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FIRST DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

_____________________________ 
 

No. 1D19-3491 
_____________________________ 

 
ASHLEY MCARTHUR, 
 

Appellant, 
 

v. 
 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
 

Appellee. 
_____________________________ 

 
 
On appeal from the Circuit Court for Escambia County. 
Jan Shackelford, Judge. 
 

April 16, 2021 
 
 
OSTERHAUS, J.  
 

Ashley McArthur was tried and convicted for the first-degree 
premeditated murder of her friend after the victim’s remains were 
found at McArthur’s family farm. McArthur seeks a new trial 
because the jury inadvertently saw a photo of McArthur pointing 
a shotgun. She also argues that the trial court erroneously 
admitted statements that she made to law enforcement, certain 
cell phone records, and the victim’s text messages. We affirm. 

 
I. 
 

The victim in this case went missing on September 8, 2017. 
McArthur emerged as a suspect after an investigation found her to 
be the last person known to be with the victim that day. 
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McArthur’s bank records also showed that she deposited a $34,000 
cashier’s check made out to the victim into her own checking 
account and later spent the money. 

 
On October 19, 2017, investigators called McArthur to the 

police station to return her cell phone and then, after advising her 
of her Miranda rights, asked questions related to their ongoing 
missing-person investigation. McArthur told investigators that 
she had deposited a cashier’s check made out to the victim into a 
checking account that had her and the victim’s name on it. 
Investigators also asked McArthur about cell tower records 
showing her to be in Cantonment at a time that she claimed to be 
in Milton.  

 
After the interview, the victim’s remains were found under 

concrete and potting soil along the fence line of a Cantonment farm 
owned by McArthur’s aunt. The State charged McArthur with 
first-degree premeditated murder. Before trial, McArthur sought 
to suppress statements she made to investigators at the October 
interview as well as her cell phone records. She also filed a motion 
in limine to exclude any statements or text messages from the 
victim as hearsay. The trial court denied McArthur’s motions to 
suppress and motion in limine. McArthur proceeded to trial on the 
murder charge. 

 
During the State’s examination of one of its witnesses, a photo 

showing McArthur in the woods crouching in hunting gear and 
aiming a shotgun was briefly and inadvertently published to the 
jury. McArthur moved for a mistrial on the grounds of prejudice. 
The trial court denied the motion but gave a curative instruction. 
McArthur was found guilty as charged and was sentenced to life in 
prison. 

 
II. 
 

A. 
 

McArthur first argues that the trial court erred by not 
declaring a mistrial because a hunting photo was displayed to the 
jury showing her aiming a shotgun. A trial court’s ruling on a 
motion for mistrial is reviewed for an abuse of discretion. Williams 
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v. State, 297 So. 3d 660, 662 (Fla. 1st DCA 2020). “A trial court 
should only grant a motion for mistrial when an error is deemed 
so prejudicial that it vitiates the entire trial and deprives the 
defendant of a fair trial.” Id. (citing Heady v. State, 215 So. 3d 164, 
165–66 (Fla. 1st DCA 2017)). 

 
We see no abuse of discretion in the trial court’s refusal to 

grant a mistrial due to the inadvertent display of the hunting 
photo. A photo of McArthur crouching in hunting gear and pointing 
a shotgun (not the murder weapon) accidentally flashed on the 
screen during trial and was before the jury for a second or two. 
After an objection, the court addressed the issue quickly by giving 
a cautionary instruction that was requested by the defense. 
Meanwhile, other trial testimony had noted that McArthur owned 
firearms, and there were photos in evidence of her in camouflage 
holding or shouldering firearms. Taking these factors together, the 
trial court’s decision that the photo wasn’t so prejudicial as to 
vitiate the entire trial cannot be considered erroneous. See Green 
v. State, 824 So. 2d 311, 314 (Fla. 1st DCA 2002) (“[F]actual 
decisions by the trial court are entitled to deference commensurate 
with the trial judge’s superior vantage point for resolving factual 
disputes.” (quoting State v. Setzler, 667 So. 2d 343, 344–45 (Fla. 
1st DCA 1995))); Jackson v. State, 25 So. 3d 518, 528–29 (Fla. 
2009) (concluding that state witness’s brief mention of Appellant 
possessing a gun was not so prejudicial as to vitiate the entire 
trial); Tumblin v. State, 29 So. 3d 1093, 1102 (Fla. 2010) (“The 
giving of a curative instruction will often obviate the necessity of a 
mistrial.” (quoting Graham v. State, 479 So. 2d 824, 825 (Fla. 2d 
DCA 1985))); Clark v. State, 881 So. 2d 724, 727 n.2 (Fla. 1st DCA 
2004) (“[O]ne isolated comment does not entitle a defendant to a 
mistrial, especially when an appropriate curative instruction is 
given by a trial judge.”).  

 
B. 

 
McArthur next argues that the statements she made to 

investigators during the October 19 interview were admitted in 
violation of her Miranda rights. “The Supreme Court determined 
in Miranda v. Arizona that the State ‘may not use statements, 
whether exculpatory or inculpatory, stemming from custodial 
interrogation of the defendant unless it demonstrates the use of 
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procedural safeguards effective to secure the privilege against self-
incrimination.’” Hall v. State, 248 So. 3d 1227, 1229–30 (Fla. 1st 
DCA 2018) (quoting Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 444 (1966)).  

 
In this instance, McArthur was not interrogated prior to being 

advised of her Miranda rights. Rather, a conversation between 
McArthur and the two investigators progressed from casual talk 
into an interrogation. Only after McArthur was read her Miranda 
rights and she had waived them in writing did the conversation 
shift to covering potentially incriminating questions about the 
investigators’ ongoing investigation. See Wilson v. State, 242 So. 
3d 484, 492 (Fla. 2d DCA 2018) (“[A]n interrogation takes place 
‘when a state agent asks questions or engages in actions that a 
reasonable person would conclude are intended to lead to an 
incriminating response.’” (quoting State v. McAdams, 193 So. 3d 
824, 833 (Fla. 2016))).  

 
As to statements McArthur made after waiving her Miranda 

rights, the trial court correctly found that the State met its burden 
of proving that McArthur had waived her rights. “A defendant may 
waive so-called Miranda rights, but only if the defendant is 
informed of those rights and ‘the waiver is made voluntarily, 
knowingly and intelligently.’” Hall, 248 So. 3d at 1230 (quoting 
Miranda, 384 U.S. at 444). This is not a case where Miranda 
warnings were minimized or improperly administered as to lull 
McArthur into not paying attention to her rights. See Ross v. State, 
45 So. 3d 403, 428 (Fla. 2010) (concluding that the defendant’s 
Miranda rights were minimized and downplayed where a detective 
asserted the rights were only a matter of procedure, lulled the 
defendant into a false sense of security, and did not stop 
interrogating the defendant when he indicated a hesitancy in 
talking). In fact, McArthur, who had previously studied criminal 
justice in college and had worked in the sheriff's office as a crime 
scene technician, indeed exercised her Miranda rights by seeking 
a lawyer about an hour into this interrogation.  

 
C. 
 

McArthur next argues that the application law enforcement 
used to obtain her cell phone records was constitutionally and 
statutorily insufficient. The State obtained McArthur’s cell records 
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by filing an application and affidavit for an order for disclosure 
under § 934.23. “A court may issue the order . . . only if the ‘officer 
offers specific and articulable facts showing that there are 
reasonable grounds to believe the contents of a wire or electronic 
communication or the records of other information sought are 
relevant and material to an ongoing criminal investigation.’” 
Mitchell v. State, 25 So. 3d 632, 634 (Fla. 4th DCA 2009) (quoting 
§ 934.23(5), Fla. Stat.). McArthur claims that the application in 
this case deficiently listed only a cell phone number without 
detailing that the number was Appellant’s number. When read as 
a whole, however, the application makes clear that the affiant is 
referring to McArthur and her cell phone. We find no error here. 

 
D. 

 
McArthur’s final argument relates to the victim’s text 

messages and statements that she believes were inadmissible 
hearsay. But this evidence was not offered to prove the truth of the 
matters asserted but was relevant to establishing a timeline, 
motive, and intent. See, e.g., Jean–Philippe v. State, 123 So. 3d 
1071, 1079 (Fla. 2013) (noting that a statement may be offered to 
prove a variety of things besides its truth). The trial court did not 
abuse its discretion by allowing these into evidence or by failing to 
give a limiting instruction explaining why this evidence was 
offered. 

 
III. 

 
The judgment and sentence are AFFIRMED. 
 

ROWE and LONG, JJ., concur. 
 

_____________________________ 
 
Not final until disposition of any timely and 
authorized motion under Fla. R. App. P. 9.330 or 
9.331. 

_____________________________ 
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Michael Ufferman of the Michael Ufferman Law Firm, P.A., 
Tallahassee, for Appellant. 
 
Ashley Moody, Attorney General, and Daren L. Shippy, Assistant 
Attorney General, Tallahassee, for Appellee. 
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Supreme Court of Florida
FRIDAY, AUGUST 20, 2021

CASE NO.: SC21-741
Lower Tribunal No(s).:

1D19-3491;
172017CF005844XXXAXX

ASHLEY MCARTHUR vs. STATE OF FLORIDA

Petitioner(s) Respondent(s)

This cause having heretofore been submitted to the Court on 
jurisdictional briefs and portions of the record deemed necessary to 
reflect jurisdiction under Article V, Section 3(b), Florida 
Constitution, and the Court having determined that it should 
decline to accept jurisdiction, it is ordered that the petition for 
review is denied.

No motion for rehearing will be entertained by the Court.  See 
Fla. R. App. P. 9.330(d)(2).

POLSTON, LABARGA, LAWSON, MUÑIZ, and GROSSHANS, JJ., 
concur.

A True Copy
Test:

Filing # 133131850 E-Filed 08/20/2021 04:21:24 PM

A-9



CASE NO.: SC21-741
Page Two

ks
Served:

DAREN L. SHIPPY
MICHAEL R. UFFERMAN
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those phonecalls that were just admitted . 

This , on the other hand, is being played . 

It ' s an hour and 37 minutes. But what we ' re going to 

do is someone is going t o let me know --

MS. JENSEN: Sorry. 

THE COURT: That' s okay . 

Someone is going to let me know when your 

l unc h is here , hopefully, about 12: 45, and we ' ll just 

do what we ' ve been doing , which i s take a break . Okay? 

The last time . Imagine you ' re on your sofa at 

home . Everybody take a deep breath . Here we go . 

You may proceed . 

MS . JENSEN: Thank you . 

(Recording resumed playing and reported as 

heard by the court reporter) 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGL IOTTY : Good morning. How 

you been doi ng? 

THE DEFENDANT: Good. 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : Did you have a good 

night? 

THE DEFENDANT : I'm tired. 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE: Tired. You didn ' t 

sleep good? 

THE DEFENDANT : I hadn ' t been sleeping much 

because we ' ve - - because we've (unintelligible) I had a 
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lot going on at the offi ce , so . . . 

INVESTIGATOR WI LLHITE: Where? 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: (Unintelligibl e). 

THE DEFENDANT : Well , (unintelligible) , but 

I ' ll probably have to go , but we have to move on 

(unintelligible) . 

INVEST I GATOR GHIGLIOTTY : What ' s that? 

THE DEFENDANT : It ' s a 

INVEST I GATOR WILLHITE: (Unintelli gible) . 

THE DEFENDANT : No , it 's a nonpr ofit that does 

things for injured first responders, (unintelligible ) 

volunteering. 

INVEST I GATOR GHIGLIOTTY: (Unintelligi b l e) . 

THE DEFENDANT : -- and f or -- in DC 

volunteering to do stuff with the (unintelligible) 

Marathon (u n intel ligibl e ) . 

INVEST I GATOR WILLHITE : Okay . Sounds pretty 

close to heart for you guys, because of Zac ' s injury. 

THE DEFENDANT: It ' s a r eally good 

organization. We do it a lot . Like, they send a l ot 

of disaster recovery teams to -- down to the hurricane 

thing . 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE : Uh - huh . 

THE DEFENDANT : That was started by a Sergeant 

Major in the Marine Corps (unintelligible) . And a lot 

765 
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of retired police and fire and veterans and stuff help 

out with it , but they have a lot o f -- we went in 2015 

we did the (unintelligible) run in New York. 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE : I think I remember 

that. Is that where they ran across the bridge or 

something? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes. 

INVESTIGATOR WILLH I TE: And a l l the 

fi r efighter units; is that right? 

THE DEFENDANT: Uh-huh. 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE : Okay . I remember 

that . 

THE DEFENDANT : And we did that . And they 

had, like, the (unintelligible) doubl e amputees t hat 

did the run and (un i ntelligible) amputees they made , 

they were allowed to go , like, first before the rest o f 

the people so that (unintelligible) t o go through 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHI TE : To run over? 

THE DEFENDANT: But, you know, what 1 s funny , 

like some o f those guys a re way better than, like, 

people with two legs , you know . 

INVEST IGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : Yeah, 

(unintelligible) better than I could (unintelligible. ) ? 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE : (Unint elligible) . 

So is Zac (unintelligible ) , I guess? 

7 6 6 
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THE DEFENDANT : Yeah , he is . 

I NVEST IGATOR WILLHITE : Okay . What t i me is 

h is plane? 

THE DEFENDANT : Six. 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE: He's boarding soon. 

THE DEFENDANT : Yeah . 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE : Try and t ake an early 

flight. Just get the re . 

THE DEFENDANT: He flew (unintell i gible ) . He 

f lew her to Miami and then to DC . 

INVESTI GATOR WILLHITE: (Unintelligible) . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : That is going the 

wr ong way. 

THE DEFENDANT : Yeah . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGL IOTTY : Huh. 

THE DEFENDANT: (Unintellig i b l e ) . 

INVESTI GATOR GHIGLIOTTY : Here 's your phone. 

It ' s in the same condition . I f you want t o look at i t 

and make sure it's in the same condition it was when 

you left it? 

THE DEFENDANT: It ' s a (unintelligible) . 

lNVEST I GATOR GHIGLIOTTY: Yeah , I agree, but. 

So your black iPhone , my signature , we 're 

returning it back over to you on t he 19th . If you' ll 

sign there . 
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lately? 

How you been doing? 

THE DEFENDANT: Okay . J ust busy . 

INVESTIGATOR GH IGLIOTTY : Yeah . Talk to Cas 

THE DEFENDANT : I have n ' t tal ked to her 

late ly. I -- she -- I would text her or message her 

every now and t hen, (unintelligible). She hasn't 

(unintelligible) . 

I NVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: How' s she doing? 

THE DEFENDANT : She seems okay . She seemed 

she (unintelligibl e) , like she ' ll say t ha t she's really 

sad or she ' s been crying all day or she ' s frustrated 

or --

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: She still don ' t know 

where (unintelligible ). 

THE DEFENDANT: Uh - huh. And I asked Zac i f he 

had heard Tayl or (unintell igible) , kind of like 

(un i ntelligible ) , or any thing li ke that. And he said 

h e hadn't. But , you know, it ' s like when Jeff was 

starting t o as k me , you know, what I knew a bout either 

Taylor (unintelligible) , like as far as at night, li ke , 

we d idn ' t reall y go out together like that. You know , 

because her - - that ci r cle was a d i fferent circle with 

peopl e . I don ' t know. 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLI OTTY : What did he c al l 
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you? 

THE DEFENDANT : (Unintelligible ) . 

I NVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : What was t he 

(unintelligible) ? 

THE DEFENDANT: He didn ' t call , he Facebooked 

messaged me . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : Oh, okay . 

THE DEFENDANT: You know, knowi ng whatever, so 

he did not worry too much . 

INVESTI GATOR GHIGLIOTTY: I wa s ki nd of 

wondering how he (unintelligibl e ) . 

THE DEFENDANT: No , he (unintel l igible) 

Facebook me . You know , he said -- a nd , honestly, I 

probabl y shouldn't have even responded . He said that 

too , but it 's (unint e lligi ble} . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: Sure. 

THE DEFENDANT: But it ' s J -- (unint e lligible) 

and it ' s no t under his name , but i t ' s an a nnouncement 

he has put, you know, the story on or whatever , 

(unintelligibl e} . 

INVESTIGATOR GHI GLIOTTY : Di d he talk about 

Greg and how Greg was doing? 

THE DEFENDANT: Huh-uh . 

INVEST I GATOR GH I GLIOTTY: Huh . All right. 

Anyone e lse come forward t o let you know 
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anything , you know, al l h is friends heard anything? 

THE DEFENDANT : I haven ' t -- I mean , again, I 

don ' t know any of her f~iends real l y. I mean , like , 

Cas i s t he only, like , Facebook friend that we have in 

common. 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: Oh , really? 

THE DEFENDANT: Yeah. So we have got her 

other circle . I don't know, you know . So , I mean , 

(unintell i gib l e) Cas would (uni ntelligibl e) or 

whatever , but other t han that , I don't have any, like , 

social fr iends i n common. 

INVESTIGATOR GH I GLIOTTY: Yeah . What wa s Jeff 

saying exactl y? Was he concerned or wa s he --

THE DEFENDANT: I f you want to grab my phone, 

I ' ll show you . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGL IOTTY : That ' s fi ne . I 

mean , I don't (unintelligible) . 

THE DEFENDANT: He -- he j ust, you know, 

asked , like , how her behavior had been . And t hat you 

know, it seemed out of place for her , but he doesn't 

real l y know t hat some of the things that he -- that she 

wasn ' t the pe rson he saw when t hey we re together . And 

I ' m, li ke , well, tha t ' s kind of how we a l l kind o f f eel 

because we don 't know who she really is. 

And then you hear, l ike , just, d i fferent 
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talks . I t ' s so bizarre . You ' re thinking 

(unintell igible) who she is o r is of all this somehow 

who she is. 

INVEST I GATOR GHIGLIOTTY: Yeah . And who 

knows . At this point we ' re kind of at a loss as well . 

THE DEFENDANT: He did tell me t hat her dad 

had to fi l e some a ffidavi t about h im not b e i n g the 

reason that she was changing the court date. 

INVESTIGATOR GH I GLIOTTY : Huh . Have you ever 

talked to her dad? 

THE DEFENDANT : Huh-uh . I don ' t know him. I 

know he was saying that apparently at some po i n t Taylor 

h ad tried t o change her court date, li ke she had to do 

it because o f her dad had to be evacuated . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: Evacuated from 

where? 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE : What court ? The court 

over in Okaloosa that had (unintelligibl e ) ? 

missed? 

THE DEFENDANT: I guess 

INVESTIGATOR WI LLHITE : That ' s what she 

THE DEFENDANT : Right . 

INVESTIGATOR WILLH I TE: Okay . 

THE DEFENDANT: And she had to change it 

b ecause he had to be evacuated. Wel l , she tol d Cas and 
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I that he was deceased, but . . . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : In other words , like 

one of those situations where she had like a -- like a 

biol ogical father, like some other dad raised her? 

THE DEFENDANT : No . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: (Unint elligibl e)? 

THE DEFENDANT : Not that I know of. My 

understanding is the onl y person she had that, like , 

raised her is t he l ady that ' s in Tallahassee. 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : Is that an auntie? 

THE DEFENDANT : I think so. 

And then she has a biological mother that I 

would hope is deceased . 

INVESTI GATOR GHIGLIOTTY: Good Lord. 

THE DEFENDANT: And then her biological father 

who was somewhere in south Florida, and that ' s the one 

that she t o l d Cas and I that was deceased. And then 

apparentl y she told the courts t hat she had to change 

the court date because he had to be evacuated from one 

of those hurri canes or something . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : She's went around 

telling people that s he (unintelligible)? 

THE DEFENDANT: Well, see, o f course we didn ' t 

know that because of the court record or whatever . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: Right. 
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THE DEFENDANT : But Jeff had said that he had 

to sign some affidavit for the court saying that he was 

(unintelligible) he needed to evacuate, I guess . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: I guess , was t hat 

like the hurricane --

THE DEFENDANT : Uh-hub. 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : - - or was it the old 

stuff? 

THE DEFENDANT: No . Apparently during one of 

t hese hurricanes. I don ' t know if it was Irma or -­

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE : You ' re ta lking about 

recently hitting out of Miami. 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : Miami got hit pretty 

bad? 

INVESTIGATOR WILLHITE : (Uni ntel l igible). 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: (Unintelligible) . 

Sounds like a big mess . 

THE DEFENDANT: I don ' t even unde r stand it. 

But (unintelligible) . And I guess it kind of gets 

r ougher when he came to the court , according to 

J e ss i ca, (unintelligible) . 

INVESTI GATOR GHI GLIOTTY : But d i d she ever 

come forward and say, li ke , hey , l was just playing 

around or , you know, I don ' t know why I told you that , 

but , you know --
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THE DEFENDANT : You mean, me? 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : Yeah. And then now 

he ' s actual ly alive? 

TRE DEFENDANT : No . I didn ' t know he was 

a l ive until after she left . Like, Cas found out - - I 

mean , we were kind of under the impression that he was 

deceased un t il s he started talking to different people 

or wh a t ever , and he wa s a l ive i n South Flor ida. 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : I guess this is 

probably a ques t ion for Nancy , I never a sked her , but 

is she ma r ried? Because she ' s talking abou t, like, 

Nancy 's h usba nd? 

THE DEFENDANT : Uh-huh . 

I NVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : Anything like that? 

Huh . Well , and like I said, we' ve been 

looking into i t . We try to l ook into ever yone , 

obviously . I ' m sure you can imagine well , I know , 

you do have l aw enforcement. We got to look at 

e veryone so we ' ve been doing it . And , you know, we ' ve 

turned up some things that we don ' t 

know wha t to thi nk a t t his point. 

THE DEFENDANT: Right . 

we d on't really 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: So we don ' t know who 

is i nvolved with what . Right . Like I said before , I 

don ' t know Jeff ' s invol vement . Obviously, t here ' s 
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probably some bitter feelings over the money issue and 

the child and Drake and a ll . I'm sure , you know , she 

l oved Greg -- or loves Greg? 

THE DEFENDANT : Right . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : But , obviously , Jeff 

has probably no intent on letting Tayl or have tha t 

child ; r ight? 

THE DEFENDANT: (Unintelligibl e) . I don ' t 

think she needs him right now . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : You know , well, 

(unintel l igible ) so we ' ve come across , like I said, 

several t hi ngs . We don't know whether it's civil or 

something y ' all had agreement s on or whatever , so I was 

going to ask you about Lhose , i f you don ' t mind, if you 

have some time . 

THE DEFENDANT : Okay . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : But with that , 

because we don ' t know the nature o f it 

THE DEFENDANT : Yeah. 

INVEST I GATOR GHIGLIOTTY : -- I need you t o 

read something . 

THE DEFENDANT : Okay . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY: Cool ? 

THE DEFENDANT : Uh-huh . 

INVESTIGATOR GHIGLIOTTY : Okay . I'll read 
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through this real quick. If it t urns out it ' s just 

civil issues and that ' s not what we dea l with. 

So before we ask you a ny questions , you must 

understan d your rights. 

You h a v e the r ight to remain si l e nt. Anything 

you say can b e used a gainst you in court. You h a v e the 

r i g h t to t a lk t o a lawyer for a dvice before we as k you 

any que stions . You h a ve a right t o have a lawyer wi t h 

you du ring q u estio n i ng . I f you cannot afford a l a wy e r , 

one wi l l be appoint e d for you befo r e questioning , if 

you wi s h . 

If you deci de to answer qu estions n ow without 

a l awyer present , you have t he rig h t to stop answering 

any t i me . Do you u ndersta nd that? 

THE DEFENDANT: (No audible respons e) 

INVEST IGATOR GHIGLI OTTY : (Unint elligib l e) i t 

read i t, you' re welcome to? 

Okay? 

I NVESTIGATOR WI LLHI TE : We t hink y ' a ll ma y b e 

business partners i n something , that ' s why we ' re aski ng 

to make sure . 

THE DEFENDANT : Right . 

I NVESTI GATOR WILLHITE : So what I was s a ying 

when we were doing ou r ~nvestigation, we looke d into 

ever yone , financially we have to . We just got done 
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