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PLAINTIFFS-APPELLANTS’ SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF 

This appeal remains justiciable.  It is an issue raised by Appellees in a footnote 

and it is without basis.  That said, as this Court requested supplemental briefing 

regarding “whether this case has now been mooted by the occurrence of events since 

this appeal has been filed” (Order of Aug. 7, 2024), Appellants would highlight that 

the need for a preliminary injunction is ever more pressing than it has been. 

1.0 Matter Developments 

As the Court is aware, Plaintiffs-Appellants Meredith O’Neil, Jessica 

Svedine, Deanna Corby, and Roberto Silva1 believe that Karen Read, a member of 

their local community, is being framed for the murder of her boyfriend, Boston 

Police Officer John O’Keefe. Verified Complaint AA003 at ¶ 1.  The prosecution is 

pending in the Norfolk County Superior Court, styled Commonwealth v. Karen 

Read, Docket No. 2282CR0117. 

To protest perjury in Read’s prosecution, Appellants and other members of 

the public gathered on Sunday, November 5, 2023, across the street from Chris 

Albert’s business, D&E Pizza. AA007 at ¶ 29. At that protest, Appellants held signs 

that had inoffensive slogans like “Free Karen Reed” and “Justice.” Id. at ¶ 30. 

Appellees Officers Robert Zepf, Michael Chin, and Anthony Pascarelli, and Sgt. 

 
1 As originally filed, Jenna Rocco and Nick Rocco were plaintiffs, but they 
voluntarily dismissed their claim and their appeal.   
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Joseph Silvasy, members of the Canton Police Department, drove by the protest 

several times, attempting to intimidate the protesters into leaving. Id. at ¶ 31. These 

Appellees are supervised by Appellee Rafferty and necessarily act at her direction. 

AA008 at ¶ 33.  When Appellees’ intimidation tactic proved unsuccessful, Officers 

Robert Zepf, Michael Chin, and Anthony Pascarelli, and Sgt. Joseph Silvasy stopped 

and informed the protesters that they were not permitted to protest there, because if 

the protest could be seen by Chris Albert, they would deem it to be “witness 

intimidation” and Appellants would be arrested.2 Id. at ¶ 34.  The officers 

specifically handed Appellants a copy of Mass. Gen. Laws, ch. 268, § 13A, the 

statute under which they threatened Appellants. Id. at ¶ 35. 

Following the denial of injunctive relief below, Appellees made good on their 

threats and charged some of the Appellants with violation of the Massachusetts 

witness intimidation statutes, Mass. Gen. Laws, ch. 268, §§ 13A & 13B. Canton 

Police Dept. v. Corby, Docket No. 2355AC001047 (Stoughton Dist. Ct.); Canton 

Police Dept. v. O’Neil, Docket No. 2355AC001043 (Stoughton Dist. Ct.); Canton 

Police Dept. v. Silva, Docket No. 2355AC001044 (Stoughton Dist. Ct.).  On August 

2, 2024, these charges were dismissed for lack of probable cause.  See Exhibit 1, 

 
2 As set forth in the Incident Report, it was because the protest was “in this close of 
a proximity (across the street, within eyesight, approximately 50-60 feet away) was 
a violation of the statute.”  See O’Neil Decl. at ¶¶ 8-9; Exhibit 7.  
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Declaration of Meredith O’Neil (“O’Neil Decl.”) at ¶¶ 6-7; Exhibit 2; Exhibit 3, 

Declaration of Deanna Corby (“Corby Decl.”) at ¶¶ 6-8; Exhibit 4; Exhibit 5, 

Declaration of Roberto Silva (“Silva Decl.”) at ¶¶ 6-8; and Exhibit 6.  

In the intervening months, the trial of Karen Read was held.  See Exhibit 8. 

However, a mistrial occurred, and a second trial is set for January 27, 2025. 3  Id.  

Although a motion to dismiss is pending on Double Jeopardy grounds, it is only as 

to Counts 1 & 3 against Read.  See Exhibit 9. Thus, even if the motion is allowed, 

trial will proceed on Count 2—the manslaughter charge—which necessarily requires 

the jury to find that Read caused the death of O’Keefe with her vehicle, rather than 

some other person.   

Plaintiffs-Appellants intend to continue protesting what they believe to be the 

framing of Karen Read.  See O’Neil Decl. at ¶ 3; Corby Decl. at ¶ 3; Silva Decl. at 

¶ 3; and Exhibit 10, Declaration of Jessica Svedine (“Svedine Decl.”) at ¶ 3.  

However, they remain fearful of doing so where they have already been wrongly 

charged merely because their protest, at the busiest intersection in Canton, across 

from where Read and O’Keefe met up that fateful night, could be seen by a single 

witness.  See O’Neil Decl. at ¶ 4; Corby Decl. at ¶ 4; Svedine Decl. at ¶ 4; Silva 

 
3 See, e.g., Flint McColgan, “MISTRIAL: Karen Read jurors could not reach a 
verdict,” BOSTON HERALD (Jul. 1, 2024) available at <https://www.bostonherald 
.com/2024/07/01/karen-read-murder-trial-jury-starts-5th-day-of-deliberations/>. 
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Decl. at ¶ 4; see also Exhibit 7 (observing that the basis for the charges was that the 

protest might happen to be seen by Chris Albert, a witness, because his business was, 

coincidentally, next to where Read and O’Keefe met up).  Their fear is heightened 

because, unless Defendants-Appellees are instructed and enjoined from attempting 

to apply Sections 13A and 13B against them, they will once again have to face the 

prospect of bogus charges. 

2.0 The Matter Remains Justiciable 

 Neither the case nor the instant appeal seeking reversal of the denial of a 

preliminary injunction are moot.4  The denial remains ripe for review. 

 At the outset, to the extent there may be any question as to whether the case 

before the District Court is moot, it is not.  In their Verified Complaint, Plaintiffs-

Appellants seek an award of money damages for violation of their constitutional 

rights.  AA010 & AA013.  When a “plaintiff seeks alternative redress (such as 

money damages) in addition to injunctive relief, the occurrence of the watershed 

event may not render the controversy moot.”  Me. Sch. Admin. Dist. No. 35 v. R., 

321 F.3d 9, 17 (1st Cir. 2003).  Thus, even were the Court to determine that the 

claims for declaratory and injunctive relief were moot on account of the 

 
4 It is unclear from the Court’s order whether the Court’s use of “case” means this 
appeal or the entire case before the District Court.  Out of an abundance of caution, 
both are addressed. 
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developments in the Read case, the claim for money damages for the violation of 

rights a court has already determined was without probable cause remains. 

 However, the claims for declaratory and injunctive relief, including the 

request for a preliminary injunction, are not moot.  In their principal brief (p. 15, 

n.11), as cited by the Court, Appellees solely argue that the requested preliminary 

injunction “is now moot as the anticipated date of Appellants’ planned protest has 

long past and Chris Albert has already testified.”  When a defendant asserts 

mootness, “it bears the heavy burden of persuading the court that there is no longer 

a live controversy.”  Friends of the Earth, Inc. v. Laidlaw Envtl. Services (TOC) Inc., 

528 U.S. 167, 189 (2000); Conservation Law Found. v. Evans, 360 F.3d 21, 24 (1st 

Cir. 2004) (finding that the party invoking the doctrine of mootness has the burden 

of establishing mootness).  A claim is not moot unless it is “absolutely clear that the 

allegedly wrongful behavior could not reasonably be expected to recur.”  United 

States v. Concentrated Phosphate Export Ass’n, 393 U.S. 199, 203 (1968).   

Appellees do not admit Appellants had the right to protest.  They were told 

their protests would violate (albeit without probable cause) Section 13A.  “When an 

individual is subject to such a threat, an actual arrest, prosecution, or other 

enforcement action is not a prerequisite to challenging the law.” Susan B. Anthony 

List v. Driehaus, 573 U.S. 149, 158 (2014) (first citing Steffel v. Thompson, 415 U.S. 

452, 459 (1974); and then citing MedImmune, Inc. v. Genentech, Inc., 549 U.S. 118, 
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128–29 (2007)). The law does not “require a plaintiff to expose himself to liability 

before bringing suit to challenge the basis for the threat.” MedImmune, 549 U.S. at 

129.  Failure to disavow future prosecution is fatal to a claim of mootness.  See N.H. 

Lottery Comm’n v. Rosen, 986 F.3d 38, 54 (1st Cir. 2021).  There are no assurances 

that, the next time Appellees protest at that same corner, in the same manner, one or 

more of the appellees will not again make a threat of prosecution in derogation of 

the First Amendment. 

Appellants’ motion sought injunctive relief to permit “peaceful protest” on 

November 12, 2023, “and thereafter” to “avoid the threat of arrest[.]”  AA035.  The 

precise terms of the proposed order (AA052) sought to enjoin Appellees “from 

enforcing Mass. Gen. Laws, ch. 268, §§ 13A & 13B, to the extent it would interfere 

with Plaintiffs’ demonstrations regarding the Karen Read prosecution based solely 

on Plaintiffs’ otherwise lawful speech so long as Plaintiffs do not engage in the 

blocking, impeding, inhibiting, or in any other manner obstructing or interfering with 

access to, ingress into and egress from any building or parking lot of the business 

they plan to protest.”  Although the initial trial has ended, the prosecution has not.  

Appellees intend to protest once an injunction enters.  See O’Neil Decl. at ¶ 5; Corby 

Decl. at ¶ 5; Svedine Decl. at ¶ 5; Silva Decl. at ¶ 5.  And, there is nothing to suggest 

Chris Albert would not, once more, be a witness for the retrial.  Suppressing the 

protests is part of the prosecution’s strategy—as set forth in the Incident Report, 
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Appellees were dispatched on the direction of the Norfolk County District 

Attorney’s Office Special Prosecutor (prosecuting Read).  See Exhibit 7.  The 

purpose of the demonstrations remains a live issue.  Similarly, neither Section 13A 

nor Section 13B are restricted to a pre-verdict timeframe—Appellants risk arrest for 

lifetime of Mr. Albert and every other witness who may pass by.   

 As Appellants observed in their Reply Brief at 11-12, “[s]imply stated, a case 

is moot when the issues presented are no longer ‘live’ or the parties lack a legally 

cognizable interest in the outcome.” D.H.L. Assocs., Inc. v. O’Gorman, 199 F.3d 50, 

54 (1st Cir. 1999) (quoting Powell v. McCormack, 395 U.S. 486, 496 (1969)) 

(internal quotation marks omitted). “Another way of putting this is that a case is 

moot when the court cannot give any ‘effectual relief’ to the potentially prevailing 

party.” Horizon Bank & Trust Co. v. Massachusetts, 391 F.3d 48, 53 (1st Cir. 2004) 

(citing Church of Scientology of Cal. v. United States, 506 U.S. 9, 12 (1992)).  The 

relief sought—enjoining enforcement of Sections 13A and 13B as against 

Appellants’ specific protests—enforcement that has been deemed to be without 

probable cause—would be effectual relief. 

 In its order, the Court requested the parties address relevant caselaw, including 

Renne v. Geary, 501 U.S. 312 (1991), Susan B. Anthony List v. Driehaus, 573 U.S. 

149 (2014), D.H.L. Assocs., Inc. v. O’Gorman, 199 F.3d 50 (1st Cir. 1999), and 

Case: 23-2062     Document: 00118181041     Page: 11      Date Filed: 08/21/2024      Entry ID: 6662797



 

- 8 - 

Horizon Bank & Trust Co. v. Massachusetts, 391 F.3d 48 (1st Cir. 2004).  These 

cases all support Appellants and dictate that the matter is justiciable. 

 In Renne, the Supreme Court determined that a declaration of a statute’s 

invalidity might not redress the injury claimed by the plaintiff-voters. 501 U.S. at 

319.  Here, a declaration of unconstitutionality and injunction of Sections 13A and 

13B, as-applied, would enable Appellants to resume their protest activities at the 

intersection.  The Renne Court also determined injunctive relief was not ripe because 

there was no record of an actual or imminent application of the statute.  Id. at 320-

22.  In contrast, the Read prosecution is ongoing, and Appellees have not withdrawn 

their position that engaging in the same protest as planned would not (again) result 

in charges for violation of the statutes.  Thus, Renne does not support Appellees. 

 Susan B. Anthony List fully supports Appellants.  Like the petitioners in that 

matter, Appellants have suffered an Article III injury in fact.  They have pleaded the 

specific statements they would make—the course of conduct arguably affected with 

a constitutional interest.  Compare Susan B. Anthony List, 573 U.S. at 161.  Their 

future conduct is arguably proscribed—Defendants-Appellees, at the behest of the 

Special Prosecutor, have already determined it is.  Compare id. at 162.  And, the 

threat of future enforcement is substantial, as “past enforcement against the same 

conduct is good evidence that the threat of enforcement is not chimerical.”  Id.  at 
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164 (quotation marks and citation omitted).  Thus, Susan B. Anthony List supports 

Appellants. 

Similarly, the case is ripe as “prospective enforcement of an ordinance has 

been found sufficient to generate a live case.”  D.H.L. Assocs., 199 F.3d at 54.  Here, 

Appellants, were they to undertake the same speech, are likely to again face charges 

under Sections 13A & 13B.  And, unlike with respect to the superseded ordinances 

in D.H.L. Assocs., this case and this appeal are not moot because a) the statutes have 

been enforced against Appellants, and b) they have not been repealed.   199 F.3d at 

55.  Thus, D.H.L. Assocs. supports a finding of justiciability. 

 In Horizon Bank & Trust Co., the appeal was deemed moot because the 

Commonwealth had no remaining legally cognizable interest in the funds at issue.  

391 F.3d at 53-54.  Here, Appellants have a cognizable interest in preventing 

enforcement of the statutes against their speech.  Although, as noted in Horizon, “a 

case not moot at the outset can become moot because of a change in the fact situation 

underlying the dispute, making relief now pointless” (id. at 53), such is not the case 

here.  Although Albert has testified, relief is not pointless because Albert will likely 

testify again.  And, as noted above, there is no statutory cutoff time.  Once a witness, 

always a witness.  If Read is convicted on retrial, ongoing protests against wrongful 

imprisonment would still be in view of Albert or any other witness driving by.  Thus,  

the requested relief is not moot. 
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3.0 Conclusion 

In light of the foregoing, the Court should determine that the underlying action 

and this appeal are not moot.  Appellants remain under a real threat of an unlawful 

enforcement of Sections 13A and 13B, without probable cause, were they to resume 

their planned protests.  The order denying the preliminary injunction should, 

therefore, be reversed. 

Date: August 21, 2024.   Respectfully submitted, 

      RANDAZZA LEGAL GROUP, PLLC 

/s/ Marc J. Randazza 
      Marc J. Randazza (Bar No. 90629) 

Jay M. Wolman (Bar No. 1135959) 
      30 Western Avenue 
      Gloucester, MA 01930 

Tel: (888) 887-1776 
ecf@randazza.com 

Attorneys for Appellants.  
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Plaintiffs-Appellants, 
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Plaintiffs, 
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CANTON POLICE DEPARTMENT; TOWN OF CANTON MASSACHUSETTS; 
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The Honorable Denise J. Casper 

 

DECLARATION OF MEREDITH O’NEIL 
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I, Meredith O’Neil, being duly sworn, depose and state the following under 

penalty of perjury: 

1. I am over 18 years of age and have never been convicted of a crime 

involving fraud or dishonesty. I have knowledge of the facts set forth herein, and if 

called as a witness, could and would testify thereto. 

2. I am a Plaintiff-Appellant in the above-captioned proceeding. I make 

this declaration in support of Plaintiffs-Appellants Supplemental Brief.  

3. I intend to continue protesting for my belief that Karen Read is being 

framed.  

4. I remain fearful of protesting because I was wrongly charged for my 

protest being seen by a single witness.  

5. Once an injunction enters, I intend to protest.  

6. On August 2, 2024, the Commonwealth’s complaint against me was 

denied by the Stoughton District Court, as no probable cause was found.  

7. A true and correct copy of the Notice denying the complaint is filed 

herewith as Exhibit 2.  

8. During Plaintiffs-Appellants protest, Officers Robert Zepf, Michael 

Chin, Anthony Pascarelli, and Sgt. Joseph Silvasy stopped and informed us that we 

were not permitted to protest where we were, because if the protest could be seen by 

Chris Albert, the police would deem it “witness intimidation” and we would be 
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arrested. Per the Canton Police Department Incident Report, it was because the

protest was "in this close of a proximity (across the street, within eyesight,

approximately 50-60 feet away) was a violation of the statute."

9. A true and correct copy of the Incident Report is filed herewith as

Exhibit 7.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: B // l/ /aoJ ,Yr J 
�Vivo�;:_; 

Meredith O'Neil v 

- 3 -
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Plaintiffs, 
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I, Deanna Corby, being duly sworn, depose and state the following under 

penalty of perjury: 

1. I am over 18 years of age and have never been convicted of a crime 

involving fraud or dishonesty. I have knowledge of the facts set forth herein, and if 

called as a witness, could and would testify thereto. 

2. I am a Plaintiff-Appellant in the above-captioned proceeding. I make 

this declaration in support of Plaintiffs-Appellants Supplemental Brief.  

3. I intend to continue protesting for my belief that Karen Read is being 

framed.  

4. I remain fearful of protesting because I was wrongly charged for my 

protest being seen by a single witness.  

5. Once an injunction enters, I intend to protest.  

6. On November 22, 2024, The Canton Police Department filed an 

Application for Criminal Complaint against me in the Stoughton District Court (the 

“Complaint”). 

7. On August 2, 2024, the Commonwealth’s complaint against me was 

denied by the Stoughton District Court (the “Notice”), as no probable cause was 

found.  

8. A true and correct copy of the Complaint and the Notice denying the 

complaint is filed herewith as Exhibit 4. 
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MEREDITH O’NEIL; JESSICA SVEDINE; DEANNA CORBY; ROBERTO SILVA, 

Plaintiffs-Appellants, 

JENNA ROCCO; NICK ROCCO, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 
CANTON POLICE DEPARTMENT; TOWN OF CANTON MASSACHUSETTS;

HELENA RAFFERTY, as Chief of the Canton Police Department and in her 
personal capacity; ROBERT ZEPF; MICHAEL CHIN; ANTHONY

PASCARELLI; JOSEPH SILVASY, 
Defendants-Appellees. 

On Appeal from the United States District Court 
for the District of Massachusetts 

No. 1:23-cv-12685-DJC 
The Honorable Denise J. Casper 

DECLARATION OF ROBERTO SILVA 
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I, Roberto Silva, being duly sworn, depose and state the following under 

penalty of perjury: 

1. I am over 18 years of age and have never been convicted of a crime

involving fraud or dishonesty. I have knowledge of the facts set forth herein, and if 

called as a witness, could and would testify thereto. 

2. I am a Plaintiff-Appellant in the above-captioned proceeding. I make

this declaration in support of Plaintiffs-Appellants Supplemental Brief. 

3. I intend to continue protesting for my belief that Karen Read is being

framed. 

4. I remain fearful of protesting because I was wrongly charged for my

protest being seen by a single witness. 

5. Once an injunction enters, I intend to protest.

6. On November 22, 2024, The Canton Police Department filed an

Application for Criminal Complaint against me in the Stoughton District Court (the 

“Complaint”). 

7. On August 2, 2024, the Commonwealth’s complaint against me was

denied by the Stoughton District Court (the “Notice”), as no probable cause was 

found. 
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Exhibit 6 
Criminal Complaint and 

Notice of Dismissal 
Commonwealth v. Silva 
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• 

, PPLICATION FOR 
CRIMI AL COMPLAINT ---

!PPLICATION NO (COURT USE ONLY) PAGE 

1 of 1 
I, the undersigned con,pla1nant, request tha a cnmir1:al complaint issue against the accused charging the , 
offense(s) listed belo,v If the accused HAS ~OT Bij~N ARRESTED and the charges involve 

J ONLY MISDEMEANOR(S). I request ah inng Q/ WITHOUT NOTICE because of an imminent threat of 
D BODILY INJURY D COMMISSION O ~IME O FLIGHT O WITH NOTICE to accused 
ONE OR MORE FELONIES. I request a heanng O WITHOUT NOTICE O WITH NOTICE to accused. 

Trial Court of Massachusetts 
District Court Department 

Stoughton District Court 
1288 CENTRAL ST 

STOUGHTON, MA. 02072 

J WARRANT is requested beca s 
u e prosecutor represents that accused may not appear unless arrested. ARREST STATUS OF ACCUSED 

D HAS '8J HAS NOT been arrested 
'1AME (FIRST Ml LAST) AND ADDRESS 

r 
.... 

L 
-

ROBERTO SILVA 

-

7 

_J 

BIRTH DATE 

PCF N

DRIVERS LICENSE NO. 

GENDER HEIGHT 
AIR RACE 

w 
M 

COMPLEXION SCARS/MARKS/TATTOOS INTERPRETER NEEDED (language) BIRTH STATE OR COUNTRY 

MPLOYERISCHOOL 

SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 

MARITAL STATUS 

WEIGHT 

DAY PHONE 

STATE 
1nft 

EYES 

MOTHER'S MAIDEN NAME (FIRST Ml LAST) FATHER'S NAME (FIRST Ml LAST) 

:OMPLAINANT NAME (FIRST Ml LAST) r-
\ODRESS 

L 
OFFENSE CODE 

268/13A 

Robert Ze f 

Canton Police Department 
1492 Washington St 
Canton, MA. 02021 

DESCRIPTION 

COMPLAINANT TYPE 
7 POLICE O CITIZEN O OTHER 

PD 

PLACE OF OFFENSE 

Canton, MA 
INCIDENT REPORT NO OBTN 

23-310-AR 

__J CITATION NO(S) 

COURT/JUDGE/JUROR, PICKETING 
VARIABLES (e.g victim name, controlled substance, type and value of property. other vanable information; see Complaint Language Manual) 

OFFENSE DATE 
11/05/2023 

OFFENSE CODE 

268/13B/A 
VARIABLES 

OFFENSE CODE 

VARIABLES 

:MARKS 
0# 

--

DESCRIPTION 
VICTIM(S): CHRISTOPHER M ALBERT; 

WITNESS/JUROR/POLICE/COURT OFFICIAL, INTIMIDATE 

VICTIM(S). ROBERT G ZEPF; 
DESC~lPTroN- , " 

OFFENSE DATE 
11/05/2023 

OFFENSE DATE 

DATE F IJ-Ev . ? 
////3 ,t~ 

CAN 

:)URT USE ONLY A HEARING UPON THIS COMPLAINT APPLICATION } 
WILL BE HELD AT THE ABOVE COURT ADDRESS ON 

TIME OF HEARING 
\0!,cfD 

COURT USE O LY 

NOTICE SENT OF CLERK"S HEARING SCHEDULED ON. • 

NOTICE SENT OF JUDGE'S HEARING SCHEDULED ON. 
HEARING CONTINUED TO 
APPLICATION DECIDED WITHOUT NOTICE TO ACCUSED BECAUSE 

0 IMMINENT THREAT OF O BODILY INJURY O CRIME O FLIGHT 
0 FELONY CHARGED AND POLICE DO NOT REQUEST NOTICE 

BY ACCUSED 

0 FELONY CHARGED BY CIVILIAN; NO NOTICE AT CLERK'S DISCRETION 

• 
0 PROBABLE CAUSE FOUND FOR ABOVE OFFENSE($) 

NO(S) 1 2 O 3. BASED ON 
O FACTS SET FORTH IN ATTACHED STATEMENT(S) 
O TESTIMONY RECORDED TAPE NO ____ _ 

START NO----- END NO------
WARRANT O SUMMONS TO ISSUE 

/\00/\ll""'l~AC:1,IT !"\/ITC: 

~"NO PROBABLE CAUSE FOUND 
REQUEST OF COMPLAINANT 

0 FAILURE TO PROSECUTE 
0 AGREEMENT OF BOTH PARTIES 

OTHER 

COMMENT 'fa 'r.,.,cJl C'fa"-
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OTI E TO THE PARTI S 
DEFENDANT COPY 

CASE NAME 

Commonwealth vs Roberto Silva 

NAME & ADDRESS OF DEFENDANT 

Roberto Silva 

NAME & ADDRESS OF DEFENSE ATTORNEY 

TO THE PARTIES IN THIS MATTER: 

DOCKET NUMBER 

2355AC001044-

Trial Court of Massachusetts ~i :r 
District Court Department 

COURT NAME & ADDRESS 

Stoughton District Court 
1288 Central Street 

Stoughton, MA 02072 
(781)344-2131 

POLICE DEPARTMENT OF OFFENSE 

- - -- ----1--canton PD 

On August 2 2024, complaint denied, No Probable Cause Found. (E. Donovan, CM) 

If court records indicate that the defendant is represented by an attorney, this notice is being sent to that 
attorney, who is responsible for notifying the defendant of the information in this notice. If court records 
do not indicate that the defendant is represented by a particular attorney, this notice is being sent 
directly to the defendant. 

DATE ISSUED CLERK-MAGISTRATE 

Lauren Greene 

DCR008 (11/08) www.mass.gov/courts/ Date/Tome Printed (current date;bme} 
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Exhibit 7 
Incident Report 

Canton Police Department 
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Exhibit 8 
Docket Sheet 

Commonwealth v. Read 
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Exhibit 9 
Motion to Dismiss 

Commonwealth v. Read 
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Exhibit 10 
Declaration of Jessica Svedine 
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No. 23-2062 

In the 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
for the 

FIRST CIRCUIT 
 

MEREDITH O’NEIL; JESSICA SVEDINE; DEANNA CORBY; ROBERTO SILVA, 

Plaintiffs-Appellants, 

JENNA ROCCO; NICK ROCCO, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 
CANTON POLICE DEPARTMENT; TOWN OF CANTON MASSACHUSETTS; 

HELENA RAFFERTY, as Chief of the Canton Police Department and in her 
personal capacity; ROBERT ZEPF; MICHAEL CHIN; ANTHONY 

PASCARELLI; JOSEPH SILVASY, 
Defendants-Appellees. 

 

On Appeal from the United States District Court  
for the District of Massachusetts 

 No. 1:23-cv-12685-DJC  
The Honorable Denise J. Casper 

 

DECLARATION OF JESSICA SVEDINE 
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I, Jessica Svedine, being duly sworn, depose and state the following under 

penalty of perjury: 

] . I am over 18 years of age and have never been convicted of a crime 

_ involving fraud or dishonesty. I have knowledge of the facts set forth herein, and if 

called as a witness, could and would testify thereto. 

2. I am a Plaintiff-Appellant in the above-captioned proceeding. I make 

this declaration in support of Plaintiffs-Appellants Supplemental Brief. 

3. I intend to continue protesting for my belief that Karen Read is being 

framed. 

4. I remain fearful of protesting because of the threat of being wrongly 

charged for my protest being seen by a single witness. 

5. Once an injunction enters, I intend to protest. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is 

Dated: d¢ L//f t/ 
I 
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