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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
INDICTMENT  

 At the Superior Court holden at the City of Volantis, within and for the 

County of Beverly, for the transaction of criminal business. 

 The Grand Jurors for the Commonwealth of Ames on their oath present the 

following charges: 

COUNT ONE 

Scott Scanlon, on or about the December 4, 2017 in the year of our Lord two 

thousand eighteen, at Sunspear, in the County of Beverly did: sell or furnish to a 

person under 21 years of age, a juvenile named D.S., a firearm or large capacity 

rifle or shotgun or ammunition in violation of Ames Gen. Laws ch. 140, § 130. 
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COUNT TWO 

Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon did conspire with one another, between 

November 6, 2017 and January 5, 2018, to violate the provisions of Ames Gen. 

Laws ch. 274, § 7, to wit: by selling or furnishing to a person under 21 years of age 

one or more firearms or large capacity rifles or shotguns or ammunition, in 

violation of Ames Gen. Laws ch. 140, § 130. 

A TRUE BILL 

Yvonne Teasley and Rose Zuckerman 
Assistant Attorneys General 
        /s/ Robinson Ashe, III 
        Grand Jury Foreperson 
 
Date: January 6, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
SUGGESTION OF DEATH 

 Counsel for Defendant Scott Scanlon hereby gives notice that his client died 

on July 21, 2018 as a result of an accidental self-inflicted gunshot wound.  

Accordingly, and in light of Mr. Scanlon’s death, counsel requests that all claims 

against him be dismissed. 

/s/ Matthew S. Durning 
Matthew Durning, Esq. (BBO No. 583909) 
Davis and Main, P.C. 
60 Prince’s Pass Road 
Skyreach, Ames 78327 

Date: July 23, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
ORDER AND JUDGMENT OF DISMISSAL OF CLAIMS AGAINST 

SCOTT SCANLON 

 Upon the suggestion of death filed by Defendant Scott Scanlon, and without 

objection from the Commonwealth, it is hereby ordered that the indictment against 

Scott Scanlon is hereby dismissed with prejudice. 

        /s/ Henry M. Thomas 
Hon. Henry M. Thomas 

Date: July 25, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
MOTION IN LIMINE 

 Defendant Susan Scanlon hereby moves in limine to prevent the admission 

of statements made by alleged co-conspirator and former Defendant Scott Scanlon 

pursuant to Ames R. Evid. 801(d)(2)(E), because these statements were not made 

during and in furtherance of a criminal conspiracy, but were instead made during 

a non-criminal business “venture.”  See United States v. Ciresi, 697 F.3d 19, 26 

(1st Cir. 2012) (determining whether a single conspiracy or multiple conspiracies 

is constituted by “a set of criminal activities”); Smith v. Bray, 681 F.3d 888, 901–

05 (7th Cir. 2012), overruled on other grounds by Ortiz v. Werner Enters, Inc., 834 

F.3d 760 (2016) (refusing to apply the coconspirator hearsay exception to lawful 

joint activity).  The statements of Mr. Scanlon that the Commonwealth seeks to 

admit under Rule 801(d)(2)(E) were made as part of a lawful joint venture, and 
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thus the exception created by this Rule cannot apply here.  Accordingly, Defendant 

requests that the Court prevent the Commonwealth from introducing such 

statements into evidence at trial. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

SUSAN SCANLON 
 
/s/ Jesse Vasquez 
Jesse Vasquez, Esq. (BBO No. 836392) 
Schweikart and Cokely, LLP 
1313 River Road 
Ashemark, Ames 78311 
617-555-0685 

 
Date: August 6, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
ORDER ON MOTION IN LIMINE 

 It is hereby ordered that the motion in limine to exclude certain co-

conspirator statement evidence pursuant to Rule 801(d)(2)(E) by Defendant Susan 

Scanlon is hereby denied.  These conversations were, at minimum, made in 

connection with the Scanlons’ lawful gun business and are thus admissible.  See 

United States v. El-Mezain, 664 F.3d 467, 503 (5th Cir. 2011) (“[W]e are not alone 

in our construction of Rule 801(d)(2)(E), as our sister circuits have also held that 

statements made in furtherance of a lawful common enterprise are admissible.”); 

United States v. Brockenborrugh, 575 F.3d 726, 735 (D.C. Cir. 2009) (to similar 

effect). 

        /s/ Henry M. Thomas 
Hon. Henry M. Thomas 

Date: August 17, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 

 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 
 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
MOTION FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW  

 Defendant Susan Scanlon hereby moves for judgment as a matter of law at 

the close of the Commonwealth’s evidence. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

SUSAN SCANLON 
 
/s/ Jesse Vasquez 
Jesse Vasquez, Esq. (BBO No. 836392) 
Schweikart and Cokely, LLP 
1313 River Road 
Ashemark, Ames 78311 
617-555-0685 

 
Date: September 10, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
ORDER ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW 

 The motion of Defendant Susan Scanlon for judgment as a matter of law is 

hereby denied without prejudice to the Defendant’s renewal of such motion at the 

conclusion of trial. 

        /s/ Henry M. Thomas 
Hon. Henry M. Thomas 

Date: September 10, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
MOTION FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW OR, IN THE 

ALTERNATIVE, FOR A NEW TRIAL 

Defendant Susan Scanlon hereby moves for judgment as a matter of law at 

the close of the Commonwealth’s evidence.  In the alternative, and in the interest 

of justice, she further moves that the Court vacate the jury’s verdict against her and 

order a new trial in this matter.  As grounds for this motion, Defendant submits that 

(1) no reasonable finder of fact could have returned a verdict in the 

Commonwealth’s favor and (2) the Court erred by admitting the statements of 

Scott Scanlon into evidence pursuant to Rule 801(d)(2)(E). 

As a separate basis for this motion, Defendant submits that a new trial is 

necessary because the prosecution withheld exculpatory material from the 

Defendant in violation of Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963), thus 
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contravening her due process rights under the Constitution.  Specifically, the 

prosecution failed to disclose the following information to defense counsel in 

violation of Brady: (1) errors in Detective Jones’s written police report, in which 

he wrote that gun metal shavings were found in men’s shoes (presumably 

belonging to Scott Scanlon) and (2) the fact of the Commonwealth’s civil 

investigation of one of its key witnesses, Griffin Stone.  The Commonwealth’s 

failure to produce this information to Defendant’s counsel in advance of trial 

compromised her ability to have a fair trial on the conspiracy charge against her, 

and as a result, the Court should order a new trial in this matter. 

Accordingly, Defendant requests that this Court vacate the jury’s verdict and 

either enter judgment on her behalf or order a new trial. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

SUSAN SCANLON 
 
/s/ Jesse Vasquez 
Jesse Vasquez, Esq. (BBO No. 836392) 
Schweikart and Cokely, LLP 
1313 River Road 
Ashemark, Ames 78311 
617-555-0685 

 
Date: September 17, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW 

OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, FOR A NEW TRIAL 

The Commonwealth hereby opposes Defendant Susan Scanlon’s motion for 

judgment as a matter of law or, in the alternative, for a new trial.  Although the 

Commonwealth opposes this motion on all of the bases presented by the 

Defendant, it submits this opposition specifically to address the Brady claim 

advanced by the Defendant. 

Defendant’s Brady claim must fail here because she knew of (or should have 

known of) the evidence allegedly suppressed by the prosecution, and this 

knowledge defeats her Brady argument.  “Brady only requires the disclosure of 

information unknown to the Defendant.”  United States v. Derr, 990 F.2d 1330, 

1335 (D.C. Cir. 1993), overruled on other grounds by United States v. Bailey, 36 

F.3d 106 (D.C. Cir. 1994).  This rule makes good sense.  Evidence cannot be 
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“withheld” from the Defendant – even if the prosecution fails to deliver that 

information to the Defendant’s attorney directly – if the Defendant independently 

knows of (or should have known of) the exculpatory or impeaching information.   

Here, Defendant knew of or should have known of the information that is 

the basis of her Brady argument.  As to the metal shavings in the sneakers, 

Defendant was obviously aware of whose sneakers were searched by the police.  

Ms. Scanlon was herself present at the family’s gun shop when the search warrant 

was executed, and when the police examined her sneakers – the sneakers with the 

metal shavings in them – she volunteered that the sneakers were hers.  As to the 

investigation of Mr. Stone, Defendant was also on notice of his alleged 

wrongdoing.  There is a recording of the Scanlons in which Mr. Stone’s 

misconduct is discussed.   

Accordingly, the Commonwealth submits that the Defendant’s motion 

should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

Commonwealth of Ames 
 
/s/ Rose Zuckerman 
Rose Zuckerman, Esq. (BBO No. 541235) 
Yvonne Teasley, Esq. (BBO No. 623741) 
Office of the Ames Attorney General 
One Winterfell Place 
Volantis, Ames 78356 
617-555-1333 

Date: September 20, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
STIPULATION OF FACTS CONCERNING  

DEFENDANT’S BRADY MOTION 

The Commonwealth of Ames and Defendant Susan Scanlon hereby stipulate 

to the following facts solely for purposes of resolving Defendant’s Brady motion.  

These stipulations are not to be used for any other purpose in this case. 

1. Susan Scanlon was present at Scanlon Firearms at the time that the police 

executed a search warrant.  She was also in the same room as Detective 

Jones when he searched the clothing locker at Scanlon Firearms.  

2. On October 15, 2017, there is a recorded conversation from a Blaze 

device between Scott and Susan Scanlon in which Susan tells Scott that 

she thought Griffin Stone was a “scam artist” who was “selling a bill of 

goods to a bunch of old people, telling them they’d be rich.”  Scott 
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replied to her, “Yeah, that guy is one dirty S.O.B., hustling old ladies for 

their Social Security money.”   

3. At the time Detective Jones arrested Scott and Susan Scanlon, Scott said 

to Detective Jones (in the presence of Susan), “you know that guy Griffin 

Stone you’re talking about, you know he’s into some shady stuff, right?”   

4. Trial in this matter began on September 5, 2018.   

5. On September 7, 2018, Griffin Stone testified in this trial. 

6. On September 4, 2018, attorneys in the Ames Securities Division – a 

state agency that falls under the auspices of the Ames Secretary of the 

Commonwealth’s Office and that is responsible for, among other things, 

regulating the sale of securities in the Commonwealth – sent a draft civil 

complaint to the civil division of the Ames Attorney General’s Office to 

be filed in Beverly County Superior Court against Griffin Stone.  The 

Attorney General’s Office was to serve as counsel to the Ames Securities 

Division in connection with the civil claims against Griffin Stone. 

7. The Ames Secretary of the Commonwealth’s Office is a separate political 

office from the Ames Attorney General’s Office.  Both offices are led by 

different elected state officials. 

8. The civil division of the Ames Attorney General’s Office only handles 

civil matters; all criminal cases, including the prosecution of Defendant, 
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are handled by attorneys in the criminal division of the Ames Attorney 

General’s Office.   

9. In the complaint against Griffin Stone, the Ames Securities Division was 

charging Mr. Stone with civil violations of the Ames securities fraud 

statutes.   

10. During the course of 2017 and 2018, the Ames Securities Division had 

been investigating Griffin Stone for selling fraudulent residential 

mortgage backed securities to susceptible populations of foreign 

immigrants within Ames.  The Ames Securities Division alleged that the 

securities that Mr. Stone was selling were, in fact, not backed by actual 

collateral, but instead by phony mortgage and bank records. 

11. On September 5, 2018, civil attorneys at the Attorney General’s Office 

filed the complaint on behalf of the Ames Securities Division in Superior 

Court. 

12. On September 6, 2018, the prosecutors handling the case against Susan 

Scanlon learned about the complaint when the read about it in the weekly 

“roundup” email that is sent to all staff at the Attorney General’s Office. 

13. The Attorney General’s Office did not disclose the complaint to counsel 

for the defense prior to Griffin Stone’s testimony.   
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14. The parties agree that both (1) Detective Jones’s “typographical error” 

and (2) the civil investigation of Mr. Stone and the subsequent suit 

against him were admissible under the Ames Rules of Evidence. 

15. The parties agree that both (1) Detective Jones’s “typographical error” 

and (2) the civil investigation of Mr. Stone and the subsequent suit 

against him were “material” for purposes of the Brady analysis. 

16. The parties agree that both (1) Detective Jones’s “typographical error” 

and (2) the civil investigation of Mr. Stone and the subsequent suit 

against him were either exculpatory or impeaching for purposes of the 

Brady analysis. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
ORDER ON MOTION FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW OR, IN 

THE ALTERNATIVE, FOR A NEW TRIAL 

 The renewed motion of Defendant Susan Scanlon for judgment as a matter 

of law is hereby denied.  Her motion for a new trial is likewise denied.   

 There was sufficient evidence produced at trial to sustain the jury’s verdict.  

I likewise deny this motion as it relates to Defendant’s hearsay objection for the 

same reasons I stated in ruling on the motion in limine. 

 As to Defendant’s post-trial Brady objection, I likewise deny the motion.  

With respect to the Commonwealth’s failure to disclose a typographical error in 

the police report pertaining to the Defendant’s sneakers, I find that, although no 

formal disclosure had been made by the prosecution team to the Defendant, the 

Defendant herself had some prior knowledge of the impeaching evidence because 
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she was present at the time of the search and knew (or should have known in the 

exercise of due diligence) that the police found metal shavings in her sneakers, not 

her brother’s.  Similarly, although the Commonwealth agreed that the information 

about the investigation of Mr. Stone was not produced and was exculpatory or 

impeaching, there is no dispute that, while material, the Defendant independently 

knew of Mr. Stone’s misbehavior (or should have known about it).  Defendant’s 

prior knowledge of these facts, although it didn’t come directly from the 

prosecutor, defeats the Brady claim here.  See United States v. Brown, 650 F.3d 

581, 588 (5th Cir. 2011) (“evidence is not suppressed if the defendant knows or 

should know of the essential facts that would enable him to take advantage of it”) 

(quotation marks omitted); Ellsworth v. Warden, 333 F.3d 1, 6 (1st Cir. 2003) (en 

banc) (no Brady violation if “the defendant either knew, or should have known of 

the essential facts permitting him to take advantage of any exculpatory evidence”) 

(quotation marks omitted); but see Banks v. Reynolds, 54 F.3d 1508, 1517 (10th 

Cir. 1995) (“prosecution’s failure to turn over the evidence in the first instance 

stands independent of the defendant’s knowledge”).      

        /s/ Henry M. Thomas 
Hon. Henry M. Thomas 

Date: September 28, 2017 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
JURY VERDICT 

 How does the jury find in the allegations against Susan Scanlon: 

 Guilty:  X 

 Not Guilty: __ 

   Erin Silver 
   JURY FOREPERSON 
Date: September 12, 2018 
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EXCERPTS OF TRANSCRIPTS OF TRIAL 

Opening Statement of Counsel for Defendant Susan Scanlon 

MR. VASQUEZ 

 Good morning members of the jury.  My name is Jesse Vasquez, and I 

represent Susan Scanlon in this trial.   

 During this trial, I expect that you’ll hear a lot of bad things.  Bad things 

about guns.  Bad things about kids.  Bad things about crime in this city.  But at the 

end of the day, members of the jury, none of these bad things are going to be 

attributable to Sue.   

 You see, Sue was a loving sister to her brother Scott.  They ran a family gun 

shop together.  A gun shop that’s been in the Scanlon family for years.  And 

there’s nothing illegal about running a gun shop in this state.  This shop had all of 

its permits, it was registered to do business here in Ames, and it was a lawful, 

legitimate business.  Again, nothing wrong about that.   

 But you’ll hear that Scott, Sue’s brother, was into some dirt.  He was mixed 

up in some bad stuff.  He sold guns to kids.  No doubt about it.  You can hear it 

from me first.  Scott did some things that he shouldn’t have done. 

 But what the prosecution is going to try to do is to pin that bad stuff on Sue.  

But Sue isn’t the bad person here.  You’ll hear that it was Scott, not Sue, who was 
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doing these things.  Sue was just running a business while, unbeknownst to her, 

Scott was doing this awful stuff, selling guns to kids, on the side.   

* * * 

  In fact, one of the things you’ll hear during this trial is that gun metal 

shavings – little fragments of metal drilled off of a gun – were found.  You’ll learn 

that these shavings are from guns that had their serial numbers drilled off.  But 

where were these shavings found? You’ll hear that they were found in a pair of 

men’s shoes in the Scanlons’ gun shop.  Men’s shoes, not women’s shoes.  So, 

you’ll learn during this trial that it wasn’t Sue who had gun metal residue in her 

shoes when the police did their search of the gun shop. 
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Direct Examination of witness Jay J. Jones by Rose Zuckerman 

 Q: Can you please state your name for the record? 

 A: Jay J. Jones. 

 Q: Where do you work? 

 A: For the Ames State Police. 

 Q: How long have you worked for the State Police? 

 A: About a decade. 

 Q: What job do you have with the State Police? 

 A: I’m a detective, and I’m currently assigned to work on firearms 

investigations for the department.  I’ve been doing that about five years. 

* * * 

 Q: Detective, as part of your work with the State Police, do you track gun 

seizures? 

 A: Yes, I do. 

 Q: How do you do that? 

 A: We have a mapping database that I maintain.  Any time a local police 

department, the state police, or one of our federal law enforcement partners seizes 

a firearm, we log the time and location of that seizure, along with the gun’s 

information, the manufacturer, the model type, the serial number, things like that.  
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The database also records basic biographical information about the person from 

whom the gun was seized.   

 Q: Why do you do that? 

 A: It helps me do my job.  I use the database to spot and analyze any 

patterns that we’re seeing, and it helps me help other officers about where and 

when to increase their presence.  It gives us operational guidance. 

 Q: I’m going to call your attention to November 6, 2017.  Around that time, 

did you have occasion to look at your database? 

 A: Yes, I did. 

 Q: What did you learn from your analysis at that time? 

 A: Within the preceding three weeks, around the end of that October and 

into early November, I noticed a pretty unusual uptick in guns being seized from 

minors, kids under the age of 18.  And what’s more, those guns were being taken 

from a fairly specific geographic area. 

 Q: Where were those guns being seized? 

 A: They were all taken within a 20-block by 10-block area in Volantis, the 

biggest city here in Beverly County.  Basically, the guns were all found in the 

neighborhood we call North Volantis. 

 Q: And how many guns were taken within this three-week timeframe? 
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 A: From minors? The Volantis PD had taken nine guns from minors in that 

time period. 

 Q: Based on your experience with the State Police, how unusual is it to see 

that number of guns taken from minors in that kind of a timeframe? 

 A: Very.  I mean, in Beverly County as a whole, we usually only see about a 

dozen or maybe two dozen guns taken from minors in an entire year.   

 Q: Did these guns that were recovered have anything else in common? 

 A: They did. 

 Q: What was that? 

 A: All nine of the guns were handguns, not something larger like a shotgun 

or a rifle.  The handguns were also 9-millimeter handguns. 

 Q: What’s that mean? 

 A: The 9 millimeters refers to a firearm with a bullet of 9 millimeters 

diameter.   

 Q: What are the characteristics of a 9-millimeter handgun? 

 A: These are very popular handguns.  They’re small, easy to carry, and easy 

to conceal.  They’re also usually cheaper than larger firearms.  They’re also 

popular because they’re readily available at any gun shop.   

 Q: The guns that were recovered that you were analyzing during that 

timeframe, what else, if anything, did they have in common? 
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 A: Two things in common.  First, all of the serial numbers on these guns had 

been defaced, that is to say they were removed or filed off.  Second, nearly all of 

the guns, eight of them, were the same model.  The ninth was made by a different 

manufacturer. 

 Q: Let’s break that up.  What is a serial number for a gun? 

 A: Yeah, so every gun made in the U.S. or imported here must have a serial 

number on the frame or receiver of the gun.  These numbers, along with other 

markings on the gun, allow law enforcement to identify or trace a single handgun. 

 Q: And what does it mean to deface a serial number? 

 A: When someone removes or scratches off the serial number from a gun.  

That makes it a whole lot harder for us to trace. 

 Q: You mentioned that eight of the seized guns were the same model.  What 

model were they? 

 A: They were 8 Smith and Wesson 9-millimeter Shield model guns.  These 

guns, based on their design, are generally prized for their light weight and ability to 

be concealed, even compared to other 9-millimeter guns.  The ninth gun was a 

Browning Hi-Power 9-millimeter gun, which is a slightly larger pistol. 

 Q: Based on your review of your database showing this information, what 

did you do? 
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 A: I spoke to my commanding officer, and as a result, he asked me to set up 

a special task force comprised of myself and other troopers in the State Police.  We 

were tasked with looking into the matter and seeing if there was a source of the 

guns we were seeing. 

* * * 

 Q: During the course of your investigation, did you become familiar with a 

gun shop called Scanlon Firearms? 

 A: Yes, I did. 

 Q: What is Scanlon Firearms? 

 A: It’s a gun shop.  They sell guns, ammo, and they have a firing range and 

what not.  They also do some gun machining and repair work on site, so they have 

some equipment for that. 

 Q: Where’s it located? 

 A: They’re right in the middle of North Volantis.   

 Q: Where is that compared to where the guns on your database were found? 

 A: Pretty close.  Like I said, the guns were being seized all over North 

Volantis.  It’s not the biggest neighborhood in the world.   

 Q: At the time, who owned and operated Scanlon Firearms? 

 A: They were being run by a brother-sister duo, Scott and Sue Scanlon. 

 Q: Are you familiar with the Scanlons? 
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 A: I am.   

 Q: Do you see Ms. Scanlon here in court today? 

 A: Yes, I do.  She’s over at counsel’s table sitting next to Mr. Vasquez.  

She’s got blonde, straight hair, and she’s wearing a navy suit with a white shirt. 

* * * 

  Q: Did your task force set up surveillance in North Volantis in order to keep 

an eye out for any gun-related transactions with minors? 

 A: Yes. 

 Q: What did that entail? 

 A: We had teams of two officers working undercover foot patrols in that 

neighborhood, making observations of high traffic areas, particularly during 

nighttime hours, when it was dark outside. 

 Q: Did you participate in those foot patrols?  

 A: I did, me and my partner. 

 Q: On December 4, 2017, did you observe any activity that caught your 

attention? 

 A: Yes, around 8 p.m. that day. 

 Q: What did you observe? 

 A: I thought that I observed a hand-to-hand transaction of some kind. 

 Q: What is a hand-to-hand transaction? 
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 A: It’s when one person hands another person money.  The other person 

gives the purchasing person something in return. 

 Q: Did you see what the two individuals were transacting? 

 A: No.  I was at quite a distance when I thought I saw a hand-to-hand 

transaction take place.  I couldn’t tell what, if anything, was exchanged for money.  

Could have been drugs, a gun, or a ham sandwich for all I knew at the time. 

 Q: What did you do after you made this observation? 

 A: We followed one of the parties for a few blocks before we stopped him. 

 Q: When you stopped him, what did you do? 

 A: The first thing we did, after identifying ourselves as police officers, was 

to conduct a pat frisk.  We patted over his clothing to determine if he was armed.  

It’s something we do for officer safety. 

 Q: What did your pat frisk reveal? 

 A: We felt a hard bulge in his pocket that felt like a gun.  It was, and we 

removed it and secured the weapon. 

 Q: What kind of gun was it? 

 A: A 9-millimeter handgun.  Smith and Wesson Shield. 

 Q: Was there a serial number on the gun you found? 

 A: No.  It had been defaced. 

 Q: Who was the person you stopped? 
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 A: He was a juvenile male, age 16.  His initials are D.S. 

 Q: Did D.S. tell you where he got the gun from? 

 A: He said he just purchased it on the street for cash a few minutes before 

we encountered him.  He gave me a description of the guy who he bought it from, 

but he didn’t know his name. 

 Q: Based on the physical description he provided, what did you do? 

 A: At the time, nothing.  We wrote it up in a report but the description was 

fairly generic, not much to go on.  A few weeks later, after having done some more 

investigating, on December 28, 2017, we took him back to the police station to 

look at photos. 

 Q: I’m going to show you a photograph.  Is this photograph the one that the 

juvenile identified from the book of photos? 

 A: Yes.  This is the photo he picked out. 

 Q: And do you know who this is a picture of? 

 A: I do.  This is Scott Scanlon. 

 Q: Detective, where did you see this hand-to-hand transaction take place? 

 A: We saw the hand-to-hand take place at 15 Kings Highway in North 

Volantis.   

 * * * 
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 Q: Detective, were you able to obtain records from the Scanlons’ gun shop 

that helped identify Scott Scanlon’s location on the evening you saw the gun sale? 

 A: Yes.  We got geolocation records from Condor.   

 Q: What kinds of records are those? 

 A: Condor, as everyone knows, sells the very popular Blaze device.  It’s a 

type of mobile computer or cell phone type contraption.  Whenever a Blaze comes 

within range of Condor’s internet service, the Blaze connects via wi-fi signal.  It’s 

automatic.  So, if you have a Blaze in your purse or pocket and walk by or drive by 

one of Condor’s internet service antennas, the device automatically connects to the 

internet.  When that happens, Condor makes a record of the fact of the connection 

and notes the time and location of the connection.  Condor also records which of 

its antennas made the connection to the Blaze. 

 Q: Did Scanlon Firearms own a Blaze? 

 A: Yes. 

 Q: And what did your review of Condor’s records show about where this 

device was on December 4, 2017, the date of the hand-to-hand transaction you 

witnessed? 

 A: Most of the day, the gun shop’s Blaze was connected to the internet 

antenna at the gun shop itself.  Around 7:30 that evening, the device was 

disconnected from that antenna, meaning that someone picked it up and took it out 
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of range of the gun shop.  The device reconnected to the gun shop’s antenna 

around 8:30 that evening.  In between, the device connected to a number of other 

antennas in North Volantis.  Between 7:30 and 8:00, the Blaze connected to 4 

different antennas, moving in an easterly direction away from the gun shop.  After 

8:00, there were 5 connections, moving progressively towards the west, back 

towards the gun shop.   

 Q: Were there any connections made close in time to 8:00? 

 A: About 4 minutes before 8:00, the device connected to the internet on an 

antenna about 3 blocks west of where I saw the hand-to-hand deal.  It disconnected 

a minute or so later. 

 Q: What does that mean? 

 A: All it means is that the Scanlon Firearms Blaze was in the vicinity of 

where I was in North Volantis.  I don’t know who had that device.  I don’t know 

exactly where the device was, either.    

* * * 

 Q: Did you conduct any public internet research into the uptick in gun sales 

to minors you had seen? 

 A: Yes.   

 Q: What did you do? 
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 A: It was quite straightforward really.  Under my direction, our task force 

began to go through the social media accounts from the various juveniles who had 

been caught with guns in the past few months.  We looked at these minors’ social 

media posts and such.  Basically, we look at these sources for any names or any 

leads we can mine them for. 

 Q: What, if anything, did you find in your research? 

 A: From reading through these various posts, we saw a number of names, 

email addresses, and other social media accounts for other individuals.  We cross-

checked these names and various online handles to see if there were any multiple 

hits, that is, people or accounts mentioned on more than one account.  We found 

three such names, and we flagged these folks for further inquiry. 

 Q: Which one of these names or accounts was mentioned the most? 

 A: There was one online account that was mentioned more than any other, a 

total of five times across four of the minors’ accounts.  It was the email address 

Scanlon_Firearms@condor.com.  

 Q: Do you know who that account is associated with? 

 A: Yes, a public internet search showed that this email is the primary 

business email for Scanlon Firearms.  It is right there on the gun shop’s website.  

That handle is also the username for that company’s Blaze device.   

 Q: What did you do with that username and email address? 
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 A: We identified a particular IP address that used this email account and 

account name.  An IP address, just so you know, is a specific number that is 

assigned to a device connected to the internet.  So it’s like this – if a computer 

visits a website, it communicates that IP address to the website, so the website 

knows where to send info. 

 Q: And what did you do with that IP information? 

 A: We did what’s called a pen/trap.  That is, we put a pen register and a trap 

and trace device on the Scanlons’ gun shop.  We put those on their Condor internet 

antenna, which acts like an internet router for the gun shop.   

 Q: What is a pen/trap? 

 A: A pen register – the pen part of the pen/trap – is a device that records 

signaling outgoing information transmitted by a specific device, be it a telephone, a 

computer, or a mobile device like a Blaze.  So if you put a pen register on a 

telephone, it will record, for example, the phone number that a person dials to send 

an outgoing call.  With a computer or similar electronic device, we can record 

outgoing IP addresses and things like that.  It tells who or where the computer is 

sending information to.  A trap and trace is basically the same thing, but for 

incoming information instead of outgoing information.  When we use them both in 

tandem to harvest incoming and outgoing data, we call it a pen/trap.  It’s important 

to note, though, that pen/traps don’t collect the content of a communication – such 
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as email text – like a wiretap would do.  It just records, for computer devices, 

things like the source and destination IP addresses, along with the dates, times, 

durations, ports of transmissions, and any Transmission Control Protocol 

connection data associated with any electronic communication sent to or from a 

specified device.  Here, that would be the Scanlon Firearms Blaze. 

 Q: So you set up a pen/trap to collect information on the gun shop’s Blaze 

device? 

 A: Yes, that’s right.  We were trying to figure out who that device was 

communicating with.  Not what the communications were or who was using the 

device, just the basic info on the outgoing and incoming info from or to the device.   

 Q: What were you generally able to learn from the pen/trap device at the gun 

shop? 

 A: It allowed us to determine the IP addresses contacted by the gun shop’s 

Blaze device, the time of those connections, and things like that.  We also were 

able to identify what’s called the port of transmission information, which lets us 

know what kind of internet traffic was occurring, like email traffic versus web 

surfing.  We were also able to isolate specific traffic that was tied to the Blaze 

itself, as opposed to other computers using the gun shop’s internet router – that is 

the Condor wi-fi antenna. 

 Q: With that information in hand, did you spot any patterns? 



37 
 

 A: Yes, by far, the most critical piece of information that we uncovered was 

time and duration of the device’s connections to the internet with the Blaze.  

Basically, we were able to track what time the device logged on to the internet or 

was active on the web.  That is, we could tell precisely when that device was being 

used.   

 Q: What did you do with that information? 

 A: We cross-referenced that temporal information and compared it to 

postings we had seen on various dark web message boards that were touting or 

essentially advertising black market guns for sale in Volantis. 

 Q: There’s a lot to unpack there.  What’s the dark web? 

 A: The dark web is a generic term that refers specifically to a collection of 

websites that exist on an encrypted network and cannot be found by using 

traditional search engines, like Google, or visited by using traditional browsers, 

like Chrome, Internet Explorer, or Safari.  It’s basically a more secure, more 

anonymous way to use the internet.   

 A: And what did you observe on the dark web around this time? 

 Q: When we saw the uptick in minors with guns in North Volantis, my team 

and I started working back through some online illicit marketplaces that are 

popular to see if we could see anything relating to gun sales around the time in 

question.  After hours of combing through some of the more popular dark web 
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marketplaces – think like a secret version of Amazon, but for drugs and other 

contraband – we found a user who started peppering a particular message board on 

a marketplace with offers to sell anonymous handguns to anyone, any age in 

Volantis.  These postings started occurring about two weeks before we noticed the 

uptick in minors being found with guns in the area. 

 A: What was the user’s name associated with these ads or messages? 

 Q: In these dark web markets, nobody uses their real name, just an online 

handle or nickname.  The username we saw making these postings was calling 

himself or herself “Precious Emerson.” 

 Q: What did you do with that information? 

 A: Basically, we started tracking any posts made by Precious Emerson in 

this particular marketplace.  We made a log showing the dates and times of any 

posts made by this user. 

 Q: And what did you do with that log? 

 A: I compared it to the times that the Scanlons’ gun shop Blaze was 

connected to the internet.  After the moment we got the pen/trap up and running, 

there were six posts made by Precious Emerson touting his guns.  Every single 

time Precious Emerson posted, the Blaze was connected to the internet, and 

communicating with the encrypted dark web based on the timestamp and port of 

transmission information we saw. 
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* * * 

 Q: Detective Jones, were you able to obtain audio recordings of 

conversations between Ms. Scanlon and her brother Scott? 

 A: Yes, I was. 

 Q: How were those recordings made? 

 A: The recordings were made on a Blaze device owned by Scanlon 

Firearms.   

 Q: Where did you obtain these recordings from? 

 A: Directly from the company that makes the Blaze.  That would be Condor.  

We got a court order for these business records maintained by Condor, and they 

sent them to us to listen to. 

MS. ZUCKERMAN: 

 Your Honor, at this time, the Commonwealth would like to play two 

recordings of Mr. Scanlon’s statements to Ms. Scanlon and offer them into 

evidence. 

MR. VASQUEZ: 

 Objection, Your Honor.  Ms. Scanlon objects that these statements, 

specifically those made by her brother Scott, are not admissible under Rule 

801(d)(2)(E) because these statements are not made in furtherance of an illegal 

criminal conspiracy, but instead of a legal joint venture.   
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THE COURT: 

 Yes, Mr. Vasquez, your objection is noted, preserved for appeal, and 

overruled for the reasons I stated before in denying the motion in limine.  I have 

concluded that statements made in furtherance of a so-called legal venture, as you 

put it, are admissible under Rule 801(d)(2)(E).   Ms. Zuckerman, you may play the 

recordings for the jury. 

 Q: Detective, I’m going to play the first recording for you and then ask you 

some questions about it. 

 A: Okay. 

AUDIBLE RECORDING 

<Male voice> Sue, I’ve been going through the numbers.  We’re 

bleeding cash.  It doesn’t look so good for us here, you know?  We are 

getting killed by these online gun sellers.  They’re getting around all these 

rules and background check nonsense that we put up with.  If we don’t do 

something, we’re done, we’re finished in a year. 

<Female Voice> Scott, I don’t know what to tell you.  I’m sure we’ll 

think of something. 

 Q: Detective, when did that conversation occur? 

 A: The metadata from the Blaze device indicated that this conversation took 

place on May 22, 2016. 
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 Q: Where did that conversation take place? 

 A: Again, the metadata indicated that this conversation took place at the 

Scanlons’ gun shop. 

 Q: And do you know who was speaking in those recordings? 

 A: Yes.  The male voice I recognize as Scott Scanlon.  The female voice was 

Sue Scanlon.  From my investigation in this case, I’m quite familiar with their 

voices.  I’ve spoken with them multiple times.  

Q: Detective, I’m going to play a second recording for you and then ask you 

some questions about it. 

 A: Alright. 

AUDIBLE RECORDING 

<Male voice> Have you placed the order for the new gun drills and 

files?  I just broke one of the bits re-boring an antique.  You know how 

much we use these things.  We’ve got to get some more.  Who knows what 

we’ll use them for! 

<Female Voice> Scott, you know I’ve been putting off ordering new 

tools until business picks up.   

<Male voice> Yeah, I know.  We need to make sure we’ll get our 

money’s worth out of anything we buy for the shop. 

 Q: Detective, when did that conversation occur? 
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 A: I looked at the timestamp metadata from the Blaze again.  This recording 

was made on September 15, 2016.   

 Q: Where did that conversation take place? 

 A: The same place.  The Scanlons’ gun shop. 

 Q: And do you know who was speaking in those recordings? 

 A: Yeah, this is Scott and Sue talking again in the shop they owned.    

 Q: Detective, you noted earlier that these recordings were made on a device 

owned by Scanlon Firearms.  How were you able to determine that? 

 A: Again from Condor.  Anyone who owns one of these devices has to 

register it with the company before it’s used.  The device that made this recording 

was registered to Scanlon Firearms the company back in January 2016.   

 Q: Based on your experience, what are gun drills and files used for? 

 A: Anything for machining or manipulating the metal on guns.  Anything 

legit, like boring gun barrels or fixing some guns.  They can also be used for filing 

off gun serial numbers. 

* * * 

 Q: What did you do based on all of this information: the geolocation 

information, the audio recordings, the photo ID, the hand-to-hand transaction 

observation, and so on? 



43 
 

 A: Based on that and other information, we obtained a search warrant to 

search the premises of Scanlon Firearms, as well as to search the Blaze device 

there. 

 Q: What items were taken from your search of the gun shop? 

 A: We seized a number of things, including the Blaze device that we’d been 

monitoring.  We also found a number of 9-millimeter handguns in the basement 

that had been defaced, ten of them to be precise, all Smith and Wessons.  We also 

found a safe full of manicured, banded hundred-dollar bills. 

 Q: Did you analyze the handguns? 

 A: Yes, we dusted them for fingerprints.  We also seized a set of fairly new 

gun tools – machining equipment that could be used to obliterate the serial 

numbers.  We also dusted that machining equipment for fingerprints.   

 Q: What did that fingerprint analysis reveal? 

 A: The fingerprint analysis was inconclusive.  We didn’t get any good prints 

for analysis, which is common.  But we also found metal shavings traceable to the 

defaced guns to a garbage can under her desk at the gun shop.  We also found 

residual metal gun shavings in a pair of women’s sneakers that we identified as 

Sue’s. 

 Q: Did you find anything relating to the Precious Emerson online handle?  
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 A: The Blaze device we took had a saved user name and password in its 

memory cache.  That indicated that the user Precious Emerson had logged into that 

specific device.  In addition, we located some personal property of Scott and Sue’s 

in the basement.  In Scott’s work area, we found a collection of novels written by 

Ralph Waldo Emerson, including some rare books.  In Sue’s work area, we found a 

copy of a song called “Precious.”  We found the same song in her MP3 playlist; it 

was her favorite song as measured by the number of times it was played.   

 Q: Did you find any invoices relating to the guns that were seized? 

 A: Yes, we did.  We found bills of sale that we think were for the defaced 

guns.  We can’t say for certain because the serial numbers on the ten handguns we 

found were removed.  But we found receipts for the same number and type of guns 

in the gun shop’s file cabinets.  The gun shop itself purchased the ten guns direct 

from Smith and Wesson.  The packing slips show that Sue Scanlon signed for them 

when they were shipped to Scanlon Firearms.   

 Q: Did you search the Blaze device itself? 

 A: Yes.   

 Q: What did your search reveal? 

 A: We found all of the ads that we had seen posted on the dark web under 

the Precious Emerson handle.  We also saw some additional postings that had been 
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drafted but not yet posted, and these were dated for times after the search warrant 

was executed.   

 Q: Could you tell from the search of the Blaze who wrote those documents? 

 A: Yes.  We compared the metadata from these online postings, particularly 

the time these documents were drafted or posted, and compared that the other 

documents that were written around the same time.  Every one of the 

contemporaneous documents were things like emails and other documents signed 

by Scott Scanlon.  So, it looked like he was the primary salesperson with these gun 

sales. 

Cross Examination of witness Jay J. Jones by Jesse Vasquez  

 Q: Detective, in the course of your investigation, you looked into Scanlon 

Firearms, correct? 

 A: Yes, I did. 

 Q: Now Scanlon Firearms is a company? 

 A: Yes. 

 Q: It’s registered to do business in the Commonwealth, right? 

 A: Yes, it’s incorporated as a domestic corporation here in Ames.  They’re 

registered to do business here as a corporation. 

 Q: And the company was owned by the Scanlon family? 
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 A: Yes.  Scott and Sue Scanlon owned the company until Scott’s death.  

Now it’s owned only by Sue. 

 Q: And prior to Scott and Sue, the company was owned by their father, 

right? 

 A: That’s right. 

 Q: This was a family business that was founded back in the 70’s by Scott 

and Sue’s dad, correct? 

 A: Yes. 

 Q: And as part of your investigation, you must have looked at the company’s 

licenses to sell and store firearms, didn’t you? 

 A: I did. 

 Q: And isn’t it true that Scanlon Firearms was fully licensed to sell firearms 

in the state? 

 A: That’s correct.  The business had all of its licenses, state and federal.   

 Q: And so Scanlon Firearms was a lawful, legitimate business in your view? 

 A: I suppose so.  The gun shop itself was a legit operation, by the book. 

 Q: The Blaze recordings that were played for the jury, that device was 

owned by Scanlon Firearms, right? 

 A: Yes. 

 Q: Not by Sue Scanlon? 
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 A: Not her individually, no. 

 Q: And not by Scott Scanlon, correct? 

 A: Again, not him personally. 

* * * 

  Q: Now detective, my client has been charged with conspiracy in this case, 

correct? 

 A: I’m not a lawyer like you are, counselor, but that’s my understanding.  

I’ll take your word for it. 

 Q: The Blaze recordings that were played earlier, the first of those 

recordings was made way back in May 2016? 

 A: Yes. 

 Q: To be clear, that’s before you claim any gun sales to minors were made 

that you investigated here, correct? 

 A: Yes. 

 Q: And the second recording that was played to the jury, that was also before 

you claim any gun sales to minors were made that you investigated, right? 

 A: That’s right. 

 Q: And there’s no evidence to suggest that any gun sales to minors occurred 

before that second recording was made, correct. 

 A: That is correct, counselor. 
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* * * 

 Q: Detective, you testified on direct exam that some gun metal residue 

shavings were found in a pair of women’s sneakers? 

 A: That’s right.  I did say that. 

 Q: Detective, you wrote a police report after you did your search of the gun 

shop? 

 A: Yes, I did. 

 Q: Now didn’t you write in this report that the gun shavings, this metal 

residue was found in a pair of men’s shoes? 

 A: I don’t recall having written that, no. 

 Q: Your honor, I’m going to show the Detective a copy of his report.  

Detective, is this your written report? 

 A: Yes. 

 Q: You wrote this the day of the search? 

 A: That evening, yes.  At my desk in the office, I wrote this. 

 Q: Call your attention to paragraph 16 of the report, which I’ll read aloud.  

Paragraph 16 says, “I then proceeded to look in the trash receptacle near the 

machining equipment.  In that trash receptacle, metal shavings were found.  From a 

visual inspection these metal shavings looked like they were from a gun.  These 

metal shavings were taken and put into an evidence bag for testing by the state 
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crime lab.  In addition, I then proceeded to search the clothing locker in the gun 

shop.  A pair of men’s sneakers, size 9, were found in the clothing locker.  These 

sneakers also appeared to have gun metal shavings inside of them.  These metal 

shavings were taken out of the sneakers and put into an evidence bag for testing by 

the state crime lab.  All footwear from the locker was separately taken and placed 

into a separate evidence bag.”  Detective, did I read that correctly? 

 A: You did. 

 Q: So you’ll agree that the police report indicates that the sneakers with the 

gun shavings were men’s sneakers, yes? 

 A: That’s what the report says, but that’s a typo, I’m sorry to say.   

 Q: A typo? 

 A: Yes, a typo.  I have a clear memory that the sneakers with the gun 

shavings were women’s sneakers, not men’s.  They were pink and white shoes in a 

women’s size 9.  I have no doubt about that.  Sue was there when we did this 

search.  She saw me examining these particular shoes and I remember her 

volunteering that they were hers.  She wanted us to be careful with them, she said.  

They were her exercise shoes for running or something.   

MR. VASQUEZ   

 Sidebar, your honor? 
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 Your Honor, this information, this typo was not disclosed to the defense 

before trial.  I’ve built my whole defense around these being men’s sneakers.  I 

even opened on it.  I told that to the jury based on what was in the report.  I have to 

object here and ask for a mistrial for failure to disclose exculpatory material.  The 

government obviously knew these were Sue’s shoes, but I was led to believe 

otherwise.  Ms. Zuckerman knew that she was going to elicit testimony on this 

point, but she didn’t tell me that.  This is highly prejudicial and I ask for a mistrial. 

MS. ZUCKERMAN 

 Your Honor, Mr. Vazquez has cross examined on this topic, as is his right.  

He can impeach the detective with his report, which he’s now done.  I don’t see 

how he gets a mistrial for this.  This is an inadvertent typo.  Happens all the time 

with police reports, unfortunately.  And I don’t see any prejudice, particularly 

where Ms. Scanlon was physically there when the search was conducted.  She 

could have told Mr. Vasquez about this when they were preparing for trial, and if 

she didn’t, this is defense counsel’s fault for failure to do his job. 

THE COURT 

 Yeah, you’ve crossed the detective on this.  I’ll allow the testimony, and if 

you want additional cross on this topic, feel free to do so.  That’s fair game.  

Motion for mistrial denied, but your objection is noted. 
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Examination of witness Clare Arnold by Yvonne Teasley 

Q: Please state your name for the record. 

A: Clare Arnold. 

Q: And where do you work, Ms. Arnold? 

A: I am the Executive Vice President for Technology at Condor Corp. 

Q: What is Condor Corp.? 

A: We think of ourselves as a technology company, but most people know 

us primarily as an internet service provider. 

Q: What is an internet service provider? 

A: We provide high speed internet connections to our customers.  So, when 

they want to connect to the internet through their computers, phones, and other 

devices, they connect to the internet through our services.   

Q: How exactly does that work? 

A: We provide internet service through our extensive network of space 

satellites.  Some people get their internet though cable companies, through fiber 

optic networks, or through telephone hookups.  We do it with space-based 

technology.  Our customers install a small outdoor antenna on their property, and 

these antennas connect wirelessly to our satellites, which provide high speed data 

connectivity.  The antennas then provide a wireless internet signal, or wi-fi, to the 

users’ internet enabled devices like computers, cell phones, etc.   
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Q: How many customers use your internet services? 

A: Quite a few.  Here in Ames, we are the leading internet service provider 

in the state.  Because Ames is quite rural, it is easier for folks to connect through 

our wireless internet service without the need for heavy infrastructure like cable 

wires and the like.  Currently, we have about sixty percent market share in the 

state.  In other states, we have fewer customers, but we have customers in every 

state in the country, and our technology services millions of people every year. 

Q: You mentioned earlier that Condor is primarily in the business of 

providing internet services to users; what other services does your company 

provide? 

A: Within the past six or seven years, our company has made a big push into 

devices as well, devices that connect to the internet.  We want to be a one-stop-

shop for our users.  We want users to connect to our internet using our devices. 

Q: What is your best-selling device? 

A: Without a doubt, our most popular device is the Blaze. 

Q: What’s the Blaze? 

A: It’s a product we’re really proud of.  The idea behind Blaze is that we 

wanted to create a device that combined many functions that other electronic 

devices provide into one piece of hardware.  Essentially, it is a voice-activated 

personal digital assistant (similar to an Amazon Echo with Alexa or a Google 
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Home), a voice over IP, or “VoIP,” telephone, and a GPS all-in-one.  It can be used 

in one location, or it can be taken with a user and used on the go.   

Q: That’s a lot.  Let’s break that down.  What do each of those things do and 

how do they work? 

A: Fair enough.  Blaze consists of a home docking unit and a detachable 

handheld.  The docking unit is about the size of a toaster.  The handheld is the size 

of a cell phone.  The docking unit plugs into the wall and wirelessly receives 

internet service from one of our internet service outdoor antennas.  The docking 

base, in turn, allows the handheld part to connect to the internet.   

A user can use the handheld to make telephone calls.  A VoIP phone like 

Blaze can place and transmit telephone calls over an IP network, such as the 

internet, instead of phone lines.  So, with Blaze, you can make free telephone calls 

anywhere in the world if you’re connected to Condor’s internet.   

As for the personal digital assistant, when the handheld is docked in the base 

unit, a user can simply ask it a question or give it a command and get a response.  

Users can ask Blaze to do just about anything, order a pizza, turn off the lights, or 

do an internet search.   

The GPS piece is used with the handheld, usually on the go.  It helps folks 

get directions and figure out where they’re at.   
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Examination of juvenile witness D.S. by Yvonne Teasley 

Q: D.S., after you were stopped by the police, did you provide a physical 

description of the person from whom you bought the gun? 

A: Yeah, I did. 

Q: What was that description? 

A: I said that the guy I bought the gun from was a white man, about five-

nine.  He had blonde hair, and he was wearing a purple LA Lakers hat.   

Q: After you provided that description, where did the police take you? 

A: We went downtown, to the police station.  I got booked. 

Q: A few weeks later, did you come back to the police station? 

A: That’s right.  They brought me back and showed me a whole book of 

photos to look at. 

Q: Based on that review of photographs, were you able to identify anyone? 

A: Yeah, there was a guy in there that I thought might have been the guy 

who sold the gun to me.   

Q: Looking at this photo, how sure were you that this was the person who 

sold you the gun? 

A: Honestly, I wasn’t totally sure.  I mean, the picture looked like the guy 

who sold me the gun, but I was far from certain. 
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Direct Examination of witness Griffin Stone by Rose Zuckerman 

 Q: Good afternoon.  Could you please identify yourself for the jury? 

 A: Hi, I’m Griffin Stone.   

 Q: Now Mr. Stone, what do you do for a living? 

 A: By trade, I’m an accountant and a tax preparer.  I also own a small 

brokerage that sells securities.  Stocks, bonds, and things like that. 

 Q: Mr. Stone, do you know the Scanlons? 

 A: Yes, I’ve known the family for many, many years.  I went to West 

Volantis High with Scott, class of ’93.  But I know Sue, their parents, and some 

other members of the family very well. 

 Q: In your role as an accountant and tax preparer, did you ever help prepare 

taxes for the Scanlons or their gun business? 

 A: The latter, yes.  From time to time, Scott and Sue would ask me to help 

out with their business’s tax filings. 

 Q: I’m going to put in front of you a copy of a federal tax return from last 

year.  Do you recognize this document? 

 A: Yes, I do.   

 Q: What is it? 
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 A: This is a federal tax return for the gun shop that I helped prepare.  This is 

my signature on the last page, which is something you have to do when you do 

someone’s taxes for them. 

 Q: And who else is this tax return signed by? 

 A: This tax return is signed by Sue Scanlon.  I reviewed these business tax 

returns with her.  Since she was the company’s finance person, she signed on 

behalf of Scanlon Firearms. 

 Q: What happened with this tax return after it was signed? 

 A: I filed it with the IRS. 

 Q: In preparing these tax returns, what information did you familiarize 

yourself with? 

 A: In order to do a business tax return like this, I need to take a deep dive on 

the company’s finances and accounts, cash receipts and things like that.  So that’s 

what I did here.  I took a good hard look at the company’s cash flows, accounts, 

and what have you.  I knew those books and records backwards and forwards. 

 Q: Based on your research, how did Scanlon Firearms account for cash 

receipts? 

 A: Most of the gun shop’s sales were not in cash.  They transacted almost all 

with credit cards and things like that.  But the gun shop did have a general bank 

account tied to its cash register for cash sales. 
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 Q: Did Sue Scanlon tell you about any other ways that the company handled 

cash transactions? 

 A: She did.  When I was preparing the company’s taxes, she told showed me 

an envelope that had some cash in it and handwriting on the front.  I took those 

amounts and included it in the company’s tax returns. 

 Q: Mr. Stone, do you recognize this document? 

 A: Yes, I do.  This is the envelope of cash that Sue showed me.   

 Q: Whose handwriting is on this envelope? 

 A: That’s Sue’s handwriting. 

 Q: What do you see written on the top of this envelope? 

 A: It says, “Young Guns.” 

 Q: And underneath that? 

 A: Underneath that is a pretty straightforward ledger.  That’s something an 

accountant like me would recognize anywhere.  It shows what looks like about a 

dozen or fifteen sales with sale prices and dates recorded.  
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 

 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 
 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
JUDGMENT AND ORDER OF SENTENCE 

Judgment hereby enters in favor of the Commonwealth, and a guilty verdict 

on Count II against Defendant Susan Scanlon is hereby entered in the record and 

incorporated in this judgment.   

Per the order of Court, Defendant Susan Scanlon is hereby remanded to the 

custody of the Ames Department of Correction to serve a sentence of incarceration 

in a state prison not to exceed 24 months.   

      /s/ Ernesto Martinez 
      Clerk of Court 

 
Date: October 15, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. SUPERIOR COURT 

DEPARTMENT  
 OF THE TRIAL COURT 
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
v. 
 
Scott Scanlon and Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Criminal Action No. 17-0112 
 

 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Defendant Susan Scanlon hereby gives notice that she appeals from the final 

judgment against her.  In addition to appealing from this order of final judgment, 

she also specifically appeals from the following adverse orders that support this 

judgment: (1) the denial of her motion to suppress evidence and (2) the decision to 

admit into evidence statements from former co-defendant Scott Scanlon.   

Respectfully submitted, 
SUSAN SCANLON 
 
/s/ Jesse Vasquez 
Jesse Vasquez, Esq. (BBO No. 836392) 
Schweikart and Cokely, LLP 
1313 River Road 
Ashemark, Ames 78311 
617-555-0685 

 
Date: October 25, 2018 
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COMMONWEALTH OF AMES 
 
Beverly, ss. COURT OF APPEALS  
 
 

 
Commonwealth of Ames, 
 
    Appellee 
 
v. 
 
Susan Scanlon, 
 
    Appellant. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
    
    Appeal No. 18-711 
 

 
PROCEDURAL ORDERS ON APPEAL 

 The Court hereby orders that the parties address only the following questions 

in their appellate briefs: 

(1) Whether the coconspirator exception to the hearsay rule, as set forth in Ames 

R. Evid. 801(d)(2)(E), permits the admission of the two recorded statements 

of Scott Scanlon. 

(2) Whether, to establish a violation of the prosecution’s obligations under 

Brady v. Maryland, a defendant must demonstrate that she did not know of 

(or could not in due diligence have known of) the suppressed evidence. 

      /s/ Emily Valentine 
      Clerk of Court 

Date: November 16, 2018 
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RELEVANT STATUTES, RULES, AND AUTHORITIES 

Rule of Evidence 

Ames R. Evid. 801 and 802 are identical to Fed. R. Evid. 801 and 802.   

Illegal Gun Sale to Minors Statute 

Ames Gen. Laws ch. 140, § 130 provides: 

Whoever sells or furnishes to any person under 21 years of age a 

firearm or large capacity rifle or shotgun or ammunition therefor shall 

have the license to sell firearms, rifles, shotguns, machine guns or 

ammunition revoked and shall not be entitled to apply for such license 

for 10 years from the date of such revocation and shall be punished by 

a fine of not less than $1,000 nor more than $10,000, or by 

imprisonment in a state prison for not more than 10 years or by 

imprisonment in a house of correction for not more than two and one 

half years or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

Conspiracy Statute 

 Ames Gen. Laws ch. 274, § 7 provides: 

Any person who commits the crime of conspiracy shall be punished as 

follows: 

First, if the purpose of the conspiracy or any of the means for 

achieving the purpose of the conspiracy is a felony punishable by 
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death or imprisonment for life, by a fine of not more than ten thousand 

dollars or by imprisonment in the state prison for not more than 

twenty years or in jail for not more than two and one half years, or by 

both such fine and imprisonment. 

Second, if clause first does not apply and the purpose of the 

conspiracy or any of the means for achieving the purpose of the 

conspiracy is a felony punishable by imprisonment in the state prison 

for a maximum period exceeding ten years, by a fine of not more than 

ten thousand dollars or by imprisonment in the state prison for not 

more than ten years or in jail for not more than two and one half years, 

or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

Third, if clauses first and second do not apply and the purpose 

of the conspiracy or any of the means for achieving the purpose of the 

conspiracy is a felony punishable by imprisonment in the state prison 

for not more than ten years, by a fine of not more than five thousand 

dollars or by imprisonment in the state prison for not more than five 

years or in jail for not more than two and one half years, or by both 

such fine and imprisonment. 

Fourth, if clauses first through third do not apply and the 

purpose of the conspiracy or any of the means for achieving the 
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purpose of the conspiracy is a crime, by a fine of not more than two 

thousand dollars or by imprisonment in jail for not more than two and 

one half years, or both. 

If a person is convicted of a crime of conspiracy for which 

crime the penalty is expressly set forth in any other section of the 

General Laws, the provisions of this section shall not apply to said 

crime and the penalty therefor shall be imposed pursuant to the 

provisions of such other section. 

 

 


