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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF LUCAS COUNTY, 'OHIO 

STATE OF OHIO, ) 

r 
Plaintiff, ) 

) 

vs. ) Case No. CR77-66l3-B 
) 


MICHAEL W. USTASZEWSKI, ) 


) 


Defendant. ) 

SUPPLEMENT TO TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

BE IT REMEMBERED, That on the trial of 

the above-entitled cause, in the Court of Common Pleas of Lucas 

County, Ohio, in the September~ 1977 Term of said Court, 

commencing on Monday, December 19, 1977, before the Honorable 

Charles W. Ayers, sitting by assignment, and a jury duly· 

empaneled and sworn, thefu110wing proceedings were had. to-wit: 

;;.. .. 
o'" APPEARANCES: 

HENRY G. HARRIS, Esquire, 
DAVID F. COOPER; Esquire, 

z 

Assistant Prosecuting Attorneys, 
On Behalf of the State of Ohio; 

CARL A. KUHNLE, Esquire, 

On Behalf of the Defendant. 

Sandra K. Corpe 
Court Reporter 
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MR. COOPER: Like,to 

begin by thanking the fourteen present 

members for their attention~ It hasn't 

been a long case. It's really been a 

two-day trial. This is the third day, 

but we're concluding rather early today, 

but I would like to thank all fourteen 

of you for your attention. 

There will 

only be twelve of you that go back to the 

jury room to deliberate, but I would like 

to thank the other two. It looks like 

the original panel will deliberate on the 

case. 

The closing 

statements, like the opening statements, 

are not considered evidence. They're to 

give you an opportunity to review the 

evidence, and we attempt, both sides 

attempt to help you review the evidence. 

The only evidence that you may consider 

is that which came from the witness box, 

from the various witnesses that testified 
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and the physical evidence that you'li 

" :: take into the jury room with you. 

:1

!! 

I would 

like to open my closing by mentioning 

that there will be two -- I expect that 

there will be two themes to the defense 

argument in this case. One of those themes 

will be that the police work done in this 

case by Detective Ross, by Detective Perdeau, 

by Detective Metorf and by Detective Lagger 

were shoddy, was very poor. 

Now, you 


can draw your own conclusions_ about that. 


I My feeling 1s it was excellent police work.
'! 

I think as part ot that theme concerning 
! 
I the shoddy police work allegat~on thereIi 

will be ment~oned that Mr. James Kellogg 

and Mr. Walter Hildebrand-were never inter

viewed by the police in their investigation. 

NOW, you 

will recall that Walter Jacoby, one of the 

State's witnesses, the manager at the Central 

YMCA, testified that when the maid came 
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i down and told him she had found a body in 

I" 
.; 
! room 325 he wasn't sure if that body was 

<I 

i 
:1 a deceased person. He thought first aid 

might be required, so he got his physical 
" :' 

education manager. I believe his name was 

James Kellogg, and he also got a maintenance 

i man by the name ~f Walter Hildebrand to come 
:1 , 
Ii 
I 

up with him to r.oom 325 the flrst time 

Walter Jacoby came up, and he testified 

one of those two men unlocked the door, 

but that he opened the door and he and 

the other two men looked In. 

He testlfied 

that none of the three of them went inside 

the room, they just looked in the door. 

He closed it, locking it again •. He went 

down to call the police. 

Of course, 

Officer Cutsinger arrived fairly soon. I 

don't see how Mr. Kellogg and I don't see 

how Mr. Hildebrand could possibly have 

contributed anything to the investigation 

of this case. Walter Jacoby test1f1ed as 
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far as he knew they saw nothing more than 

., he saw, and in fact Officer Cutsinger and 

Detective Ross testified in their investi

gation of the case on the 22nd when the 

body was found nobody even mentioned those 

names. 

Walter 

., Jacoby, according to Officer Cutsinger, 

ii 

I'...1 

never mentioned that he had originally gone 

up to the room with these other two men, 

and Detective Ross testified he had never 

heard their names mentioned during the 

investigation, and I don't see how that can 

constitute shoddy police work, and in any 

case, I can't see how those individuals 
::: ;1 - -- 

I' ~ could contribute to the case in any way.
'" Ji: 

The second 
c 
c 

0 

-' line of argument concernirig shoddy police 
W 

C 
., L 

work will probably be an attack on the fact 

that on the 11th when the defendant, Michael 
., 

. Ustaszewski, was arrested, that morning -

about 9:~0 I think the two detectives testi

fied -- his room, room 407, was not secured. 
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In other words, defense will tell you the 

.1 
detectives should have posted a police 

II 
., officer outside of Michael Ustaszewski's 
:1 

room. 

,. Now, remember!i 
'I
it 

,I
'I this is a week or two after the murder.
:1 
:j 

!I 
I This is September 11th. The murder was on 
I 

August 20th. The defense will argue that 

Detective Ross and one of the other detec

tives that were there to arrest the defen

dant should have had somebody standing 

outside of room 407 guarding it to make sure 

that nothing inside was tampered with. 

Now, Detective 

Lagger and Detective Metoff testified that 

:j they didn't feel that they had enough cause .,, 
'I 
., :i 

to search the room when they arrested Michael 
,I 

Ustaszewski, and Detective Ross felt that 

the best procedure would be to go back to 

court and get a search warrant, and in fact 

Detective Ross testified that about 24 hours 

later on the 12th he did in fact go back to 

court and get a search warrant, and he used 
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, 
that search warrant on the 12th, the day 

after Michael Ustaszewski was arrested. 

Now, Detective 

Ross also testified that he called the Y 

and asked them to secure the room. Now, 

there are murders in Toledo almost every 

week. There is so many pol~ce officers 

available to investigate crimes, serious 

crimes or minor crimes. Perhaps Detective 

Ross should have personally seen that a 

police officer went down to the Y or stayed 

at the Y during that 24-hour period before 

he got the search warrant to search the room. 

Perhaps he should have, but I think that's 

a minor point. I don't think it's an impor

tant point, and I didn't think it really 

affects the case in any way, because those 

two arguments about shoddy police work, about 

not interviewing some of the people at the 

Y, about not securing the room will that's 

an attempt to dlvert you from t'he real issue 

in the case. 

The real 
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issue is whether Michael Ustaszewski'1s 

guilty, so don't let it divert you. 

Now, I would 

like to Just review some of the evidence, 

and I'll confine myself basically to reviewing 

what each witness testified to. 

Michael 

Morris was the first State's witness, and 

you got an opportunity to observe his 

demeanor, to judge his character, his ability 

to recall the events and so forth. I think 

you will probably agree with me he's not the 

brightest individual in the world. In fact, 

you'll probably agree with me he's not 

very smart, very bright. I think anybody 

who became involved in this murder as he did 

couldn't be very bright. 

Now, he 

testified that -- well, he testified in the 

early summer of. this year he made arrangements 

to stay at the Y. Now, he had been released 

from the Ohio Youth Commission in May, 

in the latter part of May, and apparently 
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q he had been living with his grandmother or 
" !I some other relative~ and he decided heil
I. 
I!
'I wanted to use the YMCA racilities, the 
Ii 
:1 
IIL physical education facilities, and there 
II 
iI 

If 

i: was a program established.
I'I! 
I,I We heard
II 
I,'I June Kramer talk about it. The OYC
II 
II 
'I permitted parolees from the Ohio Youth 
II
II Commission to stay at the Y. The State of 
II ,i Ohio, of course, paid their room and paid-I 
! -I them four dollars a day tor their living 
I
Ii expenses, so Michael arranged that he could 
II 

stay at the Y so he could use the physical!IL 
" 

iiIi education facilities, and he moved in in 
, 
L 

:1 the early part of the summer, and while heH 
" ::; II" -

i Ii 
ii 

was there he met Michael Ustaszewski. 
0 '1I, 

1i Michael:[ 
~ 
0 

,~ 

" 
;! Ustaszewski was similarly situated. He had 

, been released from the Ohio Youth Commission. 

He was on parole, and he moved into the 

Y a little bit after Michael MorriS, and the 

two got to know each other. 

Now, r·l1 chae 1 
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Morris testified that he had visited 

Michael Ustaszewski's room on a couple of 

occasions. Apparently they were acquain

tances, not close friends, but they knew 

each other. They had something in common. 

They were both assigned to the Y from the 

Ohio Youth Commission. 

Michael 

Morris testified that he. llv~d ·on the 

third floor in room 315, and Michael liv~d 

up on the fourth floor, and he testified 

that midsummer this year he got into an 

argument with somebody about his room. 

He got into a fight or an argument, and as 

a result he moved out of the Y. 

Now, he 

testified that he left his clothes at the 

Y and that for a period of time he continued 

to pick up his money, but that he moved in 

with his mother at 1149 Nebraska Avenue, so 

during the month of August he was 11ving 

with his mother but going back to the Y to 

check on his clothes. He testified he was 
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going back to pick up his four dollars a 

i! 
I, 

i 

day. 

"!i 
'i 
I 

in August - 

he went down 

to check on 
.1 

that when he 

One evening 

he's not clear about the date - 

to the YMCA in the early evening 

his clothes, and he testified 

went into the Y, went to the 

canteen section he saw Michael Ustaszewski 

sitting there eating a sandwich or something~ 

" II and he testified that Mike said,
Ii 
" 

man, let's 	go upstairs and smoke
!II, 
" 

'I 	 marijuana," so Michael Morris" 

like a good idea to him. The two 

·1 went upstairs.
" 

"Hi. Hey~ 

some 

it seemed 

of them 

He testified 

1 

i! 	 that when they got up to Mike' so-room there 
II 
I! 
'I 	 was a black person there, a young black ma~e~ 

Calvin Ellis, and that immediately when 

Michael Ustaszewski and Michael Morris got 

to the room this person left, so that left 

the two of them in Michael Ustaszewski's 
,I 

room, room 407. 

Mike Morris 
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iI testified that they smoked some marijuana. 
11
II They were there talking, that Michael 

II
II Ostaszewski said, "Hey, man, I would like 
:1 

to get some money. I need some money." 

Michael Morris said, "Hey, I peed some money 

too," and Michael Ustaszewski said, "Let's 

go downstairs and rob the old man on the 
il 

Iil third floor." Mike Morris said, "Okay."
:1 
I' 

I'

II 
II Now, Michael 
II 

Morris testified that he had bought a 

I 

I 
knife previous to this on the East Side, 

wasn't too specific about where, and he said 

II that he had carried that knife.in its·sheath 
!i 
11 
il 
'I to the YMCA, and he testified that when this 
ii
'I 

!' 
" plan -- when Michael Ostaszewski suggested 
Ii 
,I 

'I this plan to rob the old man, he gave the 
'" o 1\ 
:E 

knife to Michael Ustaszewski. 
II 
ii NoW', he 
" 

testified that Michael Ustaszewski said, 

"We'll just use it to scare the old man. 

:1 We're not going to cut him, we're just gOing 

:1 
to scare him." That was fine with Michael 

Morris, and they went downstairs to the 

http:knife.in
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ji
,I third rloor, went to room 325.
'I 

Mike Morris 

testified they both knocked on the door.i! 

:i 

;! After awhile the old man answered. The old 
il 
II 

,i 

ii
Ii man was dressed in pajamas. It was 10:00, 

'! perhaps a little bit later at night, Saturday 
:: 
" night, August 20th. Mike Morris testified 
II" 

ji
!i that Mike Ustaszewski asked the old man what 
Ii
d
Ii time it was. Th~ old man turned. He was 

II standing at the doorway. He turned to go back 
II 

into the room, apparently to check his 

I' watch or clock. 
!I 
IiI. At that 

point Mike Morris testified that Mike 

Ustaszewski hit him and the two pushed into 

Ii 
" 

the room. Detective Ross drew a diagram of 
li 
Ii the room. He pushed him into the room. 
:1 
" 

" 
" 

There is a 

chest of drawers on the left. Michael 
.,I 

Ustaszewski -- Michael Morris immediately went
.i 

over to the chest of drawers and started to 

pull them out. He was looking for money, 

anything of value. He testified as he looked 
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up to his right he saw Michael Ustaszewski 

stabbing the old man. He testified he saw 

him stab him once. 

Michael 

Morris got scared, he testified, ran out, 

down the hallway, took the elevator down to 

the first floor and ran home. 

Now, Michael 

Morris after this never went back to the 

Y. He was released, as it turned out, from 

his parole on August 20th, the day of the 

murder. He never went back to the Y after 

this between August 20th and the date he 

was arrested on September 10th. He stayed 

with his mother, but he got a job -- some

time in the first week of September he got 

a job at Crayon Sunoco at Monroe and Collingwood, 

and he was at that job when Detective Ross 

got around to interviewing Michael Morris. 

Of course, 

Mike hadn't been back at the Y. Two weeks 

later Detective Ross found out that Mike 

Morris is working at the Sunoco station. 
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He )es down to interview him. Mike sees 

Detective Ross and runs. The next day 

Detective Ross, rollowing up on that, goes 
" 

to Mike Morris' house, asks his mother if 
i!" 


1\ 
i! 
,I he can talk to him, takes Mike Morris down-

ii 
'I 
!j 	 town to the Safety Building, interviews ~him, 
'; 
~ J 
'\ 	 gets a full confession. 
:j 
·1
il 	 His statement
II 
il implicated Michael Ustaszewski. Because 

!I 
lJ of that Detective Ross obtained a warrant 
II 

i! 	 for aggravated murder ~or Michael Ustaszewski. 
!I 
!!
!i 	 Now, in the conversation, in the interview 

of Michael Morris, Mike Morris drew a 

diagram of the knife he had told Detective 

,; 
Ross he had given to Michael Ustaszewski, 

; ~ 
'i 
" I 	 and you will be taking that diagram back
iI 
'! 

with you into the jury room. 

Now, it's 

not an exact -- it's not 11k~ a photostatic 

" 
1 	 copy of the knife. It's not good art work. 

The handle differs and so forth, but remember 

this is two weeks after the murder, and 

Mike testified that he messed up on it. He 
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.1 
,I 

'" '

" '"c 

o 
c 
o 

didn't do a good job of drawing it, but 

in any case, Michael had said that -- Michael 

Morris had said that Michael Ustaszewski 

was the last person with this knife. 

Now, Michael 

Morris also testified that the night of the 

murder -- he testified as to the clothing 

that Michael Ustaszewski.was wear1rig, and 

he identified the jeans that were later 

found in Michael Ustaszewski's room as being 

the jeans that Michael Ustaszewski was 

wearing on the night of the murder. 

Now, you 

heard the statement or the testimony of 

Christina Kemp and Walter Jacoby and Officer 

Cutsinger, and of course Christina Kemp 

was the first person to find the body on 

August 22nd, the following Monday~ 

She testified 

she was doing her cleaning rounds. This 

is one of the alternate Saturdays that she 

cleaned. She was doing her cleaning rounds 

on the third floor about 9:00. She unlocked 
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the room, 325. The door stuck. She pushed 

:1 a little ways. It stuck some more. There 
;i 

I 


was an obstruction on the floor. She 

testified she looked in and saw Mr. Cordle 

facing the doorway or facing the hallway. 

She could tell by his face color and the 

fact that his mouth was open, she knew 
:1" 

~ ; right away he was dead. 

,I
'I 

it She testified 
II 
'I 

:1 
:1 that Saturday, August 20th, the day ot tbe 
II 

'I 
"il murder, in the morning about 9:00 she had 
,I 

if 

" 

seen Mr. Cordle walking down the hallway to 

go to the men's room, so sbe last saw him 

alive on the day he was murdered. 

Now, atter 
w'" 

" she found the body she closed the door,'"o 

o locking it again, because it locks when it'so 

o 

closed. She went down and notitied the 

head maid of what she had discovere(i. The 

head maid in turn got Mr. Jacoby up, and Mr. 

Jacoby in turn called the police who happened 

to be coming out to the Y on an unrelated 

matter, and, of course, Officer Cutsinger 



18 

"" 

, 
" 

:E 

'" o 

o = ~ 

o 

came out and actually went inside the room, 

checked the window, found it was locked. 

He could find no evidence of any forcible 

entry on the door. He immediately walked 

back out, closed the door and stood guard 

on the room until the detectives arrived. 

Now, Dr. 

Mignerey testified that on this particular 

Monday, August 22nd, he went to the crime 

scene. He went to the room where the body 

was found, and he testified about the con

centrations of blood around the chair and 

the desk by the window in the north end 

of the room, and of course the concentrations 

of blood around the doorway where the body 

was found. 

He test1fied 

that based on his examination, based on 

his autopsy, the vict1m, Henry Cordle, had 

d1ed of bleeding to death, exsanguination. 

He bled to death. He test1fied that almost 

all of his body blood had been expelled onto 

the floor in those two locations. That's 
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why he died. 

He testified 

that based on what the doctor termed rigor, 

what we would term rigor mortis, he said 

based on,the examination of his body, the 

stiffness of the joints, Mr. Cordle had been 

dead someplace between 24 and 36 hours. He 

testified that the rigor of the body, the 

stiffness of the body was well established, 

well setup. He testified that that would 

normally happen at its peak at 24 hours after 

the death of the person, that after 36 hours 

the rigor would begin to break down, the 

joints in the body of the dead person would 

beg1n to loosen up again, so based on the 

stiffness, the rigor of the body, Dr. Mignerey 

testified that Henry Cordle had been dead 

between 24 and 36 hours, perhaps a little 

bit more, perhaps a little bit less. 

Of course, 

if Henry Cordle was killed, was murdered, 

was stabbed to death in the late evening 

hours of August 20th, it would be about 
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36 hours until Monday morning. 

NOW, Dr. 

Mignerey testified that the body was taken 

to the Medical College o~ Ohio and an 

autopsy was performed, and he discovered 

37 stab wounds in the body. 

Now, 

Technician Ed Marok who was at the autopsy, 

made a stab wound diagram, and you will be 

taking this back to the jury room with you, 

and he's drawn a little circle on each place 

on the body on the ~ront and the back where 

there was a stab wound. Dr. Mignerey, the 

coroner, testified that there were 37 of 

those stab wounds. 

Dr. Mignerey 

also testified that based on his examination 

of the body there were defensive wards, 

evidence of a defensive struggle by Henry 

Cordle. Now, he based that on the tact 

that Henry Cordle's arms and hands had 

defensive type lacerations, slice type 

lacerations. He also testified that Henry 
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Cordle's left forearm was fractured, and 

he concluded that this might have happened 

!I in a defensive type struggle.iI 

I' 
;, 

Now, inII 
his internal examination of the stab wounds 

II 
I 
I he found two stab wounds that were deeper
I 
I 
i. than the others, and I believe he testif1ed 
! 

that one of those stab wounds was in the left 
I 

I side and one was in the left part or the back,
1 
! both penetrating the lung, the left lung. 
1 

i He testified
I 

I that this knife, State's Exhibit number 1, 

i 
i

il 
! 

could have caused -- I believe it was some

" 11 
'I 

what unclear, but I believe he said 35 or 
;!
,; " 
I 

:1 the 37 stab wounds. I think the second of
iIe 

..'" the two deep wounds .. he wasn't clear about e 11 

I' 


N 

0 
whether this could have caused it or not,0 :1 

0 :1 

;, 

11, but in any case, 35 of the 37 stab woundsz ~ 

.... 
'f-,, could have been caused by this knife. He 
d 

~ I testified that this knife couldn't have 
i 
'i 
:1 

-, caused the two deep wounds. He testified 

that in his opinion two knives had been 

used or two weapons had been used. 
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Now, 

Detect1ve Lopez -- Deputy Sheriff Lopez 

testitied that on November 28th, about 

two weeks ago, three weeks ago, he had been 

assigned to the transportat10n of Mike 

Ustaszewski tram the Lucas County Jail 

across the street on Sp1elbusch here to 

the Court ot Common Pleas to this courtroom, 

and he -testified that after the hearing 

that particular day was over he was taking 

Michael Ustaszewski back to jail. We know 

that that day he was released on bond, and 

in the elevator or on the way back to the 

jail he heard Michael Ustaszewski say, "I 

couldn't have done it. I had a long skinny 

knite. I had a long skinny knife." 

He testitied 

on cross-examination that he heard that 

statement, he heard that statement about 

seven times. He also testified that he 

heard Michael Ustaszewski say, "I'm going 

to burn Mike Morris." 

Now, you 
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also heard June Kramer on cross-examination 

testify that there was apparently·a third 

knife, because she testified that there was 

Michael Ustaszewski -- she had seen Michael 

Ustaszewski carrying a well, she" didn't 

observe the knife itself. 

MR. KUHNLE: Objection, 

Your Honor. I don't believe Mrs. Kramer 

ever stated she saw a knife. 

MR. COOPER: I don't 

believe 

THE COURT: You may 

proceed. 

MR. COOPER: She test i

fied she didn't see the knife, but she 

..:E saw the case and that she asked Mike 
o 

o 
Ustaszewski what was in the case, and Mike 

c 

o 

said a knife, and she sald the case was 
..; 
z 

o 
z long and thin like a pencil case with a 

.~ 

c flap over it, so apparently there is a 

third knife. 

Now, you 

heard the testimony of Detective Perdeau. 
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De~ectlve Perdeau apparently was the first 

police officer or detective that ~alked 

to Michael Ustaszewski concerning the 

investigation or concerning the crime. 

Recall that he testified that that was on 

August 26th. Tha~ was a Friday. The body 

was found on August 22nd, a Monday: 

Four days 

later after the body was found, almost a 

week after the murder, Detective Perdeau 

went to the YMCA as part of his investiga

tion, was at the front desk talking to the 

last witness, June Kramer. It was about 

3:30; and Michael Ustaszewski walked in 

and he went up to June Kramer and asked for 

his four dollars. 

Now, you 

heard June Kramer testIfy that the four 

dollars couldn't be released after 3:00, 

and it was 3:30, so June Kramer said, "I'm 

sorry, I can't give it to you." Michael 

Ustaszewski said, "Well, I don't need it 

anyway." 
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You also 

heard Detective Perdeau testify that he 

inquired whether Mike Us~aszewski knew the 

old man, knew Henry Cordle, and he testified 

that he described him as the old man with 

the patch on ·his eye that lived on the 

third floor. Mike Ustaszewski on that 

date said no, I don't know him. I don't 

know who he is. 

Mike 

Ustaszewski also said that on August 20th, 

the riight of the murder, he told Detective 
.,
:, 

Perdeau he was with somebody by the name 

of Miller. He said that on that particular 

evening early in the evening he had left, 
;i 

q Mike Miller had picked him up at the Y. 


Mike Ustaszewski had left with him, and 


he had been in the company of Miller away 


from the Y all that evening. He was returned 


to the Y the following day, August 21st, 


at about 7:00. 


Now, you 

heard Detective Lagger testify concerning 
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the arrest of the defendant. We know that 

on September 11th -- this was the day after 

Mike Morris was arrested, the day after he 

made his confession. The police had noti

fied the Y, the desk clerk at the Y that 

they should be called if Michael Ustaszewski 

appeared at the Y, and on -- in the early 

morning of September 11th the desk clerk 

apparently called the police and told them 

that Michael Ustaszewski was iri his room. 

Now, .the 

three detectives that were available, 

Detective Sontchi, Detective Lagger and 

Detective Metoff, went down to the Y in 

order to arrest Michael Ustaszewski. You 

heard Detective Lagger testify about going 

down the hallway to room 407, and on his 

way down there were the other two detectives, 

and he heard a loud bang, and he said it 

sounded like a gun discharging, and the 

three detectives knocked on the door. 

Almost 

immediately Michael Ustaszewski opened up 
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the door, and he testified that Mike'had 

in his hand the knife, and he was holding 

it, he testified, something like this, down, 

grasping it like this. The knife was 

recovered from Mike Ustaszewski and, or 

course, marked and placed in the property 

room. 

You also 

heard Detective Metoff testify to essentially 

the same thing. He testified that that 

morning of September 11th he also heard the 

bang as they were walking down the hallway. 

He saw the door open, saw Michael Ustaszewski 

with a knife, with a knife that Mike Morris 

testified he had given to Michael Ustaszewski 

the day of the murder, the night of the 

murder. 

Now, Detective 

Metorr and Detective Lagger both testIfied 

that a person by the name of MIller was 

in the room. 

Now, 

Detective Metoff took Mike Ustaszewski down 
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. 
to the Safety Building for an interview, 

and in that interview, in that interroga

tion Michael Ustaszewski admitted that he 

knew Henry Cordle. He knew that be knew 

the old man. He admitted that he knew the 

old man with a patch on his eye. In fact, 

he said he even knew his grandson. This is 

about a week or close to two weeks atter 

he had denied to Detective Perdeau that he 

didn't know who Henry Cordle was. 

He testified 

he stated to Detective Metott that he had 

purchased the knife, the knife in question, 

the knife he was found holding that day, 

the previous Friday, from a person by the 

name of Cotton. He stated to Detective 

Metoff that he had heard from a muted man 

in 408 that seventy dollars had been taken. 

Now, how 

would a mute tell Michael Ustaszewski 

anything. How would Michael Ustaszewski 

know that seventy dollars had been taken. 

I think the most significant thing that he 
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stated was that Mike Morris -- that the 

police should look for Mike Morris. 

Now, remember 

Detective Metoff had never told Mike 

Ustaszewski when he was arrested that Mike 

Morris had been arrested and had g1ven a 

confession. Por all Michael Ustaszewski 

knew, Mike Morris was still out on the street, 

and Mike Ustaszewski said to Detective 

Metoff, "Hey, check out Mike Morr1s, check 

him out. He hasn't been around the Y." 

How would Michael Ustaszewsk1 know about 

Mike Morris' involvement in the case if he 

too hadn't been involved. 

You heard 

the testimony of Mrs. Voelker about the 

blood on the jeans. She could identify 

the character1stics of blood. 

And finally 

you heard Carl Griesinger testify on the 

same day that Mike Ustaszewski was released 

that he heard Mike Ustaszewski say, "I did 

it, but I'm gOing to pin it on the black dude." 
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I think~ 

ladies and gentlemen~ when you consider all 

the evidence in this case carefully and 

intelligently~ it will leave you with only 

one conclusion~ th~t Mik. Ustaszewski is 

guilty of the purposeful killing ot Henry 

Cordle in the commission ot,an aggravated 

robbery~ and I hope that t~at is your 

verdict. Thank you. 

THE COURT: Mr. Kuhnle? 

MR. KUHNLE: Thank you, 

Your Honor. 

Ladies 

and gentlemen, the Prosecutor Cooper has 

summarized the evidence as he sees it, as 

he thinks the State has presented it to you. 

I'm going to summarize a little-bit of that 

same evidence and try to highlight tor you 

what I think that evidence has shown or has 

failed to show. 

Now, the 

State's main witness in this matter has 

been Michael Morris, the young black male 
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who was the first one to testity. He has 

identified State's Exhibit number 1, the 

knife with the black and silver bands on 

it here, as being the knife that he gave to 

Michael Ustaszewski tor the purpose ot using 

during an armed robber~, an aggravated 

robbery. He has identified it. He's marked 

it with his initials, and he says that this 

is the knife he saw Michael Ustaszewski 

stab the vict1m, Henry Cordle, with. 

You also 

heard Mr. Morris admit under some rather 

difficulty cross-examination getting through 

to him -- as the prosecutor has already 

"indicated, Mr. Morris does not appear to be 
..D 

.• a very intelligent young man. He had 
~ 

difficulty understanding either my questions 

or the questions put to him by the prosecutor 

on direct examination. He could not even 

understand questions as to where he was 

residing. 

He admitted 

telling two stories. One, he said he may 
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have lost the knife, and then he turns 

around and says he asked me for it, so I 

gave it to him. However, now there is also 

another version. In the first version he 

didn't see him stab him, he saw him hit him, 

he got scared and ran. In the second 

version, that which he related in court, 

is that when they went in he started ransacking 

the drawers, heard a noise, looked up, didn't 

see him stabb1ng the victim, as Mr. Cooper 

said, but stated that he saw him pullingpa 

knife out. He didn't see any downward 

thrust, but looked like he was pulling the 

knife out. 

At that 

point he got scared and ran. They are on 

the third floor. He said he got scared and 

ran and waited for the elevator. He took 

the elevator down to the third floor -- down 

to the first floor and left. It would have 

been quicker to use the stairs, wouldn't it, 

if you're in a hurry to leave the scene of 
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a crime~ a stabbing. 

MR. HARRIS: Objection~ 

Your Honor. I think that's a misstatement 

of the testimony • 

.THE COURT: Overruled. 

MR. KUHNLE: Mr. Morris, 

as the prosecutor has indicated, drew"a 

picture of a knife. He stated he messed 

! "it up. Examine the picture carefully in 
01 

I 
! relation to State's Exhibit number 1. It , 

; ~ 

:1 not only is done poorly~ but I don't even 
I 

'i 
I 

think it reflects the knife that is an 

exhibit. The design on the handle is 

different~ shape of the blade is different. 

There is nothing similar at all on that 

picture to that knife. 
I 

,I 
He identified 

some blue jeans which were testified that 

Michael Ustaszewski had those on. He says 

he remembers them because they had white 

spots on them, white stains and were, I 

believe, a little torn at the bottom. 

Well, ladies 
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and gentlemen, there were young children 

there -- not young children, young men 

staying there at the Y. As he testified, 

lot of them wore jeans. You yourself, 

,; 
if you can afford it, can go to the store 

, 
and buy a faded out pair of jeans with 

spots on them. They cost you more than 

the stiff kind we used to wear. It's a 

premium to get those kind now. 

The lab 

technician testified as to a blood stain 

on those, a blood stain she said on the 

pocket. She removed a small sample. All 

she could determine was that it was hemoglobin, 

it is blood. She can't say whether it's 
" ,... animal, can't say whether it's human, and 
:: 

she can't type it. She can't say whether0 

~ 
0 

it was the victim's, can't say whether it
:i 

~ .., 
c was anybody's. The jeans were extremely 
~ 

, 
~irty. She tested:these jeans approximately 

, 

, 
/ 

three months after the incident occurred. 


Where were these jeans at during that period 

of time? 
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The State 

presented some witnesses at the tail end 

ot their case trom the Medical College ot 

Ohio, Dr. Porney and two technicians. 

Now, these jeans were apparently taken 

there by Ott~cer Marok a tew days after 

the crime was committed and were out there 

until November 18th -- or the 28th, I believe, 

so a period ot more than two months. 

One person 

said I saw the 'jeans come in and be checked 

in. Another person says I saw the jeans 

get checked out, but neither one of t~em 

saw both events. They said nothing happened 

to those jeans, nothing was done with them 

during that period of two months. 

Now, it. 

the issue ot whether or not that's blood 

on those pants is so critical, why wait 

three months to test it. If that's critical 

as to whose it is, whether it's human or 

animal, don't you think it would have been 
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more proper to test those things immediately? 

What does 

".. 	 the fact that they're dirty show? We got 

an eighteen-year-old young man living on 

his own. All that means is he doesn't do 

his laundry very often. 
,. 

Now, going 

!!" 

to Deputy Lopez, you heard the prosecutor 

i l 

)j 

!i 

ii 	 summarize his statement. Now, he left out 

Ii 	 part of his statement. You recall Deputy
if 
II 	 Lopez said that M1chael Ustaszewski says,
III,
" 
!i 
il "I'm going to burn that guy, I'm'going to 

'I 
" :I 


i l 
" 	 fight fire with fire." NOW, under cross
'1 , 
i 

:1 

,I 	

examination we asked Deputy Lopez if on that 
11 

'I

'I 	 day in question he was present with Michael 
d .. 
 " 


w 

" Ii 	 Ustaszewski the ent1re morning he was here.. 
~ " d 
~ 

I! 
" at the courthouse, and that at one occasion 

~ 

z 

I: 
" 	

myself, Michael Ustaszewski and his parents" 
it 

z :i 
0 
z 	 went into the jury room together. Now, as 

" 	 a matter of procedure the deputy in charge 

must also go in there. Mr. Ustaszewski was 

still in custody at that time charged with 

aggravated murder. 
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He was 

present when I was talking with Mr. 

Ustaszewski and his parents, and he admitted 

on the stand that he heard the defendant 

use the same terms in that jury room with 

another qualification, "I'm going to fight 

fire with fire. I'm going to trial." 

Now, is there any reason to put a different 

meaning on those words because they're 

uttered an hour apart? A little later 

that morning he used the same words. 

Officer 

Marok testified as to his efforts in this 

case. His efforts consisted of not trying 

to solve the crime or go out and question 

people. He is a technician. He tries to 

preserve the evidence found at the scene. 

He does this by taking photographs, trying 

to locate fingerprints, and he listed for 

us' a lot of evidence that was removed from 

the victim's room that day, tile with blood 

samples on them, blood scrapings from the 

hallway, wall, scrapings from the victim's 
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fingernails. 

He also 

testified that he tested the defendant's 

hair versus the scrapings under those 

fingernails which consisted of hair and blood, 

and it was inconclusive. No physical 

evidence was presented that could tie 

Michael Ustaszewski into being 1n that room 

other than Michael Morr1s' statement that 

said, "That's my knife. That's the knife 

I gave him. That's the knife that was used." 

The defense 

admitted into evidence as our exh1bit -

I believe it's A. Yes, Exhibit A, another 

knife. We brought this in while Dr. 
-

Mignerey was on the stand. Recall how this 

knife was brought into the police possession, 

not through their own efforts, but they were 

called by the Ohio Youth Commission by 

the defendant's parole officer and sald, 

"We went into his room. We found another 

knife, and we want to turn it over to you." 

Now, this 
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starts to get me into my argument that 

Mr. Cooper has tried to anticipate. Am 

I going to criticize the police work on 

this matter as being shoddy, little haphazard? 

I think there is no other conclus1on that 

can come from it . 

If you have 

a defendant that's charged with a crime 

of aggravated murder, murder while in the 

commission of an armed robbery, an aggravated 

robbery~ aren't you going to try to preserve 

any evidence that may be found? If it was 

necessary for the officer to go get a search 

warrant for that room the following day, 

the day after the arrest, why wouldn't it 

have been necessary to try to secure that 

room so the search would be fruitful. What 

good is it to seareh a room after it has 

been left in the possession of a third party, 

a Mr. Miller, who was present in the room 

when they arrested Mike Ustaszewski. 

Officer Metoff 

says, "Well, it's his room. We got no right 
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to do anything with it. We can leave it 

with whoever he tells us to." That's a 

little hard to swallow. 

Ladies and 

gentlemen, the defendant is being charged 

with aggravated murder, a very serious 

crime. It's a very heinous crime. You 

can't help but feel sorry for the victim. 

You have to feel sorry for the victim and 

his family, but at the same time you can't 

let that feeling pt pity or sorrow for the 

victim dilute the requirements ot the State 

and the requirements on the police torce 

to try to do a good Job, try to do a fair 

job to anybody considered as a suspect also, 

and you can't tell me it's good police work 

to leave a room of a defendant unsecured and 

then say it's necessary the next day to get 

a search warrant, go in and see what you can 

.find. 

Now, what 

did they .find? Nothing. They found the 

blue jeans. They went there looking for 
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contraband belonging to the victim.' Detective 

Ross stated that his search warrant said 

social security card~ wallet, that type of 

thing. Did they find anything? Not one 

thing. Nothing was found in Mike Ustaszewski's 

room to say that he had ever been in the 

vict1m's room, had ever had any contact with 

the victim. 

Now~ they 

made a big deal out of the fact that at one 

point he told Officer Perdeau~ "I dldn!t·.· .. 

know Mr. Cordle. I don't know who he is," 

and then later talking -- now, that statement 

was made on August 25th or 26th. It was 

the 26th, I believe, approximately six days 

after the crime, and then on the 11th of 

September he states, "Well, yeah, I ~new who 

he was. As a matter of fact, I knew his 

grandson. We were in the Ohio Youth Commission 

together. II 

This is a 

period of what? Three weeks. How often have 

you said, "No, I don't know that person," and 
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two or three weeks later say, "Oh, yeah, 

I know him. I've seen him around. II Some-

things rerreshes your memory_ Here it was 

apparently the revelation of the knowledge 

he knew his grandson. They had been at the 

Ohio Youth Commission together. Is th1s 

a critical issue to say at one point I 

didn't remember him? 

Officer Ross 

test1ried that when he was questioned he 

stated he might have been with -- now we're 

talk1ng on the 11th, that he was with a 

James Dilly. Through the defendant's own 

efforts and corroboration they located the 

person, because they didn't know his last 

name or his address, and through that person's 

work records -- he didn't deny he had been 

with Mike Ustaszewski, but through his work 

records sald, "No, it wasn't the weekend 

of the20th. It was the weekend before that." 

Here again 

just common logic. How often on a Friday 
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"" 
can you fail to remember who you had lunch 

with on Monday or Tuesday o~ something 

of this nature? We're talking now an event 

that occurred -- he's trying to remember 

something that happened three or four weeks 

prior to being qu~stioned about where he 

was, who he was with. He remember who he 

was with. He had a wrong week, one week off. 

He told him he might have been with that 
- . 

person. It happened to be the week prior to 

that. 

The photos 

you're gOing to see are photos of the scene. 

There are some photos of the victim, and you 

obviously it was a very brutal crime, and 

you have to -- don't let your sympathy for 

the victim sway the requirement that the 

State meet it's burden of proof beyond a 

reasponable doubt as to guilt of this defen

dante 

They're 

asking you to infer by the evidence presented 

that something that has not been testified 



It ... .... ~1(·
. ! .. 
ij ... 

- i
I 

I 
!,

-·-----if---- .
:1 
:t 
I)
II 

II 
11 

:1 
II 
Ii
it 

:J 
ii,
:i 

:1 
il 
!I 
II 

il 
" 
') 

:1"II 
it 

11 

!!J 

I 
i 

il 
'[ 
I[ 
'[ 
'[
;! 

d 
" 

q 

(, , 

to happened. Dr. Mignerey, as the prosecutor 

has summarized~ says we have two knives 

on that table that could not have created 

some of the wounds on that body. We have 

a wound that has a one centimeter opening, 

fifteen and a half centimeters deep. Now, 

for those of you who might have trouble 

equating centimeters to inches, fifteen 

centimeters is a little greater than six 

inches. He stated that neither of those 

knives could have penetrated that deep. 

Now, the 

State is trying to have you infer that 

because of the fact there may have been a 

statement made that Mike Ustaszewski had 

a long thin knife what are they trying 

to infer? Was pe so crazed that he used 

two knives at the same time, that he decided 

one knife wasn't doing the job so he 

switched to another one? If he did, where 

is that long thin knife. Are they going to 

infer he disposed of it. If he did, why 

not dispose of the other murder weapon. If 
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he used them both as Mike Morris said he did 

use State's Exhibit number 1, if there 

was another knife and he used it and he 

got rid of that, why not get rid of that 

one too. 

There is 

too many loose ends. The State has not 

met it's burden of proof beyond a reason

able doubt in my mind. 

June 

Kramer testified and we have had admitted 

into evidence Defense Exhibit C and D. 

What do these show? They ahow that Mike 

Ustaszewsk1. was there on an OYC placement. 

He was receiving four dollars a day, and 

neither he nor Mike Morris picked up their 

money on Sunday,' August.2lst. However, 

on August 22nd~and right up to the day he 

was arrested Mike Ustaszewski was there, 

picked up his money. Mike Morris never 

returned. 

The State 

is trying to indicate that 'since Mike Morris 



-

-

1\ 

"il H 
· I 

""!! 46 

was discharged on the 20th, that that's 
'i,, 

the reason he never came back. Mike Morris 

has already testified he was there collecting 
· ! 

his money when he wasn't even living there. 

He bad moved out, but he still went back 

and got his four dollars every day. And 

why was he in there? Mike Ustaszewski was 

in there because he was having some dirri

culties at home. Mike Morris went there 

simply because he wanted to use the 

gymnas1um, living off your money, to get 

the per diem allowance. 

MR. HARRIS: Objection 
I 


· i 


to this argument, Your Honor. It doesn't 

go to the issue before the jury.
-- ;!I 
C 

-~ 
x ! THE COURT: Overruled. 

MR. KUHNLE: Using 

Your money to pay his dally rent and his 
~ 
~ 

per diem allowance and even collecting it 
. 

when he wasn't living there. He was working, 

living with his grandmother most or the time, 

eating at her house. 

We get to 
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Ii 
[' Mr. Griesinger's statement. This statement 

:1 

j; 

!! is probably the only statement that corro:i 
!." 

i! 	 borates in any rorm the statement of Mike 

Horris. Up until that point hi"s statement 

had been totally uncorroborated by the 

State of Ohio with any other evidence. 

And what does he say? He was sleeping. Mike 

Ustaszewski comes in~ wakes him "uP. pulls 

the covers up over his head. "Hey. man ~ . 

I'm getting out OR, on my own recognizance." 

Now, they had been cell mates together for, 

if I recall, three or four weeks prior to 

this, and he stated that they had discussed 
iI 
;l
'. 	 it. Mike Ustaszewski had told him he had 

nothing to do with it prior to that time. 

E 

'" 	 NOW, doesc 

it make any sense, ladies and gentlemen, 

" 
that a defendant who 1s in prison for 

" 
.' 	

aggravated murder 1s going to deny his guilt~ 

for two months and then walk in the day he 

gets released OR on that charge and confess 

to it? Doesn't make any sense. It's totally 

out of context with what could happen. 
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He was 

asleep. He had only been awake two or 

three minutes when this was said. Mike 

was Jubilant. ..He was happy. He' s gett ing 

out of jail. He's been there two months. 

It doesn't make sense that a man would 

confess to a cell mate at that time, "Hey, 

don't tell anybody, but I really did it." 

Now, look 

at Mr. Griesinger and look at Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris is a convicted murderer. He 

testified also he's been found guilty of 

aggravated murder, the murder of the same 

victim that Mike Ustaszewski i~ being tried 

for today of killing. Mr. Griesinger is 

out OR. He was in Jail with a charge of 

aggravated robbery, and he stated there on 

the stand, "I held up a store with a piece 

of pipe." On December 7th he plead guilty 

to grand theft, a much lesser offense. An 

unusual circumstance is that Mr. Morris' 

attorney, Paul Geller; Mr. Griesinger's 

attorney, Paul Geller. 
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He denies 

having any 	conversation with Mr. Geller'I 
;; 

in regards to his testimony at this trial, 

states that Mr. Geller did not even know 

he was talking to the police, just happened 

to mention to another detective that Mike 

Ustaszewski had conressed to the crime, and 

.; 	 as a result he was placed in contact with 

the Prosecutor's orfice approximately a week 

or two ago. 

You can 

infer, ladies and gentlemen, evidence that 

relates to any direct evidence that's 

placed before you. The State is asking you 

to infer things from inferences. The coroner 
~ 

~ 11 
~ 
~ 
c 	

has said there must have been two weapons. 

They're asking you to infer that Mike 
; 

Ustaszewski 	had those two weapons. They're 
: 
" 	 asking you to infer from that that one was 

a long thin knife which was his, which was 

Mike Ustaszewski's. 

You can't 

tie it in, ladies and gentlemen. The State 
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has failed to meet its burden. They have 

, 
II 	 not proved beyond a reasonable doubt that 
'I 
, 	

Mike Ustaszewski committed this crime. 

;i 	 Mike 
-I 

i! 
'I Morris has lied. He has given two different 
, 


'I 

:; 	 statements at least to the police. If he 
:1 .. 

is telling the truth, why didn't he see 
:1 
I-

ii 
'I 	 another knife? Did Mike Morris have another 
II 

ii 

il 
:1 	 knife? Was someone else involved? We 
I) 
Ii 	 don't know, and I don't think anything was:.J 
:1:, 	 presented at this trial that's going to 
II 
!! 	 tell you what did happen, and as a result 
! 

thereof, I think the State has failed to 

meet it's burden, and you must come back 

., 	 with a verdict of not guilty on the defen

dant's behalf. 

o Now, Io 

" 

thank you for your cooperation. I make a 

habit of observing the jury during a trial, 

and all fourteen of you have been paying 

very close attention, and myself and the 

defendant appreciate your concern and your 

care in observing the evidence and listening 



51 

;! 

carefully 	to the witnesses. Thank you. 

THE COURT: Mr. Harris? 

MR. HARRIS: Thank you, 

Your Honor. 

! Ladies and 
I 

, 
., 
, 

gentlemen, you will remember at the 
j 

c! 
:i 	 beginning o~ this trial I asked you if you
:! ., 

would hold us to a stricter burden of proof 

;: 
i than beyond a reasonable doubt, and you all 

fj

II 

Ii 
;1 	

promised me that you wouldn't. 

:1 
.1 I also 
!I 
II.' 
! 
I 	 told you that when we are trying to recon

struct an occurrence, a violent occurrence 
:;.1 

:1 
that happened sometime in the past with 

;!
, 

very few people there to observe it o~ any1 

., 
'"' 
~ 
~ reliability, it's going to be impossible0 

c 
0 for us to 	reconstruct everything that happened 
~ 
0 

z that night. 
'" 7 

Now, counsel 

" 	 is trying ,to put on the State an impossible 

burden. He says that if we don't come 

forward and prove everything that happened 

that night to you beyond any possible doubt 
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:: 

whatsoever~ we haven't sustained our burden. 

" 

That's not our burden. If that was our 

burden~ we would never be able to prove 

any crime. 

Our burden 
,j 

is reason and common 	 sense. We cannot 

present direct physical. evidence as to 

everything that happened on August 20th~ 

but we can present enough evidence where it 

you apply reason and 	common sense, the only 

reasonable conclusion would be that this 

man was involved in the murder 
, 

of Henry Cordle. 

First of 

all~ I think I'm going to go right to the 

heart of the case, and that's Michael Morris. 
'" j,'" 
" '" 

j 	

Now~ counsel has tried to put Michael Morris ~ 
:i 

c 
~ 	

on trial, tried to divert your attention0 

0 

-; 
z from this man~ but Michael Morris has had 
"." 

his trial. He's been convicted. He's-
0' 

J 	

been sentenced. Michael Morris has nothing 

more to lose, nothing more to gain, nothing 

to gain by his testimony, nothing whatsoever, 

except perhaps to vindicate himself, to do 
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one right thing before he goes to prison. 

Let's 

look at M~chael Morris' statement. Incon

sistencies, yes, there were inconsistencies. 

We admit that. He did change his story, 

but did he change his story to lessen his 

involvement or did he change his story to 

increase his involvement? Doesn't it make 

sense if you tell a story that makes you 

more culpable, that makes you more guilty, 

then that is more likely to be the truth. 

Each successive statement he gets himself 

ii a little more involved. 
" '! 
" 

We're not 

going to say that Michael Morris was even 

telling the absolute truth when he testified 

here, but he did tell the truth on certain 

events, and that is unquestionable, and that 

is that he and Michael Ustaszewski planned 

a robbery of an old man at the YMCA. 

Michael 

Ustaszewski admitted in his own statement 

that he and Michael Morris had planned a 
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robbery of an old man at the YMCA~ confirmed 

by the defendant's own statement, and Mr. 

Kuhnle never even mentioned the defendant's 

own admission that he had planned a robbery 

of an old man at the YMCA with Michael Morris. 

There was 

a knife involved. Michael Morris had a 

knife, no question about that. The defendant 

himself in his pwn ~tatement admitted 

... that he planned a robbery at the YMCA with 

. 1 an old man and there was a knife involved . 

MR. KUHNLE: Your Honor, 

I'm going to object. I think the prosecutor 

is not stating an accurate statement of 

the way the testimony was. 

THE COURT: MemQers 

of the jury, there have been several obJec

tions during the course of final argument. 

You will recall I instructed you that the 

final arguments of counsel are not evidence. 

If your 

recollection of the evidence differs from 

that stated by counsel in their final 
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,i 
argument, it is your recollection that is 

I, 
.1 

:! to be followed and you will just dismiss 
".j 

from your mind the version related by counsel 

as being inaccurate. 

You may 

proceed, Mr. Harris. 
,I , 
I 

MR. HARRIS: Yes, ladies 

and gentlemen, I want to just go along with 

what the Judge says. I just have one mind.! 
,j, 
I 

You have twelve, and when you get in there 
q 

!j 
"" you will remember more about this case than 
11 
H 
'.; I can, so it's your recollection. 

I think 

I it's quite clear from the statements from 

, the de fendant 
- ; i 
::: 

MR. KUHNLE: Your Honor,-

~ I would object to reading. 

MR. HARRIS Your Honor, 
" "' 

I can refer to my notes. I'm not going to 

read anything. 

THE COURT: You may 

use your notes. 

HR. KUHNLE: May we 
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approach the bench ror a second, Your Honor? 

(Thereupon. an orr-the-record discussion was bad 

,at the bench.) 

THE COURT: (Aside to 

report) As I understand, counsel states that , , 
'I 

he's not going to read from the notes. He's 

going to use them to rerresh his memory or 

I 
i the statement made by the defendant to the 

:1 
; 

police o~ricer. For that purpose the notes 
i 

il 
 may be used. (End or aside to reporter)II 
il You may
il 
'I 

'I
I,

:1 proceed. 
,i 
'I 

• MR. HARRIS: Ladies 

and gentlemen, you will remember from 

the statement that the defendant admitted 
! ~" - i 

-- 1 that he and Michael Morris had planned 
, 
,
I 
! 

- a robbery. He also statedthat that idea -

was mostly his. not Michael Morris', but 

his. You will recall that he stated that 

;1
1 

this robbery was going to be or another man 

that lived at the YMCA, an old man. 

You will 

recall that sometime in that statement he 
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~ 
indicated that Michael Morris had a knite,

I 
and that they went to the old man's room 

and knocked on the door to get in, so 
Ii" 

II even the defendant admits tacts that 
!I 

confirms Michael Morris right up to the 

I 
I, time that door opened, but he stops, ot 
'I;1 

Ii course, because what happened atter that," II 
I, guiltyII it he told it he would be at aggravated 
I' 

murder. 
II 

What happened 

atter that? The door opened. They just 

didn't quit and go back to the room, but 
I 

the door opened, as Michael Morris testified.II
I, 

What happenedil 
:j 

11 
" then? He hit the old man and he staggeredii 

~ II 
" it 

il back into the room, and the old man was 
'"0- ii

Ii

!: 
! stabbed. There is no question about that, 


c '" ;i
" ~ 1 

'J no question about that. Who stabbed him, 
r ~ 

C ., 
.' 

how many times they stabbed him, it doesn~ 
, 

'I 

make any difference. This man engaged in 
" 

a robbery of Henry Cordle, and Henry Cordle 

was stabbed by two weapons. Whether he 

stabbed him 35 times or twice, it doesn't 
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make any difference. It doesn't make any 
., 
" difference if he didn't stab him at all, 

just helped. He is still guilty. 

So the 

details, the absolute details of how every 
, 

., 
wound was inflicted and who and by what 

weapon and where those weapons are at this 

time is not relevant. If you are convinced 

., beyond a reasonable doubt that this man ., 

engaged in a robbery attempt, or a robbery 

of Henry Cordle, and as a result of that 

robbery he Henry Cordle was purposely 

killed, he is guilty. 

Let's 

look at what we have, a couple of small 

things we have to confirm Mr. Morris. Mr. 

Morris said when he went in that room he 

went to the dresser, pulled out the drawer, 

that Henry Cordle was knocked back up 

against the writing table, and th-at fS where 

he was struck by the knife. 

The largest 
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,1 

'i 
ii, 
il 
:i
!, 

" 

'I 
: 

concentration of blood initially was at 

the writing table. You will have photos, 

not very pretty, but you will have photos 

that show the concentration of blood by 

that writing table. 

Mr. Morris 

said that when he went in the room the 

victim was back against the writing table. 

He went directly to the dresser and opened 

the bottom drawer and began to rifle it. 

The bottom drawer or the dresser was open 

when the police came. You have a photograph 

of that. 

r,Uchael 

Morris said that this happened the evening 

of -- the late evening of the 20th, approxi_ 

mately 30 hours before the man was found 

dead, confirmed by Dr. Mignerey, who stated 

that the man had been from 36 to 24 hours 

prior to him being discovered. 

now, one 

thing I want you to consider -- I mentioned 

this briefly, but I want to go over it again. 
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i! 
'I 

il 
I'tI
'Ih 

/ ~-~ 

., ., 

; 
o 

When you're considering the credibility of 

a witness, you can consider his motives for 

saying what he did,. what does he have to 

gain or lose by testifying as he did. Let's 

look at the motives of Michael Morris. 

What motive 

would he have to state that this man was 

involved? Now, if Michael Morris hadn't 

been convicted but was involved somehow and 

was trying to save his own neck, perhaps, 

but Michael Morris cannot save his neck. 

Michael Morris has been convicted. He's 

been sentenced. He has no motive, no motive 

whatsoever, and there has been no motive 

brought out by defense counselor by anybody 

during this trial why Michael Morris would 

test!fy as he did. Why? There is no reason 

except if it was the truth. He has to 

go to prison having testified against 

another man. 

But let's 

see what else we have other than Michael 

Morris, because there 1s a lot of evidence 
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" I'
t! 

~> 
o 

il 
o 
o 
~ 

:i 

in this case. There were sixteen witnesses 

called, and most of them to some extent 

would either confirm Michael Morris or 

indicate some act of the defendant that 

would indicate his involvement. Now, I'm 

not going to go over them. I th1nk Mr. 

Cooper did a fine job of things, but let 

me go to a couple. 

First or 

all we have Deputy Sheriff Lopez. NOw, 

counsel for the defendant made a big point 

about the fact that he said he was going 

to burn Morris, fight fire with fire, going 

to go to trial, but the most important 

part wasn't mentioned, the fact that~the 

defendant said he couldn't have done it 

because his knife was long and thin. At 

that point he knew that this knife was 

taken from him. He knew that the police 

had this knife, but did he know the tech

nical details of the coroner's report? 

So at that point he was trying to say that 

the evidence the State had he couldn't have 
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done it, but he didn't know the other 

evidence the State had, that there was 

another wound caused with a long thin knife. 

Here again, 

whether he made those 35 wounds or whether 

he made those two wounds makes no difference. 

NOw, Detective 

Charles Perdeau. NOw, when he came in to 

. ! pick up his money on the 26th, he said 

i he didn't need it anyhow. He says when 
".
'. 
ii June Kramer was going to go check and see 

if she could give it to him, he said, "That's 

okay. I don't need it anyhow." He was 

out of work. June Kramer testified to 

that. He wasn't getting more than four 

dollars a day. Why didn't he need it? 

Why didn't he need it? Well that might 

have been answered by Detective Metoft. 

The detendant 

told Detective Metoff that he heard from 

a mute, heard that seventy dollars had 

been taken. Now, nobody knew how much had 

been taken except the victim who was dead 
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and the robber who knew, but he knew. He 

had that seventy dollars. He didn't need 

four dollars. 

Also he 

stated to Detective Perdeau that he was 

with a man named Miller that night, not a 

man named Dilly, not a man named James, 

and that he didn't know the victim. 

Now, the 

victim had a patch over his eye. The 
il 
:) victim was a very noticeable person, but 
" 

he was denying that he had ever seen him, 

ever knew him. He was given a description 

of the man with the patch. He denied he 

knew him. He was given his name, Cordle. 

At that point he knew whether or not he 

had been in jail with a man named Cordle 

before, but he denied even knowing him. 

Then the 

defendant talked to Detective Carl Metorf. 

He comes up with a second alibi. This 

time either Miller or Dilly. He doesn't 

know which of the men he was with. Now 


























