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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of New Jersey held that testimony interpreting cell site location information
involves technical and specialized knowledge under N.J.R.E. 702 and must be presented by a qualified
expert witness. The Court affirmed the Appellate Division’s reversal of Jule Hannah’s convictions,
concluding that the lay testimony about cell tower data and the State’s related arguments risked
misleading the jury and constituted an improper circumvention of the standards governing expert
testimony.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The State petitioned for certification from the Appellate Division's
reversal of defendant's convictions and remand for a new trial. The
Supreme Court granted certification and affirmed the Appellate
Division.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Evidentiary rulings are reviewed for abuse of discretion and will not
be disturbed unless they are so wide of the mark as to constitute a clear
error in judgment. The Court also reviewed the adequacy of the
limiting instructions in light of the prejudice from the evidentiary
error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether testimony interpreting and mapping historical cell site location information may be presented
by a lay witness under N.J.R.E. 701 or must be presented by a qualified expert under N.J.R.E. 702.

2. Whether the trial court's limiting instructions cured the prejudice and potential jury confusion caused by
the detective's CSLI testimony and the State's related summation arguments.

3. Whether the admission of the CSLI testimony constituted reversible evidentiary error.

HOLDINGS

1. Historical cell site location information involves technical and specialized knowledge beyond the ken of
the average juror and must be presented to the jury by a witness qualified as an expert under N.J.R.E.
702.

2. The trial court improperly admitted Detective Leyman's CSLI testimony as lay opinion testimony
because the testimony interpreted and mapped tower data in a manner that permitted inferences about
the location and movement of Hannah's phone.

3. The trial court's repeated limiting instructions did not cure the prejudice or confusion caused by the
improperly admitted CSLI testimony and the State's contradictory summation arguments.

4. The CSLI conclusions presented through Detective Leyman were unsupported by adequate technical or
objective data and would have constituted an impermissible net opinion even if offered by an expert.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“CSLI involves technical and specialized knowledge that must be presented to a jury by an expert witness at
trial.” (at 3)

“The technical and specialized knowledge required to interpret CSLI is beyond the ken of the average juror.
Therefore, CSLI evidence must be presented by an expert witness.” (at 45)

“The State cannot circumvent the standards to which expert testimony is held under N.J.R.E. 702 by
presenting the testimony through a lay witness rather than an expert.” (at 47)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lopez was found shot to death in a vehicle after it crashed in Bridgeton. The State relied in part on historical cell
site location information from Hannah's phone, DNA on a cigar butt in Lopez's vehicle, surveillance evidence,
and a recorded call to support its theory that Hannah was in Lopez's vehicle before the homicide. A detective
testified as a lay witness about the cell towers to which phones connected and linked Hannah's phone activity to
the victim's route, while the prosecutor argued that a phone had to be close to the tower it accessed.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Cumberland County grand jury indicted Hannah for offenses arising from the murder of Miguel Lopez. After a
jury convicted him of first-degree murder and weapons offenses, the Appellate Division reversed and remanded
for a new trial, holding that historical cell site location information had improperly been admitted through lay
testimony rather than qualified expert testimony. The Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Court affirmed the Appellate Division's judgment reversing defendant's convictions and remanding for a
new trial.
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