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Exam Name: Evidence-SLO-F22-SLizardo-R 

1) 

1. Nurse Nan testimony

For evidence to be admissible it must be both logically and legally relevant. 

Logical Relevant -Tendency Test 

Logical relevance is determined by the tendency to prove, or disprove, a disputed fact of 
consequence. 

Here, Nurse Nan is testifying at trail about a doctor for whom she works about a surgery 
she witnessed. Courts place a high value on percipient witness testimony and Nurse Nan's 
testi1nony has a high tendency to prove, or disprove, how Dr. Doom performed before, 
during, and after the surgery at issue. 

Thus, Nurse Nan's testimony is logically relevant. 

Legal Relevance - Balancing Test 

Legal relevance is determined by balancing the probative value of evidence with the risk 
of unfair prejudice, confusing the jury,t-!?kl undue delay.

Here, Nurse Nan's testimony is highly probative if she was one cf the few, if any, other 
people beside Dt. Doom, who were awake and conscious in the room while Dr. Doom 
operated on Dusty. As Nurse Nan knows Dr. Doom well enough to know how steady his 
hands were in the surgery and what he drank before, her testimony is highly probative and 
offers little risk of unfair prejudice. 

Thus, Nurse Nan's testimony is legally relevant. 
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Witness Competency 

Witnesses are generally presumed competent. A witness must have personal knowledge of 

the issue and attest they will tell the truth. A witness must be able to attest, recollect, 

communicate, and appreciate the necessity of telling the truth and the consequences of a 

lie. 

Here, Nurse Nan (NN) is testifying in Dusty's (D) case-in chief for medical malpractice 

against Dr. Doom (DrD). NN has personal knowledge of DrD's proclivities and methods 

for cataract surgery. NN knows that he drank gin prior to the surgery and that DrD's 

hands were unsteady during the procedure. Based on the facts it seems NN is a 

competent witness. 

Thus, NN's testimony will not be excluded based on lack of witness competence. 

Hearsay 

Hearsay is an out of court statement offered for the truth of the matter asserted (TOMA). 

Hearsay (HS) is generally inadmissible unless the statements are subject to an exclusion or 

offered for a non-TOMA purpose. 

Percipient Witness 

Here, NN is a percipient witness as she was working with DrD on the day of the surgery 

at issue and was in the operating room while the procedure took place. As NN is a 

percipient witness her testimony is admissible as it is e!?t considered HS. 

2. DrD 's Testimony

3 of 8 

0 



r 

ID:  

Exam Name: Evidence-SLO-F22-SLizardo-R 

Logical Relevant -Tendency Test 

See rule above. 

Here, DrD, the surgeon who performed the procedure is taking the witness stand. As the 
doctor is the only one, based on the facts, in the operating room who was awake and had 
the apparent skill to perform the procedure, his testimony would have a tendency to 
prove, or disprove, many facts at issue. 

Thus, DrD's testimony is logically relevant as he is the party which the suit is being 
brought against. 

Legal Relevance - Balancing Test 

See rule above. 

Here, there are a limited number of people who were present in the operating room, and 
there is only one person who the suit is being brought against. As DrD's medical practice 
is being challenged, what he says is legally relevant before, during, and after the procedure. 

Thus, DrD's testimony is legally relevant. 

Witness Competency 

See rule above. 

/ '�··,,. ,r 

Here, Q!!2. is testifying after NN has testified that he took two s'liots of gin prior to 
performing a surgery. If a doctor is willing to drink alcohol before a medical procedure, 
there is at least enough information to question whether DrD would drink alcohol before 

..,..)offering his testimony. As the facts do not suggest either way whether DrD did consume
alcohol_pri�r to his testimony, so his testimony would likely be considered admissible. 
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Thus, as witnesses are generally presumed competent, DrD would be considered 
competent to testify. 

Hearsay 

See rule above. 

Here, DrD is bringing up a statement he made to D during a follow-up appointment. 
That statement was made out of court, and even though DrD is the one who made the 
statement and he is currently testifying,� defendant cannot testify to their own out of 
court statements0Thus, DrD's statement is HS and excluded from evidence unless 
allowed in by an exception discussed below. 

Public Policy 

Settlement Offers & Negotiations 

As the court wants to encourage parties to negotiate in good faith in an attempt to try to 
settle prior to taking a case to trial, settlement offers and negotiations are inadmissible as 
they are out of court statements subject to HS. As the facts state that a claim for medical 
malpractice was made prior to the facts stating that DrD made the statement of "I am 
sorry for the pain. I am offering you $40,000 for a settlement," DrD is presumed to have 
been aware that a claim, or the intent to file a claim, was at issue. 

Thus, if DrD knew D had filed a claim, or intended to file a claim, his statement offering 
her $4OK. would likely be considered inadmissible as it is part of a settlement offer. 

Sympathy 

California courts want to encourage citizens to be charitable in the acts and words and, 
therefore, exclude statements of sympathy. DrD does state "I am sorry for the pain" as 

5 of8 

0 



ID: 

Exam Name: Evidence-SLO-F22-SLizardo-R 

part of the statement at issue. As discussed above, that statement would likely be 

considered a settlement offer and would likely be excluded, but it would also be excluded 

under the California Evidence Code (CEC) as an expression of sympathy. 

Thus, DrD's,.titatements to D would likely be inadmissible. 

3. Liability Insurance

Logical Relevant -Tendency Test 

See rule above. 

Here, the fact that DrD has liability insurance is relevant as it has a ten�cy to prove that 

DrD is the owner of his practice and is responsible for maintaining insurance to run a 

functioning practice. 

Thus, DrD's insurance is logically relevant. 

Legal Relevance - Balancing Test 

See rule above. 

Here, if D is going to win a settlement it will likely be paid by DrD's insurance or DrD 

himself. 

Thus, the presence of insurance is legally relevant. 

Hearsay 

See rule above. 
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Here, D wants to offer evidence of DrD maintaining liability insurance. This is an out of 

court statement/writing that would not be able to be offered to prove that DrD could pay 

or that DrD was liable. Doctors are not allowed to practice without medical malpractice 

insurance. Courts want to encourage practitioners to maintain their insurance and their 

practices, thus, the presence of liability insurance is generally inadmissible. Liability 

insurance is only allowed to be offered for control or ownership. 

Limiting Instruction 

If D wants to offer evidence of DrD's liability insurance D would only be able to offer it 

for the limited purpose of showing that DrD is in control, or the owner, of his practice. D 

would not be able to offer evidence of DrD's insurance to show that DrD has the ability 

to pay. 

4. Dr. Better's Deposition Transcript

Logical Relevant -Tendency Test 

See rule above. 

Here, how a surgery was performed is subject to opinion. As the facts state Dr. Better 

(DB) was the only other ophthalmologist who offered their opinion of DrD's 

performance. 

Thus, another practicing physician's opinion expressed underoath, subejct to cross exam 

is relevant to prove, or disprove, facts at issue. 

Legal Relevance - Balancing Test 
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See rule above. 
Here, DB says the eye lens that DrD placed was too low and his surgical practice deviates from the standard of care. These statements are the essence of a malpractice claim stating that DrD deviated from the standard of care. 
Thus, the value of his testimony is highly probative and has a low risk of unfair prejudice, so the testimony of DB is legally relevant. 
Hearsay 

See rule above. 
Here, D wants to introduce statements made at a deposition by DB. DB� before the present trial and is, as a result, unavailable. As DB's statements were made out of court, the statements are subject to HS. 
Former Testimony 

If a declarant is unavailable (due to 
-

death, privilege, refusal to testify, etc) but offered 
-testimony regarding the present issue where the party was under oath and was subject to cross-examination, then that testimony can be admitted as a hearsay exception. 

Here, all parties were present at the deposition and DB was subject to cross exam. DB was testifying to the poor performance of DrD on D's surgery. 
Thus, the subject of the testimony was the same, the parties had a chance to examine DB, and he was underoath, so his deposition testimony would be admitted. 

0 
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2) 

Call 1) Medical Records and Following Statements by Bob 

Logi,cal Relevanry (Tendenry Tes�) 

Evidence is found logically relevant when the evidence has a tendency to prove or 
disprove a disputed fact of consequence. 

Here, the subpoenaed and authenticated medical records from Victors hospital trip and 
statements made by Bob are logically relevant because they have a tendency to prove that 
Victor was suffering from a gun shot wound. 

A court would find the medical records and statements logically relevant. 

Legal Relevano (Balancing Tes�). 

Courts have the discretion to find evidence inadmissible when the probative value of 
the evidence is substantially outweighed by prejudicial value. Additionally, courts have the 
discretion to find evidence inadmissible if they cause a substantial waste of time or 
mislead the jury1 n.,, � --1;;#..u n·

Here, the probative vf11ue of the medical records and Bob's statements outweigh the 
prejudicial influence th➔ statements may have on the jury. Both the statements made and 
the medical record are ipiportant to prove the truth of the matter asserted, and they do 
not create undue influerce on the jury against the defendant. 

A court would find ie medical records and statements legally relevant. 

Competeno 
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All witnesses are found to be competent unless otherwise shown the witness. does not 
recall the events due to vision, hearing, or failure to understand the truth. 

Here, the medical staff will be found competent because there are no facts to indicate 
otherwise. There is also insufficient evidence to support Bob being incompetent. 

A court would find all parties competent. 

Hearsav 
., 

Hearsay is an out of court statement used to prove the truth of the matter asserted. 

Here, the statements made by Bob to the hospital staff and the medical records would 
be considered hearsay on the face, but there are several exceptions discussed below. 

A court would likely find the medical records and statements by Bob hearsay on the 
face. Exceptions to admit the evidence below. 

Hearsav excebtion: Medical Records 
....r 1 

A hearsay exception is a medical record exception, which allows evidence to be 
admissible if the medical record was recorded for the medical purposes-- not testimonial

purposes. 

Here, the medical record stated "Patient brought into the emergency room ... victor is 
in a �t of pain because he w�t by � . " would be admissible under the hearsay 
exception of medical records because the statements made by Bob to the medical 
personal were used in the ordinary scope of medical treatment. The defense would likely 
assert that hospital personal for medical records are interested in finding the issue and 
resolving the problem, and the knowledge of how or why Victor got shot is irrelev�nt; 
however, the prosecution would likely get all the statements into evidence. What the 
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injury was will fall under medical record exception, and the remaining statements fall 
under present sense impression and / or excited utterances.

A court would likely find the statement "Victor is in a lot of pain because he was just

0 

shot" into evidence under the medical record exception. -
� � �V

��)>u� 
Hearsav excebtion: Business Records 

.:::r .1 

An exception to hearsay is a business record exception, which allows records kept in the�-t� ordinary scope of the business that are recorded by a custodian of A.the business to be
found admissible.

Business records require the recorder to be a custodian of the business. Because medical
professionals must keep detailed records of all patients and their respective issues, medical
staff would be considered custodians of the business, and their records are performed in
the scope of business.

A court would likely find the evidence admissible under a business record exception.
Hearsav excebtion: Present Sense Imbression 

:::r ::.. :.. 

For the hearsay exception for present sense impression to be applicable, the statement
must be made spontaneously, in the scope of the event, where the person makes the
statement at the time or shortly thereafter.

Here, Bob stated that "Victor is on a lot of pain because he was just shot by Dan." The
use of the word "just" implies that the incident occurred moments before the event. The
prosecution would assert that the statement should be admissible under this exception 
because Bob is still in the present sense, and the act of bringing Victor to the hospital was
Bob acting with intent after the event occurred. The defense would likely assert that,
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because the time frame is unknown, the statements made in the hospital may be too far 

removed for present sense, as there is insufficient evidence to show a time frame or if 

Bob was able to reflect since said statements. 

A court would likely find the statements by Bob inadmissible under present sense 

impression because there is no evidence to support the time frame between when the 

incident occurred and when the statement was uttered. 

Hearsav excet>tion: Excited Utterances 
.:.:r 1 

For an excited utterance hearsay exception to be applicable, the statement must be 

made in a situation that would make a person excited or stressed. 

Here, the statements made by Bob would likely be found admissible under the excited 

utterance exception because Bob brought his friend in right after Dan "just" shot Victor. 

Additionally, Bob "can't believe Dan shot him [Victor] over $100." The second quote 

indicates that Bob at the time of the statement is still in disbelief of the situation. 

A court would likely find the evidence admissible under the excited utterances 

exception. 

Call 2) Police officer and Victor's Dying Declaration 

Logical Relevance 

See above. 

Here, the police officers testimony Victors statements in the hospital are logically 

relevant because they have a tendency to prove that Victor was the victim of a gun wound 

inflicted by Dan. 
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A court would find the evidence logically relevant 

Legal Relevance 

See above. 

Here, a court would find the probative value of the officer relaying Victors statements 

significantly outweigh the prejudicial effect of admitting the evidence. 

A court would find the evidence legally relevant. 

Hearsav 
., 

See above. 

Here, the statements by the police officer would be considered hearsay because the 

statements are reflective of an out of court statement by Victor used to prove that Victor 

was the victim. of a gun shot wound as a result of being shot by Dan. The statements m.ay 

fall under the hearsay exception dying declaration and / or excited utterances found 

below. 

A court would find the statements on their face hearsay. 

Hearsqy Exce,_tJtion: Dying Declaration 

For the d • declaration exce tion to be a licable th 

must have reason to believe the 

reason this exception applies is because people on their death bed typically have no 

motive or reason to lie. 

Here, the statements "Dan shot m.e, I'm. dying" would ordinarily be admissible under 

this exception, however, because the doctors and nurses assured the victim. that he was 
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going to be alright, and the doctor stated that the victim was going to recover and was in 
no imminent danger of dying, the statements are not going to be admissible under this 
exception. Although Victor did die from Dan through proximate cause, the death was not 
immediately after or relatively close to the time the statements were made. 

0 

A court would likely fin? the statements inadmiss
1

ible uncle� the.dying de�laration 
.Ml fuL.

exception. .J}::t:, � p.,u � A � � � 'lid ' 0 

Hears av Excebtion: Excited Utterance 
.::r 1 

See above. 

Here, the statements "Dan shot me, I'm dying" may be admissible under the excited 
utterance exception. Victor recently undergone a procedure to drain fluids from his chest 
and re-inflated his lung. During this procedure, he was likely unconscious. At the time he 
was conscience again, the excited utterance or stressful state he was in would take effect. 
Victor was likely extremely stressed due to being shot and waking up in a hospital. 

A court would likely find the statement admissible under the excited utterance 
exception. 

Call 3) Oscar: the real shooter? 

Logical relevance 

See above. 

The testimony of Tina is logically relevant because it has a tendency to prove who the 
potential shooter is. 

A court would find Tina's testimony logically relevant. 
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Legal relevance 

See above.

The probative value of finding the actual killer of Victor would substantially outweigh
any prejudice against the defendant because the court needs to know who the shooter is.

A court would find Tina's testimony legally relevant.

Hearsav 
_, 

See above.

Here, the statements made by Tina are out of court statements used to prove that Oscar
was the one who fired the gun, resulting in the death of Victor. Because there is no
additional proof, no other witnesses, and Tina cannot recall, the statements and testimony
by Tina would be found inadmissible. � .

A court would find Tina's testimony inadmissible.

� � . .  
�\4.$ 

�n-

• "j)��-����frn....) 

Tina had motive to state Oscar was the one who is responsible for Victor's death. Tina
is Dan's girlfriend, Victor is unable to testify due to being dead, Oscar is unable to testify
due to being dead, and Dan is on trial for murder. Tina had motive to place blame '.::>n
Oscar to keep her significant other out of jail and place blame on one who could not
testify.

::::::x� ENDOFEXAM
���-;ti>�
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3) 

1. OSCAR'S TESTIMONY

LOGICAL RELEVANCY 

Evidence is relevancy if it has a tendency to prove or disprove a disputed fact of 

consequence. 

Here, the plaintiffs would argue that Oscar's testimony about Todd having his license 

suspended due to previous DUI's and Todd's reputation about being untrustworthy 
- -

behind the wheel would be logically relevant because it has a tendency to prove or 

disprove the disputed fact of consequence being that there was negligent entrustment. It 

would likely prove the disputed fact being that Todd already had a reputation of being 

untrustworthy behind the wheel making Dun-Middleton to be liable for her injuries 

sustained. 

The Defense would argue that Oscar's testimony about Todd's reputation would not be 

relevant due to the fact that the testimony Oscar would give would be related to 

something that happened three years prior. Since Todd's reputation and situation 

developed 3 years ago it would not be relevant to introduce evidence about this incident 

considering how long ago it happened. 

However, the court would conclude that since the evidence has a tendency to prove or 

disprove a disputed fact of consequence it is allowed into evidence. 

LEGAL RELEVANCY 

A court can exclude relevant evidence if its probative value is substantially outweighed by 
-

the dangers of unfair prejudice, confuse issues, waste of time, or misleading the jury. 
-
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Here, the plaintiffs would argue that since Oscar's testimony is about Todd's reputation which was something the office knew about it would be logically relevant to the case at hand of negligent entrustment and it's probative value would not be substantially 
-outweighed by the dangers of unfair prejudice, would not waste the court's time , not confuse issues and would not mislead the jury. Here, the defense would argue that though the evidence is relevant because of Todd's reputation, Oscar's testimony is likely to confuse issues and also create unfair prejudice against Dun-Middleton. The defense would argue that since it was so lo� ago, it does not necessarily make the defendant liable if Todd had fallen off the wagon (or began drinking again). Though the cases against Todd's driving under the influence had occurred three years prior, it does not necessarily mean that the defendants knew Todd was df!!!.king that morning. The confusion of the issues would be whether the company knew of Todd's current drinking behavior, in which this case they did not. Thus, the court would exclude Oscar's testimony because it is not relevant✓ 

COMPETENCY All witnesses are able to testify as long as they have personal knowledge and are able to 
-accurately tell the truth. Here, the plaintiff offered Oscar to testify in court. Here, the plaintiff would argue that Oscar is competent to testify due to the fact that he has personal knowledge because Oscar works at Dun-Middleton and has personal knowledge of what happens in the work place. 
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Here, the defense would argue that Oscar would not be competent to testify to the 

current knowledge of Todd's reputation. Here, the defense would argue that though in 

Oscar's opinion Todd is not trustworthy behind the wheel as of 3 years ago, and his 

personal knowledge of Todd having to get rides to go to work from Ryan doesn't 

necessarily mean that management was made aware of the convictions. Therefore, likely 

not making the office not liable for Negligent Entrustment. 

Here, the court is likely to rule that Oscar is competent to testify. 

2. CREED'S TESTIMONY

LOGICAL RELEVANCY 

Evidence is relevancy if it has a tendency to prove or disprove a disputed fact of 

consequence. 

Here, the plaintiff would argue that Creed's testimony has a tendency to prove the 

disputed fact of consequence being that within the past fm�,_years there have been .Q. 

different workers struck by vehicles in the office warehouse parking lot and he reported 

the incident to management. Here, the Plaintiff would argue that this testimony would be 

logically relevant to prove that the defendant's knew about the incidents and still decided 

to continue their acts which led to Meredith's injuries. This would be logically relevant to 

prove that the defendant's are likely to be found liable. 

Here, the defendants would argue that Creed's testimony is not logically relevant to prove 

or disprove the disputed fact of consequence because it does not necessarily prove that 

those incidents are connected to Meredith's injuries. Here, the situations are different 

because there were Staff from the office and not from the warehouse operating that day. 

By introducing this evidence into court would not prove or disprove that the office would 

be liable for those incidents as well nor their connection of the warehouse to the inujuries 
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sustained that day. Therefi.re the court would not likely find that evidence logically 

relevant. 

Thus, it is likely that the court would allow Creed's testimony into evidence. 

LEGAL RELEVANCY 

A court can exclude relevant evidence if its probative value is substantially outweighed by 

the dangers of unfair prejudice, waste of time, confuse the issues or misleading the jury. 

Here, the plaintiffs would argue that the probative value of Creed's testimony is likely to 

not waste the courts time, nor cause unfair prejudice, nor mislead the jury or confuse the 

issues. The plaintiffs would argue that by introducing Creed's testimony into evidence it 

would likley prove the fact that instances had happened before within the past few year� 

and the company would be liable for the injuries because they knew about it from Creed's 

reports of those incidents. By the defendant's knowing about these prior incidents and 

still letting office workers that were unexperienced in warehouse work to manage and 

drive equiptment would be relevant and not the confuse the issue of the defendant's being 

liable for the injures incurred. 

Here, the defense would argue that Creed's testimony would likely confuse the issues or 

mislead the jury because those incidents were reported by Creed however, it doesn't 

necessarily connect the injuries that had occurred prior due to warehouse workers actions 

to the actions committed by the office staff. Here, Dwight was in charge of the tasks to 

do that day and assigned each person to do their work. The worker's that were struck 

does not mean that the office is in fact connected to those events specifically. 

Therefore, the court would likely allow the Creed's testimony into evidence. 

COMPETENCY 
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All witnesses are able to testify as long as they have personal knowledge and are able to 

accurately tell the truth. 

Here, the plaitniff's would argue that Creed is competent to testify as to the worker's 

being struck because he personally saw the workers being struck by the vehicles. 

The defense would argue that Creed is not competent to testify the injuries he had seen 

happen had happened in the office parking lot and since the facts do not state if the 

accident had occurred in the office parking lot or in the warehouse building it is not likely 

that there is a connection between the two incidents. 

The court is likley to find Creed comeptent to tesitfy. 

SPECIAL RELEVANCY: SIMILAR HAPPENINGS 

Similar happenings are generally inadmissible unless offered to prove the existence of the 

hazard and or pri-2!_ notice. 

Here, the plaintiff's would argue that the similar happenings are admissible in this 

situation to prove that these incidents had occurre.2.£.rior and would make the defendant's 

liable for the plaitniff's injuries due to their prior knowledge and notice of those incidents. 

Therefore the court would likely allow this into evidence. 

3. TOBY'S TESTIMONY

LOGICAL RELEVANCY 

Evidence is relevancy if it has a tendency to prove or disprove a disputed fact of 

consequence. 
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Here the plaintiff is likely to argue that Toby's testimony is likely to be relevant to prove 

that as to each person involved in the incident. The plaintiffs would argue that this 

evidence would be highly relevant in this case and as to the incident that occurred. 

Here the defense would argue that Toby's testimony should be allowed because it would 

be irrelevant because it does not prove or disprove the fact that Meredith was injured nor 

whether the employment of each individual is relevant to the situation of an accident that 

occurred during the employment. 

The court is likely to allow Toby's testimony into evidence. 

LEGAL RELEVANCY 

A court can exclude relevant evidence if its probative value is substantially outweighed by 

the dangers of unfair prejudice, confuse issues, waste of time, or misleading the jury. 

Here, the plaintiff is likley to argue that Toby's testimony does not substantially outweigh 

the dangers of unfair prejudice, not confuse the issues, nor waste the courts time nor 

mislead the jury because Toby works at the company and also this does not confuse the 

issues of a work-related accident. 

The defense would argue that though Toby's testimony may be relevant it would be 

substantially outweighed by the danger so of unfair prejudice because in regards to each 

person's employment does not have anything to do with the work-related incident that 

Meredith sustained the day of the incident. 

COMPETENCY 

All witnesses are able to testify as long as they have personal knowledge and are able to 

accurately tell the truth. 
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Here, the plaintiffs would argue that Toby is competent to testify as long as he can recall 

and accurately tell the truth though he cannot speak his eyes speak for him. 

The defense would argue that though Toby is can speak through his eyes it does not 

indicate as to whether he can accurately tell the truth even through interpretation. Toby's 

eyes may get irritated and he may need to blink at the time he's being asked a question. 

Making Toby's testimony unlikely to be accurate. 

Therefore the court is likely to find that Toby is not competent to testify. 

4. ANGELA'S TESTIMONY

LOGICAL RELEVANCY 

Evidence is relevancy if it has a tendency to prove or disprove a disputed fact of 

consequence. 

Here, the defense would argue that Angela's testimony is not relevant because it does not 

prove or disprove the fact that the injury occurred. 

Here, the defense would argue that Angela's testimony would be relevant because it has a 

tendency to prove or disprove the fact that though Meredith was injured it is likely that 

Meredith was careless and was comparatively negligent in her own injuries. 

LEGAL RELEVANCY 

A court can exclude relevant evidence if its probative value is substantially outweighed by 

the dangers of unfair prejudice, confuse issues, waste of time, or misleading the jury. 
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Here, plaintiffs would argue that the court should exclude Angela's testimony because it 

is likely to create unfair prejudice for Meredith's case and likely to confuse the issues of 

the injury that occurred at work and whether Meredith herself was careless. 

The defense would argue that the introduction of Angela's testimony would not be unfair 

prejudice because by introducing this evidence it would be fair to show that Meredith 

could have caused her own injury as well. 

Here, it is likely that the court would allow Angela's testimony into evidence. 

COMPETENCY 

All witnesses are able to testify as long as they have personal knowledge and are able to 

accurately tell the truth. 

Here, Angela would be a competent witness because she has a personal knowledge of 

Meredith's character. 

END OF EXAM 
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