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Background

 DEFENDANT WILLY A.  FREEMAN IS  BEING 
CHARGED WITH THE MURDER OF DEVON FROST.  

 FREEMAN AND FROST WHERE  BUSINESS 
PARTNERS FOR A RESTAURANT.  

 FROST OWED OVER $200,000 TO A LOAN SHARK,  
LOU CONTRALTO .  

 FROST HAD EMBEZZLED A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT 
OF MONEY FROM HER AND FREEMAN’S BUSINESS,  
WHICH CAUSED THEM TO GO BANKRUPT.  

 THERE WAS AN INSURANCE POLICY PENDING 
PAYOUT AS A RESULT OF FROST’S  DEATH.   

 DURING INVESTIGATION ONLY FREEMAN’S 
FINGERPRINTS WHERE FOUND,  NOT CONTRALTO 



Overview 

 STATEMENT: DEFENDANT WILLY A.  
FREEMAN’S 

 EXHIBIT 7: SUPPLEMENTAL INVESTIGATION 

REPORT 

 EXHIBIT 8: PICTURE TAKEN DURING 
INVESTIGATION



Statement: Willy A. Freeman 

 A STATEMENT IS OFFERED FROM DEFENDANT 
WILLY FREEMAN ON HIS HISTORY WITH DEVON 
FROST.  

 KEY POINTS IN THE STATEMENT INCLUDE:  

 F R E E M A N ’ S  B A C K G R O U N D  A N D  L A C K  O F  
E X P E R T I S E  I N  F I N A N C E S

 I N I T I A L  I N T R O D U C T I O N  O F  B O T H  P A R T I E S

 B U S I N E S S  C O N T R A C T  ( 5 0 - 5 0  S P L I T  
A R R A N G E ME N T )  A N D  L O C A T I O N  O F  B U S I N E S S

 A S S I G N ME N T  O F  E A C H  P A R T I E S  D U T I E S

 S U C C E S S  A N D  U N F O R E S E E N  D O W N F A L L  O F  T H E  
C O M P A N Y  

 I N T R O D U C T I O N  O F  L E S  M O O R E  ( A U D I T O R )  T O  
A S S I S T  B U S I N E S S . 



Statement: Willy A. Freeman 

o O V E R H E A R I N G  F R O S T ’ S  C O N V E R S A T I O N  
C O N F R O N T A T I O N  B E T W E E N  F R O S T  A N D  
F R E E M A N

o F R E E M A N ’ S  O F F E R  T O  A S S I S T  F R O S T
o F R E E M A N ’ S  S U G G E S T I O N  T O  T U R N  C O N T R A L T O  

I N
o J U S T I F I C A T I O N  T H A T  H E  D I D N ’ T  H E S I T A T E  T O  

G I V E  F I N G E R P R I N T S
o L A S T  T I M E  F R O S T  W A S  S E E N  A L I V E
o P O S S I B L E  I D E N T I F I C A T I O N  O F  C O N T R A L T O  A T  

T H E  S C E N E
o R E C O G N I T I O N  O F  G R I G G ’ S P A S T  H I S T O R Y  W IT H  

E V I D E N C E  T A M P E R I N G
o T H E  B U Y - S E L L  A G R E E M E N T  A N D  T H E  V A L U E  O F  

T H E  P O L I C Y .



Federal Rule of Evidence 

 FRE 401 :  TEST FOR GENERAL RELEVANCE 

 EVIDENCE IS RELEVANT IF:

 (A) IT HAS ANY TENDENCY TO MAKE A FACT 
MORE OR LESS PROBABLE THAN IT WOULD 
BE WITHOUT THE EVIDENCE; AND

 (B) THE FACT IS OF CONSEQUENCE IN 
DETERMINING THE ACTION.



Argument For Argument Against 

 R U L E  8 0 1 .  D E F I N I T I O N S  
T H A T  A P P L Y  T O  T H I S  
A R T I C L E ;  E X C L U S I O N S  
F R O M  H E A R S A Y

 T H E  F O L L O W I N G  
D E F I N I T I O N S  A P P L Y  
U N D E R  T H I S  A R T I C L E :

 ( A )  S T A T E M E N T .  
“ S T A T E M E N T ”  M E A N S  A  
P E R S O N ’ S  O R A L  
A S S E R T I O N ,  W R I T T E N  
A S S E R T I O N ,  O R  
N O N V E R B A L  C O N D U C T ,  
I F  T H E  P E R S O N  
I N T E N D E D  I T  A S  A N  
A S S E R T I O N .

 E V I D E N T I A R Y  
O B J E C T I O N :

 O P I N I O N / S P E C U L A T I O N  
W I T N E S S E S  M A Y  N O T  
N O R M A L L Y  G I V E  T H E I R  
O P I N I O N S  I N  T H E  S T A N D .  
J U R I E S  M U S T  D R A W  
T H E I R  O W N  
C O N C L U S I O N S  F R O M  T H E  
E V I D E N C E .  

Testimony: Willy A. Freeman 



Argument Against: Example 

 “LOU CONRALTO IS LYING ABOUT ME 
THREATENING DEVIN AND “BRANDISHING” A 
KNIFE,  THAT IS RIDICULOUS! CONTRALTO 
OBVIOUSLY DOESN’T WANT THE FINGERS TO 
BE POINTING AT HIM/HER FOR DEVIN’S 
MURDER.”  

 “GIVEN RIGGS’  PRIOR EVIDENCE 
TAMPERING, I  KNOW WHY THE ORIGINAL OF 
DEVIN’S NOTE, WAS LOST IN THE EVIDENCE 
ROOM. 



Conclusion 

 THE STATEMENT GIVEN BY FREEMAN IS 
RELEVANT TO THE CASE,  BECAUSE IT CAN BE 
SUBJECT TO CROSS-EXAMINATION AND WAS 
GIVEN UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY. 

 SOME STATEMENTS COULD BE TAKEN OUT 
FOR BEING IRRELEVANT, OR A SPECULATION 
NOT STANDING WITH THE PARTICULAR 
CASE.  



Exhibit 7 : Supplemental Investigation Report



Federal Rule of Evidence 

 RULE 403: EXCLUSION OF RELEVANT 
EVIDENCE ON GROUNDS OF PREJUDICE, 
CONFUSION, OR WASTE OF TIME 

 ALTHOUGH RELEVANT, THE SUPPLEMENTAL 
INVESTIGATION REPORT, MAY BE EXCLUDED 
IF ITS PROBATIVE VALUE IS OUTWEIGHED 
BY THE DANGER OF UNFAIR PREJUDICE,  IF 
IT CONFUSES THE ISSUES,  IF IT IS 
MISLEADING, OR IF IT CAUSES UNDUE 
DELAY,  WASTES OF TIME, OR IS A NEEDLESS 
PRESENTATION OF CUMULATIVE EVIDENCE. 



In support of 
Admissibility

In support of Exclusion

 P U B L I C  R E C O R D S  
A U T H O R S  A R E  “ E X P E R T S ”  
I N  T H E I R  R E S P E C T I V E  
F I E L D S ,  I N  T H I S  C A S E  
D E T E C T I V E  R I G G S .

 R U L E  8 0 3 ( A )  D O E S  N O T  
R E Q U I R E  T H E S E  
A U T H O R S  T O  B E  C R O S S -
E X A M I N E D  O R  F O R  T H E  
A U T H O R  T O  B E  
A V A I L A B L E  F O R  
D E P O S I T I O N .

 R E P O R T S  A R E  O F T E N  
K N O W N  T O  I N C L U D E  
E V A L U A T I V E  
C O N C L U S I O N S  O R  
O P I N I O N S .

 E X :  F R E E D M A N  
O P I N I O N A T E S  O N  
C O N T R A L T O ’ S  
S T A T E M E N T  B Y  S A Y I N G  
H E  W A S  J U S T  A V O I D I N G  
B E  B L A M E D  F O R  T H E  
M U R D E R .  

Arguments



Conclusion 

 THE EVIDENCE IS INADMISSIBLE BECAUSE IT 
DOES NOT PROVIDE FACTUAL FINDINGS BUT 
RATHER STATEMENTS AND OCCURRING 
EVENTS.  

 CAN BE INTERPRETED AS A ”NEEDLESS 
INTERPRETATION OF CUMULATIVE 
EVIDENCE”



Exhibit 8: Picture  

T H E  O R I G I N A L  P H O T O G R A P H  T A K E N  B Y  D E T E C T I V E  R I G G S  A T  T H E  S C E N E  
O F  T H E  C R I M E  A N D  A C C U R A T E L Y  D E P I C T S  T H E  V I C T I M  A N D  T H E  

S U R R O U N D I N G S  A T  T H E  T I M E  O F  D E T E C T I V E  R I G G S ’  I N V E S T I G A T I O N .



Admissible Evidence

 PHOTOGRAPH WAS TAKEN RIGHT AFTER THE 
INCIDENT, DURING THE INVESTIGATION 
THEREFORE IT IS ADMISSIBLE PHYSICAL 
EVIDENCE. 

 PHOTO IS RELEVANT UNDER FRE 401,  THE 
PICTURE WOULD MAKE THE FACT THAT SHE 
MIGHT HAVE BEEN KILLED BY SOMEONE 
WITH A “L”  IN THEIR NAME.



End

QUESTIONS?
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