
IN T H E SUPERIOR COURT OF F U L T O N C O U N T Y

STATE OF G E O R G I A

STATE OF G E O R G I A

v.

D O N A L D J O H N T R U M P ,

R U D O L P H W I L L I A M L O U I S G I U L I A N I ,

J O H N C H A R L E S E A S T M A N ,

M A R K R A N D A L L M E A D O W S ,

K E N N E T H J O H N C H E S E B R O ,

J E F F R E Y B O S S E R T C L A R K ,

J E N N A L Y N N E L L I S ,

R A Y S T A L L I N G S S M I T H I I ,

R O B E R T D A V I D C H E E L E Y ,

M I C H A E L A . R O M A N ,

D A V I D J A M E S S H A F E R ,

S H A W N M I C A H T R E S H E R S T I L L ,

S T E P H E N C L I F F G A R D L E E ,

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

T R E V I A N C. K U T T I ,

S I D N E Y K A T H E R I N E P O W E L L ,

C A T H L E E N A L S T O N L A T H A M ,

S C O T T G R A H A M H A L L ,

M I S T Y H A M P T O N a/k/a E M I L Y M I S T Y H A Y E S
Defendants.

CASE NO.

2. 1 4

Fulton County Superior Court
*?*EFILED**FD

Date: 8/30/2023 6:12 PM

Che Alexander, Cierk

M O T I O N F O R C O U R T T O A D V I S E D E F E N D A N T S OF E F F E C T S
O F S P E E D Y T R I A L D E M A N D U P O N E V I D E N T I A R Y A N D

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

C O M E S N O W , the State o f Georgia, by and through Fulton County Distr ic t A t to rney Fani

T. Wi l l i s , and requests that this Honorable Court advise the Defendants o f the effects o f their

speedy tr ia l demands upon evidentiary and procedural rights and provides the fo l low ing in support:

I . I N T R O D U C T I O N

On August 14, 2023, a Ful ton County grand j u r y returned an indictment charging the 19

Defendants above wi th 41 various charges including Violat ion o f the Georgia R I C O Act,
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Solicitat ion o f V io la t ion o f Oath by Public Off icer, False Statements and Wri t ings, Forgery,

Inf luencing Witnesses, Computer Crimes, Conspiracy to Defraud the State, and other offenses.

The statutory speedy trial demands filed thus far in the case, and any which may be f i led

henceforth, w i l l affect various issues related to discovery and procedure. Accord ing ly , the State

presents the fo l low ing argument and citation o f authori ty in order to assist the Court in resolving

any dispute which may arise w i t h regard to those matters.

I I . T H E P R O C E D U R A L P O S T U R E OF T H E C A S E H A S B E E N D I C T A T E D B Y
D E F E N D A N T S ? S P E E D Y T R I A L D E M A N D S

As w i l l be delineated infra, under Georgia law, the Defendants? decision to f i le a speedy

trial demand l imi ts certain o f their options in this case, namely:

1) The Defendants cannot now argue that they are entitled to the State?s discovery
responses ten (10) days in advanceo f t r i a l . Smith v. State, 257 Ga. App. 88, 90
(2002); Ruffv. State, 266 Ga. App. 694, 695 (2004);

2) The Defendants cannot now argue that they are entitled to notice o f the State?s simi lar

transaction evidence ten (10) days in advance o f trial. Brown v. State, 275 Ga. App.
281, 287 (2005);

3 ) The Defendants are now precluded f rom call ing any witnesses whose statements were
not provided to the State at least ten (10) days in advance o f trial. Clark v. State, 271

Ga. App. 534, 536 (2005); and

4) The Defendants cannot now compla in that they received less than seven (7) days
noticeo f t h e tr ia l date in this case. Linkous v. State, 254 Ga. App. 43, 47 (2002).

I I . P R O C E D U R A L H I S T O R Y O F T H I S C A S E

On August 23, 2023, the Defendant, Kenneth John Chesebro opted into the discovery

provisions o f O.C.G.A. § 17-16-1, et seq. (?the discovery statute.?) and on August 24, 2023, f i led

a ?Demand fo r Speedy Trial? pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 17-7-170(a). O n August 25, 2023, Defendant

Sidney Katherine Powel l f i led a ?Demand fo r Speedy Tr ia l? pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 17-7-170(a).
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On August 24, 2023, pursuant to the Defendants? demand fo r speedy trials, this Court set

October 23, 2023, as the trial date for this case. Notice o f the tr ia l date was distributed by this

Court on August 24, 2023.

Notwithstanding the constraints foisted upon it by the Defendants? speedy tr ia l demands,

the State, in the spir i t o f good faith, has begun the process o f supplying the Defense w i t h responses

to its discovery requests. Those efforts have included contacting each attorney o f record for the

separate Defendants who have f i led an entry o f appearance pursuant to Un i fo rm Superior Court

Rule 4.2 and requesting that these attorneys provide an electronic storage device o f a capacity o f

at least two terabytes fo r copying o f the init ial batch o f discovery. Counsel fo r the State has further

requested that each Defendant, through his or her attorney, provide this electronic storage device

to the Fulton County Distr ict Attorney?s Off ice by the close o f business on Tuesday, September 5,

2023, and has informed these attorneys that the init ial batch o f discovery w i l l then be served on or

about September 15, 2023.

I V . T H E D E F E N S E H A S W A I V E D ? 1 0 D A Y S N O T I C E ? O F D I S C O V E R Y

By f i l ing their speedy trial demands in this case, the Defendants have personally, w i l l f u l l y

and deliberately narrowed numerous options that wou ld otherwise be available to them under

Georgia law. In connection w i t h any rights under O.C.G.A. § 17-16-1, et seq., the Defendants have

effect ively waived any c la im to access to the State?s f i le information ten (10) days in advance o f

trial. Smith v. State, 257 Ga. App. 88, 90 (2002), vacated/overruled on other grounds a t Patterson

v, State, 278 Ga. App. 168 (2006); Hughes v. State, 302 Ga. App. 251 (2010).

The remedies for the State's fai lure to comply w i t h the reciprocal discovery requirements

include a continuance and, ?upon a showing o f prejudice and bad faith,? exclusion o f the evidence

not disclosed. O.C.G.A. § 17-16-6. Excluding evidence is a part icular ly ?harsh sanction? that
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should be imposed only where there is a showing o f bo th pre jud ice to the defense a n d badf a i t h

by the State. Higuera-Hernandez v. State, 289 Ga. 553, 557 (2011). Cr imina l defendants are

obligated to request a continuance to cure any possible prejudice f rom the State's failure to comply

wi th the Discovery Statute. M a j o r v. State, 306 Ga. App. 342, 343 (2010) cert. denied a t 2011 Ga.

L E X I S 205 (Ga. Feb. 28, 2011).

In cases l ike this, where the defendants have elected to f i l e a statutory speedy trial demand,

Georgia appellate courts approve o f trial judges prov id ing defendants w i t h two options: (1) Go to

trial w i thout a rev iew o f discovery; or (2) Waive the speedy tr ia l demand and seek a continuance.

R u f fv . State, 266 Ga, App. 694, 695 (2004), cert. denied at 2004 Ga. L E X I S 737 (Ga. Sept. 7,

2004). Signif icantly, in Ruff, the Cour t stated unequivocal ly that the defense is, ?obliged to request

a continuance to cure any prejudice.? Jd.

In a case invo lv ing a defendant?s statutory demand for speedy trial, the Georgia Supreme

Court unanimously af f i rmed a defendant?s convict ion where the trial court: (1) denied the

defendant?s continuance request; and (2) denied the defendant?s motion to exclude all State?s

evidence not supplied ten (10) days pr ior to trial:

U n d e r a l l o f the c i r cums tances , w e f i n d that the t r i a l cou r t d i d not abuse i t s b r o a d

discretion under O C G A § 17-16-6 by denying a continuance and refusing the harsh

remedy o f evidence exclusion for the untimeliness o f discovery. Instead, the court
used its judgment to fashion a remedy appropriate to a case in which there was a

speedy t r ia l demand and no other reasonable time to proceed wi th the rather lengthy
trial w i th in the constraints o f that demand.

Higuera-Hernandez v. State, 289 Ga. 553, 559 (2011) (emphasis added) (internal citations and

quotations omitted).

I n th is case, i f the D e f e n d a n t s do not seek a con t i nuance o r w a i v e the i r speedy t r i a l d e m a n d ,

they cannot c la im any error in proceeding to trial w i thout the State?s discovery responses.
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Consequently, the Defense has barred i tsel f f rom objecting to the introduction o f witness test imony

and evidence on the grounds o f lack o f due notice.

The State respectful ly requests that this Court rule in accord wi th the foregoing case l aw

and that it require that the Defendants personally place upon the record that this is their decision

and preference to proceed in this fashion prior to the tr ia l o f this case.

Vv. T H E D E F E N S E H A S W A I V E D ? 1 0 D A Y S N O T I C E ? O N S I M I L A R

T R A N S A C T I O N E V I D E N C E

Signif icantly, a simi lar waiver is evident under Georgia law when it comes to notice

provisions o f U.S.C.R. 31.1, pertaining to simi lar transaction evidence. Where, as here, a cr iminal

defendant files a speedy tr ia l demand, Georgia law states that he can no longer c la im that he is

owed ?ten (10) days notice? in advance o f trial o f the State?s simi lar transaction evidence. Brown

v. State, 275 Ga. App. 281, 287 (2005), cert. denied at 2006 Ga. L E X I S 33 (Ga. Jan. 17, 2006).

Again, the Defendants in this case, have not sought a continuance or waived their speedy trial

demand. As such, they cannot claim any error in proceeding to trial w i thout ten (10) days notice

o f the State?s simi lar transaction evidence. Accord ing ly , the Defense has waived its objections to

the introduction o f simi lar transaction evidence on the basis o f insuff ic ient notice.

The State respectful ly requests that this Court rule in accord wi th the foregoing case l aw

and that it require that the Defendants personally place upon the record that this is their decision

and preference to proceed in this fashion prior to the tr ia l o f this case.

V I . T H E R E S T R I C T I O N S O N T H E D E F E N D A N T S ? P R E S E N T A T I O N O F

E V I D E N C E O T H E R T H A N T H E I R O W N T E S T I M O N Y

As the case at bar was set for tr ia l pursuant to the Defendants? speedy tr ia l demands, our

appellate courts approve o f precluding the Defense f r om call ing any witnesses whose statements
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w e r e not p r o v i d e d to the State at least ten ( 1 0 ) days in advance o f t r ia l . C l a r k v. State, 271 Ga.

A p p . 534 , 5 3 6 (2005 ) , cert. d e n i e d at 2 0 0 5 Ga. L E X I S 4 6 5 (Ga . June 30, 2005) . See a l so O . C . G . A .

§ 17-16 -7 (ten (10) day r u l e f o r w i t n e s s s ta tements ) ; O . C . G . A . § 17-16 -8 ( f i v e (5 ) d a y r u l e f o r

w i tness i n f o r m a t i o n ) ; O . C . G . A . § 17-16-8 ( f i v e (5 ) day r u l e f o r p h y s i c a l ev idence) .

In Clark, the convict ion against a defendant who proceeded to tr ia l wi thout cal l ing his

witnesses was upheld. Signif icantly, the Cour t o f Appeals approved o f the tr ia l court requir ing the

defense to choose between: (1) Waiv ing its speedy trial demand and seeking a continuance; or (2)

proceeding to tr ia l w i thout defense witnesses not provided to the State. Clark at 536,

I n th is case, the r u l e o f C l a r k s h o u l d be a p p l i e d t o p r e c l u d e the D e f e n s e f r o m c a l l i n g a n y

wi tnesses w h o s e s ta tements w e r e n o t served u p o n the State ten ( 1 0 ) o r m o r e days in advance o f

t r ia l . S i m i l a r l y , the Defense s h o u l d be p r o h i b i t e d f r o m a d m i t t i n g a n y e v i d e n c e that w a s not served

u p o n the State f i v e (5 ) days o r m o r e i n advanceo f t r i a l ,

The importance o f a defendant seeking a continuance and wa iv ing a speedy trial demand

in order to obtain informat ion potent ial ly vital to the defense was underscored in D ing le r v. State,

281 Ga. App. 721 (2006). In Ding ler , the defendant specif ical ly sought a continuance in order to

obtain a court appointed expert to rev iew the State?s D N A evidence. The Ding ler defendant's

commensurate motions characterized the State?s D N A test results as, ?the State?s only evidence

against [Dingler] .? Ding ler at 722 (emphasis added). Important ly, the tr ia l court in Ding ler did

not provide the same two options (go to trial wi thout the evidence in question or waive the speedy

trial demand and seek a continuance) approved o f in R u f f and Clark. Instead, the judge in D ing le r

denied, ?out-of-hand,? the continuance request and refused to entertain the ?timely? mot ion for

funds to al low independent rev iew o f the State?s D N A testing. Under Dingler?s specific

c i r cums tances , the c o n v i c t i o n was reversed. D i n g l e r at 723 (?Fu r the r , the reco rd s h o w s that
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Dingler t ime ly sought an expert to assist him in challenging the admissibi l i ty o f the State's D N A

ident i f icat ion evidence. Without such an expert, [ D i n g l e r ] was left with no witness on his behalf.?)

(emphasis added).

Once again, in the instant case, the Defense has not, to date, sought a continuance o f any

kind. As such, by its own election, the Defense has determined that it is in its own best interest to

proceed to trial wi thout ful l benefit o f the State?s discovery responses or the presentation o f

evidence that might support its contentions. Furthermore, D ing ler is inapposite. There is no

Defense request for a continuance in order to procure funding for expert test imony analysis

pertaining to a ?sole defense,? a /a Ding ler , present or indicated here.

Accordingly, the State respectful ly requests that this Court rule in accord wi th the

foregoing case law and require that the Defendants personally place upon the record that this is

their decision and preference to proceed in this fashion pr ior to the tr ia l o f this case.

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

N O T I C E O F A T R I A L D A T E

Whi le it is true that U.S.C.R, 32.1 generally requires that notice o f trial ?not less than 7

days before the trial date or dates,? the Georgia Supreme Court has held that, ?compliance w i t h

Rule 32.1 must be judged in the circumstances o f each case.? Higuera-Hernandez v. State, 289

Ga. 553, 558 (2011). In Higuera-Hernandez, a unanimous Georgia Supreme Court af f i rmed the

convictions o f a defendant who f i led a statutory speedy trial demand and who, as a consequence,

did not receive seven (7) days notice o f the tr ia l date:

F u r t h e r m o r e , i t w a s apparen t that by h i s d e m a n d f o r t r i a l [ A p p e l l a n t ] h a d

Shortened the t ime fo r t r ia l which constituted a factor for the trial court to consider

when setting the trial date. The trial court?s statements during its co l loquy w i t h

counsel were tantamount to a rul ing that its calendar did not reasonably a l low fo r
Appellant's case to be continued wi th in the time permitted by O C G A § 17-7-170
and that therefore his demand fo r speedy trial could not be met i f a continuance was
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granted . I n o t h e r words , t h e t r i a l c o u r t w a s a t t e m p t i n g t o c o m p l y w i t h t h e d e m a n d

f o r t r i a l , a n d t h e o n l y w a y to d o so was b y d e v i a t i n g f r o m the n o t i c e r e q u i r e m e n t

o f USCR32.1.

Higuera-Hernandez v. State, 289 Ga. 553, 559 (2011) (emphasis added) (internal citations and

quotations omitted).

The Defendants? decision to proceed wi th a demand fo r speedy trial in this case also

precludes them from arguing that they received less notice o f the trial date as is generally required

by U.S.C.R. 32.1. Where, as in this case, a trial court is attempting to comply wi th a speedy trial

demand, deviations f r om U.S.C.R, 32.1 are authorized. Linkous v. State, 254 Ga. App. 43, 47

(2002), af f i rmed sub nomine on other grounds a t Jones v. State, 276 Ga. 171 (2003). Under the

circumstances o f this case, the Defendants who have f i led a speedy trial demand, and any who

may f i le a speedy trial demand, cannot complain that they did not receive suff ic ient notice o f the

trial date, should it be in less than seven (7) days in advance o f trial. The i r f i l ing o f a statutory

speedy trial demand precludes such an argument.

The State respectful ly requests that this Court mule in accord wi th the foregoing case l aw

and that it require that the Defendants personally place upon the record that this is their decision

and preference to proceed in this fashion prior to the tr ia l o f this case.

V I I . T H E D E F E N D A N T S S H O U L D B E A D D R E S S E D D I R E C T L Y I N O R D E R T O

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

In Huber t v. State, 297 Ga. App. 71 (2009) cert. denied a t 2009 Ga. L E X I S 583 (Ga. Sept.

8, 2009), the defendant f i led a statutory demand for speedy trial and received the State?s discovery

responses only seven (7) days pr ior to trial. Not ing that the defense in that case had announced

?we're ready? for trial, the Georgia Court o f Appeals rejected the notion that the defendant in
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Huber t was forced to make a ?Hobson's Choice,? requir ing him to decide whether he desired to

proceed to trial on the day his case was called:

[Defendant] contends that the tr ia l court effect ively prevented him from
withdrawing his demand fo r speedy trial and requesting a continuance.

[Defendant?s] assertion is not supported by the record and completely lacks merit.

Huber t at 440.

The Defendants in this case should be asked, direct ly and on the record, as to whether,

knowing o f the consequences to their defense, it is their decision and preference to go forward to

trial at this time. Should they refuse to waive their speedy tr ia l demand and request a continuance,

then a n y h a r m to the De fendan t s w o u l d be i n v i t e d b y the D e f e n s e and, there fo re , n o t reve rs ib le

error. Huber t v. State, 297 Ga. App. at 440 (?[{Sjelf-induced error is not grounds fo r reversal.").

I X . C O N C L U S I O N

In connection wi th statutory speedy trial demands, the Georgia Court o f Appeals expl ic i t ly

enunciated that the pleadings cannot be used collusively:

Contrary to the v iew o f some, our legal system is not s imp ly an elaborate game o f
?Gotcha!? This Cour t does not endorse acquittal by ambush on the part o f a

defendant any more than it does trial by ambush on the part o f the State. Nor do we

condone induced error. The object o f all legal investigation is the truth, and
procedural rules are in place to further such goal in an order ly fashion.

P r i c e v. State, 245 Ga. A p p . 128, 134 ( 2 0 0 0 ) cert. d e n i e d a t 2000 Ga. L E X I S 831 (Ga. Oc t . 27 ,

2000) ; Jones v. State, 2 7 6 Ga. 171, ( 2 0 0 3 ) cert. d e n i e d a t 2 0 0 2 Ga. L E X I S 5 9 4 (Ga. June 27,

2002). The State is entitled to a fa ir trial as well as the Defense.' A defendant who does not possess

' Cases requiring the State to consent to a waiver of jury trial reflect this. See, e.g., Zigan v. State, 281 Ga. 415, 417
(2006) (?Although appellants? waiver ofthe right to trial by jury appears adequate, the refusal of the prosecution to
consent left the trial court with no choice but to deny the demand.?); State v. Henderson, 283 Ga. App. 111, 112 (2006)
(?As our Supreme Court recently made clear, a defendant has no unilateral right to have his criminal case decided by
a bench trial without the acquiescenceof the State.?). Similarly, cross-examination rights have been even-handedly
applied to the State as well the criminal defendant. Richardson v. State, 305 Ga. App. 363, 366 (2010) (?The State,

like any other party, has the right to conduct a thorough and sifting cross-examination and to pursue the specifics o fa
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discovery materials cannot f i le a statutory speedy trial demand and then cla im that the State?s

evidence should be excluded on the basis o f this Court adhering to that same demand and

scheduling accordingly. I n other words, this Court should not be transformed into a forum for,

?Gotcha.?

By f i l i ng a statutory speedy trial demand, the Defendants elected to proceed to trial wi thout

the benefit o f the type o f pr ior notice o f the State?s discovery and simi lar transaction evidence that

would have otherwise been afforded to them. Similar ly, that decision also cost the Defendants the

use to any evidence not t ime ly served upon the State. I t also prevents the Defendants f rom arguing

that they received insuff icient notice o f the trial date in this case. Should the Defendants in this

case desire to proceed to trial under these circumstances, then they should be required to conf i rm

it, personally and on the record, prior to trial.

W H E R E F O R E , the State respectful ly requests that this Honorable Court advise the

Defendants o f the effects o f their speedy trial demands upon evidentiary and procedural rights,

enter ru l ing and proceed in this case consistent wi th the arguments, requests and Georgia law as

stated herein, and for such other and further re l ie f as this Court deems just and proper.

Respectfully submitted this 30th day o f August 2023,

F A N I T . W I L L I S

Distr ict At torney
Atlanta Judicial Circuit

/s/ F. McDona ld Wakeford
F. M c D o n a l d W a k e f o r d

G e o r g i a B a r N o . 4 1 4 8 9 8

Ch ie f Senior Assistant Distr ict At torney

topic the defendant introduced.?). See also Rosenthal, Lawrence, Policing and Equal Protection, 21 Yale L. & Pol'y
Rev. 53, 53-7, 62-78 (2003) (emphasis added) (arguing that the Equal Protection Clause ensuresa rightof citizens to
?security against lawbreakers?: ?The guaranteeo f equal protection is not only a constraint on the manner in which the
government imposes obligations or distributes its largesse; i also contains an affirmative command with respect to
the manner in which the governmentprotects people from crime.?).
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Fulton County Distr ict Attorney?s Off ice

136 Pryor Street SW, 3rd Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

fmedonald.wakeford@fultoncountyga.gov

{sf John W. ?Wil l? Wooten

John W . ? W i l l ? Wooten

G e o r g i a B a r N o . 4 1 0 6 8 4

Deputy Distr ic t At torney
Fulton County Distr ict Attorney?s Off ice
136 Pryor Street SW, 3rd Floor

Atlanta, Georgia 30303
w i l l . w o o t e n @ f u l t o n c o u n t y g a . g o v
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IN T H E SUPERIOR COURT OF F U L T O N C O U N T Y

STATE OF G E O R G I A

S T A T E O F G E O R G I A

CASE NO.
v.

2 . 18894

D O N A L D J O H N T R U M P ,

R U D O L P H W I L L I A M L O U I S G I U L I A N I ,

J O H N C H A R L E S E A S T M A N ,

M A R K R A N D A L L M E A D O W S ,

K E N N E T H J O H N C H E S E B R O ,

J E F F R E Y B O S S E R T C L A R K ,

J E N N A L Y N N E L L I S ,

R A Y S T A L L I N G S S M I T H I I ,

R O B E R T D A V I D C H E E L E Y ,

M I C H A E L A . R O M A N ,

D A V I D J A M E S S H A F E R ,

S H A W N M I C A H T R E S H E R S T I L L ,

S T E P H E N C L I F F G A R D L E E ,

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

T R E V I A N C. K U T T I ,

S I D N E Y K A T H E R I N E P O W E L L ,

C A T H L E E N A L S T O N L A T H A M ,

S C O T T G R A H A M H A L L ,

M I S T Y H A M P T O N a/k/a E M I L Y M I S T Y H A Y E S
Defendants.

C E R T I F I C A T EO F S E R V I C E

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of this MOTION FOR COURT TO

ADVISE DEFENDANTS OF EFFECTS OF SPEEDY TRIAL DEMAND UPON

EVIDENTIARY AND PROCEDURAL RIGHTS AND BRIEF IN SUPPORT, upon all counsel

who have entered appearances as counsel o f record in this matter via the Fulton County e-filing

system.

This 30th day of August 2023,

FANI T. W I L L I S
Distr ict At torney
Atlanta Judicial Circuit

238C188947 - Motion for Court to Advise Defendants of Effects of Speedy Trial Demand Upon
Evidentiary and Procedural Rights andBriefin Support



{sf F. McDona ld Wakeford
F. M c D o n a l d W a k e f o r d

G e o r g i a B a r N o . 4 1 4 8 9 8

Chief Senior Assistant Distr ict At torney

Fulton County Distr ict Attorney?s Off ice
136 Pryor Street SW, 31rd Floor

Atlanta, Georgia 30303
fmedonald.wakeford@fultoncountyga.gov

{sf John W. ?Wil l? Wooten
John W . ? W i l l ? Wooten

G e o r g i a B a r N o . 4 1 0 6 8 4

Deputy Distr ic t At torney

Fulton County Distr ict Attorney?s Off ice
136 Pryor Street SW, 3rd Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

w i l l . w o o t e n @ f u l t o n c o u n t y g a . g o v
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