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

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA,

Plaintiff,
vs.
MICHAEL JACKSON,
Defendant.

The redacted form of the Defendant’s Motion to Compel Discovery attached to this order
shall be released and placed in the public file. The unredacted originals shall be maintained
conditionally under seal pending the hearing on September 16, 2004. Defense counsel i
reminded of their obligation to provide proposed redacted copies of the documents they seek to

file under seal and directed to comply with that obligation.

DATED: September ¥ , 2004

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
§

Case No.: 1133603
Order for Release of Redacted Documents

[Motion to Compel Discovery]

A, Ve

RODNEY S.MELVILLE
Judge of the Superior Court
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1 || Thomas A. Mesereau, Jr. (SBN 91182)
Susan C. Yu (SBN 195640
2 | COLLINS, SEREAU, REDDOCK & YU
187S Cenmury Park East, 7* Floor
3 fLos Angeles, CA 50067
Telephone: 310-284-3120
4 || Facsimile: 310-284-3133
5 || Steve Cochran (SBN 105541)
Stacey McKee Knight (SBN 181027)
6 | KATTEN MUC ZAVIS ROSENMAN
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2600
7 | Los Angeles, California 90067
Telephone: €310§ 788-4400
8 || Facsimle: (310) 712-8453
9 (| Robert M. Sanger (SBN 58214)
SANGER & SWYSEN
10 [} 233 E. Carrillo Street, Suire C
Sanra Barbara, California 93101
11 (| Telephone: 805-962-4887
12 Facsimile: 805-963-7311
Brian Oxman (SBN 072172)
13 jOXMAN & JAROSCAK
14126 East Rosecrans
14 | Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
Telephone” 562-921-5058
15 [|Facsimile: 3562-921-2298
16 | Atameys for Defendant
17 MICHAEL f. JACKSON
18 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OfF CALIFORNIA
19 FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
20 SANTA MARIA DIVISION
21 .
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CASE NO. 1133603
22 | CATLIFQRNIA,
o NOTICE OF MOTION AND
23 Plainnft, MOTION TO COMPEL
DISCOVERY; MEMORANDUM
24 vs. OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
DECLARATION OF STEVE
25 | MICHAEL J. JACKSON COCHRAN; EXHIBITS
26 Defendanr. Hearing:  September 16, 2004
Time: 8:30 a.m.
217 Place: Dept. 9
28 TIEED-ENDERSEAL-
~ MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY |
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TO PLAINTIFF, PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND THEIR
COUNSEL OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on September 16, 2004 at 8:30 a.m., or as soon
thereafter as the matter may be heard, before the Honorable Rodney S. Melville,
defendant Michael J. Jackspn (“*Mr. Jackson™) through his counsel, will and hereby
does move for an order compelling discovery. Specifically, Mr. Jackson requesis an

order requiring the prasecuiion 1o produce informarnion and marerials gathered during

W N OO R W N =

the 1993-1994 invesrigation conducted by police and prosecurors in Los Angeles and

w

Santa Barbara counties. Additionally, the results of forensic tests done by the

—
O

prosecution must be produced.

-t
£ )

This motion is brought pursuant 1o Penal Code § 1054.1. The discovery

-
N

requested is relevant. The prosecution relies on information from the prior

-
W

investigation in these proceedings, including the affidavir to justify searches in this

=N
D

case. Thar material also conrains, or 1s likely 1o lead 1o, exculpatory evidence.

i

-l
u‘ )

The results of forens:c ¢=sting by the prosecution are long overdue. The

-
(o4}

production of that information should now be compelled.

-
~J

The parties have met and conferred to impasse. The prosecurion declines 1o

-
00

produce thjs discovery.
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MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY
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authorities, declaration of Steve Cochran, exhibits

informarion presented prior 1o a ruling hereon.

Susan C. Yu
COLLINS, MESE

Steve Cochran
Stacey McKee Kn
KATTEN MUCH

Roberr M. Sanger

4

Brian Oxman

This motion is bascd upon this notice, the artached memorandum of points and

DATED: Seprember 3, 2004 Respecrfully submirtted,

Thomas A. Mesereau, Jr.

SANGER & SWYSEN
OXMAN & JAROSCAK

eve Cociran

Anorneys for Defendany
MICHAEL J. JACKSON

71 7-783%  P.34/1¢ F-TB3

, The file and record and any other

REAU, REDDOCK & YU

iﬁ}u
ZAVIS ROSENMAN

—MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
L SUMMARY
During 1993 and 1994, Mr. Jackson was the subject of an investigation
conceming alleged impropriefies with a minor. The investgation was a coordinated
effort among the Santa Burbara County District Attorney’s Office, the Shenff's
Deparmment of this county, the Los Angeles District Antorney’s Office and the Los

Angeles Police Deparmment. Criminal charges were not brought against Mr. Jackson

0 N O U A WN -

” as a result of thar investigarion.

{s]

A large amount of informartion was developed during the *93-°94 inquiry.

-
o

Searches occurred pursuant to warrant. Dozens of wimesses testified before grand

-
=N

juries convened in both counties. Scores of people were interviewed by law

-l
N

enforcement and boxes of documents were gathered.

—t
w

The prosecution has relied on informarion from the prior investigation in this

case. Moreover, in view of the scope and result of the prior investigation, materials

S

in the possession of law enfo-cement likely contain or will lead 1o exculpatory

.
n

-
m

evidence.

Y
~J

The prosecution refuses 1o produce reports, transcripts, wimess statements and

Y
0

other materials from the prior investigation. This information is relevanr and

-
w

necessary To preserve Mr. Jackson’s right to a fair trial. Therefore, the prosecution

N
(&)

should be compelled 1o produce discovery from the ‘93-'94 investigation.

N
—

The prosecurion has been investigating this matter for over a year. The seized

[\S]
~N

1temns have been in the prosecurion’s possessipn far almost ten months. Defense

N
w

counsel have informally requested, but have not yeg received, the results of forensic

N
N

tests. Therefore, the production of this discovery should be compelled.

II. THE PERTINENT FACTS
A. THE PRIOR INVESTIGATION

Between approximately Augustof 1993 and fune of 1994, police and

N N NN
0 N O o

prosecutors from Los Angeles and Santa Barbara Counties coordinated efforts

-4

TMOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY
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investigating Mr. Jackson. The invesrigahon invalved allegations of sexual
misconduct with a minor. Criminal charges were never filed.

Immense resources were devoted (o that marier. Among other things, search
warranis were sought and abtained for Mr. Jackson's ranch at Los Olivos and
elsewhere. Grand juries were convened in both counties. Nurﬁerous wimesses were
subpoenaed 1o testify.

According to news Teports, police and prosecutors interviewed well over one

0 N OGO A W N S

hundred witnesses. Reports, witness staiements and many other documents were

w

generated during the course of the invesngation. See Declaration of Steve Cochran.
B. THE PROSECUTION’S RELIANCE ON INFORMATION FROM
THE PRIOR INVESTIGATION

The investigation that led to the charges in this case commenced sometime 1n

- = a2
W N =2 O

2003. Arrest and search warranis were sought and obiained m mid-November.

—h
H

The affidavit thart has been used in support of the dozens of searches in this

Y
om

case refers to informarion developed during the prior investigation. The affidavit

-
(o4}

quotes material used to search Mr. Jackson’s ranch in the prior investigation and

—d
~!

surnmarizes the district attorney’s explanarion about how thart investigation became

Y
o0

inactive wirthout criminal charges.

-
(]

Recent hearings in this case have involved whether police acted in excess of a

N
o

search warrant for certain parts of Mr. Jackson’s ranch. The prosecution has sought

N
—i

1o justufy the breadth of the search by presenting wimess testimony about information

N
N

gathered during the prior investigation. See Declaranon of Steve Cochran.
C. THE MEET-AND-CONFER ON THIS ISSUE

‘Defense counsel have informally requested the materials from the prior

N NN
o d W

invesrigation. Correspondence contaimng this request is artached herero as Exhibit

N
n

A. The prosecution has not responded in wriring to this request. The prosecution has

nN
~

stated in court, however, that discovery from the prior investigation is irrelevant. See

N
0o

Declaraton of Steve Cochran.

-5 .
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D. THE RESULTS OF FORENSIC TESTS HAVE NOT BEEN
PRODUCED.

Police reports produced thus far indicare that the prosecution has
commissioned forensic examinations of all kinds. Among other things, analyses of
compurer data, DNA and fingerprints have been done by the California Deprt. of
TJustice and/or the Federal Burcau of Investigarion.

The defense informally requested the results of such tests long ago. A copy of

0 N O O W N =

that correspondence is arrached herero as Exhibit B . To date, virtually no repons of

w

the resulrs of forensic tests have been produced. See Declaranon of Steve Cochran.

HI. THIS DISCOVERY SHOULD BE COMPELLED BECAUSE THE
OSECUTION HAS ON INFORMATIOQ oM E
PRIOR INVESTIGATION AND THAT MATERIAL JS LIKFLY TO
CONTAIN ORLEAD TO EXCUI PATORY EVIDENCE.

Marerials from the investigation ot 1993-1954 are within the purview of

e ed ed =
H W N 2 D

discovery in this case. The prosecution has already urilized informarion develaped

- b
o wm

during that investigation and innuendo from the setrlement of civil proceedings

-3
~J

initiated by the complainant in that manter. The prosecution relies on so-called

-3
00

information from the prior investigarion to jusrify the scope of the Novernber 2002

-t
(8]

search of Mr. Jackson’s ranch. Resort 1o that informarion as part of this case obliges

N
o

the prosecurion 10 provide discovery.

N
Y

Mr. Jackson’s right to receive exculpatory informarion from the prosecution

N
N

also requires production of materials from the prior invesrigarion. Law enforcement

N
W

unqguestionably develaped information reburting allegarions of misconduct from the

N
'

many people-who restified before the grand juries or submirted to informal interview.

N
m

The volume of material generated during the prior invesrigation appears tc be

N
o))

large. Ample rime is necessary for the defense 1o review and follow up on that

N
~J

informadon. The prosecurion has already waited too long to provide this discovery.

v

N
00

-6
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1Iv. T ROSECUTION SHOULD BE COMPELLED TO PRODUCE THE
2 RESULTS OF FORENSIC TESTS.
3 The prosecution has not yet produced the resulis of forensic examination going
4 |l on for weeks, 1f not months. The forensic work caovers a wide array of areas from
5 | fingerpninis 1o computers 1o DNA.
6 Ample rime 1s needed 10 review resulrs obtained by the prosecution and
7 { conducrt independent analyses. Accordingly, the prosecution should be ordered o
8 [ produce promptly the results of all forensic examinarions of any kind.
91V. CONCLUSJON
10 The materials gathered during the prior investigarion are relevant and
11 || exculpatory, as are the results of forensic tests. Accordingly, Mr. Jackson
12 || respectfully requests an order compelling the prosecution tq provide discovery.
13 | DATED: September 3, 2004 Respecrfully submired,
14 Thomas A. Mesereau, Jr.
Sysan C. Yy
15 COLLINS, MESEREAU REDDOCK & YU
16 Steve Cochran
Stace 1‘}( McKee Kn 1%
17 EN MUCHIN ZAVI]S ROSENMAN
18 Roberr M. Sanger
19 SANGER & SWYSEN
Brian Oxman
20 OXMAN & JAROSCAK
21
22 By vc Lpcbiiann
Steve Cochran
23 Auarneys for Defendant
MICHAEL J. JACKSON
24
25
26
27
28

.7 -
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DECLARATION OF STEVE COCHRAN

I, Steve Cochran, declare and say:

1. 1 am an artomney duly authonized 1o pracuce before all cournts of the State
of California and am a parter of the law firm of Kaiten Muchin Zavis Rosenman,
counsel for defendant Michael Jackson in the above-enntled case. [ submut this
declaranon in support of u defense morion to compel discovery.

2. Between approximately August of 1993 and June of 1994, police and

0 N OO 0 W N =

prosecutors from Los Angeles and Sania Barbara Countries coordinated efforts

w

investigaring Mr. Jackson. The investigation involved allegarions of sexual

-d
o

misconduc? with a2 minor. Crirninal charges were never filed.

-

B Immense resources were devoted 1o that matter. Amorg other things,

—d
N -

search warrants were sought and obrained for Mr. Jackson’s ranch at Los Olivos and

Y
W

elsewhere. Grand juries were convened in both counties, Numerous wimesses were

-2
H

subpoenaed 1o 1estify.

—
m

4. According 1o news reports, police and prosecutors interviewed well over

-
(o]

one hundred wimesses. Reports, wimess statements and many other documents were

—
~J

generated during the course of the investigaton.

-
(o]

5.  The investigation that led to the charges in this case commenced

-
w

somenme in 2003. Arrest and search warrants were sought and obrained in mid-

N
Q

November.

n
-

6. The affidavit thart has been used 1n support of the dozens of searches 1n

(S
N

this case refers 1o information developed during the prior investiganion. The affidavit

N
()

quotes material used to search Mr. Jackson’s ranch in the prior investiganen and

N
n

summarizes the district artfomey’s explanation abour how that investigation became

N
4]

inacrive without criminal charges.

N
o

7.  Recenrt hearings in this case have involved whether police acted in

N
~)

excess of a search warrant for certain pans of Mr. Jackson’s ranch. The prosecuuon

N
00

has soughrt 1o justify the breadth of the search by presenting wimess testimony aboul

—MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY

01 °d epz:11 $0 01 d3s



99-03-04  1Z:04pm From-KMZRosenmar LA 43107864471 T-733 P 10/18  F-T8%

informaron gathered during the prior investigarion.

8.  Defense counsel have informally requested the materials from the prior
invesrigation. Correspondence containing this request is artached herero as Exhibit
A.

9. The prosecution has not responded in wrinng to this request. The
prosecution has stated in court, however, that discovery from the prior investigation

is irrelevant.

0 N OO O A~ W NN =

10. Reports produced thus far indicate thar the prosecurion has

w

commissioned forensic examinanons of all kinds. Among other things, analyses of

-
o

computer data, DNA and fingerpnints have been done by the California Dept. of

—
—

Justice and/or the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Y
N

11. The defense informally requested the results of such fests long ago. A

-
w

copy of that correspondence is antached hereto as Exhibit B . To date, virtually no

-l
'S

reports of the results of forensic tests have been produced.

—
n

I declare under penalty of perjury that he foregaing is true and correct.
Executed this 3 day of September, 2004 at Los Angeles, California.

étcvc éoc%an

NN NN NN S
oD U W N =2 O LW 0 N O

31214241V
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—MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY
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EXHIBIT A
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q M R X 1875 CENTURY PARK EAST. 7th FLOOR
‘ LOS ANGELES, CalIFORNLAS0Q67

TELEPHONE: (310) 285-3120 FACSIMILE: (S10) 284
WEBSITE: WwWW.CMRYLAW COM
EMAILL. MESEREAU@CMRYLAYW COM

" ALDMGTXD JAS'WPWF DNCLUDING PROFESIONAL CORPARATIONS
ATTORNETYS AT LAY

THOMAS MESEREAU, JR.
APROFESSIONAL Law CORIORATION . Awugust 11, 2004

SPECIALIZING IN CRIMINAL DEFENSE
V1A FACSIMILE (80S) 368-2398

Thomas Sneddon, Esg.

Distict Aromey’s Office
1105 Sacta Barbara Strect
Santa Barbara, CA 93108

Re: People v. Jackson, SBSC Case No. 1133603

Dear Mr. Saeddon:

Yau have previously told the press that you are very familiar with the five baxes of
documents gatherzd in the 1993 case. For instance, on December 3, 2003, the Senta Barbara Naws

‘Press reported the following:

“Mr. Sneddon, who has beea elected county district anorney six times, added tha:
his decision 10 wy the case himself came in par beeause he is so faniliar with the
five baxes of wanscripts and evidence gathered in chat first cnminal investigation.
The evidence includes photographs, statements from employees and items
recovered by detectives in wrarches.of Mr. Jnckson's Neveriand Valley Ranch e @
home in Encine.”

"None of that evidence was presented ia court. The case fejl apart — afier moaths
of investugation 2nd testimony heard by criminal grand jures in Santa Rarbara and
Los Angeles — when the family of the 13-ycar-old alleged vicum made & r2pori=d
mulurm]hon dollar oul-of-court seftlemen with the entcrtainer and declined o
coaperare.”

The 1993 casc waus also referenced and pr:sented to the grand jury in this case at length.
Requast is bereby made that your office produce all documents relating © the 1993 case,
including, but not Limited 7o, 8!l documents and items of evidence contained in the referenced five

boxes, the entse ywrand jury ranscripts, and any and all documents referencing, directly or
indirecuy,

Thank you in advancs for your professional cooperation in this regard.

Very truly yours,

S
Thomas A Mesérean, Jr.

1-d LDODT-T1S8 I1IDIE! M2 Iy SRAILULCIAFL AAMI dgz :E0 23 1T
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SYEwe COCwilan
steve. cochan@hmer.com
318 742.64537 scect I10 712 BaSS 1aa

January 30, 2004
By fax and mail

Gerald Franklin

Deputy District Attorney
1105 Santa Bazrbara St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: People v. Michael Joe Jackson
Case Number 1133603

Dear Mxr. Franklin:

‘Plaass accept this informal discovery request pgursuant to Penal
Code § 1054.5(b). On Zei.alf of Mr. Jackson, we request the
following disclasures:

1. The names and curzent addresses and telephone numbers of
all witnesses you dintend to call to testify at trial and of all
percipient witnesses and potential witnesses, whether or not the
presecution intends ta call such witnesses to testify against Mr.
Jackson at trial. Penal Code sections 105d.1(a), 1054.1(e); Brady v.
Maryland (1963) 373 U.S. 93. Sec alse, In re Lictlefield (1983) S
cal.d4deh 122,

2. All statemepts or utterances by Mr. Jackson, oral or
writren, however recorded or preserved, whether or not siqned or
acknowledged by the defendant including, but not limited tro. all
audio and video rapes. Penal Code section 1054. 1 (b), 10S54.1 (e):
Brady v. Marylaad, supra:

3. The content of any statements made in M=, Jacksoa’s
presence while being interrogated by law enforcemenr that were
inctended or might reasonably ke expected te have the effect of
encouraging Mr. Jackson teo give a statement about the ocffense te the
police. People v. Haydel (1974) 12 Cal.3d 190: Napue v. Illinois
(1959) 360 U.S. 264.

O & LAXAY (22154 6-00061) 311885221 173230 Twne 13 25
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CATlER mUCRI® £4viS R3SEaKaa

Gerald Franklin
Deputy District Attorney

January 30, 2004
Page 2 -

. . & All physical evidence aobtained in the investigation of the
case against Mr. Jackson. Penal Code section 1084.1(c), 1054.1l(e);

S. Any record of criminal arrests or convietions of Mz
Jackson. Penal Code section 1054.1(d)-(e) ;

8. Any exculpatory evidence, informavion, documents, and
other materials in the possession of, ar that have came to the
attention of, the District Attorney or of any police deparwment
invelved in the investigation of the case against Mr. Jackson.
Penal Code sections 1054.1l(e}, 1054¢(e). Giglio w. U.S. (1972} 4&0s
U.S. 150, 92 s. Cx. 763; Brady v. Maryland, supra:’

7. The identity and whereabouts of éuy material infosmants.
Penal Code section 1054.1(c), 1054(e). People v. Hohbs (183%4) 7
Cal.4th 378:

8. All written oxr recarded statements of witnesses who will
testify at trial. Penal Code section 1054.1 (e)-(f£);

9. All written or recorded statements cf percipient

witnesses, whether or not they will be called to restify. Penal Code
secrion 10584.1 (e)-(£).

10. BAny record of criminal arrests or convictiopns (whether
felanies or misdemeanors) of any witness to be called to testify
against Mr. Jackson. Penal Ceode section 1l054. 1 (e), 1034{e):
Pecple v. Lang (1889) 4¢9 Cal3d 591; Peomle v. Harris (1583) 47
Cal-3d 1047. See, Pecople v. Pinhalster (1992) 1 Cal.4th BS5, 338,
939: People v. Pemsinger (199%1) 52 Cal.3d 1210,1271;

11. All records conceraing arrests of any alleged victims,
complaints filed against any alleged wviectims, or informarion
cancegning incidents of specific acts of aggression by any alleged
victims, as well as cthe names, addresses, and phone numbers of
witnegses to such acts. Penal Code sectien 1054.1(e) . Engstrom V.
Superior Court {(1871) 20 Cal.App.3d 240, 245:;

O F LARDY (20163500061} 111835221  1/3W200s/Tvme 12 .40
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KATIEe MULNIR 24V)T RaSEamAs

Gerald Franklin
Deputy District Attorney

Januvary 30, 2004
Page 3

- 12. All notes and repcrts of police officers and investigators
concerning offensas charged. This includes field notres, bench notes
and reports cencerning all aspects of the case, e.g. the alleged
crime, Mr. Jacksan's arrest, law enforcement activities and
ocbservations, and conversations with witnesses. Penal Code sectian
1054 .1 {e) - (£) :

13. Any evidence to be used in rebutrtal of the defense case.

Izazaga v. Superior Court (1931) 54 Cal.3d 356; Pecple v. Bunyaxrd
(1988) 45 Ccal.3d 1189.

14. The content and riming of communications berweea Larry
Feldman and anyone from the sheriff or district atvozrney’s offices.

15. The content ard <iming of communicavians betweesn Dr. Stan
Katz and anyone from the sheriff or district attorney’s affices.

16. The content and timing of any communications between Tom
Sneddon and anyone from the cauwplaioant’s family.

17. A copy of physical evidence amenable to duplication, e.g.,
videotapes, audiotapes, etc.

18. Norice aof evidence offered under Evidence Code §§ 1101 and
lias.

13. The resulcts of any £crensic analysis.

20. The contept and timing of any communicactions between
— and anyone fror the sheriff or districr attormney's officas.

21l. The content and timing of any commupicatians between
— and anycne from the sheriff or district attorney’s
cffices relating to Mr. Jackson, the complainant and/or- any member

of the complainant’s family.

O & LAADY {2016¢200061) 311£95Z22v Y 1142004/ Turre 12 of
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C4IPEr MICHIt ZarIS B0SEakianm

Gerald Franklin
Deputy District Atrorney

Jancvary 30, 2004
Page 4§

~ 22. The content and timing of any communications betveesn
anyone from the Federal Bureau of Investigation and anyene from the
sheriff or district attorney'’'s offices,

23. All telephonic records obtained as part of the
investigation inta the affenses charged.

24. RAll search warrants and szuppoarting affidavits for phone
recerds =sought relating te Mr. Jacksoen, the complainant, the
complainant’s family and/or the offenses charged.

Please allow this letter to serve as a reminder that the
prosecution has a duty to disclese evidence favcrable to the
defendant pursvant to the due process clause of the Fourreesnth
Amendment to the United states Constitution. (United States v.
Bagley (19BS) 473 U.S. 667, 674-78.) The prosecutor's duries of
disclosure under the due process clause are wholly independent cf
any statutory schame of reciprocal discovery. (Izazaga v. Supezrics
Coure (1991) 54 Cal.3d 356, 378.)

This is a request that continues through the campletion of
trial. Your cooperation and quick response to this request is

appreciated.

Sincerely,

e Zerhia,

Stave Cochran

3%7% bt
Bendamin Brafman

Dz &

Mark J. Geragcs

Arte it ,‘th;&z/

Robert . Sanger
Daz £ LARDY (2018649 DOOE 1) 31155572v: 1/30/2004/7 e 32 &5
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S . PROOF OF SERVICE

[ am employed in the Counry of Los Angeles, State of Califormia. |
am over the age of eighteen and not a party 1o the within action, and my business
address is Karten Muchin Zavis Rosenman (the "business"), 2029 Century Park
Easr, Suite 2600, Los Angeles, California 30067.

N

On September 3, 2004, [ served the foregoing documents described as
NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY;
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES; DECLARATION OF
STEVE COCHRAN; EXHIBITS on the interested parties {n this action as
follows:

O 00 N1 O W0 s W

10 I ( ) Tamreadily familiar with the business's practice for collection and
processing of correspondence for matling with the United States Postal
11 Service; such correspondence would be deposited with the United States
12 Postal Service the same day of deposit in the ordinary course of business.

13 ( X) By Facsimile Machine, I caysed the above-referenced documeni(s) to be
4l mwansmitted 1o the persons lisred below:

' 4 Thomas W. Sneddon, Jr.

16 District Atrorney of Santa Barbara
17 1105 Santa Barbara Streer
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 Fax: 805-568-2398
18
19 I declare under penalry of perjury under the laws of the Srare of California
;5 thar the foregoing is true and correct
20
21 Executed on September 3, 2004 at Los Angeles, California.

DANA M. THOMPSON

PROQOF OF SERVICE
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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. I 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, Santa Maria, Califomia.

On _SEPTEMBER 10, 20 04, I served a copy of the attached (ORDER FOR RELEASE OF REDACTED

DOCUMENTS {MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY) 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, MESEREAY, 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 encivsed 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, mallbox, subpost office, substation, mail chute, or other
like facility regularly maintained by the United States Postal Service for receipt of Express Mail, in a sealed
envelope, with express mail postage paid.

I certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this _10™ _ day of

SEPTEMBER , 2004, at Santa Maria, California. v
4

CARRIE L. WAGNER v
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