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The People have no quarre! with the defendam’s citation of ﬂu.—Ramos case and its
: -1
well-sertled rule thar whether a twial court conducts a sequesiered jury se slection process is et
1o the discrerion of the trial courl. (Pzople v. Ramos (2004) 34 Celdth 494.313))
Cantrary 10 defendant’s suggesiion, it does not follow that the cnly reasenable
alternative availzble 1o a trial cowr is to either grant a sequesterad voir dire or 2 continuance,

(Motion 3:17-19;: 6:3-6.)
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A more thorouzh xeacmn o7 Ramos revzals othernwise. Ramos vwas a capital case

The rial cows exercised its discretion not to conduct # sequestered jiwy voir dire. The Suareme

L)

4 |; Court athimed the convicuion, approving nuumerous alternatives caipleyed by the izl cownt in

3 |y licu of a sequestered jury selection process.
6 Among the alternatives approved in Rames was a jury questionnaire which flly
7 | cxplored media bias end probed the zfTect of any media exposure. allowing the defense to

8 || conduct privete questioning of a particular juror wien that necessity was demonsaaled. a wrial
9 || cowt admonition :ojwrors not to read media sccounts and the court’s own in-depth quesioning
10 :|on the death penalty end pre-irial publicity issucs presented by that case.
1] his Cownt has already stated jury admoznitions will be given and a joint proposed
12 {{jury questionralie which contains extensive questions about pre-tial publicity has been
13 |{submirted to the Court.
14 [n addilion to the remedies suggested above, this Court has aiso allowed the defenze
15 o pubﬁciy respond 10 he leak issus. It has beer quite gracious in allowing both the defendens
16 ||and defense counsel 10 make separate press relcases addressing the issues raised by the
17 || disclosures end highlizhting the process by which the leaked imformation was obtainad.
18 [n support of their motion. the defense not so subdly implies that the People or
19 || someone with a similar motive to thz People lzaked be Grand Jury tra-mcript and otlier
" 20 |jinformartion compiairicd of by the deferse. While at (irst blush the People may seeir to be an
2t || easy target to blame for the leaks. & more thoughtful consideration would sugges st otherwsise.
2z The prosecution has been targzeted for criticism by numerous news outlets and medic
23 com;uenzatc_)r-s as being respansible for these [zaks. The ostensible purpose of the leaks is 10

24 || in[luence prospective jurors. The effect is quize the oppesite. These untruthl] and unfounded

-

25 || mediz assertions impuening the integmily and the cradibility of the prosecution team have the

tJ)
(22

potential of crzaling a negative image with the prospective jury penel.

1
-2

| ’ Such a hypothesis also ignores the fact that it was the defense tean. not the

28 || prosscution. who wanted the Grand Jury transcripis releassd monihs age. It was the Peogle

1y
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who soughl the “Protective Order™ at the very earliest stezes of these procezdings: Not
ancxpeclediy. the delense has vsed the leaks (o again insinuate that the only real solution to the
problem is a contincance. Why in the world would the Peopie jeopardize the start of the wiul
and provide (he defense with even Usc slightest excusc to again rencw their request Lo postpone
this wial; a request they have so ardently and repeatedly sought since thess charges viere filed.
The Pzople have made it clear thiroughour these proccedings that they arz not interested in a
continuance,

Revelation of this mformation at this particeler time does ne: benefit the People. Tt

would have besn disclosed during the course of the wrial. The net potential ¢ilect of the leaks

could be o shrink the number of prospective, qualilied jurors. This does not help the

prosccution.

Nor dozs the cefensc finger point as straight to the prosccution team as the defense
would like. The fact is the individuel responsible for the Smoking Gun website aticles made
mwo short irips to Los Angales. not Suzitz Barbara, prior 1o nublication of his website asticles. It
is ABC that leaked the Grand Jury transcript. Tt is the defense who has 2 dircct. personal and
‘ong standing association with one of the ABC's l=ad reportzrs on this casc.

Moreover. neither the defendent nor the deferse team have bean smang 1diy on the
sidelincs since these proceecings beaan.. 1t was the defendant and delense camp who arranzzd
for the high-publicity Chrisunas party ai Neverland Valley Ranch. 1U's the defendant’s father.
Lis press.campanion, Seb Opri and [emily publicist. Angel Howanshy, who appesrad last
weekend on the Rita Cosby Show. smearing the prosecution and suggesting only 2 change of
venue or 2 continuance would be wn adequate remedy to protect Jackson’s Sir irizl rights. Tt i
the defense who arranged for the production and showing of the pro Jeckson “Footage You
Were Never Meant 1o See,” which is now being rebroadcast on the evz of trial.

CONCLUSION

The Peopie oppose the detense request [or a sequestered jury selection process and

oppose their raquest “or a continuance. Numwrous altematives are available 10 offset ihe

impacts of these leaks. For all of the above reasons. the People recuest thal the court deny the
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T || moetion in its entirety.

3 DATED: Tanuarv 24, 2003
= espectiully subimitted,

THOMAS W. SNEDDON. JR.

Diswig: Anorney

§ Atlorneys for Plaintiff

tn
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY COF SANTA BARBARA

e
(N
"

T am a citizen of the United States and 2 rzsident of the Courty aloreszid; T am over
thcage ol eighteen years and I am not 2 pargy to the within-entitled action. My business

address 1s: District Atterney's Offce; Cowthouse: {112 Sania Barbare Strect. Santa
Barbara, California 93101.

On January 24, 2003, T seived the within PLAINTIFE'S CPPOSITION TO

{MOTION FOR AN ORDER ALLOWING INDIVIDUAL SEQUESTERED VOIR DIRE on

Defendant. by THOMAS A, MESEREAU, JR..ROBERT SANGER ud 1 BRIAN OXIviaN. )
personaliy delivering a tue copy to Mr. Sanger's office 2nd a wue copy to be rransmitted to Mr.
Mesereau at the conlidentia) facsimile number given us [or their Santa Maria branch oflice, zad
then causing that copy 1o be matled to Mr. Mesereau a: the address shown on the Service List.

I deelare under penalty of peyjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed at Santa Barbara. California on this 24th day of Janueary, 2003.

D 0.3 K

Gerald McC. Franklin

)
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THOMAS A. MESEREAU, IR,
Collins, Mcsereau, Reddock & Yu, LLP
1873 Century Park [Zast. No. 700

lLos Angeles, CA 90067

FaX: [CONFTDENTIAL]

Atiomey for Defendant Michael Jacksen

ROBERT SANGER. ESQ.
Sanocer & Swysen. Lawyers
253°E. Cammitlo Swreer, Suiic C
Santa Barbara. CA 93001
FAX: (803) 963-7311

Co-counscl for Defendaat

BRIAN OXMAN, ESQ.
Oxymarn & Jaroscak, Lawyers
14126 E. Rosecrans Blvd..
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

Co-ceounsezl for Defendant
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