SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

STREET ADDRESS: 312-C East Cook Street
MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. Box 5369

CITY AND ZIF CODE: Santa Maria, CA $3456-5369
BRANCH NAME: Cook Division

People of the State of California v. Michael Joe Jackson

FINDINGS AND ORDER RE OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO QUASH CASE NUMBER: 1133603
CERTAIN SUBPOENAS AND ORDER FOR RELEASE OF
RELEASE OF REDACTED DOCUMENT

On July 26, 2004, Defendant filed his Opposition to the Motion o Quash Certain Subpoenas under
conditional seal. The Court makes the following findings:

This document in its unredacted form identifies potential witnesses and specifies items of evidence the
admissibility of which has yet to be determined by the Court and provides the identity of the minor complaining
witness or his family. It specifically identifies potential witnesses by name.

In this case, protection of the Defendant’s right to a fair trial and protection of the identity of the minor
complaining witness and his family overcomes the right of public access to the record. A substantial probability
exists that those interests will be prejudiced if the record is not sealed as requested. The intensity of the media
coverage in this case is unprecedented. Each court hearing is thoroughly reported and exhaustively analyzed
by the media. It is substantially probable that if the evidence expected to be given at trial were to be released
pretrial, it would be similarly reported and analyzed. The sealing order is necessary to maintain the integrity of
the available jury pool by limiting its exposure to the expected evidence and testimony pretrial and to prevent
exposure {c inadmissible items of evidence. The Court has consistently held that because of the pervasive
media coverage in this case, the Defendant’s right to a fair trial outweighs public access. Those findings are
relevant here and incorporated by reference. [See Findings and Order re: Motion for Protective Order, filed
January 23, 2004 and Findings and Order re: Sealing of Search Warrant Materials, filed January 23, 2004}

There are no less restrictive means to protect those interests. The extraordinary circumstances present
in this case overcome the presumption that cautionary admonitions and instructions to the jury pool would
have a curative effect. it is far more desirable to avoid the prejudice in the first instance than to hope to identify
unaffected jurors later.

The Court acknowledges that its order must be narrowly tailored to accommodate the maximum public
disclosure. The document should be released and placed in the public file in the redactaed form attached to
these findings.
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MICHAFEL JOSEPH JACKSON

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNLA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA, COOK DIVISION

TEE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ) Case No. [133603
CALIFORNIA, ) :
o ) OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION
Plainbifs, )} TO QUASH SUBPOENAS ISSUED TO
) WILLIAM -
VS, ) DICKERMAN AND STAN-KATZ; .
} MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
) AUTHORITIES; DECLARATIONS OF
MICHAEL JOSEPH JACKSON, ) ROBERT M. SANGER, TIFFANY
o ) PAVELIC AND MICHAEL VOLARICH
Defendant. )
} DUNDERSEAL
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) Honorzble Rodney Melville
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PURSUANT TO A SEARCH WARRANT

A. The Court Should Strike the Opposition for the District Attorney and Grant Mr.

Jackson’s viotion o Suppress.

The District Attorney opposad Mr. Jackson's Motion to Suppress with an Opposition thst
is not supportzd by a Tactual decieration regarding the knowledge or imputed knowledge of the
District Attorney or law enforcement on the crifical issue before the Court. In the Opposition,
they say, “{i]t was not known that Mr. Miller was employed by a lawyer retained by defendant
when the search was initiated.” (Plaintiffs Oppositit;n at 2:18-20.) However, there is no
declaration ar other factual basis submittec to suppert this bald statement of purported fact.!
Therefore, without a declaration, the bald allegaticn is of no lepal effect

. M. Jeckson, on the cther hand, submitted a d=claration asscrting the factusl basig for the
assertion that the District Attorney and law enforcement did know or reasonably should have
¥nown that Mr. Miller was a privatz investigator working for Mr. Jackson's atiorney, Mark
Geragss. That declaration hizs not besn opposed by any other declaration or offer of proof.

I there were to be no évidéntiary hearing, Mr. Jackson would therefore prevail on the
papers filed. The Court would properly conclude that the District Attorney and law enforcement
knew or r:éonabl: should have known of the relationship between Mr. Miller and Mr. Jackson's
defenss.

B. Evidence Code Sections 402 and 405 Authorize the Court to Hold a Hearing te

Determine a Preliminary Fact in Dispute

1 Furthermore, in open Court on July 9, 2004, the District Attorney, Tom Sncaoon
specifically told the Court that the factual allegation in the Opposition was not correst. 1t was
unclear as to exactly what he maintained the correct statement of fact to be and he sa1d he was
willing i testify at a future hearing to his knowledgz.

OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO QUASE SUBPOENAS ISSUED To—
WILLIAM DICKERMAN AND STAN KATZ
2
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If the Court finds that factual disputs existsin this motien because the prosecution hes
deni ied, without ¢ supporting declaration, tat the District A."to"n“) knew at the time of the search
that Bredley Miller was an investigator hirsd by Mr. Jackson’s’s attorncy, Mark Geragos, then it
should hoid 2 hearing pursuant to Evidence Code Scction 202 :-‘md‘ 405. Those sections require
that the Court determine the preliminary fact in dispute. If the Court is not inclined to determine
the issue by striking the prosecution’s Opposition, taen it is proper to proceed to an evidentisry
hearing on the prelimindry fact
C. The Court Has The Power to Conduct Proceedings and Suppress Seized Property

Buased on 3 Motion Made on Sixth Amendment Grounds.

The Disirict Allorney asserts that “[t]bere arz no “nen-statutery” grounds for suppressing
evidenze in 2 criminal case.™ (PlaintdfTs Motion to Quash, 8:16-17.) This is simply false. [n
People v, Superior Court (Laff) (2001) 25 Cal. 4 703, the Supreme Court of California hcld
{=mphasis added):

Law enforcement .officials who seize property pursuant to a warrant issued by the

court do so or behalf of the court, which has authority pursuant to Penal Code

Section 1536 to control the disposition of the propzerty. (People v. Supenar Court

(1972) 28 Cal.App. 3d 600, 607-608 [104 Cal. Rptr. 876,].) This a.uthonty alse

arses from the cowrt’s mne":n‘ power to control and prevent the abuse of its

process. (Id. ai p. 607; Ensonig Corp. v. Superior Court (1998) 65 Cal. App. 4"

1537, 1547 [77 Cal. Rotr 2¢ 507).) Thus, even in the absence of statutory

autbonzatmn the superior court posscsses the inherent power to conduct

proceedings and issue orders regarding property seized from a criminal

suspect pursuant to a warrant xssucd by the cours.

While the actions taLen by the govmmmt in the prescnt case are much more egregicus
[ than mc actions of the government in Laﬁ' where 'the 1ssue was whether seized marerials were
privileged, rather than en invasion of the defense functcn, the holding of Laff is applicable here.

It is a pon-sequitur to suggest that this Court does not have the authority to suppress the
matesials seized ﬁ'on Brad Miller’s office on the grounds that Mr. Jackson’s Sixth and
Fourteenth Amcnf*rr-ﬂt rights were vmlated but that it does heve the authority to dismiss the

case on those same rrounds. Dismissal may be the only relief that ic adequote to address the

government’s unconstitutionel intrusion inte the defense function, however, in the interim, the

OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIEF'S MOTION TO QUASE SUBPOENAS ISSUED TOYRENENE -
WILLLAM DICKERMAN aND STAN KATZ
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goverament must not be allowead to benefit from the fruits of this illegal intrusion.

1

JULY 27. 2004 IS AN

WITNESSES IS MOOT
It'is understandabie that certain wimesses may be unablc to testify on July 27, 2004, due

5

to relizious observances, vacation plans or pregnancy.’ However, the Court hes continued the

hzaring until August 16, 2004, end the issues regarding that date are now moot. These witnesses -

should remain undsr court order io 2ppear on August 16, 2004. To the extent that eny witness

needs 4 continuance beyond August |6, 2004, that witness can make a showing, prasumably

through their own counsel. Inconvenience, however, thar is not a ground to guash the subpoenz

it is only grounds for contimuance or other arrangements within the discretion of the Court.

III.

SECTION 1330
A. The Witnesse: Beside Within 150 Miles of the Courthouse.

The witnesses reside well within the 150 mile lirnit of Penal Code Section 1330. The,
Court can take judicial notice that the address of the witnesses are within 2 150 mile radivs of the
Santa Marie Courthouse. In additior, the use of s ruler and a commercially svailzble map chow
that the distance is approximately 120 miles. (Declaration of Robert M. Sanger at § 4.) This
comports with the plain language of the statute.

Penal Code Section 1330 states “[n]o persoz is obliged to attend as e witness befare a

court or magistrate out of the county where the witness resides, or is served with the subpoens,

* The faci that it mzy be inconvenient for certein witnesses to testify on 2 particular day
or the issue of whether the witnesses reside within 150 miles of the courthouse are matters ic b=
raised by the witnesses, not the District Antorney of Sante Barbara County. At least two, and
probably =1, of thess witnesses have counsel, and et least one of them is an attorney himself.
The District Attorney does net have standing to advocats on matters of convenience or distance
from the courthouse, The District Attorney should be interested in seeing this matter fully
cxamined by the Court and should not take 2 position on behalf of a witness subbosnaed by Mr.
Jackson simply for the purpose of interfering with the defense of his case.

OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO QUASE SUBPOENAS ISSUED TO IS
WILLLIAN. DICKERMAN AND STAN KoTZ
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unless the disiance be less than 130 miles from his or her place of residence to the place of tial.”

There is no meation of driving disiance. The plain language does not allow for an interpretation
that the statute is concerned with anything other than actual mileage which is represented by &
150 mile radius from the Courthouss.,

The prosecution provides this Couri with no authority that permits “driving distanze™ as

‘opposed to “map radius distance™ and it does not appear that there is anv such authority in light

of the plain language of the statute. Federal authority supports the same conclusion. In Delore
Smelting & Refining Co. v. Engelhard Minerais &Chemicals Corp. 313 F. Supp. 470, 474 (N.D.
Cal. 1570), the court state the 100 mile limitation that permits service of summons outside the
state is measured “as the crow ﬂics"rrathcr than by road miles. (1 W. Schwartmer, W, Tashima
& J. Wagstaff, Czl, Practice Guide, Federal Civil Procedure Before Triel, sec. 5:24.18 (2003).)
E.  The Witnesses Do Not Reside More Than 150 Miles Away From the Courthouse

Even By Highway.

The prosecution states that [ Presides 151.39 miles fonm the court (Plaiatiff's

Motion to Quash, 12:3-6), and Attorney Dickerman resides 154.72 miles form the count
(Plaintiff’s Motion to Quash, 11:26-12:3.) However, the prosecution hes chesen to usz an on-
line calculator, Map Quest, without providing a foundauon for the information. [t tumns our, that
the prosecunon usad the procedure for calculating distance by requesting the “guickest rowte™
rather than the “'short=st route.”

Using the shortest route, even by highwey mileags, the witnesses reside within 150 miies
of the courthouse. The “shortest route” distance ﬁnu— residence to the Santa
Maria Court House is 148.6 miles driving distance and the driving distance hetween Attorney

Dickerman and the Santa Maria Court House 1s 149.3 miles. (Declaration of Robart M. Sanger at

k)

The purpose of the 150 milage limitations in discovery statutes was to conform to the
Legislamrs’s vizw of the “long-established practice of limiting the terntorial szope of the powers
of a court to compel the attendance of witnesses.” Twin Lock. /ac. v, Superior Court, 52 Cal. 2d
754, 759 (1959) (limitation of miles for witnesses o attend court is a territorial limitaiion of &
subpoenaing party’s power and a lirnitation on the court’s powers, not 2 travel restriction). The
limitatior, is territorial in nature, not a driving milsge resinction.

QPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO QUASH.SUBPOENAS ISSUED TO QRS
WILLLAM DICKERMAN AND STAN KATZ
=
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§ 3.3 Theprosecution is incorrect in its claims.”
C. If for Some Reason, the Court Finds it Necessary to Endorse the Subpoenas, Good |

Cause Abpears. |

Mr. Jackson has demonstrated good cause to show that he believes that the evidence of
the witnesses is :ﬁat-.'al and that the attendance ofthe witnesses at the hesring is maisrial and
necessery, (Declaration of Robert M. Sanger at § 2)

Iv,
THE SUBPOENAS WERE PRO PERLY SERVED

The attached declarations of Michael Volarich and Tiffany Pavelic demonstrate proper
service oo RGP 2nd Willizm Dickermen. Fusthermors, the witnesses, through the office
of the Distnict Attorney, agreed 10 appear on August 16, 2004, in order to avoid beingrrerquircd to

app=zar on July 27, 2004.

1"

H

¢ Attorney-Dickerman hes refused to inform the court of his residence. The burden of
proving wWhere a witness resides is on the witness and is a factval question for the court. In re
Morelli, 11 Cal. App. 3d 819, 831 (1970). The only address disclosed by Attorney Dickerman is
bis office loceted at 11335 W. Olympic Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90064. The cour should take

judicial notice that most areas posta! zcne‘vhere Attorey Dickerman claims he resides
are well within the 150 miles driving distence from the court.

OPPOSITION TO PLATNTIFF'S MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENAS ISSUED TO{EREESENE
WILLIAM DICKERMAN &ND STAN KaTZ
) ©
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V.
CONCLUSION

be denied and the Court shouid either strike the prosecution's Oppositioa to the Motion to
Secticns 402 and 403,

Dated: July 26, 2004
Respecifully submitied,

COLLINS, MESEREAU, REDDOCK. & YU
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Susan C. Yu
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Atiorneys for
MICHAEL JOE JACKSON
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OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO QUASE SUBPOENAS 1SSUED TO g
WILLIAM DICKERMAN 4ND STAN KATZ
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For all of the foregoing reasons, the government’s request to quash the subpoenas sheuld

Suppress or conduct 2n evidendary hearing into the preliminary facts pursuant to Evidence Code
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ECLARATION OF ROBERT M. SANGER

I, Rebert M. Sanger, declare!

2

I am an attorney 2t law culy licensed to praciics law in the cours of the State of
Californi2, = parmer in the law firm ¢f Senger & Swyser, and co-counsel for Miche:]

Jackson. '

[ believe thet the evidenze that will be provided by RRRPand Wil sm Dickaman

is material to the issues of the knowledge or imputed knowledgs of the District Atterney

128

and law enforcement at or bzfore the time that the search warrant for Brad Miller's office
-was executed, and that the attendance of these witnesses at the hearing on thet issue s

rpaterial and necessary,

Lo

The residence of (NI and the office of William Dickerman are within 150 miles
of the Santa Maria courthouse. While the fastest driving time route to the courthouse
may be & distance of more than 150 miles, the shortest driving route is less than 150 miles

from the cotrthouse, Using www.mansonus.com, I caleulated the shortest highway route

b:twccn%r:sidencc and the courthouse is 148.5 miles. The shoriest

highway distance between William Dickerman’s office is 149.3 miles. Printouts of these

calculations are attached to this Declaration.

:fa

Using a map of California and 2 ruler, I caiculated that Santa Maria Courthouse is
approximatsly 120 miles from West Los Angeles.

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the lews of the State of Californiz that the forzgoing
is true and corect this 26" day offuly, 2004, at Santa Ba;oaua, if
4 v Q\
S

~ Robert M, Sanﬁfe*"L [

Dcclm'atlon of Robert M. Sanger
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DECLARATION OF MICHAFL VOLARICH

I Michael Véla:i ch, deciars and say:
1. I am an employee of Loffredo & Volarich, Investigative Specialists, located et 141
South Lake Avenue, Suite 140, Pasadens, California 91101, T heve been so emploved since 1981.
2. On Saturday, Julv 17, 2004, I was contacted by Bill Pavelic and retained to effect
service of g witaess subpoene in the matter of The People of the State of California vs. Michael
Joseph Jackson, Sants Serbara Cau:;ty Superior Court Case # 1133603, A copy of the subpoena [

was 2sked to serve is attached as Exhibit “A.” The namsd witness was identified as bciu'

3. Rush service was requested with special instructions 1o attempt service oo Sunday, July
18, 2004, using two agents 2nd to video the process if deemed feasible and to use extreme caution
to avoid startiing the witness GGG—GGORC ;.01 Volzich (ficensed
LA County Process Server - #4715) and I actived at the aforefnentionéd location on Sundsy, July
18, 2004, at 2:50 p.m. 2nd found it to be _
%. At approximately 3:05 p.m., we
spoké to an unidemified male tenant of the building as he ualocked the door and asked for

permission 10 2nter &5 we were there to serve 2 subpoena,
4. The tenent Jet us in and he walke¢ down the hall as we waited for the slevator. We

ook the <tevecor (R

Due o the physical layout, it was decided not to video the process service out of peivacy

concerns. When I first knocked on the door- no one enswerzd but the sound of
a television could be heard,

5. A second and louder knock on the door proved successful as someone {sounded like

voung male) respondzd asking what we wanted, When I esked for._ g voice could be heard

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL VOLARICH
1
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young male) responded asking what we weated. When [ asked forfiesl = voice could be heard
czliing ous, ‘- iU’s for you,” and seconds later the door was cracksg open zbout 6-§". 4

fzmale Caucasian fitting the description of the witness asked what we wanted.

O . -y diclomatically expleining that we were of the belief

that we wers at the right address and that she was in fa:*- Joseph
Volarick: aanded h=t ths wimess subposna (a1 3:10 p.m.) which she accepted. While she Jooked
over the subpoerz, [ advised her that if s'r;xe had any questions er concerns she should contact the

zr:omey thet issued the subpoezz or to contact her own anorney.

7. She then closed the door and we dwwg

epazted withou? roaking 2oy comments and immediately called Bill Pzvelic with = stetus report.
He instruzted us 1o mest with him. Shortly therealter, we met with Bill Pavelic, anc 2fier

revicwing a photograph of the named witness, [ was samisfied that service had been effected on

the named witness,

e 1252pk Volerich then executed a Proof of Service, s copy of
whish is attached es Exhibit “B.”

1 d:c'.ah: under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Californis the foregoing

is true and correct.

Exzcuted this 26" day of July, 2004, gt Pesadena, Califomiz.

Ak s

Michae] Volarich,

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL VOLARICH
2
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PRCOOF OF SERVICE OF SUBFEXRA
Lisevedths BT Subsere T Subpena Dusez Tecwm and cwppatting aficavit by persanslly daihvaring s copw 1o the pereon

sarvec BS olious:

& Pason aaved (romer MR

b. Addrass whers sarves:

July 1B, 2004
3:1C p.m. Sunzay

c. D of delivery:
6. Time of osbkvary:

USRI . eE e

¢ 5 "
LS S R S P )

2.1 ree=iveg this sudpea kx sarvize o fd=top  July 17,2004

= NON-9ERVICE RETURN OF SUBPENR

a. D Aflar gu= saseeh, canstul Inquity, snd diifjers atempts at the awsl
sinesa | have been unazle 10 Maxs parsonal Selivery of tis

oty on the [ollowing parsons (speciy):

b, Reason:
(1) 1 unknown & address.

{2 Mavea, forwareing asarees unknown,
) Np such pddrasa.

4. Parson zarving.
a. Not p rogleered C2IfoMmIe procass Sefver.
b. Calkomiz snedfl, marshal, of constable,
. Rergiatered Celifornia process server,
Q. Employas or Indspedent conrattr of 8

registred Calfornla process server,
Joseph Michael Vaolarich
149 S. Leke Avenue, Suite 140
Pasagena, Califomiz 81107
£26-8<4-3CB4

| deciaee under penaly of perjury under the ws of the
Saxe of Safomla el the bregolng is rue and ooz

Dme;  July 18, 20047

LDs Angaies T

(STRATUAR)

: /Q;L/,_ VA

%ﬁmso or usua! placa of sbode o usual placa cf
Subpena [ Suopena Duzas Tscum  in this

4 [ ow-of.-county oddress,
{5) E Uinable fo aerve by henring data.
3 Ciner reagans jexplanetion requirsd):

e[ 1 Exsmp! from regisiration urcar
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DECLARATION OF TIFFANY PAVELIC

I, Tiffany Pavelic, declare and say:

1. lezm emplaysd for at 1351 Cedar Cowrt, Glendale, California 91207. Iame
registered process service for the State of Califorais, license number 4961,

2. Og Friday, July 1§, 2004, I weni to the offices of William Dickerman located at 11335
West Olympic Boulevard, Suite 100, Los Angeles, Califormia 90064, for the purpose of ssrving a
subpoena. Iwas'accompﬁisd oy my mother, Marija Paveiic. A copy of the decument ] tock
with me is attached as Exhibit “A.” We arrived at the location at approximately 11:35 em.

3. Upon erriving, I spoks with the main receptionist. Her name was Julie Padilla. 1
aske? for Mr. Dickermar;, and she called his office telephonr;a extension, Ske spoke to him and
informed me thet he was on the teiephone. 1 waited ior = few minuics, and then asked Ms.
Padilla to call him again. She did so, 2ud while on the telephone, she asked me what the rezson
wzs for whick I wished 1o ss2 Mr. Dickermez,

4. linformed s. Padilla I was there to serve a subpocna. After repezting this
information io Mr. Dickerman conceming my purpose, Ms. Padilla told me it would be & few
minutes before I could see him. 1 waited for approximately five (5) minuies, and & worman
named Eleine Cook came into the reception room. She told me she was Mr. Dickerman’s
secretary end that Mr. Dickerman was out to lunch. She stated that it was in roality her.who was

on the telephone talking to Ms. Padilla.

5. ! was shockzd that Ms. Padilla would have mistaken Ms. Cook for Mr. Dickerman. |

‘was shocked that the male voice that I could hear on the telephone turned out to be Ms, Cook. [

knew instantly [ was being told 2 fabricadon.
§. My mother and I walkzd outside to call my =mpleyer. My smployer instructed me o
take 2 picture of the receptionist in order 1o establish that I had attempted service. When my

mother and I walked back into the lobby. thers was e man standing by Ms. Padilla. T approached

him. and he szid: *You gotme.”

DECLARATION QF TFFANY PAVELIC
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7. My mother ask=d the man if he was Mr. Dickerman. He stated “Well, maybe.”” Then
he thought ebout it for a while and he said, “Well sure.” T handed *he mar: the subposnz, and he
took 1t into his haad. I then took 2 photograph of Mr. Dickerman holding the subpozne, but the
phaoto does not show the actual subpoena that he is reading. We then departed,

8. Cn Iﬁl}' 13, 2004, at approximaiely 2:20 p.m., my mother end [ retummed t» Mr.

Dickerman’s office to serve a Subpoena Duces Tecum. A copy of the document is attached as

Exhibit “B.” We went into the lobby arsa of Mr. Dickerman’s office, spoks to Ms. Padillz, and
esked for Mr. Dickermen. "

9. Ms. Padilla asked me to wait for a moment, and then dialed Mr. Dickerman's
telephone number. She stated fo the person who answered: “Tiffany is here with a subpozne.”
After speaking to the person who answersd the telephone, Ms. Padilla askcd me to wait and
someone will be right with you.

10. Within two (2) minutes, Ms. Cook appzered in the lobby. She stated: “Mr.
Dickermar is in court right now, and he will not be in the-office wday, “ I asked her if she would
accept serviee of the subpoena and give it tc Mr. Dickerman, Ms. Cook asked what ft was I
wented o serve. My mother, Marija, said it was 2 copy of 2 Subpoena. I then 2sked Ms. Cook if
she wpu]d accept service of the subpoena on behalf o Mr. Dickerman. Ms. Cook stated: “Yes i
will, Twill gx‘vé it to Mr. Dickerman.” [ handed the decument to Ms..Couk gt approximately
2:25 p.m,, thanksd her, and departed.

1 declare under penality of perjury under the laws of the Steie of California the foregoing
is true and correct.

e

Executed this 27 dey of July, 2004, at Glendele, California.

" ’{z@yw.' \Quwﬂg; ¢

Tiffany Pavidic

DECLARATION OF TIFFANY PAVELIC
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FROQF OF SERVICE

I,‘th: undersigned daclare:

ismover the 2age of 18 years and not 2 pasty to the within action.. I am employed in the Couvnty

~An ™

cf Santa Barbarz, My business eddress is 233 East Carrillo Strest, Suite C, Santz Barbars, Celifornia,

52101.

On July 26, 2004, I scrved tbe forsgoing dozumeni OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S

MOTION TO QUASH SUBFPOENAS ISSUED TO WILLIAM
DICKERMAN AND STAN KATZ; MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES;
DECLARATIONS OF ROBERT M. SANGER, NICOLE PAVELIC, TIFFANY PAVELIC,

AND MICHAEL YOLARICH on the intzrested parties in this action by depositing a Tue copy
thereof as follows: o

Tom Snsddon

Gerald Frenklin

Ron Zonen

Gordon Auchincioss
District Attormey

‘1105 Santz Barbara Styest
Santa Basbzrz, CA 83101
568-2398

BY U.S. MATL - I am readily familiar with the firm’s practice for collection of mail and
processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service, Such
correspondsnce is deposited daily with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelops
with po;t:gc thereon fully prepaid and deposited during the ordinary course of business.
Service made pursuast to this paragraph, upon motion of a party, shall be presumed invalid
if the postal cancellation dete or postage meter date on the envelope is more than one dey
after the date of deposit.

BY FACEIMILE -Icauszd the abave-referenced document(s) to be transmitted viza facsimile
to the interested pardes at

BY HAND -] caused the document to be hand delivered to the interested pariies at the address
above.

STATE - I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
2bove is true and correct.

Executed July 26,2004, at Santa Barbara, California.

Carol Dowling 0




PROOF OF SERVICE
1013A(1)(3), 1013(c) CCP

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA:

I am a citizen of the United States of America and a resident of the county aforesaid. 1 am employed
by the County of Santa Barbara, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within
action. My business address is 312-H East Cook Street, Senta Maria, California.

On _SEPTEMBER 7, 20 04, I served a copy of the attached _EINDINGS ALJQ QRDER RE OPPOSITION
MOTION UASH RT UB! DO E OF RE

DOCUMENT addressed as follows:

THOMAS W. SNEDDON, DISTRICT ATTORNEY
DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

1105 SANTA BARBARA STREET

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101

THOMAS A. MESEREAU, JR.

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

X FAX

By faxing true copies thereof to the receiving fax numbers of: _805-568-2398 (DISTRICT ATTORNEY):

310-861-1007 (THOMAS A, MESEREAU, JR) . Said transmission was reported complete and without error,

Pursuant to California Rules of Court 2005(i), a transmission report was properly issued by the transmitting
facsimile machine and is attached hereto.

MAIL

By placing true copies thereof enciosed in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid, in the United
States Postal Service mail box in the City of Santa Maria, County of Santa Barbara, addressed as above. That
there is delivery service by the United States Postal Service at the place so addressed or that there is a regular
communication by mail between the place of mailing and the place so addressed.

PERSONAL SERVICE

By leaving a true copy thereof at their office with their clerk therein or the person having charge
thereof.

EXPRESS MAIL

By depositing such envelope in a post office, mailbox, subpost office, substation, mail chute, or other
like facility regularty maintained by the United States Postal Service for receipt of Express Mail, in a sealed
envelope, with express mall postage paid.

1 certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 7" day of

SEPTEMBER , 2004 , at Santa Maria, California. /

CARRIE L. WAGNER




