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[bookmark: _Toc239115271]INTRODUCTION
The Motion to Suppress Evidence obtained in violation of court order should be granted.

The court should grant Defendant’s Motion to Suppress Evidence as Emily Calloway’s (“Calloway”) compelled testimony conferred use and derivative use immunity under 18 U.S.C. §§ 6002 and 6003. This immunity bars the Government from using her compelled testimony, directly or indirectly, to shape its investigation. The Government bears the burden of proving the events of the investigation were untainted by Calloway’s compelled testimony. Defendant will show that the Government is unable to prove its investigative steps were independent of this testimony and that it led directly to the interview of Kennedy Parker and the subsequent search that produced Exhibit 19.
The Motion to Quash United States Subpoena Duces Tecum on Maddox Armana should be granted.

The Court should grant the Defendant’s Motion to Quash United States’ Subpoena Duces Tecum on Maddox Armana (“Armana”) for the production of any and all records of Armana’s interview of Sierra Seton on February 15, 2024, as protected under the work-product privilege. Defendant will show that Rule 16 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and common law doctrine protect the notes Armana prepared. Even if the documents are only protected under common law, the notes are opinion work-product. Prosecution cannot meet the heavy burden to prove that discovery of opinion work-product is justified.
[bookmark: _Toc239115272]STATEMENT OF FACTS
Silver Palms is a hotel that has been managed by the Calloway family for generations. Sinclair Dep. 9:38. Emily Calloway inherited the hotel and entered a fifty-fifty partnership with Saint Donovan, where Donovan controlled the hotel’s finances, and Calloway managed the operations. Sinclair Dep. 9:38, 10:77-78.
In October of 2023, Silver Palms’ accountant, Daniel Blake, notified local authorities of unsupported payments to four vendors: Tidewater, Seagrove, Dune & Palm, and Coastal Events Solutions (“Coastal”). Sinclair Dep. 10:103-07. Three of the four vendors had identifiable owners with no connection to Calloway. Sinclair Dep. 12:162-65. Coastal Events traced only to an account in the Cayman Islands held by Marsh Holdings Ltd. Sinclair Dep 17:347-51.
In December of 2023, Blake notified the investigator, Sinclair, that he had found “the true owner of the Coastal account.” Sinclair Dep. 13:206. On December 12, 2023, Blake was murdered on Silver Palms property. Sinclair Dep. 13:216. Investigators searched Blake’s office and recovered his work, but the file he referenced was not found. Sinclair Dep. 14:249-50; Ex. 5. A June 2024 Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty (“MLAT”) request to Cayman authorities, seeking the beneficial owner behind the Marsh Holdings account, was returned in October 2024, identifying only the holding company. Nolan Dep. 26-27:116-25.
The Investigation Prior to Emily Calloway’s Immunity
Prior to Emily Calloway’s compelled testimony, the only evidence connecting her to Coastal Events was her fifty-percent ownership of Silver Palms, her instructions to Blake to approve vendor charges, and toll records showing that a prepaid phone listed on Coastal’s incorporation paperwork had contacted Calloway.
The Compulsion Order and Investigation Procedure
	By the summer of 2024, the Government concluded that Calloway was the only available person positioned to explain the shell-vendor structure “from the inside” at Donovan’s approaching trial. Sinclair Dep. 21:528-31. Calloway declined to testify. Nolan Dep. 28:171. On August 23, 2024, the Court entered an order under 18 U.S.C. §§ 6002 and 6003 compelling Calloway's testimony, which conferred use and derivative-use immunity. Ex. 12. The prosecution divided into two teams: Team Donovan, led by Sinclair, prosecuted Donovan and handled Emily’s compelled testimony, and Team Calloway, led by Agent Nolan, investigated Calloway while walled off from any information given by Emily Calloway under the immunity order. Sinclair Dep. 22:548-49, 550-52.
	Saint Donovan’s trial ran from October 7, 2024, to his conviction on October 24, 2024. Sinclair Dep. 23:590-91. On October 10, 2024, Emily Calloway testified in the open, broadcast court that she had an argument during a company Christmas party that employee Kennedy Parker had witnessed. Ex. 13. Due to the Calloway family’s prominence locally, the story was on the “front-page for weeks.” Sinclair Dep. 23:595-96, 597-99. Although the team had received a list of employees in February 2024, they did not interview Parker until October 31, 2024. Nolan Dep. 32:327-28; Sinclair Dep. 18:408. Investigators had ranked Parker seventh in priority for interview, but they did not interview him until five days after the trial had concluded and after skipping two higher-priority witnesses. Sinclair Dep. 18:408; Ex. 17.
Nolan noted that Parker’s interview was the first time anyone had heard of a storage unit that Calloway had allegedly sent Parker to. Nolan Dep. 32:346-48. On November 5, 2024, investigators obtained a search warrant for the unit and recovered a document naming Emily Calloway as the beneficial holder of the Cayman account connected to Coastal Events. Nolan Dep. 33:356-59.
Maddox Armana was hired by counsel for the defendant to investigate in preparation for trial. 

In January of 2024, counsel for defendant Emily Calloway hired Maddox Armana for the purpose of investigating the allegations against Calloway and preparing documents in preparation for trial. Counsel requested his services when Saint Donovan was arrested, and counsel became concerned that Calloway would be targeted soon. Armana Dep. 43:35-38. In Armana’s words, “Everything I did on that engagement, I did because counsel was preparing for that.” Armana Dep. 43:49-50.
For Calloway’s defense, counsel specifically requested that Armana only investigate the subcontractors that were the subject of the Government’s investigation. Armana Dep. 44:40-45. Going through the records of Coastal, Armana encountered Sierra Seton’s name. Armana Dep. 44:60-66. Seton intrigued Armana because Seton, as the former operations manager for Coastal, was one of the people who could identify how the business worked. Armana Dep. 44:57-58, 64-66.
Armana was able to locate and interview Seton in February of 2024. 
Despite running the investigation firm himself, Armana was able to locate Seton through detailed work. Armana Dep. 44:73-74. Armana approached and had a one-on-one interview with Seton. Armana Dep. 45:100-01. Unfortunately, Armana’s recorder was not working that day because the batteries died. Armana Dep. 45:112-13. As a result, Armana recorded brief notes on the substance of the interview. Armana Dep. 46:120-24. Armana’s notes include both what he was told by Seton and his own impressions on the conversation. Armana Dep. 46:121-24; Ex. 21. Armana attempted to distinguish between the facts and his impressions by writing Seton’s recollections in black and his own thoughts in red. Armana Dep. 46:140-43; Ex. 21. However, the notes on the conversation only filled one page and Armana’s notes on Seton’s statements include Armana’s own abbreviations. Ex. 21. After the interview, Sierra was last seen in Spain with Ky Chandler. Armana Dep. 46:146-49; Nolan Dep. 26:100-04. In an attempt to follow up with Seton, Armana has searched for new addresses, checked with Seton’s past acquaintances, and attempted to trace Seton’s movements after landing in Spain. Armana Dep. 46:152-57.
[bookmark: _Toc239115273]ARGUMENT
[bookmark: _Toc239115274]The Court should grant Defendant’s Motion to Suppress Evidence. 
The court should grant the Defense's Motion to Suppress Evidence because the Government cannot prove that Kennedy Parker’s testimony, and the evidence stemming from it, came from a source independent of Emily Calloway’s compelled testimony.
[bookmark: _Toc239115275]Kastigar requires the Government prove that its evidence derives from a source wholly independent of the compelled testimony.

A defendant who testifies under a grant of immunity “need only show that he testified under a grant of immunity in order to shift to the Government the heavy burden of proving that all of the evidence it proposes to use was derived from legitimate independent sources.” Kastigar v. United States, 406 U.S. 441 (1972). Immunity bars the Government from any direct and derivative use of compelled testimony “as an investigatory lead.” Id. at 453.
United States v. North outlines how this burden works in practice (920 F.2d 940, 942 (D.C. Cir. 1990). Kastigar is violated when the State has employed a witness whose testimony is shaped, “directly or indirectly, by compelled testimony, regardless of how or by whom was exposed to that compelled testimony.” Id. The Court requires “an inquiry into what a witness knew prior to exposure to the immunized testimony,” and even applies it “where the witness testifies from personal knowledge… if the immunized testimony influenced the witness' decision to testify.” Id.
North places the burden directly on the prosecution to prove “witnesses who testified against the defendant did not draw upon the immunized testimony,” and the burden is not on the defense to disprove the use. Id. at 943; see also United States v. McDaniel, 482 F.2d 305, 310 (8th Cir. 1973) (recognizing the government’s affirmative duty).
United States v. Slough, articulated specific methods by which the Government can meet its Kastigar burden with respect to witnesses: by showing the witness was not exposed to the immunized statements, that the witness's testimony was memorialized prior to any exposure, that the testimony does not overlap with the content of the immunized statements, or that the witness had an independent and untainted source for his testimony. 36 F. Supp. 3d 37 (D.D.C. 2014). To establish a “wholly independent” source, the Government must demonstrate that every step of the investigative chain through which the evidence was obtained is untainted by a preponderance of the evidence. United States v. Hampton, 775 F.2d 1479, 1489 (11th Cir.1985); United States v. Schmidgall, 25 F.3d 1523, 1528 (11th Cir. 1994).
[bookmark: _Toc239115276]The Government cannot prove Kennedy Parker’s testimony derives from a source independent of Emily Calloway’s compelled testimony.

Calloway’s compelled testimony described the December 10, 2023 incident and Kennedy Parker’s involvement that night. Ex. 13. Specifically, Calloway described that after her argument, Parker asked Calloway whether she was all right. Ex. 13. The Government is unable to prove that the decision to seek Parker out and the substance of what he was asked to describe were untainted by what Calloway told prosecutors about that same incident.
The witness priority list does not establish an independent source.
The proof the prosecution may offer to bridge this gap is Exhibits 16 and 17. However, Exhibit 17 only lists Kennedy Parker’s name among other employees, ranked by the frequency of their shifts worked in 2023. The information is ultimately generic and fails to reveal if the prosecution knew Parker witnessed anything relevant to the Blake confrontation before Calloway’s testimony. Ex. 17 There is not a clear indication that the investigators were going to prioritize or approach Parker for specific information. Additionally, the interviews of those on the list were never completed when they first began interviewing the witnesses in August 2024 and only returned to interview Parker on October 31, 2024. In October, Agent Nolan interviewed Brie Collins, Sean Boothe, Sunshine Delray, and Darnell Hahn. Nolan Dep. 31:305-06. Then, he interviewed Kennedy Parker despite Parker being ranked seventh on this list. Nolan Dep. 32:314-16; Ex. 17. The investigative decision to skip two people on the priority list to interview Kennedy Parker is not explained and fails to demonstrate that each step of the investigative chain through which the evidence was obtained is untainted. See Hampton, 775 F.2d at 1489; Schmidgall, 25 F.3d at 1528. Nolan Dep. 32:314-16.
The investigator’s undated note in Exhibit 16 does not establish an independent source.

	Exhibit 16 also fails to establish an independent source. The investigator’s note has no date to place this document within the investigative timeline, and the Government can only support the claim that his note predates the compelled testimony through the investigator’s personal recollection. An undated note in conjunction with a priority list lacking any details on the investigator’s intent cannot fulfill the Government’s burden of proving independent source by a preponderance of the evidence.
The Government’s position is undermined by Parker’s interview being held five days after Calloway’s testimony.

	Emily Calloway testified in open court, and the trial was broadcast and on the “front page for weeks” in an area where these witnesses lived and worked and “everyone knows everyone.” Sinclair Dep. 24:1-26:31 Parker was not interviewed until five days after the trial had concluded on October 31, 2024. The timing requires the Government to affirmatively disprove that Calloway’s public testimony did not reach Agent Nolan or shape his decision to skip two other witnesses and interview Parker that same week.
[bookmark: _Toc239115277]Exhibit 19 Must Be Suppressed as “Derivative Fruit” of the Parker Interview

There is a direct and undisputed evidentiary chain from Parker’s statement to Exhibit 19. Parker told Agent Nolan about the storage unit on October 31, 2024. This was “the first anyone had heard of it,” and a search warrant was obtained based on that information. Nolan Dep. 33:348. The search is what produced the document that names Emily Calloway as the beneficial owner of the Marsh Holdings account. No other source for the storage unit’s existence or location appears anywhere in the investigation’s record.
There is no independent path that led the investigators to the unit to retrieve this document without Parker’s testimony. The result of the MLAT in October 2024 was a dead end. It failed to identify who the beneficial owner of the Marsh Holdings account was, highlighting that this evidence would not have surfaced from a separate channel. Nolan Dep. 27:121-22. Therefore, if Parker’s testimony is deemed to be tainted, then the outcomes of his statement must also be suppressed. Accordingly, Exhibit 19 is impermissible. 
[bookmark: _Toc239115278]The Information Wall Does Not Independently Establish the Absence of Non-Evidentiary Use

A formal structural separation cannot independently establish that Team Calloway operated independently of Calloway’s compelled testimony. North makes clear that use of immunized testimony to shape investigative strategy or to determine which witness to prioritize and how to question them are prohibited uses, distinct from courtroom presentation of the testimony. 920 F.2d at 942. Sinclair and Agent Nolan both testified they continued to see one another socially throughout this period. Sinclair Dep. 22:583; Nolan Dep. 32:331. They continued to grab lunch or a beer "like [they] always have" while denying they discussed the substance of the Silver Palms case. Sinclair Dep. 22:583; Nolan Dep. 32:331. The memorandum merely documents the intention at the outset of splitting the investigation rather than the practical result. Ex. 15.
[bookmark: _Toc239115279]The Court should grant the Defense’s Motion to Quash.
The court should grant the Defense's Motion to Quash because the documents are not discoverable under both the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and common law interpretation of the work-product privilege. 
[bookmark: _Toc239115280]Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 16(b)(2)(B) bars discovery of the witness statements.

This court should grant the Motion to Quash the Prosecution’s Subpoena Duces Tecum because it requests discovery of documents that are defined as undiscoverable under the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 
The attorney work-product privilege originated as a common law rule that has since been formalized by statute. In re Grand Jury Subpoenas Dated Mar. 19, 2002 & Aug. 2, 2002, 318 F.3d 379, 383 (2d Cir. 2003) [hereinafter Subpoenas Dated Mar. 19 & Aug. 2]. Compared to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure are stricter and limit discovery by the Government. Id. Rule 16 states, “[e]xcept for scientific or medical reports, Rule 16(b)(1) does not authorize discovery or inspection of: reports, memoranda, or other documents made by . . . the defendant’s attorney or agent during the case’s investigation.” Fed. R. Crim. P. 16(b)(2)(A). It also does not allow discovery of “statement[s] made to . . . the defendant’s attorney or agent, by . . . a prospective Government or defense witness.” Fed. R. Crim. P. 16(b)(2)(B)(iii). Unlike Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 16 does not have an exception for undue hardship. Fed. R. Crim. P. 16; Fed R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3)(A)(ii).
Armana was an agent for Calloway’s attorney.
Armana was an agent for Calloway’s attorney because he was authorized to investigate potential charges against Calloway and reach out to witnesses on the attorney’s behalf.
An agent is someone who may act on behalf of someone else, and agency status has been interpreted to be broad. Black's Law Dictionary (12th ed. 2024); see also U.S. v. Fort, 472 F.3d 1106, 1111-13, 1125 (9th Cir. 2007) (Fletcher, J. dissenting) (using Black’s Law Dictionary to define agent). Here, Armana was an agent for Calloway’s attorney because he was hired to investigate potential charges against Calloway. Armana Dep. 43:19-26, 35-38, 44:40-50. Armana’s only connection to Calloway is to help develop her defense. Armana Dep. 43:19-26, 35-38, 44:40-50. All of his work is ultimately reviewed by an attorney, just like a paralegal or any other firm staff member’s work would be. Armana Dep. at 43:29-32. 
Because Armana was working on behalf of, and for the benefit of, Calloway’s attorney, any work falling under Rule 16 should receive protection. Fed. R. Crim. P. 16(b)(2).
Armana’s interview falls under both discovery exceptions of Rule 16.
 Discovery of Armana’s report is prohibited by both Rule 16 exceptions because he created a document, which is protected work-product, and he included independently protected statements from a prospective witness.
First, Armana’s notes are not discoverable because documents, such as written notes, are protected by Rule 16. Armana Dep. 46:121-24, 137; Fed. R. Crim. P. 16(b)(2)(A). Second, the notes are not discoverable because they are protected as a statement made by a prospective witness to a defendant’s attorney or agent. Armana Dep. 46:125-34. The prosecution may allege that Seton is not a prospective witness, but the fact that they have investigated where Seton ended up shows they are interested in her testimony. Nolan Dep. 26:101-04.
This court should grant the Motion to Quash the Prosecution’s Subpoena Duces Tecum because the requested document falls under both discovery exceptions of Rule 16. Fed. R. Crim. P. 16(b)(2)(A)-(B).
[bookmark: _Toc239115281]Armana’s notes are opinion work-product and are thus undiscoverable because they reveal his mental impressions of the conversation.

If this court finds that Rule 16 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure does not bar discovery, the court should grant the Motion to Quash because the report is opinion work-product under the common law. 
At common law, the work-product privilege protects documents an attorney creates in preparation for litigation. In re Grand Jury Proc. #5 Empaneled Jan. 28, 2004, 401 F.3d 247, 250-51 (4th Cir. 2005); United States v. Nobles, 422 U.S. 225, 238 (1975). The defense bears the burden of proving the documents were prepared for litigation. Subpoenas Dated Mar. 19 & Aug. 2, 318 F.3d at 384. Courts have held that the privilege extends to documents created by an attorney’s agent. Nobles, 422 U.S. at 238-39. Importantly, not all work-product is created equal. In re Grand Jury Subpoena, 870 F.3d 312, 316 (4th Cir. 2017) (per curiam) [hereinafter Subpoena].  Fact work-product exists when a document contains facts that are relevant to the trial. Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.S. 495, 511 (1947); see also In re Grand Jury Proc., John Doe, 102 F.3d 748, 750 (4th Cir. 1996) [hereinafter John Doe] (“The grand jury seeks only transaction of the factual events involved.”). Fact work-product may be discovered on a showing of substantial need and undue hardship in finding the facts elsewhere. Subpoena, 870 F.3d at 316 (quoting John Doe, 102 F.3d at 750). In contrast, opinion work-product reveals the thoughts and mental impressions of a defendant’s attorney or agent. Subpoena, 870 F.3d at 316. Because it reveals the mental impressions of an attorney, opinion work-product is rarely discoverable. Id.; see also Upjohn Co. v. U.S., 449 U.S. 383, 401 (1981) (holding that opinion work-product “cannot be disclosed simply on a showing of substantial need and inability to obtain the equivalent without undue hardship”).
Armana prepared his notes in anticipation of litigation. 
Armana’s notes from his interview with Seton were prepared in anticipation of litigation because that is the sole reason Armana was hired. 
It is undisputed that Armana was hired in January of 2024 while the Government was investigating Calloway, for the purpose of preparing to defend against criminal charges. Armana Dep. 43:35-38, 44:47-50. Armana stated: “Everything I did on that engagement, I did because counsel was preparing for that.” Armana Dep. 43:49-50. Moreover, the Government‘s ongoing investigation created a reasonable presumption by Defense counsel that litigation was likely. Nolan Dep. 25:49-68; Tatum Dep. 17:380-86.
This court should find Armana’s notes were prepared in anticipation of litigation because Armana was hired to prepare for litigation and the Government was actively investigating both Calloway and Donovan. 
The report is opinion work-product because it contains the mental impressions of Armana.

Armana’s notes are opinion work-product because Armana did not take down an exact recording of Seton’s statements and wrote down his own thoughts at the same time. 
Under the work-product doctrine, oral statements by witnesses to an attorney or their agent are considered dangerous because they have the potential to be inaccurate and are likely to reveal an attorney’s litigation strategy. In re Grand Jury Proc., 43 F.3d 966, 970 (5th Cir. 1994) [hereinafter Grand Jury Proc.] (citing Hickman, 329 U.S. at 513; Upjohn Co., 449 U.S. at 400). One court has found that, when an attorney is forced to testify, the protection is the same whether an attorney is answering from memory or from notes. Subpoena, 870 F.3d at 317 (holding that even when the crime-fraud exception allowed the discovery of fact work-product the prosecution could not ask the attorney “[w]hat did [specific party under investigation] tell you?”). Importantly, statements made to an attorney might be discoverable if the attorney makes a large effort to verify their accuracy with the witness. United States v. Clemens, 793 F. Supp. 2d 236, 253 (D.D.C. 2011). 
In re Grand Jury Proceedings highlights the strength of the work-product privilege. 43 F.3d 966 (5th Cir. 1994). In those circumstances, an attorney represented a family contesting a civil forfeiture of a family business after the owner’s death. Id. at 967. Believing the reported death was fake, the Government began bringing various charges against members of the family. Id. Around the same time, the law firm representing the family terminated its representation. Id. The Government served a subpoena duces tecum on the firm for all documents related to the family. Id. at 968. Reversing the district court, the circuit court held that the privilege applied to communications between an attorney and a third party. Id. at 970. The circuit court repeatedly stated that the burden to overcome statements made to a third party is strong. Id. (“the requisite showing is ‘far stronger’ than for other work-product documents.”). The court remanded to determine if the Government had overcome the protection.
Like In re Grand Jury Proceedings, communication by Armana with a third party should be protected as opinion work-product. In In re Grand Jury Proceedings, the Government tried to force the attorney to turn give it reports that explained conversations with third parties. Id. at 968. Likewise, Armana communicated with Seton as a third party who had information about potential charges against Calloway. Armana Dep. 45:86-93, 104-10. While Armana wrote down the statements by Seton he considered important at the time, Armana did not verify that what he wrote down was accurate. Armana Dep. 46:121-24; Clemens, 793 F. Supp. 2d at 256 (noting that the most important factor that turns opinion into fact work-product is an attorney’s attempt to verify the accuracy of the attorney’s notes with the witness). Additionally, Armana has indicated that he included his own thoughts about Seton’s statements in his notes. Armana Dep. 46:122-24. Therefore, the court should find that the statements recorded by Armana are opinion work-product. 
This court should determine that Armana’s report is opinion work-product that receives greater protection than fact work-product because Armana wrote down statements by Seton that he considered important and included his own thoughts on those statements. 
The prosecution cannot overcome the extreme protection given to opinion work-product.

The prosecution cannot show that it will experience substantial need or undue hardship to discover the opinion work-product. 
Under common law, opinion work-product receives stronger protection than fact work-product. United States v. Adlman, 134 F.3d 1194, 1204 (2d Cir. 1998) (noting some courts have determined no need could justify discovery of opinion work-product). Additionally, the party seeking opinion work-product bears the burden of proving it cannot get the substantial equivalent information without undue hardship. Id. (citing Upjohn, 449 U.S. at 402). Even fact work-product requires the Government to exhaust “other means of obtaining the relevant information it seeks.” In re Grand Jury Proc., 219 F.3d 175 (2d Cir. 2000).
Here, the Government has not shown that it could not get the information through other means because it already has witnesses who can testify that the payments by Silver Palms and services it received do not match up. Ex. 10-11, 16-17. Additionally, the documents in Calloway’s storage unit have already been located. Ex. 18-20B. If the documents discovered in the unit are found inadmissible, that is because the Government failed to follow proper procedures. It is not Calloway’s fault the documents were wrongfully gained. Moreover, the Government has failed to show undue hardship because it has not exhausted its ability to locate Seirra Seton. Nolan admits that the Federal Government submitted a Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty (“MLAT”) request to the Cayman authorities. Nolan Dep. 26:116-17, 27:118-20. However, the Government never submitted an MLAT request with Spain, where it believes Seton went. Nolan Dep. 26:100-04. Even absent an MLAT with Spain, Nolan could have attempted to secure an order from a Federal Judge requesting assistance from Spain in securing Seton under 18 U.S.C. § 3512(a)(2)(D). Neither path would require any more than submitting the request. Without attempting either, the Government cannot say requesting Seton’s testimony would cause undue hardship because it has not exhausted its other methods of obtaining the information. 
The court should grant the Defense’s Motion to Quash because the Government cannot prove either substantial need or undue hardship. Even if the Government can prove that a portion of Seton’s testimony cannot be secured in any other manner, it has failed to even attempt to independently secure her testimony. Paired with the even stronger protection granted to opinion work-product, the Government has failed to meet its burden. 
[bookmark: _Toc239115282]CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, Defendant, Emily Calloway, respectfully requests that this Court grant its Motion to Suppress Evidence and Motion to Quash the Subpoena Duces Tecum because the Government has failed to satisfy its burden under Kastigar to prove an independent source for Kennedy Parker’s testimony and Exhibit 19. Moreover, the notes taken by Maddox Armana are opinion work-product that have extensive protection under the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and common law.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/ TEAM 315
Attorneys for the Defendant
Team 315

