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K.V. Follow-Up Interview - July 26, 2012

Why this interview matters to the claimed derivative-evidence sequence

This guide identifies the July 26 follow-up interview and explains its place in the chronology. It is not a
transcript, recording, or investigator’s line-by-line notes. No standalone July 26 transcript or notes were
located in the supplied Drive folder. The complete recording should be obtained, preserved, and reviewed
before quotations or additional details are attributed to it.

Chronology

Date Event and significance

July 20, 2012 Jason Gandy was questioned after returning from London. K.V. was interviewed later that day.
The public-redacted July 20 K.V. notes document repeated questioning, fatigue, fear of trouble or
disclosure, and an accusation that he had lied about massages.

July 25, 2012 Gandy states that Agent Johnson questioned him during transport to his bond proceeding while he
was represented by counsel. The claimed statements included information about another person
identified in the advocacy record as BAM/Luke.

July 26, 2012 The advocacy record states that K.V. was questioned again and that the later questioning pursued
information not mentioned by K.V. during the July 20 interview, including the BAM/Luke path. The
complete recording is needed to verify the exact words, timing, speakers, and sequence.

Questions the original recording must answer

• What information did investigators possess before the July 25 transport questioning?

• What new information was attributed to Gandy during that transport?

• What did investigators tell or show K.V. on July 26?

• When and how did the BAM/Luke subject first enter K.V.’s account?

• Did the questioning repeat, challenge, reward, threaten, reassure, or otherwise influence K.V.’s answers?

Public-use notice

This document should appear beside the July 20 public-redacted K.V. notes and the public-redacted Jason
Gandy interrogation record. It does not independently prove the entire fruit-of-the-poisonous-tree claim and
should not be described as an official transcript or court exhibit.



