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A still photograph from Detective Freeman’s (left) interview with Mr. 
Serges (right). The video (without audio) was admitted as a stipulated 
exhibit, Joint Exhibit G. 

Mr. Serges told Detective Freeman he had injected heroin 30 to 45 
minutes before the interrogation began. T VI, 50. The detective testified 
that Mr. Serges seemed functional, so he saw no reason to stop the 
interview. T VI, 51.  

Mr. Serges told police he knew Ms. Anderson, did handyman work 
for her, and never did anything to harm her. PE, 44; T VI, 67. Mr. Serges 
was unable to recount his daily whereabouts accurately or consistently, 
which the detective found unsurprising since Mr. Serges was both 
transient and dependent on heroin. T VI, 53, 72-73. After his interview 
with police, police held Mr. Serges in custody on the ordinance violation 
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Mr. Serges' pants, labeled with the MSP item number, BP17-4370-15Ad, 
written in blue ink. Mr. Serges’ pants were admitted as People’s Exhibit 
123 at trial. T IV, 210. See also T V, 93-95. The prosecutor attached a 
photo of the pants to the People’s Response to Mr. Serges’ Motion for New 
Trial (After Remand). 
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Stain from right jean leg that MSP found to match Ms. Anderson's DNA. 
See Joint Exhibit C, Lab No. BP17-4370 (Record No. 9, item BP17-4370-
15Ae). The stain is barely visible against the black denim. It appears to 
be approximately one-quarter inch in length. It is longer than it is wide. 

Detective Freeman testified at trial that he saw video of Mr. Serges 
wearing light-colored jeans on Friday. T VI, 39, 45. A neighbor testified 
that Mr. Serges was wearing “blue jeans” on Saturday. T IV, 103. The 
pants that the police seized from Mr. Serges and searched were “black 
jeans.” T V, 90, 93. They cannot be fairly characterized as light or blue.  

Mr. Serges’ first jury trial began on May 29, 2019, and ended in a 
hung jury.  
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