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APPLICATION FOR EXECUTIVE CLEMENCY 
 

I. Introduction 

 Frederick Freeman has served 30 years in prison for a crime he did not commit. Indeed, 

for the past three decades, while Mr. Freeman has sat in prison serving a sentence of life without 

parole, it is undisputed that nine disinterested and unimpeached alibi witnesses place him 

more than 400 miles from the scene of the murder for which he was convicted.  

Moreover, it was recently revealed that the only two scene witnesses to identify Mr. 

Freeman picked him out of an egregiously stacked photo lineup. The expert at the post-

conviction hearing called the lineup (as it was shown to the witnesses) the most unfair photo 

lineup she had ever evaluated. To make things even worse, when the prosecution presented the 

photo lineup to the jury at trial, it showed only a cropped version of the photos, concealing from 

the jury all of the suggestive features that made photo lineup egregiously unfair.  

Finally, the jailhouse informant who implicated Mr. Freeman later admitted both that his 

testimony against Mr. Freeman was false and that––contrary to his testimony at trial––he did 

indeed receive a benefit for implicating Mr. Freeman. 

 Even beyond Mr. Freeman’s innocence, there are also other good reasons for the 

Governor to exercise mercy in granting clemency. In serving 30 years in prison for a crime he 

did not commit, Mr. Freeman has seen his health deteriorate significantly. In fact, he recently 

won a civil suit against the Department of Corrections for lack of treatment of his significant 

medical issues. He was also recently diagnosed with a brain tumor, which is only the latest in a 

long line of documented health issues, many of which require long-term expensive treatment.  

Mr. Freeman has pursued legal relief for many years. His federal habeas petition was 

granted in 2010, three-and-a-half years after he filed it, but the Sixth Circuit reversed based on 

procedural barriers. He now has another habeas pending, but another four-year wait and another 
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procedural gamble under restrictive habeas rules is something Mr. Freeman cannot afford, given 

his deteriorating health. The Governor can, as the courts intend, now exercise his executive 

power for its true purpose—to “correct [an] injustice[] that the ordinary criminal process seems 

unable or unwilling to consider.” Dretke v Haley, 541 U.S. 386, 399 (2004) (Kennedy, J., 

dissenting). Given the strong evidence of innocence and his serious, long-term medical issues, 

Mr. Freeman respectfully requests that the Governor grant him clemency. 

 
II. Description Of The Circumstances Of The Crime (Application Question 3) 

Around 9:00 a.m. on November 5, 1986, Scott Macklem was shot and killed with a 

shotgun in a parking lot at St. Clair Community College in Port Huron. At the time, Mr. Freeman 

resided near Escanaba—over 400 miles away—and nine disinterested, unimpeached witnesses 

placed him in Escanaba shortly before and after the murder. Trial Tr. 1528-1719.1 

A. Investigation and Scene Witnesses 

 Mr. Freeman became a suspect because he previously dated the victim’s fiancée, Crystal 

Merrill. Id. at 534-38. Mr. Freeman dated Merrill for a few weeks in May and June of 1986, but 

by July, some four months before the murder, he had ended the relationship and moved to 

Escanaba. Id. at 538, 636. Merrill acknowledged that she stopped communicating with Mr. 

Freeman at the end of June. Id. at 536, 537-39. 

 No shotgun, shells, or getaway car implicating Mr. Freeman were ever recovered. An 

empty box of shells found near the scene had fingerprints, but they did not match Mr. Freeman. 

Indeed, no physical evidence has ever connected Mr. Freeman to the scene or to the crime.  

The only evidence implicating Mr. Freeman was the testimony of a jailhouse informant, 

                                                
1 The transcripts are available electronically, upon request, from undersigned counsel. All 

other materials cited herein, if not attached as appendices, are also available upon request. 
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id. at 1349, who later recanted,2 and the testimony of two scene witnesses, neither of whom 

actually saw the shooting. 

Rene Gobeyn, the first scene witness, told the police that he saw a man driving away 

from the scene. Id. at 1011, 1014, 1038. He said the man was a white male around 25 years of 

age, but he gave no further physical description. Prelim. Tr. 132-33. After this initial interview, 

Gobeyn asked one of his community college instructors to hypnotize him. Gobeyn Hypnosis Tr. 

11/5/86 at 1, 7. During the recorded hypnosis session, Gobeyn “recalled” that the driver had 

“dark hair.” Id. at 3. The hypnotist then asked Gobeyn if the person also had a beard. Gobeyn 

responded, “I think so.” Id. No further physical characteristics were given. While Gobeyn 

underwent hypnosis supposedly to “enhance” his memories, many of the details he confidently 

gave at trial were verifiably false, such as the license plate number of the car he saw. Trial Tr. 

1016, 1056-58. A few days later, Gobeyn was called to the police station to look at a photo 

lineup. Id. at 1019. He was shown mug shots of five different men, and he selected Mr. Freeman 

as the person he had seen driving out of the parking lot. Id.  

Despite repeated attempts to obtain the original (uncropped) photo lineup, Mr. Freeman 

was denied access to the actual photos viewed by the scene witnesses for more than 20 years 

after the trial. See 3/12/14 Evidentiary Hearing Tr. 37. As it turned out, there were many 

suggestive factors that made Mr. Freeman’s photo stand out, but these were hidden from the 

defense, the judge, and the jury because the prosecution only presented cropped and 

sanitized versions of the photos at trial. Id. at 43-44. At a 2014 evidentiary hearing, a world-

renowned eyewitness identification expert called the original photo lineup the most egregiously 

suggestive identification procedure she had ever seen. Id. at 167. 

The only other scene witness to identify Mr. Freeman was Richard Kreuger. He testified 

                                                
2 Freeman v Trombley, 744 F Supp 2d 697, 722 (ED Mich 2010).  
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that an hour before the shooting he observed a man loitering in a nearby parking lot. Trial Tr. 

1114-16. He described the man as about six feet tall, with a beard, and wearing a green fatigue-

style jacket and a knitted cap pulled down to his eyes. Id. at 1119-20. Kreuger did not know the 

color of the cap. Id. at 1120. He was not able to see the color of the man’s hair. Id. at 1123.  

About two days later, Kreuger was asked to look at a police photo lineup. Id. at 1122. 

This was the same suggestive array shown to Gobeyn. Id. at 1397. He picked Mr. Freeman as 

“the one [face] that may be the face” he had seen in the parking lot. Id. at 1122-23. However, at a 

later physical lineup, Kreuger picked a police filler instead of Mr. Freeman. Id. at 1139. 

B. The Trial 

Mr. Freeman was tried for first-degree murder in 1987. At no point did the state offer any 

physical evidence linking him to the crime. Nine disinterested, unimpeached alibi witnesses 

placed Mr. Freeman in Escanaba on the day of the murder—over 400 miles from the crime 

scene. Trial Tr. 1528-1719. To counter Mr. Freeman’s strong alibi, the prosecution offered only 

conjecture. Putting his own personal charter pilot on the stand, the prosecutor sought to establish 

that it was theoretically possible for a person to charter a flight from Escanaba to Port Huron, 

commit a murder, and then charter a flight back. Id. at 1907-22. The State offered no evidence 

that such flight actually occurred.  

The State did offer days of highly improper and irrelevant character evidence from Mr. 

Freeman’s ex-girlfriend and others—including testimony that Mr. Freeman was a “psychological 

terrorist” and part of a “deadly secret ninja organization.” Trial Tr. 457-59, 475-76, 498-99, 

1950; see also id. at 466-67. This evidence, as noted by a Michigan Court of Appeals judge, 

“should not have been admitted and was likely prejudicial . . . [t]his is specifically the type of 

evidence [the Michigan Rules of Evidence] seek[] to exclude.” People v Freeman, No. 311257, 

2015 WL 4599481 *12 (Mich Ct App July 30, 2015) (Shapiro, J., concurring).  
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The scope and scale of this irrelevant and prejudicial evidence creates a strong likelihood 

that Mr. Freeman’s conviction was a result of this inadmissible character evidence, as opposed to 

actual evidence of guilt. The admission of this evidence so troubled Judge Shapiro that he stated 

that habeas relief should have been granted in this case. Id. at *11.  

At no point did Mr. Freeman’s defense attorney object to the State’s presentation of this 

evidence. Trial counsel’s lack of objection may have stemmed from his documented substance 

abuse problems: defense counsel was struggling with cocaine and alcohol addiction when he 

handled Mr. Freeman’s case, and his secretary testified that his addiction noticeably affected 

him. Freeman v Trombley, 483 F App’x 51, 57 (6th Cir. 2012); see also Freeman, 744 F Supp 2d 

at 707 (“It is undisputed that defense counsel had a substance abuse problem around the time he 

was serving as [Mr. Freeman’s] defense attorney.”). 

The only actual inculpatory evidence consisted of Gobeyn and Kreugar’s accounts and a 

jailhouse informant named Philip Joplin. Joplin testified that Mr. Freeman confessed to him 

while they shared a cell. Trial Tr. 1347-50. At trial, Joplin said that he was not offered any 

reward in exchange for his testimony against Mr. Freeman. Id. at 1353-54. This was later 

revealed to be false, as described below. Joplin’s account was controverted at trial by another 

inmate who had been in the same cell and who made clear that Mr. Freeman always denied any 

involvement in the murder. Freeman, 483 F App’x at 61-62. 

 
III. Description Of Why Mr. Freeman Seeks Clemency (Application Question 4) 

 
Mr. Freeman seeks clemency for two reasons: his actual innocence and his long-term, 

debilitating health problems. 

A. Despite His Innocence, Mr. Freeman Has Been Unable To Attain Relief In Court 
Due To Procedural Barriers. 

Mr. Freeman’s strong claim of actual innocence—supported by the unimpeached 
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testimony of nine disinterested alibi witnesses—has taken him to the verge of exoneration by our 

courts, only to be undone by procedural barriers. A federal district court judge granted him 

habeas relief in 2010, after finding that he satisfied the federal test for actual innocence, but that 

relief was reversed in 2013 by the Sixth Circuit on procedural grounds (namely that Mr. 

Freeman’s claims were barred by the habeas statute of limitations). Freeman, 683 F App’x at 67.  

In later state court proceedings, Judge Shapiro of the Michigan Court of Appeals noted 

that he agreed that federal habeas relief was warranted in this case, but he was nevertheless 

compelled by procedural rules to deny relief. Freeman, 2015 WL 4599481 *12, 13. He 

highlighted glaring flaws in the trial, noting that “there is a reasonable probability that, but for 

counsel’s failure to object to [the improper admission of other-acts evidence and inadmissible 

testimony], the outcome of defendant’s trial would have been different.” Id. at *13. He then 

explicitly acknowledged the procedural barriers that prevented the courts from addressing 

the substance of Mr. Freeman’s innocence claim, noting, “[u]nfortunately, the Sixth Circuit’s 

decision precludes us from granting relief on any of these grounds.” Id. 

While procedural barriers may bind the courts, clemency is the proper forum where truth 

can prevail regardless of legal technicalities. And the truth of Mr. Freeman’s innocence has 

always been clear, as described below. 

Clemency exists to “correct injustices that the ordinary criminal process 
seems unable or unwilling to consider.”  
 

Dretke v Haley, 541 US 386, 399 (2004) (Kennedy, J., dissenting). 
 

i. Nine disinterested witnesses established Mr. Freeman’s alibi. 

Escanaba is over 400 miles away from Port Huron. At trial, defense counsel called nine 

disinterested and unimpeached alibi witnesses who established that Mr. Freeman was in 

Escanaba on November 5, 1986. Trial Tr. 1528-1719. Paul DeMars testified that he was with Mr. 
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Freeman until around 1:30 a.m. on the morning of November 5. Id. at 1634-36. Jeffrey 

McNamara, a waiter at the Elias Brothers restaurant in Escanaba, testified to seeing Mr. Freeman 

and Mr. DeMars at the restaurant just after midnight. Id. at 1657-59. Several other witnesses 

testified that they saw and interacted with Mr. Freeman at a Tae Kwon Do studio around noon on 

November 5. Id. at 1540-41, 1611-12. Other witnesses testified that they saw and spoke with Mr. 

Freeman in downtown Escanaba in the middle of the afternoon that day. Id. at 1669, 1712-13. 

ii. The prosecution had to resort to an unfounded charter-airplane 
theory—for which no actual evidence was ever provided.  

 
Since Escanaba is over 400 miles from Port Huron by road, the prosecution needed to 

convince the jury that Mr. Freeman had, however improbably, managed to commit the murder at 

9:00 a.m. and return to Escanaba by noon, when he was seen in Escanaba by several witnesses 

who knew Mr. Freeman and had no reason to lie for him. In support of this theory, the State 

called the prosecutor’s personal charter pilot as a witness, who testified to the hypothetical 

possibility of chartering a private aircraft to travel between the two cities. Id. at 1907-22. The 

prosecution never presented flight records, witness accounts, or any other evidence that such a 

chartered flight had actually occurred. 

iii. An additional witness would place Mr. Freeman in Escanaba at the 
exact time of the murder. 
 

Trial counsel failed to call the one witness who could have established that it was 

impossible for Mr. Freeman to have committed the murder, even with the assistance of a 

chartered plane. Mr. Freeman’s then-girlfriend, Michelle Woodworth, has always maintained, 

both in sworn affidavits and in a successful polygraph examination, that she and Mr. Freeman 

were together at their home in the Escanaba area at 9:00 a.m. on November 5, 1986—the exact 

time of the shooting. Freeman, 744 F Supp 2d at 714; Freeman, 483 F App’x at 59-60.  
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iv. The photo lineup that Gobeyn and Kreuger saw was highly 
suggestive—a fact that the State hid for 20 years. 
 

 The two eyewitnesses who identified Mr. Freeman at trial both saw a photographic lineup 

containing photographs of Mr. Freeman and four other men. Trial Tr. 1397. The photos shown to 

these witnesses made Mr. Freeman stand out in several significant ways. The State, however, 

concealed just how suggestive the photo lineup was at trial by showing only cropped 

versions of the photos to the jury. Mr. Freeman did not discover how suggestive the original 

lineup was until more than 20 years after his conviction, when a private investigator finally 

located the original un-cropped photographs in 2008. 3/12/14 Evid. Hr. Tr. 37. 

 At the start of a 2014 evidentiary hearing, the State stipulated that Mr. Freeman was not 

provided the un-cropped photos at any point after trial or direct appeal until they were discovered 

in 2008. Id. at 9, 10-11. This was not for lack of trying. As the Sixth Circuit recently noted,  

Although the State asserts that the photographs were available to Freeman under the 
open file policy, Freeman’s unsuccessful attempts to obtain the photos on direct 
appeal and collateral review call into question the completeness of the prosecution’s 
file. Thus, Freeman has made a prima facie showing that the original photographs 
could not have been discovered previously through the exercise of due diligence. 

 
Sixth Circuit Opinion, 10/2/17 at 6-7, Appendix A.  

 The suppression of the original photos (Appendix B)3 is very significant. At trial, the 

prosecution showed only the cropped versions of the photos (People’s Exhibit 26, Appendix C), 

which sanitized the many suggestive elements and served to mislead the jury into thinking 

Gobeyn and Kreuger had selected Mr. Freeman from a fair lineup. Evid. Hr. Tr. at 44, 46-48. 

When he finally located the original, un-cropped photos that the witnesses had seen, Mr. 

Freeman saw for the first time that he had been selected from a highly suggestive and unfair 

                                                
3 Appendix B features downsized reproductions of the photos. Given the limitations of 

copying machines, these are lower quality and the differences among the photos are less stark 
than in the original photos, and in the full-size reproductions of those photos—which are 
available from undersigned counsel upon request. 
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lineup. The Sixth Circuit recently recognized these significant suggestive elements: 

[T]he original uncropped photographs reveal several differences between 
Freeman’s photos and those of the four police fillers that are not clear in the 
composite exhibit shown to the jury: Freeman’s photo features a striped 
background while the others have solid backgrounds; Freeman’s profile photo is 
of his left side, and the others are taken from the right; Freeman’s body is facing 
forward in his profile shot, and the other profile photos show the men turned to 
the side; both of Freeman’s photos include the police placard while the police 
fillers’ photos only have the police placard in the forward-facing photos; only 
Freeman’s placard bears the name of a city other than Port Huron; Freeman’s 
front-facing and profile photos are separated by a white gap, and the others 
were joined with no gap; and Freeman’s photograph bore the most recent date. At 
the state post-conviction evidentiary hearing, an expert in eyewitness identification 
testified that the differences between Freeman’s photographs and the other 
photographs could have affected the reliability of Gobeyn’s and Krueger’s 
identifications. She characterized the photo array as “highly suggestive.” 

 
Sixth Circuit Opinion, 10/2/17 at 8 (internal citation omitted; emphasis added), App. A.  

As the Sixth Circuit recognized, the photo lineup was stacked to make Mr. Freeman stand 

out significantly. Indeed, Dr. Jennifer Dysart, the expert at the 2014 evidentiary hearing said that, 

of the more than 100 identification procedures she has evaluated as an expert, this was the 

most suggestive identification procedure she has ever seen. 3/12/14 Evid. Hr. Tr. at 167.  

v. Joplin recanted and admitted his testimony was incentivized. 
 

On July 2, 1994, Joplin, the jailhouse informant who had claimed that Mr. Freeman had 

confessed, recanted in a videotaped interview with television reporter Bill Proctor. Freeman, 744 

F Supp 2d at 720-22. Joplin revealed that, contrary to his testimony at trial, he had fabricated the 

story of Mr. Freeman’s confession in exchange for a shortened prison term (he was indeed 

released from prison early).4 He also alleged that prosecutors and law enforcement officials had 

                                                
4 Joplin’s social worker noted the behind-the-scenes deal-making that resulted in Joplin’s 

testimony in 1987. See Spreitzer Letter 5/28/1987, Appendix L. This letter is supported by other 
statements Joplin made. See Joplin Letter 2/3/1987 (“I was told . . . that if I cooperated with the 
Port Huron Police Department that I would be allowed to plead as a second felony offender, if I 
did not I would be allowed to plead as a third felony offender….”); see also 1990 Joplin 
Affidavit; both attached as Appendix M. 
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been coaching him in preparation for trial and threatening him with an extended prison sentence 

and perjury charges if he failed to cooperate. Id.; Freeman, 483 F App’x at 62-64. 

B. Mr. Freeman Has Many Debilitating Health Issues, Including A Brain Tumor, 
Which Provide Additional Grounds For Clemency. 
 
In addition to the evidence supporting his actual innocence, Mr. Freeman makes his 

request for executive clemency pursuant to a host of serious medical issues, with the recent 

discovery of a brain tumor chief among them.  

i. Mr. Freeman has many serious health issues that affect his daily 
activity and, when taken together, make clear that he is not a risk to 
the community. 
 

Mr. Freeman’s health is rapidly collapsing. After three decades in prison, he is no longer 

able to perform many basic bodily functions without assistance. In 2014, after being denied 

access to a gastrointestinal specialist for over 25 years, Mr. Freeman required emergency surgery 

to treat a sigmoid volvulus (a bowel obstruction). The botched surgery severely narrowed Mr. 

Freeman’s colon, requiring the assistance of painful, twice-daily enemas in the place of normal 

bowel movements, a process that is as humiliating as it is time consuming. See MDOC Bureau of 

Health Care Services Report (September 25, 2017) at 4; Appendix D.  

Even walking presents a challenge for Mr. Freeman due to the pain and discomfort 

caused by a number of injuries and ailments affecting his knee, spine, and ankle. An MRI of Mr. 

Freeman’s right knee performed on June 3, 2016, revealed osteoarthritis, thinning ligaments and 

tendons, and grade III to IV chondromalacia (severe thinning of the cartilage under the kneecap). 

MDOC Bureau of Health Care Services Visit Report (September 15, 2017) at 3; Appendix E. An 

examination of Mr. Freeman’s spine recently revealed degenerative disc disease. September 25, 

2017 MDOC Report at 1; App. D. Finally, a study of Mr. Freeman’s ankle also revealed soft 

tissue swelling and the presence of bone fragments from previous injuries. Id. at 1-2. 
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On top of all this, Mr. Freeman was recently diagnosed with a brain tumor. On May 22, 

2017, an MRI showed a small lesion in Mr. Freeman’s brain with a differential diagnosis of 

subependymoma, ependymoma, central neurocytoma, or giant cell astrocytoma, all different 

varieties of brain tumors. MDOC Bureau of Health Care Services Visit Report (May 23, 2017) at 

1; Appendix F. A follow-up assessment on October 4, 2017, determined that the lesion was most 

likely a subependymoma. Letter from Dr. Stephen Edwin Sullivan at 3; Appendix G. While the 

tumor is currently benign, the neurosurgeon recommended MRIs to monitor its growth. Id.  

ii. Despite Mr. Freeman’s debilitating conditions, he has been denied 
adequate care by MDOC. 
 

Mr. Freeman hopes to choose his own course of care in order to address his brain tumor 

and other health concerns due to MDOC’s long track record of failing to provide him even 

minimally adequate medical care. For example, as recently as last year, five MDOC employees 

were found in a civil lawsuit to have been “deliberately indifferent” to Mr. Freeman’s “serious 

medical needs” in violation of the Eighth Amendment. See Civil Suit Verdict Form (March 28, 

2016) at 1-2; Appendix H. Mr. Freeman was awarded damages, but his request for an order that 

the medical treatment he needed be provided was denied because he was transferred from the 

prison that had denied him treatment (Saginaw Correctional Facility) to another MDOC facility. 

Yet Mr. Freeman was transferred back to Saginaw Correctional Facility almost immediately after 

this denial. Once returned to Saginaw, many of the medical devices he had received previously 

were seized by the same people whom the federal courts had found violated Mr. Freeman’s 

constitutional rights. Mr. Freeman has again initiated a civil suit against the defendants in an 

effort to secure access to the care and medical items needed to address his medical conditions. 

Given how recently Mr. Freeman was diagnosed with a brain tumor, his prognosis is still 

unknown. What is known is that there is no such thing as a harmless brain tumor, and Mr. 
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Freeman is rightly concerned that his medical needs will not be met by the MDOC (given their 

prior track record in his case). While he has encountered many physicians in the system that have 

been supportive and compassionate, he has also had to fight to receive care for injuries and 

illnesses that were minor in comparison to a brain tumor. The stakes are now higher and, given 

the MDOC’s prior record, Mr. Freeman requests that he be granted clemency so that he can 

obtain adequate medical treatment outside of prison. 

 
IV. Description Of Why Mr. Freeman Should Be Granted Clemency (Question 5) 

“It is an unalterable fact that our judicial system, like the human beings 
who administer it, is fallible.” 

— Chief Justice William Rehnquist 
Herrera v Collins, 506 US 390, 415 (1993) 
 

The U.S. Supreme Court has described executive clemency as “the fail safe” of our 

criminal justice system. Chief Justice Rehnquist’s words make clear that it is intended as a 

mechanism to correct wrongful convictions and adequately address compelling claims of 

innocence that the courts have not been able to reach: 

Clemency is deeply rooted in our Anglo-American tradition of law. . . . [H]istory 
is replete with examples of wrongfully convicted persons who have been 
pardoned in the wake of after-discovered evidence establishing their innocence.  
 

Herrera, 506 US at 411-12, 415.  

Further, Justice Scalia noted that pardoning “innocent condemnee[s] through executive 

clemency. . . demonstrates not the failure of the system but its success.”  Kansas v Marsh, 548 

US 163, 193 (2006) (Scalia, J., concurring). In other words, our nation’s highest court clearly 

understands and intends that executive clemency serve as a critical avenue of relief for 

innocent defendants.  

Mr. Freeman’s case is a perfect example of a conviction that begs for clemency. Judges 
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in both state and federal court have recognized significant flaws in his trial and the lack of 

evidence against him. Just this year, the Sixth Circuit noted: “Freeman has made an adequate 

prima facie showing that, had he had access to the original photographs at trial and been 

able to use them in his defense, no reasonable factfinder would have found him guilty.” 

Sixth Circuit Opinion, 10/2/17 at 9 (emphasis added); App. A. 

Mr. Freeman has also pursued every educational opportunity he could, both inside and 

outside of prison. Mr. Freeman has completed a pre-college program at Mott Community 

College, has pursued multiple bachelor degrees, and holds a paralegal degree with a specialty in 

corporate law. Mr. Freeman has also served as a letter writer for illiterate prisoners, performed 

paralegal services for impaired prisoners, and served as a Warden’s Forum Member and 

Chairman. Mr. Freeman has volunteered as a sign language translator for deaf prisoners, as a 

music teacher, and with juvenile offender programs. Finally, Mr. Freeman has continuously 

received exemplary work and behavior reports from MDOC for his full-time job, which requires 

extra security clearance. See Appendix I.  

Despite all of this, Mr. Freeman remains in prison, serving a life sentence. He has been 

up and down the state and federal courts many times, all while his health has continued to 

deteriorate. Mr. Freeman thus turns to this request for executive clemency. 

 
V. Mr. Freeman’s Home and Job Placement Plans (Question 6) 

Executive clemency offers Mr. Freeman the chance to begin again, and Mr. Freeman 

intends to make the most of it. Solomon Radner, an attorney in Southfield, has extended a 

standing job offer to Mr. Freeman, should he be released from prison. Letter from Solomon 

Radner; Appendix J. Mr. Radner’s offer is a full-time, paid position as a paralegal, which would 

begin immediately upon Mr. Freeman’s release. Id. Mr. Freeman has built a close relationship 
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with Mr. Radner as he has worked with his firm to file a number of successful civil lawsuits.  

Mr. Freeman also has a support network to find and maintain adequate housing. Mr. 

Radner, who has real estate connections in the Southfield area, will help Mr. Freeman search for 

housing. Id. Mr. Freeman also remains close with Angela Smith, who has always been like a 

sister to him. Ms. Smith has attended all of his court hearings and currently works as a teacher in 

a Montessori school in Kalamazoo. She has also offered to help Mr. Freeman secure housing. 

Letter from Angela Smith, Appendix K. 

Mr. Freeman has several other supportive family members in Michigan, including his 

aunt, Carol Anne-Blower, who serves on the City of Flint’s Planning Commission, and his uncle, 

John Freeman, who is an architect. Mr. Freeman also has two daughters, Leyna and Kari Ray, as 

well as five granddaughters, all of whom are looking forward to having him back in their lives. 

Faith is also a major part of Mr. Freeman’s life. He served as a leader in the Eastern 

spiritual community for many years, and wrote a book on his personal practice, which drew from 

principles of Buddhism and Taosim. Following years of Eastern theology, he recently returned to 

Christianity. He engages daily in Bible study and is an active member in a Christian group at the 

Macomb Correctional Facility.  

 
VI. Conclusion 

After serving more than 30 years in prison, Mr. Freeman is prepared to leave prison as a 

changed man. His body and outlook have been forever altered, the former for the worse, the 

latter for the better. He fully acknowledges that he was not perfect during his youth, but whatever 

he may have been, he was not, and is not, a murderer. Despite being incarcerated for a crime he 

did not commit, Mr. Freeman has refused to let anger dictate his actions during the last three 

decades. His faith and the personal relationships he has built and maintained—both in and out of 
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prison—have helped him cultivate a mindset of patience and positivity unknown to him 30 years 

ago. Now, diagnosed with a brain tumor, unable to attain relief in court due to procedural 

barriers, Mr. Freeman turns to the Governor for clemency—which is the one thing that can 

correct this textbook example of our justice system’s fallibility.  

The decisions that were made in the St. Clair County courthouse more than 30 years ago 

have forever altered Mr. Freeman’s life. With the Governor’s aid, they need not continue to 

dictate his future. 

 
 
Respectfully Submitted By: 
 
DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC 
Ryan M. Shannon (P74535) 
215 S. Washington Square  
Suite 200 
Lansing, MI 48933 
(517) 487-4719 
rshannon@dickinsonwright.com  
 
 
Dated: March 21, 2018 
 

  
MICHIGAN INNOCENCE CLINIC 
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN LAW SCHOOL 
Imran J. Syed (P75415) 
David A. Moran (P45353) 
Rebecca L. Hahn (P80555)    
Austin Perry (Student Attorney)   
Sara Stappert (Student Attorney) 
Carolina Velarde (Student Attorney)   
701 S. State Street 
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