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2. The trial court abused its discretion in denying

Forsman' s requests for an in camera hearing • the question • 

3. Forsman' s right to a fair trial was violated by the tria' 
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rguing that the statements were coerced. CP 31- 35, 67- 80. 
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he said would not later be used against him. CP 75-76. OfficEM
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understood and waived his rights before speaking with him. 

66WIFFN III

fl-W91,11 R151

RM

December 14, 2011, the Cl set up a meeting with

orsman at an open retail market. 1 RP 165. OfFicer Iflartin

N



going to the meeting location. 1RP 154-55. The Cl was giver
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The Cl next approached Officer Martin after she had
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202-203. After a minute • two, Forsman got out • the vehicle and
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apartment and vehicle. 2RP 233. $ 1, 050 of cash was found in tj
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