SUPERIOR COURT af CALIFDRANIA
COUNTY of SANTA BARBARA

JAN 26 2003

GARY M. BLAIR, Exccutlve Olllcor
@AY Carlu £ yigpo/

CARRIE L. WAGHER, Déhuly Clork

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNTA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALTFORNIA,

PlaintifT,
Vs.
MICHAEL JACKSON,
Defendant.
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Case No.: 1133603
Ordcr for Release of Redacted Documents
[PlaintifPs Opposition to Defendant’s Motion

for Ordcr Allowing lndividual Sequestered
Voir Dirc of Prospective Jurors]

The redacted form of the PlaintifT’s Opposition to Defendant™s Motion for Order]

Allowing Individual Sequestered Voir Dire of Prospective Jurors attached to this order shall bg

relcased and placed in the public file. The unredacted originals shall be maintained conditionally|

undcr scal pending the hearing on January 28, 2005.

Dated: January 2 , 2005

o, [Vttt

RODNEY S. MELVILLE
Judgc of the Superior Court
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THOMAS W, SNEDDON, JR., DISTRICT ATTORNEY
County of Santa Barbara
By: RONALD J. ZONEN (St:m: Bar No. §5094)
mcu Da:g Dismict Auonl
AUCHTNC OSS (Swuxte BarNo. 150231)
Senior Depury District ATorney
GERALD MeC. FRANKLIN (Statz Bar No. 40171)

Senior Deputy Diswict Attorney
1112, Sm1t'=BarburaSlIe: REDA IFFED

Santa Barhare. CA 93101
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
SANTA MARIA DIVISICN

K’IEJ?EOI.’LE OF THIz STATE OF CALIFORNIA,) No. 1133603

. Plaintitf, PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR

V. : ORDER ALL.OWING
' ; INDIVIDUAL SEQUESTERED
MICHAEL JOE JACKSON, VOIR DIRE OF PROSPECTIVE
3 JURORS
Defcndmr.% :
g DATE: January 2552005 o
y  TIME:9#:30 A.Y\'g 1
" DEPT.: SM2 c.f ﬁl‘l‘c) =
= ,~ ; {l]-'
m T m
Inrodoction: 52 = ]

The People have oo quarrel with the defenidant’s citation of ﬂngﬁaﬁnm &5¢ 2 s

L

|well-sertied rufe that whether a trial court coaducts 2 sequestered jury selection process is left .-

to the discredon of the wial courl. (People v. Remos (2004) 34 Cal.4th 494, 515.)
Contrary to defendant’s sugnestion, it does not [oflow that the only reasanable
ternative evailable 1o 2 trial court is 1o either grent a sequestersd voir dire or 2 continuance.
(Motian 3:17-19; 6:3-6.)

1

PLAINTLFF'S OPPOSITION TO DEZFENSE MQTION FOR SCQUESTERED VOLIR DIRE
LCCATION:805 S6C 1078 R TIME 0124 '05 14:42
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A more thorouzh reading of Ramos reveals otherwise. Ramos was a cipital casz,

(V2]

The trial cowrt cxereised its discretion nat to conduct 2 sequestered juey voir dive. The Supreme

Court alfirmed the convicdon. approving Aumerous altzmzatives employed by the tial countin

EIN

e

lizu of o sequestercd jury scieclion Process.
6 Among the aliernatives approved in Ramos wis 4 jury questioonaize which fully
7 || explored media bias and probed the effect of any media‘exposure. allowing the d=lemse o
8 || conduct private questioning of a particular jurer whan that necessity was demonsmaled, a el
9. || court edmonidon ta jurors not ta read media sccounts 2nd the court™s own in-depth questioping
10 |t on the death penalty and pre-tial publichiy issucs presented by that case.
13 This Court has already staled juisyr admonitions will be given aad a joint proposed
12 (|jury questionneire which contains extensive questions aboul pre-twial publicity has becn
13 || subminted-to the Court. ‘
14 In addition to the remediss suggestad above, this Court es elso allovwed the defense
15 || puf:lic]y respond 1o the Jeak issue. It has been quite pracious in all owin.g both the defendant
16 ||end defense counsel to malee separaie press releases addressing the issues raised by the
17 )| disclosures and highlighting the pmces.s by which the leaksd informaten was obtaincd.
18 In support of their motion, ths defensz not so subtly Umpliss (et tic People or
19 || someone with a similar motive to the People leaked he Grand Jury wanscripe and other
20 ||informedon complained of by the defense. While al Grst bluslk the Peaple méy secxm (3 beon
21 || easy targel to blame for the lezks, « more thoughtful consideration would suggest othervise.
hd The prosecution kas been tarzeled [or criticism by numerous news oulets end imediy
23 || commentators as being responsibie for these [seks. The ostzpsible purpose of the leeksista |
4 iﬂﬂuen‘cc.prosp:clive .jﬁrors. The effect is quite the opposile. These untruthlul 2nd unfoundzd
25 || media assertions impugming the ntegrity wnd the credibility of the prosecution leam heve the '
26 (| patential of crealing a negative image with the prospective jury panel.
27 ' Such a hypothesis also ignores the fact that it was the defense tzam, not the

28 || prosecution, who wanted the Grand Jury transcripss released months ago. It was the People

-

. PLAINTIFF'S QPPOSITION TO DEFENSE MOTION FOR SEQUESTERED VOULDIRE
LOCATICN:805 580 1078 - W TIME 0124 '05 14:42
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who sought the “Protective Order™ at (he very carliest stages of these procesdings: Not
unexpectedly, the delense has used the lenks'lo again insinuate that the only real solution to the
problem is a continvunce. Why in the world would the P}:ople jeopardize the swwl of the wind '
and provide the defease with even (ic slightest excuse to again rencw their request Lo postpone
this wiel; & Tequest they have so ardently and repeatedly soughl since these charges were {iled.
The People have made it clcar throughout these proceedings that they are oot interested in a
sonlinuencs, .

Revelaton of this informetion at this particuler time does not benefit the People. It
would have been disclosed during the course of the frial. The n=t potential effect of (12 leaks .

ceuld be to shrink the number of prospeclive, qualified jurors. This doas not hiclp the

prosecution.

CONCLUSION

The People oppose the defense request Lor a sequesterad juzy scl:ction process and

' oppose their request for 8 continuance. Numerous altermatives are wax.al:le to offset the

‘ impzacts of these leaks. For al] of the abave reasons, the People request that the cowt duﬂV the

(N3

' PLATNTIFFS OPPOSITION TQ DEFENSE MOTION FOR SEQUESTERED YOIR DLRE
| LOCATION:€05 860 1078 RXTIME _ 0124 '05 14:42
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motion in i enticzty.

DA"ED Tanuary 24, 2003
Respectfully submitt cd,

AT AT e e e

A & 0 W

THOMAS W. SNEDDON. JR.

D4, @M

Disziel ;u‘on.:v

v

Attorpeys for Plaindff

2

PLAINCIFE'S OPPOSITION TO DEFENSE MOT! ON FOR SEQUESTERED VOIRD(RE
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PROOF OF SERVICE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) s
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 3“

lam a citzen of he United States and = resident of the County aforesaid; I am over
the age of ¢ighteen years and [ am not 2 pasty 1o the within-enttled serion. My business
‘ address is: District Atormey's Offce; Courthouse; 1113 Sante Barbare Strect, Szaza

Pearberz, California 93101.

On January 24,2003, T served the within PLAINTIFEF'S OPPOSTTION TO
{MOTION FOR AN ORDER ALLOWING INDIVIDUAL SEQUESTERED VOIR DIRE oo
Defendnnt. by THOMAS A, MESEREAU, JR.. ROBERT SANGER and BRIAN OXMAN, by -
personally delivering a wuz copy to M. Sengar’s office aad a tru= copy to be transmined 1o M.
Mesereen at the confidential facsimile number given us, [or their Santa Maria branch office, and
then causing that copy 10 be mailed to M, Mesereau at the address shown ox the Service List.

I declare under penalty of pegjury that the foregoing is wue and corract.

Execwied at Santa Barbara. Californiz on this 24th day of January, 2005.

Geruld McC. Fmnklin

s

_ PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSTTION TQ DEFENSE MOTION FOR SEQUCSTERED VOTR DIRE
LOCATION:805 560 1078 RKTIME 0124 '05 14:42
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SERVICE LIST

THOMAS A MEeSEREAU, TR

Cm‘lms Mesersau. Tl:ddm.l. & Yu. LLP
1873 Century Perk Fast. No. 700

Los Angeles. CA 50067 -

FAX: [CONFTDENTIAL]

Atromey for Defendant Michael Juckson

ROBERT SANGER. JQ
Sanger & Swysen, Laxg
233°E. Carmillo Streer, Suitc C
Santa Bachara, CA 95001
FAX: (805)965-7311

Co-counse! for Defzndant

BRIAN OXMAN, ESQ.
Oxman & Jaroscale. Lawyers
14136 E. Resecrans Blvd.
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

Co-counsel for Defendant

G

. o .. PLAINTIUTS OrPOSITION TO DEFENSE hO'TION FOR SEQUESTERED VOIR DIRE
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PROOF OF SERVICE
1013A01)(3), 1013(c) CCP

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA:

I am a citizen of the United States of America and a resldent of the county aforesald. I am employed
by the County of Santa Barbara, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and not 3 party to the within
actlon. My business address Is 312-H East Coak Street, Santa Maria, Califomnia.

On _JANL!A&Y_ZZ._ 2003, 1 served a copy of the attached _QEDER_EQE_BELEBSE_QE_BEDAC[EQ

SEQUESTERED VOIR DIRE OF PROSPECTIVE JURQRS) . addressed as follows:

THOMAS A. MESEREAU, JR.

COLLINS, MESEREAU, REDDOCK & YU, LLP
1875 CENTURY PARK EAST. 7™ FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067

THOMAS W. SNEDDON, JR.
DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
1112 SANTA BARBARA STREET
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101

X FAX

By faxing true copies thereof to the recelving fax numbers of: _(80%) 456-0699 (Thomas Mesereay,
Jr,): (8Q5) 568-2398 (Thomas Sneddon) . Sald transmission was reported complete and without error.
Pursuant to Californla Rules of Court 2005(), a tansmission repart was properly Issued by the tansmitting
facsimile machine and Is attached hereto.

MAIL

By pladng true copies thereof endosed In a sealed envelape with postage fully prepaid, in the Unlted
States Postal Service mall box In the Clty of Santz Maria, County of Santa Barbara, addressed as above. That
there Is dellvery service by the United States Postal Service at the place so addressed or that there is a regular
communication by mall between the place of malling and the place so addressed.

PERSONAL SERVICE

By leaving a true copy thereof at thelr office with the person having charge thereof or by hand delivery
to the above mentioned parties.

— . EXPRESS MAIL

By deposliting such envelope In a post office, mallbox, sub-post office, substation, mall chute, or other
like fadlity requiarly maintzined by the Unlted States Postal Service for receipt of Express Mall, in a sealed
envelope, with express mall postage paid.

I certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing Is true and correct. Executed this 27™ __day of

JANUARY | 20,05, at Santa Mara, Callfornla.
. e
ﬁz’/m/ 7 U/ﬁﬁw

CARRIE L. WAGNER v




