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uniform—cn Adoesntt make him a policeman, If he is
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not capable of performing tnoge duties which are

i{ncumbent upon him as a pollce officer because of .
'soﬁe volﬁntary thing that he has done to diminish
his performance, then can you say that he is acting
as a police ofi‘icér, when Captain Dregalla and

Sergeant Ungvary testified that 1t 1s 1llegal,

’

. umlawful, against ppdlee regulations to ‘consume

_ aleohol by a police officer while he is on duty?

-If I remember correctly, both Dr..Hoffman
and Dr, Adelson sald that 1t would take about,
'u‘p to sixteen bottles of beer or sixteen diff»efent
k;rids’ of drinks o make this kind of alechol content
tﬁat was found 1n £he blood of these two men,

one with <25 and one with ,20, -

éné may I say this further., We even have

——

the testimony of one police officer, I think ¥t was -

‘Peteotive Viola, who testified how Patrolman Wolff
had a gun, had a .38 and he was alging it at two -
men who had carbines and telling them to surrender,
2nd certainly this would show how this aleohol had
affected him, becaunse 4t jJust deesn't seem good
common-gense, 1f you're trying to érreat two men

. _point'irg a rifle at you, with a .38,

¥f these men were thas drunk, this is what

T e T
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the State'!s witnesses say, then how can we say he
was acting as a policeman?

Then we gré saying -~ I remember a certain
person, I won't mention his name, gave an illuétra-
tlon that, suppose he would come to court dead drunk,
would he be less‘papaple as a lawyer? And 1' -
respegtfully have to say yes, he would, if he¢ was
that intoxlcated, | o

In fact, 1f I came to court thdat drunk, or
any other lawyer, you would hold us in contempt, and |
should, But to get back to the polnt, 1f these
policemen had ghaé much alcohol in them, which they
di&, how can they say they were acting aé duly
qualified officers? ” -

Thelr partners said they were functioning
normal, 4;;11; aé far as we are concerned,\the

doctor 1s far more an expert on what a person can

do under those cilrcumstances than another policeman,

" or it's obvious that they werentt, shall we say,

unbiased,

Ror we underséénd that, from their awn
wltnesses, that when you are .15 or more, you are
under the influence of alcohol, | Now, this never
has beeﬁ disputed, How could ‘it be?

It was their witnecs which testifiled %o this,

P
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'If these men were that drunk, Judge, then how can

‘have been permitted to have a uniform on,

these officers were acting as policemen,

we say they'were‘acting as policemen?

They.weren;t, because the rules aq@ regula-
tions of the police deﬁartment say that a police
offlcer isn't'supﬁosed to consume alcohol, If he
consumes it to the polnt that he was drunk, then
he had no business out there; he snou;dﬁft have. been

permitted to have been on the scene, he-shouldn't

Now, thls man 13 charged with killing two
peréons who had police uniforms on and, as far as
we are con&erned;'the évidenee shows that's'all
tﬁat they were, | "
| . Now, we are not saying that you haié a right
to ki1l anybody except in self defense; this is pof .

what vwe are saying, Ve are saylng, under,

technically under the law, it has to be shoun that
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‘the Court. >

in his blood ==

. They weren't acting asipolicemen
if they had that ﬁucﬂ'alcohgl'ih tgem; There-
foré,Athese counts shoul& éé disﬁissed against
these defendahts. 1. |
Lleutenant Jones had been imblbing: .
which was also in violation, but he wasn't
1ntoxicated And this is why we are quali- )
fying i1t not only for the second, fourth and
sixth counts, but more particula:ly, coupts
four and six reléfing to Golonka dnd Wolff.
MR, CORRIGAN: . May 1t please
'First of all with respect to Lieutenant
Jones, that he had been imbibing, and this was
contrary to.rnles and regulations Mr. Tolliver
may point out to you that is what the té*stix#i;ny

was and I am now concerned with the good hame~

of Lieutenant Jones. Thaﬁ there was no alcohol

T

. MR TOLLIVER ‘ | But in ﬁis urine.

" MR. CORRIGAN- There was .03

‘alcohol in his urine.

MR. TOLLIVER: That's right.

MR, CORRIGAN- He may have

had a griak.in the aftnrnoon when he cut his
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lawn before he came to work. That 1s against

no regulation and his right, if you please.

Now, with respect to Wélfr. The
argument is made thgt Wolff isfstanding'h§lding
ﬁ pistbl on'tﬁo m?ﬁ w¥th rifles. .‘We'can{t
blow ayd biéw coid, ﬁour Honor. |

Recall when Officer Butler testified?
And tﬁey cross—examined him becguse he stood ;n .
the back yard'an& he testified that he saw a
man‘firing his rifle out to. the Street at police
officers and>that he emptied his revolver.

The deTYense: eounsel- asked him, "Did

‘you say anything to him before you emptied your

- revolver?"”

-

;_It would seem from that qﬁestion that
they expected that Butler had some kind of &

duty to say, "You are under arrest. Drop your

arma.”

Bﬁt now, ‘when W6lff sh&ws a manifesta-
iéon, if you please,:ef«&&ﬁg&ineas, not killdng
somebody, but holaing‘themiat‘ﬁay, and unfortun-
ately for him that he didn't ki1l them, he is
suddenly a:ting in a panner obther than as a

prlice nff;cer.

I submit he was acting as a .police

"
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officer and as a kind individual when he did not

shoot those péDple'éﬁd ki1l tHem under tﬁose

circumstances; ' .
"The fAct that Wolff, and the fact

thét Gélonka were under fhe influence of an

' intoxicating beveragé was not testified-to“by

either of the Coroners as being, therefore,

16capablé of performing their duties.

hathei the testimony was .that they
wexre iméaired. |
‘ " 'I submit, however, ;hat both of them
testified tﬁat\tﬂére 1s & principle ofvtqierance
and that some peéple can drink mo}e than others
and the evideﬁce befofe thié Court is %hat
tﬁese twoiﬁoliée.officers,‘with.their partneré,
maée nﬁmerous caklé‘that particular day: éhat‘
in the instance of Wolff, he kept the duty sheetﬁ
| In the instance of Golonka, he drove

the vehicle for some 10 or, I believe, 20 miles,

.and that both of“tnem ‘Had performed in a manner

t.at did.not indicate to their partners that

-'they were acting in apy unusual manner.

The COurt‘will recalk also,thét

w

5Patroln;an Fioyd? who ﬁas immediately behind

Golonka as he want into 139i.athut‘Floy§, who -
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was not his partner but who was with him on the
scene, said that there.was nothing unusual

about Golonka:

‘Now, what did Golonka go back of
1391 for? What d1d Wolff go up to 12312 or |
12314 for? They went there, not out of curiosity,
but they wenf‘ﬁhere because they were police
officers. They had gotten a réport over
tﬁe radio. - They were responding as police
officers and.I say that if they were under an ‘
intoxicating bevergge, which we.do not deny,
aanwhich ue admfﬁ steadil& on the State's

side, this does not give license‘to somebody

. else to kill them and say that they were intoxi-

-~

cated nor-does it give justification in killing
them and saying they were no 1onge¥ actingias.
‘a police officer.

There is no law to support the conten-
tion raised by the defense asking that these
counts be taken fném the jury because of the
intoxicated -state of the officers,

MR. FLEMING: - If it please
thg Court, your Honor, when we £alked about

‘what th's Patrolman Butler did out there, not °

alluding -- we weren't alluding then to intoxi-
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caticng.and we don't allude to it no@.

This man“said he saw a man and the
man's back was to him and he was shooting at
sémebbdy out in front and he emptied his gun
into his back six times and then ran and that
is an aét of cowardice, wﬁether or not it be -

‘MR, CORRIGAN: Objection.

) | MR, FLEMING: He shot the
maﬁ in the back.

.THE‘COURT: | ‘. Ovérruled.

MR, FEEM#NG: o _Six times and_

then turned around and didn't say anything to

_ him, That's what we were talking about with

-

regard to Butler. -
Certainly, at least he could have said,
) — . . ’

"Drop your gun," or something.  Anything. He was
getting ready to kill this man. Then Just shoot
him, empty his-gun and turns arouhds and leaves
the scene.

. What we are talking about here with

regard to intoxication in this case 1s only

~

this, that there 1s no evidence here as to how
the three of these victims were killed. The
bullets wexe flying everywhere. Alltde officefs

who testified said that. . And I am sure that

o gt
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the Legislatuie when they designed this statute, -
designed it for a police officer who was, as

is stated in the statute, "Duly-appointed,
qualified, and acting."

o Now, if, &s the Coroﬁer, Dr. Adelson,
testified in this case, he sald that they weren't
qualified. I beliefe Dr. Hoffman waé the one -
that talked about the tolerance and that kind of
*fhing.

‘But Dr. Adelson testified, under oath,
the State's witqe%s; Dr. Hoffman's boss, that

. these men weren't quaiified to act as poliee

officers. B S .

And this is only our contéﬁtioﬁ that
in order to_be protected by this statute that
was eSpeciaily designed for pdiice’officerg, as
it shéuld be, we are not arguing that;the duties
of a police‘officer should preclude him from the
statute. J

' We say that this statute should be

in the record and in the Code for police officers.
They are entitled to 1t'and most ipolice officers
are entitled to it by the way they perfo;m théir
duties, by the way they act, and by the things

they do as police officers.
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And that there is no reason why two
police ofﬁicérs who were under tbg influence: of
alecohol, a; the étate admits, should be entitled
to }his section of the statute which was designed

for officers who were acting and qualified to act

in their line of duty as police officers.

Mr. CorrIgan says that the only evidence

in this case is that he was impaired. . I submit

,‘fo the Court if that was the evidence, that a

poliée officer's ability was ‘impaired, that he
wouldn't come ﬁiﬁhin the pufview of this statute,
bu§ the testimohﬁ was more_exfreme than'tﬁa§.

| Dr. Adelsqn testified that these two
men were not qualified to act as poliéé officers
and that is the testimény.in the record and as
a consequence, they shQuldn't be entitled to the
benefit of 2901.0%,

| THE éOURT: " - The motions with
reference to Counts 2,.4 gﬁd 6 are overruled.
We will take & short recess at this

time.

(Thereupon a recess was had.)

- .- am

xF P > 4y e
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‘of the jury:)

“count, the killling.of Chapman, and the Pirst, third,

' €hat the victims killled were civilians, in reality,

evidence that the State has adduced and they would

what this cbnsp;racy contained, the evidence is -

who has testified with regard to what this conspiracy

L

(Thereupon the following proceedings

continued to be had outside the presence and -hearing

THE COURT: - Be seated.
CQ&nsel stated that they have anothef motion,

MR, FLEMIEG: ~  If 1t please the
Court,

Your Honor, with regard to the seventh
and fifth counts of this indictment, which charged

and.not that they ﬁere_police of ficers, and that
tﬁéy are c&arved‘ as anyone else would be, as though
anyone else were the vietim in that they are charged
with the deliberate, purposeful and premeditated

T ——

mallice, wve £ay, your Honor, that all of this
have bhe Court and defense believe that this is

that this was a conspiracy to kill police officers,

X believe that the testimony from everyone

was, and what 1t was allegedly fcrmed to do, 1is
that this was 2 consp{racy to 413 policemen,

And the evidence aduuced by the witnesses,

IR Y

-~
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who have =said anything about the conspiracy, when

they referred to."beasts™ or. whatever names they

have given, they have said this meant "police

“officers,”

&

And Captain Dregalla, the other day, from
the testimony that was elicited from' him by Mr,
Laurle, thét vas ‘that thisavas directed towards
police officeyrs,

It has been our contention, your Honor, wlith

regard to James Chapman, the evldence to this point

doesn't show how he.was kflYed, 1t doesn't show
whether he was killed byAﬁng.police or .by someone
wﬁo allegedly was -a part of this conspiracy, this

alleged consplracy, which they would have the Court

e ——

believe 9gis£ed.

We say, 1f this Wasein_fact a conspiracy
to k1ll police officers, then this conspiracy wasn't
formed to kill James Chapmang and that whoever
killed him iz responsible for his death,

| Nou, theré is no evidence 1in this case to

show that the defendant or aenybody else involved in
the conspiracy to kill police officers killed James
Chapman, | There’is not one 1lota of evidence aa,té‘
how he was killeda.whén he was;killed, where he was

S

-kliiedq,

5T y
._4.4;_1.,-;‘9"':;-. ..
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The only evidence in this case about James
Chapman is that theve nas been some testimony that
a police officer asked for a car, ané some of the
tegﬁimony is that a police officer, who stripped hils
shirt off and took off his clothing, got in the back
seat of a car, |

The testimony first wis that'he handed ééme

civilian his shotgun, then he got in the back of

“the car and that, while he was back there, the

civilian handed him-h§s~ahotgun back, and he was
kneeling in the back of this car when the car took
oﬁf.. S - | S

d The Tiext eviderice wWe haye with regard‘to

Chapman, the police dficer Santa Maria said'hé

-

didntt take his shirt off, somebody drove him doun

———

to an area to help him in an.effort to retrieve

the body of Lieutenant Jones; but he sé&s he kept

- his shirt on, that he didn't take his shotgln,

that g1ll he took with him was hls servlee revolver,
arzd that he and th1$ person, whoever he was -- and
hé,didn‘t anWJwﬂpfhe~was«-- both Jjumped out .of the
car; and he never saw,tﬁat man again, |
The person tnat saild that Chapman, and
gpecirically identified Chapman, indieated that

Chapman drove the policeman decvn, without a shirt on,
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and that later on his body was found some few hours
later, . There 1s not one 1lota of evlidence, as to
how he was killeq, vhen he was killed, or where he
was ki%led..

. The:dnly'evidence is that his body was found
in the yapd at 12312 Auburndale, and there 1is some
question-about that,

There i3 a single inference that's where

~his body was found, but there 1s no direct evidence

that that's where Chapman's body was found,.
THE COURT: - ) Patrolman Wood said
that's where he ook 1t from, Didn't Patrolman.Wqod

séy he took it out from there?

‘MR, PLENING: Wolfere
_THE COURT: - . Wood, W-0-0-d,’
MR, FLFEMING: ‘ © Wood says he doesnf't

know who that man was, He sald the prosecutor

showed him a.pleture that yery day; down h:the

. prosecutorts office, a picture of Chapman, and he -
souldn't identify 1t. He sald that he has no idea

. who the man was; all he Ilmous, 1t was a colored -

male,
A1d that very day, while he was down 4n the
progecutor's.office, a bietureacf Ghapman ‘was shown

tq;hiﬁ,.that he could not i1dentify; and even

e )
i 3 o meon | g

L g e

[N
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‘this \s. the body o Chapman,

assuming he could identify 1t, we don't lmow how..
that body got there, we don't know when 1t was

killed, we don't.know who killed him, and certainly

‘there should be some evidence with regard to how

Chapman was killed, some evidence as to where and
when he vasg killed,
.If they are going to say, by innuendo, say.

this 1s a conspiracy, then we can't let the jury

‘speculate this nan must have been kllled by some

peoplle'who were invo}yed in a conspiracy to kill,‘_
and there 1s no evidence ofher than that the only
evidence in this case about Chapman to this point
13: s that he got .in the.:.:ar and that he drove dﬁwn

the street with a person who was supposed to have

been a police officer, unident3fied; that person

e ————

1s supposed to have taken hls shirt off, and he had

some other person sttting in the front seat, and

this police officer had a shotgun behind him, and
they left the scene, '
'Ihe nc*ct time he was seen, he was dead,

That's the only evidence in this case about chaprnan,

- other than Wood!s saying that he removed a body,:

And all of the mferénces upon inferencez are

directed toward the fact ‘that possibly, possibly




But there is no evidence in ﬁhis_record
that will reveal that that's the body of Chapman,
As a matler of fact, the evidence is to the contrary,

The evldence from Patrobman Wood, from out

"of the 'Second District, iz that "I never saw this

man before; I hagzen't seen him since; Tbey'showed me
a pleture of a man that was supposed to be a man,

and I can't say that that was the man or that wasn't

~ the man, ..I don't know who 1%t was,"

"..But fhere 1s not one bit of evidence in this
record to reveal how this man was killed, So, if
there 1s no recdrd to reveal how or wheﬁ‘o: where
hé ﬁas kiliéd, I there 1s no record fé’re%eal as

to whether or not he was supposed to have been

killed by someone involved in the conspiracy or not,

then how can there be evidence of deliberate and

premeditated mallce?

b

i

i
HERE
e
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The State has to make a case, at
least prima facie, which reveails premeditated;
purposeful, deliberate malice, and it can't
be with regard to Chapman. There is no evidence
of anything about Chapman, except that he.was
killed that night, that he was shot in the -

head that night and that's all.

t  There is no connection to his having °

been killed by this defendant or anyone connected

to him."There 1s no connection as to how he

was killed, or when he was killed, what time

or anything.

' -All you have is the‘d§¢eaéed body
of Chapman, and the only way that that kind of
evidence ng%ﬂwge'permitted to go to the Jury
would e completely and exclusi#ely—on the
basis of speculation, and this Jury shouldn'$
be permitted- to speculate to‘that exteﬁt.

Now, when they charge him under

the conspiracy seg¢tion, théy‘are charging in
effect that this conSpiraéy wés directed to
kill -~ let's assume they are saying in effect --
the policemen or anybody else connected with
policemen: but.that's nﬁt what it says -

"Conspiracy to kill and murder theretoﬁageientgred

e
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N

into between the said Fred Ahmed Evans, Lathan
Donald, Alfred Thomas, John-Hardrick aﬁd,Léslie
Jackson:" and they haven't shouwn at all that
Jamgs Chapman was killed pursuant to any agree-
ment that wés'made.bj-anybody; and they haven't
shown and he is not a policeman: all, of.the'
'evideﬁce in this case so far was to the effect ~-
what they say in the indictment isntt evidence -~
but the evidence that they have plhced.on this
witness stand and brought or adduced under oath
is that 1f this conspiracy existed at all, it
existéé for the ﬁhrposg of-killing policenen.
| That's what the State has argued;
that's been the evidence they have gdd&ced
during the course of thls case. -
| If it existed to K11l policemen,
Japes Chapman certainly wasn't a police officer,
and these officers who were police officers, as
they are contained in the first, third and fifth
counts of this indictment, ¢hey~are~ﬁot included
as‘policemen. They are as civilians, they are
- Just as any other victim woﬁld be.
Under this section, they are not
entitled to the benefifs of é901.04, Sy which

they are entitled to certain benefits, because.




they are policemen. . They are Just like James

Chapman is there; and” when- you consider them

Just -as you would consider. James Chapman, then

you have the same problem with regard to the .
kind of conspiracy thatg the State wants the
Court and jury to believe that this was, which

is fie reason we.havé gaid from the outset,

A}

. from the empanélling of the Jury, 1t is a .

double-barreled situation; but you can't have
your cake and eat it 'too.

: Ybu can't charge that this conspiracy,
which was formed for the purpose of killing
police officers, and then everybody that happened
to be found dead anywhere that night, b;ing then
within the,cggiineélof this conspiracy. |

If these parties were eivilians and ;
they were killed pursuant to a conspiracy to
kili policemen, then they‘jugt shouldnt't be
charged in that manner, theuway‘they are'charged.
If the State believes‘what thgir

evidence 1s supposed to have been or adduced

_ during the ‘course of this trial, the only proper

way to charge -them in regard to these:pelice

officers is under 2901.04; they are policemen.

They were killed according to wha: the State

W




3420

alleges, pursuant to performing their duties aé
police officersé so If“they’were killed in a
conspiracy or‘by a conspiracy, pursuant to
kil}ing policemen, then tﬁat's the way they
should have been chargéd but not double-barreled
as civilians and as police officers; and James

Chapman, if they were going to charge that

" this man was killeq pursvant to this conspiracy,

‘that was formed to kill policemen, then cértainly
they should bring some evidence or there should

be some evidence in.thg reqord to show that

. this is what‘they.are attempting to prove in

‘this case; but ali through this case, we have

said tlmt even though you may clrcumstantlally
prove a case,nyou can't circumstant1a11y prove
a case by buildipg inference upon 1nference.

You can take inferenge from facts
and you can draw logzcal - proper inferences from
facts, ayd you don't’ have to draw Just one
1nference from one fact, you can draw a number
of inﬁérences from facts; but you can't do
anything but compound inferences .upon inferencess
whenAyou vould have the juré believe that simply

bacause “hapmen got in a car with a policeman

and he drove and he was out of sizib, and later -

o
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on he dled Scmewhere, not knowing how he was
killed when he vas killed, or by whom, that
couldn't be any»more than an 1nference upon
an %?ference. | |

Then thethagtzto ééﬁﬁohnd the
improperness of iéfall”.aftef co@pouﬁdinv all
these inferences toéether, that he Was then

killed pursuant to a conspiracy to kill police~

men, and I say, your Honor, there 1s no evidence

in the record to warrant this count of the
indictment with regard to Chapman and it

shogld most certalmnly berdismissed, and the

" counts which allude to the pdlicé‘officers

as civilians shbuld also be«disﬁissed for

the same reason.

————




MR. CORRIGAN: May 4t 'please

the Court, with regard to the argument relating

to the charges being double, as they were, this

I believe has already been :argued before the
Court.

The law speeifically in the State of
Ohio is the Fergusb;-case and subéequently'the
Wilkinson case and also a District Court case,
. “the Fﬁllgr ctase, Fuller vs, Unitegd States,

-decided September 26, 1968,

- For the moment for the record, the

Court will recall that ‘in the Ferguson case
the Supreme Court of the State of Ohio held

that the Premeditated killing of an individual

charges one, first degree murder, bat the

intentional killing of the individﬁal while
in the premeditation of a robbery charges -

another count of first degree, and they are

separate and distinct, altﬁough they come

froiz the sane statute,

Inthis instance, we have separate and

distinct offenses, coming from separate statutes.

If the Ceourt Please, the element -of the two charges

are different,

In the one instance, vz must prove




they were police officers, acting in.the scope
of their empicyment. |

| In the other i;stance, we need not
prove that element. In ghe»inétance of killing
of a poliée officer, we need nﬁt prove the pre-

meditation, so they are sepsrate and distinct

offenges; becausé they have different elements

that must be proven and they have been so held
.toabe separafe and distinct by the cases that I
have cited. | .
| - Now, with regard to the counts re- -
lating to the killi ng-of James Chepman, 1f I
undérgtand the argument of the défense couﬁgeli
1t is that if there is a éonspiracy to Kill -
police offgceggl then 1n‘fhe furtherance of
that cgﬁépiracy they kill somebody eise, they
dre e;&nerated -~ they have gét a license to-
ki1l somebody else.‘ )

The fact of the~ﬁétter is thatvthe
law is that anything done ;n the furtherance
of that«conspiracy is the reeponsibiliéy of all
those thatjin in the cdnspiracy,

I might add that the charge 18 not
a conspiracy to kill police officcﬁs, it is é

conspiracy to kill and ;ﬁmpursuagée of that

b
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conspiracy théy did kill James Chapmsn.

Now, with regard to the factual-
aspects, as it relates to éhapman. Fact ﬁumbet
one,’hot inference, fact. Chapman parged his
car up on Auhﬁrndale Avenue. This is testified
to by Mr. Boone.'

Fact numbéf two. Chapman volunteered
to Santa Maria, which'was testified to by Santa
Maria

Fact nunbex thfee. Boone saw Chapman
driving ‘his car doan the street and saw Santa
Maria get into the vehicle. )

Eact‘nhmber four. . Sergeant Gentile
saw the vehicle going around the corner‘with
Santa Maria_in the vehicle. |

o Fact number five. Gentile saw the
vehicle head in to 12312 and saw these men get
out of the vehicle and saw Santa Maria immedi-
ately wounded.
i  Fact number six. He sa& Chapman
go tovards the body of Wolff,

Fact number seven. ' Officer Wood

came in and said that he found Chapman right

thére. '

Fact number'eight. Br. Adelson had.

T
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indicated that the wound which Chapman had
received was on his forehead and of the type
that came from a high-velocity weapon. It was
from up to down (indicétiﬁg). It scooped out

8 good portion of his head, This is where he

was found.

 Yes, Offider Wood said I cannot

iéentify that picture, but Officer Wood says
I did dfag a man out of there and the man was
a Negro and he was déad and ;aid him.on the
sidewa}k. ' |

Fact number 9 or 10 -- Captaln
Dregalla came in and said that's .Chapman; I.
was there when Wood dragged him out. There is
no evidence that anybody brought any boaies in
to this place. They haa sone difficulty getting
them out, if you please.  So it is not a ‘case
of somebody dying somewhere and then being
brought here. ‘ .

mhe facts clearly are that this “man

was killed at 12312; he was killed from a high-

] veIOC1ty weapon that was fired from that house,

wherein the princiypals involved in ¢his case;
the fellow conspirators of the d¢fendant had

clearly been established to be holed-up where

T s ot o e o mede ot
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anybody --

MR, FLEMING: Opjection.
THE COURT: Objection over-
ruled.

MR, CORRIGAN: Where the defend;nt
had earlier left from and made his way down the
streét. I submit %hat the facts overwhelmingl&
support the prima facie case that Chapman did meet
his death pursuant to this conspiracy and did meet

his death at the hands of these conspirators.

.
R
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MR, FPLEMING: Your Honor, that

86111 doesn't answér the serious questions possi .-

by our motion,. Our contention is simply this:

that even i, assuming they form or establish that

a Bonspiracy vwas formed -- and we don't admit that --
but even assuming that that's the case, that still
doesn't mean that just because somebody died that

night or somebody was shot that night, that they

7—dign't have to prove any more evidence than that;

that they don't have to submit any more evidence
than that to make -a prima facle case,

There_isn't anything in this record,
ﬁéthing in this\recéfd t§ show where or when or
how this man ﬁas‘k;lled; and ;ertainly with regard

to Chapman, there is no case against Chapman that

—

—

has been proved.by the State in this case,
Now, with regard to these other police

officers who are charged -- who were victims, as:

- though they were c¢lvilians, there is no case

insofar with sbecifically -~ specifically says ~-
let's assume for the =ake of arguient that with
regard to Wolff, who turned the corner -~ and thére
1s some evidence that some people‘were Shboting out
of 12312 and that these,peoﬁle ure alleged to 5e a

part of the conspiracy, A1l right,
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And with regard to Golonka, then, and

. with regard -~ and that was Jones, who turned the

corner, ang tnére is some evlidence that some péople :

were allegedly directing fire from 12312, shot,
Then, with regard to Woiff, épg was back

there, in the back, with theée two men who.had

bandoleers, and I believe they were shooting out ==

and the last time he was seen, he was seen with

sone people'who uere firlng at police,

. ‘ ' And the allégatlons of the State s that
these people were éb»conspirators of the defendant,
Nowtyoﬁ.have‘some évidence:to show hoﬁ tﬂegé,pgople
were kiiled; evég if ¢ircumstantial,

There is no evidence that somébody shot out

_of 12312 and killed Jones, There is no direct
evidence that anybody, either qf fhése tﬁo men,
that Wolff was standing behind, with the gun,
no evidence that they killed him,

But there is a ciécumstantial fact from
which 36u.éan draw an inierence, There Is no

é' R :éircumataﬁtiai fact as to how Chapman was killegd,

| : néne at all, nothing to draw an inference from

except for the fadt.tﬁat he got into a car with a

- - . man who was supposed to have be:n a policeman,

I
{ : ’ "And if you draw that man§~1nferences from
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that fact, you are compounding an inference upon an
inference - and you can't compound an inference upon
an-inference,simply because you are alleging that

all this occurred-pursuant to a conspiracy, and

that's the argument of the State.

This 1s what we contend is improper,

Just because this pan some time that night was found

to be dead doesn't mean that he was killed pursuant

to any conspiracy on the part of this defendant,
. And you have %to prove, or have some evidence
in this record from which to éraw that kind of an

inference, some.evidentiary fact - and it is not.in

- -

thls recoﬁé, ‘
' THE COURT: . Vell, I don't
agree that 1t is noﬁ In the record. ‘The record
c;early 1s‘that.he was up on Auburndale, he did get
Into a car with Santa Haria, and anothef,colored
gentleman In.the front seat of the car with hinm,

and the contention scems to be that 1t was some

" type of convertible.

The car came down -and pulled in front of

12312 Auburndale, at kind of an angle, somewhat

touards the driveway, and at that time the gentleman

wno was on the.righthand slde of the car got out,

‘and on 'the lefthand side Hr. Chapman got out; and

4
s SERE S
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. _‘that 1s the fact,

immediately followed by Mr, Santa Maria, and the
testimony was that Mr, Chapman went into the:area

of about the front part of 12312 Auburndale, from

which a barrage of shots ‘was coming, He was fTound

dead 1n the lmmediate vieinity from where the shots
came, . i
Certainly it is sufficilent evidence for the

Jury to determine that he was actually killed from

‘the shots that came from where these individuals

have been 1déntifiea.as being eoﬁe participants
ét\leést in g conspirécy; at 1eaéﬁ-there is éuffi-
é;ént evidence'1nw0rder~ﬁérwthe-3ury to conclude

There is no problem in my mind wiéh refer-
ence £o<§gg_gropriety as to whefber t&}s motion
should or shoeuld not bé granted, = It éhould not
be granted,:

The motion with reference to count seven

is derruled.-

So far as the combination of the motions -

‘wifh reference .to :counts -one, three, -and five,

counsel are well aware of the fact that there may

be what we may call a duplication of charges growing

out of almost the same facio.

"But in this case,.as distinct from these

=
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cases where it has besn permitted, that fhey may
fiﬁﬁ the defendant guilty of murder in the first
degree based- upon premediated and deliberate malice
and in the’perp§fﬁaﬁibn of a robbery, thosewcaées.
aré all vaszed on 12§01.01. They are all in the
same statutee i .

In this particular case, there are two

Separate statutes Ilnvolved: the deliberate and:

‘premeditated mallice is 1in 2201,01; the muxrder of

a police officer while acting in pursuance of his

. duty 1s in 2001,0%,

©+-.S0; 1n that respect, and besides that, as

I say, counsel is well aware of the fact that the

Fergﬁsog case disposes of the legal question that,

has beeq\grgued in respect to those two items,
So, the motlon 1n all these respects is

overruled,

THE COURT:., - ' Bring down the .

__ What is the siteation with referemece to this-

.40 you have another witnesgs?

MR, LAURIE: . We have another

" wiltnesy, your Honor, ﬁe would like to put on very

briefiy in regard to some problem we had bBﬁoré we
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recessed,
(Whereupon the following proceedings were
had within the presence and hearing of the Jury:)
MR, FLEMING: May we approcach

the bench? _

' (Thereupon a discusslon was had between the

Court and counsel, outside the hearing of the jury,.
" and off the record.)
THE COURT: °

MR, LAURIE: ' Yes, The State

wili call~Mr. Seger, - T

o
r - ==

You have a witness?

. 3
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THEREUPON, the State of Ohlo, firther- to
maintain the iséuqs on its part to be maintained,
recalléd as a witness GERALD SEGER, who, having been

previously duly sworn, resumed the stand and -

testified further ascfollows:

REDIRECT EXAMINATION (CONTINUED).

. THE COURT: Mr.;Seger pre-
viously has been a witness, and he was sworn at

that time, - - °

You understand you are still under

- oatﬁ? v - ; - e
| THE ﬁITNESS: ~ . Yes.
BY MR, IAURIE: R o
Q . Mr, Segeri“z~§m going.to refresh your me;ory_on one

or tworquestions you gave in your teétiﬁony earliei, s0

please listen,

MR. FLEMING: Objection.
THE COURT: Well these are
preliminary? | |
MR, LAURIE: - | Yes.
THE COURTQ : Go ahead.
Q (By Mr. iaurie) Do you recali a few qnésfions

12

that were asked of you in regard to car 591, when you were

on the stand?

P e o S —
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A Yes, sir.

Q And do you recall the ouestlon I sald "Question: Did

~yoa notice their car?" . That was McManamon's and SZukalski's -

car, do you recall that question?
A ‘ Yes, sir. | ‘
Q And. you éaid, "Answer: The car I mentioned was 591
which was back up against this buildlng here (1nd1cating) "
I think you indicated where it was backed up, and the next:
question was: "What condition was that car in as ypu
‘ohserved it, if you aiqe?"”
And your answer was, "It was running and there was

bullet holes on the righo side of the vehicle."®

Do you remember that, sir? -

A Yes, sir. o ' -
Q Now after this, some other questions and answers: took
place. Now I will ask you, sir, aid there come a time

_that you seen the car 591 again after that date?

A Yes, sir.

Q When did you see it?

A At the-Fiftb District garage on July 24, after 7 p.i.

Q@  All right, now I am goiﬁg'to show you soﬁe exﬁibits,

‘the testinony is that they were taxen some time in August

at the police statlon ovex here somewﬁere on 19th Street,
ate's Exhibit 142, 184, 141, 140 and 18).

Hill you examine those photographs carefully and then

3
. I;-..—. .
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I will askyou some guestions.

Have you looked at them?
s, sir.
Tell me,.sir, what do they depict, what is itf

Well, that was -

MR, TOLLIVER: . Objection.
, MR, FLEMING: Objection.
THE COURT: - . . Do “these photo~

" graphs fairly and accurately portray the ambulance

number 591 as you saw it on July 23, 1968, out

on 123rd and Beulah? .
| THE WITNESS: Yes, sif.
THE COURT': . And does. that

answer also“go.with réspect to whatever holes

there were In the ambulance that you saw at

that_time? |
Yés, sir.
| MR, FLEMING: ._ wﬁat-pqge are
yoﬁ on? i
MR. LAURIE: . Page 2656.

That's all, Judge, thanks a lot.

MR, TOLLIVER: May we have a
moment, Judge?
MR. FLEMING: " May I see those

photogruphs?
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RECROSS -FXAMINATTON

BY MR, FLEMING:

Q Officer,-I believe you testified on April 25tﬁ

‘in this court room, is that correct? ' .

A Yes, sir.

Q Isn't it a fact that y;ﬁ told the Co@rt and jury )
"at that time, that when you came upon the seene tﬁét:

this automobile or this vehicle, 591, was backed up in

a position against some wall or some building?

A Yes, si?.

Q . Ién‘t that cor¥ect? . SR

A Yes. |

'Q . And I bglieve.tgat you told ir. Laurie undek oath

and to the Court and Jury that all you saw was one side o

of this vehicle, and that your primary concern at that
time was you noticed if was rg;ningfgnd you saw it
partially, but that your primary cénCern was to éet
Officer Szulkalski to ‘the hospital, isn't that correct?
A’ That's vhat I testified to, sir: |

Q Yes,'éo that you certainly é%n't say now, thét you
saw thig vehicle and all the marks that wg?e on it on
the 23rd of July, can you?

A ?ardoq ne? >

) ‘Well, I will widhdraw .that. You said the question

i .
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by Mr. Laurie was "What condition was that car in as you
: obéervgd it, if you 4aiqe?"
And y6u~answered, "It was running and there waé‘
bullet * holes on the right side of the vehicle.”

MR, LAURIE: Bullet holes. .

MR. . FLEMING: . -That's what I
said. - | |
MR, LAURIE: Nb;'you didn't.
" THE COURT: | - He said holes.
MR, LAURIE: Did he? I'm
sorry. ~
Q  (By Mr. Fleming) "Questﬁon: A1 right. And aid

you make any other obséirvations of the car, other than this?
And your answer, "No; sir, I was mﬁre'lnterested-in.
getting Szulkélski_}o the hospital."
And then Mr. Lsurle. asked you: "ﬁhy were you
interested in gettingrﬁm‘to.the ﬁospital?”
And your answer was: 'Well, hg was inJured and hé
. was bleeding. very badly from his'leg.“
.‘How,%is that correet?'.
A ‘Thét'é ﬁy tes%imony;'sir.
Q  Yes, so that when Mr. Leurie asked you did this
vaﬁicle, this »icture falrly and a¢curately vortray
the vehicle, it fairly and accurately portrays that

portion of the vehicle that you observed?

ot
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A That is right.

Q That's correct?
| Yes.
\ MR, FLEMING: You mﬁy inquire.
MR. LAURIE: No, we have no .
questions. |

. THE COURT: Well, hers, is

there some portion of these photographs that do

ﬁbt fairly znd accurately portray ﬁﬁat you saw?
.. THE WITNESS: This portion of

the ?ehicle (indicating).

" THE COURT:

Youare indicating
the rear? »

"' THE WITNESS: The rear,

—THE COURT: How many bullet
hotes are there?

2

THE WITNESS: On the 24th, I

observed a bullet hole.

THE COURT: Now you have

randed me Exhibit No. 40
THE WITNESS: Right here (indi-
cating) by the door handlel

THE COURT: I see. Any

further questions? .)

MR. LAURIE: That's all.
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MR, FLEMING: Nothing further,
your Honor. ’
THE COURT: X You are excused,

. . '. "~ {Witness excused;)_

MR, LAﬁRIE: - , Ybur{Honor, aﬁ»

this time, again we offer into gvidence thé-photof

graphs, Exhibit Nos. 140, 141, and 178 through 189.
THE COURT: 1 want to look

at the other exhgbits. I won't take the time

of doing it now. ‘

| . I will tell counsel as to what the

ruling is tomorrow morning.

MR, TOLLIVER: . And note our objec-
tions. S
THE COURT: I haven't done
\‘\ . ) -

anything yet.

i ' MR, TOLLIVﬁR: ' He is offeringi
them and i'm objecting to it.
| . THE COU?T: N ’ vi understand,
all righi, subject tp wat ruling I nake on those,
are you re&d& to go ahead with something?

‘ MR, TOLLIVER: -~  Yes..

MR.,LAURIE} . "he people rests

its case at this éoint} | -

THE COURT: ‘Subject to the -

-

Tullng on this matier.
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DEFENSE

e R

MR, PLEMING: - Call Dr, Ad#ison,

. THFREUPON, the Defendant, to maintain the
{ssues on his part to be maintained, called as a
w;tness IR, LESTER ADELSON, who, -having been
previously duly sworn, was examined and testified

as follous:

THE COURT: . | Doctor, you have

previocusly been called as a witness in this case

_ and you were qualified at ‘that time and you are

under oath, Do you understand you are still

-~

undéer oath? NPT

THE WITNESS: Certainly, -
; 12 ' . .
DIREGT EXAMINATION

Q

BY MR, FLEMING:

If 1t please the court,

Dr. Adelson, I believe you previously testified that |

ydu were the chief deputy coroner for the County of

Cuyahoga Coroner's office, is that.correct?

A
Q

Yes, =fr,

-

You have been subpoenaed hefe to‘b?ing,wiﬁh you the
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protocol and record of certsin persons,
Did' you bring them with you?
A Yes, sir,

Q Will you tell us what protocol and records you-have

brought here?

A Yes, I brought with me the records of one Berdard
E

Ponald Johnson, office numbep 128554; one Leroy Villfams
Jr,, cur number 128570,

- .~ THE COURT: ) | ..mst a minute,
Did you say Bernard Donald Johnson?
THE W;‘I’NESS; ' The first vias
Berngrd Donald Johnson -~ that's the way he 1s

carried in oursfile,

A

" THE COURT: ALl right,

THE WYTNESS: - ' And leroy Willtams,

e ———

Jr., number 128570, You have that, And Bldney

Curtis Taylor, number 128565, our file nu-mber. )

Q (By Mr. Fleming) AT right, now, referrinrgiepeci-

flcally to Sifney Curtie Taylor, ' did you have occasion to
perform an autopay on this body? ‘

A . Yes s Blr, |

Q. Will you tell the Court a;nd Jury when' you' performed

this autopgy?

- g

MR, LAURIE: -~ Objection,

‘May we approach the hanch?

~ T TRRRT e
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(Thereupon a discusston was had between the
Court and counsel, Qutside the hearing of the jury,

and off the record,)

THE COURT: The objection is

overruled,
Q (By Mr, Fleming) Now,. Doctor, can you tell us-

when you performed this .autopsy?

A on Sidney Curtis Taylor, I started the autopsy at
12:35 in the afternoon, on the 24th bf‘July of last year, -

Q All right, and did you perform an external examina-

tion at that time?

A - I dide e o
Q@  Will you tell us whal your findings vere?
A Yes, Sidney Curtls Taylor was a 23-year-old colored

male, weighed 165 pounds, was 5 feet 9 inches tall; he

showed evidence of multiple gunshot-inﬁuries, and also

evidence of damage b& fire after he was already dead,

- Q All right now,will you tell the Court and Jury

how many gunshot wounds were externally apparent to you on
this body?
A He had two lndividual gunshoet wounds in his trunk,

involving his chest and abdomen,. He had a gunshot wound

. of his head - that nakes three(— and he had additional.

evidence of a shotgun wound that struck a fifferent gide

of hiis head - which makes four,
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He had a wound that went across hiis louer. thigh
and abdomer % which 1s five, #nd a wound which went
through his left upper arm - which was six, at 1eas't-,, '
Q Okay. When you say "ss_i’_x, at least,™ do you mean
that there‘ was poasibly more? | . | | .
A It might be that there were two separate bullets that
struck his thigh and abdomen, but it 1s also reasonably
explainable that one bullet 616 all that damage,

Q | ‘Dild yai-make any other external obaervationé?
A - No., The 'Ioullet iﬁjuriea and the externai evidence_
of fire injury were the only significant findings noted on

the outside of the body,

Q From the obzervations of the wound that you testified

about, can you tell us whether’ all of those wounds were

P

shotgun wounds?
A Well, I am sure someswere not shotgun wounds,
Q All right, and vhat kind of wounds were those that

werentt & -how many wounds were not ghotgun wounds?

A Two wounds in the trunk were definitely not from a
shotgun, |

Q A1l right,

A The two wounds in the head were not from a shotgunj

the arm wound and thigh v::o&qé were not Trom & shotgun,

4 -

Q Those wowids that were not from a %ﬁotgun, can you

tell us, from your examination, whether or not you
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" ‘internal hemorrhage,

ascertalned they were from any high-velocity weapons?

A One down 1n the abdomen could have been; the others

were Just, as far as I could tell, from an. ordinary kind of

a firearm that we run 1nto in our day-to-day work; but

the other one, the large,. gutter tear,.suggested the
posdibility of high»velocity.

Q Did you make an 1nterna1 examination of this body?

A T did.

Q ¥11ll you tell us what your~findings nere?

A I found thg tnternal evidence of injury in the trunk

where the bullet that passed‘thrcugh his trunk.tore through

his llver, pagsed through his luhgs, and led to masslve

T™e shotgun injury, the large one in the top of the

-nead, did extensive damage to the skull and brain, the

———

other injuries were'soft—tissue 1n5uries, which were
gerious but would not have beep, of themselves, fatal,
' He was anctherwize healthy young man,'no eyldence of
any natural diseaze, |

Q Okay. Did you.make any furtner examinations with

- yegard to this body?

A I carried out the customary 1aboratory studies that

we do in all these cases,

Q.  Okay, and what ﬁas that? what'wekg your,findings?

. A In the blood of Mr, Taylor. there was 0.14 per cent
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alcohol in his urine, ‘There was 0,15 per cent alcéhol in
his blood, He had 12 per cent hemoglobin saturation, with
carbon monoxide, which indicates pe inhaled some. smoke
while he was alive. ,

Q New, did you bring any photographs uith you with
regard to your examination of this bodyO

A Yes, I brought colored photographs that were taken.
) Did I give you a =set?

- MR, FLEMING: . Wouid you mgrk
.theée éxﬂiblts, please, '

-

(Defendant's Exhibits
DD, FE, FP, GG, MH,
. A e . : . " ’ : " E II, JJ’ “KK, LL’

S ‘ ‘ were marked for

< - g identificatien,)

THE COURT: . Hr, Fiéming, are
there any other exhibits, regardless of‘whetper or
not theyM;;;;ain to Mr, Taylor, or anybody .else
that you would want to antieipate having identified

.by the Doctor? ‘

MR, FLEMINGY - Yes, sir,

THE COURT: - If so, counse;
could probably review them and we eould arrange form
the jury to be excused-fﬁp_theiafternoon. -

I think we can éxcuse thé Jury, Ve wi;i
excuse the jury:- : »

You remain séated a minute, Doctor,- We are
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golng to excuse you here in a few minutes.
We will let the jury go. |

“THE wmmss: Ai_l right,

'THE COURT: As far as the Jury
1s’c§ncerned, I assumé you will be back here at
9:15 tomorrow nmorning.,

When you -are outside thexcourt, don't talk
to anybody and don't let anybody talk to you ahout
this case, )

(w&ereqpon the Jury was.excused and left

the courtroom,)

- s

;.'jA - THE éQUHT? o j " Is there anything
. fﬁ?thef?. A . |
MR, FLENDNG: Yo. -
i THE WITNESS: You want me’ back?
TﬁérgbﬁﬁT: ; L oWe wild excﬁse yéu,'

Doctor,-
I have something else. for the balance of

the afternoon,

THE WITHESS: A1l right, I will )

be dback tomorrew moerning.

- . {Witness temporarily

excused, )

SN

et ko2
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THE COURT: The folks 1ﬁ the
back may~leave, if they want to. I have some .
matters to take up with‘the lawyers,

(Spectators who desired left the
cm’.!i'troom. ) . }

THE COURT: | Gentlemen, with
reference to these exhibits now, Fxhibits 141, 1#2,

18%, will be received,

. (State's Exhibits
Nos, 141, 142, and
184 were recetived . -
in eyidence,)

THE COURT: ~ Unless there 1s

some -further evidence identifying 140,'which is

- the back of the ambulance ==

MR, LAURIE: '. Exhibit 140 we will -

withdraw, —

THE COURT: ’ . That disposes of
that,. ‘ | |
(State!s Exhibit
No, 140 was with-
dravm, )
THE COURT: I will take up with
eouhsel:abbut‘these others. ‘ We will make a ruking

i

on thé others in the morning.

Come back into chambersa,

Miss Reportgg; vou may ontinue to mark the

MY




exhibits for defense counsel,

(Thereupon Court ang counsel retired to
chambers. for- discussion off the record,)

(Defendant's Exhibits
MM, through ang
Including 22, were
marked for identi-
fication,)

(Defendant's Exhibits

. AAA through and
Including QQQ were
marked for identi-
fication,)

{Thereupon an adjournment was taken to

. . -]
9:15 o'clock a.m., Wednesday, April 30, 1969,

N at which time the following proceedings were.had:)

- s = -
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THE STATE OF OHIO, ) . WEDNESDAY SESSION
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COUNTY OF CUYAHOGA. ) McMONAGLE, J.
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- Plaintiff
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HEDNESDAY’MOBNiNG SESSICH, APRIL 30, 1069 9:40 A M,

) (Prior to Courtts being opened,

Defendant's Exhiblts RRR-1l, RRR-2, RRR-B
S88~1, S8S8-2; TTT-l, TTT-Q and ‘TTT-3 were
markéd for identification.)

THE COURT: | _ Be seated.
Good mornina. |

THEREUPON, further to maintain the issues
on his part to be meintained, the Defendant recalled
.aé'a witness DR. LESTER ADELSON, who, having been

previously duly sworn, resumed the stand and testified

further was follows:

.DIRGCT EXAMINATION (CONTINUED)

BY MR.. FLEMING:

Q

A
Q

Doctor, I believe we were at a point where you

'were describing the wounds on the body of Taylor.

Yes, I belleve that's where we were yesterday.

Yes, you had'completed the wounds on the body?

- THE COURT: He had described

}
the exterior wounds, some of the 1nterior wounds

and taizcd about Some laboratory findings.
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Q '(By Hr. Fleming) Okay, fine. Now showing on,.
Doctor, what has been marked fop identification purpoées'
as Defendant's Exhibit DD, will you look at that, will
you tell the Court and jury what that ie? .

A That's a photograph éf the left side of the face,
head and neck, and upper shoulder. of Sidney: Taylor,
identification nunber 123565, shous evidence of injury'
by heat and evidence of injury by shotgun.

Q Ali right, and does that photograph fairly aﬁd
accurately deplct Taylor as you saw him that morning?
A .It does. b ‘ |

Q Shcs-einO you Defenﬁant's Ixhibit EE, tell the Court
_and Jury what tnat is. ‘ ‘

" A Yes, this is again, a picture of Mr. Ta&lor shcwiﬁg
his head and upper-part of his $runk, from his ﬁ;ps up
to the top of the head, showing agaiﬁ-evidence of 1nj§ry
by gunshot and evidence of injury by heat. :‘~
Q Does that photograph fairly and accurately depict
Taylor as you 8a whim?

A It does.

.Q ' Defendant's Exhibit FE.

A FF is a picture of the right side of Mr. Taylor's
face and neck, showing some head injury, his identifica7

. tion number ard nothing else. -

Q_ Does thol photograph fairly and-accurately deplct
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Taylor as you saw hin?

A It does.

Q Defendant's Exﬁibit Gé.

A . This-is a pictgre of gr. Tsylor, partially clothed
from the hips down, at the time he arrived at our office,'
prior to the tize I saw him. I never saw him in this

condition; 1t hes his identification number.

Q. Have you seen his clothinz?

R e e e e B oy o b Y e rgn I -
ki g 5 A Ao . T g T
.

A No, I haventt. I can't be certain that I have seen

1t; there were so many things, I can't zay with any degrée '

a2

of certainty that I saw his clothing specifically.

i" ' Q@  Okay. Exhibit HH,

A HH is again e picéure of the clothed quy of Mr. Taylor‘
: with his ldentificaticon numbez, shsuwing the evidence of
-injury by fire and-gunshot. )

_ | _ ﬁ;gain, I d1d not see him in this condition.

; | @ Iguess IIis similar to HH.  Exbibit 33

A Exhibit 37 15 a picture of a gunshot injury involving

. the left arm of ur. Taylor, with heat injurg and bears his

identification numbelr.,

Q " Doea this photograph fairly and accurétely dépict
that arm as you saw 1t? |

A Yes._ .

_-Q Exhibit K7

A KK 12, again, a E*oture. a2 different view of the left
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arm showing where the bullet went ;n~ the preceding one
was the exit wound and shows heat damage and bears his
1dentifica?ion qumber.. |

Q Now, Exhibit LL.

A LL 1= a photograph of the left upper thigh and groin

Of Mr. Taylor, bears the identification number and shows-
én entrance énd exit gunshot wound in his thigh, iﬁto which
I placed a probe'énd'also shows a gutter wound in his
lower abdomen where the skin was slit by the bullet,
which did not enter into the addomina; cavity.
© MR, FLEMING: At this time
vWe offer Defendant's Exhibits DD, EE, ¥P, JJ,
KK and LL into evidence. “
MR, CORRIGAN: No objection.
-_THE COURT: | They may be
admitted,

(Defendant's Exhibits
DD’ EE, W’ JJ, Kx,
and LL were received
in evidence.)
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MR, FLIEIDWG: Your Honor, may ve
have the doctor step down a minute? -
THE COURT: , You may.
Q (By #r. Fleming) Nouw, Doctor, referring to the
photcgrap&z which show th.e iz:j‘uries s the i)laces on the- body
where there are sholgun wounds, will xou. identify the photo-
graphs by thelr letters, for the record? o
A This is a Qhotgun wound in the top of the h@.d
(1ndicat;ng), and appears in Exhibit D (1nd1lcating).
This is a shofgun wound, entrance wound, ﬁere in thé
right lower chest (indicating), which appearg in this
zzho‘::sgraph, an entrance vound in the left center chest,

' Youwer 'ché.sb, which youcan gee here (indicating),

Q Bring that one down tco this way.
' A b § aﬁz SOXTY « The entrance wound into the chest,

Thris pleture deplets the wound that goes across the
left side,‘ in and out, and then split the skin in the.
Jouer abdomen, right above the public hatlr, ——
Q | ¥hat kind of wound was that? '

y ) It looks like a high-velocity weapoﬁ, gplit the gkin,
not a shotgun -- some other type-of fire. _

These two wounds that you see (indicating) ave in
the left arm and indicate the site of entrance and exit “
of a single bullet,: |

And this 1s a pletuve of the olner side of the face,
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y 4

/

| Taylor?

K injuries,

vhich sficus merely heat injury, thiz is the right side of

the face, a burn,

THZ COURT: ‘ What is the last
exnible? |
| THE WITHESS: \ ' The last 1s TP,
TE COURY: iﬁe tuo prior to

that, two of them together? ‘
THE WITHESS: It 1s KX and 3J.
"And KR with the arm. .
Is that everything? _
¥R, FLEVIDNG: | Thatts everything.
You may resume the stand. ‘ -
Q (By Mr. Fleming) Now, :Docéor, did you tell us tﬁe

total number of wounds that you observed on this body of

e ——

A Well, on Taylor, from my observations, I felt he -
sustai.ﬁed" i;wo acparate snotg;an wounds of the head, two gun-
shot wounds of the trunk, a gunshot wound 1n. the left am
and one in the side; that makes @ total of six individusl
Q New, I am shoiring you what has been marked for
1dentification purpocses ag Defendant’s Fxhibit [If.

" W11 you tell the Court and jury what that ts?
A . Yes, This is a Xeroz copy of fne official document

- froz the coroner's office, called « hepart of Autopsy.
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It conzlsts of somé vital statiatical data, list@
of injurles and other aﬁncrmanties found In the decedent, '
and contains the cause and mamner of death, |
Q I an shoulng you Defendant's Exhibit M., W1ll you
tell the Court and ;Iury uhat this is? ‘

A Yes, This i.s.a Xerox copy of a special formr iIn our

}oi’fiee for the reporting of the laboratory i‘indings.

Q And Dei‘endant's Fxhibit 101074

A Dafenéant'u Exhibit 00 is a Xerox copy of the X-ray
reports in the case of Iir, Taylor, signed by Dr. Benjamin
Raufman, our radlologieal consultant, |

Q A1l of these exhliblts, these last three, that's.imi,
¥N, and 60, refer o the autopsﬁ of Sidney Curtis Ta:}lor,

| iz that correct? |

A Yes.

MR, FUMING: . - . - We offer into
evidence Pefendantts Exhibits MMy NN, and 00,
your Héncr.. ' | |

- MR, CORRIGAN: . No obJection,

¢ - . THE COURT: . ‘ They may be
" admitted.. ' '

(Defendantts Exhibits
™, KN, and 00
were retelved in
evidenge,)

- Q (By My Fleming) Now, roferrisg to Leroy Willlams,
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was 5 feet 6 inches tall, weighed 134 pounds.

' gunshot wounds,

,» order in which he was struck.

do you have that file with you, Doctor? '
A Yes, ¥ brought 1t with me, Exactly as in the

previoua case,

Q And will you tell us vhen that antopsy was per-
formed? .
A This aubopey was performed starting at 3:45 in the

afterncon on July 24th, and it was peri'armé by Ix. qufman;
{Jut I have the file with me and I bel:levé I can diec.uss- 1.1:,‘
but he 1z the one that did 1t, personally. |

Q All right. W11l you tell us what the external
findings were with regard Lo that .bod:y?

| Ieroy ¥Willians, Jr,, i3 a 23-year-old black man,

- Pxbternally, he showed evidence of several different

-

———

Do you want me to -
Q ¥Wiil you describe each one for ug,
A Sure thing, The number of these wounds and marks

are solely for ildentification, because I don't know the .

But entrance wound number 1 was in the right ammpilt,

in this gencral area (indicating), and that communicated
with the tract that went through the chest, passed through
the right lung, and led to massive internal hemorrhage,

angd the slug was recovered,.

" :{‘
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