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Mediation and investigation were discussed and  accepted mediation because he wants to speak to the officers about 
their conduct and how his interaction with the officers has negatively influenced him.  was informed that the CCRB 
cannot affect the disposition of his summons and the mediation would deal with the officers’ conduct. He was also informed that 
since  was also a victim during the incident, he would also need to accept mediating the complaint.  
 
PO1: Female, White, 5’4” to 5’5” tall, thin build, early-30s, long black hair, light brown eyes, in plainclothes 
PO2: Male, Hispanic, 4’11” tall, 150 pounds, thin build, mid-20s, black hair with balding spots, dark colored eyes, in uniform  
PO3: Male, Hispanic, 5’2” to 5’3” tall, muscular build, late-20s, black hair, brown eyes, in uniform, may have tattoo on arm 
PO4: Male, White, 6’3” tall, late-20s to early-30s, thin or average build, blonde hair, had facial hair, in uniform 
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PO Jasen Perez  
On October 1, 2015, PO Perez worked a tour of 1500x2335. PO Perez was assigned to the 46th Precinct Conditions team. He was 
in uniform and was assigned to an unmarked beige/tan Lincoln Town Car. He did not recall his RMP number. He was working 
with PO Nikqi and PO Chalen.  
 
Memo book:  
PO Perez did not have any memo book entries in regards to this incident,  or anything on October 1, 2015.  
 
CCRB Testimony:  
PO Perez was interviewed at the CCRB on November 24, 2015.  
 
Initially PO Perez did not recall the incident. He was presented with a photo of  which was taken at the CCRB. PO 
Perez did not recognize  He was provided with a synopsis of the incident. He was informed that on October 1, 2015, 

 was standing in front of  when officers approached.  was handcuffed and then brought 
to the stationhouse. PO Perez could not recall if he responded to this location on this date nor whether he or his partners stopped 
any males at this location. PO Perez confirmed that he was with PO Chalen and PO Nikqi during the entirety of his tour. PO Perez 
could not recall meeting with any other officers, or Sgt. Barbato, during his tour.  PO Perez did not make any arrests on this date.  
 
PO Nikqi arrested two individuals on this date at two other locations, none around 7pm. During his tour he could not recall any 
individuals blocking pedestrian traffic. He could not recall interacting with any individuals attempting to record. He did not use 
any profanity during his tour nor recall his partners using profanity towards any civilians. PO Perez never told any civilians to 
“Stop being a little bitch and shut up.” He never heard any officer make this statement during his tour. He did not recall if his 
partners issued any summonses during his tour. PO Perez did prepare two separate criminal court summonses for public urination 
at different times and different locations. The officers never changed vehicles. He could not recall issuing any orders for any 
civilians to disperse at any time during his tour.  
 
Video Presentation 
The 45 second video was played once. At the 7 second mark of the video, PO Perez identified Sgt. Barbato, who was in 
plainclothes. He identified PO Nikqi, who was in uniform, standing next to Sgt. Barbato. PO Perez was directed to the 
background, behind Sgt. Barbato. He identified PO Chalen and described him as the smaller officer. PO Perez could not identify 
the individual in the video. PO Perez identified himself at the 8 second mark of the video.  
 
At the 2 second mark, PO Perez was directed to the voice stating, “Shut the fuck up.” PO Perez could not tell whose voice this 
was. PO Perez did not recall making this statement, did not know if any one did make this statement nor could he identify the 
voice as his own. Following this remark, an individual on the video could be heard saying, “You got me in cuffs for no reason.” 
PO Perez did not know who made this remark.  
 
Statement following reviewing the footage: 
Following his review of the video, PO Perez stated that his memory of the incident was a little refreshed. He recalled himself, PO 
Nikqi, PO Chalen and Sgt. Barbato exiting the vehicle. His partners interacted with  PO Perez was standing by the 
location and ensuring that no individuals interacted with Sgt. Barbato or his partners. Sgt. Barbato remained in the vehicle with all 
of the officers for the entirety of the tour.  
 
All officers exited the vehicle at the same time for safety purposes. He did not know whose decision it was to exit the vehicle or if 
Sgt. Barbato gave any orders to exit the vehicle. PO Perez did not recall any conversation prior to exiting the vehicle.  There was 
a group in front of  PO Perez did not recall the size of the group, what they were doing or any observations 
he in particular made on this date. PO Perez did not know why his partners interacted with the individual on the video, identified 
as   
 
PO Perez did not know the actions of his partners as PO Perez went to one side of the group to separate the individuals, and his 
partners were on the other side. PO Perez did not recall if  was in front of the bodega and did not know if his partners 
observed anything to make him exit the vehicle. PO Perez did not recall what  was doing prior to exiting the vehicle.  
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PO JASEN PEREZ 
On March 3, 2016, PO Perez was interviewed a second time for this case due to additional information not known at the time of 
his first interview on November 24, 2015. Before PO Perez provided his statement on March 3, 2016, he reviewed the audio 
recording of his first interview alongside PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon. 
 
CCRB STATEMENT 
PO Perez is not familiar with and does not personally know  and  He does not know who or which 
individuals were part of the group present at the incident location on October 1, 2015. When asked if he feared for his safety or 
felt threatened by the group of civilian witnesses during the incident, PO Perez stated that he only told the individuals to back 
away for the officers’ safety. At the 04:14 minute mark, before PO Perez fully completed his previous response, PBA Rep. 
Kilduff-Conlon stated towards PO Perez, “Okay so you were..so you were concerned for your safety” and PO Perez responded, 
“Yes.”  
 
At the 04:21 minute mark, PO Perez was asked if there were any specific actions by the civilians that caused him to instruct the 
civilians to back away and he stated it was for precautionary reasons. At this time, Inv. Landino observed PBA Rep. Kilduff-
Conlon write a phrase on her note paper, angled the paper towards PO Perez, and PO Perez glanced at the paper. At 04:32 minute 
mark, after providing his previous response, PO Perez added, “They were too close to us and I just told them to back away until 
we were done.”  
 
At the 04:39 minute mark, Inv. Landino asked PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon what she had written on her note paper. PBA Rep. 
Kate Kilduff-Conlon responded, “That’s absolutely none of your business, attorney-client privilege.” Inv. Landino told PBA Rep. 
Kate Kilduff-Conlon that she had written something on the piece of paper to show PO Perez. PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon 
stated, “I wrote something on my paper. Whether or not PO Perez happened to look at my paper, I have no idea. These are my 
own notes; attorney-client privilege.” Inv. Landino attempted to convey understanding of attorney-client privilege and re-
emphasized the fact that after PO Perez was asked the previous question [about civilians’ actions], PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-
Conlon had written an answer on the paper to show PO Perez. PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon stated that Inv. Landino did not 
understand and proceeded to ask PO Perez, “Do you have a different answer?” PO Perez stated, “No mam.”  
 
Inv. Landino stated that PO Perez had glanced at the paper and after doing so, PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon scribbled out what 
she had written on the paper shown to PO Perez. PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon responded, “I can’t say it was..going to glance  
out the window and somebody’s going to put a sign up in the window or do something about that.” Inv. Landino explained that 
the paper was directly in front of PO Perez and the window was not. Inv. Landino continued to ask PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-
Conlon what she had written on the paper, but PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon would repeatedly state that it was none of the 
investigator’s business and the papers were her notes.  
 
At the 05:39 minute mark, Inv. Maclure stated for the record that he saw the attorney wrote “too close” on the paper. Inv. Landino 
informed PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon that her note paper would need to be taken as since she made the notation for PO Perez 
in the investigators’ presence. PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon refused to provide her note paper and argued that she did not know 
what Inv. Maclure thought he saw. PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon began a tirade about PO Perez being called to the CCRB a 
second time and that Inv. Landino should ask PO Perez whether his response was his own feeling.  
 
At the 6:34 minute mark, Inv. Landino and Inv. Maclure observed PBA Rep. Kilduff-Conlon slam her hand bag on the interview 
table, in between Inv. Maclure and the area she was writing her notes as to block the investigators line of vision. This was not 
stated for the record. Inv. Landino continued to convey the fact that PBA Rep. Kate Kilduff-Conlon had written something on her 
note paper and pushed the paper towards PO Perez’s line of vision. In response, PBA Rep. Kilduff-Conlon stated, “That’s your 
opinion. The vision of the officer, he can probably see behind him for all I know.”   
 
At the 07:34 minute mark, Inv. Landino informed PBA Rep. Kilduff-Conlon that her action of writing something on the sheet of 
paper, turning the paper towards PO Perez who then glanced at the paper and answered the interview question, is considered 
coaching the officer and requested the note paper several more times. PBA Rep. Kilduff-Conlon continued trying to convince the 
investigators that what she wrote on the paper was protected by attorney-client privilege and by the courts and threatened to end 
the interview. 
At the 10:20 minute mark, Inv. Landino paused the interview to consult with IM Jessica Pena.  



PO JASEN PEREZ 
Due to an interference issue with PBA Representative Kate Kilduff-Conlon during the first part of PO Perez’s interview and the 
subsequent two and a half hour delay to continue the interview on the part of Ms. Conlon the second part of PO Perez’s interview 
was recorded on a second audio file. The second part of PO Perez’s interview began at 1:29 p.m. PBA Representative Kate 
Kilduff-Conlon, IM Jessica Pena, and Inv. William Maclure were present during the interview.  
 
At 19 seconds of the audio recording, IM Pena asked Ms. Conlon if the interview could proceed. Ms. Conlon stated that she had 
to create a wall to keep prying eyes off of her notes she would be taking. Ms. Conlon asked IM Pena to instruct her investigators 
to not peer at her notes she would be making during the interview. In response, IM Pena stated the interview would proceed.  
 
At 40 seconds of the audio recording, Ms. Conlon again asked IM Pena to instruct the investigator not too peer at her notes. IM 
Pena informed Ms. Conlon she would not do so. Ms. Conlon directed IM Pena, “Talk to your investigator to mind his own 
business.” At 57 seconds, Ms. Conlon instructed Inv. Maclure to not look at her notes. 
 
At the 1:35 minute mark of the audio recording, IM Pena stated for the record that Ms. Conlon was placing her hand bag and 
another bag on the interview table. At the 1:39 minute mark, Ms. Conlon asked IM Pena if she also wanted to know when she 
combs her or puts on lip gloss or lipstick.  
 
PO Perez did not recall threatening to arrest any individuals present during the incident. He did not recall any other officers 
present during the incident threaten to arrest any individuals during the incident. All PO Perez could remember was that an 
individual, identified via the investigation as  was arrested at the scene and later released with a summons.  
 
PO Perez recalled either one or several individuals began video recording the incident at some point either in front of him or 
behind him. PO Perez could not recall if he interacted with the individuals who were recording or any statements he may have 
made to the individuals since the incident occurred six months ago and he cannot remember what he said or did yesterday. At the 
time of the incident, PO Perez only told the individuals to step back for his and his team’s safety until the officers finished  
speaking with  PO Perez could not recall any physical altercation with the individuals and he did not strike anymore, 
nor did anyone strike him. If PO Perez did assist any individuals with moving then he just told them to step back with his hand 
gestures or physically guided them lightly backwards away from the officers.  
 
PO Perez could not remember if he or any other officers made a statement during the incident about individuals being street 
lawyers. PO Perez could not recall stating, “This fucking street lawyer right here wanna be the big one” during the incident. He 
did not remember any statements he may have made or statements made by other officers during the incident.  
 
VIDEO FOOTAGE 
At the 6:43 minute mark, the video footage from the incident was played. At the 7:30 minute mark, PO Perez requested the video 
be played again. At the 7:39 minute mark, the video footage was played a second time. After the video footage was played a 
second time, PO Perez was asked if the video refreshed his recollection regarding the previous interview questions and if he 
wanted to add anything to the record about the incident. PO Perez stated that he did not know who made that statement [shut the 
fuckup] at the beginning of the video.  
 
At the 9:41 minute mark of the audio recording, IM Pena stated for the record that Ms. Conlon had written something down on 
her paper and showed it to PO Perez. In response, Ms. Conlon stated, “That’s right and there was no pending question, attorney-
client privilege.”  
 
At the 10:57 minute mark of the audio recording, Ms. Conlon objected to Inv. Landino directing PO Perez’s attention to the 
“stand back” statement in the video footage.  
 
At the 7 second mark of the video footage, PO Perez identified himself as the officer standing at the far-right of the camera frame 
and also identified Sgt. Barbato and PO Nikqi. PO Perez was directed to the statement beginning at the 7 second mark of the 
video recording, “Stand over there. Right there. No, no in front of your boy.” PO Perez identified himself as having made the 
aforementioned statement to the individual whose head briefly blocked the video footage at the __ seconds mark. PO Perez stated 
he made the aforementioned statement in a general sense because he wanted to ensure all the individuals were standing where he 



knew they were going to be for his own safety. He made the aforementioned statement first to one of the individuals standing 
behind the individual whose head was seen blocking the video footage then told the latter individual to “stand there.” From the 
beginning of the audio recording until the 10 second mark, PO Perez did not hear himself instruct any other individuals to back 
away.  
 
At the 12:53 minute mark of the audio recording, Ms. Conlon stated for the record that the individuals PO Perez referenced were 
not seen on the video footage.  
 
At the 10 second mark of the video footage, PO Perez acknowledged leading an individual, who was standing in front of the 
video camera, with his left hand so the individual could move over and back-up for PO Perez’s safety. He indicated that he felt 
safer knowing that the individuals were grouped together and he knew where they were. PO Perez did not recall any statements 
made by the individuals in response to him guiding the individual back.  
 
At the 20 second mark of the video footage, PO Perez identified himself as the only male individual shown on the screenshot. PO 
Perez was told to listen for the following statement made at the 19 and 20 second mark of the video footage, “This fucking street 
lawyer right here wanna be the big one.” The video footage was played from the 17 second mark to the 20 second mark four times 
at PO Perez’s request. After the fourth time, he was asked if he could identify the voice of the statement. PO Perez stated, 
“Possibly could be mine or somebody else that’s not in the picture frame.”  
 
At the 18:04 minute mark of the audio recording, PO Perez was asked if his answer was that the voice could be his or if he 
thought the voice was his. At the 18:09 minute mark, IM Pena stated for the record that Ms. Conlon had tapped PO Perez [ leg 
with her leg under the table] (inaudible due to Ms. Conlon’s screaming). Ms. Conlon began screaming that she did not tap PO 
Perez or anyone, that it was getting ridiculous, and not to accuse her of things she did not do.  
 
PO Perez was asked again to clarify his previous answer regarding the identification of the voice on the video footage. PO Perez 
requested the relevant part of the video footage be played again. After hearing the aforementioned profane statement a fifth time, 
PO Perez stated, “Possibly could be mine.” He then stated that he could not recall one-hundred percent if the voice was his or 
someone else in the background not shown in the camera fine. For the record, PO Perez clarified that the voice could have 
belonged to him, the individual recording, or the other individual he told to back away.  
 
At the 19:54 minute mark of the audio recording, Ms. Conlon stated for the record that she was moving her phone and putting it 
in her bag.  
 
When PO Perez was asked if he had anything to add to the record that was not asked, he requested to watch the video again just in 
case he was called back a third time so he can memorize it.  
 
 
 
 


