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SEARCH OF BRADLEY -
MILLER’S OFFICE

V.

MICHAEL JOE JACKSON,

Defendant.
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DATE e

DEPT: SM 2 (Mclville)

Defendant has subpoenaed Jane Doe to appear in court and be questioned oa

whether she knew Investigator Brad Miller was employcd by attorney Mark Geragos and
whcther she conveved that information to law enforcement prior to November 18, 2003, the
date the scarch warrant of Mr. Miller’s office was exccuted. It is anticipated that Junie Doe will
say she did not know who employed Brad Miller, nor did she cure, She belicved Brad Miller
was one of “Michael Jackson’s people™ along with a halt~dozen others who were doing his
bidding. That is what she told sheriff’s detectives in interviews conducted in July and August,

2003 and that is what she belicves today.
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Jane Doe had two lengthy interviews with detectives prior to the execution of the
Miller search warrant. The first began on July 6, 2003 and eaded on the 71, The second yas
on August 13, 2003. Both interviews were video-taped. Transcripts have been prepared of the
intcrviews and are in the possession of the defense attorneys. The combined tragscripts are
over 200 pages in lenpth. Janc Doe said nothing abuut Brad Miller warking for Mark Geragos.
On one occasion she refers to Brad Miller as one of “Michael’s people,” including him by that
reference with Frunk Tyson (Casio), Vinnie Amen, Dicter Weisner, and Ronald Konitzer.
Once, when asked if she thought Miller worked for Jackson, she answered in the affirmative,
Therc are no other references to Brad Miller or to who might employ him.

Is there any evidence Jane Doe kaew otherwise? An audio tape of Brad Miller’s
intervicw with Jane Due and family, presumably conducted on February 16, 2003, was seized
from Mr. Millers office. That tape has been transcribed. At the outset of the interview, Miller
is heard tclling Janc Doe he is a private investigator and works for the law firm of Geragos and
Geragos, specifically Marl Geragos, attomey for Michael Jackson. That introduction took
about 30 seconds. The interview lasted about 30 minutes. There were no ather references to
Geragos. The interview concentrated an Michael Jackson and on Janc Doc’s relationship with
her ex-husbaand.

Is it reasonable to belicve that Mr. Miller’s 30-second introduction of himsclf to
Jane Dot in which he referenced “Geragos and Geragos” would be so indelibly etched in Janc
Doe’s memory that five to <ix months Jater she woulc understand Miller to have been employed
by Geragas rathier than Michael Jackson himself? No; not in light of Miller’s other remarks. In
the same 30 seconds introduction he also identified Michacl Jaclson as his ultimute employer.,
and he devoted the balance of his conversation to the subject of Jackson and of Jane Doc’s cx-
husband.

The question of who employed Brad Miller would have been insigaificunt to Jane
Doe. She would have had no mativation to cause law enforcement to belicve it was Jackson
rather than Geragos who was identificd as Miller's employer. 1t would have made no

difference in her life at all, 1L is likely she either did not hear him utter the words, or did hear
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himn and, five to six months later, {orgot it, or hcard him but did not understand the significance
of what he was saying. At the time, and cven 10day, she would have had no reason to
understand its significance.

District Attorney Tom Speddon, Sergeant Steve Robel, Detective Paul Zelis and-
others have all testiticd that prior 1o the excueution of the scarch warrant they had nn knowledge
that Bradley Miller was craployed by Mark Gerugos. All of the interviews they relied upen
wecre gudio- or video-taped. There is no question as Lo what the witnesses said to the
investigating olficers. Nonc of the stateinents from uny of the witnesses prior to the scarch
Rave any information about Brad Miller's employer.

Jris expecrted that defense attorneys will attempt 1o engage in intensive cross
examination of June Doe, covering all aspects of her life aver the last ten years or beyond, in an
effort to show that she is lying about both issues; that in fact she knew of the Geragos/Miller
connection and that she conveyed that information to Jaw cnforcement. Defense attorneys
should not be allowed to aggressively cross-examine a witness on entirely collateral matters
undcr any circumstance. Defense counsel] in this case should not be allowed to cross-exuiine
Janc Doe concerning other instances of behavior the defense contends reflects dishonesty
unless that behavier is relevant 10 the issue and only until they can make a good faith showing
that Jane Doc is being deceptive on the two issues at beach.

The court, observing that the issuc of what Jane Doe knew and what she told the
investigators about who hired Bradlcy Miller could be resolved by her answer to twa questions,
has already stated its willingness to resolve this issue with a declaration. The defense was
quick to state (with a glance at the press corps in the #udicncee) that Janc Doc has lied under
oath numerous times in the past and her personal atlendance, for the express purpose of
impeaching her anticipated testimooy on this not lerribly critical issue, was required [or that
rcason.

‘The defense revealed its motvation too quickly. They intend to use the
Geragos/Miller relationship as a pretext to go after Jane Dae in a very public way. Presumably

the detense expects (o ask Jsne Doc about, ¢.g., her deposition testimony in her civil action
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apainst J.C. Penncy et al. But “'a party may not cross-examine a witness upon collaters] matters
for the purpose of eliciting something to be contradicted. [Citations.]” (Pcuple v. Lavergne
(1971) 4 Cal.3d 735, 744. And see People v. Carpenter (1999) 21 Cal.dth 1016,1052: “Courts
may ‘prevent criminal wials from degenerating into nitpicking wars of artrition over coliateral
credibility issues.” [Citations to, inter alia, Lavergne.].”

The Court aptly identified the issue as “did she tell anybody in law enforcement, and
thal's a simple question.” (Uncertificd RT 8/20/04 179:6-8.) It recognized that the defense
“would likc to have her testify, bur it doesn’t scern o e that after she says yea or nay, that
there’s much elsc (o ask her[.] [A]s much as you would like to ask her everything elsc, that's
really the only issue here.” (/d., 179:14-1%.)

A good faith showing incaos mare than Jane Doce knew of the relationship at one
time. It means she was consciously aware of the Geragos/Miller relationship at the time of the
interviews with detectives and inteationally withheld the information. That she may have
forgotten 30 seconds uf apparently mcaningless information told her five moaths earlicr should
not be prounds for protracted cross examination that promises lo be gratuitously nasty.

Dated: September 7, 2004.

THOMAS W. SNEDDON, IR.
District Attorncy

By: Tl 7"\"“

Ronald J. Zonen, Senior Deputy

Atorneys for Plaintift
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

SS

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the County aforesaid; 1 am over
the age of cight:cn- years and I am not a party (o the within-cntitled acdon. My busincss
address is: Distict Attorney's Office: Courthonse; 1105 Santa Barbara Strect, Santa Barbara,
Californja 93101.

On September 7, 2004, 1 served the within PEOPLE'S MEMORANDUM RE: AN
APPROI'RIATE LIMIT TO CROSS-EXAMINATION OF WITNESS CAILLED BY THE
DEFENSE ON A LIMITED ISSUE RELEVANT TO THE SEARCH OF BRADLEY
MILLER'S OFFICE on Defendant, by THOMAS A. MESEREAU, JR., STEVE COCHRAN.
and ROBERT SANGER, by personally delivering a wue copy thereof to Mr. Sanger’s office
and by faxing a true copy to Mssrs. Mesecreau and Cochran at the facsimile npumber shown with
the address of cach on the attached Service List. A truc copy will be delivered 1o each counsel
in open court on Scptember 8, 2004. '

T declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed at Santa Barbara, Califurnia on this 7th day of September, 2004.

q McC. Franklin

b

—

PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO LIMIT CROSS-EXAMINATION OF JANE DOE



SERVICE LIST

THOMAS A. MESEREAU, JR.

Collins, Mesereau, Reddock & Yu,LLP
1875 Century Parlt East, No. 700

Los Angeles. CA 90067

FAX: (310) 284-3133

Atomey for Defendant Michael Jackson

STEVE COC‘[—IRAN,_ESOP;

Katten. Muchin, Zavis & Rosenman, Lawyess
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2600

Luos Angclcs. CA. 90067-3012

FAX: (310) 712-8455

Co-coungel for Dclendant

ROBERT SANGER, ESQ.
Sanper & Swysen, Lawyers
533 E. Carrilfo Steet, Suite C
Santa Burbara, CA 93001
FAX: (805) 963-7311

Co-counsel for Defendant
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