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SUMMARY

The Georgia Court of Appeals affirmed William Freeman’s convictions for four counts of child

molestation. The court held that Freeman knowingly and voluntarily waived his right to counsel after a

Faretta hearing, and that the trial court was not required to conduct a second inquiry after the

indictment was amended to add two substantially similar charges. The court also rejected Freeman’s

argument that he did not understand the risks of self-representation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court erred by failing to conduct a second Faretta inquiry after the State amended the

indictment to add two additional child-molestation counts.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion in finding that Freeman knowingly and voluntarily waived
his right to counsel despite allegedly failing to understand the risks of self-representation.

3. Whether Freeman could obtain appellate relief based on the trial court's failure to reconsider his waiver

when he did not make a post-waiver request for counsel in the trial court.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by allowing Freeman to continue representing himself without
conducting a second Faretta hearing because the amended indictment added only two substantially
similar child-molestation counts involving the same victim and time period, did not increase the

maximum sentence he faced, and Freeman never requested counsel after the amendment.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in finding that Freeman knowingly, intelligently, and

voluntarily waived his right to counsel.

3. The appellate court would not review a purported failure to reconsider Freeman's waiver because
Freeman never made a post-waiver request for counsel and therefore there was no trial-court ruling to

review for abuse of discretion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We are a court of review, “not of first view.”” (p. 11)

“For these reasons, we dffirm Freeman’s convictions.” (p. 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Freeman was charged with four counts of child molestation involving the same minor victim and conduct
occurring during approximately a two-month period in 2020. Before the indictment was amended to add two
counts, the trial court conducted a Faretta hearing at which Freeman repeatedly stated that he wanted to represent
himself and acknowledged the risks and consequences of doing so. The court advised him about the charges,
possible punishment, the benefits of counsel, and the disadvantages of self-representation, and found his waiver
knowing, intelligent, and voluntary. Freeman then represented himself at a bench trial, was convicted on all

charges, and received a 40-year sentence with 39 years to serve.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Freeman was initially indicted on two counts of child molestation and was appointed counsel. After a Faretta
hearing, he waived counsel and elected to represent himself. The State amended the indictment to add two
additional child-molestation counts, and Freeman proceeded pro se to a bench trial, where he was convicted on

all four counts. The trial court denied his motion for a new trial, and the Court of Appeals affirmed.
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