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him and let him

A Well, not exactly. I did speak

know I was a representative for the bank -- I would -- at

rty for the st
the property and had been watching the . operty pa

year. And up until before I met him, i .,, appeared the home
was vacant but we never entered, we never went in at that
point. But it did appear vacant probab%y I would say a
month, possibly two months before I met hu- at the property.
But for legal reasons, we couldn’t accegs the property.

Q Yeah for loqal reasons, meaning lat you’re not

allowed to qo :lnto ptopgrty i
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i t
these photographs were improperly taken and his entry

i e
into the apartment was improper. But mor

fundamental, Your Honor, Mr. Hunt2r testified that 12

months ago he knew that there was, waste occurring on

%ave been brought on

the property. This action could
|

guisance =-—

THE COURT: Mr. Heisler, we are dealing with the

offer of Mr. Pollock.

'
ATTY. HEISLER: And again, I don’t know the

relevance to it.

THE COURT: I’ve heard --

»

ATTY. HEISLER: There’s no claim of exemption
pending. There’s nothing -- !
THE COURT: Keep going —-

ATTY. HEISLER: What’s the r:levance on this?

!
THE COURT: -- on the picturis only. Anything
else?

ATTY. HEISLER: What is the relevance of this,

Your Honor? '

THESCOURMEEE T don’t —- I‘m in@Eaiwitness, My.

Heisler.
:

ATTYLSRETEEER: T didn/t mea§ (e g

THE COURT: 1If you want to e%amine the witness,
you may further examine him, but Lou don’t ask the
Court questions. You argue to the Sourt, not.with

13
the Court. Law school 101. Do ybu have anything

else regarding your objection to the admissibility to
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as an agent of the bank. He was there, the police

his

! 3
entered the building. He has a %1ght to protect

client’s property. That property is the property of

the bank. And we would -- therelwas no detainer.
anything like that. So he can -- so he went in ther

l
\
|
l
There’s no evidence that locks wére changed or 1
e|
!
for the purposes of inspection. \

ATTY. HEISLER: Your Honor -

THE COURT: Anything else? i

ATTY. POLLOCK: Nothing furtjher on that point,

!

Your Honor.

THE COURT: All right, Mr. Heisler.

]
ATTY. HEISLER: He entered under color of

authority by the Greenwich Police Department.

THE COURT: You’ve already stated that, Mr.

St

Heisler. l

ATTY. HEISLER: Therefore, Jnder -

THE COURT: Your objection %s overruled. They
may be admitted as exhibits. An§ other questions of
t
Mp. Hunkere 1

BY ATTY. POLLOCKS
Q 8¢, Mrl" Hamtery wpust to be cleard those were pictures
that you took on November 8™ and they’rg representative of
the damage and waste that you found on Whe premises?
A Eorrects i
ATTY. POLLOCK: Nothing furéher, Your Honor.

i
THE COURT: All right. Mr.'ﬂeisler, did you

<
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