
General Statement: 

 

The U.S. Attorney’s Office successfully prosecuted Joshua Mayo for armed robbery and receipt of stolen 

property, and he now is serving a significant prison sentence for crimes committed in these two separate 

cases. At the time he committed these crimes, in April and August of 2015, Mr. Mayo was 17 years old. 

Given the serious nature of the offenses, the U.S. Attorney’s Office prosecuted him as an adult. Within 

weeks of his arrest, Mr. Mayo agreed to plead guilty and accept responsibility for these crimes. Generally 

speaking, the U.S. Attorney’s Office takes into account a number of factors when offering an appropriate 

plea.  These include the nature of the offense, the strength of the evidence, the criminal history of the 

defendant, and the victim's interests.  In this instance, notwithstanding a lack of a prior adult criminal 

record, Mr. Mayo agreed to plead guilty to the lead charge that he faced; the decision to accept a plea 

involving an imitation weapon was provided as part of this pre-indictment plea.   

 

The Court sentenced the defendant, a first-time youthful felon, to a total of 78 months in prison on the 

two charges, but suspended 30 months of that time. This resulted in a 48-month prison sentence to be 

served and that is to be  followed by a two-year period of probation. The sentence was imposed pursuant 

to the Youth Rehabilitation Act. If Mr. Mayo is re-arrested or otherwise fails to successfully complete his 

probation once he completes his prison sentence, the Court can have him serve the remaining 30 months 

and deny him the possibility of expungement.  

  

Following its usual practice, the U.S. Attorney’s Office communicated information about the plea and the 

sentencing dates in notifications to the victims in the two cases that led to the guilty pleas. The victim in 

the armed robbery case, for example, was contacted numerous times by phone, at home and at work, and 

by e-mail. That victim did not choose to file a victim impact statement or attend the sentencing hearing. 

The victim in the case involving receipt of stolen property also was contacted but did not address the 

Court.  

  

At the time of his arrest, Mr. Mayo was in a car that had been stolen the previous week following another 

armed robbery. Mr. Mayo was not charged in this case, which remains under investigation. Because that 

case remains open, the U.S. Attorney’s Office has no further comment about it at this time. The 

government is not barred from charging Mr. Mayo for other crimes if sufficient evidence is developed. 

                                                                                                                                 

The U.S. Attorney’s Office values the input of the community and encourages organizations to file 

community impact statements for consideration by judges at sentencing. Unfortunately, no community 

groups were contacted prior to the sentencing of Mr. Mayo. 

 

Specific Questions:  

 

1. Why was Joshua Mayo never criminally charged for driving and destruction of a stolen 

Volkswagen Tiguan that belonged to the Van Goor family? 

 

The U.S. Attorney’s Office chose to keep the above-mentioned case separate from these proceedings 

to leave the door open for possible prosecution later.   

  

2. In the plea deal for Joshua Mayo, the agreement stipulates that your office “will not indict 

him on any remaining charges in this case.” Is it your office’s position that this language 

prohibits any charges related to the stolen Volkswagen and/or the armed robbery of David 

Van Goor? 

 

There is nothing in the plea agreement that bars the U.S. Attorney’s Office from prosecuting Mr. 

Mayo for any other crimes if sufficient evidence is developed.  



 

3. Court records and sentencing transcripts clearly state that a .45 caliber semi-automatic 

pistol was recovered in the Volkswagen that Mayo was driving. Did you ever recover an 

imitation weapon with any connection to Mayo? 

 

No.  

  

4. By agreeing in a plea deal to the stipulation that it was an “imitation weapon,” your office 

conceded that the mandatory minimum for armed robbery no longer applied for Mayo. 

Why did you stipulate that it was an imitation weapon? 

 

This was done as part of the plea agreement with Mr. Mayo, which he signed within weeks of his 

arrest and prior to an indictment in the case.  

  

5. Kristin Van Goor has stated that she was never notified that a plea deal had been made in 

the Mayo case. This plea deal included repeated references to the Volkswagen Tiguan, 

which was their property. Why were the Van Goors not notified of the deal? 

 

The U.S. Attorney’s Office reached out only to those victims in the two cases that formed the basis 

for the charges in the guilty plea. 

 

6. Did you ever ask for a community impact statement in relation to Joshua Mayo’s cases? If 

so, who did you ask, and did they submit one? 

 

Unfortunately, the U.S. Attorney’s Office did not ask for a community impact statement.  

  

7. Did you ask for victims’ impact statements related to Joshua Mayo’s cases? If so, who did 

you ask, and did they submit one? 

 

As is its usual practice, the U.S. Attorney’s Office invited both victims to submit statements.  

 

8. Kristin Van Goor stated that she had a phone conversation with Vivien Cockburn in the fall 

of 2015, shortly after their Volkswagen was recovered by the police and Mayo was arrested. 

She said that Cockburn was optimistic about the prosecution and said they had a lot of 

evidence on Mayo from many different crimes. She said Cockburn led her believe that the 

U.S. Attorney’s Office would get justice for her family. Did Cockburn make those 

statements or intend to leave the impression that she was pursuing justice for the Van 

Goors? 

 

Unfortunately, this is a mischaracterization of that conversation. Our prosecutors have said all along 

that the armed robbery referenced above remains under investigation and that additional evidence is 

needed. Any references that were made to a strong case were to the armed robbery that ultimately was 

prosecuted and that resulted in Mr. Mayo’s guilty plea. Our Office is committed to pursuing justice 

on behalf of all crime victims.  

 

9. Was a prosecutor ever assigned to the Van Goor’s cases? If so, who was this prosecutor? 

 

Yes, a prosecutor is assigned to this investigation.  

  



10. What was the extent of your office’s communication with the Van Goor family during the 

fall of 2015 and winter of 2016? Did you tell the Van Goors you were working on a plea deal 

for Mayo? Did you tell them the sentencing date? Did you invite them to attend? 

 

There was extensive communication. However, because this crime was not part of the plea 

agreement, these notifications and invitations were not extended.  

 

11. Kacie Weston, who later called Kristin Van Goor, said that most crimes in D.C. are 

committed with imitation weapons, according to Kristin’s notes from the phone call. Did 

she make that statement? I’m curious about data supporting that statement. Is it based on 

conviction data or arrest data? Can you share that data? 

 

A large number of crimes are committed by people using imitation firearms, but we have never 

contended that a majority of armed offenses are committed with them. We do not keep track of 

statistics in this manner.  

 

12. In negotiating the plea deal, what information, if any, did the US Attorney's office receive 

from Mayo about his accomplices and how he acquired the stolen Volkswagen Tiguan and 

his whereabouts on the night that David Van Goor was robbed?  Were any accomplices 

ever identified or charged? 

                 

Mr. Mayo did not provide information to the government. No charges have been filed in the armed 

robbery case, which remains under investigation.  

 

13. Kimberly Potter-Cooper, the victim in the armed robbery case by the school,  said she told 

Cockburn she opposed the Youth Act for Mayo, and that she was “livid” about the plea deal 

for the imitation weapon. Does Cockburn recall Potter-Cooper’s feelings about these 

concessions made during the plea deal? How does your office balance the victim’s position 

on these key issues during the negotiation process? 

 

We typically do not comment on private conversations and discussions with victims. Without getting 

into specific detail, we contest this account. Generally speaking, we devote considerable time and 

resources to ensuring that victims are kept informed and heard throughout proceedings, and their 

views are given strong consideration.  

  

14. Kimberly Potter-Cooper said she was told by Cockburn that she needed to attend the 

sentencing because D.C. judges are “very liberal” and that it would be important for the 

judge to hear the victim’s statement. Ultimately, she said she decided not to attend for 

several reasons-- primarily because she was angry about the deal and afraid for her safety. 

Potter-Cooper also said she wanted to be able to give Mayo two books concerning 

rehabilitation (autobiography of Malcolm X and “Cook”), and that Cockburn told her that 

she could not do that.  Please let me know if there are specific guidelines that prohibit what 

Potter-Cooper said she wanted to do. Additionally, what efforts did Cockburn make to get 

Potter-Cooper to attend the hearing? Do you feel the outcome would have been different if 

she had attended, or do you have any statements about how a victim’s presence can 

influence a sentencing? 

 

We typically do not comment on private conversations and discussions with victims. However, we 

can say that our prosecutors do not classify judges this way. Generally speaking, we typically urge 

victims to strongly consider writing and making victim impact statements at sentencing because their 

views are important to the Court.  



15.  Did you invite the male victim of the misdemeanor receipt of stolen property case (which 

was pleaded down from armed robbery) to attend the sentencing or to give an impact 

statement?  

 

                Yes.  

 

16. According to the sentencing transcript, your office did not oppose or support a Youth Act 

sentence for Mayo. Why did your office remain silent? 

 

The Office deferred to the judgment of the Court on this point.  

  

17. I asked this question in person during our meeting. Why was Mayo not required to register 

as a gun offender?  

 

Mr. Mayo was not convicted of a firearms offense. 


