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comes now the Defendant, Jessie Lloyd Misskelley, Jr..
by and through his Court Appointed Attorneys, Stidham & Crow,
and for his Motion and Amended Brief on the Admission of

Polygraph Evidence at Trial, hereby states and alleges as

‘ follows
1. That the Defendant is charged with three (3) counts

of Capital Murder, and the State is seeking the Death

Penalty.
+ That the Defendant respectfully requests that the
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rhe Defendant raised the issue at the Denno hearing on
the 13th of January, 1994, and in his hearing brief submitted
to the Court, that the polygraph examination administered to
the Defendant on June 3rd, 1993, was a "catalyst" in the

Police obtaining his statements because they, the Police,
Vo

informed him that he was "lying his ass off" and that he had
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flunked the polygraph exam. The Defendant introduced
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ight of his mental handicap, are all related to the issues

>f credibility of the witnesses against the Defendant, and

the issue of voluntariness.

' The Defendant submits that the jury should be allowed to

judge the issues of witness credibility, and/or the

confession, and as such, should be permitted to hear the

polygraph evidence, the same polygraph evidence the Court

heard at the Denno hearing.
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clearly this evidence 1s critical to the defense of the
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defendant. The fact that the defendant both passed the test
and was deceived by the officers is an extremely necessary
portion of the defendants theory of the case. To fail to

admit this evidence would be in vioclation of both Patrick
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