the operational uses of the following: •. ~· 
A- TKO, 12 Gauge Frangible Slug. 

·.B- Haligan Tool. 
c- Ram I Sledge H~er. 
D- Eurst Rabbit Tool. 
Students will articulate circumstances that ·are 
taken into consideration prior to the selection 
of tl::.e proper breacl:.ing tool . :-

• .:. -.:;(· 
. . 

. 
·•. 

. .. ! :; -~: 
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TITLE BREACHING TECHNIQUES 

INTROD_UCTION- ~he breac~er' .s pa~amcunt responsibility. ·i 
t<? a

1
f=ord a . ~.lmely .entry for .t~e entry team .'!"j.t~~--.a 

l1.tt _e loss o t su:.-pr.J.se .. as possl.b-e .. 
1) Webster's definition- a broken, ruptured, or to::­
condition or area. 
2) Dynamic entry is p=ed~ca~ed on commitme~e. 

Speed, surprise, shock, threat of viole~ce. 
Other resoonsibilities of breacher 
a- command of b~each 
b- =emains at breach coi~= until called in. 

3) Vulnerability of th-e whole team unt:il ent:ry is 
effected. 

4) Primary· goal-· t~~ :mo.st. force with the least: amo~"'l.t. of. 
effort ... - · · · · 
Force the door tc;) bow, using the door itself as a 
prying teal to destroy the door jam. 

I. TARGET CONSIDERATIONS 
A. Know what door or breach coint is made of I Interior 1 

Exterior doors, Storm doors. 
B. ~~ow which di=ection door ooens, inward, outward. 

If hir.ges ara visible the door will swing in that 
direction. 

C. Se aware of physical hazards at breach points- windows. 
D. usa what cove= is available at breach point if any. 
E. ?~ysical limitations- tight spaces, dexce~ity of breacher. 

Glass panels ca~ be broken out prior to breaching. 
F. Increased ballistic pro~ecticn I full facial protec:ion. 
G. Alternate breaching.plan and e~~ipment. 

Always have an alter~ate breach point. 
H. Desig~ate tool man to bring b=eaching tools to the breach 

coint for the b=eacher. 
I. Must always be familiar with tool anc its operation prior 

to use. 
J. Generally, resicen~ial type buildings, exit doors swing 

inward. Exception- pubJ.ic hct:.s:..r:.g dwellings open outward 
for fire exit pu=Poses. 

K. Differs from narcotics breaching, dest.rt..!ction of eviC.ence 
vs threat level. 

· .. ·--
II. BREACB~NG TOOLS 
A. Sledce Hammer 
1. Licht weiar.t ha~d held, 8-10 oounds. 

Used to set Halican tool, Hurst tool ecc. 
2. Large hammer 12:14 po_~ds, handles can be shortened to 

shoulder width 24-26 inches. .:~ 
3. Can be used against interior doors, rear or unfortified 

doors. . ··~·~-=. 

4. Handle can affc~c breacher pr~tection from being stuck~dP!t 
f~ont of the door. 
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Apprcx .. '"at:ely 3 o inches-: ·- -~ 
---··--·· ..... --.v 

2. Can g~ .race 14,000 pounds of kinetic force. 
3. Effective in close qua=ters. 
4. Can attack lock area, or hinge area. 
5. Position of strike is critical. 
C. Two man ram 

Should weich no mar: t~an 85-90 oounds. 
2. Should tav; a la~~e s:~iking a~ea for maximum 
3. Can ae~e~ate 20,000 co~nds of kinetic force. 
4. Both-men should be equivalent in stre~gth. 
S. Force= is mass ti~es accele~a:ion. 

D. Haligan tool 

effec=. 

1. Drop forged, for.ma~im~m scra:-gth and durability, blade 
sur~aces are mach~nea s~ar~e~ec. 

1. Used for excerio= doo~s, buralar bars, ar.c security ca:es. 
2.·Can be used to break oaclocks, door knobs. -
3. Duckbill- long smooth incline to force open windows and 

doors. Doors are ac~acked 3-4 inches below lockinc 
mechanism. -
Can also attack hinge areas if locking mechanisrr:s a-= 
fortified. 

4. Pike- lot:g, sha=;, a~c c'-!ried to fit padlocks and la.t·=::.es. 
Punchina veh~cle locks. 

5. Standard claw- carallel openi~g for gas valve shut offs, 
locks and hasps~ 

E. Hurst tool 
1. Two man cpe~acion, one sets the jaws, one pumps the tool. 
2. Once tool is set no pe~sonnel are left in door~ay. 
3. Approxi~ately 10,000 po~~ds of force to the jaws. 
4. Similar tool was usac ~o force open 109 dco~s a~ the Wc~:c 

Trade Centa~ bombing. 
5. General~y attack area is below the dead bolt and doork.~ob. 
6. Must be familia~ with hyd=aulic release. 

F. 22 T.K.O. 12 gauge Tac~~cal Kncck Out. 
MANUFACTUR.ES AP?LIC.~Tl:ON- When properly applied, this round is 

.apable of defeating door lock mec~anisms, door ~1obs, hinges, dead bolts, 
afety chains, and padlocks, on both hollow and solid wooden doors as well as 
tandard hollow industrial doors. it is also effective on automobile door and 
runk lock mechanisms. 

~: 

1. Attack throw area of the dead bolt usually, can also a~tack 
hinges. 

2. Powdered zinc, no fragrner:.tat:Lon, only possible 
fragmentation can come f~om the target. 

3. Low recoil from shot can be held with one hand. 
4. The slug is more uniform in weight making it more accu~ate 

than regular 12 gauge slug. ·~ . 
s. Can be used in standar~ police shot~~ with No. ~00 St~d~ 

off I Launcher I ensu::::.es the proper distance between:~ 
target anc the barrel of the shot~4. Attachment will n~ 

· .. .. 
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-- --· ---- -··--.. -·- -...... _@ 
~:• 'J.'~Q · .. - -· .round' can.~ce::;.usecLon.:.i.iilm. .at.e~. tW:eC!:t.S. . ~ 
7. TKO ~- round can be used as standard ammunl.tl.on ln shotc:­

when being used in dwellings as a safety round to prev 
multiple room and wall penetration. 

8. Can be used on dogs inside structures/ evisceration w. 
occur. 

-~·-. Originally designed by E.O.D. specialist as a disr:up= 
rour.d for bomb disposal. 

III OTHER TOOLS AND DEVICES 
1. Bolt cutters 
2. Crow and p~~ bars. 
3. Fire hooks for removal of glass pa~es and large areas 

glass. 
4. Hand held spring punches for fast access to vehic 

interiors. 
5. Hockey puck lock: breakers, breaks flush locks, like roll 

commercial ·doors. 
6. K-Tool,· designed by NYC fireman, designed for strong 

locks and doors used in new construction. Pulls and ct!· 
lock cylindres. 

. !~·--- ... 
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ONE-INCH- DEADBOLT 
. . . . ~ ~ - . 

Solid Wooden Door I 3/4 Inches 
Thick Wooden Doorjamb 

Solid Wooden Door I 3/4 Inches 
Thick with SteeJ Doorjamb 

The jamb rs th& weakest part. 
Strildng he-• will b1""6i11k th~ wooden 

dool" and r-deas4 the latch. 

:.:_-: >.·.~ ·:_: . juuiMv. PRoo~:-. · ·. · .. 
. ~--. :: .. · · DEADBOtr .·· ·: 

Solid Wooden Door I 3/4 Inches 
Thick Wooden Doorjamb 

Strflcc hS'e ~ t:hol ram. You must 
deStroy thE jamb bEc:ause t:n. 

loc:X:pl~tc Is hed on by hG:avy sc~ 

A bJow heo. will c:aus• th4 dcOI" to 
bow Inward. 1:1\us bNSaldng th• 

dadlatd'l and tbc d&adbolt. u the 
frame gCves away. 

. . .. . . . I . 

2X4 (HEUJ B'aj I BRACKET} 
. DEADBOLT &jKNOEl LOCK 

(Drops Horizontally) 

Ycx.r must st:rtJc• low c:al~Sng th• cSoor 
to bow lnwal'd tr-cm the bottom. Thts 
~ks the jamb and dGadbolt tb-st and 

thEn br-Eaks th« part af th« jamb se:uring 
th.:r hr::~r~,:t'o;_ 
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. .. '· RIQIMOi'.JQ.. VA·. 
: · . . P~Q:Ja;:T DOOR. 

ReJnforc:cd Kev1ar 

·.· : 

•!. 

CF 
0= 

4-n 
Stl"ilc• In .c:srbr af ~ W&. 

bcwfng to defea-t and bt'cr 
d~ h-om J:arab. 



:· · ... ·. · · exp~sen (a~ · ~::·· · · 
. · :, . ; . ·:... . . . . . . . ... .. . . . . . . 

1 
-

1--

1 

-:4 0 

If th«i lodes are EXpossd. wEdge 
the haUgan tool bEtwEEn th4! doa,. 

and jamb. thEn pry autw.ll"d. 

: · .. :·· .. "JIMMY PRCOF'· ... -~> :_. 
\·.\.: .> · · ·. o~sm.~<·-~·:~-:.::<.:<_. · 

Solid Wooden Door I 3/4 Inches 
Thick Wooden Doorjamb 

1 
ODD -

DOD 
r- (a: ODD I 

1- L~ t 

DOD 
~ ODD 1 ...... 

• r 

St8111 ~,. dOOf' t:bat OPEnS out. tS secured 
by dcadbolt latdl and JocX PQt... Pry 
outw3l"d "' atbdc hln945- Pry wtth 
~ tool or gual"dlan tool abov• and 

_ ~ ~ loc~at-. Ooo,. wtll pep ope1. 

I 

I 
I 

~· . 
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. ~ . . . . 

. ·. · . .- . . AlUMINUM DOOR· . 
. . . . . . . 

l 
~ 

~ 
1-

~ 
~ 

1 
Aluminum doer wit.'t ,. dcadbott 

Jodi:. P1aca the hallg3n t~ 
bEtwasn ~· door and th• m«::aJ 

jamb and pry oc.rt".tw41~ 

! I 
1-- f I r 

t- f I 

... 
I 

~ t I 

. .· 
-~~ 

11 t:h~ multJ~• locks on t::b4 doer. 
tt ~ be ~ EXJ)Edlsrt tc ;att:adc 

t:h• hinges wtth haUgan tocfs 

.. 



- - - "" .. _,_ • ,-j~ 
. DOUBLE C!X4 HElD BY 

· : . . ... l: BRACKETS 

(High and Low) 

) 

Strik• t:h4 doer low. nus ause Ule 
toww bradc:l!it.s ta br&IJc fti"St. th• t:tM 

up~ bf"adc&ts wiD gtv• a~y. 

' .. ' . 

NEW YORK PROP FRONT & REAR 
- . 

Wooden Brace NailEd to FJoor. 

r-------, . 
I 10 
~---r--r--.J 

I . -:4 . . . . ..... , ........ 

A b$ow ~ wfll cau:s.. tn4 dOOI" b:t 
bow ln'w3l'd. thu:s bfos~Jdng ttM 

dc:.dl:a tds and ~ c:S.ciad.bolt. as tblll 
frame gives ;rway. 
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·-- ' .... 
tfAZMAT HO ~LIGAN TOOLS 

SPARK RESISTANT 
HAZMAT HOOLIGAN TOOLS 

The n'-v meal cutting cbw 
combines tbe apabilicy of prying and 
me ul cutting. This mew 01tting cbw 

rnAA~~~ 
PROOUCT INFOAMA T10N BU 

These he:ny ducy forcible enuy 
tools 'W'ere designed for emergency 
serrice personnel operating in the 
presence of h:ttudous YlpOfS 2nd 
combtlStible residues•. Combining 
the design of one of the ';(."'dd' s 
most popular focable entry tools 
:and manufacmred from sparX 
resi.st:mt mterial, makes this an 
imporunt addition to your H:u..\Uc 
tool useoa!. 

opentes like a b.tge an opeoer aod fl 
inuoduces a nlll2ble new apabilicy to • 
emergency personnel in a ~ tl. . 
·environment. Openings an be 

Now a single spark resiswu tool 
~ows you to pound, punctUre, pry, 
~ist and cut meuJ 1xlL-riers in the 
prese.oa of b2xardoos npors. This is 
trUly a multi purpose tool tmt could 
reduce the number of s~ resistant 
tools you ~veto arry. 

New Design 
Fe:lrures r;ru nev,iy designed ci:Iv.'S. The 
aew stUJd:ud d:lw is gently curved for 
m:ttimum pljing Ie~;en.ge. The cbw 
opening is ~e! md v.ill fit over 
l<Xks, hasps and many ps shut off's. 
The cbw fork itls ~designed 
as a ~ 02il puJier. 

made in met2l buildings md 
vehicles. Some anks and ~ 
conuiners an be opened;~··· ~-
or, ru p rured openings 
em be trimmed of! · · · · 
md p repued for /· 
se:lling. . -· 

DUCKBn.t 
Loog, smootb iDcSDe tc 
fore: Wiodo~ 10d 
interior doors. 

I 

RECOMMENDED USERS 
Fin Dep:artmalrs · 
lescue Sqmds 
1m lW TC2!DS 
P':mr./hfmety ~ Clews 
Miliary 
Pub&: OtiBdr5 

.. 
-~ 

:Q.lt-· 
-: . . ·. 

·~· 
~ ~jji 

PARAic::CH JNCCAPOAATED · ~ 
1025 Lambrecht Road. Franlrlnrt. rL 60423 8151489-3911 Fax: 8151409- n48 
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THE K-TOOL. 
DEVELOPED BY A FIREFIGHTER FOR FIREFIGHTERS 

OUE TO THE NeW & STRONGER OOOAS ANO LOCKS USEO IN CONSTRUCTION OF 

NEW BUIL~INGS. FO~CISLE ENrRY HAS BECOME· AN INCREASINGLY LONGER ANO 

HAAOER TASK TO Pe.::;:oAM. THE K-TOOL AND THE .. THRU THE LOCK'' METHOO OF 

FOACIBLE E.'-fTAY PA')VICE A MOOEAN APP~OACH TO THIS PROBLeM. 

The complete K·TOOL unit includes: 

K·iOOL SHOVE K.~IFE 

SET OF KEY TOOLS 

LEATHER POuCH 

OP~F\AT!ON MANUAL 

A TOOL DESIGNED (8Y A N. Y .C. FIP.E LIEUT & LJCENSEO LOCKSMITH) 
TO PULL ALL TYPES OF LOCK CYLINDERS (AIM OR MORTIS£} FAOM 
THE VAAtOUS GLASS TYPE OR SOLID COORS. 

KEY TOOL TOOL INSERTED INTO LOCK CYLINDER HOLE AFTER CYlJNOER IS 
?ULLEO WHICH MOVES THE LOCK SOL T TO TrtE OPEN POSITJOH. 

MAHUAL 

OOUCH 

A MANUAL PAOVIOED TO EXPLAIN THE USE OF THE ABOVC TOOLS ANO 
THE .. THRU THE LOC)('' METHOO OF FORCIBLE ENTRY. 

A TOP GRAIN LEATHER POUCH OESIGNEO TO CARRY THE K·TOOL & 
SET OF KEY TOOLS. PREVENTS LOSS &. KEEPS THE TOOLS TOGETHER. 

Sl'ECIFICATIOHS HIGH ALLOY STEEL 
AEPL~CcMENT BLADES 
SMALL IN SIZE 
LOOP ON TOOL TO RECEIVE ONE OF OUR STANOAAO TOOLS 
FOR LEVERAGe. 

• • EACH TOOL IS INOIV10UALLY MACHIN EO 

$105.50 

. 1IIC: ·~ : ,. v. ·~,; ,.~1 No • .3,511.M7 

·.: 
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TEnS TOOL IS DESIGNED POR TBE FIREFIGHTER. 
TRULY THE: PERFECT 'TRUCJU:E• TOOL. 
THE THIRD ARM 0 F A F'IREFIG BTER. 

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS 
OVERALL LENGTH- 12 INC'BES 
WEIGHT- 2 LBS. 
MATERIAL- 4130 AmCRAFT STEEL 
WELDs- SHAFT IS RECESSED INTO 
FORK AND ADZ. HEAT TREATED 
TO 42 ROCKWELL BARONESS. 

$50 

OUE KNIFrE 

FEATURES: 
*LOCXPULL!:R 
*GAS SROT-oFF 
*N AlL PULLER 
*LOCK PONCBER 
*'PRYBAR 

QUOTE: CAPTAIN BOB PARRBLL 
ENGINE 82/ LADDER 31 SOOTS 
BRONX 1965-1977 N.Y .P.O. 
• NO FIREFIGHTER OP ANY RANX 
SBOCLD ENTER A FIRE BOILDDlG 
WITBOOT A TOOL Dl EDS HAND.• 

YOU ONLY NEED ON! 
DOES THE JOB OP;_TBR..D 

OOR SHOVE K!OPR JS 'rH.E PASTES"r, OOAMAGE FREE MZ.l.NS 
OP OPBM:ING RESIDENTIAL, OFYICB Dl'l'B.RIOR DOORS wn'! 

.. "' XBY Dl THE KNOB LOCKS. OSED iXfi:NSlVELY Di FIRE 

r~iii;§l:.r:: SP!mlG LATCH LOCJtS. 

't'E 
0 

• 

0 

E.'S THE KN!F'E WORK FROM En"BB.R SIDE 
OP ~BE .oo 1 IP TaE DOOR oPeNs rs WARD, yoo saov-z ··0 

Tl!Z JtNlFE IN BAClt OP 1.'HE MOLDING STOP AND RETRACT" 
':BE LA~CB. POR DOORS "!'BAT OPEN TOWARDS YOO, 'l'HE 
X . JS.,S:y;PPED ~PROM ABOVE oi(-~-:1HE LATCE 

AB~o~D AH~ PULLBD~.RETRACT~ LAtCH 

- -
-~ . . . . ... - ·-· .. 

··o~. ~:::( 
~- -

0 

z~:C . ,~~-ADDED ft'!N ~~~ ~ -~ 
<~ 00 ... 

-..; :0· 0 ., .. ~ - .- :-, • 
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SHOTGUN BREACHING 
INTELLIGENCE REQUIREMENTS 

I · ,.. WHAT IS COMPOSITION OF DOOR? 
,.. FRAME COMPOSITION? 
,.. WHAT IS SWING ON DOOR ? 
.-WHAT ARE THE LOCKING OPTIONS? 
,.. WHAT~ARE THE ATTACHING METHODS? 
~ADDITIONAL DOOR HARDWARE? 
~SHOTGUN AIMING POINTS? 

47 



.. ·- . .. .. . . . .. -....... 
-·· .. ···. -··-. . . . . - . ··- . . .. . -. ·: . .. . . -. . . ·-· . -: . - - . 

·-. --· -... - . . - . 

• • • • 0 

........ .,~~... • .. 0 

~~ 0 

: ·. ~ .: 

DOOR OPENING 
... fLUSH· WITH THE WMJ.. 

REVERSE OPENING 

48 
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OATE ·_:=_-· ·- . -_. . -_. ... ,... ·.:.~---::-:---:7-..... , 
: .··.·-~- .. -· - --- ~ ... -~ ... 

DOOR OPENING 
• RECESSED FROM WAll 

INWARD OPENING 

. ) '·. 
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OATE ~GY_.:._:..-=-.:.. -... -~~-:·-_- · .. · · ···· ··--.. ·:...,. '· ..... -.··~ :~~ ·:: · - .. ~ 

• ··-~···j.-.;.- ~-·-·--··- . ·-·-···· -· ---···.·:-· . ·- . ·--·,------- ---------~.., 
::..:.:_ · .. -::.~. ~ ··: - -- . . . .. .. -... . 
~ .. ·~ ·-

TYPES OF COMMON DOOR 
LOCKS 

.... MORTISE 

..._TUBULAR 
~CYLINDER 

~PADLOCK 

,..DEADBOLT 

50 



OATE·.: ..... ::·~~~·=-·~. 0

• ~ -==-·· ... :.--:·~=--:.-·.::·~--~~-=":~"~:~--···---·..:-=:=- ~-·-·-· --·-
. ·· .•.•.... ~~- .. -· ·-- -· ---=-~~:·~. 0 •• - •• •• •• --: • •• • • .:. • • 0 ::.::.:. ·- ·::·· ~· -

. . .... 
. - - .. . - ·- .. .. . . ·- ·-- . . . - . . -- . 

. .. .. . -·- . - ·-- -·- ------·-- --· . 

HINGES 
~TYPE OF HINGE 

-· ···- ... 
•: . . 

~NUMBER OF ATTACHING SCREWS AND 
THEIR PATTERN 

~LOCATION OF HINGES 
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DATE.·~:.... . .-:--_- .. ::--:.::-:-:·~ · ·.. . ...,.·~··;.•. · . ~· ""5 
• ....... ~.} .. :..--:~---~·----- __ .. ____ .. _--_. _ .. _ .. _-:_·· ---·_·--=· -~------· 

. -····· ... 

···.;.:~~·r-· . -
. . .. · - . ·-. ... . . ... . - ~--.. . ·-. .. :--:-;2:.- . . ..:. ·:::. - - -· .. - . . . 

.. .. ··- ... 

ADDITIONAL DOOR HARDWARE 
•CLOSURES 
~DROP BARS 
,.. PANIC BARS 
~ LOCKJNG PINS 
~FOX LOCKS · 
,.. KELLEY BARS .. 
~(CLUB) FOOT PIN 

52 
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-·: .. ~· ..:. :-·· --~- ___ ,....:_.;. 

. . 

.. - ·-·· 0 ······- -

WHAT DETERMINES THE 
SHOTGUN AJMPO'NT 

IS THIS A CRISIS 
BREACH? 

53 
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-~ ~=·-~- ·- ·-·=:..:.:.: ... : 

.. -·- -·- ... . ....... -. - :.~. ~ . 

WHAT DETERMINES THE 
SHOTGUN AJMPOINT 

~ TiiE COMPOSmON OF THE DOOR 

~THE COMPosmON OF THE FRAME 

. niElR COMBINATION 

54 
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• ..• ~!.--:;""A':'.·.... . • ·-··-· .• ·- • •• - ·-- •• . 

1 .. 

. . . ... ~ . . .. 

WHAT DETERMINES THE 
SHOTGUN AIMPOINT 

-DOOR/FRAME COMPOSITION 
.. WOOD DOOR - WOOD FRAME 
.. WOOD DOOR - METAL FRAME 
• METAL DOOR - WOOD FRAME 
,. METAL DOOR - METAL FRAME 
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.... :..:.:··_.~ ~ . .:..:._ -.-.-.:.:.-- . . 

-:-... ::::..·-:.: 

. .. ·-· 

WHAT DETERMIN.ES THE 
SHOTGUN AIMPOINT 

--. .. ·'V rwa-~~~~· .. -·~ .. ill ;=:.: :· ~:.::=··:.;_::. ·.~· _. .;~-=~~.-·~:=::~~:~·:::.:r:~::~~:::~~~ifi~H~g; .. ·.~ 

.,. DOOR/FRAME COMPOSITION 
COMBINATION 

... METHOD OF ATTACK 
.. LOCKING . SlOE 
.. ATTACHING SIDE (HINGES) . 
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'1.·-.-:.:•i. -. • .. ~~. 4 ':* • • •••• ·-.:·.~-:-· ... ?· -·· • 

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

-·- -- . - . . .. 

- .• SHOTGUN AJMING 
~==-~QQQJ!.Q.QB:d=-WQP.D f.~~~:,, .... , 

I 
I . 

LOCK SIDE ATTACK 

AIM SHOTGUN WITH A 45-DEGREE 
DOWN ANGLE AT 

, THE LATCHBOLT BETWEEN THE 
LOCK·AND THE FRA~E 

SHOTGU.N AIMING 
WOOD DOOR - METAL FRAME 

~:t.3E!#§! ""'=iiii.f~.::M~ --=~~::::_:..:.:~~-=.=::;:.-:::=::::: .:·~:.~.:-·:·· . ·.·· ··=;:: :.t.":'.: :::_:::~ · ... ·::;:_, :::::;···:·:; 
I 
I 

i LOCK SIDE ATTACK 

SAME ATTACK 
AS A WOOD DOOR- WOOD FRAME 

AIM SHOTGUN ·AT A 45-DEGREE DOWN 
ANGLE AT THE LATCHBOLT BElWEEN 
·THE LOCK AND THE FRAME 
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'. 

" .. 

' •• 1· • :.:. :':.--.......... •• 
• •• - 0 • --··--.. ·· - -· . • • .•-. r-- • 

SHOTGUN AIMING 
METAL DOOR - WOOD FRAME 

LOCK SIDE ATTACK 

AIM SHOTGUN AT A 45-DEGREE DOWN 
ANGLE AT THE FRAME SIDE OF THE 
STRJKER PLATE. 

SHOOT STRIKER PLATE AND WOOD 
FRAME FROM THE LATCHBOLT 

SHOTGUN AIMING 
METAL DOOR - METAL FRAME 

LOCK SIDE ATTACK 

AIM SHOTGUN AT A 90-DEGREE 
PARALLEL ANGLE AT THE LATCH 
BOLT BETWEEN THE LOCK AND THE 
DOOR FRAME 

. SHOT SHOULD EJTHER , REMOVE THE 
LATCHBOLT OR ALLOW ENOUGH 
SPACE FOR IT TO RETRACT AND 
ALLOW ENTRY 

58 
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-· .... -·--···· . -·· ... 
-~-· - . --·. .. -- - .. ·-·-- . . .. . . .. . . ..-~... . 

~ -.~·-~ --- . 

,.. 

~----------------------------~ 

SHOTGUN AJMING 
WOOD DOOR - WOOD FRAME 

~~~~~=--~===::-:-:-· .:........::• -~· -~-· =-= "•••"· ·••.•.•• .. •-.w.-.· ... 'l,'lo'I.""-'"N,.Y~\o'-"'•~••••••••••••••••••••••-• 
~ "'''"'*"t1T'!"·'~ .. S11'1'1'1''~:~ ___ •• . . •• • . : •••• ••• : •••• ~ ••••••••• : ••••• :: • ..,;;,.., ..... v··:··: •• ·~ .::: ·;..:.:::: 

REVERSE OPENING DOOR 
HINGE ATTACK 

AIM SHOTGUN AT A 45-DEGREE ANGLE 
1/2 WAY DOWN EACH HINGE ON THE 

DOORSIDE. · 

SHOT SHOULD TAKE ENTJRE HINGE AN 
PUSH IT OUT THROUGH.THE F~ME 

SHOTGUN AIMING 
I WOOD DOOR - METAL FRAME 
~15m ... +..:..:'-·!1f--¥...:;;~~~=~~~- :;·'=~-::::~·:-~·::::?··~·:::{:_•::~,!~:%fU.-::~.:-:~j::i::::;: ... ::;:·:~:!:!:~ 

REVERSE OPENING DOOR 
HINGE ATTACK 

AIM SHOTGUN AT( THE DOOR SIDE) 
SPACE BETWEEN THE SCREW PATTERN 

ON EACH HINGE 

AT LEAST TWO (2) ROUNDS PER HINGE 

59 
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... . •. ; .. : ~ ..... --·.- ·--· 

SHOTGUN AIMING 
METAL DOOR - WOOD FRAME 

REVERSE OPENING DOOR . 
HINGE ATTACK 

AIM SHOTGUN AT A 45-0EGREE ANGLE 1/3 
THE. WAY DOWN EACH HINGE ON THE 
DOOR SIDE. 
FIRE AT LEAST"2 ROUNDS AT EACH HINGE 

SHOT SHOULD TAKE ENTIRE HINGe AN 
PUSH IT OUT THROUGH THE FRAME 

SHOTG-UN AIMING 
METAL DOOR - METAL FRAME 

REVERSE OPENING DOOR 

HINGE ATTACK 

AIM SHOTGUN AT( THE DOOR SIDE) 
SPACE BElWEEN THE SCREW PAITERN 

ON EACH HINGE 

AT LEAST TWO (2) ROUNDS PER HINGE 
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Manual Entry Tool 
Back Pack 
Th1s back pack 1:5 de,;gned to 
comfortably carry a Hoohga, tool. a 
sledge hai'T'rr:er. a:1d oott cutters. u 
is made of 1 OCO denier Cordura 
n~lon and 1s heav11y padC:ed Wltn 
dosed sell foam Eact'\ tccl has irs 
own pouch and 'Jelcro reten!icn 
straps. the .,ouches are provaded 
with a arain ncle. All :hr&a loals are 
comp!eteiy cc· .. ered ..vtth top Rap 
securea oy earner a heav~ cuty 
Zipper ana;or Fa~te~ S1de re:ease 
buQies. The Dac~ pt!ck itself is 

contoured to the shape "of your back. The st:our~er s'rap and Chesl 
slrap a:-e fully adjusta~le along Yfith tne wa;st strap. The maan ccver 
iS closed by #9 YKK zrpper and sliders wit~ HaY~k Tabs. Color. 00. 
S~ck, Camo. Tan 

Note: Oesiql"ed lo fit shotter.ed entry tools only. 

563-BOMeOO 

BlaclfHawlf 
Manual Entry Tool Quiver, 30'~ 
Manual Entry Tool Quiver, 26" 

Bolt Cutter 
B·ack Pack 

This pack •s 
ces1i:neo fer Q•.J1Cit 
ac:ess tc a rarge 
and/or small pa~r of 
bolt cul:ers. U IS 

mac:!e cr lwc iayer 
~ 000 ce!lrer Coroura 
nylon ana ~ao1ec 
WJtn 3/lr closed cell 
fc:an. rtte ~=·ter 
Haps are ~ecured oy 
a side reiease b~r.:)(•e rne snoulder 
straps are fully acJ~S~able wilh a 
scemur.1 srrac an~ a -.va1st str3p. Cotor. 
OC. Btat.'k. Came. ran 

S63·62MT~2 

This unique s:roduc::t was oesignad in cooperation \Afith highly ~rained door i0ck1ng 
operatives. It is designed to be &lt:emely agntwe1gnt and to be worn a"er the 
snoulaer quiver style. It has a fully adfustabie 2· wide 3trap. Made ot ~o layers of 
1000 denier Cordura !"'~;on and 31a· 'lased cell fcarr. .. The top !tap is ad,ustaore 
and is secured by a side :-elease buckle. There IS a se6ond '!J:Ie~nai po1.1cn for 
miSG. tools ana gear. Co1or: 00, Black. Camo. Tan 

563-02ASOO 
S63...02MT01 

NO. 22 T.K.O. (Tactical Knock-Out) 
.. 12 Gauge Frangible Slug 

nv. Ncl. 22 T.K.O. is a high velocty. 12 gauge, frangible slug. made of ccmpressed 
pewderM zinc. which disintegrates into a fine powder upon impact wltn the target. The 
onty f,)OUI'Ae ngmentltion woutd be from the largel ~rea mltl9f than the 5lug itself. 

Thla P'righly elftaeti'-'e breaching round is a vii:lble. taster alteMative rc rne r:me 
c:on.u~T:ing. cumbersome door breaking,ramm&ng dc:vec:es tiaditiona:i')t ,,sed. The recoil 
frcm the ahct Is low enough that the gun can ~ neld with one hanc if ~eeded. The ~lug s 
znore uniform 1n w•ignt. allowing for greater ac:curac)'. 

Opea...,.r: Can boa used in any standara police shotgun eouippP.d with the No. 1uC 
8~nd'lef atblchment. The Stard-Ot! is ven:od, and insures the proper dl:stsnce 
~ h berre4 of Itt• weapon and the target. t:-tus pre.,.enting any ~amages to the 
~- "T'hii lt't8d1ment can also 0. used to launch tna No. S8 Tactr~al Grenaoa. and C3n 

b4 r.ft on h tnctgun aine.t It will not interfere witn r:rtng ot s:andard st-ctgun amm..:nn•cn. 

0314101 
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NO. 2~ T.K.O. 
(TACI'ICAL KNOCK-OU1) 
12-GAUGE 
FRANGffiLE SLUG 
The No. 22 T.K.O. Is s high velocity, 12 gauge, 
frangible slug, made of compressed pt:!Wdered 
zlnc, which disintegrates in to a fins powder UJ!!'n 
Impact with the target. The only possible 
fragmentation would be from the target area 
rather than the slupltself. 
This highly effective breaching round Is a viable, 
faster aftemstlve to the time consuming, 
cumbersome door brealdng/rammlng devices 
traditionally used. The recoll1rom the shot Is low 
enough that the gun can be held with one hand If 
needed. The slug Is more uniform In weight, 
allowing for greater accuracy. 

:.··. +·;·,~~~--:¥.= 
.·.· -:~-: ..... ~. 

~~,;·::" :~.! ~ 
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------ Shotshell case 

:> APUCJ.OO.N: 
CuanciO se usa ~. esta 
c:arga as capaz de wncar cemlduras de 
puettas, manijas de puettas. bisagra.s, 
pe.stjllo: de rasorte, cadel\33 de ~~d 

Powder y candadcs en puertas de madera so lidas 
y nuec:as. axno tarnbilin en puenas 
l'ldusbiaJes ccmunes huecas. = tambien 

Primet' ancaz en C&f1'3du1'2S de puerta.s dl 
automOvias y camionas. 

:> OPERAOO.N: 
Puede usarsa con cualquier escopeta 
asta.ndar de Ia po6c:fa que cuenta ccn II 
aa:asono da ~e u-nputsor No. 100. a 
soporte impulsor es con ventilacion y_ 
asegura .Ia distancia aptOpiada ltltra el 
c:alion de Ia anna y ~ b&anco, avitando asi 
eualquier dalb aJ cancn. Este acca.scrio 
puede ser ~ tamOie'n para lanzar Ia 
Granada Tadic:l No. 98 y puede 
pennanec;:ar en Ia asc:apeta puesto que no 
i'rterlerira al dl:spalar las municiones 
estclndar de Ia as=pela. 

No K.o :>CONSTRUCCION:: • 2 2 T. • Bala con pdo de zinc c:mpnnido c::argado 
. en un cal"tUCho de de caJi:W 12. 

(TACilCAL KNOCK-QUI) >g:.~~~RJsnCAs oe DIS~: 

12-GAUGE FRANGffiLE SLUG P•~t;~~o.3grnmos 
Peso total: t .25 oz. 

:> RENDIMIEHTO: 

.-

._.~ 
·~,.·· 

~..__...._, ______ -.-~ .. 
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VefocJdad: 1.600 pie$ pet segundo Bala u 
desi1tega aJ inpacto > REFERENCIAS: 
Na. 22 T.K..O.: 

eo·digo del Pnxb:to 31 os· 
A~sorio de aopotte lm~ No.. 100: 

Co digo del Produdo 1370 
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Top of entry hole 

These drawings are based on 
measurements taken from 
Richmond Police photos 

' · I = 1 foot 
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Bottom of entry hole 

These drawings are based on 
rneasurements taken from 
R.iclunond Police photos 

l I = 1 foot 
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MURDER PLOT FOflEl 
Before H Got Too Thic 



AL 

This is one weapon 

that can do double 

duty, providing safer 

and faster tactical 

forced entries. 

Breaking Barriers: 
The Shotgun as a 
Breaching Tool 
W hen properly employed. a 

shouzun is an e:<tremelv ver­
. satile breaching tool thm can 
offer a number of advamages over oilier 
methods of breaching during high-risk 
dynamic entries. Shotgun door breach­
ing is quicker than manual door breach­
ing. jamb spreading or ramming. It is 
safer and requires less training rhan ex­
plosive entry. At all times. the shotgun 
remains effective as a defensive weapon. 

Shotgun breaching is not limited to just 
doors. Shotguns can also be employed to 
breach iron-barred windows. take our 
sliding glass doors. dislodge the shackles 
of padlocks. and defeat vehicle aunk and 

door mechanisms with little, if 
any, collateral damage to the 
vehicle· s interior. 

Important Features 
Not every shotgun is suit­

able for breaching operations. 
Compactness. maneuverability 
and the ability for rapid "'dou­
ble taps" are important features 
for a breaching shotgun to 
have. A pistol-gripped semi­
automatic shotgun with a bar­
rel length of 18 inches or less 
works best. The choke of the 
shotguns is also important. Al­
mough some breaching rounds 
may b~ safely tired from a 
shotgun with a modified 
choke, many breaching rounds 
can only be saf~ly fired from a 
shotgun with a cylinder choke 
or improved cylinder choke. 

srondoff, called a .. breacher:· is affixed to 
the end of the barrel and vents muzzle gas 
pressure. With the bre:~.cher affixed, the 
shotgun can be tired with the muzzle 
standoff in direct contact with the jamb or 
door without any possibility of the barrel 
blowing up. Breachers are also designed 
to reduce muzzle jump and recoil. 

Safety in Breaching Ammo 
Special 12-ga.uge breaching rounds 

wich frangible slugs are used for breach­
ing. Standard rounds aren"t used since 
lhey would pose an extreme safety haz­
ard. The slugs in breaching rounds are 
designed to disintegrate into a fine pow­
der upon impact. 

It is essential that me slugs do com­
pletely disintegrate upon impact and not 
re-fuse. If the slugs don't completely dis­
integrate. or if they re-fuse. the resulting 
shrapnel will pose a significant safety 
hazard. With some of the breaching 
rounds that are on the market there is the 
very real danger of the slugs re-fusing 
into larger panicles as a result of the heat 
that's generated upon impact. 

Re-fusing can occur with frangible 
slugs th&H are constructed of either com­
pressed zinc or glued lead shot Com­
pressed zinc and glued le1d shot have rel­
atively low re-fusing temperatures. Zinc 
has a re-fusing remperarure of890degrees 
F. Lead refuses at just 693 degrees F. 

R.l. Bt'i/1. pre.o;ident of Royal Arms lmt'nrarimrcrl. 
clt!motl.~:rm~s \"ariQus brt~lld1i11g muml.'i. 

The shotgun must be 
equipped with a 3-inch muzzle 

standoff device for safety. The 

Frangible slugs that :ue constructed of 
either compressed copper or ~lay and ·ex­
cremely fine steel shot eliminate nny pos­
sibility of re-fusing. Breaching rounds 
with clay/steel frangible slugs can be safe­
ly and effectively employed on both wood 
and steel doors. a versatility that provides 
definite logistical and tactical advantages. 

., 
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Compressed copper fr . .mgibl~ slugs have 
an ac:~urac:y advantage over clay/steel 
frJ.ngible slugs. But while day/steel slugs 
don·c have the accuracy of compressed 
copper slugs. rhey will work well as close­
r.mge det~nsive rounds. 

Breaching rounds may also be em­
ployed for purposes O(her than breach­
ing. The frangible slugs don "t ricochet 
and may also be used for taking out 
streetlights and :macking dogs. with lit­
de consideration for over-penetration. 
Although they aren "t designed with de­
fense in mind. frangible slugs are ex­
tremely effective in this role against un- · 
prorected targelS. 

Angles to Consider 
Breaching rounds are tired point­

blank from rhe breaching shotgun direct­
ly at a door"s locks. cross-bolts and/or 
hinges to defeat them. An iron-barred 
window is taken out by shooting out the 
three-eighths-inch top and bottom iron 
bolts on one side of the bars and then 
peeling back the bars. A sliding glass 
door can be taken out by shooting at a 
bottom comer of tlie door. one-inch 
above the frame. causing the glass to 
come straight down or "shover· out a 
maximum of five feet on either side. 

Breaching rounds are fired into the 
doorjamb. door or window bar bolt at a 
4.5-degree angle and 45 degrees. up or 

Close-up of a steel cfoor defecuetl by a 
breat·lring round. 

dov;n t when attempting to breach are­
infor~ed. security-type door. the rounds 
shouiJ be tired :!0 degrees. up or down). 
depending on whether a lock. hinge. boll 
or gl:.t~$ door is being defeated. Failure 
to foiiL'w rhese rules may result in seri-

POLIC' E 1.-'.~l" \ R Y I ~91.) 

Breac:lring rounds areftred.imo the door­
jamb. door or window bar bolt at a 45-de­
gree angle and .J5 degrees. up or dow11 
(H·hen attempting ro breach a reinforced 
ucuriry-type doo1: the rounds should be 
fired 20 degrees. up or down). depending 
on whether u loc:k. hinge. bolt or glass 
door is being defeated. 

ous injuries or death to anyone on the 
omerside. 

Because of the possibility of door 
fragmen~ation. eye protection is neces­
sary for those engaged in breaching op­
erations. Shotgun breaching should 
only be conducted by personnel who 
ha\"e received proper tmining by a qual­
itied instructor. • 

Frangible breaching rounds are avail­
able from a number of ammunition man­
ufacrurers. Sources include: 

Royal Arms International. P.O. Bo:< 
6083. Woodland Hills. Calif. 91365-
6083: phone: 1818) 704-5110: fa."<: (8 18) 
887-2059. 

:\tiK Ballistic: Systems. 2707 Santa 
Ana Valley Road. Hollister. Calif. 
9 5 023: phone: ( 800) 345-1504: fax: 
( -!-08) 636-8657. 

Eugene S. Nielsen. afonner police offi­
Ce I: prol"ides inrestigczri\·e. collsulring 
mul traiuing se11·ices. He is rlrt' tmtlrorof 
mmreroll.\" ankles dealing u-irlt weapons 
and rac:rics . .rped,ll operations ami im·es­
tigari\'e tedmiqttt!S. Ht! is a member of 
tl:t.: American Sodt!f)" of unr Enfim:e­
lllt:'llt Tmiuers rASLETJ. 
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MK BALLISTIC 
SYSTEil1S 

~i07 S:m[a Ana Valle!\" Road 
Hollistl!r. CA 95023 

1 SJ I J 636-150-1- • Fa:< tSJ I 1 636-86.57 

You're Never 
Locked Out When 

You Have The 

MASTER KEY 

• .. ~-.· ! 

. i f~i 

..... ~ .... ···' ~ 
'-·" ::~ 

FORCED ENTRY 
AMMUNITION 

-. . 
. 

Completely frangible. 

Destroys locks and 
door fixtures. 

Built to meet U.S. 
Navy specification 
#HS/2024/C94/834 

800-345-1504 
Circle Reader Service No. 17 
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December 29, 1998 
, .. 

Michael R. Talbert 1722 
Training and Development Unit (Police Academy) 
S.W.A.T. Team member 
e"-\-r"' \(c:r""\ - s;"d c !. ( sJ, ic: 1 cl) 
~rot\-\- do0 r · . 

l 

On December 29, 1998, as a member of the Richmond Police S.W.A.T. Team, I 
participated in the service of a search warrant at 1112-C Dove Street, which is an 
apartment in Dove Court The S.W.A.T. Team was serving the search warrant due to the 
threat level associated with the suspects in the apartment. During our briefing, we were 
told that the suspects were possibly arriled with AK-47 type assault rifles. We were also 
told that at least one of the suspects had been involved in several violent crimes, more 
specifically shootings, and was a suspect in at least two murders. 

While the S. W .A. T. Team was performing a briefing at the Police Academy, Detective 
.Venuti and Officer Cappelli notified us that a male suspect had stepped out of the 
apartment ~d brandished a handgun. Detective Venuti and Officer Cappe~li were 
performing a surveillance of the apartment and would be providing "cover'' for the 
S.W.A.T. Team while the Team was approaching the apartment to serve the search 
warrant. 

I (Officer Talbert) was equipped with a ''level3,. ballistic shield and my Department 
issued Sig Sauer model P226, 9mm pistol, it being equipped with a "light kit". This 
pistol being assigned to me specifically for S. W .• ~ T. missions. 

My initial assignment for the search warrant was to provide front cover to the S.W.A.T. 
Team while we were approaching the apartment. My second assignment was to cover 
Sergeant Wallis while he ''breached" the front door so the Team could gain entry into the 
apartment. Once the door was '~reached,, I was to be the first Team member through 
the door, "covering" the stairs, living room and two closets in the living room, and 
engaging any "threats•~ if any were present. 

When the S.W.A.T. Team approached the apartment, I passed the front windows of the 
apartment and "covered" the front door. Offi~er Moore held the screen door open while 
Sergeant Wallis checked to see if the main door was unlacked. The door was, in fact, 
locked. Officer Hayes then conducted a ,,reak and rake" of the left most living room 
window, breaking the window and yelling, '1UCHlvfOND POLICE, SEARCH 
W A.R.RANT', ''RICHlvfOND POLICE, SEARCH WARRANT". 

At that point, Sergeant Wallis used the shotgun and "TKO" breaching rounds to try to 
shear the locks off the front door so the S.W.A.T. Team could gain entry into the 

. apaitment. At the same time, Sergeant Ingram was using "TKO" breaching rounds to 
shear the locks off the side door of the apartment. 

! Document II 200 

I 
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Sergeant Wallis fire. NO rounds, one at each lock, and checK.~d to see if the door would 
open. Through the holes in the door, I saw at least two figw-es inside the apartment 
moving toward the· stairs and another figure moving toward·the kitchen. After reaijzing 
that the door still would not open, Sergeant Wallis fired three more '7KO" breaching 
rounds tlu"ough the locks. Sergeant Wallis then had to kick the door two or three times to 
open it. 

As I was going through the door i~to the apartment, I heard shots being fired from within 
the apartment. The shots were very distinctly different than the ''TKO" breaching rounds 
fired from the shotguns. I first looked toward the stairs, then·realized that the shots were 
coming from my left, .from the direction of the main part of the living room and kitchen 
area. I turned and continued clearing the living room, moving toward the kitchen. I then 
heard a "TKO'' breaching round being fired at the side door of the apartment. I saw Small 
splinters of the door come apart and the door came open. I heard the S.W.AT. Team 
members coming through the ·side door tell whoever was in the kitchen to get on the 
floor. I also heard people in the kitchen yelling. 

I then turned my attention to the left closet door, "covering" the closet while Officer . 
Moore opened the door and also ''covered·' the closet. I stepped into the closet to "clear, 
it. I saw an SKS assault rifle (wh.ich resembles an ·A.K-47) standing against the wall in 
the comer just to the left inside the closet door. As I was continuing to clear the closet, I 
heard someone yell~ "MEDIC UP". I finished clearing that. closet and then Sergeant Hom 
and I "cleared., the other closet. 

After my "clearing'' assignments were completed, I walked over to the area where the 
living room and kitchen come together. I saw a black female on the floor with blood on 
her. I saw Officer Bohannon, a police medic, assisting that female. I also saw a black 
semi-automatic pistol lying on the floor next to the wall. The hammer on the pistol was 
still cocked. I also saw "spent" (fired) sJtell casings on the kitchen floor, as well as what 
appeared to be one "live" (unfired) round. 

I started looking around in the living room and saw a hole in the curtain hanging in front 
of the front windows. I went outside and saw that the hole was in fact a bullet hole, with 
the bullet having gone through the curtain, through the windows, and outside. (I later 
learned that the round had struck the ballistic shield being carried by Detective Street.) 

I went back into the apartment and saw two more bullet holes, these being in the wall 
between the front windows and the front door. 

At that point7 I went back outside the apartment and began to check with otherS. W.A T. 
Team members to see if anyone was struck by any of the bullets. After a short period of 
time, we (the S.W.A.T. Team) were instructed to respond back to the police academy. 

On the way back to the academy, Sergeant Hom instructed all of us to put our firearms in 
Room 245 until they could be checked by the Detectives. who would be assigned to 
investigate the incident. 
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RESPOND TO: 
181 PETERSBURG OfFICE 
0 RICHMOND OFFICE 

CHARLES H. OJTHBERT, ]R. * 
MARGARET CUTHBERT BROADDUS 

• Al.SOAOMiliEDTO 
NORTH CAROLINA BAR 

September 5, 2003 

('- c~·· 

CUTHBERT 
LAW OFFICES 
A:P_RQFESSICJS,AL CORPCJRATIQN' 
s~ in Accidents &IJ9uries 

and Soc1al Security Disability 
220 NORTH SYCAMORE STREET, PETERSBURG, VIRGINIA 23803-3228 
700 EAST MAIN STREET, SUITE 1601, RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219 

The Honorable Bevill M. Dean 
Richmond Circuit Court 

BY HAND 

John Marshall Courts Building, 1st Floor 
400 N. Ninth Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 

Re: Katina Green, Administrator 
of the Estate of Christie D. Green 
v. Defense Technology, etc., et al. 
Court file # LL 2806-4 
Our file# 3173 

Dear Mr. Dean: 

PETERSBURG 
(804) 733-3100 

RICHMOND 
(804) 643-3100 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 732-4658 

I enclose the original of a notice of hearing and motions scheduled to be heard on September 19, 
2003, beginning at 10:00 a.m. 

Please file the enclosed with the other papers in this matter. 

Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
CHC:pdb 
Enclosures 
cc: Ms. Katina Green 

The Honorable Randall G. Johnson (By Hand) 
Beverly A. Burton, Esquire (By Hand) 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 

KATINA GREEN, ADI\1INISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE INGRAM, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NOTICE 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

·---~-;~~~~~-~--, ,.~D· & FILED 
1' .. .! .\ .. Ci V .~.... • . 

C;RCU1T COURT 

PLEASE TAKE NOTCE that on Friday, September 19, 2003, at 10:00 a.m., or as soon 

thereafter as counsel may be heard, the undersigned, by counsel, will bring the following motions 

on for hearing. 

MOTION#l 

The plaintiff, by counsel, hereby moves this Court to enter an order stating that neither Lt. 

Buckovich nor Sgt. Ingram nor their counsel shall attempt to convey the following to the jury in any 

CUTHBERT manner, either directly or indirectly: 
LAW OFFICES 
Sri e! fiSW+Rtf'H 
120NORTH SYCAMORE STREET 

PrnRSBURO, }. 
VIROINIA ZlSOl·lZZS 

(804) 733·1100 . 
700 EAST MAIN STREET 

SUrr£1601 
RICHMOND, 

VIROINIA 21219 
(804) 643·3100 . 

FACSIMILE 
(1104) 732·4658 

Evidence as to collateral source, such as: 

a. Katina Green, aunt of the two statutory beneficiaries, has adopted Kevasha. 

b. Katina Green is an excellent surrogate mother to Kevasha. 

c. The amount of compensation earned by Katina Green at her job. 
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CUTHBERT 
LAW OFFICES 
gw fSi+f dSP*6 ftW 
220 NORTH SYCAMORE STREET 

Pf:TERSBURO. 
VIROINIA 2J80J.J228 

(sot) 713·3100 . 
700 EAST MAIN SlREET 

SUITE 1601 
RICHMOND, 

VIRGINIA 23219 
(804) 643·1100 . 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 7JZ...f658 

d. Kevasha is covered by Medicare. 

e. Katina Green is receiving General Relief on account ofKevasha 

f. Dollnice Skipper, a family friend to whom Christie Green gave temporary custody 

of DiQasha Green (the other statutory beneficiary), is an excellent surrogate mother 

to DiQasha. 

g. The amount of compensation earned by Dollnice Skipper at her job. 

h. DiQasha is covered by health insurance earned by Dollnice Skipper through her job. 

The collateral source rule bars the admissibility of such evidence. Radvany v. 

Davis, 262 Va 308, 555 S.E.2d 347 (2001) (holding that the collateral source rule bars a 

defendant from introducing evidence as to the amounts paid by the plaintiff's medical 

insurance carrier and accepted by the plaintiff's health care providers as payment in full). 

2. The following facts surrounding the death of Christie Green, each of which is not relevant 

and, regardless, unduly prejudicial: 

a Guns were found inside the apartment. There is no evidence that Christie Green 

even knew about the guns. Thurmond v. Prince William Professional Baseball 

Club, Inc., 265 Va 59, 66, 574 S.E.2d 246, 250 (2003), holding that the trial court 

did not err in dismissing a claim by a spectator who was hit by a foul ball during a 

baseball game and stating that the doctrine of assumption of risk "requires us to 

consider whether a particular plaintiff fully understood the nature and extent of a 

known danger and voluntarily exposed herself to that danger." Accord Greater 

Richmond Transit Co. v. Wilkerson, 242 Va 65, 71, 406 S.E.2d 28, 32 (1991), 

holding that the trial court was correct in refusing to permit the jury to consider 
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CUTHBERT 
LAW O:FFICES 
iriiriiijiiiel ffiriirii' ·3. 
220 NORTH SYCAMORE STREET 

Pf:TERSIIURO, 
VIROJNIA 23SOJ.J228 

(804) 733·3100 . 
700 EAST MAIN SlREET 

SUITE 1601 
RICHMOND, 

VIROINIA 23219 
(804) 613·3100 . 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 732·4658 

c· ( 

whether a passenger assumed the risk of injury when the passenger boarded a 

driverless bus and then jumped from that bus when it began to roll backwards, since 

"[a]ssumption of risk requires that 'the nature and extent of the risk must be fully 

. ed '" appreczat .... 

b. Drugs were found inside the apartment. There is no evidence that Christie Green 

even knew about the drugs. The defendants have admitted request for admission #6, 

that ''when the raid took place that resulted in the death of Ms. Green on December 

29, 1998, Ms. Green had no illegal drugs in her system." Thurmond, supra; Greater 

Richmond Transit, supra. 

c. During the raid that resulted in Ms. Green's death, someone fired three pistol shots 

from inside the apartment. There is no evidence that Ms. Green had anything to do 

with the firing of these shots. Furthe~ore, these shots were fired toward the front 

of the house and not toward the kitchen door that Sgt. Ingram breached. 

Furthermore, the deposition testimony of the defendant Ingram (the officer who 

killed Christie Green) on October 14, 1999 at 81:9 - 81:12 (copy attached as 

Attachment #1) is as follows: 

Q. Because you heard a shot fired from inside the apartment, did you 
change your course of action in any way? 

A No, sir. 

That Kevin Jones was wanted or arrested for murder and the circumstances surrounding his 

arrest, including but not limited to argument or evidence of a separate SWAT team raid 

earlier on December 29, 1998 at another apartment where Ms. Green was present, and that 

the purpose of that earlier raid was to arrest Mr. Jones for murder. 

3 
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CUTHBERT 
LAW OFFICES 
A Hi fS'el ijSF9 efiW 
220 NORTH SYCAMORE STREET 

PETERSBIJRO, 
VIROINIA 23803-}228 

(804) 733-3100 . 
700 EAST MAIN S"T'REET 

SUITE 1601 
RICHMOND, 

VIROINIA 23219 
(804) 643·3100 . 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 732-4658 

( 

The relevant facts are these. Kevin Jones is the father of the statutory beneficiary 

Kevasha Green. Earlier on the same day when Sgt. Ingram killed Ms. Green, the Richmond 

SWAT team arrested Mr. Jones for murder. See page 448, copy attached as Attachment #2. 

The "barricade situation" referred on page 448 lasted for five or six hours. The "girlfriend" 

referred on page 448 was Ms. Green. The barricade situation ended without injury to Ms. 

Green, but she was shaken by the experience and that evening sought comfort and advice 

from her friend Chamte' Anderson. Shortly before 11 PM that same evening, Ms. Green 

met Ms. Anderson at the 1112-C Dove Street apartment (where Ms. Anderson was a 

visitor). Shortly thereafter, the Richmond SWAT team attempted to breach the kitchen door 

to 1112-C Dove Street and, in doing so, fired the #22 TKO that killed Ms. Green. The 

murder charges against Mr. Jones were later nolle prossed, but he was incarcerated on other 

charges. 

The grounds for this motion are that the evidence at issue is irrelevant to this civil 

case and unduly prejudicial to the two statutory beneficiaries - Kevasha and her half-sister 

DiQasha 

4. With respect to expert witnesses that Ms. Green has not identified in her expert witness 

disclosure served June 30, 2003, all expert witness disclosures previously filed on behalf of 

Ms. Green. For example, opinions (b)(6) through (b)(8) of George Langford, Sc.D. at page 

11 of the plaintiff's expert witness disclosure served September 21, 2001, in connection 

with the claim against Defense Technology. Attached as Attachment #3 is a copy of such 

expert witness disclosure. For the followings reasons, such disclosures are not admissible: 
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a. Double hearsay. The first layer of hearsay results because these disclosures are out-

of-court statements of experts that are being offered for the truth of their content. 

The second layer of hearsay results because these disclosures are out-of-court 

statements made by plaintiffs counsel that, likewise, are being offered for the truth 

of their content 

b. Irrelevant. These disclosures are not themselves statements of experts. Instead, 

these disclosures are statements as to what counsel expects that experts will say at 

trial. What counsel expects is not evidence. 

c. Irrelevant. These disclosures deal with the liability of the manufacturer Defense 

Technology, and a previous jury has concluded that Defense Technology is not 

legally responsible for Ms. Green's death. 

d. Unduly prejudicial. These disclosures bolster the "empty chair" defense that is 

available to Lt. Buckovich and Sgt. Ingram only because this Court bifurcated the 

trial of the claims against Defense Technology from the trial of the claims against 

Lt. Buckovich and Sgt. Ingram. 

e. Undisclosed expert opinion. Lt Buckovich and Sgt. Ingram have not included these 

experts or their opinions in the defense expert witness disclosure. 

With respect to expert witnesses that Ms. Green has identified in her expert witness 

disclosure served June 30, 2003, all expert witness disclosures previously filed on behalf of 

Ms. Green that deal solely with the liability of Defense Technology. For example, please 

see opinion (b)(2) of Lama Martin at page 15 of the plaintiff's expert witness disclosure 

served September 21, 2001, in connection with the claim against Defense Technology. 

5 
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Attached as Attachment #3 is a copy of such expert witness disclosure. For the following 

reasons, such disclosures are not admissible: 

a. Double hearsay. The first layer of hearsay results because these disclosures are out-

of-court statements of experts that are being offered for the truth of their content. 

The second layer of hearsay results because these disclosures are out-of-court 

statements made by plaintiff's counsel that, likewise, are being offered for the truth 

of their content. 

b. Irrelevant. These disclosures are not themselves statements of experts. Instead, 

these disclosures are statements as to what counsel expects that experts will say at 

trial. What counsel expects is not evidence. 

c. Irrelevant These disclosures deal with the liability of the manufacturer Defense 

Technology, and a previous jury has concluded that Defense Technology is not 

legally responsible for Ms. Green's death. 

d. Unduly prejudicial. These disclosures bolster the "empty chair'' defense that is 

available to Lt. Buckovich and Sgt. Ingram only because this Court bifurcated the 

trial of the claims against Defense Technology from the trial of the claims against 

Lt. Buckovich and Sgt. Ingram. 

e. Undisclosed expert opinion. Lt. Buckovich and Sgt. Ingram have not included these 

experts or their opinions in the defense expert witness disclosure. 

That when Sgt. Ingram killed Christie Green, one or more of the #22 TK.Os he fired 

allegedly malfunctioned. The grounds for this motion are that expert witness opinion is 

required to prove any such alleged malfunction, as well as to prove that any such alleged 

6 
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malfunction contributed to cause Ms. Green's death, and none of the parties has ever 

disclosed any such expert witness opinion. 

7. That allegedly there is a difference in the performance characteristics of the #22 TK.Os, with 

a red hull (or shell) as compared to the #22 TK.Os with a silver hull. (Sgt. Ingram killed 

Christie Green with a silver-hulled #22 TKO. Previously, Sgt. Ingram had shot red-hulled 

#22 TK.Os. Plaintiff's counsel does not know whether or not Sgt. Ingram previously had 

shot silver-hulled #22 TKOs.) The grounds for this motion are that expert witness opinion 

is required to prove any such alleged difference, as well as to prove that any such alleged 

difference contributed to cause Ms. Green's death, and that none of the parties has ever 

disclosed any such expert witness opinion. In response to interrogatory #29 Lt. Buckovich 

and Sgt. Ingram objected to Ms. Green's interrogatory that asked them to state whether 

there was any difference in the perfonnance characteristics of the various #22 TK.Os. In 

part they did so because this interrogatory "calls for an expert opinion." Attached as 

Attachment #4 is a copy of interrogatory #29, along with the response of Lt. Buckovich and 

Sgt. Ingram. 

MOTION#2 

The plaintiff, by CO\UlSel, hereby moves this Court to enter orders, copies attached, dealing 

with the editing of transcripts of the deposition testimony of Lt. Buckovich and Sgt. fugram, as 

follows: 

1. Deposition given by Lt. Buckovich on September 10, 1999. A copy of this order is attached 

as Attachment #5. 

2. Deposition given by Lt. Buckovich on June 27, 2000. A copy of this order is attached as 

Attachment #6. 
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3. Deposition given by Lt. Buckovich on January 22, 2002. A copy of this order is attached as 

Attachment #7. 

4. Deposition given by Sgt. Ingram on October 14, 1999. A copy of this order is attached as 

Attachment #8. 

5. Deposition given by Sgt. Ingram on January 25, 2002. A copy of this order is attached as 

Attachment #9. 

6. Deposition given by Jimmy Trahin on August 25, 2003. Counsel has not yet received the 

transcript. As soon as it is received, counsel will file a supplemental motion. 

MOTION#3 

The plaintiff, by counsel, hereby moves this Court for leave to use Sanction II software to 

present the video deposition testimony that this Court allows. Sanction II synchronizes video and 

text, allowing the jury to see and hear the video and see the text, all at the same time. 

MOTION#4 

The plaintiff, by counsel, hereby moves this Court to require both parties to submit their 

proposed voir dire questions in advance by a deadline specified by the Court so that, before trial, the 

Court can rule on any objections. 

The grounds for this motion are that, as specified in Virginia Code section 8.01-358, the 

purpose of the voir dire is restricted to ascertaining: 

whether [a member of the panel] is related to either party; or has any interest in the 
cause, or has expressed or fonned any opinion, or is sensible of any bias or prejudice 
therein .... 

8 

81 



CUTHBERT 
LAW OFFICES 
X f+ fQe! ffifieifW 
220 NORTH SYCAMORE STREET 

PETERSBURG, 
VIRGINIA 2JS03·32ZS 

(804) 731·3100 . 
700 EAST MAIN STREET 

SUITE 1601 
RICHMOND, 

VIRGINIA 23219 
(804) 643·3100 . 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 732·4658 

The pwpose of voir dire is not to argue the facts or the law. Even so, during voir dire some 

counsel attempt to argue their case by selectively including fact snippets or their spin on Virginia 

law. Once this happens, opposing counsel is faced with two unsavory choices: remain quiet; or 

bring attention to this tactic by objecting. By ruling in limine, the Court eliminates this ''Hobson's 

choice." 

KATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR 
OF THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN 

Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
A Professional Corporation 
220 North Sycamore Street 
Petersburg, VA 23803-3228 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

On September 5, 2003, a copy of this document was hand-delivered to: 

Beverly A. Burton, Esquire 
Senior Assistant City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
900 East Broad Street, Room 300 
Richmond, VA 23219 

c:_ ~~1'-
Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 

9 

82 



'( . 

( 

INDEX OF ATTACIWENTS 

1. Excerpt of deposition testimony of Sgt. Ingram given October 14, 1999. 

2. Notification of significant arrest, page 448. 

3. Plaintiffs expert witness disclosure served September 21, 2001. 

4. Copy of plaintiffs interrogatory #29, along with the responses of Lt. Buckovich and Sgt. 
Ingram. 

S. Order dealing with the editing of the transcript of the deposition testimony of John B. 
Buckovich given September 10, 1999. 

6. Order dealing with the editing of the transcript of the deposition testimony of Lt. 
Buckovich given June 27, 2000. 

7. Order dealing with the editing ofthe transcript of the deposition testimony of John B. 

8. 

Buckovich given January 22, 2002. 

Order dealing with the editing of the transcript of the deposition testimony of Sgt. Ingram 
given October 10, 1999. 

9. Order dealing with the editing of the transcript of the deposition testimony of Sgt. Ingram 
given January 25, 2002. 

B'PVJLL M nr ·.\ '' C'L ,-·n·· - ' ·•• H ~. • .!;,]\_f~ 

By ................................... ~ ... f).C. . 
'..-...r"•.r~· -~~-------·-·-- .: 
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10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

1 wasn't open. 

2 Q Not until then did you consider an 

3 alternative? 

4 A No, sir. 

5 Q Why didn't you consider an alternative 

6 before then? 

7 A That was my primary tool for that 

8 particular job and my secondary tool was the ram. 

9 Q Because you heard a ·shot fired from inside 

10 the apartment, did you change your course of action 

11 in any way? 

12 A No, sir. 

C. 13 Q After you got the kitchen door open, who 

14 was the first person to enter? 

15 A Nobody entered immediately. We got the 

16 door open and we did what we were originally 

17 supposed to do, we're supposed to move up to the 

18 door and check the kitchen and wait for any 

19 directions from the structural commander who had 

20 gone in with the first team, if he needed anything. 

21 That's our first job. So we breached the door and 

22 then we moved the shield man up and covered the 

23 kitchen. 

24 Q Covered the kitchen door? 

r 
'· 25 Covered that area. The door was open and A 

8/23/2003 12:04 PM 81 
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NOTIFICATION OF SIGNIFICANT ARREST 

TO: Captain Arthur D. Roane DATE: 12-29-98 
Officer -In Charge, Detective Division 

FROM: Detective Thomas P. Leonard 

The following individual was arrested on this date: 

· · Name: KtVin Lorenzo Jones 

Address: 2144 Afton Ave. Richmond, Virginia 23224 

Race: B Sex: M Age (or date ofbirth): 1-21-79 

Location of Arrest: 2144 Afton Ave. Richmond Virginia 23224 

Victim's Name: Kevin J. Hatch 

Date ofOffe~se: 09-13-97 

(- Charge(s): 1st degree Murder, Use of a Firearm, Convicted Felon w/Gun 

Arresting Officer(s): Det. Thomas P. Leonard, Ptlm Brereton, Hall 

Details of Arrest: RMT and CIT units were requested to attempt to locate a Homicide 
suspect for Det. Division. At approximately 11 :30 AM 12-29-98 they located the suspect 
and a barricades situation with the suspect, his girlfriend and his 3 yr old daughter were 
held up in 2144 Afton Ave. The stand off ended up with the suspect coming out and 
surrendering to the SWAT team. The suspect was transported to Police HQ. where he 
was intervieded in reference to the Homicide and to A weapon and Narcotics found in the 
house he was held up in. The suspect was then placed in Lockup on the Firearms and 
Homicide Charges. Other firearm and Narotics charges will be pursued in the Federal 
system through Project Exile. Commonwealth Atty Pam Evans was notified and kept up 
to date 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHiviOND 

LESLIE L. GREEN, AD:MINISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

ARMOR HOLDINGS, INC. 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHN'OLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE INGRAM, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

PLAINTIFF'S EXPERT WITNESS DISCLOSURES 

li The plaintiff, by counsel, files the following expert witness disclosures: 
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Although the following is intended to be accurate, any errors or inconsistencies in the 
language employed in this interrogatory answer are solely attributable to counsel and not to the 

experts. 

Given the limitations of written discovery responses, you are invited to contact plaintiffs 
counsel to arrange depositions of these experts. 

In addition to the experts identified below, the plaintiffs reserves the right to call at trial 
each expert identified by any other party to this litigation. 

1. Carolyn J. Boone, M.D. 
700 West Grace Street 
Richmond, VA 23220 

a. Subject matter. 

9nlo 1 revision 

1 ). The care rendered Kevasha Green by this expert and its relation to the 
violent death of her mother on December 29, 1998. 

b. 

2). Medical bills incurred by Kevasha Green on account of treatment received 
from Dr. Boone. 

3). Christie Green as a mother. 

4). Referral to Sharlene Johnson, Ph.D. 

5). Life expectancy. 

6). Related matters. 

Substance of the facts and opinions. 

1). Matters reflected in this expert's chart, a copy of which is attached as pages I 
11.1 through 11.57. 

I 
2). 

3). 

4). 

5). 

Christie Green was conscientious in seeing that Kevasha got good medical l 
care. 

She referred Kevasha to Sharlene Jolmson, Ph.D. because she felt that 
Kevasha needed therapy after seeing her mother die. 

She has talked with Kevasha about Christie's death. 

As Kevasha gets older, she will have more problems because she saw her 
mother die . 
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6). Kevasha will never get over having seen her mother die. 

7). Christie made a point about being part of Diquasha's life, even as Christie 
was letting Dollnice Skipper have custody of Diquasha, and thereafter 
participated in Diquasha' s life. 

8). Virginia Code§ 8.01-419 makes a fair approximation of the life expectancy 
of the plaintiff's decedent and of the statutory beneficiaries. 

9). Related facts and opinions. 

c. Summary of the grounds for each opinion. 

1 ). The education, training, and experience of this expert. 

2). Standard reference sources. 

3). Examination ofKevasha Green, including conversations with her. 

4). Conversations with Christie Green. 

5). Her chart dealing with Kevasha Green. 
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Jack Daniel, M.D. 
P.O. Box 1570 
Chesterfield, VA 23832 

a. Subject matter. 

1). Human anatomy and pathology. 

2). Human body mechanics. 

9n 10 I revision 

3). Appearance and condition of certain frangible round fragments. 

4). Related matters. 

b. Substance of the facts and opinions. 

1). 

2). 

One of the frangible round fragments wrapped around Ms. Green's rib on 
the right side and did not disintegrate. X-ray confirms this. 

The fragment retrieved from Ms. Green's aorta has a cylindrical edge with 
striations. 

I 

3). Autopsy revealed a bruise under Ms. Green's scalp, on her left side, toward I 
the front. See photograph # 16, copy attached. This was likely caused I 
when she fell after having been shot, and hit her head while falling. I 

4 ). When Ms. Green was fatally wounded, it is likely that her right ann was 
raised above her side and she was in a crouching position. 

5). 

6). 

7). 

If Sgt. Ingram had shot at a 45 degree angle toward the jamb, the rounds II 

would not likely have struck Ms. Green. 
I 

The foreign material removed from Ms. Green's body by the Office of the 
1 

Chief Medical Examiner consisted of fragments of a zinc slug or slugs 
contained in frangible rounds like those fired by Sgt. Ingram during the raid 
on 1112-C Dove Street. 

Related facts and opinions. 
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c. 

( 

Summazy of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). The education, training, and experience ofthis expert. Attached is a copy of 
this expert's CV. 

2). Standard reference sources. 

3). Photographs. 

4). Depositions in this matter. 

5). Microscopic study of the frangible round fragments removed from Ms. 
Green's body by the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner, plus 
examination of other frangible rounds. 

6). Examination ofx-rays. 
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3. Ann Lee Davis 
Forensic Scientist 

. Department of Criminal Justice Services 
Division ofForensic Science 
700 North 5th Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 

a. Subject matter. 

9n/01 revision 

1). Slug fragments recovered from the body of Christie Green. 

2). Related matters. 

b. Substance of the facts and opinions. 

1 ). The slug fragments recovered from the body of Christie Green correspond 
to the frangible slug shells produced by the City of Richmond. Those 
frangible slug shells are believed to be identical to the frangible slug shells 
used at 1112 Dove Street, Apt. C, on 12/29/98. 

2). Facts and opinions set forth in the Certificate of Analysis (report of fireanns 
analysis), a copy of which is attached as pages 283 through 285. 

3). The letter dated 3/4/99, addressed to Dave DuBay, a copy of which is 
attached as page 870, and the fact that she never received a reply. 

4). Related facts and opinions. 

c. Summarv of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). The education, training, and experience of this expert. 

2). 

3). 

Examination of the evidence itemized on page 283, copy attached, including 
fragments recovered from the body of Christie Green and frangible 
shotshells produced by the City of Richmond. 

Standard reference sources. 
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4. N. Fayne Edwards, Ph.D. 
University ofRichmond 
E. Claiborne Robins School of Business 
Economics Department 
Richmond, VA 23173 

a. Subject matter. 

( .. 

1 ). Economic loss suffered by the statutory beneficiaries. 

2). Related matters. 

b. Substance of the facts and opinions. 

9/07/01 revision 

1). Please see the report of this expert, a copy of which is attached as page 875. 

2). Related facts and opinions. 

c. Summary of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). 

2). 

The education, training, and experience of this expert Attached is a copy of 
this expert's CV. 

Standard reference sources. 
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5. Sharlene Johnson, Ph.D. 
Horizons, Incorporated 

9n 10 1 revision 

9200 Forest Hill Avenue, Suite C-2 
Richmond, VA 23235 

a. Subject matter. 

b. 

1 ). The care rendered Kevasha Green by this expert and its relation to the 
violent death of her mother on December 29, 1998. 

2). Medical bills incurred by Kevasha Green on account of treatment received 
from Dr. Johnson. 

3). The condition of Kevasha Green's emotional health--past, present, and 
future. 

4). Related matters. 

Substance of the facts and opinions. 

1). Facts and opinions reflected in this expert's chart, a copy of 
which is attached as pages 12.1 through 12.16. 

2). This expert will summarize the emotional condition and health of Kevasha · 
Green. 

3). This expert will summarize the course of treatment received by Kevasha 
Green from Dr. Johnson on account of Christie Green's violent death on 
December 29, 1998. Also, Dr. Johnson will relate her bills to Christie 
Green's death, and establish the reasonableness of those bills. 

4). On account of having witnessed her mother's violent death, Kevasha Green 
suffered a catastrophic psychosocial stressor. 

5). There is a strong causal link between having witnessed her mother's violent 
death and Kevasha 's temper tantrums . 

6). 

7). 

8). 

On account of having witnessed her mother's violent death, Kevasha Green 
has suffered a post trawnatic stress disorder. 

Dr. Johnson's intervention helped Kevasha deal with the emotional trauma 
caused by having witnessed her mother's violent death. 

Concerning Kevasha's visit to her mother's grave, and praying at her 
mother's grave (all as noted at page 12.13 of Dr. Jolmson's chart), this was 
therapeutic for Kevasha. 
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9). Kevasha will need Dr. Johnson's assistance and therapy far into the future. 
For example, because of having witnessed her mother's violent death, the 
transition ~to puberty will be particularly difficult for Kevasha. 

1 0). Related facts and opinions. 

c. Summey of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). The education, training, and experience of this expert. 
I 

2). Discussions with Kevasha's maternal aunt Katina Green and maternal 
grandmother. 

3). Examination ofKevasha Green by this expert. 

4). Standard reference sources. 

5). The statement given by Sgt. Ingram, pages 138 and 139, copy attached. 

6). 

7). 

The medical record from MCV dealing with Kevasha, page 1.8, copy 
attached. 

Her chart dealing with Kevasha Green. 
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6. Deborah Kay, M.D. 
ChiefMedical Examiner 
400 East Jackson Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 

9n/Ol revision 

a. Subject matter. 

1). Matters addressed in the report of investigation by medical examiner, a 
copy of which is attached as pages 82 through 85. 

2). Matters addressed in the report of autopsy, a copy of which is attached as 
pages 86 through 96. 

3). Related matters. 

b. Substance of the facts and opinions. 

c. 

1). Facts and opinions set forth in the report of investigation by medical 
examiner, and in the report of autopsy, copies attached as pages 82 through 
85 and 86 through 96. 

2). Related facts and opinions. 

Summarv of the grounds for each opinion. 

1 ). The education, training, and experience of this expert. 

2). Examination of the body of the plaintiffs decedent. 

3). Standard reference sources. 
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7. George Langford, Sc.D. 
AMENEX Associates, Inc. 
215 Willowbrook Lane 
West Chester, PA 19382 

9/18/01 revision 

a. Subject matter. 

b. 

1). Metallurgy. 

2). Related matters. 

Substance of the facts and opinions. 

1 ). When fired at close range against a wooden door like the door in question, a 
frangible round: 

a). Exerts much more force than a wooden door can 
withstand . 

b). In general, does not fragment. Instead, in general it 
consolidates in substantial part. 

2). In the case of the frangible rounds fired by Sgt. Ingram during the raid at 
1112-C Dove Street, inadvertent powder pre-form forging caused the zinc 
powder to consolidate to become an un.frangible, ductile, lethal projectile. 
For example, see the flattened piece of the frangible round wrapped 
around a rib fragment from Ms. Green's body. 

3). Concerning the deadbolt of the kitchen door (Item # 27), the deadbolt has 
been severed from its lock. This is consistent with the deadbolt having 
been directly struck by a projectile, and is not consistent with the door 
having been hit by a ram. Sgt. Ingram's frrst round severed this deadbolt 
from its lock. 

4). 

6). 

7). 

The foreign material removed from Ms. Green's body by the Office of the 
Chief Medical Examiner consisted of fragments of a zinc slug or slugs 
contained in frangible rounds like those fired by Sgt. Ingram during the 
raid on 1112-C Dove Street. 

Page 15, copy attached, is not accurate in stating that the compressed 
powdered zinc of the frangible rounds in question "disintegrates into a fine 
powder upon impact with the target." 

Page 15, copy attached, is not accurate in stating that "The only possible 
fragmentation would be from the target area rather than the slug itself." 
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c. 

8). If the manufacturer of the frangible rounds had test fired them as Mr. 

9). 

10). 

11). 

12). 

Martin, Mr. Trahin, and he did, it would have been readily apparent that: 

a). The rounds would pass through a door like the one through which 
Sgt. Ingram fired in the raid on 1112-C Dove Street, and after 
doing so would still retain lethal force. 

b). The product literature (page 15, copy attached) was not correct in 
stating that the compressed powdered zinc slug "disintegrates into 
a fine powder upon impact with the target" and that "the only 
possible fragmentation would be from the target area rather than 
the slug itself., 

Photographs accurately and fairly depict the testing in which he 
participated and which he observed, involving frangible rounds. 

With respect to the four rounds fired by Sgt. Ingram that did not hit 
hardware in the door, the round went straight through the door with 
neither upward nor downward deflection. 

When the frangible rounds in question left the possession or control of the 
defendant who made them, they were unusually dangerous for the use to 
which they would ordinarily be put or for some other reasonably I 
foreseeable purpose in several respects, including but not limited to: 

a). Their tendency to retain lethal force after passing through a door 1
1 like the one through which Sgt. Ingram fired in the raid on 1112-C 

1 

Dove Street, when used as Sgt. Ingram used them. 

b). Their lack of instructions on use. 

The 12-gauge frangible rounds tested are essentially similar in performance 
characteristics to those that Sgt. Ingram fired when he killed Christie Green. 

I 

13). Related facts and opinions. 

Summary of the grounds for each opinion . 

1 ). The education, training, and experience of this expert. Attached is a copy of 
this expert's CV. 

2). Standard reference sources. 

3). Photographs. 
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4). Depositions in this matter. 

5). Microscopic study of the frangible round fragments 
removed from Ms. Green's body by the Office of the Chief Medical 
Examiner. 

6). Examination of the kitchen door and other ~terns of tangible evidence 
numbered and being held by the Deparbnent of Policy of the City of 
Richmond. 

7). Testing of frangible rounds. 

8). Examination of the apartment where Sgt. Ingram killed Christie Green. 

9). Two videotapes: one of the scene of the raid, and one of the TKO 
evaluation. 

10). 

11). 

12). 

Written discovery in this matter, including documents produced, especially 
the response of the three corporate defendants to request for admission # 22 
and interrogatory # 13(b ), copies attached. 

V arlo us documents, including the autopsy report (pages 82 through 96), the 
death certificate (page 97), and product literature (page 15), copies attached. 

Pages 201, 202, 203, 304, and 305, copies attached. 
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8. Robert E. Lee, Jr. 9n/Ol revision 

2821 Courtland Road 
Petersburg, VA 23805 

a. Subject matter. 

1). Reconstruction of the scene where Sgt. Ingram killed Christie Green. 

2). Identification of drawings he made, pages 375 and 376, copies attached. 

3). Related matters. 

b. Substance of the facts and opinions. 

c. 

1). Document #s 113 and 114, pages 375 and 376, copies attached, accurately 
show the dimensions of the first floor and kitchen of 1112 C Dove Street. 

2). Related facts and opinions. 

Summazy of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). The education, training, and experience of this expert. Attached is a copy of I 
this expert's CV. I 

2). Photographs. J 

3). Inspection and measurement of 1112 C Dove Street. 
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LamaS. Martin 9/18/01 revision 

918 Rock Spring Road 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

a Subject matter. 

1 ). Ballistics and fireanns. 

2). Related matters. 

b. Substance of the facts and opinions. 

c. 

1). 

2). 

4). 

5). 

He fired nine 12 gauge frangible rounds sold by Defense Technology 
Corporation of America, using a weapon comparable to the weapon used 
by Sgt. Ingram in the raid on 1112 - C Dove Street. He fired eight of 
those rounds at an undamaged portion of a door comparable to the door 
through which Sgt. Ingram frred in that raid. He observed that each of 
those eight rounds passed completely through the door and then through a 
piece of % inch pine board. He fired the ninth round directly into foam 
rubber. 

If the manufacturer of the frangible rounds had test frred them as he did, it 
would have been readily apparent that: 

a). The rounds would pass through a door like the one through which 
Sgt. Ingram fired in the raid on 1112-C Dove Street, and after 
doing so would still retain lethal force. 

b). The product literature (page 15, copy attached) was not correct in 
stating that the compressed powdered zinc slug "disintegrates into 
a fine powder upon impact with the target" and that "the only 
possible fragmentation would be from the target area rather than 
the slug itself." 

Photographs accurately and fairly depict the testing m which he 
participated, involving frangible rounds. 

Related facts and opinions. 

Sumrnarv of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). The education, training, and experience of this expert. Attached is a copy 
of this expert's CV. 

2). Testing of frangible rounds. 
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3). Photographs. 

4). Depositions in this matter. 

5). Various documents, including the autopsy report (pages 82 
through 96), the death certificate (page 97), and product literature (page 
15), copies attached. 

6). Pages 201, 202, 203, 304, and 305, copies attached. 
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10. Eugene Provost 9n 101 revision 

Department of Police, City ofRichmond 
501 N. 9th Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 

a. Subject matter. 

b. 

c. 

1). Reconstruction ofthe scene where Sgt. Ingram killed Christie Green. 

2). Identification of photographs he took. 

3). Related matters. 

Substance of the facts and opinions. 

1). Facts and opinions stated in his deposition. 

2). The content of documents prepared by him, copies attached as pages 304, 
305,308 through 311, 312,313,314,315,458,480,481, and 482. 

~). The subject and accuracy of photographs by him. 

4). Other facts and opinions stated in his deposition. 

5). Related facts and opinions. 

Summary of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). The education, training, and experience of this expert. 

2). Measurements and observations made at the scene where Sgt. Ingram 
killed Ms. Green. 

3). Documents in his notebook. 
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11. Joseph J. Saady, Ph.D. 
Forensic Toxicologist 
Department of Criminal Justice Services 
Division ofForensic Science 
700 North 5th Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 

a Subject matter. 

1). Ms. Green's toxicology. 

2). Related matters. 

b. Substance of the facts and opinions. 

917/01 revision 

1). The findings set forth in the Certificate of Analysis dated 1/22/99 signed by 
Dr. Saady, a copy of which is attached as page 224. 

2). Related facts and opinions. 

c. Summruy of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). 

2) . 

3). 

The education, training, and experience of this expert. 

Examination of fluids taken from the body ofMs. Green. 

Standard reference sources. 
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Frederick E. Schmidt, Ph.D. 
Engineering Systems, Inc. 
3851 Exchange Avenue 
Aurora, IL 60504-7900 

9/18/01 revision 

a. Subject matter. 

1 ). Quality control and other aspects of small anns manufacture. 

2). Metallurgy. 

3). Related matters. 

b. Substance of the facts and opinions. 

1 ). Standards within the small anns manufacturing industry require periodic 
product testing to determine whether or not the product perfonns as 
represented to the public in the manufacturer's product'literature (for 
example, page 15, copy attached) and as the manufacturer otherwise 
expects. 

2). 

3). 

4). 

5). 

Page 15, copy attached, is not accurate in stating that the compressed 
powdered zinc of the frangible rounds in question "disintegrates into a fine 
powder upon impact with the target." 

Page 1 5, copy attached, is not accurate in stating that "The only possible 
fragmentation would be from the target area rather than the slug itself." 

If the manufacturer of the frangible rounds had test fired frangible rounds, 
as Mr. Martin, Dr. Langford, and Mr. Trahin did, it would have been 
readily apparent that: 

a). 

b). 

The rounds would pass through a door like the one through which 
Sgt. Ingram fired in the raid on 1112-C Dove Street, and after 
doing so would still retain lethal force. 

The product literature (page 15, copy attached) was not correct in 
stating that the compressed powdered zinc slug "disintegrates into 
a fme powder upon impact with the target" and that "the only 
possible fragmentation would be from the target area rather than 
the slug itself., 

When the frangible rounds in question left the possession or control of the 
defendant who made them, they were unusually dangerous for the use to 
which they would ordinarily be put or for some other reasonably 
foreseeable purpose in several respects, including but not limited to: 
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a). Their tendency to retain lethal force after passing through a door 
like the one through which Sgt. Ingram fired in the raid on 1112-C 
Dove Street, when used as Sgt. Ingram used them. 

b). Their lack of instructions on use. 

6). The 12-gauge frangible rounds tested are essentially similar in performance 
characteristics to those that Sgt. Ingram fired when he killed Christie Green. 

7). Related facts and opinions. 

c. Summary of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). The education, training, and experience of this expert. Attached is a copy of 
this expert's CV. 

2). Standard and industry reference sources. 

3). 

4). 

5). 

6). 

7). 

8). 

Photographs. 

Depositions in this matter. 

Testing of frangible rounds. 

Written discovery in this matter, including docwnents produced, especially 
the response of the three corporate defendants to request for admission # 22 
and interrogatory# 13(b), copies attached. 

Various docwnents, including the autopsy report (pages 82 through 96), the 
death certificate (page 97), and product literature (page 1 5), copies attached. 

Pages 201, 202, 203, 304, and 305, copies attached. 
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13. Jimmy L. Trahin 9/18101 revision 
14438 Cedarsprings Drive 
Whittier, CA 90603 

a. Subject matter. 

1 ). Performance of frangible rounds like those Sgt. Ingram used to kill Christie 
Green. 

2). Related matters. 

b. Substance of the facts and opinions. 

c. 

1 ). If the manufacturer of the frangible rounds had test fired them as he did, 

2). 

3). 

it would have been apparent that the frangible rounds did not disintegrate 
upon impact with a door of the type that Sgt. Ingram shot when he killed 
Christie Green, assuming that the rounds were not fired at a portion of the 
door that contained hardware. 

Photographs accurately and fairly depict the testing in which he participated 
and which he observed, involving frangible rounds. 

When the frangible rounds in question left the possession or control of the 
defendant who made them, they were unusually dangerous for the use to 
which they would ordinarily be put or for some other reasonably 
foreseeable pwpose in several respects, including but not limited to: 

a). Their tendency to retain lethal force after passing through a door 
like the one through which Sgt. Ingram fired in the raid on 1112-C 
Dove Street, when used as Sgt. Ingram used them. 

b). Their lack of instructions on use. 

4). The 12-gauge frangible rounds tested are essentially similar in performance 
characteristics to those that Sgt. Ingram fired when he killed Christie Green. 

5). Related facts and opinions. 

Summazy of the grounds for each opinion. 

1). The education, training, and experience of this expert. Attached is a copy of 
this expert's CV. 

2). Testing of frangible rounds. 

3). Deposition transcripts. 
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4). Standard reference sources. 

5). Photographs. 

6). Visit to the Defense Technology manufacturing facility 1n Casper, 
Wyoming. 

7). Written discovery in this matter, including documents produced, especially 
the response of the three corporate defendants to request for admission # 22 
and interrogatory# 13(b), copies attached. 

8). Pages 201,202,203, 304, and 305, copies attached. 
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The undersigned reserves the right to amend or supplement, from time to time, the foregoing 

responses, should new information or facts become lmown to the undersigned or as the undersigned 

may otherwise deem appropriate or necessary. 

The undersigned will amend or supplement the foregoing responses only as required by the 

Rules of Supreme Court of Virginia, or order of this Court. 

LESLIE L. GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR 
OF THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN 

STATE OF VIRGINIA 

CITYOF RICH1\10ND 

) 
) To-wit: 
) 

I, a notary public in and for the City aforesaid, in the state of Virginia 
do certify that Leslie L. Green, whose names are signed to the writing above, has aclmowledged the 
same before me in my jurisdiction aforesaid. 

Given under my hand this_ day of _____ 2001. 

My commission expires:------

Notary Public 

I 
LESLIE L. GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR 

I OF THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN 

li aG \-\ C.. ~b -----. J._ 
~~~~sll -C~o-~+-e-l~~~~---
;;:~~:!7sra*:' 1'1 . 
vta=~~228 j Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 

(S04)7!l·Jtoo j Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
100 EAST ~L~tN mEET 1 Cuthbert Law Offices 

SUITE 1601 

RICHMOND, II A Professional Corporation 
VIROINIA 2J219 
cRo·n 64J·J•oo 

1 

220 North Sycamore Street 
( :s~MILE Petersburg, Virguu· ·a 23 803 
\._ I i.l2•of658 

I 
J 
il 
I; 

23 '71 
108 



( 

CUTHBERT 
AW OFFICES I 

:=w:~::?STR"Z' ., 
P£TERSBUR.G. I 

VIROrNIA 1lSOl·lZUI 
(804) 7)).)100 

700 EAST MAIN STREET 
SUITE 1601 
RICHMOND, 

VIRGINIA 1lZI9 
(804)64)·)100 

(_ ~MIL£ 
\ 7lZ.of65S 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

1: .I 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

On September:J..l, 2001 a copy ofthis document was mailed to: 

William D. Baylisss, Esquire 
Williams Mullens Clarke & Dobbins 
P.O. Box 1320 
Richmond, VA 23218-1320 

Beverly A. Burton, Esquire 
Senior Assistant City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
900 East Broad Street, Room 300 
Riclunond, VA 23219 

c· \--\.-~0 
Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
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.J Do you contend or will you contend at trial that there was any significant 

difference in the performance characteristics of the various #22 TKO rounds fired by the 

Riclunond Police Department at any time? If so, please state all facts on which you rely 

in this regard, identify each witness with knowledge of such facts, and identify each 

document or other thing on which you rely as evidence in this regard. 

ANSWER: Objection. This interrogatory seeks work product and calls for an 
expert opinion. Defendants' expert opinions have previously been disclosed h1 
accordance with the pte-trial order entered in this case. 

Beverly A. Burton (VSB #17658) 
Senior Assistant City Attorney 
Vicki W. Harris, Esquire (VSB#37788) 
Assistant City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
900 East Broad Street, Room 300 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
(804) 646-7953 
(804) 646~7939 Facsimile 

GEORGE INGRAM 
JOHN BUCKOVICH 

By: li. c._{· uJ ~ 
Counsel 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHl\IIOND 

K.ATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, . 

v. 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE INGRAM, 

Defendants. 

ORDER 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

Pursuant to Rule 4:7A(c), the Court hereby grants leave to the plaintiff to edit the video 

deposition of Jolm B. Buckovich given 9/10/99, to include only those portions itemized in the 

attached excerpts, dated 7/12/03 in the bottom left comer. 

In addition, this Court rules that the plaintiff, as part of her case in chief, may present these 

excerpts to the jury, without any additions or deletions. 

Enter: -----------------------Judge 

Date: -----------------------
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Vicki W. Harris, Esquire 
Counsel for defendants 
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[6:14)- (6:16] 

[6:25]- [7:14] 

_.-

( 
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[23:1]- [23:2) 

[23:8] - [23: 11) 

( __ 

(42:12]- (42:14) 

7/12/2003 12:39 PM 

9/10/1999 Dept. of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 6 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

JOHN B. BtJCKOVICll 
was duly sworn and testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

9/10/1999 Dept. of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 6 
24 
25 

A 
0 

Certainly. 
Would you please state for the record your 

page 7 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

name, sir? 
A John Buckovich. 
Q And your position with the police 

department of the City of Richmond? 
A I •m a lieutenant in charge of the 

department's training academy and also in charge of 
the department's SWAT team and bomb unit. 

Q And for how long have you been in charge 
of the SWAT team of the City of Richmond? 

A Since October of 1996, so approximately 
three years. 

Q And for how long have you been in charge 
of the training acad~? 

A Since June 22nd, 1996. 
Q Let me ask you to look with me at the 

9/10/1999 Dept. of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 22 
25 A Yes, sir. 
page 23 

1 Q What exactly was your role in the 
2 operation that night? 
3 A As the SWAT team commander 

9/10/1999 Dept. of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 23 
7 
8 
9 

10 
ll 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

right now. 
A I was the overall commander of the scene 

as the search warrant was being served. So when we 
got to the scene, my job was to ensure that both of 
the teams, the team that went through the front 
door and the team that went through the rear door 
was set and ready to go. So once I made that 
determination, then I gave the command for the 
officer in the front to begin the distraction 
technique and once that started then the front door 
and the side doors began their breaching. 

0 At any point did you require or ask any 

9/1 0/1999 Dept. of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 42 
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• designation of depostion 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

the chest wounds. 
Q And what is the purpose of the instruction 

on page 9 0 • 5 that the shotgun should be aimed at a 
45 degree down angle? 

MS. BURTON: Objection, asked and 

[42:17]. [42:21] 

[59:21). [60:1] 

(105:9]- [1 06:3) 

[106:12)- (106:24) 

7/12/200~ 1 ?·:':\Q PU 

9/10/1999 Dept. of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 42 
16 answered. You can go ahead and answer that. 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

A r think r•ve already answered that, but 
it•s to -- any fragmentation from the door, meaning 
wood splinters or metal, would be driven downward 
so as not to strike anyone. Down towards the 
floor. 

Q When did Sergeant Ingram last review the 

9/1 0/1999 Dept. of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 59 
20 Sergeant Wallace. 
21 Q Have Sergeant Ingram and Sergeant Wallace 
22 taught the use of frangible slugs to others? 
23 A On November 18th they taught to the other 
24 members of the team and there have been other 
25 occasions in SWAT trainings where ·they have 
page 60 

1 taught they were, as well as myself and Sergeant 
2 Kelly, we were all present as the rounds were being 

9/1011999 Dept of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 105 
8 A No, sir, not that I can recall. 
9 Q At any time in any of the training that 

10 either you or Sergeant Ingram has received, has 
11 there been any instruction as to whether to check 
12 the door between rounds to deter.mine how much of it 
13 is in intact? 
14 A Sure, you•ll do a visual inspection iD 
15 be tween the rounds. 
16 Q That was part of the training; is that 
17 correct? 
18 A Yes, sir. 
19 Q Is there any protocol in the City of 
20 Richmond that states that that is part of the 
21 procedure? 
22 A r don • t know if it • s in that l.esson plan 
23 that is written out. I know that that is part of 
24 our training, it•s common sense you•re going to 
25 inspect your rounds in between each shot. 
page 106 

1 0 Inspect what? 
2 
3 
4 

A Inspect the door, inspect the rounds in 
between each shot. It might actually say in there 
visually inspect the door. 

9/1 0/1999 Dept of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 106 
11 
12 

A 
Q 

No, sir, it doesn•t. 
What is the purpose of the procedure of 
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• designation of depostion 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

inspecting the door between rounds? Is that 
important and if so, why is it important? 

A The purpose of it is to see the amount 
well, two things. One, to see the amount of damage 
that your round has done and then when you go to 
fire your second or subsequent shots, you want to 
know where to place them. So if you didn•t 
visually inspect it, you wouldn't know where to 
place them. 

0 So is it important that this be done by 
the shooter between rounds? 

A I would say so, yes, sir. 
0 Now, in the case of Christie Green, do you 

(107:23]- [108:10] 

(111:17]- [112:1] 

7/12/2003 12:39 PM 

9/10/1999 Dept. of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page ~07 
22 there wasn't. 
23 0 How about the relative height of the lock 
24 that Sergeant Ingram was shooting at, was the lock 
25 that Sergeant Ingram was shooting at sufficiently 
page l.OS 

1 low to allow him to a~ the barrel of the gun 
2 downward at 45 degrees and still hit that lock? 
3 A Yes, sir, I think so. 
4 0 Why do you say so? 
5 A Just -- I'm trying to figure out how to 
6 explain myself. It wasn • t anything unusual about 
7 the lock, so that•s why. It was a standard, from 
a what I can remember, it was a standard lock that 
9 would allow h~ to get relatively close to that, 

10 yes, sir. 
11 Q How about to get to 45 degrees, not just 

9/1 0/1999 Dept. of Police Part 1 (Buckovich) 

• designation of depostion 

page 1~1 
16 A Not that I'm aware of. 
17 Q And these shots that were fired from 
18 inside the apartment, were they fired at the front 
19 door or the kitchen door? 
20 A Front. Well actually at the front window 
21 first and then towards the door, so yeah, it would 
22 have been to the front of the apartment. 
23 Q To your knowledge, were any of the shots 
24 that were fired from inside the apartment directed 
25 toward the kitchen entry door? 
page 112 

l 
2 

A 
0 

Not to my knowledge, no, sir. 
Let me ask you to look with me at B(a). 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE ClRCillT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHM:OND 

KATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE INGRAM, 

Defendants. 

ORDER 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

Pursuant to Rule 4:7 A( c), the Court hereby grants leave to the plaintiff to edit the video 
i 

deposition of Lt. Buckovich given 6/27/00, to include only those portions itemized in the attached 

excerpts, dated 9/4/03 in the bottom left comer. 

In addition, this Court rules that the plaintiff, as part of her case in chief, may present these 

excerpts to the jury, without any additions or deletions. 

Enter: ------------------------Judge 

Date: --------------------------
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(- . • designation of depostlon 

[5:6] - [5:7] 

[5:18]- [5:20] 

[11:3]- [11:12] 

( __ 

(11:17]- [11:20] 

[15:1]- [16:2] 

( 

9/4/2003 10:38 PM 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 
page 5 

5 and I represent both the defendants in this case. 
6 JOHN B. BUCltOVJ:CH 
7 was sworn and testified as followsa 
8 EXAMINATION 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 
page 5 
17 A Sure. 
18 Q Would you please state your name for the 
19 record, sir? 
20 A John Buckovich. 
21 Q And your date of birth? 

6/27/2000 John Buckovlch 

• designation of depostion 
page 11 

2 A They all do. 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

Q Let me make sure I understand this. J:s 
the Richmond Police Department SWAT team a full-t~e 
SWA'l' team? 

A No, sir. 
Q Is there such a thing in the law 

enforcement world as a full-time SWAT team? 
A Yes, sir. There are some larger 

departments that, like Los Angeles Sheriff's 
Department, I believe they have a full-time SWAT team. 
Some of the larger departments do, yes, sir. 

Q Any in Virginia as far as you know? 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 
page 11 
16 time had a full-time team, but I can't tell you. 
17 Q When Christie Green was killed, who was 
18 the highest ranking member of the Richmond's SWAT 
19 team? 
20 A Myself. 
21 Q So when Christie Green was killed, were 

6/27/2000 John Buckovlch 

• designation of depostion 
page 14 
25 A Lieutenant Roger Russell. 
page 15 

1 Q When you were in charge of the Richmond 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

Police Academy, was one of your job duties to see that 
members of the Richmond SWAT team were properly 
trained to perfor.m the missions that they undertook? 

A Well, that would fall under my asaigument 
as the SWAT team commander. 

Q So as of the time that Christie Green was 
killed, were you the person whose job responsibilities 
included seeing that the Richmond SWAT team members 
were trained to perfor.m their job properly? 

A Certainly. 
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[16:19]- [17:4] 

[28:9]- [28:21] 

[29:5]- [29:13] 

9/4/2003 10:38 PM 

12 Q And for how lo~g before Christie Green was 
13 killed had you been the parson in charge of seeing 
14 that the Richmond SWAT team members were properly 
15 trained? 
16 A Well, as ~ said, I took over the position 
17 October 19, 1 96. Prior to that, ~ was the training 
18 sergeant for the SWAT team, and I held that position 
19 for -- and this is approximately -- three years ~ was 
20 the training sergeant. 
21 Q So from approxtmataly 1994 until early 
22 2000 were you the person in charge of seeing that 
23 Richmond SWAT team members were properly trained? 
24 A Well, ~ was completely in charge from 1996 
25 and ~ duties prior to that as training sergeant was 
page 16 

1 to coordinate the training. I did not have the final 
2 say prior to my taking over the SWAT team. 
3 Q So you were in charge of the Richmond 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 16 
18 A That was not an academy duty, no, sir. 
19 Q When you were in charge of the SWAT team, 
20 was it among your job duties to see that the equipment 
21 used by the Richmond SWAT team was properly tested to 
22 deter.mine whether or not it perfor.med as you expected 
23 it to? 
24 A Certainly. As the team cODIIU.Dder, it was 
25 my responsibilities to see that we were trained and 
page 17 

1 that we had the proper equipment, yes, sir. 
2 Q ADd also to see that the equipment 
3 performed as expected; correct? 
4 A Yes, sir. 
5 Q What other job duties did you have while 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 28 
8 A Yes, sir. 
9 Q Who made the decision to breach the door 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

using frangible rounds? 
A That would be me. 
Q And where were you when you made this 

decision? 
A At the training academy. That was all 

part of our planning. 
Q So approximately what t~e of day was it 

when you made the decision, you yourself made the 
decision to use frangible rounds? 

A I couldn't give you an exact minute or 
20 hour. 
21 this. 
22 0 

It was in the evening when we were planning 

It was after dinner? 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 29 
4 5 or 6 p.m. 
5 Q ~s it a fair statement -- excuse me. Is 
6 it your best recollection that it was after 5 p.m. on 
7 December 29, 1998, that you made the decision to use 
8 frangible rounds at 1112-C Dove Street? 
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• designation of depostlon 

[30: 19] - [30:25] 

[31:13]- [31:15] 

[44:6]- [44:18] 

[48:3]- [48:20] 

9/4/2003 10:38 PM 

A Yes, sir. 9 
10 
ll 
12 
13 
14 

Q So you made the decision to use frangible 
roUDds at 1112-C Dove Street before the SWAT team ever 
got to that address, is that correct? 

A Oh, yes, sir. Yes, sir. 
0 So that when the SWAT team went to 1112-C 

6/27/2000 John Buckovlch 

• designation of depostion 

page 30 
18 we call child protocol. 
19 Q So you were in charge of planning the SWAT 
20 team raid at 1112 Dove Street on December 29, 1998? 
21 A X was involved, yes, sir. 
22 Q You were involved. Were you in charge of 
23 planning that? 
24 A Oh, I'm sorry. I didn•t draw the plan up. 
25 I approved the plan. 
page 31 

l 0 And when you approved that plan, you 

6/27/2000 John Buckovlch 

• designation of depostion 

page 31 
12 state it. 
13 Q Did you yourself give the signal to begin 
14 the raid on 1112-c Dove Street? 
15 A Yes, sir. That•s part of ~ duties. 
16 0 And when you gave that signal for the raid 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 44 
5 understand it and it helps reiterate it to him. 
6 Q Were you the person who gave the 
7 instructions in connection with this raid to the 
8 members who participated in the raid? 
9 A X, of course, was there, but I actually 

10 think or Sergeant Shapiro was the one who went over it 
11 with the team. 
12 · Q And exactly what was sergeant Xngram told 
13 as best you can recollect? 
14 A That his duties, to the best of ~ 
15 recollection, his duties were to breach the kitchen 
16 door upon ~ command and do a limited penetration into 
17 that kitchen, which means once that door is breached, 
18 they go into the kitchen and go no further. 
19 0 As far as you are aware on December 29, 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostlon 
page 48 

2 began when he started raking and breaking. 
3 Q All right. Did the entry begin on your 
4 signal to Officer Bayes to rake and break? 
5 A Yes. 
6 Q ADd other than the signal that you gave to 
7 officer or the command that you gave to Officer 
8 Hayes to rake and break, did you give any other 
9 commands at the scene to initiate the entry that 

10 night? 
11 A Ho. Our command and control was that. 
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• designation of depostlon 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

When he started to rake and break, then that was the 
signal for the team to begin their breaching. 

Q So the signal for Sergeant Ingram to begin 
firing at the door was the breaking -- the sound of 
the breaking of the glassr is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q ADd that was the way you intended it1 

correct? 
A 
Q 

Correct. 
You actually entered the kitchen and saw 

[62:23)- [63:1] 

[63:22]- [64:12] 

[81:10]- (81:22] 

9/4/2003 10:38 PM 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 
page 62 
22 shotgun it worked better without the standoff device. 
2 3 Q About how much time passed between the 
24 t~e when you ordered Officer Hayes to rake and break 
25 and the time when you first heard glass break? 
page 63 

1 A 
Q 

Oh, it was instantaneous. 
2 And about how much time passed between the 

6/27/2000 John Buckovlch 

• designation of depostion 
page 63 
21 A Break the glass first. 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q Right. The signal that the breachers were 
listening for before they pulled the trigger was the 
sound of the breaking of the glass, correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
page 64 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

Q ADd your instruction& to the breachers was 
to fire as aoon as they heard the breaking of the 
glass, correct? 

A As soon as the glass broke, yes, sir, to 
begin their breaching process. 

Q Meaning to pull the trigger on the 
shotguns that had the breaching rounds, correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q So as you instructed the two breachers, 

they were to pull the trigger to start breaching the 
doors as soon as they heard the glass breakr correct? 

A Sure. 
MS. BURTON: For the second or third time. 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostlon 
page 81 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Q Let me back off if I may. Let me withdraw 
that question. Regardless of whether we•re dealing 
with a wood door wood frame or a wood door metal 
frame, would you please read into the record the 
applicable aiming instructions that applied to the 
breach that Sergeant Ingram did at 1112-C Dove Street? 

A Atm shotgun with a 45-degree down angle at 
the latch bolt between the lock and the frame. 

Q Before Sergeant Ingram killed Christie 
Green, was it ever brought to his attention that he 
should atm at the latch bolt? 

A Yea, sir. 
Q Bow do you know that? 
A Because it•s part of the instructions. 
Q And when the raid took place at 1112-C 
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[99:13]- [100:4] 

[101 :11]- [101 :20] 

[102:22]- [103:1) 

9/4/2003 10:38 PM 

• designation of depostlon 

page 96 
15 A Right, right. 
16 Q At any t~e as far as you are aware, has 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

anyone on behalf of the Richmond Police Department 
fired rounds purposefully below a lock on a wooden 
door in order to deter.mine the extent to which the 
round would penetrate the door if the round did not 
came in contact with the metal lock? 

A Once again, I haven • t. I don • t know what 
Captain Beadles and Lieutenant BeDDett, if they have. 
So I haven't done that personally. 

Q Why not? 
page 97 

1 A Because that wasn•t the way the round was 
2 
3 
4 

intended to be used. It was intended to he used to be 
fired at the locking mechanism. I've never done that. 

Q To the best of your information, before 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 99 
12 BY MR. CUTHBERT: 
13 Q Let me ask you about your use of frangible 
14 rounds, Lieutenant. You•ve used those before 
15 yourself? 
16 A Yes, sir. 
17 Q On approximately how many occasions have 
18 you fired frangible rounds? 
19 A Wow. OVer the period that we•ve used 
20 them, gosh. X don•t know, 10, 15, 20 times. 
21 Q Somewhere between 10 and 20 rounds would 
22 he your best estimate? 
23 A Yes, sir. No more than that. 
24 Q And when you fired them, did you -- where 
25 did you fire tham in? 
page 100 

1 A Some of them have been on SWAT missions. 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Some had been in training at our range facility in 
Caroline County, and then at other off-site locations, 
abandoned houses and that type of thing. 

Q When you have fired frangible rounds 

6/27/2000 John Buckovlch 

• designation of depostlon 

page 101 
10 at a part of the door that did not have -- excuse me. 
11 When you were firing frangible rounds, did you ever 
12 puzposefully aim at a part of the door that you 
13 thought did not have hardware in it? 
14 A Only time I've ever fired it was at hinges 
15 or the locka. 
16 Q And why have you never purposefully aimed 
17 at a part of the door that you did not think had 
18 hardware in it? 
19 A As X stated earlier, that's not the way 
20 the round is intended to be used, so I never did it. 
21 Q Before Sergeant Ingram killed Christie 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 102 
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• designation of depostlon 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
page 

BY MR. CUTHBERT: 
Q When the I'BI people came to Richmond to 

train area law enforcement agencies in the use of 
frangible rounds, did Sergeant Ingram receive any of 
that training? 

103 

[106:25]- [107:20] 

[1 08:25] - [1 09:6] 

[110:21]- [111 :4] 

9/4/2003 10:38 PM 

A Yes, sir, he did. 1 
2 Q After Ms. Green was killed, has there been 

6/27/2000 John Buckovlch 

• designation of depostion 

page 106 
24 you don't fire through the same hole, certainly. 
25 Q How, before the raid on Dove Street, did 
page 107 

1 anyone bring to Sergeant Ingram•s attention that iD 
2 shooting a series of frangible rounds to breach a door 
3 like the one he was attempting to breach that night, 
4 that the shooter should inspect the target between 
5 rounds? 
6 A I have no doubt that in training that was 
7 addressed, but at that night, I doubt it was addressed 
8 that night. 
9 Q You mean at the Police Acadam,y? 

10 A Right. I know I didn't. 
11 Q But you think before December 29, 1998, it 
12 was brought to the attention of Sergeant Ingram that 
13 he should inspect the target door between rounds? 
14 A Sure. It•s standard practice. You•re 
15 going to atm each shot. 
16 Q ADd as part of that process, inspect the 
17 door between rounds, correct? 
18 A To see if the round had performed the way 
19 it was intended to, to see if it actually knocked out 
20 the lock. 
21 0 At any point did the rounds fired by 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page lOB 
24 was on the floor. I don't really remember. 
25 Q If during a practice session before 
page 109 

1 December 29, 1998, you learned that in shooting a 
2 series of frangible rounds to breach a door like the 
3 one at the Dove Street apartment Sergeant Ingram had 
4 not inspected the door between rounds, would you have 
5 been critical of this? 
6 A Certainly. 
7 0 Before the raid on Dove Street, did anyone 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 110 
20 fire blindly. 
21 Q Before Christie Green was killed, was 
22 Sergeant Ingram instructed in accordance with the 
23 lesson plan and specifically page 360 of the lesson 
24 plan to atm at the latch bolt? 
25 A Yes, sir. 
page 111 

1 Q ADd what is your factual basis for saying 
2 yes? 
3 A Because all the members on the SWAT team 
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• designation of depostlon 
4 
5 

are taught from this lesson plan. 
Q If you•re in a practice session before the 

[114:8]· [114:18] 

[128:14]- [129:3] 

9/4/2003 10:38 PM 

6/27/2000 John Buckovlch 

• designation of depostion 

page 114 
7 confrontations. 
8 Q In shooting a aeries of frangible rounds 
9 to breach the door like the one Sergeant Ingram shot 

10 at 1112-C Dove Street, should the shooter turn the 
11 knob between rounds? 
12 A J: lmow that is something that is not 
13 taught. I know Sergeant rDgram tried the knob before 
14 he fired it. That is something that we always do, is 
15 to see if the door is unlocked before you start any 
16 type of breaching technique. Be told me he did that 
17 and the door was locked. But in between rounds, 
18 that • a not something we do. 
19 THE VIOEOGRAPHER: Sorry. His microphone 

6/27/2000 John Buckovlch 

• designation of depostion 

page 128 
13 That was a metal grade. 
14 Q So in ter.ms of a wooden door, in all of 
15 your experience with the Richmond Police Department, 
16 before the Dove Street incident, do you know of a 
17 single occasion on which five rounds were fired at a 
18 wooden door in an attempt to breach it? 
19 A Hot that I can remember. But you have to 
20 keep in mind that in my time on the SWAT team, I•ve 
21 been on over 400 missions. So for me to say here 
22 without a doubt, I don•t think I can do that. 
23 Q But your best recollection is that in over 
24 400 SWAT team missions, on not one occasion have five 
25 frangible rounds been fired at a wooden door in order 
page 129 

1 to get it open? 
2 A Not that I can sit here and point to, no, 
3 sir. 
4 Q I want you to look with me, please, at a 
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• designation of depostion 

[3:2] - [3:11) 

(17:19]- [17:22] 

[23:22]- (23:23] 

[24:5]- [24:8] 

[28:18]- [29:12] 

8/11/2003 8:14PM 

1/22/2002 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 3 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

JOHN BUCXOVICH, a Witness, called by the 
Defendant, first being duly sworn, testified as 
follows: 

6 EXAMINATION 
7 

BY MR. BAYLISS: 8 
9 Q Captain Buckovich, would you please state 

10 
11 
12 

your name. 
A 
0 

John Buckovich. 
And your occupation? 

1/22/2002 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Q Have you ever -- forget the testing on 
the video, have you ever shot this frangible round 
straight through a door and not at the target area, 
which is the hardware? 

A No. 
23 MR. CUTHBERT: I object to the form. 

1/22/2002 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 23 
21 force inside the apartment. 
22 Q Were you also responsible for training 
23 the SWAT team in question at Dove Street? 
24 A What do you mean by training? I was 

1/22/2002 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 24 
4 frangible rounds? 
5 A I did not do the initial training that we 
6 did in 1993 or 1994. That ttme Captain Beadles did 
7 it. But yes, I oversaw the training from the time I 
8 took over the team in 1996. 
9 Q How many times did the police department, 

1/22/2002 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 28 
17 misuse. 
18 Q Do you instruct your officers to fire at 
19 a 30 degree angle? 
20 A We instruct our officers to fire at 
21 approximately a 45 degree angle. 
22 Q Because of the safety involved in doing 
23 otherwise, right? 
24 A Because of the fact that, based on the 
25 information we•ve got in our training, that's what 
page 29 

1 it•s been suggested, and the purpose of that is to 
2 send any fragmentation towards the ground. 
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10 
11 
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Issues Report [Green v. Buckovitch] 

Q And that•s for safety purposes, right? 
A Yes, sir. 
Q To avoid injury to anyone on the other 

side, right? 
A Yes, sir. 
Q And in this particular situation, 

Sergeant Ingram was instructed, as your lesson plan 
says, to a~ the shotgun with a 45 degree angle at 
the latch bolt between the lock and the frame? 

A Yes, sir. 
0 Again, if you would stand up and go over 

[57:9] - [57:13] 1/22/2002 John Buckovlch 

8/11/2003 8:14PM 

• cross or direct exam to make or expect 
• designation of depostion 

page 57 
8 A I could see it. 
9 

10. 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Q Based upon what you saw right before the 
first round was shot, there was nothing that was 
physically preventing htm from shooting the round at 
a 45 degree down angle? 

A Yes, sir, that's correct. 
Q You indicated in the film that you -- in 

128 
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• designation of depostion 

[4:1]- [4:2) 

[4:13] - [4:15] 

[4:20)- [5:16] 

[8:1]- [11 :8] 

8/11/2003 9:09AM 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 3 
25 
page 4 

1 
2 
3 

GEORGE J. INGRAM 
was duly sworn and testified as follows: 

'10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 4 
12 A Yes, sir. 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Q Would you please state for the record your 
name, sir? 

A My name is George James Ingram. 
Q And your date of birth? 

1 0/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 4 
19 A 517-68-6350. 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Q You are employed by the Department of 
Police for the City of Richmond; is that correct? 

A Yes, sir, I am. 

24 the 
25 

Q And for how long have you been employed by 
Department of Police for the City of Richmond? 

A Twenty-two plus years. 
page 5 

l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Q And what is your current job title or 
position with the Department of Police for the City 
of Richmond? 

A I•m a sergeant assigned to field services. 
Q And for how long have you held that rank 

and position? 
A The rank has been approximately three 

years now and I•ve been in field services the whole 
time. 

Q What does field services mean? 
A Patrol division. 
Q I want to ask you to turn your thoughts to 

the raid on December 29, 1998 at 1112 c Dove 
Street, Richmond, Virginia. Do you remember that 
raid? 

A Yes, sir, I do. 
Q When the raid began, what did you 

1 0/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 7 
25 warrant. 
page 8 

l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 
9 

Q As your part in the raid were you the 
person in charge with the task of breaching the 
kitchen door? 

A Yes, sir, I was. 
Q And is that the way you would describe 

your function in this raid? 
A I was a breacher, yes, sir. 
Q And you were the broacher for the kitchen 

door, correct? 

I fJ '7 
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11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

A Por the kitchen door, yes, sir. 
Q Now, when the raid began, what did you 

understand to be your assignment once you succeeded 
in breaching the kitchen door? 

A My assignment would be to fall back into 
the number three position on the three man team 
that was assigned to go in that door and we were 
just to post up at that door, we weren•t even to 
enter the building. 

0 So you were part of a three person team to 
breach the door; is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
0 And you were the breacher in that three 

man team; is that correct? 
A Yes, sir. 
0 And who were the other two members of that 

8/11/2003 9:09AM 

page 9 
1 team and what were their functions? 
2 A Number one man in that team was Tim 
3 Degrawe and he was a shield man and he had the 
4 ballistic shield that would be protecting other 
5 people on the team. And the number two man who was 
6 also the team leader was Sergeant Jack King and he 
7 would direct the team, and I was the number three 
8 man plus being the breacher. 
9 Q So once you breached the door, were your 

10 functions fulfilled for purposes of this raid? 
11 A We would breach the door and secure the 
12 kitchen visually and any individuals that might be 
13 in the kitchen. 
14 Q What do you mean secure the kitchen 
15 visually? 
16 A If we looked in and saw no one inside the 
17 kitchen, which was a very small room, that•s where 
18 we would stay unless called up by the structure 
19 coDmander to assist anywhere else in the building. 
20 Q And what if there were individuals inside 
21 the kitchen, what did you understand your role to 
22 be with respect to those individuals as of the t~e 
23 that the raid began? 
24 A We would place them. We would secure 
25 them. We would place them on the ground and secure 
page 10 

1 them until the raid was finished. 
2 Q Before firing the first :round in the raid 
3 that resulted in Ms. Green•s death, did you know 
4 the composition of the door that was to be your 
5 target, whether it was wooden or metal or solid or 
6 hollow? 
7 A Prom our intelligence the door looked to 
8 be a wooden door. We couldn't tell if it was a 
9 hollow core door or a solid wooden door, but it 

10 looked to be metal. 
11 Q Excuse me, it looked to be metal? 
12 A I'm sorry, it looked to be wood, but we 
13 weren't sure if it was a solid wooden door or a 
14 hollow core door. 
15 Q ADd when did you first realize that it 
16 looked to be a wooden door, did you know that 
17 before you arrived at the premises? 
18 A When z approached the door. It was a 
19 wooden door. It was obvious it was a wooden door. 
20 Q Before you arrived on the premises. did 
21 you have any information one way or the other as to 
22 the composition of the door that was to be your 
23 target? 
24 A It appeared that it was, probably through 
25 the intelligence gathering, they said it appeared 
page 11 
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• designation of depostion 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
B 
9 

to he a wooden door, but 100 percent sura we didn't 
know what kind of door it was until we got right 
there. 

Q So when you left to begin this raid, you 
anticipated that it would he a wooden door that you 
would be breaching but you weren't sure of that, is 
that a fair statement? 

A Yes, sir, that's a fair statement. 
Q Before you fired the first frangible --

[11:10]- [11:16] 

[12:25]- [13:11] 

[13:16]- [13:22] 

[14:2]- [15:17] 

8/11/2003 9:09 AM 

10/14/1999 Sgl Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 11 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Q Before you fired the first frangible -­
well, let me go back. After you got on the scene, 
you confi~ed visually that it was a wooden door 
that was to be your target; is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 

15 
16 
17 

Q ADd you did that before you fired the 
first round; is that correct? 

A Correct. 
0 Before you fired the first frangible round 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 12 
24 A Not that I recollect. 
25 Q Now, what about the lock, before you fired 
page 13 

1 the first round in this raid on December 29, 1998, 
2 what did you dete~ne to be the nature of the lock 
3 that was on that door? 
4 A As we approached the door we looked, there 
5 was a door knob that didn't appear to have any 
6 lock, exterior key lock and associated with that 
7 was a dead bolt lock. It looked like a standard, 
8 typical dead bolt lock that was associated with it. 
9 As with our procedures I tried the door knob just 

10 to make sure that the door was locked and not open. 
11 I did that and I went from there with m¥ breaching. 
12 0 Now the dead bolt lock was above the knob; 

1 0/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 13 
15 it was above the lock. 
16 Q ADd you determined visually that the knob 
17 itself had no locking mechanism to it, it was just 
18 a knob without a lock? 
19 A A standard door knob, that•s what it 
20 appeared to me at the time. I reached over and 
21 tried to turn it, it was free turning but the door 
22 was locked. 
23 0 At any point did you examine that knob 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designatfon of depostion 

page 14 
1 A No, sir, I did not. 
2 
3 
4 

Q Before you arrived outside the kitchen 
door on the night of this raid, what did you know 
about the height of the lock above the surface on 

133 
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• designation of depostlon 

[16:11] - [16:23] 

[17:4] - [17:11] 

8/11/2003 9:09AM 

5 which you had to stand in order to shoot out the 
6 lock? 
7 A Intelligence said that it looked like a 
8 standard lock and door knob which means it would be 
9 a standard, such as on this door here, would be a 

10 standard height lock. It didn't appear to be high 
11 or low, just a standard door knob and locking 
12 system. 
13 Q And before that raid began -- before you 
14 arrived at the scene that night, what infor.mation, 
15 if any, did you have as to whether the apartment 
16 was on a slab that was above the surface on which 
17 you would have to stand in order to shoot at the 
18 lock? 
19 A The question was asked whether or not we 
20 had steps either at the front door or the back 
21 door. I asked about the back door. OUr 
22 intelligence said there were no steps leading into 
23 the back door. That was the only intelligence that 
24 I had as far as any steps or slabs or any height 
25 differential. 
page 15 

1 Q So before you arrived at the apartment on 
the night of this raid, you thought that the level 
on which you would stand would be the same level as 
the level of the floor inside? 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

A Normally when you step into buildings 
they•re never that level because buildings are 
stepped up and if you don•t have a step on the 
outside there might be a short stoop, which I 
believe that this place had, a three or four inch 
stoop. You•re always going to have that going into 
a s true ture. 

Q So the fact that the apartment in this 
case was on slab that was elevated a bit above the 
surface on which you had to stand, that did not 
surprise you, did it? 

A No, sir, that's normal for going into a 
structure. 

Q Before you fired the first round in 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostfon 

page 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

16 
A Yes, sir. 
Q How about the layout, what infor.mation did 

you have as to the layout of that first floor of 
this apartment before the raid began? 

A The layout, as I recall from my part of 
the raid, was that we had the front door which led 
into a living roam, small living room with a 
hallway and steps going upstairs that would be on 
your right-hand side as you came through the door. 
The living room, as you went through the front door 
off to your left side would be the entrance to the 
kitchen where the door that we were coming in came 
into the kitchen would be the general layout of the 
first floor. 

Q In connection with this raid, once you got 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 17 
3 not immediately enter the apartment. 
4 Q At any time before you left the apartment 
5 that night did you enter it? 

I ;tJ 
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• designation of depostion 
6 
7 
8 
9 

A Yes, sir. 
Q Did you go into the living room/dining 

room area as well as into the kitchen area? 
A No, sir, I was in the kitchen the whole 

ttme. I was in the kitchen and I left through the 
kitchen door. 

[27:5] - [28:8] 

[31:17)- [35:18] 

8/11/2003 9:09 AM 

10 
11 
12 0 So at any time on the night of December 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostiQn 

page 27 
4 between -- excuse me. Subject to that objection, 
5 tell me everything that you remember doing in the 
6 interval of time between the time when you arrived 
7 at 1112 C Dove Street on December 29, 1998 and the 
8 time when you fired the first round at the kitchen 
9 door? 

10 A When we arrived the teams split off, the 
11 front team going to the front door, the rear team 
12 going to the rear door. We approached the rear 
13 door is set up in our team and I waited for the 
14 command to breach. 
15 Q And is there anything that you remember 
16 doing in that interval other than waiting for the 
17 command to breach? 
18 A No, sir, we approached, took up my 
19 position and waited for the command to breach. 
20 Q You tried the door knob? 
21 A That•s after I was told to breach. 
22 Q Describe for me, please, the weapon that 
23 you used to fire the five shells that you fired in 
24 the raid that we•ve been talking about? 
25 A It is a Remington 870 that's been 
page 28 

1 modified, it has a rifle sight with a 0 ring scope 
2 and a light kit. 
3 Q And is it a pump action? 
4 A Yes, sir. 
5 Q And what is the length of the barrel? 
6 A I'm not sure the exact length of the 
7 barrel on that weapon. It is a shortened barrel, 
8 but I•m not sure of the exact length. 
9 Q Is it the standard shortened length of 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 31 
16 A Comparable. 
17 Q How did you know when to try that door 
18 knob? 
19 A That•s a standard procedure we do on all 
20 doors when we came up to a door, for all breachers. 
21 Q But you did not do that until you'd 
22 received the signal to begin1 is that correct? 
23 A Correct. 
24 Q And how did you receive that signal to 
25 begin? 
page 32 

1 A My team leader says move or breach, and 
that night I believe he said move. We waited -­
there was a signal. We waited for an external 
signal and that was for a window being broken out. 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Q Did you hear the window being broken out 
yourself? 

A Yes, I did. 
Q And then what's the next thing that you 
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8/11/2003 9:09AM 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

heard? 
A Move. 
Q And who said that, Sergeant King? 
A Jack King, yes. 
Q And was there any appreciable lapse of 

time between the ttme when you heard the window 
break and the time when Sergeant Ring said move? 

A They were almost at the same time. 
Q And was there any significant delay on 

your part between the time when Sergeant King said 
move and the time when you tried that door knob? 

A No, sir, it was very immediate. 
Q And what did you do next after trying the 

door knob and finding that it turned but that the 
door did not open? 

A I began my breaching technique. 
Q And what exactly did that involve? 

page 33 
1 A That involved me shooting the frangible 

rounds at the locking system on the door. 2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
B 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q Now, just before you fired -- excuse me. 
A1together, how many shots did you fire at the 
kitchen door that night? 

A Pive. 
Q Now, just before you fired the first shot 

at the kitchen door, was the door intact? Was 
~ere any hole in the door? 

A No, sir. 
Q And in connection with the first load that 

you fired at the door, at what point of the door 
did you point the barrel of the shotgun? 

A The sights were placed on the lock, the 
area between the dead bolt lock and where the frame 
is there•s a small area that•s exposed and that•s 
~e area that we shot at. 

Q And why is it that you shot at that area 
between the dead bolt lock and the frame? 

A That•s where the throw goes into the frame 
from the lock. 

Q So you were shooting at the throw, the 
dead bolt throw for that first shot, correct? 

A Correct. 
Q And what was the approximate angle between 

page 34 
1 the line of the barrel and the plane of the door 
2 when you fired that first breaching load? 
3 A As far as angle, do you mean up, down, 
4 right, left? 
5 Q Yes. 
6 A Optimally you try to get somewhere close 
7 to a 45 degree angle, but generally you want a 
B downward angle on it and the way most doors are 
9 you•re pretty much going to be in a downward angle 

10 on the frame. 
11 Q And why is it that you generally want a 45 
12 degree downward angle? 
13 A That•s the way we train and the philosophy 
14 being that when the shot lock or the frangible 
15 round hits the lock, you want to take the debris of 
16 the throw and any wood debris and have it fall 
17 downwards inside the structure. 
18 Q And why is that? 
19 A Just to prevent any injuries if it should 
20 occur, if you should throw a dead bolt or 
21 splinters. It•s just an added safety feature. 
22 Q So it•s out of concern for the safety of 
23 the individuals inside the unit that you attempt to 
24 aim downward at a 45 degree angle1 is that correct? 
25 A Yes, sir. 
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page 35 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
19 
19 

Q And in connection with that first 
breaching load that you fired that night, did you 
get the barrel of the shotgun down to 45 degrees? 

A I wouldn't be able to tell you -- stand up 
here and tell you if I'm shooting 45 degrees is 
what we say in training, what we attempt to do in 
training. I couldn't tell you if I was at 45 
degrees that night or close to 45 degrees. I 
didn't have an instrument measuring, but I was at a 
good downward slope and I was pointing downward. 
Now whether it was at an exact 45 degree angle, I 
couldn't tell you that. 

Q What is your best estimate as to what that 
downward angle was when you fired the first shot? 

A Again, it was at a good downward angle and 
I wouldn't be able to estimate whether it was 60 or 
50 or 40 degrees, I wouldn't be able to estimate 
that. 

Q Do you think it was more than 45? 

1 0/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 36 
9 answered that. 

10 Q When you fired that first breaching load, 
11 what was the distance between the end of the barrel 
12 and the surface of the door? 
13 A Approximately three and a half to four 
14 inches gap, maybe six inches at most. 
15 Q Was that by design? 
16 A That•s what I intended, yes, sir. 
17 Q And why did you intend that? 
18 A Well, it gives me room to maneuver the 
19 barrel and prevent any back blast on m¥Self or the 
20 people behind me. 
21 Q How did you hold that shotgun in 
22 connection with that first breaching load that you 
23 fired? 
24 A It's a shoulder mounted weapon, it was in 
25 my shoulder and in the proper firing position with 
page 37 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

my eyes lined on the sights. 
Q And what was the kick like? 
A Comparable to shooting a shotgun, a 12 

gauge. 
Q Now, just before you fired the second 

breaching load, was there a hole in the door? 
A Could you say again? 
Q Just before you fired the second of the 

five breaching loads, was there a hole in the door? 
A Yes, sir, there was. 
Q You saw the hole visually? 
A I shot and checked after each shot, yes, 

sir, I saw the hole visually. 
Q And how big was that hole? 
A The hole is about the size that a 12 gauge 

would make, maybe quarter size or less, something 
like that. 

Q So after the first shot you realized that 
the breaching load had penetrated the door, 
correct? 

A Penetrated the door right where the throw 
was, about the location of the throw, or where the 
throw is. You can•t see the throw obviously when 
the door is locked, but approximately where the 
throw is. 
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page 38 
~ Q Did you attempt to look through that 

10/14/1999 Sgl Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 38 
7 looking through a hole. 
8 Q Just before you fired the second breaching 
9 load, where did you point the barrel of the 

10 shotgun? 
11 A It was pointed below the original location 
12 where I had shot. 
13 Q And why did you point it below the 
14 original location where you shot the first time? 
15 A The door hadn 1 t come opened, hadn 1 t swung 
16 open on the first shot and how you work this is you 
17 shoot, you look, you shoot, you look, working in a 
18 pattern to clear it where the throw would be. 
19 0 So you fired the first breaching round? 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostlon 

page 42 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
B 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

stoop down and look through a hole, no, sir. 
Q Now, when you fired the second round, what 

was the approximate .angle between the line of the 
barrel and the plane of the door? 

A Similar to the first shot. There 
obviously would be a little bit of difference, but 
it would be similar to the first shot. 

Q Why would it obviously be a little bit of 
difference? 

A Because I would be working my way down so 
the angle would obviously change as you 1 re working 
your way down. 

Q And how would it change? 
A Inch at a time maybe. 
Q So is it your recollection that when you 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 43 
10 steeper. 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

0 Yes, the angle would become steeper as you 
went down? 

A Correct, sir. 
Q So on the night of this raid, was the most 

steep shot that you fired the last one? 
A It would be, yes, sir. 
Q And the least steep shot was the first 

18 one? 
19 A Correct, sir. 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Q And the others in between became 
progressively steeper as the number of shots 
increased; is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 

25 that 
page 44 

Q And in connection with that second load 
you fired, what was the approximate distance 

1 between the end of the barrel and the surface of 
2 the door? 
3 A All about the same from the first one. 
4 Q Is that true for all five of these shots? 
5 A All five of the shots were about the same. 

II'/ 
138 

8 



( 

( 
\.. 

,.., .. 
( 

Issues Report [Green v. Buckovitch] 

• designation of depostion 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Q 
shotgun 

A 
Q 

of the 
A 
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And for all five shots was the butt of the 
at your shoulder? 
Yes, sir. 
And for all five of the shots was the kick 

shotgun approximately the same? 

[44:16]- [47:20] 

8/11/2003 9:09AM 

10 
11 
12 

Yes, sir. 
And was there anything unusual about the 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 44 
15 A No, sir. 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q Now, after you fired that second breaching 
load and before you fired the third one, were there 
two holes in the door at that point? 

A Yes, sir, there were. 
Q And where were they and how big were they? 
A Again, I would say approximately quarter 

size and they were contiguous, one on top of each 
other, maybe a little off angle, but they were 
right below the first one. 

Q And did you look to see whether any light 
page 45 

coming through the door at that point? 1 was 
2 A No, sir, I stopped, checked the door and 

it was not open and so I continued my breaching 
technique. 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q What do you mean when you say you stopped 
and checked the door and the door was not open? 

A When you hit these throws right, sometimes 
it takes two and sometimes it take five shots, the 
door will come open, you•ll knock the throw out, 
and it wasn't open at that time. 

Q So did you do anything else between the 
time of the second shot and the time of the third 
shot other than look at the door to see whether it 
was opened? 

A No, sir. 
Q Not a thing in the world? 
A No, sir. Did my first shot, checked. 

Second shot, checked. Third shot, checked and so 
on. 

Q 
check, 

A 
we do. 

Q 
A 

And when you say checked, it•s a visual 
correct? 

It•s called a visual and toe check is what 

A visual and what? 
A visual and toe check is the technique. 

page 46 
1 Some breachers use their hands, I use my toes. 
2 Between shots I reach up and I tap the door with my 
3 foot to see if it will spring open. 
4 Q And other than touching the door with your 
5 foot in between these five shots, did you come in 
6 contact with the door or the door hardware? 
7 A No, sir. 
B Q You didn • t touch the door or the door 
9 hardware except with your toe1 is that correct? 

10 A Correct, bottom of the door. To explain 
11 it so there won•t be any confusion here, you shoot, 
12 you stop, you do a visual check and you just kind 
13 of nudge it with your toe and then you realign, 
14 shoot. And it's not a thing that you're doing 
15 instantaneously, you•re purposely doing it because 
16 you•re trying to be accurate here and you•re trying 
17 to breach the door safely and get in. 
18 Q Now. after the second shot the door was 
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still closed, correct? 
A Yes, sir. 
Q And you pushed on it with your foot and it 

did not open, correct? 

[48:4] - [53:6] 
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22 
23 
24 

A Correct. 

25 the 
page 47 

Q And is ~ere anything else you did between 
second and third shots? 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

A It was the same technique through all the 
shots. 

Q So you did nothing else between the second 
and third shot? 

A Did a visual check and then a little toe 
nudge and then just continued on. 

Q Now, just before you fired the fourth 
breaching load, how many holes were there in the 
door? 

A Three. 
Q And were they each separate holes, or did 

they start to kind of bleed together? 
A They started to bleed together, one, two 

and then it was starting to take pieces out of the 
area of the lock. 

Q What do you mean out of the area of the 
lock? 

A Well, where the dead bolt is, the area 
that I was aiming at, the area between the dead 
bolt and the frame where the door is exposed. 

Q But the second and third shots were below 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 48 
3 five. 
4 Q So they were basically vertical? 
5 A Vertical, more or less vertical, yes, sir. 
6 Q And so no one shot was beside another 
7 shot? 
B A No, sir. 
9 Q And just before you fired the fourth 

10 breaching load, were you able to see light through 
11 the door? 
12 A I don•t recall, sir. I did a visual check 
13 and I don't recall light coming through the door. 
14 Q You did a visual check to see whether the 
15 door was open, correct? 
16 A Correct, but I don•t recall light coming 
17 through at that time. 
18 Q Did you do a visual check to deter.mine 
19 whether light was coming through the door between 
2 0 the third and the fourth shots? 
21 A No, sir. 
22 Q ADd in connection with that fourth shot, 
23 your barrel was below the hole that you made with 
24 the third shot; is that correct? 
25 A Correct. 
page 49 

l Q And it was at a little bit steeper angle 
than the angle at which you fired the third shot, 2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

correct? 
A Correct. 
Q Do you think at that point you were down 

to 45 degrees in texms of an angle? 
A I don•t know, sir. 
Q And again, the distance between the end of 

the barrel and the surface of the door·in 
connection with that fourth shot was three or four 

!flo 
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:l.nches? 
A Correct. 
0 And again, the shotgun was at your 

shoulder? 
A Correct. 
0 Did you have any difficulty firing at that 

angle when you fired the fourth shot with the butt 
of the shotgun on your shoulder? 

A No, sir. 
0 Did you have to stand on tiptoe? 
A No, sir. 
0 At any time that night in connection with 

any of the five rounds did you have to stand on 
tiptoe? 

A Not during firing, no, sir. 

8/11/2003 9:09 AM 

page 50 
l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
ll 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

0 At any t~e that night did you stand on 
tiptoe in connection with this raid? 

A No, not on tiptoe. When I had to nudge 
the door, I had to bring my left foot up to touch 
the door and come back down, but I wasn't on 
tiptoe, no, sir. 

0 Now, just before you fired the fifth 
breaching round, was there any light coming through 
the door? 

A I don't recall, sir. 
0 And again, that fifth place that you aimed 

was below the first four shots that you put in the 
door, correct? 

A Correct. 
0 And so again, the angle was steeper than 

the angle for the first four shots when you fired 
the fifth, correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
0 And again, we.•re talking about three to 

four inches away from the door for that fifth 
breaching load? 

A Yes, sir. 
0 And the butt of the shotgun was at your 

24 shoulder, correct? 
25 A Correct. 
page 51 

1 Q And on all these the kick was essentially 
2 the same, correct? 
3 A Correct. 
4 Q And nothing out of the ordinary, nothing 
5 from what you would expect? 
6 A No, sir. 
7 Q Now, in the interval between the first and 
8 the second shots, about how much time passed? 
9 A It would be fairly quick. You shoot, 

10 check, shoot, check, shoot, check. It's fairly 
ll deliberate. I mean it•s not like we count seconds 
12 between shots, as long as you complete the task as 
13 you do it. Shoot, check, shoot, check, shoot, 
14 check. You don• t just go bam, bam, bam. You're 
15 checking, you•re doing what you•re supposed to do 
16 between shots. 
17 Q ADd the checking that you're referring to 
18 is checking to see whether the door has come open 
19 either in response to your shooting or in response 
20 to your kick? 
21 A Correct, the nudge thing, which that is 
22 something that I personally do, is a technique that 
23 I do. 
24 Q Now this is a pump action shotgun, 
25 correct? 
page 52 

1 A Remington Model 870 pump action shotgun, 

1/1 
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2 yes. 
3 Q So you had to reload that magazine between 
4 each of these five shots by pulling that pump back 
5 toward the trigger, correct? 
6 A Correct, sir. 
7 Q So what is your best estimate as to the 
8 approximate amount of time that passed between the 
9 first shot you fired at the kitchen door that night 

10 and the second shot you fired at the kitchen door 
11 that night? 
12 A ~t would be approximately a second. It 
13 wouldn't be long. It would be a long second. It's 
14 a very deliberate. You•re not doing it real fast 
15 where you can pump out as many rounds as you can. 
16 Xt would be approximately a second. Maybe a little 
17 lpnger than a second. I•m not sure of the exact 
18 time. 
19 Q Now how about the interval of t~e between 
20. the second and the third shot, approximately how 
21 much time passed? 
22 A They'd all be about the same. 
23 Q And at any point in the interval between 
24 the first shot and the fifth shot that you fired 
25 that night, did anything happen that you considered 
page 53 

l to be unusual other than what you were doing? 
2 A No. We knew they were busy at the front, 
3 we could hear the shots being fired so we weren't 
4 sure what was going on at the front, but other than 
5 that everything we were doing was a nor.mal entry 
6 using our tools. 
7 Q You actually heard shots that night; is 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 53 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

A Yes. 
Q Excuse me, that night did you hear shots 

co~g from inside? 
A Yeah, you could tell they were being fired 

inside from the other side of the door, yes. You 
could hear shots and you could hear the shots, and 
they're pretty obvious that they were coming from 
the inside. 

Q And how many shots did you hear coming 
from inside the apartment that night? 

A I don't recall the exact number. 
Q Was it more than one? 
A Yes, it was more than one. 
Q You heard more than one shot? 
A We heard more than one shot, yes. 
Q So in between the time when you fired 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 56 
2 open. 
3 Q At any time before you finally got the 
4 kitchen door open, did you try the door knob to see 
5 if it would turn other than that first time before 
6 the first frangible shot? 
7 A No, sir. 
8 Q So it could have been that the reason that 
9 the door wouldn't open was that the throw that was 

10 connected with the·knob was keeping it from 
11 opening; isn't that true? 

j/ g 
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12 A The door knob throw? 
13 Q Yes, sir. 
14 A It•s possible. I'd have to look at 
15 pictures to see how far up and down I came on it, 
16 but that•s possible, yes, sir, it•s possible that 
17 that was holding the door shut. When I nudged the 
18 door and it didn • t open and so I called the ram and 
19 one tap, the door did come open. 
20 Q Well, how could you possibly have expected 
21 the first of the five frangible shots to have 
22 caused the door to open if there was a throw 
23 attached to the knob and you didn't try the knob? 
24 A We went up and down, sir, and if you see 
25 how we placed our shots and those are -- those door 
page 57 

1 knobs are generally insignificant, they 
2 disintegrate with just the pressure of the round 
3 coming through and knocking holes in the door, but 
4 could part of the throw from the dead holt still 
5 have been stuck in the frame, or could the lock on 
6 the door of the turn knob been stuck, I don • t know. 
7 All I know is that it didn 1 t come open when I used 
8 my toe to push the door and we don't haul off and 
9 kick doors, so I called for the ram to open the 

10 door and one hit with the ram and the door came 
11 open. 
12 Q Wouldn't you agree, though, that the 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 57 
24 it that night and it may be that distance. 
25 Q Let me make sure that I understand this1 
page 58 

1 at any time that night after you fired the first 
2 frangible slug, did you turn the door knob to see 
3 if you could get the door open? 
4 A No, sir. Between the first and fifth, no, 
5 sir, I did not try the door knob, no, sir. 
6 Q Altogether how many seconds passed, 
7 approximately, between the ttme when you fired the 
8 first round until the time when you fired the last 
9 of the five? 

10 A Maybe six seconds, six to seven seconds, 
11 in that time frame would be a guess. 
12 Q Is that your best estimate, six to seven 
13 seconds? 
14 A Somewhere in there. It may be a little 
15 longer, may be a little shorter. I would assume 
16 that it would be less than 10 seconds. 
17 Q You feel pretty confident that it was less 
18 than 10 seconds? 
19 A I •m very confident that it was less than 
20 10 seconds. 
21 Q Let me make sure that what I•m asking is 

1 0/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostlon 

page 60 
18 A No. 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Q At any time in that interval between the 
time when you fired the first round and the time 
you fired the last round, did you say anything to 
anybody? 

A The only time I said anything to anybody 
was after the fifth round was fired and the door 

I I 1 
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25 wasn • t open and I called up for the ram. 
page 61 

1 Q 
involve? 

And what is calling up for the ram 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

A We have a person that brought up the ram 
and was standing by with the ram and if I needed 
the ram all I had to do was yell for the ram and he 
brought me the ram. 

0 And who was that person? 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 63 
8 and what they have on it. 
9 Q What was the approximate distance between 

10 where you visualized the throw of the dead bolt to 
11 be and the location of the last of the five 
12 frangible shots you fired that night? 
13 A The distance of maybe four inches at the 
14 total throw, maybe four or five inches at most. 
15 Q But even so, your purpose in firing the 
16 fifth of the frangible slug rounds was to dislodge 
17 the throw of the dead bolt, wasn't it? 
18 A That•s what you•re looking to do, yes, 
19 sir. You•re trying to dislodge the dead bolt and 
20 anything that may have jammed up getting that door 
21 open, yes, sir. 
22 Q You weren't aiming for the throw attached 
23 to the knob when you fired the fi\th of those 
24 frangible slugs, were you? 
25 A Ho, sir. That wouldn't be where I'd be 
page 64 

1 going at, no, sir. 
2 Q How, when you fired the five frangible 
3 slugs, were you standing at approximately the same 
4 place each time? 
5 A I was at the same place each time. 
6 Q And was that on the sidewalk? 
7 A That was right by the door, so in front of 
8 the door. So I was looking down at the door, so it 
9 would be on the sidewalk, I guess, that leads up to 

10 the back door. 
11 0 But you weren't on that little bit of lip 

1 0/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 70 
23 front and back door had TKO rounds used on them. 
24 Q Did anyone else shoot into the kitchen 
25 that night? 
page 7l. 

l A No, sir. 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Q You were the only one who shot in the 
kitchen that night? 

A I was the only one who shot at the kitchen 
door, yes .. sir. 

Q To best of your information, knowledge and 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 71 
21 anything inside the kitchen. 
22 Q You did enter the kitchen that night, 
23 didn't you? 
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A Yes, sir, I did. 
Q When you entered the kitchen, did you see 

8/11/2003 9:09 AM 

page 72 
1 any evidence that any of the five frangible loads 
2 that you'd fired had penetrated the kitchen door? 
3 A Well, the door -- there was a hole through 
4 the door once we got in and parts of the lock and 
5 everything were on the inside of the kitchen. 
6 There was debris from the door inside the kitchen. 
7 Q Other than that, did you see any evidence 
8 that one or more of the frangible loads that you 
9 fired that night penetrated the kitchen door at 

10 1~12 C Dove Street? 
ll A Just the debris that I saw on the door, 
12 that was the only thing I saw that we had on the 
13 floor. 
14 Q The debris you saw on the door? 
15 A On the floor, that had fallen off, parts 
16 of the locking system that were right there in 
17 front of us. 
18 Q Bow about the door itself, at any t~e 
19 that night did you examine the inside of the door 
20 or look at the inside of the door? 
21 A On the way out, yes, sir, I did look at 
22 the inside of the door. I saw where we had 
23 fractured the door and hit the lock. 
24 Q When you say"we you mean you, don't you? 
25 A I mean me, yes, sir. 
page 73 

1 Q ADd describe what you saw about the inside 
of that kitchen door that night. 2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

A Just that we had, maybe about that long, 
five, six inches, I'm not sure the correct distance 
would be that I had cut away the door around where 
the lock was. 

Q So you once you got inside the kitchen, 
you saw from the inside of the kitchen that on the 
inside of the kitchen door there was a hole that 
was five to six inches tall all the way through the 
kitchen door? 

A Through the door, yes, sir. 
Q ADd the approximate dimension of that hole 

was five to six inches high, is that correct? 
A Yes, I'd say like that. I didn't stop to 

measure the distance. I didn't get a long time to 
look at it on the way out. 

Q Maybe four to six inches high? 
A Maybe, sir. Without measuring it and 

having a measure, I wouldn•t want to guess. 
Q But in any event, you observed that hole 

from top to bottom? 
A I observed the damage done to the door 

from the inside, yes, sir. 
Q Now, how was that damage done to that 

page 74 
1 door? 
2 A It would be damage consistent to using 
3 shot lock. 
4 Q Consistent with using a shot lock? 
5 A That's another name for a frangible round, 
6 sir. 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Q Now, before you left the kitchen that 
night then you realized that you had probably blown 
a hole in the kitchen door, is that correct? 

A I had shot the lock out, yes, sir. 
Q ADd in shooting the lock out, you'd blown 

a hole in the kitchen door, hadn't you? 
A Yes, sir. 
Q And before you left the apartment that 

I /J I 
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page 74 
18 kitchen door. 
19 Q And did that concern you? 
20 A No, sir. The round -- at that ttme the 
21 round had done what it's supposed to do is knock 
22 the lock through so we can get inside of a 
23 structure. 
24 Q So it didn't concern you that in doing so 
25 you'd blown a hole in the door that was four to six 
page 75 

1 inches high? 
2 A No, sir, that's what we're looking for. 
3 That's what it•s supposed to do, it•s supposed to 
4 knock the lock and debris and make a hole in things 
5 so we can knock locks off doors. 
6 Q So from your perspective the frangible 
7 slug did exactly what it was supposed to do; is 
8 that correct? 
9 A Yes, sir. 

10 Q When you fired the five loads at the 
11 kitchen door in connection with this raid, was your 
12 goal simply to get the door open? 
13 A That was my goal, I'm a breacher and 
14 that's what I'm there to do is to breach the door. 
15 Q You weren•t trying to hit anybody on the 
16 other side, were you? 
17 A No, sir. 
18 Q You weren't trying to defend yourself or 
19 others from shots you heard inside when you fired 
20 at that door? 
21 A No, sir. 
22 Q When you fired any of those five loads at 
23 the kitchen door, were you aware that there were 
24 people in the room on the other side of the door? 
25 A No, sir. 
page 76 

1 Q When you fired those f·ive shots at the 
door, did you even consider that there might be 
people in the room on the other side of the door? 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6. 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

A You•re always ·aware of that, the room that 
you•re going into might be occupied. You're always 
aware of that. 

Q So you did consider that there might be 
people on the other side of the door? 

A You always assume that there might be 
somebody on the other side of the door, yes, sir. 

Q And you were aware of that possibility as 
you shot each of the five frangible loads at that 
door; is that correct? 

A Correct, sir. 
0 At any time when you fired those five 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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13 A Once. 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Q Did you ever figure out what kept the 
kitchen door from coming open without the aid of 
the ram? 

A No, sir. 
Q Can you rule out that what kept the door 

from opening before you used the ram was the throw 
attached to the knob? Can you rule that out? 

A I can•t rule that out, no, sir. 

I 'I~ 
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22 
23 
24 
25 

Q In connection with this raid, when did you 
first consider switching over from frangible slugs 
to some other method of breaching the door? 

A After my fifth round was shot and the door 
page Sl 

l wasn• t open. 
2 Q Not until then did you consider an 
3 alternative? 
4 A No, sir. 
5 Q Why didn't you consider an alternative 
6 before then? 
7 A That was my primary tool for that 
8 particular job and my secondary tool was the ram. 
9 Q Because you heard a shot fired from inside 

10 the apartment, did you change your course of action 
11 in any way? 
12 A No, sir. 
13 Q After you got the kitchen door open, who 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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9 nobody came past that, no, sir. 

10 Q So after you got the kitchen door open, 
11 who was the first person to enter the kitchen? 
12 A It would be Tim Degrawe. 
13 Q And did you see him enter the kitchen at 
14 that point? 
15 A X was with him, so yeah. When he did 
16 enter the kitchen, X was with him, yes. 
17 Q And was anyone else with him when he 
18 entered the kitchen? 
19 A Jack Ring was there wi tb him. The three 
20 of us did enter the kitchen area. 
21 Q Before any of the three of you stepped 
22 into the kitchen area, did you look in the kitchen? 
23 A Yes, sir. 
24 Q Tell me what you saw. 
25 A We identified three adults and two 
page 84 

1 juveniles in the kitchen at that time. There were 
2 two adult females, one adult male and two children. 
3 Q And what did you observe about each before 
4 anyone entered the kitchen? 
5 A We saw them in the kitchen, we saw in the 
6 left-hand corner as we looked into the kitchen 
7 there was an adult female and directly below the 
8 adult female was an adult male who was trying to 
9 hide behind her. And in the right-hand corner of 

10 the kitchen there was an adult female who had been 
11 injured and underneath her was a small child, and 
12 directly in front of us closer to the left-hand 
13 corner near the other female was another juvenile. 
14 Q Pemale? 
15 A The children were both female. 
16 Q Both of them under the age of six? 
17 A Yes, X would say that, yes. 
18 Q So when you first looked into the kitchen 
19 after you got the door open that night, you saw 
20 three adults and two female children under the age 
21 of six, correct? 
22 A Correct. 
23 Q And one of those adults appeared to you to 
24 be injured; is that correct? 
25 A Correct. 
page 85 

1 Q Did you learn·tha identity at any point of 
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the adult female who appeared to be injured? 
A The only time I learned about her identity 

was I think the next day. Xn fact I know it was, 
either the next day or the day after that. 

Q ADd when you learned her identity, did you 
learn that that was Christie Green? 

A When they said her name was Christie 
Green, X learned her name when they announced who 
it was. 

[1 00:13] • [1 01 :5] 

[101:7]. [103:13] 

8/11/2003 9:09AM 

10 
11 (Document 114: Diagram) 

10/14/1999 Sgt.lngram 
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12 okay, both children were okay. 
13 Q After you succeeded in getting the kitchen 
14 door open and entered the kitchen, did you see any. 
15 indication that any of the frangible slugs that 
16 you'd fired, or any debris from the door resulting 
17 from frangible slugs that you fired had damaged the 
18 floor of the kitchen? 
19 A I saw some debris from the door on the 
20 floor. I don•t think it damaged the floor. I saw 
21 some debris on the floor is what I saw. 
22 Q So on that night at any time did you see 
23 any damage to the floor in the kitchen of 1112 C 
24 Dove Street? 
25 A Not that I can think of, not damage to the 
page 101 

1 floor, no, sir. 
2 Q Did you ever deter.mine why the kitchen 
3 door did not open after you shot it five times at 
4 point blank range with a 12 gauge shotgun? 
5 A No, sir. 
6 (Document 109: Lesson plan) 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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6 (Document 109: Lesson plan) 
7 Q I want to hand you a document that, for 
8 purposes of identification, I have marked as 
9 Document 109, and :t•m going to give MS. Burton two 

10 copies and ask if she would keep one and hand one 
11 to you. ADd I'd ask you to look at it and tell me 
12 whether tbat•s a complete copy of the lesson plan 
13 of the Department of Police for the City of 
14 Richmond dealing with frangible slugs and in use 
15 when the raid took place on December 29, 1998 that 
16 we•ve been talking about here today. 
17 A Yes, sir, that looks to be a complete 
18 packet, as I recall, from that training and one 
19 that•s been used, yes, sir. 
20 Q Would you turn to page 360. Do you see 
21 the numbers in the upper right corner? 
22 A Yes, sir. Okay. 
23 Q And does page 360 set forth the aiming 
24 instructions of the lesson plan of the Department 
25 of Police that applied to the door at 1112 C Dove 
page 102 

1 Street on December 29, 1998? 
2 A Yes, sir. 
3 Q I 1 m going to hand you an enlargement of 
4 that same page and ask you if you would tell me 
5 whether this enlargement is also a copy of that 
6 same page, and if so, would you put it on the 

148 
18 



C. 

(" 
' . 

Issues Report [Green v. Buckovltch] 

• designation of depostion 
7 
8 
9 

easle? 
A Yes, sir. 
Q Would you put that on the easle, please, 

so the camera can focus on it? Now, there are two 
sets of atming instructions on page 360; is that 
correct? 

[103:19]- [104:12] 

[104:22]- [105:9] 

8/11/2003 9:09 AM 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
page 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

A Correct, sir. 
Q But they are essentially identical aiming 

instructions, is that correct, also? 
A Yes, sir, they are. 
Q Now, which of those two aiming 

instructions, though, applies to the door at 1112 c 
Dove Street, the top set or the bottam set? 

A The top set was used, it•s a 45 degree 
angle at the latch bolt between the lock and frame, 
that dead area there where the door is and the lock 
and frame. 

103 

Q For a wood door and wood frame? 
A Yes, sir. 

Q But· if the evidence turned out to show 
that the frame was in fact a metal frame, the 
aiming instructions would be exactly the same; is 
that right? 

A Yes, sir, you•re still a~ng for the 
space between the frame and the dead bolt is at, 
that dead space there. 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Q And your attack on the kitchen door that 
night was on the lock side; is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q And would you please read into the record 

what the aiming instructions were for a wood door, 
wood frame lock side attack? 

A "Aim shotgun at a 45 degree angle at the 

10/14/1999 Sgt.lngram 
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18 left out a word. 
19 A •Aim shotgun at a 45 degree down angle at 
20 the latch bolt between the lock and the frame.• 
21 . Q Now, when you fired the five frangible 
22 slugs into the kitchen door at 1112 C Dove Street, 
23 what did you think was the reason behind the 
24 instruction to •Aim shotgun at a 45 degree down 
25 angle?" What did you think was the reason for that 
page 104 

1 instruction? 
2 A The reason for that is to attempt to get a 
3 down angle is to push any debris fram the lock as 
4 it comes loose, any debris, and make it fall down 
5 at an angle instead of going up or straight across. 
6 Try to get it to go down at some kind of an angle. 
7 Q ADd why was that a consideration? 
8 A A safety consideration, to keep someone 
9 from possibly being hit by a piece of flying 

10 debris. 
11 Q 
12 A 
13 0 

Someone on the inside? 
Yes, sir. 
And what about the portion of the 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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21 0 All right, let•s use that language because 
22 that is precisely what the instruction says. When 
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23 you fired the five frangible slugs into the kitchen 
24 door at 1112 c Dove Street, what did you think was 
25 the reason behind the instruction to a~ shotgun at 
page lOS 

1 the latch bolt between the lock and the frame? 
2 A That 1 s what 1 s holding the door shut. The 
3 throw or the latch bolt is what 1 s keeping the door 
4 shut and that 1 s what you 1 re trying to take out. 
5 Q And so because that's what you 1 re trying 
6 to take out, that would be the reason that the 
7 shooter, in this case, you, should a~ at the latch 
9 bolt between the lock and the frame, correct? 
9 A Correct. 

10 Q Before you fired five frangible slugs into 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 112 
19 the years, I couldn't recall. Quite a bit. 
20 Q Before December 29, 1999, what is your 
21 best estimate as to the number of times that you 
22 had actually fired a frangible slug? 
23 A Times wou1d probably -- the amount of 
24 rounds, I couldn't guess, but I've probably trained 
25 with frangible rounds 10, 15 times over the years, 
page 1.13 

1 over the period of years that we•ve been using that 
2 particular round. 
3 Q And each time fired at least one frangible 
4 round? 
5 A At least one, yes, sir. 
6 0 So what is your best estimate as to the 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 1.29 
15 structures, yes, sir, more than a dozen occasions. 
16 Q Would you agree that on more than a dozen 
17 occasions before December 29, 1998 you have used 
19 the rehearsal technique to teach others how to use 
19 breaching techniques that included the use of 
20 frangible slugs? 
21 A Yes, sir. 
22 Q And when you conducted these rehearsals to 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 131 
4 mission. 
5 Q And also as part of your standard teaching 
6 technique when you are instructing fellow SWAT team 
7 officers through the rehearsal mode as to how to 
8 breach buildings, you also emphasize with the 
9 fellow SWAT team members that it is important to 

10 aim the shotgun at a downward angle of 45 degrees 
11 and to a~ at the latch bolt between the lock and 
12 the doorframe, correct? 
13 A That 1 s what we teach. Optimally, of 
14 course, you would want the 45 degree angle, and 
15 that• s a teaching angle. We want a downward angle 
16 is what we teach is to try to obtain a downward 
17 angle on the lock. 
19 Q And in fact in your teaching you certainly 
19 adhere to what the lesson plan says about the 45 
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degree downward angle; isn't that correct? 
A Correct. 
0 Have you taught, through the rehearsal 

[134:4]- [134:5] 

[141:6)- [141:20] 

[144:5]- [144:19] 

[145:13]- [145:23] 

8/11/2003 9:09 AM 

1 0/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 134 
3 to your next tool and then you go with that. 
4 Q How tall are you, sir? 
5 A x•m a little over five foot ten. 
6 0 After December 29, 1998 have any changes 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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141 
(Document 82: Code of Ethics) 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Q X want to hand you and Ms. Burton, also, a 
copy of a paper that, for purposes of 
identification, I•ve marked as Document No. 82. Is 
that your signature at the bottom of that document? 

A Yes, sir, it is. 
Q And X hand you an enlargement of a 

document and ask you if this appears to be an 
enlargement of the same Document 82 that you have 
in front of you. Would you take a look at this, 
please? 

A Yes, sir, it is. 
Q And would you put that up on the easle, 

please, and X'd like the video technician to focus 
on that enlargement briefly while you look at the 
smaller version of the same document, Document 82. 
Would you please read the, out loud, the first 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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4 not answer the question. 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Q Do you agree or disagree with the 
contention that Ms. Green died as a direct and 
proximate result of one or more of five blasts from 
a shotgun that you fired? 

A I have been told that. 
MS. BURTON: The question is do you agree 

or disagree. If you have a basis for 
agreeing, then state your basis. 
A I agree because I have been told that one 

of the rounds X fired did in fact strike her. The 
forensic people have told me and the detectives 
involved in the case have told me. 

Q And you certainly have no evidence to the 
contrary, do you? 

A No, sir. 
0 And isn't it true that when you fired 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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12 A Yes, sir. 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Q To the best of your infor.mation, knowledge 
and belief, did Ma. Green say anything to provoke 
the actions that resulted in her death? 

A No, sir. 

1~7 
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Q And to the bast of your information, 
knowledge and belief, did Ms. Green•s actions 
provoke her death in any way? 

A r don•t know, sir. 
Q Do you know of any actions that Ms. Green 

took that provoked her death? 
A No, sir. 
0 To the best of your information, knowledge 

(146:17]- [146:20] 

[147:23] - [148:17] 

(149:4]- [149:9] 

[152:17]- [153:18] 

8/11/2003 9:09AM 
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page 146 
16 A No, sir. 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Q To the best of your infor.mation, knowledge 
and belief, did Ms. Green die as a result of being 
struck by zinc from a breaching round fired by you? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q To the best of your information, knowledge 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 147 
22 (Document 40: Handwritten document) 
23 Q r•m handing Ms. Burton two copies of a 
24 document that, for purposes of identification, r 
25 have marked as Document No. 40. rt is a two page 
page 148 

1 document numbered in the upper right-hand corner 
2 138 and 139. rs that a copy of a statement that 
3 you wrote? 
4 A Yes, sir. 
5 Q And did you write that on December 30, 
6 1998? 
7 A Yes, sir. 
8 Q And did you write that statement in the 
9 ordinary course of your job duties as an employee 

10 of the Department of Police for the City of 
11 Richmond? 
12 A Yes, sir. 
13 Q And you wrote that statement for the 
14 purpose of setting forth as accurately as you could 
15 the facts that took place on December 29, 1998 at 
16 1112 C Dove Street1 is that correct? 
17 A My actions at that location, yes, sir. 
18 0 Other than the statement of which Document 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 149 
3 wrote at the time. 
4 Q And who asked you to write it? 
5 A Everybody involved on the mission was 
6 asked to write statements, or key people on the 
7 mission. r was ordered to by Lieutenant Buckovich, 
8 along with several other people, to write 
9 statements. 

10 0 What clubs or organizations do you belong 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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16 have read something? Possibly. 
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17 Q Did you use your night scope in any way 
18 that night? 
19 A Didn't have a night scope with me. I had 
20 a light kit for the shotgun, but I didn't have a 
21 night scope. 
22 Q What is the light kit? 
23 A The light kit is a flashlight system 
24 mounted underneath the shotgun. It's built as part 
25 of the shotgun. 
page 153 

1 Q And what is the function of the light kit? 
A To light -- it's so you can light up a 

designated area that you might be pointing the 
shotgun at. 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Q And did you use the light kit that night? 
A Yes, sir, I did. 
Q And how big a circumference was the area 

that you illuminated on the door in doing so? 
A Enough to, when you were three or four 

inches away from the door, enough so that you're 
illuminating pretty much the door knob and the lock 
and that area that I was aiming at. 

Q Would the area have been approximately the 
size of a grapefruit that you illuminated? 

A Yes, something like that, maybe a little 
bit bigger, but the real bright area, probably that 
close, something like that, where it illuminated 
really well the area that 7 was going to shoot at. 

0 If you had used only a battering ram, do 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE Cm.CUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICIIl\I!OND 

KATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
TIIE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE INGRAM, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

ORDER 

The Court hereby grants leave to the plaintiff to edit the deposition of Sgt. Ingram given 

1/25/02, to include only those portions itemized in the attached excerpts, dated 8/11/03 in the 

bottom left comer. 

In addition, this Court rules that the plaintiff, as part of her case in chief, may present these 

excerpts to the jury, without any additions or deletions. 

Enter: -----------------------Judge 

Date: ------------------------
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2 
3 
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11 
12 
13 
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GBORGB INGRAM, a Witness, called by the 
Defendant, first being duly sworn, testified as 
follows: 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BAYLISS: 
Q Please state your name, sir. 
A George James Ingram. 
Q And your current occupation? 
A Sergeant, Richmond Police Department. 
Q How long have you been with the police 

department? 
A Twenty-four plus years. 
Q Let me first -- I know you are on a tight 

1/25/2002 George Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 29 
25 we'll 
page 30 

revert to another 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
a 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Q All right. In this particular situation, 
you knew there was a dead bolt there, correct, 
because it showed on both sides? 

A We could see the dead bolt from the 
outside. 

Q 

right? 
And you knew that the handle turned, 

A Right. 
Q And based on your investigation prior to 

firing your first round, is it fair to say you 
weren•t aware of any other locking mechanism on that 
door? 

A 
Q 

Correct. 
And based upon what you•ve seen 

1/25/2002 George Ingram 
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page 31 
13 My question to you, sir, is: You were 
14 there; was there any physical impediment prior to 
15 your firing that first round that prevented you from 
16 firing it at a 45 --by nphysical,• I mean was there 
17 anything in this structure that prevented you from 
19 firing it at a 45 degree angle? 
19 A I•m still not sure what you•re -- a 
20 physical ~ediment? A step? A door? 
21 Q A step, a door, something over top of 
22 you, something beside you, or whatever, that 
23 prevented you from firing it at a 45 degree angle. 
24 A To approximate getting the 45 degree 
25 angle, no. The only thing we had was there was a 
page 32 

1 little bit of a lip, a four or five inch -- maybe 
2 less -- little lip that the door was elevated on. 
3 But there was nothing like a step or a door or 
4 anything that was in the way to try to get a good 
5 downward angle. 
6 Q In fact, when you fired that first shot 
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• designation of depostion 

page 32 
25 A Yes. 
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l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
ll 
12 

Q You are fully aware that this round has 
sufficient velocity and sufficient mass to cause ~e 
locking mechanism to be blasted out of the door and 
actually become a projectile? 

A It can, yes, sir. 
Q That•s why you have the 45 degree down 

angle, in order to prevent somebody on the other 
side of the door from being hit by that projectile? 

A You try to gat the downward angle, yes, 
sir, to put the debris down on the floor or at a 
downward angle. 

0 All right. Now, based upon Officer 

1/25/2002 George Ingram 

• designation of depostion 
page 41 

7 Bill? 
8 MR. BAYLISS: I•m going to 324 because he 
9 wanted to sea the outside. 

l 0 MR. CUTHBBR'l': Okay. 
ll BY MR. BAYLISS: 
12 Q Does that fairly depict the outside, 
13 which would he what you saw? 
14 A Yes, sir. 
15 Q So, as you shot each round you would 
16 pause, do your toe kick, and visualize the hole in 
17 the door and then you•d shoot the next round, right? 
18 A Correct. 
19 Q So the hole got bigger and bigger as you 
20 continued to shoot your rounds. So you would pause 
21 and the hole would get bigger the next time, right? 
22 A Some of this -- and there is going to be 
23 some debris missing out of this. When we used the 
24 ram it threw everything out. So it would have been 
25 a little bit more debris within that hole. 
page 42 

1 Q Was it your goal when you shot the second 
round to, again, walk it down and a hole would have 
been created at the top here, that you would a~ 
right at that top level of the hole 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

A You are walking it down. 
Q Walking it down. 
A Correct. 
Q So your target, again, would he the top 

level of the hole as you walked it down? 
A Correct. 
0 Would it be fair to say that -- and, 
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:;viRGINIA: 
i• 

!I IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 

l! KATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF ) 
;i THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, ) 
.j 

:1 ) 
·I 

Plaintiff, 

jj DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
II OF AMERICA 
'I L (a Delaware corporation), 
;: DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
'; OF AMERICA, 
;; JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
:! and GEORGE INGRAM, 

:I 
;; Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NOTICE 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

i 
I 

PLEASE TAKE NOTCE that on Tuesday, September 30, 2003, at 9:00 a.tn., or as soon 

/I thereafter as counsel may be heard, the undersigned, by counsel, will bring the following motions 
ll 
1 on for hearing. 

MOTION#l 

/. The plaintiff, by counsel, hereby moves this Court in limine to exclude evidence and 

i I argument as to the following: 

L~~T~gs!' 1. That the plaintiff sued the manufacturer of the #22 TKO. 
e, fAORHKNMffiri •±i&# I 
220 NCRTH 5\'C.'\MORE STREET ~ 

rmr.s&;Rl1, 'I 2. Allegations that the plaintiff made against the manufacturer in her motion for judgment. 
VIRGNIA 23~3·322~ I! 

(So.fi7J3.JIOO :1 
• II 

100 E.'\ST MAl~ mEET 11 3. Contributory negligence or assumption of risk by Ms. Green. 
sum 1601 i 
RICHMOI'D, ' I 

VIR(:INIA 23219 1! 
{SC4) ~J-.HOO II 

F.'\L"'$1!>.111.E i j 
Cf-041 m-465~ 

1

1 

II 
!I 

' 
I 
I 

It 

II -~ >/7 
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MOTION#2 
ii 
II The plaintiff, by counsel, asks leave of court to show the jury Plaintiff's Exhibits 19 and 20, 

! ! copies attached. The purpose for showing the photographs is to find out whether any of the jurors 
•I 

'! 

ij recognize Christie Green or either daughter. OtheiWise, the panel will have no idea what Christie 

·~Green or her two daughters look like. TI1e plaintiffhas decided not to ask the two daughters to 

:; come to the trial-- they are too young (eight years old and six). 
' ~ 
i· 

CUTHBERT 
~£r,2JZ!£!§ I 
Z20 NORTH S\'C. .. M01lE STRE£T 1

1 

rETER$nt,;Rn. • 
VIRGI:>JIA 2)!)()}.)22~ · 

(!i().f) 7!1·1100 1, 

;oo E. .. :::r MAIN STRHT 

1

. 

sum 1001 
RICHMO.'IIi, • 

VIRGI~L.l, 1)~ 19 I 
(~)64l·.'HOO I 

F:\CS;~IILE I 

"''" "'~"' i 
! 

I 

MOTION#3 

The plaintiff, by counsel, hereby moves this Court to reconsider and refine its decision 

: allowing the defense to present evidence, without restriction, as to drugs and guns that the police · 
! 

: found inside the apartment. She also asks the Court to rule in limine as to what evidence the 

; defense may present as to homicide suspects inside the apartment. 

i 
I 
i 

I 
iA. 
j 

I 
I 

i 

The following is an outline of the pertinent issues and of the plaintiff's argun1ents. 

Drugs found inside the apartment after Sgt. h1gram killed Ms. Green 

1. This issue is different from the issue involving guns: in no way does the presence 
of drugs justify a claim of self defense. 

2. Relevant to prove what? 

3. Without waiving her objections to relevance and undue prejudice, the plaintiff 
will stipulate any facts re drugs that the Court deems relevant. 

4. 

5. 

No mention of where located. Location is not relevant for any legitimate purpose. 
For example, the Court should prohibit the defendants from mentioning that the 
drugs were allegedly "in plain view on the dining room table." Assumption of 
risk is not an issue. Greater Richmond Transit Co. v. Wilkerson, 242 Va. 65, 71, 
406 S.E.2d 28, 32 (1999). 

The Court should prohibit the defendants from putting into evidence any 
photographs of drugs. 
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CUTHBERT ·~ 
t4%21f!WJ4§ I 
220 ~RTH SYCAMORE STREET 

1
: 

PETER:;BL;RcJ, 
VJRcJJ:-11.'\ 2.JSO)·JZ~S : 

(BOil 73l·3100 . 
700 EA!)T MAl:-. STREET 

SUITE 16\)1 
RICHMOI-:D, 

VIRGI~IA 21219 
(:io.-"4) 64)·3100 . 

F.'\CSJ:.nLE. 
(~O·t> i 12·165:0. 

6. Limiting instruction. The plaintiff stipulates that------­ You shall 
consider this stipulation solely for the purpose of determining-----­
and for no other purpose. 

Guns and related paraphernalia found inside the apartment after Sgt. Ingram killed hils. 
Green. 

1. 

2. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Relevant to prove what? Without waiving her objections, the plaintiff will 
stipulate any facts re guns that the Court deems relevant. 

Our facts are distinct from those in the recent Melvin case, where self-defense 
allegedly justified the fatal shot. This is because Sgt. Ingram has testified as 
follows: 

10 Q When you fired the five loads at the 
11 kitchen door in connection with this raid, was your 
12 goal simply to get the door open? 
13 A That was my goal, I'm a breacher and 
14 that's what I'm there to do is to breach the door. 
15 Q You weren • t trying to hit anybody on the 
16 other side, were you? 
17 A No, sir. 
18 Q You weren't trying to defend yourself or 
19 others from shots you heard inside when you fired 
20 at that door? 
21 A No, sir. 
22 Q When you fired any of those five loads at 
23 the kitchen door, were you aware that there were 
24 people in the room on the other side of the door? 
?.~ A No, sir. 

Deposition of Sgt. Ingram on 10/14/99 at 75:10- 75:25, being part of the 
deposition testimony that the plaintiff will offer as part of her case in chief 
pursuant to Court order. 

No mention of where located. 

No mention of a pistol silencer. 

No mention of an assault rifle. 

No mention of the quantity of ammunition, various ammunition clips, and any 
other gun paraphernalia. 

The Court should prohibit the defendants from putting into evidence any guns, 
gun related paraphernalia, and photographs of those items. 

Limiting instruction: The plaintiff has stipulated that------· You 
shall consider this stipulation solely for the purpose of detem1ining 
______ ,, and for no other purpose. 

3 
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Homicide suspects who did not rent the apartment but who were present when Christie 
Green arrived at the apartment 

1. Relevant to prove what? 

2. Without waiving her objections, the plaintiff will stipulate any facts re homicide 
suspects that the Court deems relevant. 

3. Limiting instruction: The plaintiff has stipulated that------· You 
shall consider this stipulation solely for the purpose of determining 
_____ _;. and for no other purpose. 

MOTION#4 

The plaintiff, by counsel, moves this Court to rule on her objections to the videotaped de 

!I bene esse testimony of the defense expert witness Mr. Larry Beadles. 
,1 

tl 

l! Plaintiffs counsel has been diligent in attempting to identify which excerpts are in dispute, 
ll 

l I as the following chronology indicates: 
H 
II 

11 

I 

i 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 

I 

II 
~~SLII 
220 NORTii S'\'Coi\MORE STREET l 

rtTERSBliRG, i 

(804) 731-3100 

September 8, 2003 

September 22, 2003 
(last Tuesday) 

September 24, 2003 
(after 5 PM, last Thursday) 

September 25, 2003 
(last Friday) 

Septen1ber 29,2003 
(Monday) 

The defendants take the de bene esse deposition of Mr. 
Beadles, but DO NOT order expedited copy 

Plaintiff's counsel receives the transcript 

Plaintiff's counsel faxes defense counsel his objections 

Counsel confer and resolve their differences over plaintiff's 
cross-exam 

Counsel confer but are unable to resolve their differences 
over the defendants' direct exam 

Attached is a copy of those portions of the transcript that the defendants have designated, 
VlROINL ... 2JS03-322S I 

?OOEAs-rM: ... ,NsTREET ',:,·I with the plaintiffs objections noted in the margin. Also attached is a copy of the expert witness 
SUITE 16\JI 

1 RICHMOND, 
VIRGJ;-.;IA 23219 j I 
(~)64J-3Joo 1, disclosure that the defendants filed concerning Mr. Beadles. 
F.o,(~IMIU 

CW4l 7l2-o!65:1 i 

4 
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d KATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR 
ii OF THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN 
I. 
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Counsel 

:; Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
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fj Cuthbert Law Offices 
1l A Professional Corporation 
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ll Petersburg, VA 23803-3228 
p 
d 
;I 
;! 

!J CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
~ I 
~ ; 
;. 

I 

~ i 
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Beverly A. Burton, Esquire 
Senior Assistant City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
Fax#: (804) 646-7939 
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Issues Report [Green v. Buckovitch] 

• Beadles: Beverly's designation 

[4:2] - [8:7] 

9/25/2003 9:55 AM 

9/6/2003 Larry Beadles 

• Bead!es: Beverly's designation 

page 4 
l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

LARRY L. BEADLES, called by the defendants, first 
being duly sworn, testified as follows: 

EXAMINATION BY MS. BURTON: 

7 Q Would you state your full name, please, sir? 
8 A It•s Larry L. Beadles. 
9 Q And are you currently employed, Mr. Beadles? 

10 A Yes, ma'am. 
11 Q Where do you work, sir? 
12 A I work for the State Corporation Commission. 
13 Q And in what capacity? 
14 A I'm an agent investigator for .the Bureau of 
15 Insurance. 
16 Q And how long have you been employed in that 
17 capacity? 
18 A Since July 1, approximately, a little over two 
19 months. 
20 Q July 1 of 2003? 
21 A 2003. Excuse me. I'm sorry. 
22 Q Where were you employed before then? 

With the Richmond Police Department. 
And did you leave your employment with 

23 A 
24 Q the Richmond 
25 Police 
page 5 

Department voluntarily? 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

A Yes, ma'am. I retired on June 1. 
Q All right. Would you please describe -- well, 

first of all, tell us how long you were employed with the 
Richmond Police Department. 

A I was -- was employed on January the Jrd, 1978, and 
I served 25 years and 5 months before I retired. 

Q And can you tell me the different positions that 
you worked in with the Richmond Police Department for those 
25 years? 

A Yes, ma'am. As all new employees, r went to the 
Police Academy, then I became a patrolman. I stayed in 
patrol from 197 -- well, late '78 until early •so. At that 
time I went into the task force. And what that was was a 
group of officers that did mostly the high risk stakeouts, 
robbery stakeouts and rape and high risk crimes and we worked 
all -- almost all nights. 

And after that, I went to the detective division 
and became a property crimes investigator, mostly burglaries 
and that sort of thing. I served there until •as when I 
became -- I was promoted to sergeant at that time and went to 
First Precinct as patrol sergeant and I worked the Church 
Rill area. I was responsible for the officers on Church 
Hill. 

24 About 1 87, I was moved back to the detective 
25 division and became the Crime Stopper administrator and 
page 6 

1 administered the investigations involving Crime Stopper tips 
2 and did the TV, radio and all that sort of thing for the 
3 crime -- Richmond/Metro Crime Stoppers in this area. Then in 
4 '89, I was promoted to -- 1989, I was promoted to lieutenant. 
5 I was moved into the -- still in the detective division as a 
6 violent crimes lieutenant and I was in charge of homicide, 
7 robbery, rape, any of the department offenses, most 
8 department offenses in -- in violent crimes area and all the 
9 investigators. I had about -- about 60 investigators working 

10 for me at that time. 
11 Q Sixty or 16? 
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12 A Sixty. 
13 Q Sixty. 
14 A In between, it depends on what the strength was, in 
15 between about 50 or 60 investigators. 
16 Q Can I ask you to keep your voice up, please? 
17 A I•m somewhat hoarse, excuse me. In 1991 -- I 
18 served there until '91. In 1991, I was moved to the training 
19 academy to be the training director and I -- I was 
20 responsible for all the basic recruit training, overseeing 
21 that, all the basic recruit classes as well as all the 
22 veteran officer in-service and professional training, 
23 educational training and -- and the whole gamut of -- of the 
24 training for the police department, educational and 
25 professional. In -- I'm trying to think of the year. 
page 7 

1 Also during that period, I was right at the end 
2 of my time in the training academ¥, around 1 93, I believe, or 
3 early 1 94, I was sent by Colonel Tapscott into the field for 
4 about nine or ten months and I took over an experimental 
5 street drug unit known as the Uniform Drug Unit. And we did 
6 street level narcotics work city wide. As opposed to having 
7 each precinct having a drug unit, he put them all together as 
B an experiment to compare them and see how they would work and 
9 I was put in charge of that. 

10 I then returned to the academy. And then in -- in 
11 late 1 95, I went to narcotics as a narcotics lieutenant. And 
12 in 1 96 I was promoted to captain and I took over the entire 
13 organized crime division which included the narcotics unit, 
14 the vice unit and assets forfeiture unit. And I stayed 
15 there, I believe, until about 90 -- early 1 97. 
16 And at that time, I went to the command of the 
17 Third Police Precinct. I was command -- I was basically in 
18 charge of basic police services in the west end and north 
19 side of the city and I had about 120 officers working for me 
20 at that t~e. I stayed there until September of •99 and I 
21 was moved -- actually on loan inside the police department to 
22 take over as the director of the communications, Bureau of 
23 Communications. And I stayed there until -- until January of 
24 this year when I was moved to Second Police Precinct. I 
25 stayed there as the captain and commander of that precinct 
page B 

1 until I retired on June 1 of 2003. 
2 Q Now, during the course of your career with the 
3 police department, were you on what•s commonly been referred 
4 to as the SWAT team? 
5 A Yes, ma•am. 
6 Q Can you tell us what SWAT means, first of all? 
7 A Well, it stands for special weapons and tactics. 
B 0 All right. Now, can you describe for the jury how 

9/8/2003 Larry Beadles 

• Beadles: Beverly's designation 

page B 
21 certainly that•s an expert opinion. 
22 Q The question was to describe your experience on the 
23 SWAT team in so many words. Go ahead. 
24 A Okay. I went to the SWAT team in late 1980 and I 
25 served until 1996, early 1 96. As any new member, I went on 
page 9 

1 basically as a member of the team and did basic entry work 
2 and that sort of stuff, surveillance work for the SWAT team. 
3 And I got promoted to sergeant and I became the training 
4 officer for the SWAT team at that time. And later, as -- as 
5 I was promoted to lieutenant, I became the second in command, 
6 the executive officer. And at that time Captain Bishop was 
7 the commander of the team and I was his second in command. 
8 And during the course of -- of that time, like I 
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9 said, I served as the training officer. Also, I did a lot of 
10 the instruction and training for the SWAT team as well as 
11 other teams that we had requests from around the state. I 
12 went with other -- other members of the cadre of SWAT team 
13 members from Richmond and often Henrico and trained smaller 
14 teams around the state. 
15 In the -- the last five, approximately five years 
16 of the -- of my time with the team, I was the coDilllallder of 
l 7 the SWAT team. And as the commander of the SWAT team, I was 
18 basically responsible for everything, all the final decisions 
19 on everything that we did. I was responsible to see the team 
20 was properly trained, properly equipped. I was responsible 
21 for procurement, technology advancement, R&D and that sort of 
22 stuff and oversight. Also, we had the bomb unit, which is 
23 the -- the explosives unit that would defuse bombs or destroy 
24 devices that were suspected to be bombs. As well as the SWAT 
25 medic unit, that was also under my command at that time. 
page 10 

1 Q Now, while you were on the SWAT team, did you have 
2 occasion to perform in the role of breacher? 
3 A Yes, ma•am. 
4 Q Can you tell the jury what the role of the breacher 
5 was is -- is generally on the SWAT team? 
6 A If you are entering a -- a structure, a residence 
7 or an apartment or could be business, office building or 
8 anything or this room right here, someone has to -- to, you 
9 know, breach the door or open the door in some way to get in. 

10 And sometimes that 1 s very simple by just turning the knob and 
11 comdng in if it's a very low risk situation. A very high 
12 risk situation, you might use rams or in very high risk 
13 situations, explosives and sometimes using the -- the TK0-22 
14 breaching rounds, the 12 gauge round that was used to breach 
15 the doors and locks in very high risk circumstances. And --
16 and most of the times that I was involved in that sort of 
17 thing, it was either in very low risk or in the TKO rounds. 
18 Q All right. Before we talk in a little bit more 
19 detail about the TKO rounds, I would like to ask you if you 
20 have any teaching experience related to police work. 
21 A Yes, ma•am. I -- I became a -- a -- a general 
22 instructor certified by the Department of Criminal Justice 
23 Services in 1 81, I believe, •so or '81. z also gained --
24 became an instructor in firearms certified by the Department 
25 of Cr~inal Justice Services and a defensive tactics 
page 11 

1 instructor for the Department of Criminal Justice Services. 
2 I also was a board member of the Virginia Tactical 
3 Association. And one of the purposes that existed around the 
4 state was to provide training for many of the -- the smaller 
5 SWAT teams in the state that did not have the funding or 
6 other money to actually buy or bring in professional trainers 
7 to do training or had very limited experience and really 
8 didn't have anybody to come train them. So, we traveled 
9 around the state, when possible and our chiefs allowed us to 

10 do, and assisted in training other SWAT teams in entry 
11 tactics. 
12 ADd we taught, often, command people. I've taught 
13 several command schools. And I also taught at Radford 
14 College at the -- at the chiefs and deputy chiefs in·service 
15 involving selection for high risk units such as vice, 
16 narcotics and SWAT. And I've taught numerous schools, 
17 beginning SWAT, advanced SWAT, hostage rescue, breaching 
18 tactics and -- as well as basic, basic SWAT instruction, 
19 basic SWAT team members, what they need to know. 
20 Q All right. Now, let•s turn our attention to the 
21 TKO round. Pirst of all, are you familiar with the -- with 
22 whether or not the City of Richmond's SWAT team used the T.K 
23 the 20 22 TKO round? 
24 A Okay. It is the TK0-22 
25 Q TK0-22, I'm sorry • 
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page 12 
1 A -- breaching round. Yes, ma'am. Yes, ma•am, we do 
2 use it did use it. 
3 Q Okay. Now, can you -- when did the city•s police 
4 department first begin using that round? 
5 A Close as I can remember, around '92ish, '92, '93. 
6 Q Can you tell the jury how it came to be that the 
7 City started using that round? 
8 A Well, it was a new product in the market and we had 
9 been familiar with it. I had been familiar with an older 

10 product. I never used it. I knew it was there because I was 
11 just a team member at the time, but there was a ceramic round 
12 that was used to -- in high risk circumstances to breach the 
13 locking mechanisms on doors. Although I never used it, I 
14 understood it was not used because it would -- the round did 
15 not disintegrate like it should have. 
16 When this round came on the market, it was -- it 
17 was looked as a real -- for us, it looked like it was a real 
18 good tool because it's a compressed zinc round. I mean, it•s 
19 just zinc powder that•s been compressed in a tremendous 
20 pressure. You know, it's in a 12 gauge shotgun shell and it 
21 delivers that -- that compressed zinc pellet into the door or 
22 doorknob or the door mechanism. And the good thing about it 
23 was was it went through the door in to destroy the throw in 
24 the door. It -- it only would -- would shove debris into the 
25 room. No round would go into the room, only zinc dust, gray 
page 13 

1 dust. 
2 MR. CUTHBERT: I object to this testimony. I don•t 

9/8/2003 Larry Beadles 

• Beadles: Beverly's designation 

page 13 
s MR. CUTHBERT: And I move to strike it, please. 
6 Q Once Richmond began -- obtained the TX0-22 round 
7 for use, can you tell the jury what you did with it, how you 
8 decided -- what you did with it before it was put into use? 
9 A Yes, ma•am. As other products, we have -- when we 

10 start new products we used, we tested it. We went to the 
11 outdoor range in Caroline County. We used doors there in a 
12 building, a couple of different kinds of doors. The primary 
13 test we did, we shot the round through wooden doors at 
14 different angles. We put cardboard target backers, real 
15 thick cardboard target backers behind the door, a distance 
16 behind the door. And our -- our concern was, having some 
17 history with the other round, what would happen when the 
18 round passed through the door. And we wanted to check and 
19 make sure that no, you know, part of a projectile would go 
20 downrange into the structure. And -- and exactly, also, what 
21 angle we would have to shoot it at and that sort of stuff. 
22 So, we shot several rounds there and we videotaped it. 
23 Q Now, before you talk anymore about that, do you 
24 recall receiving any information about how to use this round 
25 from the manufacturer? 
page 14 

1 A We contacted the manufacturer and they had no 
2 
3 
4 

information at the time, they offered no information or 
training. 

Q All right. 
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25 answer. 
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Do you recall -- do you know whether or 

1 Q What -- when you were doing this testing of this 
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2 round, what was your position in the SWAT team? Were you 
3 just on the team, so to speak, or were you the commander? 
4 A I was involved in the -- the -- I was involved in 
5 the training cadre with the team at that time. 
6 Q All right. And did you -- what was your role in 
7 actually defining the training for the team? 
8 A Well, we tested the round so that we could train 
9 the team members and we let the present -- the team members 

10 on the team at that t~e observe the testing for the round. 
11 Q All right. And can you describe what the testing 
12 consisted of? 
13 A We used -- like I said, there were doors in a -- in 
14 a far.mhouse up there at the Caroline County range that we 
15 used and we put cardboard backers behind it in an effort to 
16 see what the zinc, compressed zinc round would do when it 
17 came -- when it went through the door. And that's how we 
18 tested the rounds. 
19 Q The -- can you describe the different types of 
20 doors, if there were different types, that you tested this 
21 round on? 
22 A Initially we tested it on wooden doors, interior 
23 wooden doors that were solid wood, wood paneling. And we 
24 also later tested it on an outside, heavy outside doors like 
25 to a concrete building with outside hasp locks and that -­
page 16 

1 those sort of mechanisms. 
2 Q Now, when you say you tested it on this -- these 
3 different types of doors, can you describe for the jury what 
4 you did to test it? 
5 A Yes. As -- as I described, we -- the initial 
6 testing, our greatest concern was to make sure the rounds 
7 did, in fact, do what the manufacturer said they would do and 
8 that's disintegrate when they went through the door. 
9 MR. CUTHBERT: I object to that testimony. I think 

9/8/2003 Larry Beadles 

• Beadles: Beverly's designation 

page 16 
18 Q What -- what did you do, sir, to test these rounds? 
19 A Okay. We ·- we had the wooden doors that I •ve 
20 already testified to in the farmhouse. We put cardboard 
21 target backers behind the doors and then we shot the round at 
22 different places and different angles in the door to see what 
23 would happen on the other side of the door, which would be 
24 the inside of this -- for example, the inside of this room or 
25 the inside of a home or inside of a -- any structure that we 
page 17 

1 might have to go into to see how the round reacted on the 
2 other side. As well as testing to see how the round 
3 destroyed the locking mechanism, which was the purpose of 
4 using the rounds in the first place. 
5 Q All right. Now, do you recall approximately how 
6 many t~es you fired this round into a door of one sort or 
7 the other in order to test it? 
a A Probably about 30 rounds to test it with. 
9 Q All right. Now let's talk about your actual use of 

10 the rounds in a tactical situation. While you were on the 
11 SWAT team, did you have occasion to actually use the TK0-22 
12 round to breach doors? 
13 A Yes, ma'am. 
14 Q Will you describe for the jury, please, what your 
15 experience in actually breaching doors using this round was? 
16 I'm -- I'm sorry, in a tactical situation. 
17 A Experience as far as the breaching or the use of 
18 the round itself or both? 
19 Q Both. 
20 A Okay. As I've earlier testified -- testified to 
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21 earlier, if you•re the breacher, you 1 re -- you•re -- you•re 
22 the person that is going to try to -- to get the rest of the 
23 team members into the room safely. In those circumstances, I 
24 was using that in very high risk situations where there was a 
25 great threat of danger or -- or risk of violence. And we 
page 18 

1 I used them to breach the locking mechanisms on the doors so 
2 we could gain quick entry into the structure. 
3 Q All right. Now, let me ask you a question about 

9/8/2003 Larry Beadles 
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page 18 
19 the TKO round. 
20 Q And do you recall approximately bow many times you 
21 might have, on how many different occasions you might have 
22 used the T.K0-22 round to accomplish a breaching? 
23 A Approximately a dozen t~es, 12 ttmes. 
24 MS. BURTON: The defendants at this point offer 
25 Larry Beadles as an expert in the use of TK0-22 
page 19 

1 breaching round and also as an expert in the police SWAT 
team procedures. 2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
a 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Q I'd like to ask you a few questions about the 
incident that forms the basis for this lawsuit here today. 
First of all, are you familiar with the type of door that 
Sergeant Ingram breached in this case? 

A Yes, ma'am. 
Q Would you describe for the jury, please, just what 

type of door it was? 
A rt was an external door, wooden. It had a solid 

frame. It was solid wood. 
Q And have you seen, touched either the actual door 

or a facsimile of that door prior to coming in court today? 
A Yes. 
Q Mr. Beadles, is there anything in particular that 

is unique about the breacher position on the SWAT team? 
A It is extremely dangerous. It's a very high 

pressure position because you have very little protection. 
Somebody has to be first at the door and you begin the 
breaching process. Because you have to have contact with the 
door, you can • t have anything in between you and the door; 
so, therefore, there is no -- no ability to have cover of any 
kind other than your vesting. So 

MR. CUTHBERT: I object to the question and I 
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19 A I think I did, yes. 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q Okay. Now, do you have an opinion regarding the 
proper technique for breaching the type of door that we -­
that Sergeant Ingram breached in this case using the T.K0-22 
round? · 

A Yes. 
Q And will you tell the jury what that opinion is? 

page 21 
1 A The proper technique is -- first of all, you have 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
a 
9 

to consider two angles. The -- let•s go back. First, the 
placement of the -- the round itself. The round should be 
fired in between the doorframe and the knob or the deadbolt, 
for example, whatever is holding the throw into the frame, 
the piece of metal that sticks in the frame that locks the 
door. So, what you are attacking is you are attacking that 
throw or that piece of metal that holds the door closed, 
whether it be the deadbolt or whether it be the -- the 
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10 doorknob below it, usually below it. And that is the area, 
11 that area in between the doorknob or the deadbolt or any 
12 other locking mechanism and the doorframe in which the throw 
13 actually sticks into the frame from the door that holds the 
14 door locked. 
15 Prom that, there are two angles that are important. 
16 The first and ·- and most important angle is the up and down 
17 angle. You want the -- the weapon to be up pointing down 
18 (indicating) at the door in that space so that any debris, 
19 because the round should disintegrate, any debris will fall 
20 close to the door after it goes through the door. So, any 
21 debris that's shoved through the door will actually fall 
22 close down to the floor or close to the door itself. 
23 And the second angle is an angle that's toward the 
24 jamb, the doorjamb. So, you want to -- to -- and that 
25 particular angle is important because you want to pick up as 
page 22 

1 much debris -- if you shoot straight into something, you have 
2 a very small hole. If you angle it, it creates a much larger 
3 hole. And that hole, it goes through the door, picks up more 
4 debris. Therefore, it picks up -- as it goes through the 
5 door, it picks up more debris and makes the round even more 
6 effective because it•s -- it•s pushing the debris as well as 
7 the round through the door -- excuse me -- round through the 
8 door and it will then push the throw out. And that angle has 
9 got to be enough to do that, but if it•s too steep, it will 

10 actually shove the lock into the frame so it won•t unlock the 
11 door. 
12 So, you want to have it up and slightly tilted into 
13 the doorframe -- doorjamb, excuse me, and so the round will 
14 go down in the floor and you will be able to use as much 
15 debris from the door to attack the locking mechanism as 
16 possible. 
17 Q Is there anything in particular that a breacher 
18 should or should not do -- well, let me back up for a second. 
19 Are there circumstances under which a breacher would need to'. 
20 use more than a single round to get inside? 
21 A Yes, ma•am. 
22 Q And under those circumstances, that is that a 
23 breacher would have to use more than one round to get inside, 
24 is there any particular methodology or -- that the breacher 
25 should observe or anything in particular that the breacher 
page 23 

1 should do? 
2 A One, you should always keep your rounds in between 
3 the jamb and the -- the doorknob to txy to attack the throw 
4 if you•re using multiple rounds. Also, you should try to 
5 attack the area -- if you -- if you attack the area there, 
6 somet~es you can even see where debris is left or the lock 
7 or debris and you try to -- to attack the same or close to 
8 that area and -- and I -- I usually try to go up and down 
9 slightly to keep attacking it and so you can kind of cut 

10 through. Because you•re under a lot of pressure, so you•re 
11 trying to spray hard and you•re -- you•re trying to attack 
12 that round and get it in between the two doors. You might 
13 use multiple rounds to attack it. You might not have 
14 dislodged that -- that throw in the door the first time, you 
15 might need a -- a second round or you might have two very 
16 difficult locks. You may have to attack one lock and then 
17 attack another lock. 
18 So, it depends on the circumstances. So, yes, 
19 there are circumBtances where you would use multiple rounds, 
20 could use multiple rounds. And I have -- at least on one 
21 occasion, I've used multiple rounds in -- in a breach. 
22 Q Now, can you tell the jury what, generally, is 
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page 25 
18 ask The Court to exclude that testimony. 
19 Q What is the round supposed to do once it•s fired 
20 into the target? 
21 A As it leaves the barrel, of course, it•s still a 
22 compressed zinc round. Then it would strike the door. It 
23 would proceed through the door, hopefully strike the throws 
24 or the metal mechanisms that are holding the door shut. As 
25 it begins to hit those objects, the zinc pellet then would 
page 26 

1 begin to disintegrate. So, you -- that -- the -- it•s 
2 applied the force against the lock, the lock begins to move 
3 out.of the door into the room or into the structure. As it 
4 moves through there, the zinc round then begins to turn to 
5 dust. It's done its job and the lock then comes out the 
6 other side of the door. 
7 MR. CUTHBERT: I also would add an objection that 

9/8/2003 Lany Beadles 
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page 26 
19 objection, believe it or not. 
20 Q Now, are there occasions on which a breacher may 
21 need to use a ram in addition to a -- the -- the T.K0-22 
22 round? 
23 A Yes, ma•am. 
24 Q Under what circumstances would you expect that to 
25 happen, to occur? 
page 27 

1 A If you have a very tough deadbolt, you mdght use 
the the TK0-22 to breach the tougher lock and then use a 
ram to defeat the lesser lock, for example, just a doorknob 
that had no other -- just a small throw in the door -- in th 
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jamb, excuse me. 
0 Now, are you familiar with the weapon that 
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6 distance is sufficient from the door. 
7 0 Now, let me ask you this question: Have you seen) :18: 1-
a on occasion, breaching rounds being shot in a series within a J-8: l 1.. 
9 short distance on a target? 

10 A Yes, ma•am. So.."""'~ 
11 Q Will you tell the jury, explain to the jury what 
12 that is and why it happens sometimes? o\.j.-.e.:\.~6'"' 
13 MR. CUTHBERT: I object to the question. I •m going A.o.;. A\:ro ..... ..a.. 
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2 
3 

0 Now, can you explain why that happens? ~' 

effective in actually destroying the lock mechanism of the ;;l.. (\ ! 1 
throw into the jamb, so a second round would be necessary to ~ 

4 
5 
6 
7 
a 

A Well, one, the -- the first round may not have beel~ ' 1-

complete the breach of the door so that the entry team can ,~-:, 
get into the structure. O?..jeeto()·" 

0 All right. Does using that -- I'm sorry. Does it ~$ ~~~vt 
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21 destroyed and the team can go in. 
22 Q All right. Now, does a breacher sometimes use a 
23 series of shots to affect the debris involved or that may be 
24 created as a result of firing a round? 
25 MR. CUTHBERT: I object to the question on the 

9/8/2003 Larry Beadles 
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25 Q All right. 
page 31 

1 A Yes. 
2 0 Having said yes, can you describe for the jury pow 
3 the round affects debris? 
4 A Well, after you•ve fired the round, you might want 
5 to move the angle steeper or whatever to -- to pick up more 
6 debris to -- to shove the lock and other mechanism through 
7 the door. So, there is some - some room for adjustment in 
8 there. If you -- you fire and the throw is broken, but is 
9 not out, you might adjust the angle slightly or move up and 

10 down the door to get more debris into the door to push it 
11 out, especially if it•s a strong lock or a strong throw in 
12 the door. 
13 0 Let's go back and talk a little bit about the 
14 angles that you mentioned earlier and I'd like to direct your 
15 attention to the downward angle. Is there, for a breacher, a 
16 requirement to use a 45 degree angle? 
17 A No, ma•am. Take -- no, I have never told a 
18 breacher or instructed a breacher to do that. 
19 0 And why not? 
20 A Well, one, every circumstance is slightly 
21 different. And, two, I'm not sure anybody going to a door is 
22 can -- just be perfectly 45 degrees. The idea is to make 
23 sure -- and every door may not require that 45 degree or 
24 maybe more, the angle might be different. You•re speaking of 
25 different circumstances on different locks. So, you don't 
page 32 

1 just want to tell somebody and do a rubber stamp and say this 
2 is the angle every time. The most important thing is to do 
3 is make sure the angle is high enough so that the debris 
4 moves down into the floor inside the structure, that the 
5 debris doesn't go straight into the structure. 
6 Q And why do you want the -- the debris to -- to move 
7 down toward the floor? 
B A Por safety, we -- we don't want anyone in the 
9 structure to be hurt by the debris. 

10 Q Now, let's talk about the breacher and what the 
11 breacher does or should do after the breacher has fired a 
12 round or rounds. 
13 A In the case of the breacher using a T -- TX0-22 
14 round, once they believe the door has been breached, they 
15 would move out of the way and the team then would go in. 
16 Q All right. Now, before the team goes in, what 
17 obligation, if any, does the breacher have to test the door? 
18 A After the rounds are fired and the door is 
19 breached, their job is over. 
20 Q Now, can you tell the jury whether or not it's 
21 advisable for a breacher to turn a doorknob that he's 
22 attempting, he or she, is attempting to breach in the middle 
23 of a breach? 
24 A I think that that is -- you would have to know the 
25 circumstances of the breach. In general, if it's a very high 
page 33 
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1 risk breach, X would not be trying doorknobs, particularly. 
2 I would try to get up there fast and see if there was any 
3 noise going to the door or anything and try to breach the 
4 door and go in. I would not put myself in front of the door 
5 any longer than I had to. 
6 Q Well, explain to the jury, sir, then, how it is 
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13 MS. BURTON: The question is simple. 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Q Explain to the jury bow a breacber knows how to 
open the door or whether the door will open without turning 
the doorknob. 

A I guess they wouldn't in certain circumstances. 
You might want to turn the doorknob, especially if it's a low 
risk situation. Xn other circumstances, you might not want 
to put your hands anywhere near the doorknob; you might want 
go in and breach, whether it be with a TK0-22 or with a ram 
or anything, go on and move in and breach the door. 

Q So, is it fair to say that whether or not to turn 
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12 MS. BURTON: Oh. 
13 Q Do you have an opinion as to whether it was 
14 appropriate to use the TK0-22 breaching round on this 
15 particular entry that Sergeant Ingram did? 
16 A Yes. 
17 Q And what is your opinion, sir? 
18 A It was appropriate. 
19 Q And can you tell the jury the reason that you are 
20 of the opinion that it was appropriate for Sergeant Ingram to 
21 use the TX0-22 round? 
22 A Yes. As a commander of the precinct, I had 
23 knowledge of the circum8tances involved in that particular 
24 raid and my street enforcement sergeant had notified 
25 Lieutenant Bennett and I of the circumstances --
page 35 

1 MR. CUTHBERT: Wait a minute, that's hearsay and I 
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3 Q You can go ahead and answer subject to that. 9f 1-L-• .. ~"&M>..,. 
4 A I was familiar with the suspect that was identifie)~.) !"t - ~..,.S'-'?r-) 
5 in the search warrant at the time. (D): J() 
6 Q All right. Well, let's go back. And the reason 1 
7 you were familiar with the suspect was because? ~..,{.};l.-.. 
a A Was because we had had a number of shootings and ~ ~~nr~ 
9 violence in the -- in the Highland Park area in which the ~ ~ 

10 suspect • s name had -- had been involved. 0 :t--
11 Q All right. And the area -- ~X~·-
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 

KATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OFMAERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE INGRAM, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NOTICE 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

RECEIYED & FILED 
CIRCl.JIT COURT 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on January 8, 2004, at 9:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as 

counsel may be heard, the plaintiff, by counsel, will ask the Court to rule as to the following 

motions: 

MOTION#l 

The plaintiff, by counsel, hereby moves this Court to enter orders, copies attached, 

memorializing the decisions reached at the hearings held September 25, 2003 and September 30, 

CUTHBERT 2003. 
LAW O:FFICES 
'fki d6j @riefiW 
220NOR1H SYCAMORE STREET 

PEnRSBURo, As to the order concerning the hearing held September 25, 2003, plaintiff's counsel believes 
VIROINIA 23803·3228 

(804) 731-3100 

7ooEASTMAINS"mEET that defense counsel agrees to the temtS of this sketch, although defense counsel has not yet 
SUITE 1601 
RIOtMOND, 

VIROINIA 2J219 
(804> ~l-Jioo submitted the signed sketch to the Court for entry. 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 732-4658 
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As to the order concerning the hearing held September 30, 2003, defense counsel has not 

yet commented on the terms of this sketch, even though plaintiff's counsel sent it to her by letter 

dated October 7, 2003. 

MOTION#2 

The plaintiff, by counsel, hereby moves this Court to exclude various proposed defense 

exhibits, including: Photograph #s 110, 180, 197, 229,246,251, and 275, copies attached. 

The following is the basis for this motion. 
\, ·-.,. "" A. Photograph #s 110, 180, and 197 

1. Introduction. 

These three photographs depict the table on which the Richmond police allegedly found 

illegal drugs after Sgt. Ingram killed Christie Green. Photograph # 180 is a close-up of a packet that 

allegedly contains illegal drugs. 

Katina Green stipulates that, when Sgt. Ingram shot Christie Green, he and Officer 

Buckovich had a good faith beUef that there were illegal drugs, guns, and homicide suspects 

in the apartment where Christie Green was visiting. 

Katina Green concedes that, at the hearing held September 25, 2003, and again at the 

hearing held September 30, 2003, this Court denied her motion to exclude evidence that the police 

found illegal drugs inside the apartment after Sgt. Ingram shot Christie Green. Even so, she 

L~~TnJ.'..f.i:gs respectfully brings the following argument and authorities to the attention of the Court, and asks the 
A rifMMffioi iftri kriSI 
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Court to exclude these photographs as well as all other evidence of drugs found after Sgt. Ingram 

killed Christie Green, in order to avoid reversible error. fu the alternative, she asks the Court to 

conclude that the prejudicial effect of these three photographs outweighs any probative value they 

2 
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may have, and that consequently on this basis the Court should sustain her objection to these 

proposed exhibits. 

2. What is relevant evidence? 

Evidence is relevant if it has any logical tendency, however slight, to prove a fact at issue in 

the case. Seilheimmer v. Melville, 224 Va. 323, 327,295 S.E.2d 896, 898 (1982) ("Every fact, 

however remote or insignificant, that tends to establish the probability or improbability of a fact in 

issue, is admissible.'') Accord Spurlin v. Richardson, 203 Va. 984,990, 128 S.E.2d 273,278 

(1972) (''Evidence of collateral facts, from which no fair inferences can be drawn tending to throw 

light upon the particular fact under investigation, is properly excluded for the reason such evidence 

tends to draw the minds of the jury away from the point in issue, to excite prejudice, and mislead 

them.'') 

3. Evidence of drugs is irrelevant. 

Katina Green challenges Officers Buckovich and Ingram to articulate even one reason why 

evidence is relevant that illegal drugs (or guns, or homicide suspects) were found in the apartment 

after Sgt. Ingram shot her sister. In considering this challenge, please bear in mind Katina Green's 

stipulation that, when Sgt. Ingram fired the fatal shot, he and Officer Buckovich had a good faith 

belief that there were illegal drugs, guns, and homicide suspects in the apartment. 

Here is why Katina Green is confident that she will prevail if the defendants accept her 

CUTHBERT challenge. 
CLAW OFFICES 
b kQA del '5&@ +ftS 
~20 NORTH sYCAMORE STREET 

PrnRSBURO, What are the facts at issue? Katina Green has alleged that her sister's death was the result 
VIRGINIA 23803-3228 

(804) 731-3100 . 
700~~:~~EFr of the gross negligence and willful and wanton misconduct of the defendants. She seeks 

RICHMOND, 
VIRGINIA 23219 
<804) ~3-3Joo compensatory and punitive damages. Negligence which is so willful or wanton as to evidence a 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 732-4658 
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conscious disregard of the rights of others, as well as malicious conduct, will support an award of 

punitive damages. Booth v. Robertson, 206 Va 269,273,374 S.E.2d 1 (1988). 

In determining whether Officers Buckovich and Ingram are liable for punitive damages, the 

jury must evaluate the actions of these defendants in the strict context of the facts that they knew 

when they acted. Griffin v. Shively, 227 Va. 317, 321, 315 S.E.2d 210,213 (1984) (''Willful and 

wanton negligence is acting consciously in disregard of another person's rights or acting with 

reckless indifference to the consequences, with the defendant aware, from his knowledge of 

existing circumstances and conditions, that his conduct probably would cause injury to another.'') 

(Emphasis added). 

Similarly, in determining whether Officers Buckovich and Ingram were grossly negligent 

when Sgt. Ingram killed Christie Green, evidence is irrelevant that drugs were found inside after 

Sgt. Ingram inflicted the fatal wounds. Gross negligence is "that degree of negligence which shows 

indifference to others as constitutes an utter disregard of prudence amounting to a complete neglect 

of the safety" of another. Ferguson v. Ferguson, 212 Va 86, 92, 181 S.E.2d 648,653 (1971). It 

must be such a degree of negligence as would shock fair minded people although something less 

than willful recklessness. ld. Cf. Jackson v. Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. Co., 179 Va 642, 649, 20 

S.E.2d 489, 492 (1942), stating: 

"Accordingly, in actions for negligence the courts generally deny the admissibility 
of evidence of the reputation of the defendant for negligence, his habits of 
negligence, his habitual negligent conduct, etc., upon the issue of his negligence at 
the time of the injurv complained of." (Emphasis added.) 

4. Hypotheticals dealing with self-defense are distinguishable. 

Hypotheticals dealing with self-defense are distinguishable. This is because, in the case of 

Christie Green, there is no issue as to whether, when Sgt. Ingram fired the fatal shot, he and Officer 

Buckovich believed in good faith that there were drugs, guns, and homicide suspects in the 
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apartment. Katina Green stipulates that they did have such a good faith belief. In contrast, when 

self-defense is an issue, all evidence is relevant that tends to prove or disprove such defense. 

For example, take the case of a police shooting. The policeman claims self-defense -- he 

fired because he thought that the victim had a pistol, as well as his hand, in his trouser pocket and 

was about to draw the pistol and shoot. Ordinarily, it would be relevant whether or not in fact the 

victim had a pistol in his pocket. Such evidence would tend to prove or disprove the 

reasonableness of the policeman's decision to shoot. If, however, the victim were to stipulate that 

the policeman believed in good faith that the victim had a pistol in his pocket and was about to 

shoot, evidence to that effect would be irrelevant and hence inadmissible. 

The case of Christie Green is like the hypothetical with the stipulation: Katina Green's 

stipulation makes the evidence irrelevant and hence inadmissible. 

5. In the alternative, the prejudicial effect outweighs the probative value. 

In the alternative, the prejudicial effect of these alleged drug photographs outweighs their 

probative value. The prejudicial effect is massive. These photographs tend to validate, improperly 

and retrospectively, the conduct of Officers Buckovich and Ingram. At the same time, they taint 

Christie Green with thoughts of guilt by association -- another unfounded emotion.1 And there is 

no legitimate probative value. 

6. Conclusion as to Photograph #s 110,180, and 197. 

~~T~~~s For these reasons, Katina Green asks this Court to sustain her objections to these 
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1 At the hearing held September 30, 2003, this Court held that the defendants may not present 
evidence or argument that Ms. Green was contributorily negligent or asswned the risk. 
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B. Photograph #s 229, 246, and 257 

These three photographs depict firearms, ammunition, and a pistol silencer that the 

Richmond police found inside the apartment in question after Sgt. Ingram shot Christie Green. 

K.atina Green challenges the defendants to give one reason why these photographs are 

relevant, and for the reasons given above she is confident that she will win this challenge. Please 

keep in mind her stipulation that, when Sgt. Ingram fired the fatal shot, both he and Officer 

Buckovich believed in good faith that there were illegal drugs, guns, and homicide suspects in the 

apartment. 

Katina aclmowledges that this Court held on September 25, 2003, and again on September 

30, 2003, that evidence was admissible that guns were found inside after the tort. Nevertheless, she 

asks this Court to exclude these photographs for several reasons: 

1. Because her counsel believes that this Court's rulings on September 25, 2003 and 

September 30,2003 constitute reversible error, on the basis of the authorities cited above, 

especially Griffin v. Shively, supra, (''with the defendant aware, from his lmowledge of existing 

circumstances and conditions'1. 

2. Because these photographs go beyond proving that guns were found inside the 

apartment after the fact. They actually depict the weapons, the ammunition, and a silencer. 

3. And because the prejudicial effect outweighs the probative value (whatever that 

CUTHBERT al "ght b ) LAW O:FFICES v ue IDl e . 
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This photograph depicts a hole made by a shot fired by someone other than Christie Green 

from inside the apartment during the raid. The hole is in the lower sash of the center window. 
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Katina Green objects to this photograph on grounds that its prejudicial effect (that Sgt. 

Ingram was a hero, or that Christie Green allegedly was fraternizing with bad people and hence 

deserved what she got) outweighs its probative value (that shots were fired by someone other than 

Christie Green from inside the apartment during the raid -- a fact that Katina Green stipulates). 

When the shot was fired, Sgt. Ingram could not even see the window in question - the window in 

question is at the front of the apartment, and Sgt. Ingram was around the comer, firing at the kitchen 

door. 

On the basis of the authorities cited above, Katina Green asks this Court to exclude this 

photograph, both because it is irrelevant to any fact at issue, and because its prejudicial effect 

outweighs its probative value. 

D. Physical Evidence Recovery Checklist 
\. 

A copy of this document is attached (Document #93). It mentions guns, ammunition, and a 

silencer and hence should be excluded, for the same reason that the photographs of guns and 

ammunition should be excluded. 

E. SWAT Team search warranty for 1112-C Dove Street 
\.- ~ 

\, 

A copy of this docwnent is attached (Document #s 7, 226, and 227). It mentions illegal 

drugs and guns, has no probative value, and hence is irrelevant and inadmissible in light ofKatina 

Green's stipulation that officers Buckovich and Ingram believed in good faith that there were illegal 

~~T~gs drugs, guns, and homicide suspects in the apartment. 
(H &•• fiiri«'YW 
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This document contains 589 pages, including statements of witnesses (hearsay) and 

irrelevant and inadmissible references to illegal drugs and guns. 
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G. Property and Evidence Voucher 
\ 

A copy of this document is attached (Document #90). It mentions guns, ammunition, and a 

silencer, has no probative value, and hence is irrelevant and inadmissible. 

MOTION#3 

The plaintiff, by counsel, hereby moves this court to prohibit the defense from mentioning 

any allegations that the plaintiff made against the manufacturer. 

The grounds for this motion are as follows: 

1. At the hearing held September 30, 2003, this Court ruled that the defendants may 

mention any allegations that the plaintiff made against the manufacturer, to the extent that these 

allegations are inconsistent with claims that the plaintiff makes against the defendants. 

2. Attached is a copy of the amended motion for judgment. Counts three (breach of 

express warranties), four (breach of implied warranties), and five (negligence) contain the 

allegations that the plaintiff made against the manufacturer. 

3. As a matter of law, the plaintiffs allegations against the manufacturer are not 

inconsistent with the claims that the plaintiff made against Officers Buckovich and Ingram. We 

know this because liability of the manufacturer does not in any way rule out the liability of Officers 

Buckovich and Ingram: 

a The plaintiff alleged joint and severed liability. 

b. The allegation that the manufacturer breached express or implied warranties 

or was negligent does not gainsay that: 

1). Officer Buckovich was negligent in: 

a). Deciding to use frangible slugs as a breaching tool under the 

circumstances of this case. 
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b). Failing to see that Sgt. Ingram did not commit certain acts of 

negligence. 

c). Failing to see that Sgt. Ingram was properly trained. 

d). Failing to conduct appropriate surveillance. 

2). Officer Ingram was negligent in: 

a). Aiming four ofhis five blasts in the gap between the 

deadbolt latch and the knob latch. 

b). Failing to check the target door after each ofblasts one 

through four. 

c). Failing to turn.the knob after each blast to see if the target 

door would open. 

d). Failing to aim the shotgun at a 45 degree down angle. 

e). Failing to aim the shotgun at a 45 degree down angle toward 

the jamb. 

c. As VMll Instruction #4.020 states: 

If two or more persons are negligent, and if the negligence of 
each proximately caused the plaintiffs injury, then each is 
liable to the plaintiff for his injury. This is true even if the 
negligence of one is greater than the negligence of others. 

Coleman v. Blankenship Oil Corp., 221 Va. 124, 131,267 S.E.2d 143, 147 

(1980), stating: 

In order to relieve a defendant of liability for his 
negligence, negligence intervening between the defendant's 
negligence and the injury ''must so entirely supersede the 
operation of the defendant's negligence that it alone, 
without the defendant's (negligence contributing) thereto in 
the slightest degree, produces the injury." Richmond v. 
Gay, 103 Va. 320, 324,49 S.E. 482,483 (1905). 
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In this regard, along the time line of events, the alleged gross negligence of 

Officers Buckovich and Ingram co-existed with the alleged wrongs of the 

manufacturer: at most they combined to cause Sgt. Ingram's fatal shot. 

Atkinson v. Scheer, 256 Va. 448,455,508 S.E.2d 68, 72 (1998), a medical 

malpractice action, holding that the trial court erred in allowing evidence 

that another physician (who was not a party) was negligent, explaining: 

Even though Dr. W ampler-Adams, just as Dr. Rothman in 
Jenkins, had the last opportunity to take acts which would 
have substantially increased the patient's probability of 
survival, Dr. Wampler-Adams' failure to act did not 
entirely sever the chain of proximate causation set in 
motion by Dr. Scheer's alleged negligence. 

In other words, the plaintiff's allegations against the manufacturer do not 

rule out that Officers Buckovich and Ingram are liable to the plaintiff as 

well. Hence, there is no inconsistency in the plaintiffs pleadings. Hence, 

the plaintiff asks this Court to prohibit evidence that the plaintiff made 

against the manufacturer. 

d. As the Supreme Court of Virginia recently noted: 

a trial court must be cautious to insure that separating or 
consolidating claims for trial does not prejudice the 
substantial rights of any party. 

Allstate Insurance Co. v. Wade, 265 Va. 383, 393, 579 S.E.2d 180, 185 

(2003). 
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KATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR 
OF THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN 

Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
A Professional Corporation 
220 North Sycamore Street 
Petersburg, VA 23803-3228 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

On December 24, 2003, a copy of this document was faxed and mailed to: 

Beverly A. Burton, Esquire 
Senior Assistant City Attorney 
Office of the City Attorney 
900 East Broad Street, Room 300 
Richmond, VA 23219 

~~~" c~~ ,j~ 
Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 

KATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 

12/12103 revision 

v. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE INGRAM, 

Defendants. 

ORDER 

On September 25, 2003 came the parties, by counsel, on various motions filed by the 

plaintiff. For the reasons stated from the bench, the Court rules as follows: 

1. With respect to motion #1 sub-part #1 (dealing with evidence as to collateral 

sources), the Court grants the motion and forbids the defense from attempting to convey any of the 

following to the jmy in any manner, either directly or indirectly: 

a. Katina Green, aunt of the two statutory beneficiaries, has adopted Kevasha. 

b. Katina Green is an excellent surrogate mother to Kevasha. 

c. The amount of compensation earned by Katina Green at her job. 

d; Kevasha is covered by Medicare. 

e. Katina Green is receiving General Relief on account ofKevasha. 
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f. Dollnice Skipper, a family friend to whom Cluistie Green gave temporary 

custody of DiQasha Green (the other statutory beneficiary), is an excellent 

surrogate mother to DiQasha. 

g. The amount of compensation earned by Dollnice Skipper at her job. 

h. DiQasha is covered by health insurance earned by Dollnice Skipper tlrrough 

her job. 

2. With respect to motion #1 sub-part #2 {dealing with certain facts surrounding the 

death ofCluistie Green, including drugs and guns), the plaintiff withdraws her objection to evidence 

that, during the raid, someone fired three pistol shots from inside the apartment. As to the ba]ance 

of this motion, the court denies it. 

3. As to motion #1 sub-part #3 {dealing with the.incident involving Kevin Jones earlier 

on December 29, 1998), the court grants the motion and prohibits the defense from introducing 

evidence or making argument that Kevin Jones was wanted or arrested for murder and the 

circwnstances surrounding his arrest, including but not limited to evidence or argument of a 

separate SWAT team raid earlier on December 29, 1998 at another apartment where Ms. Green was 

present, and that the pmpose of such earlier raid was to arrest Mr. Jones for murder. 

4. With respect to motion #1 sub-part #s 4 and 5 (dealing with the admissibility of 

excerpts from expert witness disclosures previously filed by the plaintiff), the Court withholds any 

ruling pending development of other evidence at trial. In the meantime, the defense may not make 

mention of any such disclosures without first approaching the bench and obtaining leave. 

5. With respec~ to motion #1 sub-part #6 (dealing with whether the defendants may 

claim that the #22 TKOs fired by Sgt. Ingram allegedly malfunctioned), the Court prohibits all lay 

defense witnesses and parties from stating any such conclusion (such conclusion invading the 
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province of the jury), but allows defense counsel to argue to the jury that the #22 TKOs did indeed 

malfi.mction. 

6. With respect to motion #1 sub-part #7 (dealing with evidence or argument that the 

#22 TKOs with a red huH have different perfonnance characteristics than those with a silver hull), 

the Com1 grants the motion. 

7. With respect to motion #2 (dealing with the editing of transcripts of the deposition 

testimony of various witnesses), the Court notes that the parties have resolved aU differences except 

for those dealing with the deposition given by Jimmy Trahin on August 25, 2003. With respect to 

such deposition testimony of Mr. Trahin, the Court sustains the defense objection to the use of this 

deposition, with leave to the plaintiff to present authorities and argument at a later time in support of 

the admissibility of this deposition testimony. 
· .... 

8. With respect to motion #3 (asking for leave to use certain software to present video 

testimony), the Court denies the motion. 

9. With respect to motion #4 (asking the Court to require both parties to submit their 

proposed voir dire questions in advance), the Court denies the motion. 

Enter: -------------------------Judge Randall G. Johnson · 

Date: -------------------------
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Seen and objected to:1 

~\\~)-
Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
Counsel for the plaintiff 

SEEN: 

Vicki W. Harris, Esquire 
Counsel for defendants 

( 

1With respect to the Court's decision concerning the admissibility of evidence as to drugs, guns, 
and homicide suspects found within the apartment after Sgt. Ingram killed Christie Green, such 
evidence is not relevant to prove either gross negligence or the plaintiffs entitlement to punitive 
damages. Hence, it is not relevant. In this regard, the plaintiff incorporates by reference the 
argument given orally at the hearing held September 30, 2003, as well as in her corresponding 
motion #3. Furthennore, evidence found (or not found) after Sgt. Ingram fired the fatal shot is 
not probative of the care (or lack of care) with which the defendants acted. Please note that the 
plaintiff stipulates that, when Sgt. fugram fired the fatal shot, the defendants had a good faith 
basis to-believe that there were illegal drugs, guns, and homicide susp~ts in the aparQ11ent. In 
the alternative, the prejudicial effect of such evidence outweighs any probative value. Thls 
evidence prejudices Ms. Green in two ways: first, it tends improperly to validate, 
retrospectively, the gross negligence of the defendants; and second, it improperly taints Ms. 
Green with "guilt by association." Ms. Green repeats her request that, if the Court allows this 
evidence, the Court give a limiting instruction telling the jury the only purposes for which the 
jury may consider this evidence. 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 

KATJNA GREEN, AD:MINISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE 1NGRAM, 

Defendants. 

ORDER 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

On September 30, 2003 came the parties, by counsel, on various motions. For the reasons 

stated from the bench, the Court rules as follows: 

1. With respect to motion #1 (asking the Court to exclude certain evidence in limine): 

a. The defense may not present evidence or argument that the plaintiff sued the 

manufacturer. 

b. The defendants may mention any allegations that the plaintiff made against 

c. 

the manufacturer, to the extent that those allegations are inconsistent with 

claims that the plaintiff makes against the defendants. 

The def~dants may not present evidence or argwnent that Ms~ Green was 

contributorily negligent or assumed the risk. 

1E 'I 
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2. With respect to motion #2 (requesting leave to show the panel, during voir dire, 

plaintiffs Exhibits 19 and 20, one being a photograph showing Christie Green with Kevasha and 

another being a photograph showing Christie Green with DiQasha), the Court grants the motion. 

3. With respect to motion #3 (asking the Court to reconsider and refine its decision 

dealing with drugs and guns, and also to rule in limine that evidence as to homicide suspects is not 

admissible), the Court denies the motion. In doing so, the Court did not address the plaintiffs 

request for a limiting instruction. 

4. With respect to motion #4 (dealing with objections to the videotaped de bene esse 

deposition testimony of the defense expert witness Mr. Larry Beadles), the defendants withdrew 

excerpts 34:13-34:25 and 35:4-35:10. As to the balance of the proposed deposition testimony of 

Mr. Beadles, after the defendants have withdrawn these two excerpts, the Court denies the motion. 

5. With respect to evidence as to the incident on Afton Avenue earlier on December 29, 

1998, involving the SWAT team, the Court prohibits the introduction of any such evidence or 

argument except for the pmpose of cross-examining any expert witness who testifies that, on 

account of the trauma of Christie Green's death, Kevasha Green has suffered post-traumatic stress 

disorder, assuming that the defendants can lay a sufficient foundation to justify such cross-

examination. 

Enter: -------------------------Judge Randall G. Johnson 

Date: -------------------------
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20 NOimi5YCAMORE STREET 

PETERSBURG, 
VIRGINIA 23803·3228 

(801) 733·3100 

700 EAST MAIN STREET 
SUJTE 1601 
IUCJiMOND, 

VfRCINIA 23219 
(804) 613·3 100 . 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 732-4658 

Seen and objected to: 1 

Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
Counsel for the plaintiff 

SEEN: 

Vicki W. Harris, Esquire 
Counsel for defendants 

1 The plaintiff objects to the following rulings, for the following reasons: 
1. With respect to the Court's decision allowing the defendants to present evidence 

as to the plaintiff's allegations against the manufacturer, for four independent reasons, this 
decision is wrong. First, it is wrong because it allows the defendants to exploit a tactical 
advantage that exists only because this Court bifurcated the trial of the claims against the 
manufacturer from the trial of the claims against the two police officers. Because of bifurcation, 
there is now 110 attorney to stand before the jury and defend the #22 TKO. The same power that 
authorized this Court to bifurcate should likewise authorize this Court to bar the evidence in 
question. Second, it is wrong because a reasonable jury could not conclude from the evidence 
that the manufacturer's alleged breach of express warranties (Count 3), breach of implied 
warranties (Count 4), or negligence (Count 5) "so entirely supersede the operation of the 
defendant's negligence [that is, the negligence of Officers Buckovich and Ingram] that it [the 
manufacturer's alleged wrongs] alone, without the defendant's negligence contributing thereto in 
the slightest degree, produces the injury." (Attached is a copy of the motion for judgment.) 
Coleman v. Blankenship Oil Corp., 221 Va. 124, 131, 267 S.E.2d 143, 147 {1980), stating: 

In order to relieve a defendant of liability for his negligence, negligence intervening 
between the defendant's negligence and the injury ''must so entirely supersede the 
operation of the defendant's negligence that it alone, without the defendant's 
(negligence contributing) thereto in the slightest degree, produces the injury., 
Richmondv. Gay, 103 Va. 320,324,49 S.E. 482,483 (1905). 

In this regard, along the time line of events, the alleged gross negligence of Officers Buckovich 
and Ingram co-existed with the alleged wrongs of the manufacturer: at most they combined to 
cause Sgt. Ingram's fatal shot. Atkinson v. Scheer, 256 Va. 448,455, 508 S.E.2d 68, 72 (1998), a 
medical malpractice action, holding that the trial court erred in allowing evidence that another 
physician (who was not a party) was negligent, explaining: 
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:..AW O:F:FICES 
fi&i@iii51io• ¢I5G'iii&iii 

20 NORTH SYCAMORE STREET 
PETERSBURO. 

VlllOINIA 2l80l·l228 
(804) 7ll·ll00 

700 EAST MAIN SI"REET 
SUIT£ 1601 
IUOIMOND, 

VIROINIA 23219 
(804) 64l·l100 . 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 732-4658 

Even though Dr. W ampler-Adams, just as Dr. Rothman in Jenkins, had the last 
opportunity to take acts which would have substantially increased the patient's 
probability of survival, Dr. Wampler-Adams' failure to act did not entirely sever 
the chain of proximate causation set in motion by Dr. Sch.eer's alleged negligence. 

Third, it is wrong because a jury has concluded that the plaintiffs claims against the 
manufacturer are meritless. Please see the attached copy of the final order in the action against 
the manufacturer (Plaintifr s Exhibit 15.1 ). Fourth, it is wrong because the prejudicial effect of 
this evidence in question outweighs any probative value. 

2. With respect to the Court's decision concerning the admissibility of evidence as to 
drugs, guns, and homicide suspects found within the apartment after Sgt. Ingram killed Christie 
Green, such evidence is not relevant to prove either gross negligence or the plaintiffs 
entitlement to punitive damages. Hence, it is not relevant. In this regard, the plaintiff 
incorporates by reference the argument given orally at the hearing held September 30, 2003, as 
well as in her corresponding motion #3. Furthermore, evidence found (or not found) after Sgt. 
Ingram fired the fatal shot is not probative of the care (or lack of care) with which the defendants 
acted. Please note that the plaintiff stipulates that, when Sgt. Ingram fired the fatal shot, the 
defendants had a good faith basis to believe that there were illegal drugs, guns, and homicide 
suspects in the apartment. In the alternative, the prejudicial effect of such evidence outweighs 
any probative value. This evidence prejudices Ms. Green in two ways: first, it tends improperly 
to validate, retrospectively, the gross negligence of the defendants; and second, it improperly 
taints Ms. Green with "guilt by association." Ms. Green repeats her request that, if the Court 
allows this evidence, the Court give a limiting instruction telling the jury the only purposes for 
which the jury may consider this evidence. 
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:! "' The place, person, or thing to be searched for are described as follows: ca c:acmcumOH 
·~ • ~a---1 "'-._...;" • ___ ., 

: i. The entiie dwelling and aU person~ located inside, 1112 Dove Street, Apaprtment C Richmond, Virginia. 
; t· ~ j The said dwelling Is l~ted wiihiil the City of B.ichmond, North of the James River. 

.· 
,'. ,; ·;.r :i 

·. 3. The thinp or pe~ to be searched for are described as follows:, 

. • 'eroin or any other illegal narcotic and or drug, any substance that increases the bulk amount of the drug 
\....__'drugs, drug paraphernalia, packaging materials commonly, or uncommonly used to contain narcotics 

or other illegal contraband. Currency, weight scales, electronic equip~ent used to facilitate narcotics 
traftic;king, ammunition, any firearms found therein. · .. 

.. 
.. --~.·· . ·-· ·.,. .. _ .. -·· .. - -. . .. ,·· ~-

. ; .. .. . . . . . . .;. .· 

'r . 
I 

; 

AffiDAVIT FOR 
SEARCH WARRANT 

APPLICANT: 

. 
Timothy L. Walker 

NAME 

Police Officer 
TITLE (IF ANY) 

30 I S. Meadow Street Richmond, VA 

ADDRESS 

Certified to Clerk of 

Circuit Court· on 

TITLE SIGNATURE 

Delivered to clerk of 

Circuit Court on 

by the undersigned 

~ 
Iii 

TITU~ ,--~~~-~,::--. ·~l , :.J. .. ~ • ._ 

Document 7 
.. ......... .·- J . .. .. . . 

. . . . ... . ~-. . . . . . 'r 
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...... • e•~ ..... ,~. uu ail\:1~ cuusutunng prooaoJe cause a search should be made are: ~ 

!
M~~ .!l!eJ!.S! ~t~l'!.l.l.! !.«!!1.!!!!-:!'.!!~L -:_el_!!!»!eJ!!t:!!:!!.l.!l!. ~!.SJ!!Sl~ J! !_l_I!'!Y!§!!"~!!£~'!.h.!.f:.:~ !.el'!l'!'!!!J!!O~!'!i.!&.!!Jfo~!tlo.! J!.. !!t.!_!..f!!!.n!: __ _ 
e C.J. observed two subjects inside llll##C Dove St~ distribute and have Heroin packaged for street distribution. The C.l. described the two 

__ .!!J!E.i!. !_S _f!!O.!".!L ~!J!!-~~_!1_! iz!_~!_ ~~_!~!_ ~.!!'!!J! !h.! .!J!!!!.f.!l.!!!t~.:~.!'!.cJ.c:.~'[h~ ..!!~!!c!. !_U~~£tj!_~e.!~!!J.!:!!.!S_ '!..J!I!~ -~!!!.~ ~ ~IJ1!!! !.~­
known to the informant as "Little James." The informant further stated both "Musde" and "Little James" had in their possession, inside of this 

_ c!l!.e_g!!llt... ~! .!S..!!'!!ltu.e _rii!..~.J!J! !!a!o.!!!l~_!d..!!!l!~ !!t.!t ~!!JI~!IJ!!!Jli! !~~ ~l!a~!!i..!l.!!~!. f!»r !!!!!1..8l'!!.P!!~!!!!!!I.I.!!I".£!.t!.~, _______ ,.. __ _ 
Bo.th "Little James 11 and "Muscle" have been questioned by RichrnondHomicide Detectives 1n r~lati.on­
-sn1p-to-nomiciaes-involving-assau~t-type-rr£res~-----~-----------------------------------------

. 
---------~----~-------------------------~--~------------~--------------~-----------------~---

\ 

~fbe ~bject, thing or person searched for· constitutes evidence of the commission of such offense. 
6. ~ I 'have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this affidavit ,.·. 

OR ,· .. . . .J 
~ I was advised or the facts set forth in this affidavit, in whole or in part, by ail informant. . . : ~ 

This informant's credibility Or( the reliabiHty of the information may be determined from,the foUoWing factS_:; ::.:: .:; ~ co 

_!h..PJ!!.f!~t~ll!.!!!!l!!.!.~.!!!!"!'!e:!!.P!~I!!!k~~~~~~~J!;;~~~J.-'!Jl.!.S!!.I!!!_GJ.I!!!.~l!!~l!.o_!l.JI!a~l!A~!I!o.!fiuJLI!.~J_!\;!!:.___ ' . . ~ 
a interview with this informant, the informant told this Affiant where the informant could pprcflase aarcodes, The informant was searched for drugs and 

-~!.l!!l·-'to.!!.!!!l".!!ttii.!!!!-_TJI.!lnl!.l"!!l.!!.t_'!..l!m!!l_ttf@.ci~l!.n.!I!!C!J!.D!~.!S~-n.!!.C.!!!!c:!~lh..!lal!!.r.!!..l!!t'!c!t!!!»_a_p.!!.'l~ll!!l!.d_•.!!~~!.'!..!:~.!.!l!~e! ___ ~ · · ·. 
observation. The informant returned rrom the location and turned the narcotics "ver to the Affiant. The inrormant was azain searched after tbe 
controlled buy and DO other money or oare.otiq were found. The inform-.t has liVeD reliable iafo~atioo in the p~t ~at has beeQ proven truthful 

-~~~~~~~!P~~~~~-~~ti~~~~--~----------------------------------------------------------j ____ _ .• . . 
i . . 

-~~~:;;r..;i-..-;;r..:;.-b".;d"b"o~-;.le'dle-.,r"ii~le;;~-..-"i:iw-;:i;;;;;:;TJ.;Am-;.;ti.-.;b;;Ta~-;;t;d-;Jib"ilu"id~"k;.;;;.-.-;AM;i{;;;.-~-----
-~'!.~!'!I.!!.!DJI~~l~!!~~~t.'!!l_J!_-!!!!l.!t.IJ!!'n:~i!!J!.o.!:...!l!!.to.!~£t0l1!!~~~.!'!c.!~..!!!t!.~Y!!!!l!l!!~~---·-------------~-~-~-~ 
-~!!"!!!l.!!l.~l!!'~t!..l!.f.!!l!.l!!f_o!~!~-9».!~~------------------.------------------:---------"':'~-----------;...-~----. . . . 
--~-------------------~~-----~----------~-----------------------~-~------~-~-----~---~~---~--

The statement above are ~e and a~rate to the best of my knowledge and be~ief~'~ ~ 

-------~~~i~-Q~~-------- ----~-T~~x~~w~------'1111.E OF APPUCANT (JF ANY) APPUCANT 

. . 
Subscri,b~ ~~ sworn before me .this day. 

__ J.J:;"'; /9..f.. __ tf)_..tJf.J:J.:k_:. 
·-DATE Artu TIME 

-- ~-~~----------
CL~RK MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
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· :Y~u~ ire flereby commanded·~ the name of the Commonwealth to forthwith sean:h either in day or 
·njnl.it · ~··· l \: •· ,.._, ~- •. ' · · 611 ' . . • '· ,,. . 
'lboentbe ctwe11inBJocatecl atlll2 Dove Street. ~Unit IIC,Ia tbe City of~ Nodh oftba James . .. . ............................... , .. ~ . . .. . : r : 0 ° • LOCATION~ IJESCIIIrr UN Of ,u,.,= b:.CicW. UMJHIHU TO iF. i;Aictlaf.d •••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••• 
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••• ; •••••••••••••••• J • • ••••••• ; • for the following pro percy, objects and/ or p_ersons: 
. HeroJri. and IllY other contlolled t~Ubst~noe.llld any ltaD /IUbstlnce tbat lncnaes tbl ba1t amount or tho daJa. Also. 
• -~o-u... t-..r.-mata;a!.i ~ ...... ~ • .... usellfD liM:iJiWo the use/ ;~;;r:;;:uwsubstan;..~ .lS,_ad Oi~dCie«mli • • • • • • · • · 
~may· iR4icate nMIII'di&Jnvolv.e4in.aithtr.tb' J.W.qrJ\ltalll ~ nfoontrollecl ~ llld those that may . 
indioata aeiidenoy of~W.. Also seatch any peilaallooiiecl i.niii iitbcitLDi o( ~ioCdUi Pioeeii: •.•..•. 
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tU are further commanded~ seize said property. persons. andlar objects ir they be raund and to 
tducc before the. BWnn .C~ ••• , ••.•.••.•• , ••••.•..... Court an Inventory of ull property. persons. 
1/or objects seized. 

0 

is· search warrant is issued in relation to an offense substantially described as follows: 
~ON OP A CON11lOLLBD SQBSTANCBwrni111B INTBNT10 DISI1UBUI1l/VIIt.OINIA CODB 
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. . . . . . . . . ' ................................................................. • ... ' ................ . 
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:be undenlgned, have foundoptobable cause to believe that the property or person constitutes 
dence of the crime identified herein or tends to show that the person(s) named or described here­
bas committed or is commlttl~g a crlme. and further that the search should be made, based on· 
~ statements ln the attached affidavit sworn to by 
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te statement above is true and accu~ate to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

. . . .. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
CDATS EXEC'U11NO OffiCIR 

bscribed and sworn before me this day 
• I 

.. 
: !· ·, .1 I 

............................................................ 
OCLERC OMA01STM11 trJUDGI 

COATS 

0 HUTARY I'UIUC .. ': MJ..-...a· ..................................... 
M IK'•Jlt CltP.YfiMNP' 

_.:·~( ~:1-:::t::~;.;·. 

.) . ., 
Bzecoted bf uarchla1 the wlthla G"-"'Ded place, .. 
penon pr thiDa. · · 
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•• & ~ I 
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. ·-'•• . . .. .. . , . 
.l-248 ·. 

·.• 

·: ·1 2. The piace, p~on, or thh1g to be searched for are described as follows: 
I " . • 
• ! ·. ~ • .• 

~ '-the entire dwelling and all persons located Inside, 1112 Dove Street, Apaprtment C Richmond, Virginia. 
i! t ~: The said dwelling Is local~ wiihih the City of B.lchmond, North of the James River. · 

I , 

I ol 

.· 

•• ·I 3. lbe.lhlngs or perso .... to be searched for are described as follows: i 

. Heroin or any other illegal narcotic and or drug, a~y substance that increases the bulk amount of the drug 

. \ "drugs, drug paraphernalia, packaging materials commonly, or uncommonly used to contain narcotics 
'-ur other illegal contraband. Currency, weight scales, electronic equipment used to facilitate narcotics 

traftic;king, ammunition, any fireanns found dterein. · 

: ' 

I 
\o • 

AFFIDAVIT FOR 
SEARCH WARRANT 

APPLICANT: 

Timothy L. Walker 
NAME 

Police Officer 
mLE(IFANY) 

30 I S. Meadow Street Richmond, VA 

A() DRESS 

-Certified to Clerk of 

Circuit Court· on 

SIONATURI! 

Delivered to clerk of 

Circuit Court on 

by the undersigned 

SIGNATURE 

. ~-~·~=...::; t ... :--.. .. • ..-.~,.- ••. ·-···· ......... _ ... - ·~ ,.. ...... · ........... _., ...... , .• ·• 

~-l: .. ~·i?' ~·. ': ;• :V !; .. · ;, •. _: ...... :- ·. . .......... ·. . :I . . .• :: =· •. ~·:: ~. 
. ... . - .. • j •. ~-- .••• 

. .. • .;. :: 
. .. --- .. .. . .,., 

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

• ~~ ~.~"':l.\·• • • .. ,•: ,; : .' •. "'• ~ ; . • .. , r • • .·\ 
:~~::,.c.·~~ ~'t'. . . . . . . . 

-. - . .'.;_~.:.::~~.~·1:.:.~.""'1.:..-:_..: ___ ,. ~·..::_,._:~,: :~ .. -~--·. -- ._ ••. : .. !- ~ 
.... ,... 



I 
!.J) 

. . ( . . .. . . 
4. ·Tkac material facts constituting probable cause a search should be made are: ~ 

the C. I. observed two subjec•s inside 1 I t2##C Dove St~t distribute and have Heroin paekaa~ for street distribution. The C.l. described the two 
.®: · _ W~l!fu.!l!eJ!.S!~~ ~C!!'r.s.;.!.£.o.!'.!!~~!!!.la..':!I.!!Jt!eJ!~!:!!.I!!'!.!!!IJ!1l~J!t2_J!f!Y!§!!!.e!!£~!JtJ~.!~I.e!I!Y!'!!!'!!o.Y!'!i.!!l.!!'!o_rm!tlo!.!!.t!t.!_!.f!i!!'!: __ 

~ _!!J~E_-l!!.IJ!~O.!V.!L~!J!l£1i~.!!!!l!..f.!!!.~!!.!~!!!.l£!l.!l!!!J!!h.!l'!!!.r.!!!!!!\J:!!ht.!l!cJ.~"-!_b.!..!!C.!!«!!!l.!!~£tj!.~e.!~i!t.!~!IJl_~!~J\!!!!.!!JI~jl!!!_!.~ 
known to the informant as "Little James." The informant further stated both "Muscle" and "LiHie James" had in their possession, inside of this 

' ' 

-~e!!!a.B~.!! .!S..!!.l!!t_ti2_C _r!R_~.1.!t!!!J!'LI"!!'!~.!l!!!!t!~.!f!!t~!!_!I.!'!I.!!!!IJ! !!!!! J!l.i!t~l!fJI.!!~!.f!tr .!!!!Y..~!! .P!!~!!~!!tJ.!!!~!!.t!.C!:, ______ .:_,.. __ _ 
Bo.th "Little James" and "Muscle" have been.questioned by R1chmonaHomicide Detectives 1n r~latlon­
~snlrpllo-nomiciaesinvolving-assau~-type-rif!es~-----~-----------~----------------------------· 

~~~~----~~~-~--------~-----~-~-~----~-~--~----~----~---~~----------~-----~-------~~~---~-~--. . 
--~~-~--~--~~--~---~---~~----~---~--~~~--~---~-~--~--~--~-------~-------~---~---------~~-~---

.~---~~~~~--~--~-~~--~~~-----~~-~-----~~---~--~~---------~------~~-------~~-------------------

.'-.,...-'. . . . 

~ 
~ 

5. The object, thing or person searched for· constitutes evidence of the commlsslon·orsucb offense. 
6. 181 I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this affidavit (', 

OR I. 1i .. "'N ~ I was advised of the facts set forth in this affidavl'~ in ,vhole or in part, by •* i~formant. . . 
. · This informant's credibility or{ the reliability of the information may be determined fro~ the folloWing facti:; t~ .. :~ 

. ·~:-: \ I I lo• 

-~-i!.f!!!l!P.!!tb.l!!l!l.!!!'!.!.~.!!!!'!l!.~.P!~~~t;;_~~j~~~~;l!~~~~.g..!£!.'!!ril!l!t~~_p!~!!Jb.~J!l!.ll.!¥!1!1.!!.~.!'.!~~--~ 
a interview with this informant, the informant .told th~ Affiant where th' infonnant ~ould pprcl1--~ rtarf:Q~c•, The infonnant was sear~hed for drug4 and 

_I.!!!.D~l·-l'to.!!. !'!.1".! .!f!!I.!!!!.•_Th! !.nl!..l"!!'.!!!.t_'!,.•!.li!!!!.. C!..lfi.cl~-'!!.1!!1! !O_I!!I!£..h.!~..!'.!!:.C.!!!!~~ Il!!ll!f!!.a:pi~.!!l'!~! !!' JI.P!!.cle!!&f!!l!.dJ!~!J!I!..'!!~!!.!I.!!te! __ ~~ 
observation. The informant returned from the l~c~tion and turned the narcotics pver to the Affiant. The informaqt was .. aaip searc)led after the 
controlled buy and no other money or narcoti~ were found. The inform~t has aiven reliable info~ation ln the p~~t t~"t hu ~eeq proven truJhful 

~ 

N 

-~~~~~~~~£!~!tp~Y~J~v~JY!~~~---~--------------------------------------------------------~J ____ _ . .• . . . . . . 
\. -· . . . . . 
~ ~~--~---~-----~---~~~--~~--~~-~~~~~-~-~~-~-~~~------~-~-----~--~----~----~-~~---~---~~------Your affiant bas fint hand knownledge of "Muscle" and "Little James.'• Th• Amant hu been In contact ,;ltb "Musde," Jmown as Alvin Keon . : 

-~~~~~~!~~~1~~~~~~~~~-~-J~~~~~~~~!!~~~~~~~~~l~~~~~~!~~~!~~Y!~l!~~~--~-------------~-~~~-~· 
-~~!~!~~o~J~~!~~~~!~!~-~0~~----------------------------------------------~-~-----~~----~------• I o ••, • • ' • .• • o • • •• , • • • 

~----~-~--------~---~-~-~~--~~------~~----------~------~-~------r--~--~-~~-~r---~-----~~~--~-~ 
. I ' 

The statement abOve are ~e and a~rate to the best of my knowledge aDd beliefr~ ~ 
! 

--------!~i~_QID~l-------- ----~~!~E~I1~W~~~------Tm..£ OF APPUCANT (IF ANY) APPLICANT 

- ! . I 

· Subserib~ ~~ swom before me .thi~ day. 
. __ _._jfl9j9..f.. __ tu...£1t-:!S:i£ __ -----~-Q~-

: ! J . :J ! 
I : f ' 
J' :-. 

. • • I I : .~.11!1 
DATE AND TTMF. 



·. ""· 
01/06/1999 

Cift OF R%CBMOND 
PQL.XCB DBP~ 

Propezi:y and Ev:i.denc:e Voucher 

Voucher Number: 98?221 Officer: 1717 tfA1a'BBN, RICHARD 

Property Type: CCRE Code : 90Z 

Incident Number: 98'1229-0905 

Found By - Name: 
Address: 

B. PROVOST I R. ~ 
501 H. 9TH ST 

City, State, Zip: RI:CBMOND, VA. 23219 
Phone Number: (804)780-6760 

Owner · - Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: 
Phone Number: ( ) 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: 

Address Found: 1112 #C DOW S!r. 

Barcode Item Item Code Item Description 
Number 

1 Ale«l-SHO SBO".r SBBLL CASBS 

Remarks: 122 'l'ltO-FRANGIBLB SLOG 

2 »e!!-SBO SHOO' SBBLL CASES 

Remarks: 

3 AMMO-SBO SBO!r SBBLL CASES 

Remarks: 

4 A!et)-SBO SBO!r SBZ·LL CASES 

Remarks: 

s .AMMO-SBO SHOT SHELL CASES 

Remark.s: 

5 :~-Si:C 3HOT .3n!:LL ::,,..SES 

Remarks: 

7 AMMO-sao SHOT SHELL CASES 

Remarks: 

8 OTHER. MXSCBLLANBOOS I':rEMS 

Remarks: HARDWABE- DOOR !<NOB BASE 

213 

ALL a.rBBR OFFBNSBS 

Serial Number Weight 
or Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 



I 
I 

·, 

01/06/1999 

( 
· ·czn ··oF Rl:CBMDND 
POL:IC:Z. gg~ 

Property anc! Evidence Voucher 

Voucher Number: 987221 Officer: 1717 ~, tu:CB:AllD 

Property.Type: CCRE Code:90Z 

Incident Number: 981229-0805 

Found By - Name: 
Address: 

B. PROVOS!r I R. 1m1mmN 

501 N. 9D S~ 
City, State, Zip: RICHMOND, v.a. 23219 
Phone Number: (804)780-6760 

Owner - Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: 
Phone .Number: ( ) 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: 

Address Found: 1112 #C DOVB S!r. 

Barcode Item Item Code Item Description 
Number 

9 AMMO-SBO SHO'f SBBLL CASKS 

Remarks: 

10 .AMNO-SEO SHOT SBBLL CASES 

Remarks: 

11 .».H)-SBO SHOO' SBBLL CASBS 

Remarks: 

12 OTBBR MJ:SCZLLANBOOS I~ 

Remarks: HAlmWl\aB-OOOR RNOB 

13 OTHER. I MXSCZLLANEOOS ITEMS 

~ I Yi'- ·~ 

l4 !-~-0\R 
I 

. Remarks: 9MM LUGER (PMC) 

15 AMMCNZ~J:ON 

Remarks: CAR.DJDGZ-9!dM LUGER. (Ji'C) 

16 OTBER. 

Remarks : SBO'l'SBBLL 'DO 

MISCEI.LANBOOS I~ 

~lj<j 

214 

~ 

ALL OTHER OITBNSBS 

Serial Number Weight 
or Value 

o.oo 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

I 0.00 

0.1)0 

0.00 

0.00 



"• 

01/06/1999 

(-
·czn ·ol' RICHMOND 
POLic&DEP~ 

Property and Evidence Voucher 

Voucher Number: 987221 Officer: 1717 WAR.TIIBN, IUCBABD 

Property Type: CCRE Code:90Z 

Incident Number: 981229-0805 

Found By- Name: B. PROVOS~ / R.. ~ 
Address: 501 N. ~ ST 
City, State, Zip: .RJ:CBMOND, VA. 23219 
Phone Number: (804)780-6760 

Owner - Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: 
Phone Number: c ) 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: 

Addl:ess Found: 1112 IC DOVE ~-

Barcode Item Item Code Item Description Serial Number 
Number 

17 O'mZR !aSc:BLLANBOUS I'f'BMS 

Remarks: .sucnSBBLL DD 

18 1t.).H)-aR QRDlDGB CASB 

Remarks: 9!M LUGBR (R-P) 

19 0~ laSCBLLltNBOUS ITEMS 

Remarks: SBO'rSBBLL DD 

20 FA-PSTL ~:IC P:ISTOL 124.5NM1 7908 

Remarks: 9MM 

I 21 I OTHER I M:tSCZLLANEOlJS ITEMS I 
Remarks: dHCTSEELL N.AO 

I .,.., I _ ... 1 
M!SC:LLANECTJS !~ 

Remarks: SBO~SBELL ~ 

23 OTBER M:tSCELLANZOOS ITEMS 

Remarks: MB!rAL ~ 

24 OTHER 

Remarks: PLAS"rl:C ~- WAD 

215 

Weight 
or Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

I 0.00 

0. 00 t. 

0.00 

0.00 



01/06/1999 
· C:tft ·OF Rl:CJH)NI) 

POL:tCB DBP~ 
Property and Evidence Vouch~ 

Voucher Number: 987221 Officer: 1717 1mB.!mBN, lUCBABD 

Property Type: CCRE Code:90Z 

Incident Number: 981229-0805 

Found By - Name: 
Address: 

B. PROVOS~ I R.. DR!I!BB1f 

SOl N'. 9ft S~ 
City, State, Zip: RJ:CBMOND, VA. 23219 
Phone Number: (804)780-6760 

Owner·:... Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: 
Phone Number: c ) 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: 

Address Found: 1112 IC DOVB S~. 

Barcode Item 
Number 

Item Code Item Description 

25 »etC-CAR CARDIDGK CASB 

Remarks: 91tM L'OGZR (WDI) 

26 WALLB~ VIALLB~ 

Remarks: COND..DT.IHG HJ:SC. PBRSORAL PAPDS • 

27 OTBBR M:ISCSI,I ANSOUS IDMS 

Remarks: :a:MmWARE- DOOR LOCK MBCBAR:ISH. 

28 OTBBR laSCZI.LAHZOUS IBMS 

Remarks: SBO'l!SBBLL WAD 

29 I AMMO-BtTL I AMHI:J!a'l!:tON - BtJLLET 

Remarks: 

30 AMMO'Nl:'l'ICN 

Remarks: CAR'l!RIDGE-9MM 

31. MISCZLLANEOt7S I'l!EMS 

Remarks: ME~ TUBE- (MUZZLE SOPPBESSOR). 

32 FA-PSTL ~CPIS~ 

Remarks : GI.OCK • 4 o 

216 ?6/ 

I 

Serial Number 

BPN423 OS 

Weight 
or Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

I 0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 



I 

01/06/1999 
· C:In OF RJ:CBMOND 

c 
POL~CB DBP~ 

Property and Evidence Voucher 

Voucher Number: 987221 Officer: 1717 ~, lUCBABD 

J?roperty.Type: CCRE Code:90Z ALL arBJm Oi'FZNSBS 

Incident Number: 981229-0805 

Found By - Name: B. PROVOST / R.. ~ 
Address: 501 1f. 9TH ~ 
City, State, Zip: RJ:CJD«)HD 1 VA. 23219 
Phone Number: (804)780-6760 

Owner·- Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: 
Phone Number: ( ) 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: 

Address Found: 1112 IC DOVB ft. 

Barcode Item· Item Code Item Description Serial Number 
NUmber 

33 O!rBBll l!aSCZLLANBOUS nma 

Remarks: MAGAZ:INB 

34 ~ l!aSCBIJ: UIBOUS ZTBMS 

Remarks: MAGAZDm 

35 01'BB!t MZSCBLLANBOOS :IDMS 

Remarks : MAGAZDm, li:ID 10 (9MM) CARDmGBS 

36 f 
Remarks: 15(380)~GBS,8(4S)~GBS,~(7.62)~GS 

I 37 I OTHBR ,.MJ:SCZLLANBOOS ITEMS f 

~emar ~cs : :3~CT.SHELl. D.Ii 

! 38 

R~mar ks : 3ASDLL • 4S 

39 OTBER MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 

Remarks : MBDL B"RAGMBNT 

40 08160/ 3-18081 

Remarks : NORINCO 7. 62X39 

217 

Weight 
or Value 

0.00 

o.oo 

0.00 

0.00 

, 0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 



I 

C:tft 01' RICBI8)ND 
01/06/1999 POLl:CB DBP~ 

Property and Evidence Voucher 

Voucher Number: 987221 Officer: 1717 ~, RICHARD 

Property. Type: CCRE Code:90Z 

Incident Number: 981229-0805 

Found By - Name: 
Address: 

B. PROVOST / R. ~ 
501 H. 9D s~ 

City, State, Zip: RXCBNOND, ~- 23219 
Phone Number: (804)780-6760 

Owner ·- Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: 
Phone Number: ( 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: na..oRr 

Address Found: 1112 lc DOVB ft. 

Barcode Item Item Code Item Description 
Number 

41 O'mBR MJ:SCZLIJ\BBOUS r.rzNS 

Remarks: :sumwARB-DOOR. DZAJ)BOL~ 

42 mmm MISc:zi.LANBOUS ID:MS 

Remarks: BA1m11ARE-DOOR. LOC1t (SOL~) 

43 ~-BCL »>mNN~OH - BlJLL:B':r 

Remarks: BtJLLE~ RBMOVBD FROM BOLB 144. 

44 OTBBR MISCEI.I.ANBOUS I~ 

Remarks: BOLl:- :IN WALL BOAEm MADE BY 143. 

I 
4S I OTHER MJ:SCZLLANEOUS ITEMS 

I 

~.Q I ::z- -T"Q 

I I ..&.s 

~emarks: :!IOLZ- IN li"RONT DR. 

47 OTHER. MISCZLIANEOUS ITEMS 

Remarks: WINDOW- WJ:TH HOLE (BCLLE'.r) 

48 OTHER MJ:SCELLANEOUS I~ 

Remarks: BOLE - IN CLOSBT DR. 

218 

ALL O'mBa O:&'li'ZNSBS 

Serial Number Weight 
or Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

I o.oo 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 



I 

01/06/1999 

( (' 
"C:tft ·OJ' RZCBMORD 
POLJ:CB DBPARTMBN!.l' 

Property and Bvi.denc:a Voucher 

Voucher Number: 987221 Officer: 1717 ~, RICBAlm 

Property Type: B EVmENCZ CCRE Code:90Z ALL OTBBll O:&'FBNSES 

Incident Number: 981229-0805 

Found By - Name: E. PROVOST / R.. WAR!I!.BBN 
Address: 501 N. 9~ ST 
City, State, Zip: RICHMOND, v.a. 23219 
Phone Number: (804)780-6760 

Owner - Name: 
Addre.!ls: 
City, State, Zip: 
J?hone Number: ( ) 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: 

Address Found: 1112 #C DOVB ST. 

Barcode It~ 

Number 
Item Code Item Description Serial. Number 

49 ~ MLSCSLLANBotJS n'BHS 

Remarks: BOLB- Dt CLOSBT DR. 

so 0~ MISCZI.I..ANBOOS :t~ 

Remarks: BOLB- Dt CLOSET DOOR. 

51 OTHER MJ:SCBLLANBOtJS J:!ZMS 

Remarks: BOLB- D1 CI.OSB'r DOOR. 

52 OTBBR MJ:SCBLLANBOUS J:~ 

Remarks: BOLB- Dt CLOSE~ DOOR. 

33 I OTHER 1 Ml:SCZLLANEOOS ITEMS 

;:.emar:Cs: 3HO~SJiE:.I. NAD 

I 
i 

j )JISC:.Laa.""JECUS 5.r.l . ·:THER .::'mMS 
I 

Remarks: SBOTSHELL 'WAD 

55 OTHER. M:rSCZLLANEOUS J:TEMS 

Remarks: BOLE- D1 SmB DOOR. 

56 OTBBR M:rSCZLLANBOUS ITEMS 

Remarks: BOL2- :IN IO:~ CABI:NBT. 

219 

Weight 
or Val.ue 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

o.oo 

I 0.00 

D. Or) 

0.00 

0.00 



I 

! 

( 
czu ·or RJ:CBMDND 

01/06/1999 POLICE DBP~ 
Property and Evidence Voucher 

Voucher Number: 98722l. Officer: 1717 DRTBBN, lUCBUtD 

Property. Type: CCRE Code:90Z ALL OTBBR OIT.BNSBS 

Incident Number: 981229-0805 

E'ound By - Name: B. PROVOST / R. DRTBBN 
Address: SOl N. 9r.H ST 
City, State, Zip: ~CBMCND, v.a. 23219 
Phone Number: (804)780-6760 

Owner - Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: 
Phone Number: ( ) 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: 

Address Found: 1112 iC DOVB S!f. 

I Barcode Item Item Description ~tem Code Serial. Number 
Number 

57 O'!BBR MrSCZLLAJ!IZOUS rmMS 

Remarks: ElOLB- m KITCBBH CABD1B!r. 

58 OTBBR MXSCZIIUU:OUS I~ 

Remarks: BOLE- m~aanm:r. 

59 OTBBR MXSCBLLANBOUS IDMS 

Remarks: WOOD DBBRJ:S RJ:COVBRZD noM K:I'l"CBBH li"L. 

60 OTBBR MJ:SCBLLANBOUS I1'BMS 

Remarks: PLASTJ:C ~- (SHOTSBBLL WAD) 

I g1 
I OTHER MISCZLLANBOUS ITEMS I 
~~-30L 

Remarks : :ZXTEIUCR m:AR L:rv. RM. WINDOW. 

63 O'l'HER MJ:SCELLANEOOS ITEMS 

Remarks: WINDOW SCREEN W/ BOLE. 

64 OTBER MISCELLANEOUS I~ 

Remarks: KJ:TCBEN CABINE'l!-W/ CARDBOARD. 
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Weight 
or Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 



01/06/1999 

.. 

( 
. . . 
CITY OF RICHMOND 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 
Property and Evidence Voucher 

Vouche~ Number: 987221 Officer: 1717 wn1'BEN, lUCBARD 

Property Type: E EVJ:DENCB CCRE Code:90Z 

Incident Number: 981229-0805 

Found By·- Name: 
Address: 

E. PROVOST / R. ~ 
501 N. 9TH ST 

City, State, Zip: RICHMOND, v.&. 23219 
Phone Number: (804)780-6760 

OWne.r - Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: 
Phone Number: ( 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: 

Address Found: 1112 #C DOVE S~. 

Barcode Item Item Code Item Description 
Number 

P57ll.S 65 AMMO-CAll CARDIDGE CASE 

Remarks: 9MM (FG) 

P571l.6 66 O'rBEll MISCELLANEOUS J:~ 

Remarks: BOLE- IN WlU.LBOAlU). 

P57ll7 67 OTREB. MISCELLANEOUS ITEHS 

Remarks: DOOR- FROliT 

P57ll8 I 68 I OTHER I MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 

Remarks: DOOR- SmE DR. 

I 

ALL OTHER O!TENSES 

j_ 

Serial. Number . 

I T.)O::.,~ ·! ~ I 
59 I ~xme'!" j~=z~c.!, .:.!ONEY I ---·--- i I ! 

~emar .ks : FOUND ~.J ~T #.2 6. 

P57l.20 
I 

70 I GSR KIT I SUN SHOT :RESIDUB 
I 

XIT 
I 

Remarks: ~ 

I 
! 
! 

I 

I 

PS7l.2l. I 71. I GSll ICI~ I GUN SHOT BESIDUE Kr~ I ( 1'-1111 
Remarks: ~ '_:,./ 

.~ ~571.22 
I 

72 I GSR KIT J smt SHOT m:smtlE KrT I I 
Remarks": 
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Weight 
or Value 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

-!73.49 

0.00 

0.00 I 

0.00 

I 
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01/06/1999 

-

CI'l'Y OF RICHMOND 
POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Property and Evidence Voucher 

Voucher Number: 987221 , Officer: 1717 ~. RICDBD 

Property Type: E EVXDENCE CCRE Code:90Z ALL OTHER OFFENSES 

Incident Number: 981229-0905 

Found By - Name: E. PROVOST / R. ~ 
Address: 501 N. 9T.B ST 
City, State, Zip: RICHMOND, V1. 23219 
Ph~~e Number: (804)780-6760 

OWner - Name: 
Address: 
City, State, Zip: 
Phone Number: ( 

Suspects: 

Arrest Type: 

Address Found: 1.112 #C DOVB S~. 

Barcode Item Item Code Item Description Serial. Number 
Number 

P57123 73 SSR IaT GUN SB~ BBSXDUB IaT 

Remarks: 

.., -· 
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i 

I
I IN THE CIRCUIT COtJRT OF THE CITY OF RICHM:OND 
I }(..41 'f Jb'I(J' 

11 kEST TE·L. GREEN, .. IDMINISTR.~TOR OF ) 

f 
THE EST-~TE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN. ) 

Plaintiff, ) 

I ) 
1 v. ) Case No. LF-330-4 

I JOHN B. BUCKOV'lCH ~ 
and -:: ) 
GE9RGEING~~. ) 

I Defendants. ) 

I ll Serve: George Ingram 
1 501 North 9th Street 
II Richmond, VA 23219 

II 
! 
i 
i 

r 1. 
I 
I 

I 
I 2. 

AJ.v!E~-:DED :\'IOTION FOR J1JDGV!IEl'iT 

The plaintiff Leslie L. Green \'l'l!r. Green1

'), by counseL states: 

On or about December 29, 1998, the plaintiffs decedent Christie D. Green 

("!vis. Green") died. 

On qr about J anuaxy 19, 1999, the plaintiff qualified for and was duly 
• j 

appointed the -~dministrator of the Estate ofl\l!s. Green by the Circuit Court of ! 

I 

13 
t:THBE:RT I . 
w OFFICES I 
"-·iS · Hriotffi : 
~«"n4 ~loCI! 5TUE& I 
~a.AC. 

/IJtClN&A ~J·)~ 
c-»tJ ru.uco j 

"£AS'r ~II' STUET I 
sum t601 I 
!lreiloiOND. 

VIIICtN&A !l:l9 
\:IQ4l ')4)o)\CQ I 

r!\CSIMIU: 
C304J :'31-tOSS 

II 

I 

the City of Richmond, \rirgin.i.a. 

Iv!s. Green died intestate, survived by the following statutory beneficiaries per 

a. E:evasha Sada Green. 

b. Diqasha Sanic'e Green 

.. 
:; 

;Document 11111 
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· 4. By letter dated January 21, 1999, and received by the City of Richmond on 

January 26, 1999, the plaintiff gave notice of this claim as required by 'ta . 

Code § 8.01·222. ... ;.\.ttached is an authentic copy of this letter and the 

corresponding card showing receipt. 

5. By reason of the death ofjy!s. Green, the statutory beneficiaries have sustained 

the damages itemized in \ia. Code § 8.01·52(1·5). 

6. The plaintiff respectfully requests a jury trial. 

7. 

Count! 
(Gross negligence) 

The plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs one through si."(, above. 

I I 8. The defendant John B. Buckovich ('"Officer Buckovich'') owed Ms. Green the 

I 
i 

duty· to use reasonable care in supervising the forced entry into the apartment 

known as 1112-C Dove Street, in the City of Richmond, o~ Tuesday December 

29, 1998. 

9. Officer Buckovich breached the duty described in the foregoing paragraph. 

10. In breaching this duty, Officer Buckovich was grossly negligent in that he 

showed such indifference to others, including Ms. Green, as to constitute an 
I 

- I 

utter disregard of caution amounting to a complete neglect of the s~ety of i 

another person, including ~Is. Green. 
'ti~XBERT 
w OFFICES e-·?S . NRS *** 11. Such gross negligence evi.!lced a conscious disregard for the rights of others 
JltTH ~...CIU S":"iU .. CT 
mus~ 

'IIQio.I&A !3~S-l:!: 
l»41 :n-ma . 

) E.o\51" MAiN S'r'P.£r.' 
surn 1601 
lO...oND. 

VllCOI&A :l%19 
C:SO.I 64J.J lCO . 

FACSI).CIU 
r:o.t a:..1053 

and/or criminal indifference to civil obligations. 

12. There is no paragraph 12 to this a:::c.ended motion for judgment. 

2 
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SUIT£ 1601 
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14. 

(~ .. 

.. A.s a direct and proximate result of the gross negligence described above, Ms. 

Green died. 

By reason of the death of ~!s. Green, the statutory beneficiaries have sustained 

the dama~es itemized in Va. Code § 8.01-52 (1·5). 

-=. . 

Count2 
(Gross negligence) 

15. The plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs one through si."!, above. 

16. Ms: Green died as a direct and proximate result of one or more of five blasts 

from a shotgun fired by the defendant George Ingram C'Sgt. Ingram"). See 

the statemen~ of Sgt. Ingram, a copy of which is attached as Document #40. 

117. Sgt. Ingram thus fired the fatal blast or blasts in an effort to make a forced 

entry into 1112-C Dove Street, in the City of Richmond (the "-~partment'), on 

Tuesday December 29, 1998. 

18. \'Vb.en lV!s. Green collapsed due to the mortal wounds inflicted by Sgt. Ingram, 

she trapped one of her two infant daughters under her, and her own blood 

covered her trapped child. See Document #40, copy attached. 

19. According to the report of the medical examiner, copy attached as Document 

#14, )!!s. Green's cause of death was "shotgun wound ofchest" caused by a 

"frangible 'breaching' round," and there were four entrance \"\:ounds in the 

right upper chest. See the attached copy of photograph #38, depicting these 

wounds. These wounds mark the entrance point of multiple frangible slug 

particles, fired by Sgt. Ingra!l:., that proceeded to perforate all lobes of iV!s. 

Gree!l.'s right lung, her e$ophagus, her aorta, the left lower lobe of her left 

) 
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(~. 

lung, and her heart. Postmortem toxicology was negative for alcohol, 

opiates, and cocaine. 

'20. Sgt. Ingram owed lVIs. Green the ·duty to use reasonable care in making 

forced entry into the _-\partment. 

21. Sgt. Ingram breached the duty described in the foregoing paragraph. 

22. In breaching this duty, Sgt. Ingram was grossly negligent in that he showed 

such indifferene!rto others, including l't!s. Green. as to constitute an utter 

clis~egard of caution amounting to a complete neglect of the safety of another 

person, including Ms. Green. 

23. Such gross negligence evinced a conscious disregard for the rights of others 

and/or criminal indifference to civil obligations. 

24. ..!.\.s a direct and proximate result of the gross negligence described above, Ms. 

Green died. 

"--0. By reason of the death of Zv!s. Green, the statutory beneficiaries have 

sus1:ained the damages itemized in \ta. Code § 8.01.52 (1-5). 

"""'HEREFORE Leslie L. Green, administrator of the estate of Christie D. 

Green, demands judgment against John B. Buckovich and George Ingram, jointly and 

severally, in the amount of si.~ million and no/lOOths dollars ($6,000,000) 

UTHBERT compensatory damages, plus $1,000,000 punitive damages, plus interest from 
W OFFICES 
*=N·' riricfrii 
)Jm1 ~RIS'nm' 

PrnRS'aUKC. 
atONIA :.l~·lZ:.S 

(,104) :JloliQa 

I EA:IT MAIN S'naT 
5\JIT'I 16Gt 
RI01fo~Cro60. 

YlaCINIA !l%19 
lJ04t 04).) ICQ 

P.'\CSD.41LI 
(.SO.I iJ1~5.1 

December 29, 1998, and costs. 

LESLIE L. GREEN, ADi\1I~1:STR4.TOR 
OF THE EST.-\TE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN 

4 
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r· 
\ ... 

By c\~~6-~-
counsel 

Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
~Iarga.ret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
A Professional Corporation 
220 North Sycam.ore Street 
Petersburg, Vu-ginia. 23803 

1.:09.301 revi.seci 6/6198 ..... 
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12/27/00 l'evision 
VIRGINIA: 

.· 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 

LESLIE L. GREEN, ADlVIINISTRATOR OF ) 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, ) 

) 
Plaintiff, · ) 

v. ) 
) 

ARMOR HOLDINGS, INC. ) 
(a Delaware corporation), ) 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION ) 
OF AMERICA ) 
(a Delaware corporation), ) 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION ) 
OF AMERICA, ) 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, ) 
and GEORGE INGRAM, ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 

The plaintiff Leslie L. Green C'Mr. Green,), by counsel, states: 

1. On or about December 29, 1998, the plaintiffs decedent Christie D. Green ("Ms. 

Green") died. 

2. On or about January 19, 1999, the plaintiff qualified for and was duly 

)UTHBERT 
i~E.;w:.,..Cj§ J 
IORTH SYCAMORE STREET ~ 

PFJIRSBURO. ; 
v'IROINIA Da0l-l2Z! ; 

appointed the Administrator of the Estate of Ms. Green by the Circuit Court of 

the City of Richmond, Virginia. 
(801) 73l·l100 i 

OEAST~INSTREET 1 3 
SUrrE 1601 i . Ms. Green died intestate, survived by the following statutory beneficiaries per 
RICHMOND, il 

VllOIN lA 2l219 i I 
1804) 64l·l•oo !I 

FACSIMILE ;:.1 
(~) 732·4653 

;! 

Va. Code § 8.01-53: 

a. Kevasha Sada Green, DOB September 26, 1995. 
., 
;I b. Diqasha Sanic'e Green, DOB April9, 1997. 
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I 
i 
i 

I 
I 

4. By reason of the death of Ms. Green, the statutory beneficiaries have sustained 

the damages itemized in Va. Code§ 8.01-52(1-5). 

5. The plaintiff respectfully requests a jttry trial. 

Count 1 
(Gross negligence of Officer Buckovich) 

6. The plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs one through five, above. 

7. The defendant John B. Buckovich ("Officer Buckovich,) owed !vls. Green 

various duties, including but not limited to the duty to use reasonable care in 

training and equipping Sgt. Ingram and in planning and supervising the 

forced entry into the apartment known as 1112-C Dove Street, in the City of 

Richmond, on Tuesday December 29, 1998. 

,8. Officer Buckovich breached the duties referenced in the foregoing paragJ.~aph 

I 
! 
I 

j 
I 

i 
! 

!I 
•I 
'I 

;I 

in numerous ways, including but not limited to: 

a. Deciding to use frangible slugs as the breaching tool under 
the circumstances of the case (namely, to serve a search 
warrant on a small apartment that he should have known 
was occupied by 6 adults and 7 children). Available options 
included a ram or a pry bar. 

b. 

c. 

Failing to see that Sgt. Ingram did not commit the acts of 
negligence outlined below. Lt. Buckovich was head of the 
Police Academy and in charge of training the SWAT team. 
He was at the scene and, in fact, gave the signal to begin 
the raid that resulted in Ms. Green's death. 

Failing to see that Sgt. Ingram was properly trained. For 
example, not trained to aim at a 45 degree angle toward the 
jamb. See Document# 191 at page 490 (copy attached), 
s~ating, "Breaching rounds are fired into the door jamb ... 
at a 45 degree angle .... " In contrast, the ·Richmond lesson 
plan (Document# 109) makes no mention of the left/right 
aiming angle. For example, see Document # 109 at page 
360 (copy attached). 

2 
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I 

I. 

il 
!I 

c· 

d. Failing to conduct appropriate surveillance, or to see that 
this was done, before the raid began. 

9. In breaching these duties, Officer Buckovich was grossly negligent in that he 

showed such indifference to others, including ?vls. G1·een, as to constitute an 

utter disregard of caution amounting to a complete neglect of the safety of 

another person, including Ms. Green. 

10. The negligence described above in this Count evinced a conscious disregard 

for the rights of 1\lls. Green and/or criminal indifference to civil obligations 

owed to her. 

11. As a direct and proximate result of the gross negligence desCl·ibed above, Ms. 

Green died. 

12. By reason of the death ofMs. Green, the statutory beneficiaries have s·ustained 

the damages itemized in Va. Code § 8.01-52 (1-5). 

Count 2 
(Gross negligence of Sgt. Ingram) 

13. The plaintiff incorporates by reference paragraphs one through five, above. 

14. Ms. Green died as a direct and proximate result of one or more of five 

frangible rounds fired from a 12 gauge shotgun by the defendant George 

Ingram ("Sgt. Ingram"). See the statement of Sgt. Ingram, a copy of which is 

attached as Document #40, pages 138 and 139. 

15. Sgt. Ingram thus fired the fatal round or xounds in an effort to make a forced 

entry into 1112-C Dove Street, in the City of Richmond (the "Apartment"), on 

Tuesday December 29, 1998. 

3 
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sum 1601 
llJCHMOWD, 
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(~) 731·4658 

16. When Ms. Green collapsed due to the mortal wounds inflicted by Sgt. Ingram, 

she trapped her infant daughter l{evasha under her, and her own blood 

covered her trapped child. See Document #40, page 139, copy attached. 

17. ..J-\ccording to the report of the medical examiner, copy attached as Document 

#14, pages 82 through 96, the cause of Ms. Green's death was "shotgun 

wound of chest" caused by a "frangible 'breaching' round," and there ·were 

four entrance wounds in the right upper chest. See the attached copy of 

photograph #38, depicting these wounds. These wounds mark the entrance 

point of multiple frangible slug particles, fired by Sgt. Ingram, that 

perforated all lobes of Ms. Green's right lung, her esophagus, her aorta, the 

left lower lobe of her left lung, and her heart. Document# 14 at page 87. 

Postmortem toxicology was negative for alcohol, opiates, and cocaine. 

Document# 14 at page 87. 

18. Sgt. Ingram owed Ms. Green various duties, including but not limited to the 

19. 

duty to use reasonable care in making forced entry into the Apartment. 

Sgt. Ingram breached the duty described in the foregoing paragraph in 

numerous ways, including but not limited to: 

a. Aiming four of his five blasts in the gap between the 
deadbolt latch and the knob latch. See photograph #s 319 
and 324, copies attached. These last four blasts did not 
aid in opening the door, nor could they. Instead, they 
merely jeopardized the occupants. This action by Sgt. 
Ingram violates t~e aiming instruction in Document# 109 
at page 360, copy attached, stating "aim shotgun ... at the 
latchbolt .... ~~ 
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20. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Failing to check the target door after each of blasts one 
through four to determine if the next blast was likely to 
cut all the way th1·ough the door and, if so, to switch to a 
more conservative, less aggressive breaching tool (such as 
a ram or a pry bar). In this regard please note the 
statement of 1\tlichael R. Talbert in Document# 200 at 
page 515, copy attached, that .. Through the holes in the 
[front] door, I saw at least two figures inside the 
apartment moving toward the stairs and another figure 
moving toward the kitchen." When the raid took place, 
the lights were "on .. in the kitchen. 

Failing to turn the knob after each blast to see if the target 
door would open. Instead, between blasts Sgt. Ingram 
merely pushed the door with his left foot to see if it would 
open. Since none '()f his five blasts damaged the knob latch, 
it \vas highly unlikely that the door was going to open in 
response to the pressure of his left foot. 

Failing to aim the shotgun at a 45 degree down angle. See 
Document #109 at page 360, copy attached. Inst~ad, 
trajectory testing indicates that Sgt. Ingram aimed at a 
down angle of 8 degrees to 32 degrees. See photographs #s 
367 and 368 and Document#s 117 and 118, pages 379 and 
380, copies attached. 

Failing to aim the shotgun at a 45 degree angle toward the 
jamb. See Document# 191 at page 490, copy attached, 
stating, "Breaching rounds are fired into the door jamb ... at 
a 45-degree angle .... " The Richmond lesson plan 
(Document #109) makes no mention of the left/right aiming 
angle. For example, see Document #109 at page 360, copy 
attached. 

In breaching this duty, Sgt. Ingram was grossly negligent in that he showed 

such indifference to others, including Ms. Green, as to constitute an utter 

disregard of caution amounting to a complete neglect of the safety of another 

person, including Ms. Green. 
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21. The negligence described above in this Count evinced a conscious disregard 

for the rights of Ms. Green and/or criminal indifference to civil obligations 

owed to her. 

22. As a direct and proximate result of the gross negligence described above, JVIs. 

Green died. 

23. By reason of the death of Ms. Green, the statutory beneficiaries have 

sustained the damages itemized in Va. Code § 8.01.52 (1-5). 

Count 3 
(Breach of express wan·anties by Defense Technology) 

24. The plaintiff incorporates by reference all paragraphs of this motion for 

judgment set forth above. 

25. The defendant Defense Technology Corporation of America ( a Delaware 

26. 

corporation), and/or the defendant Defense Technology Corporation of 

America (together, "Defense Technology") sold the five 12 gauge frangible 

rounds (the "Frangible Rounds,) that Sgt. Ingram shot at the kitchen door of 

1112-C Dove Street on December 29, 1998, one or more of which killed Ms. 

Green (together, the "Frangible Rounds"). At all relevant times, the 

defendant Armor Holdings, Inc. controlled the actions of Defense Technology. 

On or about April 18, 1997, the City of Richmond bought the Frangible 

Rounds from Defense Technology. 

27. Attached as Document# 4 page 13 is an authentic copy of an invoice 

documenting the sale of forty-eight frangible rounds by Defense Technology 

to the City of Richmond. 

6 
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c 
28. The frangible rounds sold by Defense Technology to the City of Richmond, as 

I 
r 

documented by Document# 4, page 13, copy attached, included the Frangible f 

Rounds. 

29. .Attached as Document# 5 pages 14 through 16 is an authentic copy of 

product literature supplied by Defense Technology to the City of Richmond as 

an inducement to buy the frangible rounds referenced in Document# 4 page 

13, copy attached. 

30. In selling the Frangible Rounds to the City of Richmond, Defense Technology 

made certain express warranties, including but not limited to the express 

warranty that the slug of the Frangible Rounds udisintegrates into a fine 

powder upon impact with the target," and that "[t]he only possible 

. fragmentati~n would be from the target area rather than the slug itself., 

Document# 5 at page 15, copy attached. 

31. The Frangible Rounds did not conform to the express warranties referenced 

32. 

above. 

In depositions, Officer Buckovich testified as follows: 

Q. Now look with me, please at 7 (d). With respect to the particular 
frangible slugs that killed Ms. Green, did it malfunction or was it 
defective in any way? If so, how? 

7 
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33. 

A. And this is obviously an opinion question on my part that based on 
the way the round is supposed to function, it is my opinion that it did 
malfunction because it is supposed to fragment upon contact with an 
object. 

4:5 (b) (6) deposition of the City of Richmond Part 1 (Officer Buckovich 

testifying), 64.12 through 64.20. In addition, in depositions Eugene Provost, 

a forensics detective \vith City of Richmond, testified as follows: 

Q. vVhat is it about the specifications of the manufacturer that lead 
you to the conclusion that the frangible slug rounds fired by Sergeant 
Ing1·am resulted in Christie's Green's death malfunctioned or were 
defective? 

A. I understood the rounds that Sergeant Ingram fired, do I feel that 
they were defective that contacted with Christie Green? 

MS. BURTON: Okay. 
A. The reason that I feel that they were defective, once they passed 
through the door, they should not have continued to stay whole. They 
should have been - even if they were fragmented, if they were 
fragmented, then they should be in a powder form not in a split in half 
or a fragmented form like a bullet. Once these come in contact with 
any type of surface that they pass through, there's- my indication 
from the manufacturer is that they're supposed to be powderize. 

Q. Did you talk to the manufacturer or are you basing this on 
manufacturer's published specifications? 

A. The manufacturer's published specifications. 

4:5 (b) (6) deposition of the City of Richmond Part 2 (Detective Provost 

testifying), 95.3 through 96.1. 

As a direct and proximate result of the breach of express warranties 

described above, Sgt. Ingram killed Ms. Green. 

8 
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Count 4 
(Breach of implied warranties by Defense Technology) 

34. The plaintiff incorporates by reference all paragraphs of this motion for 

judgment set forth above. 

35. Defense Technology made implied warranties to the City of Richmond that 

the Frangible Rounds we1·e of merchantable quality and fit for their intended 

and ordinary use and for the general aJ?,d particular purposes and uses for 

which they were designed, manufactured, marketed, distributed, and sold. 

36. The Frangible Rounds did not conform to the implied warranties described 

above in this Count. 

37. As a direct and proximate result of the breach of implied warranties 

described above, Sgt. Ingram killed Ms. Green. 

Count 5 
(Negligence by Defense Technology) 

38. The plaintiff incorporates by reference all paragraphs of this motion for 

judgment set forth above. 

39. Defense Technology designed, manufactured, packaged, marketed, 

distributed, delivered, sold, tested, inspected, and supplied the Frangible 

Rounds. 

\..W OFFICES 
•ORMD::I"' tiiriij'fii 40. Defense Technology owed Ms. Green the duty to use reasonable care in 
NOln'M SYCAMORE STRUT 

PETERSBURC. 
VIROlNIA ZJ-'03·122-' 

(801) 7)).)100 

'00 EAST MAIN S'nl£ET 
SUITEl60l 
RICHMQID. 

VIRC1NIA 2l219 
(504) 64)·)100 . 

Flt.CSIMIL£ 
(504) 7J2.-16S8 

I 

! 
'· I• 
I 

" 
il 

I 

designing, manufacturing, packaging, marketing, distributing, delivering, 

selling, testing, inspecting, supplying, instructing the City of Richmond and 

its employees (such as Officer Buckovich and Sgt. Ingram), and warning of 

any reasonably foreseeable hazards posed by the Frangible Rounds. 
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41. Defense Technology breached the duties described above in this Count. 

42. Defense Technology was negligent in breaching the duties described above in 

this Count, and in related ways. 

43. The negligence described above in this Count evinced a conscious disregard 

for the rights of Ms. Green and/or criminal indifference to civil obligations 

owed to her. 

44. As a direct and proximate result of the negligence described above, Sgt. 

lngt·am killed Ms. Green. 

WHEREFORE Leslie L. Green, administrator of the estate of Christie D. 

Green, demands judgment against Armor Holdings, Inc. (a Delaware corporation}, 

Defense Technology Corporation of America (a Delaware corporation), Defense 

Technology Corporation of America, John B. Buckovich, and George Ingram, jointly 

and severally, in the amount of nine million and no/100ths dollars ($9,000,000) 

compensatory damages, plus $1,000,000 punitive damages, plus interest from 

December 29, 1998, and costs. 

LESLIE L. GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR 
OF THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN 

Bye~· 
Counsel 

Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
A Professional Corporation 
220 North Sycamore Street 

.I Petersburg, Virginia 23803 
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1/6/04 revision 

VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 

KATINA GREEN, ADMINIS1RATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE INGRAM, 

Defendants. 

ORDER 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

On September 30, 2003 came the parties, by counsel, on various motions. For the reasons 

stated from the bench, the Court rules as follows: 

I. With respect to motion # 1 (asking the Court to exclude certain evidence in limine): 

a. 

b. 

c. 

The defense may not present evidence or argument that the plaintiff brought 

a claim against or sued the manufacturer (page 51 of the 9/30/03 transcript). 

The defendants may mention any allegations that the plaintiff made against 

the manufacturer, to the extent that those allegations are inconsistent with 

claims that the plaintiff makes against the defendants (pages 51 and 52 of 

the 9/30/03 transcript). 

The defendants may not present evidence or argument that Ms. Green was 

contributorily negligent or assumed the risk. 

~'II 
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2. With respect to motion #2 (requesting leave to show the panel, during voir dire, 

plaintiff's Exhibits 19 and 20, one being a photograph showing Christie Green with Kevasha and 

another being a photograph showing Christie Green with DiQasha), the Court grants the motion. 

3. With respect to motion #3 (asking the Court to reconsider and refine its decision 

dealing with drugs and guns, and also to rule in limine that evidence as to homicide suspects is not 

admissible), the Court denies the motion (page 53 of the 9/30/03 transcript). 

4. As to the plaintiff's motion to exclude photographs of the guns and drugs, the Court 

prohibits mention of such evidence in opening statement. As to the admissibility of such evidence, 

the Court defers ruling until the defense offers such evidence at trial (page 54 of the 9/30/03 

transcript). 

5. With respect to motion #4 (dealing with the plaintiffs objections to the videotaped 

de bene esse deposition testimony of the defense expert witness Mr. Larry Beadles), the defendants 

withdrew excerpts 34:13- 34:25 and 35:4- 35:10. As to the balance of the proposed deposition 

testimony of Mr. Beadles, after the defendants have withdrawn these two excerpts, the Court denies 

the motion (page 53 of the 9/30/03 transcript). 

6. With respect to evidence as to the incident on Afton Avenue earlier on December 29, 

1998, involving the SWAT team, the Court prohibits mention of such evidence in opening 

statement. As to the admissibility of such evidence, the Court defers ruling until the defense offers 

such evidence at trial (page 60 of the 9/30/03 transcript). 

7. With respect to the defense motion to edit defense exhibit # 16 to delete reference to 

evisceration, the Court grants the motion (pages 46 and 47 of the 9/30/03 transcript) . 
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8. With respect to the defense motion to exclude evidence that the front door was 

breached, the Court denies the motion but prohibits the plaintiff from presenting evidence as to 

whether or not the rounds disintegrated when shot at the front door (pages 53 and 54 of the 9/30/03 

//PL~~ 
transcript). ~ ~ 

~<llinson Enter: ~ 

Seen and objected to: 1 

C.:\:1- ~=t-
Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
Counsel for the plaintiff 

SEEN:__,f .t&< c~c.P:: 

Vicki W. Harris, E quire 
Counsel for defe ants 

Date: --------------------------

1 The plaintiff objects to the following rulings, for the following reasons: 
1. With respect to the Court's decision allowing the defendants to present evidence 

as to the plaintiffs allegations against the manufacturer, for four independent reasons, this 
decision is wrong. First, it is wrong because it allows the defendants to exploit a tactical 
advantage that exists only because this Court bifurcated the trial of the claims against the 
manufacturer from the trial of the claims against the two police officers. Because of bifurcation, 
there is now no attorney to stand before the jury and defend the #22 TKO. The same power that 
authorized this Court to bifurcate should likewise authorize this Court to bar the evidence in 
question. As the Supreme Court of Virginia recently noted: 

a trial court must be cautious to insure that separating or consolidating claims 
for trial does not prejudice the substantial rights of any party. 

Allstate Insurance Co. v. Wade, 265 Va. 383, 393, 579 S.E.2d 180, 185 (2003). 
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Second, it is wrong because a reasonable jury could not conclude from the evidence that the 
manufacturer's alleged breach of express warranties (Count 3), breach of implied warranties 
(Count 4), or negligence (Count 5) "so entirely supersede the operation of the defendant's 
negligence [that is, the negligence of Officers Buckovich and Ingram] that it [the manufacturer's 
alleged wrongs] alone, without the defendant's negligence contributing thereto in the slightest 
degree, produces the injury." (Attached is a copy of the motion for judgment.) Coleman v. 
Blankenship Oil Corp., 221 Va 124, 131,267 S.E.2d 143, 147 (1980), stating: 

In order to relieve a defendant of liability for his negligence, negligence intervening 
between the defendant's negligence and the injury "must so entirely supersede the 
operation of the defendant's negligence that it alone, without the defendant's 
(negligence contributing) thereto in the slightest degree, produces the injury." 
Richmond v. Gay, 103 Va. 320, 324, 49 S.E. 482, 483 (1905). 

In this regard, along the time line of events, the alleged gross negligence of Officers Buckovich 
and Ingram co-existed with the alleged wrongs of the manufacturer: at most they combined to 
cause Sgt. Ingram's fatal shot. Atkinson v. Scheer, 256 Va. 448,455, 508 S.E.2d 68, 72 (1998), a 
medical malpractice action, holding that the trial court erred in allowing evidence that another 
physician (who was not a party) was negligent, explaining: 

Even though Dr. Wampler-Adams,just as Dr. Rothman in Jenkins, had the last 
opportunity to take acts which would have substantially increased the patient's 
probability of survival, Dr. Wampler-Adams' failure to act did not entirely sever 
the chain of proximate causation set in motion by Dr. Scheer's alleged negligence. 

Third, it is wrong because a jury has concluded that the plaintiff's claims against the 
manufacturer are meritless. Please see the attached copy of the final order in the action against 
the manufacturer (Plaintiffs Exhibit 15.1). Fourth, it is wrong because the prejudicial effect of 
this evidence in question outweighs any probative value. 

2. With respect to the Court's decision concerning the admissibility of evidence as to 
drugs, guns, and homicide suspects found within the apartment after Sgt. Ingram killed Christie 
Green, such evidence is not relevant to prove either gross negligence or the plaintiff's 
entitlement to punitive damages. Hence, it is not relevant. In this regard, the plaintiff 
incorporates by reference the argument given orally at the hearing held September 30, 2003, as 
well as in her corresponding motion #3. Furthermore, evidence found (or not found) after Sgt. 
Ingram fired the fatal shot is not probative of the care (or lack of care) with which the defendants 
acted. Griffin v. Shively, 227 Va. 317,321,315 S.E.2d 210,213 (1984) ("Willful and wanton 
negligence is acting consciously in disregard of another person's rights or acting with reckless 
indifference to the consequences, with the defendant aware, from his knowledge of existing 
circumstances and conditions, that his conduct probably would cause injury to another.") 
(Emphasis added). Cf Jackson v. Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. Co., 179 Va. 642, 649, 20 S.E.2d 489, 
492 ( 1942), stating: 
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"Accordingly, in actions for negligence the courts generally deny the admissibility 
of evidence of the reputation of the defendant for negligence, his habits of 
negligence, his habitual negligent conduct, etc., upon the issue of his negligence at 
the time of the injury complained of." (Emphasis added.) 

Please note that the plaintiff stipulates that, when Sgt. Ingram fired the fatal shot, the defendants 
had a good faith basis to believe that there were illegal drugs, guns, and homicide suspects in the 
apartment. In the alternative, the prejudicial effect of such evidence outweighs any probative 
value. This evidence prejudices Ms. Green in two ways: first, it tends improperly to validate, 
retrospectively, the gross negligence of the defendants; and second, it improperly taints Ms. 
Green with "guilt by association." 
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VIRGINIA: 12/12J03 revision 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 

KATINA GREEN, ADMJNISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA 
(a Delaware corporation), 
DEFE.NSETECHNOLOGYCORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
and GEORGE INGRAM, 

Defendants. 

ORDER 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. LL-2806-4 

On September 25, 2003 came the parties, by counsel, on various motions filed by the , 

plaintiff. For the reasons stated from the bench, the Court rules as follows: 

1. With respect to motion #1 sub-part #1 (dealing with evidence as to collateral 

sources), the Court grants the motion and forbids the defense from attempting to convey any of the 

following to the jury in any manner, either directly or indirectly: 

a Katina Green, aunt of the two statutory beneficiaries, has adopted Kevasha 

b. Katina Green is an excellent surrogate mother to Kevasha. 

c. The amo\Ult of compensation earned by Katina Green at her job. 

d. Kevasha is covered by Medicare. 

e. Katina Green is receiving General Relief on account ofKevasha 
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f. Dollnice Skipper, a family friend to whom Christie Green gave temporary 

custody of DiQasha Green (the other statutory beneficiary), is an excellent 

surrogate mother to DiQasha. 

g. The amount of compensation earned by Dollnice Skipper at her job. 

h. DiQasha is covered by health insurance earned by Dollnice Skipper through 

her job. 

2. With respect to motion #1 sub-part #2 (dealing with certain facts surrounding the 

death of Christie Green, including drugs and guns), the plaintiff withdraws her objection to evidence 

that, during the raid, someone fired three pistol shots from inside the apartment. As to the balance 

of this motion, the court denies it 

3. AB to motion #1 sub-part #3 (dealing with the incident involving Kevin Jones earlier 

on December 29, 1998), the court grants the motion and prohibits the defense from introducing 

evidence or making argument that Kevin Jones was wanted or arrested for murder and the 

circumstances surrounding his arrest, including but not limited to evidence or argument of a 

separate SWAT team raid earlier on December 29, 1998 at another apartment where Ms. Green was 

present, and that the purpose of such earlier raid was to arrest Mr. Jones for murder. 

4. With respect to motion #1 sub-part #s 4 and 5 (dealing with the admissibility of 

excerpts from expert witness disclosures previously filed by the plaintifl), the Court withholds any 

ruling pending development of other evidence at trial. In the meantime, the defense may not make 

mention of any such disclosures without first approaching the bench and obtaining leave. 

5. With respect to motion #1 sub-part #6 (dealing with whether the defendants may 

claim that the #22 TKOs fired by Sgt. Ingram allegedly malfunctioned), the Court prohibits all lay 

defense witnesses and parties from stating any such conclusion (such conclusion invading the 

2 

~9'1 
244 



CUTHBERT 
LAW OFFICES 
£@ del @ri&ri' 
220NOIUH SYCAMORE STREET 

PETERSBUi\0, 
VIRGINIA 23803·3228 

(I!Ot) 7JJ.JIOO . 
700 EAST MAIN STREET 

SUrr£1601 
RJCHMONO. 

VIROINIA 23219 
(I!Ot) 643·3100 . 

FACSIMILE 
(804) 732-4658 

( 
'· 

( 

province of the jury), but allows defense counsel to argue to the jury that the #22 TKOs did indeed 

malfunction. 

6. With respect to motion #1 sub-part #7 {dealing with evidence or argument that the 

#22 TKOs with a red hull have different performance characteristics than those with a silver hull}, 

the Court grants the motion. 

7. With respect to motion #2 {dealing with the editing of transcripts of the deposition 

testimony of various witnesses), the Court notes that the parties have resolved all differences except 

for those dealing with the deposition given by Jimmy Trahin on August 25, 2003. With respect to 

such deposition testimony of Mr. Trahin, the Court sustains the defense objection to the use of this 

deposition, with leave to the plaintiff to present authorities and argument at a later time in support of 

the admissibility of this deposition testimony. 

8. With respect to motion #3 {asking for leave to use certain software to present video 

testimony), the Court denies the motion. 

9. With respect to motion #4 {asking the Court to require both parties to submit their 

proposed voir dire questions in advance}, the Court denies the mo,n. , 

//9/~4 

~/ .. ~ .... ····"fudge G. Jolmson 

Date: 
-------------------------------------------------
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Seen and objected to:1 

C\-\~}-
Chartes H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
Counsel for the plaintiff 

SEEN: AND ~ 'ID: 

W&~ 
Vicki W. Harris, Esquire 
Counsel for defendants 

1With respect to the Court's decision concerning the admissibility of evidence as to drugs, guns, 
and .homicide suspects found within the apartment after Sgt. Ingram killed Christie Green, such 
evidence is not relevant to prove either gross negligence or the plaintiff's entitlement to punitive 
damages. Hence, it is not relevant. In this regard, the plaintiff incorporates by reference the 
argument given orally at the hearing held September 30, 2003, as well as in her corresponding 
motion #3. Furthermore, evidence found (or not found) after Sgt. Ingram frred the fatal shot is 
not probative of the care (or lack of care) with which the defendants acted. Please note that the 
plaintiff stipulates that, when Sgt. Ingram fired the fatal shot, the defendants had a good faith 
basis to believe that there were illegal drugs, guns, and homicide suspects in the apartment. In 
the alternative, the prejudicial effect of such evidence outweighs any probative value. This 
evidence prejudices Ms. Green in two ways: first, it tends improperly to validate, 
retrospectively, the gross negligence of the defendants; and second, it improperly taints Ms . 
Green with "guilt by association." Ms. Green repeats her request that, if the Court allows this 
evidence, the Court give a limiting instruction telling the jury the only purposes for which the 
jury may consider this evidence. 
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Virginia: 
In the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond, john Marshall Courts Building 

KATINA GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN 

v. 

JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
GEORGE INGRAM, 

LL-2806-4 

DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA (a Delaware corporation), 
and DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, 
ARMOR HOLDINGS INC. 

0 R DE R 

Plaintiff 

Defendants 

On January 22, 2004, again came the parties, in person 

and/or by counsel, and also the jury pursuant to its 

adjournment of the previous day. 

Whereupon, the jury again returned to their room and 

after some time returned into court and announced that they 

were hopelessly deadlocked and could not reach a verdict. 

Counsel for defendant Ingram renewed her motion to 

strike the evidence of the plaintiff, which motion was 

sustained, and to which ruling of the court counsel for the 

plaintiff objected. 

It is, therefore, ORDERED that the plaintiff take 

nothing and that judgment be entered in favor of the 

defendants, plus costs. 
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A copy of this order was mailed this day to counsel of 

record. 

ENTER I /c:;'l~r(} y 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHM:OND 

KATINA GREEN, AD:rvnNISTRATOR OF 
THE ESTATE OF CHRISTIE D. GREEN, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

JOHN B. BUCKOVICH, 
GEORGE INGRAM, 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA (a Delaware corporation), 
DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION 
OF AMERICA, and 
ARMOR HOLDINGS, INC. 
(a Delaware corporation), 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Case No. LL-2806-4 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

ORDER 

On motion of the plaintiff, the Court hereby authorizes the court reporter Rhonda 

Montgomery, when preparing the trial transcript, to incorporate by reference the following 

transcripts of video depositions that the plaintiff presented to the jury as part of her case in chief: 

1. Transcript of excerpts from the video deposition of George Ingram given 10/14/99, 

copy attached. 

2. Transcript of excerpts from the video deposition of John B. Buckovich given 

6/27/00, copy attached. 

Ms. Montgomery shall incorporate these transcripts by reference by stating the following in 

the trial transcript and by attaching to the trial transcript a copy of this order, along with a copy of 

these two transcripts: 
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"Please see the attached transcript of the videotaped testimony of this witness 
which, by order of the court, copy attached, is made a part of this trial transcript." 

The Court notes that it was with the permission of the Court that, during the trial, Ms. 

Montgomery did not record this videotaped testimony as these two videotapes were presented to the 

jury.~ 

I ask for this: 

Charles H. Cuthbert, Jr. 
Margaret Cuthbert Broaddus 
Cuthbert Law Offices 
Counsel for plaintiff 

Seen and agreed: 

/ 

b?d//U:J.-
Beverly A. Burton, Esquire 

Date: -------------

Counsel for John B. Buckovich and George Ingram 

2 
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Issues Report (Green v. Buckovitch) 

• designation of depostion 

{4:1]- (4:2) 

[4:13)- (4:15] 

[4:20)- (5:16] 

[8:1]- [11 :8) 

8/11/2003 9:09 AM 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 3 
25 
page 4 

l 
2 
3 

GEORGB J. INGRAM 
was duly sworn and testified as follows: 

'10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 4 
12 A Yes, sir. 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Q Would you please state for the record your 
name~ sir? 

A My name is George James Ingram. 
0 And your date of birth? 

10/14/1999 Sgtlngram 

• designation of depostion 

page 4 
19 A 517-68-6350. 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Q You are employed by the Department of 
Police for the City of Richmond; is that correct? 

A Yes, sir, X am. 
Q And for how long have you been employed by 

the Department of Pol~ce for the City of Richmond? 
·A . Twenty-two plus years. 25 

page 5 
1 
2 
3 

Q ADd what is your current job title or 
position with the Department of Police for the City 
of Richmond? 

4 A I'm a sergeant assigned to field services. 
5 Q ADd for how long have you held that rank 
6 and position? 
7 A The rank has been approximately three 
8 years now and x•ve been in field services the whole 
9 time. 

10 Q What does field services mean? 
11 A Patrol division. 
12 Q I want to ask you to turn your thoughts to 
13 the raid on December 291 1998 at 1112 C Dove 
14 Street, Richmond, Virginia. Do you remember that 
15 raid? 
16 A Yes, sir, I do. 
17 0 When the raid began, what did you 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 7 
25 warrant. 
page 8 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Q As your part in the raid were you the 
person in charge with the task of breaching the 
kitchen door? 

A Yes, sir, I was. 
Q ADd is that the way you would describe 

your function in this raid? 
A I was a breacher, yes, sir. 
Q And you were the breacher for the kitchen 

door, correct? 
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A Pox the kitchen door, yes, sir. 
Q Now, when the raid began, what did you 

understand to be your assignment once you succeeded 
in breaching the kitchen door? 

A My assignment would be to fall hack into 
the number three position on the three man team 
that was assigned to go in that door and we were 
just to post up at that door, we weren't even to 
enter the building. 

· Q so you were part of a three person team to 
breach the door, is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q And you were the breacher in that three 

man team, is that correct? 
A Yes, sir. 
Q ADd who were the other two m&mbers of that 

8111/2003 9:09 AM 

page 9 
1 team and what were their functions? 
2 A Number one man in that team was Tim 
3 Degrawe and he was a shield man and he had the 
4 ballistic shield that would be protecting other 
5 people on the team. ADd the number two man who was 
6 also the team leader was Sergeant Jack King and he 
7 would direct the team, and Z was the number three 
8 man plus being the breacher. 
9 Q So once you breached the door, were your 

10 functions fulfilled for purposes of this raid? 
11 A We would breach the door and secure the 
12 kitchen visually and any individuals that might be 
13 in the kitchen. 
14 Q What do you mean secure the kitchen 
15 visually? 
16 A Zf we looked in and saw no one inside the 
17 kitchen, which was a very small room, that's where 
18 we would stay unless called up by the structure 
19 commander to assist anywhere else in the building. 
20 Q And what if there were individuals inside 
21 the kitchen, what did you understand your role to 
22 be with respect to those individuals as of the time 
23 ~t the raid began? 
24 A We would place them. We would secure 
25 them. We would place them on the ground and secure 
page l.O 

1 them until the raid was finished. 
2 Q Before firing the first round in the raid 
3 that resulted in Ms. Green's death, did you know 
4 the composition of the door that was to be your 
5 target, whether it was wooden or metal or solid or 
6 hollow? 
7 A Prom our intelligence the door looked to 
e be a wooden door. We couldn't tell if it was a 
9 hollow core door or a solid wooden door, but it 

10 looked to be metal. 
11 Q Bxcuse me, it looked to be metal? 
12 A I'm sorry, it looked to be wood, but we 
13 weren't sure if it was a solid wooden door or a 
14 hollow core door. 
15 Q And when did you first realize that it 
16 looked to be a wooden door, did you know that 
17 before you arrived at the premises? 
18 A When I approached the door. It was a 
19 wooden door. It was obvious it was a wooden door. 
20 Q Before you arrived on the premises, did 
21 you have any information one way or the other as to 
22 the composition of the door that was to be your 
23 target? 
24 A Zt appeared that it was, probably through 
25 the intelligence gathering, they said it appeared 
page 11 
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to be a wooden door, but 100 percent sure we didn• t 
know what kind of door it was until we got right 
there. 

Q So when you left to begin this raid, you 
anticipat~d that it would be a wooden door that you 
would be breaching but you weren't sure of that, is 
that a fair s ta temen t? 

A Yes, sir, that's a fair statement. 
Q Before you fired the first frangible 

[11:10]- [11:16) 

[12:25]- [13:11] 

[13:16]- (13:22] 

[14:2]- (15:17] 

8/11/2003 9:09 AM 
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9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Q Before you fired the first frangible -­
well, let me go back. After you got on the scene, 
you confir.med visually that it was a wooden door 
that was to be your target; is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q And you did that before you fired the 

first round; is that correct? 
A Correct. 
0 Before you fired the first frangible round 

10/14/1999 Sgl Ingram 
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page 12 
24 A Not that I recollect. 
25 Q Now, what about the lock, before you fired 
page 13 

l the first round in this raid on December 29, 1998, 
2 what did you deter.mine to be the natura of the lock 
3 that was on that door? 
4 A As we approached the door we looked, there 
5 was a door knob that didn't appear to have any 
6 lock, exterior key lock and associated with that 
7 was a dead bolt lock. It looked like a standard, 
8 typical dead bolt lock that was associated with it. 
9 As with our procedures I tried the door knob just 

10 to make sure that the door was locked and not open. 
11 I did that and I went from there with my breaching. 
12 Q Now the dead bolt lock was above the knob; 

10/14/1999 Sgt Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 13 
15 it was above the lock. 
16 Q And you deter.mined visually that the knob 
17 itself had no locking mechanism to it, it was just 
18 a knob without a lock? 
19 A A standard door knob, that•s what it 
20 appeared to me at the t~e. I reached over and 
21 tried to turn it, it was free turning but the door 
22 was locked-
23 Q At any point did you examine that knob 

10/14/1999 Sgt.lngram 

• designation of depostion 

page 14 
l A No, sir, I did not. 
2 
3 
4 

Q Before you arrived outside the kitchen 
door on the night of this raid, what did you know 
about the height of the lock above the surface on 
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5 which you had to stand in order to shoot out the 
6 lock? 
7 A Intelligence said that it looked like a 
8 standard lock and door knob which means it would be 
9 a standard, such as on this door here, would be a 

10 standard height lock. It didn•t appear to be high 
11 or low, just a standard door knob and locking 
12 system. 
13 Q And before that raid began ~~ before you 
14 arrived at the scene that night, what information, 
15 if any, did you have as to whether the apartment 
16 was on a slab that was above the surface on which 
17 you would have to stand in order to shoot at the 
18 lock? 
19 A The question was asked whether or not we 
20 had steps either at the front door or the back 
21 door. I asked about the back door. OUr 
22 intelligence said there were no steps leading into 
23 the back door. That was the only intelligence that 
24 I bad as far as any steps or slabs or any height 
25 differential. 
page 15 

1 Q So before you arrived at the apartment on 
the night of this raid, you thought that the level 
on which you would stand would be the same level as 
the level of the floor inside? 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

A Nor.mally when you step into buildings 
th~•re never that level because buildings are 
stepped up and if you don•t have a step on the 
outside there might be a short stoop, which I 
believe that this place had, a three or four inch 
stoop. You•re always going to have that going into 
a structure. 

Q So the fact that the apartment in thi~ 
case was on slab that was elevated a bit above the 
surface on which you had to stand, that did not 
surprise you, did it? 

A No, sir, that's no:rmal for going into a 
structure. 

0 Before you fired the first round in 

10/14/1999 Sgt.lngram 
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10 
11 
12 
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20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

A Yes, sir. 
Q Row about the layout,·what information did 

you have as to the layout of that first floor of 
this apartment before the raid began? 

A The layout, as I recall from my part of 
the raid, was that we had the front door which led 
into a living room, small living room with a 
hallway and steps going upstairs that would be on 
your right-hand side as you came through the door. 
The living room, as you went through the front door 
of£ to your left side would be the entrance to the 
kitchen where the door that we were coming in came 
into the kitchen would be the general layout of the 
first floor. 

0 In connection with this raid, once you got 

1 0/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 17 
3 not immediately enter the apartment. 
4 Q At any t~e before you left the apartment 
5 that night did you enter it? 
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A Yes, sir. 
Q Did you go into the living room/dining 

room area as well as into the kitchen area? 
A No, sir, I was in the kitchen the whole 

t~e. I was in the kitchen and I left through the 
kitchen door. 

[27:5]- [28:8] 

(31:17]- (35:18] 
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10 
11 
12 Q So at any time on the night of December 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 27 
4 between -- excuse me. Subject to that objection, 
5 tell me everything that you remember doing in the 
6 interval of t~e between the time when you arrived 
7 at 1112 C Dove Street on December 29, 1998 and the 
8 t~e when you fired the first round at the kitchen 
9 door? 

10 A When we arrived the teams split off, the 
11 front team going to the front door, the rear team 
12 going to the rear door. We approached the rear 
13 door is set up in our team and I waited for the 
14 command to breach. 
15 Q And is there anything that you remember 
16 doing in that interval other than waiting for the 
17 command to breach? 
18 A No, sir, we approached, took up my 
19 position and waited for the command to breach. 
20 0 You tried the door knob? 
21 A That•s after I was told to breach. 
22 Q Describe for me, please, the weapon that 
23 you used to fire the five shells that you fired in 
24 the raid that we•ve been talking about? 
25 A It is a Remington 870 that•s been 
page 28 

1 modified, it has a rifle sight with a 0 ring scope 
2 and a light kit. 
3 0 And is it a pump action? 
4 A Yes, sir. 
5 Q And what is the length of the barrel? 
6 A I'm not sure the exact length of the 
7 barrel on that weapon. It is a shortened barrel, 
8 but I'm not sure of the exact length. 
9 0 Is it the standard shortened length of 

10/14/1999 Sgt Ingram 
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page 31 
16 A Comparable. 
17 0 How did you know when to try that door 
18 knob? 
19 A That•s a standard procedure we do on all 
20 doors when we come up to a door, for all breachers. 
21 0 But you did not do that until you'd 
22 received the signal to begin1 is that correct? 
23 A Correct. 
24 0 And how did you receive that signal to 
25 begin? 
page 32 

1 A My team leader says move or breach, and 
that night I believe he said move. We waited -­
there was a signal. We waited for an external 
signal and that was for a window being broken out. 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

0 Did you hear the window being broken out 
yourself? 

A Yes, I did. 
Q And then what's the next thing that you 
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heard? 
A Move. 
Q And who said that, Sergeant King? 
A Jack King, yes. 
Q And was there any appreciable lapse of 

time between the time when you heard the window 
break and the time when Sargeant ICing said move? 

A They were almost at the same time. 
Q And was there any significant delay on 

your part between the time when Sergeant ICing said 
move and the time when you tried that door knob? 

A No, sir, it was very immediate. 
Q And what did you do next after trying the 

door knob and finding that it turned but that the 
door did not open? 

A I began my breaching technique. 
Q ADd what exactly did that involve? 

page 33 
1 A That involved me shooting the frangible 

rounds at the locking system on the door. 2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16· 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
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Q Now, just before you fired -- excuse me. 
Altogether, bow many shots did you fire at the 
kitchen door that night? 

A Pive. 
Q Now, just before you fired the first shot 

at the kitchen door, was the door intact? Was 
there any hole in the door? 

A No, sir. 
Q And in connection with the first load that 

you fired at the door, at what point of the door 
did you point the barrel of the shotgun? 

A The sights were placed on the lock, the 
area between the dead bolt lock and where the frame 
is there's a small area that's exposed and that's 
the are~ that we shot at. 

Q And why is it that you shot at that area 
between the dead bolt lock and the frame? 

A That•s where the throw goes into the frame 
from the lock. 

Q So you were shooting at the throw, the 
dead bolt throw for that first shot, correct? 

A Correct. 
Q ADd what was the approximate angle between 

page 34 
1 the line of the barrel and the plane of the door 
2 when you fired that first breaching load? 
3 A As far as ~gle, do you mean up, down, 
4 right, left? 
5 Q Yes. 
6 A Optimally you try to get somewhere close 
7 to a 45 degree angle, but generally you want a 
8 downward angle on it and the way most doors are 
9 you•re pret~ much going to be in a downward angle 

10 on the frame. 
11 Q And why is it that you generally want a 45 
12 degree downward angle? 
13 A That•s the way we train and the philosophy 
14 being that when the shot lock or the frangible 
15 ·round hits the lock, you want to take the debris of 
16 the throw and any wood debris and have it fall 
17 downwards inside the structure. 
18 Q And why is that? 
19 A Just to prevent any injuries if it should 
20 occur, if you should throw a dead bolt or 
21 splinters. It•s just an added safety feature. 
22 Q So it•s out of concern for the safety of 
23 the individuals inside the unit that you attempt to 
24 aim downward at a 45 degree angle, is that correct? 
25 A Yes, sir. 
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page 
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35" 
Q And in connection with that first 

breaching load that you fired that night, did you 
get the barrel of the shotgun down to 45 degrees? 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
B 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
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A r wouldn't be able to tell you -- stand up 
here and tell you if r•m shooting 45 degrees is 
what we say in training, what we attempt to do in 
training. I couldn't tell you if I was at 45 
degrees that night or close to 45 degrees. I 
didn• t have an instrument measuring, but I was at a 
good downward slope and I was pointing downward. 
How whether it was at an exact 45 degree angle, I 
couldn't tell you that. 

Q What is your best estimate as to what that 
downward angle was when you fired the first shot? 

A Again, it was at a good downward angle and 
I wouldn• t be able to estimate whether it was 60 or 
SO or 40 degrees, r wouldn't be able to estimate 
that. 

0 Do you think it was more than 45? 

10/14/1999 Sgt Ingram 

·designation of depostion 

page 36 
9 answered that. 

10 0 When you fired that first breaching load, 
11 what was the distance between the end of the barrel 
12 and the surface of the door? 
13 A Approximately three and a half to four 
14 inches gap, maybe six inches at most. 
15 Q Was that by design? 
16 A That's what X intended, yes, sir. 
17 Q And why did you intend that? 
18 A Well, it gives me room to maneuver the 
19 barrel and prevent any back blast on myself or the 
20 people behind me. 
21 Q Bow did you hold that shotgun in 
22 connection with that first breaching load that you 
23 fired? 
24 A rt•s a shoulder mounted weapon, it was in 
25 my shoulder and in the proper firing position with 
page 37 

1 my eyes lined on the sights. 
2 Q And what was the kick like? 
3 A Comparable to shooting a shotgun, a 12 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

gauge. 
0 How, just before you fired the second 

breaching load, was there a hole in the door? 
A Could you say again? 
Q JUst before you fired the second of the 

five breaching loads, was there a hole in the door? 
A Yes, sir, there was. 
Q You saw the hole visually? 

13 sir, 
A I shot and checked after each shot, yes, 
I saw the hole visually. 

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

Q And how big was that hole? 
A The hole is about the size that a 12 gauge 

would make, maybe quarter size or less, something 
like that. 

Q So after the first shot you realized that 
the breaching load had penetrated the door, 
correct? 

A Penetrated the door right where the throw 
was, about the location of the throw, or where the 
throw is. You can't see the throw obviously when 
the door is locked, but approximately where the 
throw is. 
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page 38 
1 0 Did you attempt to look through that 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 38 
7 looking through a hole. 
8 Q JUst before you fired the second breaching 
9 load, where did you point the barrel of the 

10 shotgun? 
11 A It was pointed below the original location 
12 where I had shot. 
13 Q And why did you point it below the 
14 original location where you shot the first time? 
15 A The door hadn't come opened, hadn't swung 
16 open on the first shot and how you work this is you 
17 shoot, you look, you shoot, you look, working in a 
18 pattern to clear it where the throw would be. 
19 0 So you fired the first breaching round? 

10/14/1999 Sgl Ingram 
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page 42 
1 stoop down and look through a hole, no, sir. 
2 Q Now, when you fired the second round, what 
3 was the approximate .angle between the line of the 
4 barrel and the plane of the door? 
5 A Similar to the first shot. There 
6 obviously would be a little bit of difference, but 
7 it would be similar to the first shot. 
8 Q Why would it obviously be a little bit of 
9 difference? 

10 A Because I would be working my way down so 
11 the angle would obviously change as you're working 
12 your way down. 
13 Q And how would it change? 
14 A Inch at a time maybe. 
15 0 So is it your recollection that when you 

10/1411999 Sgt.lngram 
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page 43 
10 steeper. 
11 
12 went 
13 

0 Yes, the angle would become steeper as you 
down? 

14 
15 
16 
17 

A Correct, sir. 
Q So on the night of this raid, was the most 

steep shot that you fired the last one? 
A It would be, yes, sir. 
Q ADd the least steep shot was the first 

18 one? 
19 A Correct, sir. 
20 Q And the others in between became 
21 progressively steeper as the number of shots 
22 increased, is that correct? 
23 A Yes, sir. 
24 Q ADd in connection with that second load 
25 that you fired, what was the approximate distance 
page 44 

1 between the end of the barrel and the surface of 
2 the door? 
3 A All about the same from the first one. 
4 Q Is that true for all five of these shots? 
5 A All five of the shots were about the same. 
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And for all five shots was the butt of the 
at your. shoulder? 
Yes, sir. 
ADd for all five of the shots was the kick 

shotgun approximately the same? 

[44:16). [47:20) 
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10 
11 
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Yes, sir. 
And was there anything unusual about the 

10/14/1999 Sgl Ingram 
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44 
A No, sir. 
Q Now, after you fired that second breaching 

load and before you fired the third one, were there 
two holes in the door at that point? 

A Yes, sir, there were. 
Q And where were they and how big were they? 
A Again, I would say approximately quarter 

size and they were contiguous, one on top of each 
other, maybe a little off angle, but they were 
right below the first one. 

Q And did you look to see whether any light 
page 45 

1 was coming through the door at that point? 
2 A No, sir, I stopped, checked the door and 
3 it was not open and so I continued m¥ breaching 
4 technique. 
5 Q What do you mean when you say you stopped 
6 and checked the door and the door was not open? 
7 A When you hit these throws right, somettmes 
8 it takes two and sometimes it take five shots, the 
9 door will come open, you•ll knock the throw out, 

10 and it wasn• t open at that time. 
11 Q So did you do anything else between the 
12 time of the second shot and the time of the third 
13 shot other than look at the door to see whether it 
14 was opened? 
15 A No, sir. 
16 Q Not a thing in the world? 
17 A No, sir. Did m¥ first shot, checked. 
18 Second shot, checked. Third shot, checked and so 
19 on. 
20 
21 
22 

Q And when you say checked, it•s a visual 
check, correct? 

A It's called a visual and toe check is what 
23 we do. 
24 Q A visual and what? 
25 A A visual and toe check is the technique. 
page 46 

1 Some broachers use their hands, I use my toes. 
2 Between shots I reach up and I tap the door with my 
3 foot to see if it will spring open. 
4 Q And other than touching the door with your 
5 foot in between these five shots, did you come in 
6 contact with the door or the door hardware? 
7 A No, sir. 
9 Q You didn't touch the door or the door 
9 hardware except with your toe, is that correct? 

10 A Correct, bottom of the door. To explain 
11 it so there won't be any confusion here, you shoot, 
12 you stop, you do a visual check and you just kind 
13 of nudge it with your toe and then you realign, 
14 shoot. And it's not a thing that you're doing 
15 instantaneously, you're purposely doing it because 
16 you're trying to be accurate here and you're trying 
17 to breach the door safely and get in. 
18 Q Now, after the second shot the door was 
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still closed, correct? 
A Yes, sir. 
Q And you pushed on it with your foot and it 

did not open, correct? 

[48:4]- [53:6] 
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22 
23 
24 

A Correct. 

25 the 
page 47 

Q And is there anything else you did between 
second and third shots? 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
g 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

A It was the same technique through all the 
shots. 

Q So you did nothing else between the second 
and third shot? 

A Did a visual check and then a little toe 
nudge and then just continued on. 

Q Now, just before you fired the fourth 
breaching load, how many holes were there in the 
door? 

A Three. 
Q ADd were they each separate holes, or did 

they start to kind of bleed together? 
A They started to bleed together, one, two 

and then it was starting to take pieces out of the 
area of the lock. 

Q What do you mean out of the area of the 
lock? 

A Well, where the dead bolt is, the area 
that I was atming at, the area between the dead 
bolt and the frame where the door is exposed. 

Q But the second and third shots were below 

10/14/1999 Sgllngram 
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page 48 
3 five. 
4 Q So they were basically vertical? 
5 A Vertical, more or less vertical, yes, sir. 
6 Q And so no one shot was beside another 
7 shot? 
8 A No, sir. 
9 Q And just before you fired the fourth 

10 breaching load, were you able to see light through 
11 the door? 
12 A I don't recall, sir. I did a visual check 
13 and I don•t recall light comdng through the door. 
14 Q You did a visual check to see whether the 
15 door was open, correct? 
16 A Correct, hut ~ don't recall light coming 
17 through at that time. 
18 Q Did you do a visual check to determine 
19 whether light was coming thro~gh the door between 
20 the third and the fourth shots? 
21 A No, sir. 
22 Q And in connection with that fourth shot, 
23 your barrel was below the hole that you made with 
24 the third shot; is that correct? 
25 A Correct. 
page 49 

1 Q And it was at a little bit steeper angle 
than the angle at which you fired the third shot, 2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

correct? 
A Correct. 
Q Do you think at that point you were down 

to 45 degrees in terms of an angle? 
A I don•t know, air. 
Q And again, the distance between the end of 

the barrel and the surface of the door in 
connection with that fourth shot was three or four 
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16 
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22 
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Q ADd again, the shotgun was at your 
shoulder? 

A correct. 
Q Did you have any difficulty firing at that 

angle when you fired the fourth shot with the butt 
of the shotgun on your shoulder? 

A No, sir. 
Q Did you have to stand on tiptoe? 
A No, sir. 
Q At any time that night in connection with 

any of the five rounds did you have to stand on 
tiptoe? 

A Not during firing, no, sir. 
page 50 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q At any time that night did you stand on 
tiptoe in connection with this raid? 

A No, not on tiptoe. When I had to nudge 
the door, Z had to bring my left foot up to touch 
the door and come back down, but I wasn•t on 
tiptoe, no, sir. 

Q Now, just before you fired the fifth 
breaching round, was there any light coming through 
the door? 

A Z don•t recall, sir. 
Q And again, that fifth place that you aimed 

was below the first four shots that you put in the 
door, correct? 

A Correct. 
Q And so again, the angle was steeper than 

the angle for the first four shots when you fired 
the fifth, correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q ADd again, we•re talking about three to 

four inches away from the door for that fifth 
breaching load? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q ADd the butt of the shotgun was at your 

shoulder, correct? 
A Correct. 

page 51 
1 Q And on all these the kick waa essentially 
2 the same, correct? 
3 A Correct. 
4 Q ADd nothing out of the ordinary, nothing 
5 from what you would expect? 
6 A No, sir. 
7 Q Now, in the interval between the first and 
8 the second shots, about how much t~e passed? 
9 A Zt would be fairly quick. You shoot, 

10 check, shoot, check, shoot, check. It's fairly 
11 deliberate. I mean it's not like we count seconds 
12 between shots, as long as you complete the task as 
13 you do it. Shoot, check, shoot, check, shoot, 
14 check. You don't just go bam, bam, bam. You're 
15 checking, you're doing what you're supposed to do 
16 between shots. 
17 Q And the checking that you're referring to 
18 is checking to see whether the door has come open 
19 either in response to your shooting or in response 
20 to your kick? 
21 A Correct, the nudge thing, which that is 
22 something that I personally do, is a technique that 
23 I do. 
24 Q 
25 correct? 
page 52 

1 A 

Now this is a pump action shotgun, 

Remington Model 870 pump action shotgun, 

261 
11 



Issues Report [Green v. Buckovltch] 

( • designation of depostlon 
2 yes. 
3 Q So you had to reload that magazine between 
4 each of these five shots by pulling that pump back 
5 toward the trigger, correct? 
6 A Correct, sir. 
7 Q So what is your best estimate as to the 
8 approximate amount of time that passed between the 
9 first shot you fired at the kitchen door that night 

10 and the second shot you fired at the kitchen door 
11 that night? 
12 A Xt would be approximately a second. 7t 
13 wouldn't be long. 7t would be a long second. It's 
14 a very deliberate. You•re not doing it real fast 
15 where you can pump out as many rounds as you can. 
16 7t would be approximately a second. Maybe a little 
17 lpnger than a second. 7'm not sure of the exact 
18 time. 
19 0 Now how about the interval of time between 
20 the second and the third shot, approx~tely how 
21 much time passed? 
22 A They•d all be about the same. 
23 0 And at any point in the interval between 
24 the first shot and the fifth shot that you fired 
25 that night, did anything happen that you considered 
page 53 

1 to be unusual other than what you were doing? 
2 A No. We knew they were busy at the front, 
3 we could bear the shots being fired so we weren't 
4 sure what was going on at the front, but other than 
5 that everything we were doing was a.nor.mal entry 
6 using our tools. 

{ 7 0 You actually heard shots that night; is 

[53:10]- [53:23] 

[56:3] - (57:11] 

8/11/2003 9:09AM 
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• designation of depostion 
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9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

A Yes. 
0 Excuse me, that night did you hear shots 

co~g from inside? 
A Yeah, you could tell they were being fired 

inside from the other side of the dcor. yes. You 
could hear shots and you could hear the shots, and 
they're pretty obvious that they were coming from 
the inside. 

Q And how many shots did you hear coming 
from inside the apartment that night? 

A 7 don•t recall the exact number. 
Q Was it more than one? 
A Yes, it was more than one. 
Q You heard more than one shot? 
A We heard more than one shot, yes. 
0 So in between the time when you fired 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 56 
2 open. 
3 Q At any time before you finally got the 
4 kitchen door open, did you try the door knob to see 
5 if it would turn other than that first t~~ before 
6 the first frangible shot? 
7 A No, sir. 
B 0 So it could have been that the reason that 
9 the door wouldn't open was that the throw that was 

10 connected with the knob was keeping it from 
11 opening; isn•t that true? 

262 
12 



Issues Report [Green v. Buckovltch] 

• designation of depostlon 

[57:25] - [58:20] 
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12 A The door knob throw? 
13 Q Yes, sir. 
14 A Xt's possible. X'd have to look at 
15 pictures to see how far up and down I came on it, 
16 but that's possible, yes, sir, it•s possible that 
17 that was holding the door shut. When I nudged the 
18 door and it didn• t open and so :I called the ram and 
19 one tap, the door did come open. 
20 Q Well, how could you possibly have expected 
21 the first of the five frangible shots to have 
22 caused the door to open if there was a throw 
23 attached to the knob and you didn• t t:ry the knob? 
24 A We went up and down, sir, and if you see 
25 how we placed our shots and those are -- those door 
page 57 

1 knobs are generally insignificant, they 
2 disintegrate with just the pressure of the round 
3 coming through and knocking holes in the door, but 
4 could part of the throw from the dead bolt still 
5 have been stuck in the frame, or could the lock on 
6 the door of the turn knob been stuck, I don't know. 
7 All I know is that it didn • t come open when I used 
8 my toe to push the door and we don 1 t haul off and 
9 kick doors, so I called for the ram to open the 

10 door and one hit with the ram and the door came 
11 open. 
12 0 Wouldn't you agree, though, that the 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 57 
24 it that night and it may be that distance. 
25 Q Let me make sure that I understand this, 
page 58 

1 at any time that night after you fired the first 
2 frangible slug, did you turn the door knob to see 
3 if you could get the door open? 
4 A No, sir. Between the first and fifth, no, 
5 sir, I did not try the door knob, no, sir. 
6 Q A1 together how many seconds passed, 
7 approximately, between the time when you fired the 
8 first round until the time when you fired the last 
9 of the five? 

10 A Maybe six seconds1 six to seven seconds, 
11 in that time frame would be a guess. 
12 Q Is that your best estimate, six to seven 
13 seconds? 
14 A Somewhere in there. It may be a little 
15 longer, may be a little shorter. I would assume 
16 that it would be less than 10 seconds. 
17 Q You feel pret~ confident that it was less 
18 than 10 seconds? 
19 A I•m very confident that it was less than 
20 10 seconds. 
21 Q Let me make sure that what I'm asking is 

10/14/1999 Sgt.lngram 

• designation of depostion 

page 60 
18 A No. 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

0 At any time in that interval between the 
time when you fired the first round and the time 
you fired the last round, did you say anything to 
anybody? 

A The only time I: said anything to anybody 
was after the fifth round was fired and the door 
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2 5 wasn • t open and l: called up for the ram. 
page G1 

1 Q ADd what is calling up for the ram 
involve? 2 

3 
4 
5 
G 
7 

A We have a person that brought up the ram 
and was standing by with the ram and if I needed 
tbe ram all I had to do was yell for the ram and he 
brought me the ram. 

· Q And who was that person? 

.10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 63 
8 and what they have on it. 
9 Q What was the approximate distance between 

10 where you visualized the throw of the dead bolt to 
11 be and the location of the last of the five 
12 frangible shots you fired that night? 
13 A The distance of maybe four inches at the 
14 total throw, maybe four or five inches at most. 
15 Q But even so, your purpose in firing the 
16 fifth of the frangible slug rounds was to dislodge 
17 the throw of the dead bolt, wasn't it? 
18 A That's what you're looking to do, yes, 
19 sir. You•re trying to dislodge the dead bolt and 
20 anything that may have jammed up getting that door 
21 open, yes, sir. 
22 Q You weren't a~g for tho throw attached 
23 to the knob when you fired the fi\th of those 
24 frangible slugs, were you? 
25 A No, sir. That wouldn't be where I'd be 
page 64 

l going at, no, sir. 
2 Q Now, when you fired the five frangible 
3 slugs, were you standing at approx~tely the same 
4 place each ttme? 
5 A I was at the same place each time. 
G Q And was that on the sidewalk? 
7 A That was right by the door, so in front of 
9 the door. So l: was looking down at the door, so it 
9 would be on the sidewalk, I guess, that leads up to 

10 the back door. 
11 Q But you weren't on that little bit of lip 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 70 
23 front and back door had TKO rounds used on them. 
24 Q Did anyone else shoot into the kitchen 
25 that night? 
page 71 

1 A No, sir. 
2 
3 
4 
5 
G 

Q You were the only one who shot in the 
kitchen that night? 

A I was the only one who shot at the kitchen 
door, yes, sir. 

0 To best of your information, knowledge and 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 71 
21 anything inside the kitchen. 
22 Q You did enter the kitchen that night, 
23 didn't you? 

.4. '1-S 
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A 
Q 

Yes, sir, I did. 
When you entered the kitchen, did you see 

8/11/2003 9:09AM 

page 72 
1 any evidence that any of the five frangible loads 
2 that you•d fired had penetrated the kitchen door? 
3 A Well, the door -- there was a hole through 
4 the door once we got in and parts of the lock and 
5 everything were on the inside of the kitchen. 
6 There was debris from the door inside the kitchen. 
7 Q Other than that, did you see any evidence 
8 that one or more of the frangible loads that you 
9 fired that night penetrated the kitchen door at 

10 1112 C Dove Street? 
11 A Just the debris that I saw on the door, 
12 that was the only thing I saw that we had on the 
13 floor. 
14 Q The debris you saw on the door? 
15 A On the floor, that had fallen off, parts 
16 of the locking system that were right there in 
17 front of us. 
18 Q How about the·door itself, at any time 
19 that night did you examine the inside of the door 
20 or look at the inside of the door? 
21 A On the way out, yes, sir, I did look at 
22 the inside of the door. I saw where we had 
23 fractured the door and hit the lock. 
24 Q When you say we you mean you, don•t you? 
25 A I mean me, yes, sir. 
page 73 

1 Q And describe what you saw about the inside 
of that kitchen door that night. 2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

A JUst that we had, maybe about that long, 
five, six inches, I 1 m not sure the correct distance 
would be that I had cut away the door around where 
the lock was. 

Q So you once you got inside the kitchen, 
you saw from the inside of the kit'chen that on the 
inside of the kitchen door there was a hole that 
was five to six inches tall all the way through the 
kitchen door? 

A Through the door, yes, sir. 
Q And the approximate dimension of that hole 

five to six inches high, is that correct? 14 was 
15 A Yes, I'd say like that. I didn't stop to 

measure the distance. I didn't get a long time to 
look at it on the way out. 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q Maybe four to six inches high? 
A Maybe, sir. Without measuring it and 

having a measure, I woulcln • t want to guess • 
Q But in any event, you observed that hole 

from top to bottom? 
A I observed the damage done to the door 

from the inside, yes, sir. 
Q Mow, how was that damage done to that 

page 74 
1 door? 
2 A It would be damage consistent to using 
3 shot lock. 
4 Q Consistent with using a shot lock? 
5 A That's another name for a frangible round, 
6 sir. 
7 
8 
9 

10 
ll 
12 
13 
14 

Q Mow, before you left the kitchen that 
night then you realized that you had probably blown 
a hole in the kitchen door, is that correct? 

A I had shot the lock out, yes, sir. 
Q And in shooting the lock out, you•d blown 

a hole in the kitchen door, hadn't you? 
A Yes, sir. 
Q And before you left the apartment that 
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page 74 
18 kitchen door. 
19 Q And did that concern you? 
20 A No, sir. The round -- at that time the 
21 round had done.what it•s supposed to do is knock 
22 the lock through so we can get inside of a 
23 structure. 
24 Q So it didn't concern you that in doing so 
25 you'd blown a hole in the door that was four to six 
page 75 

1 inches high? 
2 A No, sir, that's what we•re looking for. 
3 That's what it•s supposed to do, it•s supposed to 
4 knock the lock and debris and make a hole in things 
5 so we can knock locks off doors. 
6 Q So from your perspective the frangible 
7 slug did exactly what it was supposed to do; is 
8 that correct? 
9 A Yes, sir. 

10 Q When you fired the five loads at the 
11 kitchen door in connection with this raid, was your 
12 goal simply to get the door open? 
13 A That was m¥ goal, z•m a breacher and 
14 that•s what z•m there to do is to breach the door. 
15 Q You.weren•t trying to hit anybody on the 
16 other side, were you? 
17 A No, sir. 
18 Q You weren't trying to defend yourself or 
19 others from shots you heard inside when you fired 
20 at that door? 
21 A No, sir. 
22 Q When you fired any of those five loads at 
23 the kitchen door, were you aware that there were 
24 people in the room on the other side of the door? 
25 A No, sir. 
page 76 

1 Q When you fired those five shots at the 
door, did you even consider that there mdght be 
people in the room on the other side of the door? 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

A You•re a1vays'aware of that, the room that 
you•re going into might be occupied. You•re always 
aware of that. 

Q So you ... did consider that there might be 
people on the other side of the door? 

A You always assume that there might be 
somebody on the other side of the door, yes, sir. 

Q And you were aware of that possibility as 
you shot each of the five frangible loads at that 
door1 is that correct? 

A Correct, sir. 
0 At any time when you fired those five 

10/14/1999 Sgt Ingram 

• designation of deposlion 

page 80 
13 A Once. 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Q Did you ever figure out what kept the 
kitchen door from coming open without the aid of 
the ram? 

A No, sir. 
Q Can you rule out that what kept the door 

from opening before you used the ram was the throw 
attached to the knob? Can you rule that out? 

A I can•t rule that out, no, air. 
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22 
23 
24 
25 

Q ZD connection with this raid, when did yo1 
first consider switching over from frangible slugs 
to some other method of breaching the door? 

A After my fifth round was shot and the doo1 
page 81 

1 wasn• t open. 
2 Q Not until then did you consider an 
3 alternative? 
4 A No. sir. 
5 Q Why didn•t you consider an alternative 
6 before then? 
7 A That was my primary tool for that 
8 particular job and my secondary tool was the ram. 
9 Q Because you heard a shot fired from inside 

10 the apartment, did you change your course of action 
11 in any way? 
12 A No. sir. 
13 0 A£ter you got the kitchen door open, who 

10/14/1999 Sgt.lngram 

• designation of depostion 

page 83 
9 nobody came past that, no, sir. 

10 Q So after you got the kitchen door open. 
11 who was the first person to enter the kitchen? 
12 A Zt would be T~ Degrawe. 
13 Q And did you see h~ enter the kitchen at 
14 that point? 
15 A Z was with him, so yeah. When he did 
16 enter the kitchen, r was with him, yes. 
17 Q And was anyone else with him when he 
18 entered the kitchen? 
19 A Jack Xing was there with him. The three 
20 of us did enter the kitchen area. 
21 Q Before any of the three of you stepped 
22 into the kitchen area. did you look in the kitchen? 
23 A Yes, sir . 

. 24 Q Tell me what you saw. 
25 A We identified three adults and two 
page 84 

1 juveniles in the kitchen at that time. 'l'here were 
2 two adult females, one adult male and two children. 
3 Q And what did you observe about each before 
4 anyone entered the kitchen? 
5 A We saw them in the kitchen. we saw in the 
6 left-hand corner as we looked into the kitchen 
7 there was an adult female and directly below the 
8 adult female was an adult male who was trying to 
9 hide behind her. And in the right-hand corner of 

10 the kitchen there was an adult female who had been 
11 injured and underneath her was a small child, and 
12 directly in front of us closer to the left-hand 
13 corner near the other female was another juvenile. 
14 Q Female? 
15 A The children were both female. 
16 Q Both of them under the age of six? 
17 A Yes, I would say that. yes. 
18 Q So when you first looked into the kitchen 
19 after you got the door open that night, you saw 
20 three adults and two female children under the age 
21 of six, correct? 
22 A Correct. 
23 Q And one of those adults appeared to you to 
24 be injured1· is that correct? 
25 A Correct. 
page 95 

l Q Did you learn'the identity at any point of 
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the adult female who appeared to be injured? 
A Tbe only time I learned about her identity 

was :t think the next day. In fact :I lmow it was, 
either the next day or the day after that. 

Q ADd when you learned her identity, did you 
learn that that was Christie Green? 

A When they said her name was Christie 
Green, :t learned her name when they announced who 
it was. 

[100:13]. [101:5] 

[101:1]- [103:13] 

8/11/2003 9:09AM 

10 
11 (Document 114: Diagram) 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 100 
12 okay, both children were okay. 
13 Q After you succeeded in getting the kitchen 
14 door open and entered the kitchen, did you see any 
15 indication that any of the frangible slugs that 
16 you'd fired, or any debris from the door resulting 
17 from frangible slugs that you fired had damaged the 
18 floor of the kitchen? 
19 A :t saw some debris from the door on the 
20 floor. I don't think it damaged the floor. I saw 
21 some debris on the floor is what I saw. 
22 Q So on that night at any time did you see 
23 any damage to the floor in the kitchen of 1112 c 
24 Dove Street? 
25 A Not that X can think of, not damage to the 
page 101 

1 floor, no, sir. 
2 Q Did you ever deter.mine why the kitchen 
3 door did not open after you shot it five times at 
4 point blank range with a 12 gauge shotgun? 
5 A No, sir. 
6 (Document 109: Lesson plan) 

10/14/1999 Sgt.lngram 

• designation of depostion 

page 101 
6 (Document 109: Lesson plan) 
7 Q I want to hand you a document that, for 
8 purposes of identification, I have marked as 
9 Document 109, and I •m going to give Ms. Burton two 

10 copies and ask if she would keep one and hand one 
11 to you. ADd I'd ask you to look at it and tell me 
12 whether that•s a complete copy of the lesson plan 
13 of the Department of Police for the City of 
14 Richmond dealing with frangible ~lugs and in use 
15 when the raid took place on December 29, 1998 that 
16 we've been talking about here today. 
17 A Yes, sir, that looks to be a complete 
18 packet, as I recall, from that training and one 
19 that•s been used, yes, sir. 
20 Q Would you turn to page 360. Do you see 
21 the numbers in the upper right corner? 
22 A Yes, sir. Okay. 
23 0 And does page 360 set forth the aiming 

·24 instructions of the lesson plan of the Department 
25 of Police that applied to the door at 1112 C Dove 
page 102 

1 Street on December 29, 1998? 
2 A Yes, sir. 
3 Q I • m going to hand you an enlargement of 
4 that same page and ask you if you would tell me 
5 whether this enlargement is also a copy of that 
6 same page, and if so, would you put it on the 

/J Lf 'I 
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• designation of depostlon 
7 
8 
9 

easla? 
A Yes, sir. 
Q Would you put that on the easle, please, 

so the camera can focus on it? Now, there are two 
sets of ·aiming instructions on page 3601 is that 
correct? 

[103:19]- [104:12) 

[104:22]- [105:9] 

8/11/2003 9:09 AM 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2~ 

22 
23 
24 
25 

A Correct, sir. 
Q But they are essentially'identical aiming 

instructions, is that correct, also? 
A Yes, sir, they are. 
Q Now, which of those two aimdng 

instructions, though, applies to the door at 1112 C 
Dove Street, the top set or the bottam set? 

A The top set was used, it•s a 45 degree 
angle at the latch bolt between the lock and frame, 
that dead area there where the door is and the lock 
and frame. 

Q Por a wood door and wood frame? 
A Yes, sir. 

page 103 
1 Q But· if the evidence turned out to show 

that the frame was in fact a metal frame, the 
aiming instructions would be exactly the same, is 
that right? 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

~0 

~1 

12 
13 
14 

A Yes, sir, you•re still aiming for the 
space between the frame and the dead bolt is at, 
that dead space there. 

Q And your attack on the kitchen door that 
night was on the lock side1 is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q ADd would you please read into the record 

what the aiming instructions were for a wood door, 
wood frame lock side attack? 

A •Aim shotgun at a 45 degree angle at the 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 103 
19 left out a word. 
19 A •Aim shotgun at a 45 degree down angle at 
20 the latch bolt between the lock and the frame.• 
21 Q Now, when you fired the five frangible 
22 slugs into the kitchen door at 1112 c Dove Street, 
23 what did you think was the reason behind the 
24 instruction to •AiM shotgun at a 45 degree down 
25 angle?• What did you think was the reason for that 
page 104 

1 ins true tion? 
2 A The reason for that is to attempt to get a 
3 down angle is to push any debris from the lock as 
4 it comes loose, any debris, and make it fall down 
5 at an angle instead of going up or straight across. 
6 Try to get it to go down at some kind of an angle. 
1 Q Apd why was that a consideration? 
9 A A'safety consideration, to keep someone 
9 from possibly being hit by a piece of flying 

10 debris. 
11 Q 
12 A 
13 0 

Someone on the inside? 
Yes, sir. 
And what about the portion of the 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 104 
21 0 All right, let's use that language because 
22 that is precisely what the instruction says. When 
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23 you fired the five frangible slugs into the kitchen 
24 door at 1112 c Dove Street, what did you think was 
25 the reason behind the instruction to aim shotgun at 
page lOS 

1 the latch bolt between the lock and the frame? 
2 A That's what•s holding the door shut. The 
3 throw or the latch bolt is what•s keeping the door 
4 shut and that's what you•re trying to take out. 
5 Q And so because tbat•s what you•re trying 
6 to take out, that would be the reason that the 
7 shooter, in this case, you, should aim at the latch 
8 bolt between the lock and the frame, correct? 
9 A Correct. 

10 0 Before you fired five frangible slugs into 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 
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page 112 
19 the years, I couldn't recall. Quite a bit. 
20 Q Before December 29, 1998, what is your 
21 best estimate as to the number of times that you 
22 had actually fired a frangible slug? · 
23 A Times would probably -- the amount of 
24 rounds, r couldn't guess, but I've probably trained 
25 with frangible rounds 10, 15 times over the years, 
page 113 

1 over the period of years that we•ve been using that 
2 particular round. 
3 Q And each time fired at least one frangible 
4 round? 
5 A At least one, yes, sir. 
6 0 So what is your best estimate as to the 

10/14/1999 Sgt Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 129 
15 structures, yes, sir, more than a dozen occasions. 
16 Q Would you agree that on more than a dozen 
17 occasions before December 29, 1998 you have used 
18 ~e rehearsal technique to teach others how to use 
19 , breaching techniques that included the use of 
20 frangible slugs? 
21 A Yes, sir. 
22 0 And when you conducted these rehearsals to 

1 0/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 131 
4 mission. 
5 Q And also as part of your standard teaching 
6 technique when you are instructing fellow SWAT team 
7 officers through the rehearsal mode as to how to 
B breach buildings, you also emphasize with the 
9 fellow SWAT team members that it is important to 

10 aim the shotgun at a downward angle of 45 degrees 
11 and to aim at the latch bolt between the lock and 
12 the doorframe, correct? 
13 A That's what we teach. Optimally, of 
14 course, you would want the 45 degree angle, and 
15 that • s a teaching angle. We want a downward angle 
16 is what we teach is to try to obtain a downward 
17 angle on the lock. 
18 Q And in fact in your teaching you certainly 
19 adhere to what the lesson plan says about the 45 
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20 
21 
22 

degree downward angle7 isn•t that correct? 
A Correct. 
Q Have you taught, through the rehearsal 

[134:4]- [134:5] 

[141:6]- [141:20] 

[144:5)- (144:19] 

[145:13]. [145:23} 
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10/14/1999 Sgl Ingram 

• designation of depostion · 

page 134 
3 to your next tool and then you go with that. 
4 Q Bow tall are you, sir? 
5 A r•m a little over five foot ten. 
6 0 After December 29, 1998 have any changes 

s, sir, 
And would yo 

, and I'd like t 
ut that up on the easle, 
video technician to focus 

while you look at the 
document, Document 82. 

t loud, the first 

enlargement brie 
maller version of the s 

Would you please read the, 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostlon 

page 144 
4 not answer the question. 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Q Do you agree or disagree with the 
contention that Ms. Green died as a direct and 
proximate result of one or more of five blasts from 
a shotgun that you fired? 

A X have been told that. 
MS. BURTON: The question is do you agree 

or disagree. If you have a basis for 
agreeing, then state your basis. 
A I agree because X have been told that one 

of the rounds X fired did in fact strike her. The 
forensic people have told me and the detectives 
involved in the case have told me. 

Q And you certainly have no evidence to the 
contrary, do you? 

A No, sir. 
0 And isn't it true that when you fired 

10/14/1999 Sgt.lngram 

• designation of depostion 

page 145 
12 A Yes, sir. 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Q To the best of your information, knowledge 
and belief, did Ms. Green say anything to provoke 
the actions that resulted in her death? 

A No, sir. 

21 
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17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Q And to the best of your information, 
knowledge and belief, did Ms. Green's actions 
provoke her death in any way? 

A I don•t know, sir. 
Q Do you know of any actions that Ms. Green 

took that provoked her death? 
A No, sir. · 
0 To the best of your information, knowledge 

(146:17]- [146:20) 

(147:23]- (148:17] 

[149:4]- [149:9] 

(152:17]- [153:18] 
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10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 146 
16 A No, sir. 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Q To the best of your information, knowledge 
and belief, did Ms. Green die as a result of being 
struck by zinc from a breaching round fired by you? 

A Yes, sir. 
0 To the best of your information, knowledge 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 147 
22 (Document 40: Handwritten document) 
23 Q I'm handing Ms. Burton two copies of a 
24 document that, for purposes of identification, X 
25 have marked as Document H'o. 40. It is a two page 
page 148 

1 document numbered in the upper right-hand corner 
2 138 and 139. Is that a copy of a statement that 
3 you wrote? 
4 A Yes, sir. 
5 Q And did you write that on December 30, 
6 1998? 
7 A Yes, sir. 
8 Q And did you write that statement in the 
9 ordinary course of your job duties as an employee 

10 of the Department of Police for the City of 
11 Richmond? 
12 A Yes, sir. 
13 Q And you wrote that statement for the 
14 purpose of setting forth as accurately as you could 
15 the facts that took place on December 29, 1998 at 
16 1112 C Dove Street1 is that correct? 
17 A MY actions at that location, yes, sir. 
18 Q Other than the statement of which Document 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 149 
3 wrote at the time. 
4 Q And who asked you to write it? 
5 A Bverybody involved on tha mission was 
6 asked to write statements, or key people on the 
7 mission. I was ordered to by Lieutenant Buckovich, 
8 along with several other people, to write 
9 statements. 

10 Q What clubs or organizations do you belong 

10/14/1999 Sgt. Ingram 

• designation of depostion 

page 152 
16 have read something? Possibly. 
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17 Q Did you use your night scope in any way 
18 that night? 
19 A Didn•t bave a night scope with me. X had 
20 a light kit for the shotgun, but X didn•t have a 
21 night scope. 
22 Q What is the light kit? 
23 A The light kit is a flashlight system 
24 mounted underneath the shotgun. It's built as part 
25 of the shotgun. 
page 153 

1 Q And what is the function of the light kit? 
A To light -- it•s so you can light up a 

designated area that you might be pointing the 
shotgun at. 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Q And did you use the light kit that night? 
A Yes, sir, I did. 
Q And how big a circumference was the area 

that you illuminated on the door in doing so? 
A Enough to, when you were three or four 

inches away from the door, enough so that you•re 
illuminating pretty much the door knob and the lock 
and that area that I was aiming at. 

Q Would the area have been approximately the 
size of a grapefruit that you illuminated? 

A Yes, something like that, maybe a little 
bit bigger, but the real bright area, probably that 
close, something like that, where it illuminated 
really well the area that I was going to shoot at. 

Q If you had used only a battering ram, do 
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6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 5 
5 and I represent both the defendants in this case. 
6 JOHN B. BUCXOVICK 
7 was sworn and testified as follows: 
8 EXAMINATION 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostlon 

page 5 
17 A sure. 
18 Q Would you please state your name for the 
19 record, sir? 
20 A John Buckovich. 
21 0 And your date of birth? 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostfon 

page 11 
2 A They all do. 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

0 Let me make sure I understand this. Is 
the Richmond Police Department SWAT team a full-time 
SWAT team? 

A No, sir. 
Q Is there such a thing in the law 

enforcement world as a full-tima SWAT team? 
A Yes, sir. There are some larger 

departments that, like Los Angeles Sheriff's 
Department, I believe they have a full-time SWAT team. 
Some of the larger departments do, yes, sir •. 

0 Any in Virginia as far as you know? 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostfon 

page 11 
16 time had a full-time team, but I can't tell you. 
17 Q When Christie Green was killed, who was 
18 the highest ranking member of the Richmond's SWAT 
19 team? 
20 A Myself. 
21 Q So when Christie Green was killed, were 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 14 
25 
page 15 

1 

A Lieutenant Roger Russell. 

Q When you were in charge of the Richmond 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Police Academy, was one of your job duties to see that 
members of the Richmond SWAT team were properly 
trained to perfo~ the missions that they undertook? 

A Well, that would fall under my assignment 
as the SWAT team co:mmander. 

7 Q So as of the ttme that Christie Green was 
8 killed, were you the person whose job responsibilities 
9 included seeing that the Richmond SWAT team members 

10 were trained to perfo~ their job properly? 
11 A Certainly. 
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12 Q And for how long before Christie Green was 
13 killed had you been the person in charge of seeing 
14 that the Richmond SWAT team members were properly 
15 trained? 
16 A Well, as X said, X took over the position 
17 October 19, 1 96. Prior to that, X was the training 
18 sergeant for the SWAT team, and I held that position 
19 for -- and this is approximately -- three years I was 
20 the training sergeant. 
21 Q So from approximately 1994 until early 
22 2000 were you the person in charge of seeing that 
23 Richmond SWAT team members were properly trained? 
24 A Well, X was completely ~ charge from 1996 
25 and m¥ duties prior to that as training sergeant was 
page 16 

1 to coordinate the training. % did not have the final 
2 say prior to ~ taking over the SWAT team. 
3 0 So you were in charge of the Richmond 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 16 
18 A That was not an academy duty, no, sir. 
1.9 Q When you were in charge of the SWAT team, 
20 was it among your job duties to see that the equipment 
21 used by the Richmond SWAT team was properly tested to 
22 deter.mine whether or not it perfor.med as you expected 
23 it to? 
24 A Certainly. As the team commander, it was 
25 my responsibilities to see that we were trained and 
page 17 

1 that we had the proper equipment, yes, sir. 
2 Q And also to see that the equipment 
3 perfor.med as expected; correct? 
4 A Yes, sir. 
5 0 What other job duties did you have while 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 27 
6 sir. 
7 Q Did you participate in planning the raid 
8 on 1112-C Dove Street? 
.9 A Certainly, yes, sir. 

10 Q And as part of your plan in the process, 
11 what did you do? 
12 A %t•s kind of a lengthy process. The first 
13 thing that we did was we sent -- once we got the 
14 request for -- to do this, then X sent who is now 
15 Sergeant Shapiro but was Detective Shapiro out to do a 
16 preliminary survey, where he talked to the people 
17 requesting us to execute the search warrant. He went 
18 by the location. He got all the information that we 
19 could get that we would need to prepare the type of 
20 entry we were going to make. After that infor.mation 
21 was obtained, we brought it back to the academy where 
22 we began the process of determining exactly how we 
23 would make the entry and who would do what. Detective 
24 or Sergeant Shapiro did the majority of that work. 
25 And then after he f~ished that, then he brought it to 
page 28 

1 Sergeant Xelly and myself for final approval, at which 
2 t~e before we did anything I contacted Deputy Chief 
3 Russell, who was in my chain of coD'IDialld, and infor.med 
4 htm what we had and what our intentions were to get 
5 the final okay from h~. 
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6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 28 
8 A Yes, sir. 
9 Q Who made the decision to breach the door 

using frangible rounds? 
A That would be me. 

10 
11 
12 Q And where were you when you made this 

decision? 13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

A At the training academy. That was all 
part of our planning. 

Q So approximately what time of day was it 
when you made the decision, you yourself made the 
decision to use frangible rounds? 

A I couldn•t give you an exact minute or 
20 hour. 
21 this. 
22 

It was in the evening when we were planning 

0 It was after dinner? 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 29 
4 5 or 6 p.m. 
5 Q Is it a fair statement·- excuse.me. Is 
6 it your best recollection that it was after 5 p.m. on 
7 December 29, 1998, that you made the decision to use 
8 frangible rounds at 1112-C Dove Street? 
9 A Yes, sir. 

10 Q So you made the decision to use frangible 
11 rounds at 1112-C Dove Street before the SWAT team ever 
12 got to that address, is that correct? 
13 A Oh, yes, sir. Yes, sir. 
14 0 So that when the SWAT team went to 1112-C 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 30 
18 we call child protocol. 
19 Q So you were in charge of planning the SWAT 
20 team raid at 1112 Dove Street on December 29, 1998? 
21 A I was involved, yes, sir. 
22 Q You were involved. Were you in charge of 
23 planning that? 
24 A Oh, I •m sorry. I didn • t draw the plan up. 
2 5 I approved the plan. 
page 31 

1 0 And when you approved that plan, you 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 31 
12 state it. 
13 0 
14 the raid 
15 A 
16 0 

Did you yourself give the signal to begin 
on 1112-C Dove Street? 

Yes, sir. That•s part of my duties. 
And when you gave that signal for the raid 
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• designation of depostion 

page 44 
5 understand it and it helps reiterate it to him. 
6 0 Were you the person who gave the 
7 instructions in connection with this raid to the 
8 members who participated in the raid? 
9 A I, of course, was there, but I actually 

10 think or Sergeant Shapiro was the one who went over it 
11 with the team. 
12 0 And exactly what was Sergeant Ingram told 
13 as best you can recollect? 
14 A That his duties, to the best of my 
15 recollection, his duties were to breach the kitchen 
16 door upon my command and do a limited penetration into 
17 that kitchen, which means once that door is breached, 
18 they go into the kitchen and go no further. 
19 0 As far as you are aware on December 29, 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 48 
2 began when he started raking and breaking. 
3 Q All right. Did the entry begin on your 
4 signal to Officer Hayes to rake and break? 
5 A Yes. 
6 0 And other than the signal that you gave to 
7 officer or the command that you gave to Officer 
8 Hayes to rake and break, did you give any other 
9 commands at the scene to initiate the entry that 

10 night? 
11 A No. OUr command and control was that. 
12 When he started to rake and break, then that was the 
13 signal for the team to begin their breaching. 
14 Q So the signal for Sergeant Ingram to begin 
15 firing at the door was the breaking -- the sound of 
16 the breaking of the glass; is that correct? 
17 A Yes, sir. 
18 0 And that was the way you intended it1 
19 correct? 
20 A Correct. 
21 0 You actually entered the kitchen and saw 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 62 
22 shotgun it worked better without the standoff device. 
23 0 About how much time passed between the 
24 time when you ordered Officer Hayes to rake and break 
25 and the time when you first heard glass break? 
page 63 

1 
2 

A 
0 

Oh, it was instantaneous. 
And about how much time passed between the 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 63 
21 
22 

A Break the glass first. 
Q Right. The signal that the breachers were 

23 
24 
25 

listening for before they pulled the trigger was the 
sound of the breaking of the glass; correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
page 64 
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2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Q And your instructions to the breachers was 
to fire as soon as they heard the breaking of the 
glass; correct? 

A As soon as the glass broke, yes, sir, to 
begin their breachtng process. 

Q Meaning to pull the trigger on the 
shotguns that had the breaching rounds; correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q So as you instructed the two breachers, 

(81 :10) • (81 :22] 

[96:16]- [97:3] 

[99:13)- [100:4) 
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6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 81 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

0 Let me back off if I may. Let me withdraw 
that question. Regardless of whether we•re dealing 
with a wood door wood frame or a wood door metal 
frame, would you please read into the record the 
applicable aiming instructions that applied to the 
breach that Sergeant Ingram did at 1112-C Dove Street? 

A A~ shotgun with a 45-degree down angle at 
the latch bolt between the lock and the frame. 

Q Before Sergeant Ingram killed Christie 
Green, was it ever brought to his attention that he 
should a~ at the latch bolt? 

A Yes, sir. 
Q Bow do you know that? 
A Because it•s part of the instructions. 
0 And when the raid took place at 1112-C 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 96 
15 A Right, right. 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Q At any time as far as you are aware, has 
anyone on behalf of the Richmond Police Department 
fired rounds purposefully below a lock on a wooden 
door in order to deter.mine the extent to which the 
round would penetrate the door if the round did not 
come in contact with the metal lock? 

A Once again, I haven•t. I don•t know what 
Captain Beadles and Lieutenant Bennett, if they have. 
So I haven't done that personally. 

Q Why not? 
page 97 

1 A Because that wasn't the way the round was 
2 
3 
4 

intended to be used. It was intended to be used to be 
fired at the locking mechanism. I•ve never done that. 

0 To the best of your information, before 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 99 
12 BY MR. CUTHBERT: 
13 Q Let me ask you about 
14 rounds, Lieutenant. You•ve used 
15 yourself? 
16 A Yes, sir. 

your use of frangible 
those before 

17 0 
18 you fired 

On approximately how many occasions have 
frangible rounds? 

19 A Wow. Over the period that we•ve used 
I don•t know, 10, 15, 20 times. 20 them, gosh. 

21 0 Somewhere between 10 and 20 rounds would 
best estimate? 22 be your 

23 A Yes, sir. No more than that. 
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24 Q 
25 did you 
page 100 

And when you fired them, did you -- where 
fire them in? 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

A Some 
Some had been in 
Caroline County, 
abandoned houses 

of them have been on SWAT missions. 
training at our range facility in 
and then at other off-site locations. 
and that type of thing. 

Q When you have fired frangible rounds 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 101 
10 at a part of the door that did not have -- excuse me. 
11 When you were firing frangible rounds, did you ever 
12 purposefully atm at a part of the door that you 
13 thought did not have hardware in it? 
14 A Only time x•ve ever fired it was at hinges 
15 or the locks. 
16 Q ADd why have you never purposefully aimed 
17 at a part of the door that you did not think had 
18 hardware in it? 
19 A As X stated earlier, that•s not the way 
20 the round is intended to be used, so X never did it. 
21 Q Before Sergeant Ingram killed Christie 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostlon 
page 102 
21 BY MR. CUTHBERT: 
22 Q When the PBX people came to Richmond to 
23 train area law enforcement agencies in the use of 
24 frangible rounds, did Sergeant Ingram receive any of 
25 that training? 
page 103 

1 Yes, sir, he did. 
2 

A 
Q After Me. Green was killed, has there been 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of dep~stion 
page 106 
24 you don't fire through the same hole, certainly. 
25 Q Now, before the raid on Dove Street, did 
page 107 

1 anyone bring to Sergeant Xngram•s attention that in 
2 shooting a series of frangible rounds to breach a door 
3 like the one he was attempting to breach that night, 
4 that the shooter should inspect the target between 
5 rounds? 
6 A I have no doubt that in training that was 
7 addressed, but at that night, 7 doubt it was addressed 
8 that night. 
9 Q You mean at the Police Academy? 

10 A Right. X know I didn•t. 
ll Q But you think before December 29, 1998, it 
12 was brought to the attention of Sergeant Ingram that 
13 he should inspect the target door between rounds? 
14 A Sure. Xt•s standard practice. You•re 
15 going to aim each shot. 
16 Q And as part of that process, inspect the 
17 door between rounds, correct? 
18 A To see if the round had performed the way 
19 it was intended to, to see if it actually knocked out 
20 the lock. 
21 0 At any point did the rounds fired by 

.. 
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page 110 
20 fire blindly. 
21 Q Before Christie Green was killed, was 
22 Sergeant Ingram instructed in accordance with the 
23 lesson plan and specifically page 360 of the lesson 
24 plan to aim at the latch bolt? 
25 A Yes, sir. 
page 111 

1 Q And what is your factual basis for saying 
2 yes? 
3 A Because all the members on the SWAT team 
4 
5 

are taught from this lesson plan. 
0 If you•re in a practice session before the 

6/27/2000 John Buckovich 

• designation of depostion 

page 114 
23 Q We were on this question of turning the 
24 knob before we went off the record. Was it your 
25 testimony that Sergeant Ingram was not trained to turn 
page 115 

1 the knob between the series of frangible rounds he 
2 shoots at a door to breach the door? 
3 A That is JttY answer. That in between each 
4 shot, you don't fire, check the doorknob, fire and 
5 check the doorknob, no. You check it beforehand. 
6 0 Why should the shooter not check the 
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ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR: 

1. As a matter of law, the trial court in this wrongful death action erred in concluding 

that the facts did not present a jury issue as to whether the actions of a police officer were willful 

and wanton or grossly negligent. under the circumstances of this case. (Those circumstances 

include the following. The defendant Sgt. Ingram. an employee of the Richmond Police 

Department. fired a 12 gauge shotgun five times at point blank range at an apartment's wooden 

door in an attempt to gain entry. His ammunition was a #22 TKO - a specialty round designed to 

destroy a door's hardware and then disintegrate into a fine (and relatively harmless) powder. Sgt. 

Ingram was familiar with the #22 TKO, having shot it on ten or so different occasions and even 

having taught others how to use it. The first #22 TKO severed the door's metallatchbolt and 

disintegrated into a fine powder. When the door did not open, instead of turning the knob or hitting 

the door with a battering ram, he fired four more #22 TKOs into the space below where the 

latchbolt had been and above the knob - a space where there was no hardware. With each shot 

he assumed that there might be someone on the other side of the door, and with each of the last 

four shots he violated the FBI/RPD aiming rule: "AIM SHOTGUN ... AT THE LATCHBOLT 

BETWEEN THE LOCK AND THE FRAME: As a result, lethal slug fragments from one of the last 

four #22 TKOs blasted through the wooden door without hitting metal, killing the plaintiffs decedent 

- an innocent, eighteen year old woman.) 

2. As a matter of law, the trial court was wrong to conclude that evidence of heroin 

and guns was somehow relevant and hence admissible, where such evidence was not discovered 

until after the defendant police officer killed the plaintiffs decedent. 
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ANGLE AT THE LATCHBOLT BElWEEN 
·THE LOCK AND THE FRAME 
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NO. 22 T.K.O. 
(TACfiCAL KNOCK-OUT) 
12-GAUGE 
FRANGffiiE SLUG 
The No. 22 T.K.O. is a high velocity, 12 gauge, 
frangible slug, made of compressed powdered 
zinc, which disintegrates into a fine powder upon 
impact with the target. The only possible 
fragmentation would. be from the target area 
rather than the slup itself. 
This highly effect1ve breaching round is a viable, 
faster alternative to the time consuming, 
cumbersome door breakinalramming devices 
traditionally used. The recoil1rom the shot is low 
enough that the gun can be held with one hand if 
needed. The slug Is more uniform in weight, 
allowing for greater accuracy. 

)-APPUCATION: 
When properly applied, this round 
is capable of defeating door lock 
mechanisms, door knobs, hinges, 
dead bolts, safety chains, and 
padlocks on both hollow and solid 
wooden doors, as well as standard 
hollow industrial doors. It is also 
effective on automobile door and 
trunk lock mechanisms. 

)-OPERATION: 
Can be used in any standard 
police shotgun equipped with the 
No. 1 00 Stand-Off/Launcher 
attachment. The Stand-Off is 
vented, and insures the proper 
distance between the barrel of the 
weapon and the target, thus 
preventing any damages to the 
barrel. This attachment can also 
be used to launch the No. 98 
Tactical Grenade, and can be left 
on the shotgun since it will not 
interfere with firing of standard 
shotgun ammunition. 

)-CONSTRUCTION: 
Compressed powdered zinc slug 
loaded in a 12-gauge shotshell. 

)-DESIGN FEATURES: 
CALIBER: 12 gauge 
SLUG WEIGHT: 

21.3 grams± .3 grams 
TOTAL WEIGHT: 1.25 oz. 

)-PERFORMANCE: 

t 
. : 
i 

VELOCITY: 1,600 f.p.s. 
Slug disintegrates upon lmpactt"'ll•••••••l!.. 

)-REFERENCES: • -" 
NO. 22 T.K.O.: a 

Product Code 31 os· .: 
N0.1 00 Stand-ott I Launcher j 
Attachment: 

Product Code 1370 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

2~ 

"Sold in packages of five (5) onlyi!lll. _______ .,., 

. DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY CORP. OF AMERICA . . ·· · 1. 

P.O. BOX 240 • 2136 OIL DRIVE· CASPE~ "WYOMING, 82604·1511-U.S.A. ~ . 
. (800). 733-3832- (307) 235·2136- FAX (307) 473·2605 . · : 
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