CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE CITY OF BALTIMORE
STATE OF MARYLAND

STATE OF MARYLAND
v AFFIDAVIT

Douglas L. Colbert, an attomey at ksw, affirms the truth of the following statements under
penslty of perjury

1. 1 am an admitted attorney in the State of Maryfand, and am currently a professor of law
at the University of Maryland School of Law. As an officer of the court, | write to inform you of
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Quarles, following the judge’s declared mistrial in the above-captioned trial of State of Maryland
v. Adnan Syed.

2. Before detadling these conversations, | wamt 1o indicate that | had been Mr. Syed's
co-counsel (with Christopher Flobe, Esq.) during the period from February 28, 1999 1o
April 13, 1999. Since that time, I have maintained an interest in the owtcome of
the charge against Mr. Syed because | firmly befieve in his innocence.

3. Following the completion of jury selection on Tuesday, Docember 7, 1999, 1 attendod
the trial through December 15, 1999 and was present when most of the State’s many witsesses
testified,

4. On Wednesday, December 15th, 1 was present between 930 a.m. and the hunch recess
when the State’s main witness, Jay Wilde, was being cross-cxamined  Mr. Wilde had pled guilty
to being an accessory afler the fact and had entered into & ples agreement with the Stste.

5. Following the kinch recess, I retumned to the courtroom at 2:00 p.m. and remsined until
2:50 pm. when Mr. Wilde concluded his testimony. Thereafler, it was my understanding that the
State planned 10 call three witnesses before closing its case: 3 pathologist, who completed his
testimony after I left court; a witness from AT & T to verify phone records; and a substantive
witness, who was a friead of Mr. Wilde's.

6. At3:30 pm, I returned (with my cight-year old son) to Judge Quarkes” courtroom. It
was then that | learned the judge had declared a mistrial. Shortly thereafier, while standing in the

arca immediately outside the courtroom, I saw scveral jurors leaving. luhdwhhthywndd
umhmm their view of the trial. Four jurors answered in the affirmative. 1

stated
evidence thai they had heard up 10 the moment when the judge declared a mistrial Two of the
four jurors wondered aloud why the State had charged Mr. Syed and not the State’s main witness,
Jay Wilde.

7. 1then spoke individually to a fifth juror as she exited the courtroom. She, 100,
indicated that sie would have returned a verdict of not guilty based upon the State 's evidence fo
that point.

8. I then entered th and saw several juroes ing with people. [ walked
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employees of the State Aniomey's office. 7 distincily heard wo of the jurors indicate that they
had difficwlty believing the State 's case. One of these jurors stated that he would have retumed a
mot guilty verdict, because he “would never kend his car to an acquaintance™ and because he had
problems accepting Mr. Wilde's version of events.

9. mmmmlmmaw Wcmlﬂhﬂnmdm
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days later, the presiding judge dismissed the writ and densed Mr. Syed bail

10. Several weeks lutes, in a letier to the presiding judge, the Assistant State Attorney
thﬁu-ﬁm-n—ddm—kﬁ;-ﬂhﬂn‘
acknowledged that it was not true that o the Justice had told ber
these things. She also apologized for referring 10 a non-existent Chicago case.

11. In my opisson, had the State not proffered these statements, Mr. Sy-d-mldhw

support of bis community. Indeed, severnl families offered their homes as collateral to guarantee
hf-hnum and people and signed petitions on

12, Having practiced law for moce than twenty-five years, I find that the greatest
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outraged and justice, and there i
mdmdwwmmﬁum Butt it = exactly in cases ke this that
the utmost care must be taken to follow the law, and to ensure that innocent lives are not

Wyiw“mhwmum As a Baltimore

13. T hope that this iformstion assists Your Honoe's consideration of the defendant’s
application for bail pending retrial of this matter.
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