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INTRODUCTION
	Defendant EMILY CALLOWAY (“Calloway”), by and through her undersigned counsel, files this Memorandum of Law in Support of her Motion to Suppress Evidence in Violation of Court Order and Motion to Quash Subpoena Duces Tecum on Maddox Armana. 
	This Court found that Calloway met her burden to make a threshold showing that she was compelled to testify by court order in Case No. 2024-CF-00417 and the testimony compelled therein relates to the allegations made against her in the present case. This entitles Calloway to a hearing under Kastigar v. United States on the limited grounds of whether evidence discovered by the Government on November 5, 2024, enclosed herein as Exhibit 19, and the testimony of Kennedy Parker should be suppressed pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §§ 6002, 6003.
	Calloway also asserts that the subpoena duces tecum served on Maddox Armana for the production of any and all records of Armana’s interview of Sierra Seton on February 15, 2024, is protected under the work product privilege. Accordingly, Calloway respectfully requests that this Honorable Court grant her motions. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS
On September 23, 2025, Calloway was indicted under 18 U.S.C. § 1512(a)(1)(C) and 18 U.S.C. § 1956(h) for killing of a witness and money laundering conspiracy, respectively. R. at 7. Before this indictment, Special Agent Bryce Nolan and Assistant U.S. Attorney Tatum Sinclair began investigating Calloway and another Silver Palms manager, Saint Donovan, after the hotel’s accountant, Daniel Blake, notified local authorities of suspicious expense patterns in the resort’s ledger. Sinclair Dep. 10:95-101. During their investigation into Donovan and Calloway, Nolan and Sinclair examined numerous invoices, incorporation records, and other documents; interviewed several members of the resort staff; and examined surveillance footage, phone records, and bank records. See Sinclair Dep. 20:500-21:510; Nolan Dep. 25:58-26:93. Despite these efforts, Nolan and Sinclair were concerned about the lack of evidence implicating Donovan or Calloway in the alleged money laundering scheme. Sinclair Dep. 10:95-101. To strengthen the case against Donovan, Nolan and Sinclair compelled Calloway to testify against Donovan under 18 U.S.C. § 6002 and § 6003 with the understanding that she would receive use and derivative use immunity for her testimony. Sinclair Dep. 21:544-46.
      	To enforce this protection, Nolan and Sinclair split the investigation into two teams, Team Donovan and Team Calloway. Sinclair Dep. 22:548-52. Nolan and Sinclair planned for Team Calloway to continue the investigation into Calloway “walled off” from any information derived from Calloway’s testimony while Team Donovan would use Calloway’s testimony to help prosecute Donovan. Sinclair Dep. 22:548-52. However, while some efforts were taken to formalize a wall-off procedure, such as labeling new evidence acquired by each team, there were several important measures that the investigators never took. R. at 68. For example, no restrictions were put in place to prevent investigators on Team Calloway from watching the news, reading local media, and even speaking with members of Team Donovan. R. at 66. In fact, even Nolan and Sinclair, the leaders of each respective team, frequently spoke outside of work after the wall was put up between their respective teams, including after Calloway’s testimony. Sinclair Dep. 22:580-86.
      	Amidst this lack of procedural safeguards between the two teams, Team Calloway made several suspicious decisions following Calloway’s testimony regarding the direction of their investigation. First, Team Calloway inexplicably made the decision to interview several resort employees even though their initial round of interviews generated very little information to help build a compelling case against Calloway. Specifically, Nolan decided to interview Kennedy Parker, a witness mentioned by Calloway during her testimony that had previously been ignored by investigators. R. at 66. While Nolan did admittedly interview several other employees and allegedly based her decisions on who to interview on the number of shifts they worked at in 2023, Parker was suspiciously interviewed only one week after the conclusion of Donovan’s trial. Additionally, Parker’s interview was inexplicably conducted before the interviews of two other Silver Palms employees, Maria Kirby and Delia Nash, who worked more 2023 shifts than Parker and were also listed as a higher priority by Nolan in her employee interview priority list. R. at 70. Similarly suspect, of the twelve employees listed to interview on Team Calloway’s initial To-Do list dated before Calloway’s testimony, all of them, except Kennedy Parker, were removed on Nolan’s undated Employee Interview Priority List for no apparent reason. R. at 70. 	
However, despite the questionable methods used to obtain evidence by Team Calloway during its investigation, they struggled to form a compelling case against Calloway and are now requesting access to the privileged records of Maddox Armana, a private investigator hired by the defense counsel, to bolster their case. R. at 6. Specifically, the Government issued a subpoena duces tecum (the “Subpoena”) for Armana’s records of her interview of Sierra Seton, a former operations manager of Coastal Event Solutions, in February 2024. R. at 6. Notably, these records not only comprise Seton’s statements but also Armana’s thoughts, follow up questions, and theories she was starting to form during the interview. Armana Dep. 46:140-43. Also, because the interview was never recorded, it is unclear if Armana’s notes portray Seton’s exact statements or simply Armana’s summary or interpretation of those statements. Armana Dep. 46:121-24. Finally, Armana admits that her involvement in this case and in conducting the interview was solely because she was retained by defense counsel and that she is “an extension of the legal team, not a free agent.” Armana Dep. 43:31-32. For these reasons, defense counsel has filed a motion to quash the Subpoena as protected under the work product privilege. R. at 5-6. 
[bookmark: _Int_8MYrUcvC]Fortunately for the Government, regardless of the result of this Motion, they still have access to several different sources of information to learn about Coastal’s structure including corporate filings, incorporation records, and Daniel Blake’s records. Nolan Dep. 25:58-26:93. Additionally, Team Calloway still has access to numerous resort employees who may have valuable information to help build the case against Calloway. R. at 69. Furthermore, even disregarding the resources currently available to investigators, Team Calloway had several opportunities to gather substantially similar evidence they failed to follow up on. Most notably, although the investigation into Calloway began in October 2023, well before Armana’s February 2024 interview with Seton, investigators never located Seton on their own. Sinclair Dep. 18:391-96. Instead, Team Calloway has elected to try to benefit from the defense counsel’s efforts to locate Seton despite the privilege issues those records invoke leading to the present, needless litigation for this Court in this case. See generally R. at 6.
	ARGUMENT

I. THIS COURT SHOULD GRANT THE MOTION TO SUPPRESS BECAUSE THE GOVERNMENT’S EVIDENCE WAS OBTAINED IN VIOLATION OF COURT ORDER.

	This Court must grant Calloway’s Motion to Suppress Evidence Obtained in Violation of Court Order because the evidence discovered by the Government on November 5, 2024, enclosed herein as Exhibit 19, and the testimony of Kennedy Parker was obtained in violation of a court order made pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §§ 6002, 6003.  
	The Government may prosecute a witness who had previously given immunized testimony pursuant to a court order under 18 U.S.C. § 6002, but the prosecution is prohibited from using the compelled testimony in any respect that would lead to the infliction of criminal penalties against the witness. The statute provides exceptions for a prosecution for perjury, giving a false statement, or otherwise failing to comply with the court order. Id. One raising a claim under this statute need only show that he testified under a grant of immunity to shift the heavy burden to the Government to prove that all of the evidence it proposes to use was derived from legitimate independent sources. Kastigar v. U.S., 406 U.S. 441, 461-462 (1972). To establish a “wholly independent” source, the Government must demonstrate that each step of the investigative chain through which the evidence is obtained is untainted. U.S. v. Schmidgall, 25 F.3d 1523, 1528 (11th Cir. 1994). Although the Government is required to prove an absence of taint by a preponderance of the evidence, the task has been characterized as a “heavy burden.” Id. In cases where the Government does not employ the immunized testimony for any purpose—direct or derivative—against the witness, the Government’s inability to meet the “heavy burden” it bears may still result in the preclusion of crucial evidence that was obtained legitimately. Braswell v. U.S., 487 U.S. 99, 117 (1988).
	In this case, there is no dispute that Calloway testified in Case No. 2024-CF-00417 pursuant to court order and received use and derivative use immunity for her testimony in compliance with 18 U.S.C. §§ 6002, 6003. R. at 4. Therefore, the only disputed issue is whether any of the evidence used against Calloway was derived from her compelled testimony in any way. 
	This Court should find as a matter of law that the evidence discovered by the Government on November 5, 2024, enclosed herein as Exhibit 19, and the testimony of Kennedy Parker was not obtained from legitimate independent sources and thus should be suppressed pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §§ 6002, 6003.
A.	The Government has not established beyond a preponderance of the evidence that the evidence it proposes to use was derived from legitimate independent sources. 
	The evidence presented by the Government to establish that all of the evidence it proposes to use was derived from legitimate independent sources is not sufficient to meet its heavy burden. To establish a “wholly independent” source, the Government must demonstrate that each step of the investigative chain through which the evidence is obtained is untainted.  Schmidgall, 25 F.3d at 1528. 
	A Government agent’s denials that he made use of the immunized testimony, standing alone, are generally insufficient to meet the Government’s burden, even if made in good faith. Id. In Schmidgall, investigators launched a federal investigation into a man’s drug importation activities after seizing his jet. Id. at 1525. Investigators linked who they believed to be the man’s co-conspirator to the importation after finding evidence that the co-conspirator had flown with the man from the Bahamas to the United States. Id. The investigators conducted interviews with various individuals regarding the co-conspirator’s involvement in the drug importation scheme. Id. at 1526. However, none of these individuals gave information regarding a cocaine importation that was the basis of the co-conspirator’s conviction. Id. When the co-conspirator was brought in for an interview, he was granted use and derivative use immunity but was never guaranteed that he would not be prosecuted for his participation in the smuggling conspiracy. Id. During the interview, the co-conspirator recounted specific details of the smuggling venture that had not yet been disclosed to the Government. Id. 
	An agent received a copy of notes that were made during the co-conspirator’s immunized interview, and later testified that he only briefly perused the notes and then never read them again once it was decided that he would be investigating the prosecution of the importation. Id. Afterwards, the agent came into information that was similar to what the co-conspirator stated in his immunized interview and the notes the agent received regarding the interview. Id. at 1527. Additionally, the agent had ongoing contact with another agent who was present at the immunized interview and discussed the case with his former colleague and current supervisor. Id. The agent testified before the grand jury that indicted the co-conspirator for his role in the smuggling. Id. When the co-conspirator challenged his indictment, a Kastigar hearing was held where the agent testified that a majority of the information he presented to the grand jury was learned after he received the notes from the immunized interview. Id. at 1528. The court stated that there was confusion in the record arising from the inconsistent evidence about when the agent was responsible for the prosecution of the importation, thus leaving little evidence in the present record to establish for that period of time anything more than the agent’s mere denial. Id. at 1530. Accordingly, the court held that the Government had not met its burden of proving that the agent did not use the notes from the immunized interview to shape his questioning of other witnesses, nor of proving that the agent did not obtain and use tainted information from other agents. Id. at 1531. 
	Moreover, this total prohibition on use provides a comprehensive safeguard, barring the use of compelled testimony as an investigatory lead, and also barring the use of any evidence obtained by focusing investigation on a witness as a result of the compelled disclosures. U.S. v. Tormos-Vega, 656 F. Supp. 1525, 1531 (D.P.R. 1987), aff’d sub nom. U.S. v. Luis Boscio, 843 F.2d 1384 (1st Cir. 1988) (quoting Kastigar, 406 U.S. 441, 460). In Tormos-Vega, a defendant was charged with conspiring with two other men to obstruct commerce by extortion in violation of federal law. Id. at 1525. The extortionist moved to dismiss the indictment against him, arguing that the evidence presented to the grand jury in his case was obtained directly or indirectly from his immunized testimony. Id. The inquiry regarding the Government’s alleged violation of the extortionist’s rights centered on whether a case agent who testified before the grand jury made use of the protected testimony to procure the indictment. Id. at 1526-28. Prior to the immunized testimony, the case was assigned to a special agent who had conducted a few interviews. Id. at 1526. The investigation comprised of two other cases one of which was assigned to the case agent. Id. 
	The case agent testified that just days before the immunized testimony was given, the agent was unsure if he had all the evidence he needed. Id. The case agent testified that he “needed to finish some interviews,” but could not recall what interviews they were. Id. The immunized testimony was televised, and the case agent was among thousands of viewers who watched. Id. at. 1527.  Despite this, the case agent testified that he only used the immunized testimony to “corroborate” what he already had in the case and repeatedly denied using it to develop any investigative leads, but later admitted that he acquired knowledge about evidence from the testimony. Id. at 1528. The court stated that the Government took on the impossible task of legitimating all the Government’s evidence after the intentional or unintentional use of immunized materials in furtherance of the federal investigation. Id. at 1537. Accordingly, the court held that the Government failed to meet the required burden by a very wide margin. Id. 
	Based on Schmidgall and Tormos-Vega, this Court should grant the Motion to Suppress Evidence Obtained in Violation of Court Order. Like the co-conspirator in Schmidgall and the extortionist in Tormos-Vega, Calloway was indicted by a grand jury convened to prosecute her. R. at 7. Additionally, like the evidence presented by the agents to the grand juries that indicted the defendants in Schmidgall and Tormos-Vega, the evidence presented to the grand jury that indicted Calloway was obtained after she gave immunized testimony. Nolan Dep. 33:377-379, R. at 66. Furthermore, like the information revealed by the immunized testimony given by the defendants in Schmidgall and Tormos-Vega, the information Calloway revealed in her immunized testimony was similar to the evidence used to indict her. R. at 66, 71.  Similar to the interviews conducted by investigators before the immunized testimony was given in Schmidgall and Tormos-Vega, the interviews conducted by the team investigating Calloway before immunized testimony did not provide the information necessary to charge her. Sinclair Dep. 14:411-20:497, Nolan Dep. 32:329-333, R. at 64. Like the agents in Schmidgall and Tormos-Vega, Agent Nolan asserts that she did not rely on Calloway’s immunized testimony to obtain the evidence used to prosecute her. Nolan Dep. 29:221-228. 
	Like the agent in Schmidgall who had ongoing contact with an individual who was present at the immunized interview, AUSA Sinclair and Agent Nolan were in contact after Calloway gave her immunized testimony. Sinclair Dep. 22:580-586. Similar to the immunized testimony that was televised in Tormos-Vega, Donovan’s trial and Calloway’s immunized testimony were televised and heavily publicized by the media. Nolan Dep. 32:322-324, R. at 67. Like the inconsistent evidence about the period in which the agent was responsible for the prosecution in Schmidgall, some of the evidence produced by the team investigating Calloway was inconsistent and unable to be dated. Nolan Dep. 30:268-31:276. 
	Thus, based on Schmidgall and Torres-Vega, this Court should find that the Government has not established that the evidence it proposes to use was derived from legitimate independent sources beyond a preponderance of the evidence. Therefore, Calloway’s Motion to Suppress this Evidence should be Granted.
II. THIS COURT SHOULD GRANT THE MOTION TO QUASH THE GOVERNMENT’S SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM BECAUSE THE REQUESTED RECORDS ARE PRIVILEGED WORK PRODUCT.

This Court should grant Defendant’s Motion to Quash (the “Motion”) United States Subpoena Duces Tecum on Maddox Armana for the production of any and all records of Armana’s interview of Sierra Seton on February 15, 2024, (the “Subpoena”) because all such records are privileged work product and the Government has not established a substantial need or an inability to obtain substantially similar evidence without undue hardship.
A. The requested records from Maddox Armana’s interview with Sierra Seton are protected under the work product doctrine. 

The records requested by the Subpoena are protected under the work product doctrine. Under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, “Ordinarily, a party may not discover documents and tangible things that are prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by or for trial by or for another party or its representative…” Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3)(A) (emphasis added). Specifically, the Supreme Court has established that work product includes materials and notes prepared by a party’s representatives, including private investigators, in anticipation of the litigation. See United States v. Nobles, 422 U.S. 225, 238–39 (1975). 
In the present case, the records requested in the Subpoena clearly satisfy the requirements to enjoy work product privilege. First, Plaintiff’s request for any and all records of Armana’s interview encompasses the same “documents and tangible things” the work product doctrine protects. Second, according to the sworn deposition testimony of Armana, these records were also prepared in anticipation of litigation or for the possibility of a trial. See R. at 43–44. Finally, the documents requested in the Subpoena were produced by a private investigator acting as a representative for a party in the case. Armana Dep. 43:27-38. As a result, the Subpoena requests records that clearly fall within the purview of the work product doctrine and are therefore protected under normal circumstances. While the Government may argue that the work product protections should be ignored in this case, these protections may only be disregarded when the Government can show the requested documents are otherwise discoverable and that there is both a substantial need for the materials to prepare their case and that they cannot obtain a substantial equivalent of the requested documents without undue hardship. Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3)(A)(ii). However, the Government has not and indeed cannot establish either of these elements for the records requested in the Subpoena.
The Government cannot establish a substantial need for the requested records or its inability to obtain a substantial equivalent without undue hardship because they already have access to evidence that should provide the same, or substantially similar, information. Generally, if a party seeking records protected by the work product doctrine cannot show that the substantial equivalent of the material is unobtainable by other means, the discovery will be denied. Millard Mall Servs. V. Bolda, 155 So. 3d 1272, 1275 (Fla. 4th DCA 2015). 
A party cannot show a substantial need for privileged records when they already have access to other records that provide similar evidence. Statler v. Buffalo-Bodega Complex, Inc., CIV. 06-5003, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 108253 (D.S.D. Nov. 6, 2006). For example, in Statler v. Buffalo-Bodega Complex, Inc., several plaintiffs in a sexual harassment case requested access to notes and transcripts of employee interviews conducted by the defendant’s attorney for several employees who could no longer be located. Id. at 3. The plaintiffs contended that virtually every employee knew the defendant had mistreated them and that they needed access to the records to confirm the timing of certain key events and to determine if any deponents had lied during their deposition. Id. at 4. After reviewing the evidence, the court determined that the plaintiffs failed to establish a substantial need for the records even though the witnesses could no longer be located. Id. at 6. Specifically, the court held that a mere assertion by the plaintiffs that the former employees cannot be located was insufficient to prove a substantial need or an inability to secure equivalent information without undue hardship. Id. at 7. Additionally, the court reasoned that because the plaintiffs claimed that “virtually everyone” who was an employee knew how they were treated, the plaintiffs had to have at least some knowledge about the former employees and what they might say in an interview. Id. at 6-7. Therefore, the court reasoned that without more evidence of the efforts that the plaintiffs took to try and locate the witnesses, they never established a reason to set aside the work product privilege. Id. at 7.
Clearly, the court’s finding in Statler is applicable to the facts in the current case. Just like the plaintiffs in Statler, the Government is seeking records of an interview with a witness who, according to the Government, is no longer able to be located. Sinclair Dep. 18:391-96. Additionally, like the plaintiffs in Statler, the Government has not established any specific efforts they took to locate Seton but instead only that they were unable to confirm her exact location through their efforts. Sinclair Dep. 18:389-96. Even more importantly, like the plaintiffs in Statler who had at least some requisite knowledge of what the records they requested may reveal, the Government already had enough records to understand at least some of the information Seton would likely provide regarding how Coastal operated and Emily’s connection to it. See, e.g., Sinclair Dep. 12:158-60, 17:377-90, 20:498-21:521. Additionally, unlike the plaintiffs in Statler who presumably could not obtain more information about the employee’s accounts without the requested interview records, the Government still has several leads to pursue to gain insight into Coastal’s inner workings including continuing the search for Ky Chandler, reviewing bank records, and interviewing witnesses who may have knowledge of where to find information about Coastal. See R. at 69. 
Therefore, in light of Statler, the Government’s lackluster explanation of their efforts to locate Seton, and the abundance of evidence that could be, and in some cases already is, available that provides similar information to the requested records in the Subpoena, the Government has not established the substantial need or undue hardship necessary to overcome the protections of the work product privilege.
B.	Armana's records of her interview with Seton should be afforded special protections because they are her recorded recollections of an oral interview with a witness.

Even if this Court holds that the Government established both a substantial need for the requested records and an inability to obtain a substantial equivalent without undue hardship, the Court should still apply the work product doctrine because records based on oral statements from witnesses are afforded special protection. Courts have long emphasized that production requests for documents that reflect an attorney’s, or their representative’s, recollection of oral interviews must be afforded special protection. See, e.g., Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.S. 495, 511 (1947). In fact, courts in many jurisdictions have even held that no showing of necessity is sufficient to overcome the protections afforded to work product based on statements from oral witnesses. See, e.g., In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 473 F.2d 840, 848 (CA8 1973); In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 412 F.Supp. 943, 949 (ED Pa. 1976). Furthermore, even the courts that have declined to adopt an absolute rule still acknowledge that this specific type of work product should be afforded special protection. See, e.g., In re Grand Jury Investigation, 599 F.2d 1224, 1231 (CA3 1979); In re Grand Jury Subpoena, 599 F.2d 504, 511- 12 (CA2 1979).
For example, in Hickman v. Taylor, the Supreme Court upheld a decision to protect an attorney’s records of interviews with several survivors of a tugboat accident from the opposing party under the work product doctrine. Hickman, 329 U.S. at 514. In its opinion, the Supreme Court stated that forcing an attorney or their representative to write what a witness told them or deliver an account to their adversary creates grave dangers of inaccuracy and untrustworthiness. Id. at 512–13. In fact, as Justice Jackson notes in his concurring opinion, even if the attorney gave a perfect account of what the witness told them, the statement would simply amount to the witness account permeated with the interviewer’s own inferences. Id. at 516–17 (Jackson, J. concurring). Even setting aside these concerns, the Court emphasized that disclosing these types of records should generally be disfavored because they tend to reveal an attorney’s mental notes and impressions by showing only the portions of an interview the attorney or their representative felt were worth writing down. Id. at 513. 
[bookmark: _Int_DKoVwCKb]Applying the Supreme Court’s reasoning in Hickman to this case, the need for special protection becomes even more apparent. Not only was Armana’s interview with Seton never recorded, but also Armana’s notes from the interview clearly only reflect certain portions of the interview that Armana felt were noteworthy interspersed with her inferences and impressions rather than a perfect transcript of Seton’s statements. Armana Dep. 45:111-13; see generally R. at 73. Therefore, just like in Hickman, where the Supreme Court held disclosure of certain documents should be prohibited because it tends to reveal an attorney’s mental impressions, the documents requested in this case reveal Armana’s mental impressions and deserve special protection. Furthermore, like in Hickman, where the court was concerned about promoting inaccuracy or untrustworthiness, without a recording there is no way to verify how accurately Armana’s notes reflect Seton’s statements during the interview. See generally Armana Dep. 45:111-13. As a result, compelling disclosure in this case would create the same concerns about the accuracy and trustworthiness that the Court in Hickman sought to prevent.
Based on the foregoing analysis, it is clear that even if the Government established a substantial need for Armana’s records and that they cannot obtain substantially equivalent evidence without undue hardship; the requested records encompass a type of work product that must be afforded special protection. Therefore, the Government has not and cannot establish a reason to overcome the work product privilege, and this Court should grant the Motion. 
C.	Even if some of the requested records should not be afforded protection under the work product doctrine, the portions of the record that solely reflect Armana's thoughts, impressions, and theories must be redacted.

If despite the weight of authority to the contrary, this Court elects to deny the Motion and compels Defendants to comply with the Subpoena, then Defendant requests that they redact the portions of Armana’s records that only reflect her mental impressions, inferences, and assumptions during the interview. See Sinclair Dep. 46:141-43. 
The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provide that if a court orders discovery of materials that were prepared in anticipation of litigation by a party or its representative, it must protect against disclosure of their “mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, or legal theories….” Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3)(B). This idea also has support in case law with several cases noting that opinion work product (records containing mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, or legal theories) may only be disclosed in extraordinary circumstances. See, e.g., Statler, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 108253 at 5; Pittman v. Frazer, 129 F. 3d 983, 988 (8th Cir. 1977). Therefore, the red sections of Armana’s records that only contain her “thoughts, follow up questions, and theories” should be redacted to align with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and applicable case law. Armana Dep. 46:141-43. 
CONCLUSION
	Based on the foregoing facts and relevant case law, Emily Calloway respectfully requests that this Honorable Court grant her Motion to Suppress Evidence Obtained in Violation of Court Order and Motion to Quash United States Subpoena Duces Tecum on Maddox Armana for the production of any and all records of Armana’s interview of Sierra Seton on February 15, 2024.	
                  				
Respectfully submitted,
 
/s/    Team 308     
Attorneys for the Defendant
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