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NOTICE OFfMOTION AND MOTION OF THIRD
PARTY RAYMOND CHANDLER TO QUASH
SUBPOENAS AND/OR IN CAMERA REVIEW;

UM OF POINTS AND

AUTHORITIES; DECLARATION OF
RAYMOND|CHANDLER

O Cansin e

[Assigned fof All Purposes to the Honorable
Rodney S. Melville]

Date: Noverpber 4, 2004
Time: 8:30 AM

Dept.:

SM-

To defendant MICHAEL JACKSON and his attorneys of recprd:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT on November 4, 2004, at &

30 a.m. in Department SM-2 of the

Santa Barbara Superior Court, located at 312 East Cook Street, Sqnta Maria, California 93456, third-

party RAYMOND CHANDLER will move this Court for an order
served on him on September 23, 2004,

1

uashing the subpoena duces tecum

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash
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PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE THAT at the time and
CHANDLER will request an in camera inspection by the Court
subpoena.

This motion will be made on the grounds that the subpoena]
compelling p_roduction of the documents by a third party; the docy

material to the issues involved in the case; that Raymond Chan

place specified above RAYMOND

of all documents requested in the

b do not provide adequate cause for
ments sought by defendant are not

ler is a journalist protected from

complying with this subpoena by the journalists’ privilege. In the alternative, Raymond Chandler

proposes that this Motion be continued until such time as the Court rj

child molestation allegations that are the subject of these subpoenag.

this Court to review in camera the subpoenaed documents to d
provided to Defendant for review and copying,.

This motion will be based on this notice of motion, on the De
memorandum of points and authorities served and filed herewith,

herein, and on such evidence as may be presented at the hearing.

Dated:\bszs , 2004 ! 2 E

iles on the admissibility of the 1993
Finally, Raymond Chandler asks

etermine which, if any, should be

claration of Raymond Chandler, the

on the papers and records on file

Herb Fox, Attorney for
Raymond Chandler

2

Third-Party

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash Subpoena
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AU’IﬁHORITIES

1. Introduction.

Third party movant Raymond Chandler is the uncle of Jdrdan Chandler, who in 1993 sued

defendant Michael Jackson for sexual battery. That lawsuit wa
confidential agreement. Raymond Chandler is the brother of Evan
father.

Raymond Chandler is also the author of the investigativ
Glitters: The Crime and the Cover-up, that was released to the pub

This exhibit has been shipped to the Court via overnight delivery).

f settled before trial by way of a

Chandler, who is Jordan Chandler’s

e non-fiction book titled AN That
ic on Septemnber 12, 2004 (Exh. A.
In addition to publishing his book,

Raymond Chandler has posted on a public Web site (www.atgboolf.net) over 500 pages of documents

gathered during the course of a ten-year investigation. Both the bock and the Web site concern only the

1993 matter. They do not concem the current criminal charges

before this Court (Declaration of Raymond Chandler, 1Y 2, 10).

gainst the Defendant now pending

On or about September 23, 2004, defendant Michael Jackson served Raymond Chandler with a

subpoena duces tecum and a subpoena to appear at trial as custodidn of records (Collectively Exh. B).

The original return date for the subpoena duces tecum was Octobey 5, 2004. The parties subsequently

agreed to extend that return date until October 25, 2004 (Exh. C, He
In this Motion, Chandler requests in the alternative the follo
That the subpoena duces tecum and the subpoena to appear

grounds that the defendant has not made the requisite showing o

Fox letter to Brian Oxman).
ing relief:
be quashed in their entirety on the

[ good cause, and that Chandler is

protected from complying with the subpoena by the journalist’s shie

; Or,

» That this Motion and the issues raised herein be coftinued until after such time as this
court has determined the admissibility of the 1993 ificidents involving Jordan Chandler;

or

¢ That the subpoenaed documents be inspected by the

Court in camera to determine which

documents, if any, should be provided to the defendagt for inspection and copying.

e The rights of a criminal defendants are not unqualified and courts have an inherent power

to control the issuance of their own process (Peoplé
196.)
V774

1

v. Manson (1976) Cal.App.3d 102,

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash §ubpoena
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II. Defeadant Has Not Made the Requisite Showing of Good

A third party’s right to be free of unreasonable search and se

subpoena duces tecum served by a criminal defendant. While th

discovery by a subpoena duces tecum of third party records, this
statutory or constitutional protections (People v. Hammon (1997) 1

Cause.

zure has been extended to include a

b criminal defendant has a right to

ght does not automatically override

Cal.4th 1117, 1123).

A defendant's right to a fair trial entitles him to pretrial discopery of all relevant information. But

the request for discovery must describe the information sought wi
plausible justification for production of the requested documents
Cal App.3d 82, 86). The defendant may not engage in a “fishing

must exist other than a desire for all information that has bee

investigation of the cime (Pitchess v. Superior Court (1974) 11 Cal,

A

reasonable specificity and offer a
ler v. Superior Court (1980) 102
edition.” Some cause for discovery
obtained by the People in their
3d 531, 537).

The Documents Requested Are Not Relevant To Thd Current Case.

Defendant’s “‘good cause” claim is that the information requested will “[D]isclose the motive,

intent, and conscious state of mind of persons making claims in the
with persons directing, counseling and controlling the complainants
Action.” (Exh. B, Subpoena Duces Tecum; Affidavit, p5: §4B).

But Chandler’s published book, published documents and
1993 child abuse allegations, not the current allegations pending be

met with, interviewed, or had any interaction of any kind, directly

Banta Barbara Superior Court, along

in the Santa Barbara Superior Court

Public comments concern only the
fore this Court. Chandler has never

or indirectly, with the current child

accuser, his mother, or any other “persons making claims in the SaTlta Barbara Superior Court.” (Decl.

of Raymond Chandler at § 10). Thus, no docurments sought are reles

Further, nothing contained in Raymond Chandler’s boo
comments reveal any connection whatsoever to “persons directi
complainants in the Santa Barbara Superior Court Action.” (Deg
Raymond Chandler is not now and has never been, in any capacity,

of the Santa Barbara District Attomey, Santa Barbara County Sher

jant or material to the case at hand.

K, published documents or public
g, counseling and controlling the
. of Raymond Chandler at § 11).
in employee, representative or agent

ff, Tellum Communications, or any

at §11).

other person, business or entity “directing, counseling and controjling the complainants in the Santa

Barbara Supérior Court Action.” (Declaration of Raymond Chandle

2
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B. Defendant Provides Only Bare Conclusions As T¢ Why The Requested Documents

Will Disclose Relevant Information Regarding The 1993 Matter.

If by. “persons making clairns in the Santa Barbara Superipr Court” defendant is referring to

Jordan Chandler or Evan Chandler, defendant’s claim that “thg information sought will disclose
motives, biases, and exaggerations” is unfounded (Exh. B, Subpoenq Duces Tecum,; Affidavit, p5: §3C).
Defendant not only failed to state what these motives, biases or ekaggerations might be, he failed to

provide even one statement in Raymond Chandler’s published book jor documents that support the claim

that the documents requested might contain any evidence of such m

ives, biases or exaggerations.

The bare conclusion that evidence will be found in the docyments sought is not sufficient. For

example, in People v. Hustead (1999) 74 CualApp.4th 410, 41

F—417, defendant’s request for the

employee records of an arresting police officer was granted based on a claim that the character and

credibility of the officer would be material at trial.

However tpe affidavit alleged specific verbal

statements made by the. amresting officer at the time of arrest that were contrary to the statements

contained in his written report.

The police report indicated that appellant drove in a flangerous manner; however,
appellant's counsel's declaration asserted that defepdant did not drive in the
manner suggested in the report, which led to a rqasonable inference that the

officer may not have been untruthful. Therefore, it b
officers have been accused of falsifying reports in the
(d., at 418).

comes relevant whether the
past.

Unlike Hustead, the affidavit in this case contains no claimg that Evan or Jordan Chandler have

made any statements, true or untrue, that indicate motive, bias or &3

Chandler’s book is 27] pages in length, and his Web site provides

faggeration on their part. Raymond

over 500 pages of documents. Yet

from these 771 published pages the affidavit offers not one examp
Evan Chandler to indicate that any additional statements might be fi
would aid in Jackson’s defense (Declaration of Raymond Chand
Jackson is on a fishing expedition, as is evidenced by the broad

which include such items as evidence of compensation to Ray

of a statement made by Jordan or
und in the requested documents that
ler at §] 6-9). Rather, defendant
scope of the requested docurmnents,

mond Chandler for speeches and

performance (Exh. B, Subpoena Duces Tecum; at Attachment 2b, Teque,s't No. J), as well as contracts

3

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash
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with book distributors and printers (Id., Request No. 10). These itg
criminal defense.

Jackson has also requested documents that would indicate

ms have no relevance to Jackson’s

a relationship between Raymond

Chandler and Tellum Communications, a company that has been {flescribed in the media as a public

relations firm acting on behalf of the Santa Barbara County Distrigt Attomey. (Id., Request No. 2, 3).

Here, too, the affidavit provides no plausible showing that suc
documents are relevant to Jackson’s defense,
documents responsive to these (and other) requests (Decl. of Raym
requests themselves are examples of Jackson’s ask-for-the-kitchen-si
C. The Documents Are Available From Other Sources.
Jackson'’s “good cause” states that Raymond Chandler is the
information requested (Exh. B, Subpoena Duces Tecum; Affidavit,

were made only in the records of’ Raymond Chandler (Exh, B, Sub

relationship exists or that such

No such relationghip does exist and there are no

d Chandler at §{ 10, 11). But the

hk approach to the subpoena.

“sole and exclusive source” of the
p.5 §44) and that “the disclosures
poena Duces Tecum; Affidavit, p.5

$§4C). To the extent that any of the documents requested are relevart, these claims are unfounded. For

example:

1. Raymond Chandler’s book and Web site contain

etters and deposition testimony of

former agents of Michael Jackson. Mr. Jackson either possesses the[:ndocuments or can readily obtain

them from his former agents, who can authenticate them. Chandlerc

2. The book and Web site contain letters between E
Mr. Jackson’s 1993 attorneys and investigators. Mr. Jackson is eithe
can readily obtain them from his former attorney, who can authentica

3. The book and Web site contain transcriptions

ot.

van Chandler’s 1993 attorney and
in possession of these letters or he
e them. Chandler cannot,

an audiotape interview between

fr
Jordan Chendler and a psychiatrist. Thbis tape can readily be oin-:ed from Jordan Chandler or his

former attorney, who can authenticate that tape. Chandler canoot.

4. Documents evidencing communications betwel:I Raymond Chandler and Evan

Chandler (Request No. 8) can be obtained from Evan Chandler, 1

witness to the 1993 events. In contrast, Raymond Chandler is not

misconduct of Michael Jackson in 1993,

4

o may be called as a percipient

a percipient witness to the sexual

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash Sybpoena
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If evidence involving the 1993 molestation allegations agai

the current case, then none of the documents requested are relevant

hst defendant are not admitted into

to the current case and Mr. Jackson

should not have access to them. If 1993 evidence is admitted, then defendant must first request the

documents from others who are in possession of the documents

These are persons who, unlike

Raymond Chandler, are witnesses who were involved in the 1993 mhatter and have already been or are

likely to be subpoenaed to testify in this case.

To the extent that Raymond Chandler is the sole source qf documents, such documents are

irrelevant to the case at hand. These documents include items such gs cancelled checks or payments for

speeches, writings and performances by Raymond Chandler, (Exh. B, Subpoena Duces Tecum; at

Attachment 2b, Request No. 6), and contracts between Raymond (Jhandler and third parties for book

publishing, distribution, promotion and sale (Exh. B, Subpoena Duce:

No. 10).

III.

A An author of a non-fiction investigative book is a jo

Tecum; at Attachment 2b, Request

Under the U.S. Constitution Raymond Chandler is Proteit:d by the Journalist’s Privilege.

nalist.

Based on principles embodied in the U.S, Constitution, the

inth Circuit Court of Appeals has

held that the journalist’s privilege applies to investigative book authors as well as print and broadcast

journalists. ‘“What makes journalism journalism is not its format byt its content.” (Shoen v. Shoen 5

F.3d 1289, 1293 (1993; (42.) 9" Cir.).
The First, Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, Tenth, and

also reached the same conclusion (7d.)

District of Columbia circuits have

The critical question for deciding whether a person may ifivoke the journalist’s privilege is

whether the information was gathered for dissemination to the public

The test is whether the person had

the igtent to disseminate the information to the public and whether sukh intent existed at the inception of

the newsgathering process ([d, at 1293-1294).
Raymond Chandler’s activities over the past ten years meet

the journalist’s privilege from disclosing non-public documents or so
/4

S

at standard, and he is protected by

rces.

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash Sybpoena
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B.
Within two days after the Michael Jackson child molestation

Raymond Chandler’s Intent Has Always Been to Diyg

seminate the Information.

scandal became public in August of

1993, Raymond Chandler traveled from his home in Santa Barbara o Los Angeles and began gathering

information and conducting interviews with persons directly a
molestation allegations (Decl. Of Raymond Chandler at §5a). Fro
(even after the publication of his book), Raymond Chandler has con
to the 1993 sexual battery complaint brought by Jordan Chandles
related public scandal (Decl. of Raymond Chandler at §5g). As evi

Chandler’s intent in 1993 was, and at the present time continues to bg

expose the true facts surrounding that lawsuit and scandal.

nd indirectly connected with the
n that point in time to the present
inued to gather information related
against Michael Jackson and the
Henced by the following, Raymond

, to investigate, gather and publicly

Within days after Jordan Chandler’s civil lawsuit against Michael Jackson was settled in January,

1994, Raymond Chandler traveled to New York City to seck a publ
information he had gathered in the form of a non-fiction book for
intent on the part of Raymond Chandler is evidenced by an articl
revealing his contact with a publisher one day afier it occurred (Dec

Exh. D).

sher for the purpose of putting the
dissemination to the public. Such
p that appeared in New York Post

aration of Raymond Chandler §Sa;

ents.

In the Fall of 1994 Raymond Chandler wrote approximater ten letters requesting interviews
g

with Michael Jackson’s attorneys, private investigator and other

Chandler stated that the purpose of the interviews was to include the

be-published book (Declaration of Raymond Chandler §5b; Raymong

these letters to defendant Jackson in a 1998 deposition.

In those letters Raymond
information gathered in a soon- to-

Chandler has previously produced

In 1998 Raymond Chandler posted on the internet for pub

concerning an interview of Michael Jackson conducted by Diane S

program Prime Time Live. The purpose of that report was to ex

Jackson, Ms. Sawyer and ABC News. At that time Raymond Chan

¢ dissemination a lengthy report
er on the ABC-News television
se falsec statements made by Mr.

ler appeared on various television

and radio programs to discuss his report, and he publicly stated that hf was still considering publishing a

book regarding the 1993 lawsuit and scandal. Raymond Chandler’s ilrtemet report as well as his public

i

6
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appearances and statements were reported in The New York Post af
(Declaration of Raymond Chandler 5c; Collectively Exh. E).

On September 12, 2004, Raymond Chandler appeared on
Dateline at which time he publicly stated that interviews conducted Y
of publishing a book regarding the 1993 scandal. (Declarati

On September 12, 2004, Raymond Chandler published ¢

hd The Santa Barbara News Press.

the NBC-News television program
y him in 1993 were for the purpose
bn of Raymond Chandler §5d).
he book, revealing the true facts

surrounding the 1993 molestation scandsl and civil lawsuit brought lagainst Michael Jackson for sexual

battery. The purpose of the book was to expose the modus operandi
Jordan Chandler, to reveal that said modus operandi is commonly us
involvement of Mr. Jackson’s agents and various media outlets in

(Declaration of Raymond Chandler §5d).

used by Michael Jackson to molest
by pedophiles, and to expose the

povering up Mr. Jackson’s crimes.

Between Septerober 12 to October 12, 2004, Raymond Chandjer posted on the internet for public

dissemination over 500 pages of documents rclating to the 199

Chandler has also posted, and continues to post on the internet, sever

appearing in his book) concerming the role played by various media o

committed by Michael Jackson against Jordan Chandler in 1993.

lawsuit and scandal. Raymond
reports (more detailed than those
tlets in covering up the sex crimes

To this date the aforementioned

internet Web site has received over 18 million “hits.” (Declaration of Raymond Chandler §51).

C. A Journalist Cannot Be Compelled to Disclose Unpu

blished Information.

Cal. Evidence Code § 1070(c) defines unpublished informatiop to include,

Information not disseminated to the public by the pers
sought, whether or not related information has been

bn from whorm disclosure is
disseminated and includes,

whatever sort not itself disseminated to the public through a medium of

. but is not limited to, all notes, outtakes, photogra,ts, tapes or other data of

comrmunication, whether or not published informatio

such material has been disseminated.

based upon or related to

Under Article 1, Section 2B of the California Constitution apd Cal. Evidence Code, § 1070(c)

both confidential and non-confidential unpublished information inu[hc possession of a journalist are

protected from compelled disclosure (Delaney v. Superior Co

¢ (1990) 50 Cal.3d 785, 805).

Having shown that Raymond Chandler is protected by the rj:rter’s privilege, the burden shifts

to the defendant to make the showing required to overcome the

7

ivilege. (Id, ar 807, fm.20). The

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash Sulbpoena
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defendant must show a reasonable possibility that the information
Such showing need not be detailed or specific, but it must rest on
809).

Defendant Jackson hopes that the requested documents will d

Chandler. But such hopes are mere speculation: other than the ¢lai
spoken or written by Jordan or Evan Chandler exist, defendant offe
such documents contain anything that may aid in his defense. Of th¢
Chandler, defendant provides not one example of motive, bias, ex

indicate that additional examples might be found in the unpublished ¢

1993. Jordan Chandler’s sworn statement to the Los Angeles Distr|
internet for several years. These documents state in graphic de

committed by defendant against Jordan Chandler in 1993.

expired, and defendant informed the court that he would invoke his

was not granted.! (Exh. F)

Evan Chandler attempted to extort money from him in 1993 (Exh.

Chandler were extortionists).?

defsmation action by way of

representatives in the 1993 matter. (Jackson’s representatives made

Civil Code, § 47d, the litigation privileg

will materially assist his defense.

more than mere speculation. (Id, at

ontain prior inconsistent statements

or other evidence by which to impeach the testimony of potential pro,Ilecution witnesses Jordan and Evan

that documents containing words
s nothing plausible to indicate that
771 pages published by Raymond
geration or any other evidence to

ocuments.

Further, defendant is in possession of ajl pleadings filed fgainst him by Jordan Chandler in

Ct Attorney has been posted on the

ail the acts of sexual molestation

In rejponse to Jordan Chandler’s 1993

lawsuit, defendant moved the court for a six-year stay until the ¢riminal statute of limitations had

Fifth Amendment right if the stay

As to Evan Chandler, on January 24, 1994, Michael Jacksoh publicly withdrew his cleim that

). Later, Evan Chandler’s 1993

attorney, Barry Rothman, brought a defamation action against defgndant Jackson and several of his

ublic statements that Rothman and

In his demurrer Jackson claimeq that he was immune from the

e (Bxh. H, at p.2). Jackson stated,

in effect, that there was no extortion attemnpt, and that the negotiati

oung boys. Williams v. Jackson (1994)
Fields is currently the subject of a wire-tapping investigation that has resulted fro

8

ns between the partics were at all

times legitimate attempts to settle civil claims that the Chandler’s might have against Jackson.

! In 1994 defendant did invoke the Fifth Amendment in response to deposition quespions regarding his relationship with

the arrest and felony conviction of

{ Jackson’s 1993 private investigator, Anthony Pellicano, who was hired by Fields tolparticipate in the Jordan Chandler case.

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash S‘.Tnpoena
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. Paragraphs 14 & 18 allege that Plaintiff's were hirefi by J. Chandler to provide
+ legal services, specifically, to obtain “appropriate $ompensation” for personal

injury to the Chandler clients. This can only mean |{
pursue legal action agajnst JACKSON. , . , Assum

hat Plaintiff's were hired to
ng for the purpose of said

demurrer that defendants did accuse Plaintiff's of extortion and did file a false

police report, said conduct took place in connection
action which the Chandlers filed or contemplated filin

with personal injury court
. . .. 1t is evident therefrom

that defendants so acted (if they did) for the purpose of discouraging the
Chandlers from pursuing legal action against JACKSOQN. . . .

(Exhibit G atp. 10:1 - 11:3)

In light of the above facts, it is mere speculation for the de
sought might contain statements from Jordan Chandler to the ef]
defendant, or statements from Evan Chandler to the effect that he a
defendant’s 1993 attorney has represented otherwise to a court of law

a scintilla of a showing, much less a plausible showing, that an

ndant to claim that the documents
fect that he was not molested by
empted to extort defendant. Even
. Defendant has not provided even

) documents in the possession of

Raymond Chandler will contain evidence contrary to the fact that JMichael Jackson sexually molested

Jordan Chandler.
IV.  This Court Should Continue This Hearing Until Ruling
Allegations. :

on the Admissibility of the 1993

As shown, Raymond Chandler’s book, and the tapes and d«lcuments upon which that book is

based, concern only the 1993 relationship between the defendant
events. Chandler has no documents nor any personal knowledge ab

against the defendant.

and Jordan Chandler and related

but the current criminal allegations

From published reports, Raymond Chandler is informed that fthis Court has not yet ruled on the

admissibility of the 1993 events. Thus it is not yet known whe

documents are relevant to the instant criminal prosecution.

ther any of Raymond Chandler’s

In light of the constitutional and other issues raised by the subpoenas served on Raymond

Chandler, this Court should not and need not rule on this Motion to

[Quash until it resolves the issue of

the admissibility of any of the 1993 events. If this Court conclude# that no evidence of 1993 shall be

admitred, the subpoenas become moot.
n

9
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The Court Should Review In Camera the DocumentsJ
Chandler.

V.

Notwithstanding this Motion to Quash and the Objection

and Other Itemns Produced by

to Subpoena Duces Tecum filed

concurrently. Raymond Chandler has produced the documents and thpes that appear to be responsive to

the Subpoena for in camera review. These documents include sev
magazine clippings, copies of deposition transcripts and court plead

hours of tape recordings.

1 thousand pages of newspaper and

gs, and approximately six to eight

In the event that this Court declines to grant the Motion to Qupsh the Subpoena Deuces Tecuti in

its entirety, or in order to assist the Court jn assessing the merits o

[ this Motion and the merits of the

Objections filed herewith, Raymond Chandler respectfully requfjts an in camera review of these

materials to determine which documents, if any, should be provid

copying.

d to the defendant for review and

Third party records are to be produced to the court and the tlubpoenaing party is not entitled to

obtain access to them until a judicial determination has been made

entitled to receive them (Pegple v. Superior Court (2000) 80 Cal.4pr

VL Conclusion.

at the subpoenaing party is legally
4th 1305, 1316.)

For all of the above reasons the subpoena duces tecum shoyld be quashed. In the alternative,

Defendant should not be provided access to said docurnents until the
Finally, this Court may inspect the requested documents in camera tg
should be produced for inspection and copying by the defendant.

o, afay

-~
Dated: October \Q\L\ , 2004

Court rules on the 1993 evidence.

determine what documents, if any,

?

Herb Fox, Attorney for
Raymond Chandler

10

'hird Party
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DECTARATION OF RAYMOND dﬂéﬂDLER

I, Raymond Chandler, declare as follows:

1. I am the uncle of Jordan Chandler, the person who
molestation in 1993. I am the brother of Evan Chandler, who is Jord

2, I am also the author of a book published in Septembyg
Crime and the Cover-up. This book concemns only the 1993 mo
scandal that resulted from those allegations and does not address th
this Court. A true and correct copy of the book has been mai
incorporated by reference as Exhibit A,

3. From late August through December of 1993, I live
Chandler in Los Angeles. During that time I talked extensively wit
Jupe Chandler (Jordan’s mother), and other persons directly af
maolestation allegations.

4. Beginning in August 1993 to the present 1 have vi

accused Michael Jackson of child
an Chandler’s father.

tr 2004 titled ANl That Glitters: The
station allegations and the public
current allegations pending before

ed overnight to the Court and is
i in the home of Bvan and Jordan
n Evan Chandler, Jordan Chandler,

hd indirectly comnected with the

d, obtained and compiled various

documents and recordings related to the 1993 civil lawsuit brought Hy Jordan Chandler against Michael

Jackson for sexual battery.

S. My intent in 1993 was, and at the present time contiofes to be, to investigate, gather and

publicly disseminate the true facts surrounding the 1993 molestatior]

by Jordan Chandler against Michael Jackson for sexual battery.

scandal and civil lawsuit brought

a. Shortly after Jordan Chandler’s civil molesralion suit against Michael Jackson

was settled in January 1994, | traveled to New York City to
grticle attesting to this fact appeared in the New York Post.
article is attached as Exhibit D. (At the request of my brother
book at that time.)

b. In the Fall of 1994 I wrote approximately ten

Feek a publisher for my book. An
A true and correct copy of said
rand his attorney I did not publish a

letters requesting interviews with

Michael Jackson’s attorneys, private investigator and other aggnts, in which I stated that I would

soon be publishing a book regarding the 1993 scandal. M

these letters from me in a prior depasition.

1

Jackson has previously obtained

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash Suppoena
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c. In 1998 I posted on the internet for public

dissemination a lengthy report of

staternents made in an interview with Michael Jackson condficted by Diane Sawyer on the ABC

News television program ‘Prime Time Live. The purpose
statements made by Mr. Jackson, Ms. Sawyer and ABC

various television and radio programs for the same purpose.

of my report was to expose false
ews. At that time I appeared on

At that time I publicly stated that I

was still considering publishing a book regarding the 1993 s¢andal. My public appearances and
statements were reported in the New York Post and the Sasa Barbara News Press. True and
correct copies of said articles are attached collectively as Exhibit E.

d. On September 12, 2004, 1 appeared on the NBC News television program

Dateline at which time I publicly stated that my intent in becdming involved in 1993 was, among

other things, for the purpose of publishing a book regarding the molestation scandal.

e. On September 12, 2004, I publisbed a book rfevealing the true facts surrounding
the 1993 molestation scandal and civil Jawsuit brought by} Jordan Chandler against Michae!l
Jackson for sexual battery. The purpose of the book was to gxpose the modus operandi used by

Michael Jackson to molest Jordan Chandler, to reveal that paid modus operandi is commonly

used by pedophiles, and to expose the involvement of Mr.
outlets in covering up Mr. Jackson’s crimes. A true and coj

(unattached via overnight delivery) as Exhibit A to this motio

ckson’s agents and various media
rect copy of said book is provided

.

f. From approximately September 12 to the prdsent I bave posted on the internet

(free of charge for the first month) at www.atgbook.com over;

500 pages of documents relating to

the 1993 scandal. On that same Web site 1 have posted, anfl continue to post (free of charge)

several reports authored by me concerning the role played by

¢ various media outlets in covering

up the crimes committed by Michael Jackson against my neghew in 1993. The aforementioned

Web site has received over 18 million “hits.”

g. From 1993 until the present I have continued,

d will continue, to investigate the

1993 molestation scandal for the purpose of publicly disseminating the true facts concerning that

event, and to provide the public with information concerning

2

hild abuse.

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash Sybpoena
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6. I was not a witness to, nor do I possess personal kno+lcdge of, the sexual molestation of

my nephew, Jordan Chandler, by Michael Jackson.
7. I do not posses or have in my control any documents,

would tend to exonerate or otherwise aid Michael Jackson in a d

ecordings or other information that

fense to the molestation of Jordan

Chandler. In fact, the documents in my possession show that Michagl Jackson sexually molested Jordan

Chandler.
8. Neither my book nor any documents, recordings or ot
control contain any statements by Jordan Chandler or any other evi
bias or exaggeration on the part of Jordan Chandler regarding the
brought against Michael Jackson in 1993.
9. Neither my book nor any docurnents, recordings or ot

contro] indicate any statements by Evan Chandler or any other evig

—pr— =

her information in my possession or
ence that indicates ulterior motive,

ccusations of child molestation he

her wnformation in my possession or

ence that indicates ulterior motive,

bias or exaggeration on the part of Evan Chandler regarding the accupations of child molestation brought

by Jordan Chandler against Michael Jackson in 1993.
10. I do not posses or have in my control any documents,

relate to the allegations against Michael Jackson pending before thi

recordings or other information that

b Court regarding the current child-

accuser, or that relate to any person, business or entity directix#g, counseling and controlling the

complainants in the Santa Bacbara Superior Court action.

11
agent of the Santa Barbara District Attorney, Santa Barbara County §
any other person, business-or entity directing, counseling and contrg
Barbara Supernior Court action.

12.

I am not at this time and have never been, in any capatity, an employee, representative or

henff, Tellum Communications, or

lling the complainants in the Santa

As reported in the Los Angeles Times, on January 24, 1993, Michael Jackson publicly

recanted his charge of extortion against Evan Chandler. A true Fnd correct copy of said article is

attached as Exhibit F.
13. As reported in the Los Angeles Times, on January

Attorney issued a public statement that no extortion charge would

3

14, 1993, the Los Angeles District
be brought against Evan Chandler

Notice of Motion and Motion to Quash S

bpoena
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because there was no evidence that any crime had been comrnitte%. A true and correct copy of said
article is attached as Bxhibit G.
1 declare under penalty of petjury under the laws of the Statg of fa that the foregoing is

-

true and correct

Dated: October 22 , 2004 / 4 b\,l }.d

Rayr?lﬁnf Chandler
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Raymond Chandler’s book, All That Glitters: The Crimeand the Cover—up,
provided under separate cover via overnight mail.
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| ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name end Addhessy,

b. Addrass: 312 E. Cook Street, Dept. SM-2 (Judge Rodney Melville)
Santa Maria, CA 93454

TELEPHONE NO_- FOR COURT (/SE CoY
L Thomas A. Mesereau, Jr. 91182 Brian Oxman (310) 284-3120
1875 Century Park East, Suite 700 14126 E. Rosecrans (562) 921-5058
Los Angeles, CA 90067 Santa Fe Springs, CA
90670
ATTORMEY FOR (Neme: Michael Joe Jackson
man prrm of o, juicil derric or ranch e, K ey, wno poyt offcs and street eddress:
Santa Barbara County Superior Court, Santa Maria Division
312 E. Cook Strest (Dept. SM-2; Judge Rodney Maelville)
Santa Maria, CA 93454
Toe of cxoe:
The People of the State of Califomia v. Michael Jackson, et al.
SUBPENA (CRIMINAL OR JUVENILE) HUASER:
1133603
DUCES TECUM
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, TO (NAME);
Raymond David Chandler and Custodian of Records for Raymarid David Chandiler
1. YOU ARE ORDERED TO APPEAR AS A WITNESS In this action at the date, timwe, and shown in the box below
UNLESS you make a special agresment with the person named In item 3:
8. Date: DS ade r. & , 2004 Time: g:00am. [« 1Dept:sm-2 | o [ room:

2. AND YOU ARE

a, l:‘ ordered to appear in person.

b. notraquiredtoappearinpersonifyoupmduoammdesm'bsdlnhe

copy of the records in an envelope (or other wrapper). Enclose your original ded

Attach a copyof this subpena to the envelope or wiite on the envelope the case

ﬂm.andplansfmmibm‘l (lheboxabovc) (3)Plaushsﬁrslenvebpaman .
e (] ordaedtnappearmparsonandbpmducathermdsdembodmmem
of the custodian or other qualified witness and the production of the original

panying affidavit and & compiletad
560, 1561, 1562, and 1271. (1) Place a

p and numbes, your name and datp,

et envelope, seal &, and mail it to the derk

g affidavit. The parsonal a(tondanep
ds is required by this subpena. The

¢ ]

- 3, IF YU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THE TIME QR DATE FOR YOU TO APP
" THAT YOUR PRESENCE IS REQUIRED, CONTACT THE FOLLOWING PERSON BEFCORE
TO APPEAR:
a. Name: Brian Oxman
4. WITNESS FEES: You may be entitled to witness fees, mileage. or bath, in the discretion of {
tem 2 AFTER your appearancs.

procedure authorized by subdivision (b) of section 1560, and sections 1561 and [1562, of the Evidence Code will not be
deemed sufficien! compliance with this subpena.
ordered to make the original business records described in the accompanying 3ffidavit availabla for inspection at your
business addrass by the attormney’s representative and fo permit copying at business address under reasonshie
normal buginess hours, conditions during normal business hours.

AR] OR IF YOU WANT TO BE CERTAIN
THE DATE ON WHICH YOU ARE

b. Telaphone nymber; (562) 921-5058
e courl. Contact the person named in

DISOBEDIENCE OF THIS SUBPENA MAY BE PUNISHED BY A FINE, IMPRISONMENT, OR BOTH. A WARRA|
JSSUE FOR YOUR ARREST IF YOU FAIL TO APPEAR.

)
For COURT USE ONLY f L J
Date: September |9, 2004 ’ - %‘f“ ~
(ssmwrﬁcr PERSON Mmm
R. Brdan Oxman
([ YPE OR PRINT NaME)
Attomey Jor Michael J. Jackson
(Sea raverse for proaf of service) s
Adoptes Fengt Code, § 1326 vl seq.

mmzw (CRIHINASLUS;EJ"AWENH.E) Woltera and insuiors C@.ﬁﬂi.m.a

SeAe)( 16} [Rer. Juruisey 1, 1931)

www.gccesslaw.com




ATTACHMENT TO ITEM 2 (b)
Subpoena to Custodian of Records, Raymond HQavid Chandler
September 7, 2004

’

The jitems described in the folldwing Affidavit to
be produced pursuant to this subpoena are as fdllows:

(1) All DOCUMENTS constituting,| evidencing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning Jordan Chgndler relationship
with Michael Jackson since January 1, 1992.

(2) ALl DOCUMENTS constituting,} evidencing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any contrgct, consulting
agreement, joint venture agreement, employment [relationship, or
exchange of services arrangement between you and Tellem
Worldwide.

(3)  ABll DOQCUMENTS constituting,| evidernicing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any communications,
correspondence, notes, letters, memoranda, or discussion between
you and Tellem Worldwide since January 1, 1992, or any of their
REPRESENTATIVES. ’

-(4) A1l DOCUMENTS constituting,| evidencing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any commurjication,
correspondence, notes, letters, or memoranda, or discussion
between you and any person, business, or other jentity since
January 1, 1992, where Michael Jackson has beer] mentioned or
discussed. ‘

(5) All DOCUMENTS constituting,| evidencing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any communfication,
correspondence, notes, letters, or memoranda, dor discussion
between you and any law enforcement agency, govlernmental entity,
police personnel, sheriff’s personnel, child prptective services
personnel, or any of their REPRESENTATIVES, simce January 1,
1992, where Michael Jackson has been mentioned jor discussed

(6) All DOCUMENTS constituting,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any compe
expense reimbursement, cancelled checks or oth
payment, for any speech, writing, manuscript,
consultation service, work, labor, or other ass
provided to any person where the subject matte
Jackson or Jordan Chandler was discussed, ment

videncing,

ation, payment,

r evidence of

cok, performance,
stance you have
of Michael

ned, or involved.

videncing,
ions, letters,
correspondence
EPRESENTATIVES,
ed or mentioned

(7) A1l DOCUMENTS constituting,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any discus
notes, communications, contracts, agreements,
between you and Jordan Chandler, or any of his
where the subject of Michael Jackson was discus
since January 1, 1892.

(8) A1l DOCUMENTS constituting, evidencing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any discusjsions, letters,
notes, communications, contracts, agreements, corregpondence
between you and Evan Chandler, or any of his RESENTATIVES,



where the subject Jf Michael Jackson or Jordau Chandler was
discussed or mentioned since January 1, 1992Z.

(9) All DOCUMENTS constituting, evidencing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning manuscripts, manuscript
drafts, research notes, interview notes, inter¥iew audio and
video recordings, correspondence with witnesses, and discussions
with witnesses concerning or relating to the bgok “All that
Glitters: The Crime and the Cover Up” by Raymohd Chandler.

(10) All DOCUMENTS constituting, evidencing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any contr ct, agreement, or
arrangement for the printing, distribution, prémotion, or sale of
the boock “All that Glitters: The Crime and thejCover Up” by
Raymond Chandler.




Collins,
1875 Century Park East,
Los Angeles,
(310)

Brian Oxman

Mesereau, Reddock & Yu,
7¢" Floor

LLP

CA 90067
284-3120

072172

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

(562)

921-5058

Attorneys for defendant,

Mr.

|
|
|
I
|
14126 E. Rosecrans Blvd. |
I
I
|
|
I
{
|

Michael Jackson

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

No. 1133603

|
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, | Case
[
Plaintiff, |
|
vs |
|
MICHAEI, JACKSON, !
' |
Defendant. I
I
|
i
|

DECLARATION AND
APPLICATION
FOR SUBPQENA DUCES TECUM

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

COQUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

That he is t
in the

1. The undersigned states:
record for defendant, Michael Jackson,

e attorney of
bove—entitled

action and that this cause has been duly set f¢r hearing on

Cetober: §°, 2004, at B8:30 a.m.
Barbara Superior Court, located at 312 East Co
Maria, California 93454.

in Department|SM-2 of the Santa

k Street, Santa

2. Witness the Raymond David Chandler, aLd Custodian of

Records for Raymond.David Chandler, has in his
control the following documents, objects,
things:

A. INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS:
(1) As used herein, the term "

possession or

or ofher tangible

DOCUMENT" or

"DOCUMENTS" means any handwritten, recorded, typed, printed,

pictorial, or graphic matter whatsoever, howev
reproduced, and including without limitation,

defined in California Evidence Code § 250. Th
or “DOCUMENTS” also includes any data compilat
whether stored magnetically, electronically, o
which information can be. obtained, translated,

1 AJ

r produced or

11 "WRITINGS" as
b term "DOCUMENT™
Lon of any sort,

r otherwise, from
or, if necessary,

PLICATION FOR SUBPOENA




through detection devices into reasonably usab
comment or notation appearing on any document,
the original text, is considered a separate do

copy, draft, or preliminary form of any documen

considered a separate document.

(2) As used hereln, the term
(as the term is defined in California Evidence
and each and every “DUPLICATE” (as the term is

Evidence Code Section 260),

w E
intended to include within its scope each and &

of each and every "

e form. Any

nd not a part of
ent and any

t is also

OCUMENT” is

very “ORIGINAL”
Code Section 255},
defined in
WRITING” (as the

term is defined in California Evidence Code § 450) described in

the requests set forth below. 2all such docume
referred to those DOCUMENTS which are within yd
control, or subject to your possession or conti

(3) As used herein, “ACCOUNT” sH
not be limited to, any bank account, saving acg
of deposit, sharxe draft account, time deposit,
account, trust accounts, Individual Retirement
account, credit card account, revolving credit

financial instrument oxr demand deposit. Where
requested concernihg such ACCOUNTS, you shall p
of monthly statements, cancelled checks, depos]

drafts, deposit records and receipts, wire trarn
deposits, automatic withdrawals or deposits, mg
interest payments, and fees.

the “COMP

- {4) As used herein,

(a) t Arvizo, aka Ja
M, date of birth social securit
) (b)
social security number
(c) Gavin Arxvizo, date of
social security number
(d)
social security number

(e) Jay Daniel
&l social security number

Davellin Arvizo, date

"Star Arvizo, date of 1

or any person who is their representative,
their behalf, including their partners,
entities where they have a property or ownersh
term “COMPLAINANTS” refers to all the individu
this paragraph individually, whether or not th
others persons identified in this paragraph ap
mentioned in the DOCUMENT. The term “COMPLAIN
present and former attorneys, agents, represen
other persons acting on behalf of COMPLAINANT.

age

(S5) As used herein, the
reports, claims, or allegations made by the CO
regarding Mr. Michael Jackson, which are state
in the case of People v. Michael Jackson, SBSC

2 a

&

corpor£
Lp interest.
Als mentioned in

b names of the
bear or are

ANTS” also include
Fatives,

“COMPLAJNT”
MPLAINANTS
1 in the Indictment

ts are meant to
ur possession and
ol.

all include, but
ount, certificate
money market
Account, 401K
account, or other
DOCUMENTS are
roduce all records
t checks and
sfers, wire

inthly charges,

INANTS” refers to

t Venturi or Janet

y numbe

of birth (NS
pirth QI

birth QUMD

ackson, date of birth {JIE

t, or acting on
tions, or business
The

and any

refers to the

Case no. 1133603.

PPLICATION FOR SUBPOENA




(6) “YOU” oxr “YOURS”
Chandler, =
and all of its agents, representatives, employ
any person acting on its behalf.

(7) As used herein,

entities of every description, including,

associations, organizations (public or private)
companies, partnerships, joint ventures,
trusts.

(8) As used herein,
"REPRESENTATIVES"” means any person (as defined
has at any time acted, ox has purported to act,
20f, for the benefit of, or on behalf of anoth
not limited to, the parents, guardians,
businesses, partnership, corporation, in which

interest or association as reflected in YOUR rﬁ

{9) As used herein, the term "(
to be interpreted comprehensively, and means ari
which information was exchanged between or amor]
persons, including any oral or written utterand
statement of any nature whatsoever, by and to v
and all understanding or exchanges of informati
among two or more persons.

(10) As used herein, the term '

"PERSON" on
any natural individual in any capacity whatsoever,
but rjot limited to,

corpoyfations,

refers to Haymond David
and the Custodian of Records of Raymdnd David Chandler,

es, attorneys, or

"PERSONS"
and all

means

, agencies,
and

"REPRESENTATMIVE" or

herein) who acts,
at the request
r, including, but

or agerlts of COMPLAINANT,

they have an
tords.

OMMUNICATION" is
y instance in

g two or more

e, notation, or

homsocever made,

on bstween or

CORRESPONDENCE"

means any handwritten, printed, typed, or othe
communication whatscever between or among two
and includes, without limitation, memoranda,
telegrams, telexes, facsimile transmissions, e
marginal notations or comments.

B. DOCUMENTS TO BE PRODUCED:

(1) 2Al1ll DOCUMENTS constituting,

concerning, discussing or mentioning Jordan Cha
with Michael Jackson since January 1, 1992.

(2) All DOCUMENTS constituting)

concerning, discussing or mentioning any contrgct,

agreement, joint venture agreement, employment
exchange of services arrangement between you ai
Worldwide.

(3) All DOCUMENTS constituting)

lgtters,

wise recorded
r more persons,
notes,

il records, and

evidencing,
indler relationship

evidencing,
consulting
relationship, or
)ld Tellem

evidencing,

concerning, discussing or mentioning any commu
correspondence, notes, letters, memoranda, or
you and Tellem Worldwide since January 1, 1992
REPRESENTATIVES.

(4) All DOCUMENTS constituting
concerning, discussing or mentioning any commu

3 A

ications,
iscussion between
or any of their

evidencing,
ication,

LICATION FOR SUBPOENA



Court are unfounded.

B. The information sought by this sul
disclose motives, biases, and exaggerations on
engaged in by the various persons identified ir
requests who are witnesses in this proceeding;

C. The information sought contains §
regarding the background, motives, state of mir
reputation for veracity, and reports of COMPLA]
various persons identified in the above-requesf
witnesses in this proceeding;

D. The requested documents and/or i
contains the prior inconsistent statements, red
observations, and reactions of COMPLAINANTS to
circumstances which gave rise to the Pending Cj
Santa Barbara Superior Court;

E. The requested materials constiti
financial motive for making false and inaccural
matter:;

4. Good cause exists for the production g
described matters and things by reason of the |

A. The subpoenaed party is the scole

)poena will
behalf of and
the above

nformation

d, character and
NANTS and the.

s who are

nformation
ollections,

the events and
Fiminal Case in the

1te evidence of a
e claims in this

E the above
following facts:

and exclusive

source of all such information, and no other p
other entity has possession or control of such

B. The information requested by thi
discloses the motive, intent, and conscious st
persons making claims in the Santa Barbara Sup
with persons directing, counseling and control]
complainants in the Santa Barbara Superior Coui

C. No other source exists for such ;
such disclosures were made only in the records
party, and the only person with such informaticg
subpoenaed party.

rson, business,
information.

or

Subpoena

te of mind of
rior Court, along
ling the
't action.

nformation because
of the subpoenaed
i 18 the

WHEREFORE, request is made that the Subpo
issue.

I declare under penalty of perjury under
State of California the foregoing is true and

Executed this 13th day of September, at L

California. 9?7

na Duces Tecum

s Angel

3
(27 5

R. Brian O

an

AHPLICATION FOR SUBPOENA
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
.FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

} Case No.: 1133603
Plaintiff, )
i Subpoenas Duces T
vs.
MICHAEL JACKSON, §
Defendant. !

response to the subpoena and any materials returned therewith.

CARAIE | WAGNEG Dsholy

g

Pratective Order Regaa:‘rring Defendant’s
m

Good cause appearing, it Is hereby ordered that the derk of the|court shall permit
Defendant chhael Jackson, by and through his counsel, to subpoena mitterials without

disclosing the nature of the subpoena, the person or items sought by thp subpoena, or the

1. The clerk of the court shall segregate and keep confidential

other materials returned in response to sald subpoena.

1/
Hi

It is further ordered, without limiting the generality of the furegjng, that=

nd not disdose to

the People any materials pertaining t the subpoena, induding returns, Hocuments, and




§1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

i

U

26

27

28

€-d 8BS -9bE 2 :uawaaLdan B2T:TT &N &1

L 2. The clerk of the court shall permit Counsel for the defendjnt to subpoena
materials to the court on days and times at which the case ttself ks npt on calendar for
other purposes.
3. Persons or entities subpoenaed by the defendant shall nof disdose directly or
‘indlrecﬂy'tn the People the fact that they have been subpoenaed or the nature of the
suibpoena. A
4. Any appearance, objection, compliance, or other commun|cation by a party
subpoenaed by the defendant shall be filed under seal.
5. Any hearings mvolving the materials pertaining to the subpoena, induding
returns, documents and other materials retumed in response to the $ubpoena regarding
compliance, privacy or other issues shall be held in amera,
6. This order does not affect the right of any party whose recprds are subpoenaed
|t assert any applicable daims of privilege.
7. Subject to the resolution of any issues of privilege that mdy be asserted, the
derk of the. court shall peri‘nit counsel for the defendant to inspect anjd copy the
subpoenaed materials.
8. A copy of this order shall be served with each subpoena n# which it pertains.

J MNet AL

RODNEY S. VILLE
Judge of the Superior Ggurt

DATED: __JUi U 3 duih

hiala



ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY {Nerms arxf Address):

. Thomas A. Messreau, Jr. 91182 Brian Oxman

1875 Century Park East, Suite 700 14126 E. Rosecrans

Los Angelaes, CA 90067 Santa Fe Springs, CA
90870

TELEPHONE NO:
(310) 284-3120
(562) 921-5058

ATTORNEY FOR (Nemedr. Michael Joe Jackson

el revvs of cast, judicinl deirics or bronch court, ¥ gy, a6 pogt ofice oV ENES1 ST

Santa Barbara County Superior Courl, Santa Maria Division

312 E. Cook Strest {Dept. SM-2: Judge Rodney Melville)
Santa Maria, CA 93454

T of core:

The People of the Siate of Calfomia v. Michael Jackson, et al.

FOR COURT USE OdLY

SUBPENA (CRIMINAL OR JUVENILE)

DUCES TECUM

TASE NUMBER:

1133603

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, TO (NAME):

Raymond David Chandler and Custodian of Records for Raymtnd David Chandler

1. YOU ARE ORDERED TO APPEAR AS A WITNESS in this action at the date, time, an
UNLESS you make a special agreement with the person named in tam 3;

place shown in the box below

a. Date: January 31, 2005 Time: 9:00 a.m.
b. Address: 312 E. Cook Street, Dept. SM-2 (Judge Rodney Maelville)
Santg Marig, CA 93454

@Dept:SMrz C o

DRoom:

2. AND YOU ARE
a. I ~ I ordered 1o appear in person.

b, (V] not required to appear in person if you produce the records described in the
org 1580, 1581, 1562, and 1271. (1) Place a

deciaration of custodian .of records In compflanca with Evidence Code =

copy of the records in an ‘envelope (or other wrappst). Endose your original decle
Atiach a copyof this subpena to the envelope or write on the envelope the casy

fime, and place from item 1 (the box abova). (3) Place this first envelope in an ¢
of the court at the address In item 1, (4) Mail a copy of your declaration to the aft

« A

deemed sufficient compliahce with this subpena.
ordered to make the ofiginal business reconds desaibed in the accompe
business address by the altorey’s representative and to permit copying at
normal business hours. conditions during normal businass hours.
3. IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THE TIME OR DATE FOR YOU TO APF

¢. (]

THAT YOUR PRESENCE IS REQUIRED, CONTACT THE FOLLOWING PERSON BE

TO APPEAR:
a. Name: Brian Qxman b. Telepho

4. WITNESS FEES: Yau may be entitled to witness fees, mileage, or both, in the discretion
itemn 3 AFTER your appearante,

ordered 10 appear [n parson and to praduce the records described in the accompe
of the cusiodian or other qualified wilness and the production of the original feco
procedure authorized by subdivisian (b) of section 1560, end sections 1561 ajwd

accompanying affidavit and a completed

ation with the records. Seal them, (2)
name and number, your name and date,
BF envelope, seal it, and mail it to the clerk
ey or party shown at the top of this form,
g affidavit. The pereonal attendance
s s raquired by this subpena, The
1562, of the Evidence Code will not be

g affidavit available for Inspection at your

business address under reasonable

YO

R, OR IF YOU WANT TO BE CERTAIN
THE DATE ON WHICH YOU ARE

number: (562) 921-5058
pf the court. Contact the person named In

DISOBEDIENCE OF THIS SUBPENA MAY BE PUNISHED 8Y A FINE. IMPRISONMENTY, OR BOTH. A WARRANT MAY
ISSUE FOR YOUR ARREST IF YOU FAIL TO APPEAR. PN N\ /
- 7 : .
m— . i 1— ] f-l N f
Date: September 9] 2004 ' ]
' {SIGNA rune OF PERION ISSLING 8U
R. Brian Oxman
(TYPE OR PRINT NAME)
Allomjey for Michael J. Jackson
(See raverse for proof of servica) e
Adopted | W‘ Pawl , § 180 el

982a)(15) {Rov, Jemwry 1, 1991}

Wity aeeessiaw.corm




ATTACHMENT TO ITEM 2 (b)
Subpoena to Custodian of Records, Raymond
September 7, 2004

David Chandler

The items described in the following Affidavit to

be produced pursuant to this subpoena are as f{

(1)

All DOCUMENTS constituting,

ollows:

evidencing,

concerning, discussing or mentioning Jordan CHandler relationship

with Michael Jackson since January 1, 1992.
{(2)

agreement, joint venture agreement,

All DOCUMENTS constituting,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any contfact,
employment

evidencing,
consulting

relationship, or

exchange of services arrangement between you #nd Tellem

Worldwide.

(3)
concerning, discussing or mentioning any comm
correspondence, notes, letters, memoranda, or
you and Tellem Worldwide since January 1, 199
REPRESENTATIVES.

_ (4) All DOCUMENTS constitutin
concerning, discussing or mentioning any comm
correspondence, notes, letters, or memoranda,
between you and any person, business, or othe
January 1, 1992, where Michael Jackson has be
discussed.

(5) All DOCUMENTS constituti
concerning, discussing or mentioning any co
correspondence, notes, letters, or memoranda,

All DOCUMENTS constituting

j, evidencing,
inications,
discussion between

P, or any of their

d

3y, evidencing,
mication,

or discussion
r entity since
pn mentioned or

,» evidencing,
nication,
or discussion

between you and any law enforcement agency,
police personnel, sheriff’s personnel,
personnel, or any of their REPRESENTATIVES,
1992,

(6) All DOCUMENTS constituting,

governmental entity,
child |protective services

ince January 1,

where Michael Jackson has been mentiondd or discussed

evidencing,

concerning, discussing or mentioning any comgensation, payment,

expense reimbursement,

cancelled checks or otther evidence of

payment, for any speech, writing, manuscript,| book, performance,

consultation service, work, labor, or other
provided to any person where the subject mat
Jackson or Jordan Chandler was discussed,

(7) All DOCUMENTS constituting

concerning, discussing or mentioning any disg¢

notes, communications, contracts,
between you and Jordan Chandler,

agreements),
or any of h;:

where the subject of Michael Jackson was dis¢

gsince January 1, 1992,

(8) All DOCUMENTS constituting
concerning, discussing or mentioning any dis
notes, communications, contracts, agreements
between you and Evan Chandler, or any of his

b

J
Fussions,

sgistance you have
er of Michael

mertioned, or involved.

, evidencing,
ussions, letters,
or correspondence
s REPRESENTATIVES,
ussed or mentioned

evidencing,
letters,
or correspondence
REPRESENTATIVES,



where the subject ox Michael Jackson or Jordar} Chandler was
discussed or mentioned since January 1, 1992.

(3) All DOCUMENTS constituting| evidencing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning manuscrigts, mapuscript
drafts, research notes, interview notes, intepview audio and
video recordings, correspondence with witnessg¢s, and discussioas
with witnesses concerning or relating to the Book “All that
Glitters: The Crime and the Caver Up” by Raymgnd Chandler.

(10) All DOCUMENTS constituting, evidencing,
concerning, discussing or mentioning any contyact, agreement, or
arrangement for the printing, distribution, p¥omotion, or sale of
the book “All that Glitters: The Crime and the Cover Up” by
Raymond Chandler.




Collins, Mesereau, Reddock & Yu, LLP
1875 Century Park East, 7" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90067

(310) 284-3120

f
|
|
{
|
Brian Oxman 072172 |
14126 E. Rosecrans Blvd. |
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670 !
(562) 921-5058 |
' I

!

|

|

|

Attorneys for defendant,
Mr. Michael Jackson

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF BANTA BARBARA

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, Casg¢ No. 1133603
Plaintif€f,

s

'MICHAEL JACKSON,

: DECLARATION AND
NPPLICATION

FOR SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM

Defendant.

— e o e e — s —— — o —|

gSTATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

1. The undersigned states: That he is  he attorney of
record for defendant, Michael Jackson, in the| above-entitled
action and that this cause has been duly set for hearing on
January 31, 2005, at 8:30 a.m. in Department pM-2 of the Santa
Barbara Superior Court, located at 312 East Cpok Street, Santa
Maria, California 93454.

2. Witness the Raymond David Chandler, Lnd Custodian of
Records for Raymond David Chandler, has in hip possession or
control the following documents, objects, or pther tangible
things:

A. INSTRDCT S _AND DEFIN H
(1) As used herein, the term ['DOCUMENT" or

"DOCUMENTS" means any handwritten, recorded, |typed, printed,
pictorial, or graphic matter whatsoever, howgver produced or
reproduced, and including without limitation,] all "WRITINGS" as
defined in California Evidence Code § 250. € term "DOCUMENT"
or “DOCUMENTS” also includes any data compilation of any sort,
whether stored magnetically, electronically, |or otherwise, from
which information can be obtained, translated, or, if necessary,

1 APPLICATION FOR SUBFOENA




through detection devices into reasonably usab
comment or notation appearing on any document,
the original text, is considered a separate do
copy, draft, or prellmlnary form of any docume
considered a separate document.

(2) As used herein, the term ™
intended to include within its scope each and
(as the term is defined in California Evidence
and each and every “DUPLICATE” (as the term is
Evidence €Code Section 260), of each and every
term is defined in California Evidence Code §
the requests set forth below. Bll such docume
referred to those DOCUMENTS which are within y
control, or subject to your possession or cont

(3) As used herein, “ACCQOUNT” s
not be limited to, any bank account, saving ac
of deposit, share draft account, time deposit,
account, trust accounts, Individual Retirement]

le form. Any

and not a part of
fument and any

it is also

¢
)

DOCUMENT” is

pvery “ORIGINAL”
Code Section 255),
defined in
"WRITING” (as the
P50) described in
nts are meant to
bur possession and
rol.

hall include, but
frount, certificate
money market
Account, 401K

account, credit card account, revolving credit
financial instrument or demand deposit. Wher
requested concerning such ACCOUNTS, you shall
of monthly statements, cancelled checks,
drafts, deposit records and receipts, wire tr

deposits, automatic withdrawals or deposits, n
interest payments, and fees.
(4) As used herein, the “COMPL
(a) Janet Arvizo, aka Jar
Wn, date of birth social securj
. (b) Davellin Arvizo, dat%
social security number

(c) vi T o, date of
social securlty number”

(d) tar Arvizo, date of
social security number

Jai Danle! Jackson,

or any person who is their representative, agL
their behalf, including their partners, corpo
entities where they have a property or owners
term “COMPLAINANTS” refers to all the individ
this paragraph individually, whether or not t
others persons identified in this paragraph a
mentioned in the DOCUMENT. The term “COMPLAI
present and former attorneys, agents, represe
other persons acting on behalf of COMPLAINANT

(e)
@Ml social security number

-

rations,
hip interest.
hals mentioned in
ne names of the
bpear or are
NANTS”
ntatives,

account, or other
DOCUMENTS are
roduce all records

depodit checks and

sfers, wire
onthly charges,

AINANTS” refers to
et Ventur

t
ty number
of birtn AN

Late of birth QR

nt, or acting on
or business
The

also include
and any

(5) As used herein, the "“COMP
reports, claims, or allegations made by the
regarding Mr. Michael Jackson, which are sta
in the case of People v. Michael Jackson, SB

2

INT” refers to the

MPLAINANTS

d in the Indictment
Case no. 1133603.

PPLICATION FOR SUBPOENA



(6) “YOU” or “YOURS” refers tol Raymond David
Chandler, and the Custodian of Records of Raymond David Chandler,
and all of its agents, representatives, employees, attorneys, or
any person acting on its behalf.

(7) As used herein, "PERSON" pr "PERSONS" means
any natural individual in any capacity whatsopver, and all
entities of every description, including, but| not limited to,
associations, organizations (public or privatf), agencies,
companies, partnerships, joint ventures, corpprations, and
trusts.

(8) Az used herein, "REPRESENTRTIVE" or
“REPRESENTATIVES" means any person (as defined herein) who acts,
has at any time acted, or has purported to acfk, at the request
20f, for the benefit of, or on behalf of another, including, but
not limited to, the parents, guardians, or agpnts of COMPLAINANT,
businesses, partnership, corporation, in which they have an
interest or association as reflected in YOUR [records.

'COMMUNICATION" is
ny instance in
ng two or more
ce, notation, or
whomsoever made,
jon between or

(9) &as used herein, the term
to be interpreted comprehensively, and means
which information was exchanged between or am
persons, including any oral or written uttera
statement of any nature whatsoever, by and to
and all understanding or exchanges of informa
among two or more persons.

"CORRESPONDENCE™
rwise recorded
or more persons,
etters, notes,
ail records, and

(10) As used herein, the ter
- means any handwritten, printed, typed, or ot
communication whatsoever between or among tw
and includes, without limitation, memoranda,
telegrams, telexes, facsimile transmissions,
marginal notations or comments.

B. DOCUM E__PRODUCED:

(1) All DOCUMENTS constitutin

concerning, discussing or mentioning Jordan
with Michael Jackson since January 1, 1992.

, evidencing,
andler relationship

(2) All DOCUMENTS constituti
concerning, discussing or mentioning any cont
agreement, joint venture agreement, employme
exchange of services arrangement between you
Worldwide.

, evidencing,
act, coensulting
relationship, or
nd Tellem

. evidencing,
nications,
discussion between
, or any of their

(3) All DOCUMENTS constituti
concerning, discussing or mentioning any co
correspondence, notes, letterxs, memoranda, ©
you and Tellem Worldwide since January 1, 19
REPRESENTATIVES.

{(4) All DOCUMENTS constituti
concerning, discussing or mentioning any co

, evidencing,
nication,

3 PPLICATION FOR SUBPOENA



correspondence, notes, letters, or memoranda,
between you and any person, business, or othe
January 1, 1992, where Michael Jackson has be
discussed.

(5) All DOCUMENTS constitutin
concerning, discussing or mentioning any comm
correspondence, notes, letters, or memoranda,
between you and any law enforcement agency, g
police personnel, sheriff’s personnel, child
personnel, or any of their REPRESENTATIVES, w
state, or local, since January 1, 13992, where
Jordan Chandler has been mentioned or discuss

(6) All DOCUMENTS constituting

or discussion
r entity since
bn mentioned or

P, evidencing,
inication,

or discussion
pvernmental entity,
brotective services
hether federal,
Michael Jackson pr
=3

bd .

evidencing,

concerning, discussing or mentioning any comp
expense reimbursement,
payment,
consultation service,

for any speech,
work, labor,

nsation, payment,

cancelled checks or other evidence of
writing, manuscript, |book, performance,
or other agsistance you have

provided to any person where the subject matter of Michael

Jackson or Jordan Chandler was discussed, men

(7) All DOCUMENTS constituting
concerning, discussing or mentioning any disc
notes, communications, contracts, agreements,
between you and Jordan Chandler, or any of hi
where the subject of Michael Jackson was disc
since January 1, 1992.

(8) All DOCUMENTS constituting
concerning, discussing or mentioning any disc
notes, communications, contracts, agreements,
between you and Evan Chandler, or any of his
where the subject of Michael Jackson or Jorda
discussed or mentioned since January 1, 1992.

(9) All DOCUMENTS constituting
concerning, discussing or mentioning manuscrij

rioned, or involved.
evidencing,
issions, letters,

or correspondence

5 REPRESENTATIVES,
hased or mentioned

evidencing,
issions, letters,
or correspondence
REPRESENTATIVES,

n Chandler was

evidencing,
bts, manuscript

drafts, research notes, interview notes, inte
video recordings, correspondence with witness
with witnesses concerning or relating to the

rview audio and
s, and discussions
ook “All that

.Glitters: The Crime and the Cover Up” by Raympnd Chandler.

(10) All DOCUMENTS constituti
concerning, discussing or mentioning any cont
arrangement for the printing, distribution, p
the book “All that Glitters: The Crime and th
Raymond Chandler.’

3. The above documents are material to
in the case by reason of the following facts:

A. The information scught will lea
documents, and discoverable evidence that wil
made in the Pending Criminal Case in the Sant

4

g, evidencing,
act, agreement, or
omotion, or sale of

Cover Up” by

he issues involved

to witness,
show the claims
Barbara Superior

PPLICATION FOR SUBPOENA
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) anA&b BLAIR, Execurh-s Alfsar
- CARAIE "WE» mf:mﬁt,?i
6
.
s SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
E 'FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
10
n THE.PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ) Case No.: 1133603
12 Plaintiff, | Prated:ve Order Regprding Defendant’s
- Subpoenas Duces Tepum
14 || MICHAEL JACKSON,
15 Defendant.
16
17 Good cause appearing, it is hereby ordered that the derk of ﬂ’e court shall permit
' Defendant Michael Jackson, by and through his counsel, to subpoena materials without
;: disclosing the nature of the subpoena, the person or items sought by the subpoena, or the
21 |{response t the subpoena and any materials retumed therewith.
n It is further ordered, without limiting the generality of the farggoing, that:
23 1. The clerk of the court shall segregate and keep confidentigl and not disdese to
# HNihe People any materials pestaining to the subpoena, lndudiné returns, documents, and
Zv other materials retumed ‘in response to said subpoena.
- L
28 W
-
2-d BHOL-3%E z zuamaJLaaon BZY:IT1 &N
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Law Office of Herb Fok

September 30, 2004

Via U.S. Mail and Fax (562) 921-2298

R. Brian Oxman, Esq.
Oxman & Jaroscak

14126 E. Rosecrans

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

Re: People v. Jackson

Dear Mr. Oxman;

15 West Carrillo Street
Suite 211

Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Tel 805/89914777

Fax 805/899/2121
Admin@HerbFoxLaw.com
www.lawyers.com/herbfox

As you know, this office, along with-the law fifm of Foley & Bezek,
represents Raymond Chandler. This letter memorjalizes our telephone

conversation of this morning regarding the Subpoena

Puces Tecum that you

served on Mr. Chandler, and Mr. Chandler’s Ex Pagte Application for an
Extension of Time that we filed in Judge Melville’s chhmbers this morning.

You have kindly agreed to extend the time
respond to the Subpoena Duces Tecum from October

for Mr. Chandler to
b, 2004 to October 25,

2004. In consideration for that extension, we hgve telephoned Judge
Melville’s chambers and requested that our Applications be taken off

calendar.

If for any reason this letter does not accurately
please contact me immediately.

Certified Appellate Specialist ® State Bar of CA Board of Le,

+

reflect our agreement,

4 Specidlizdh'on
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3

Mr. R. Brian Oxman, Esq.
September 30, 2004
Page 2

Thank you for your professional courtesy in this fnatter.

Sincerely,

LAW OFFICE OF HERB FOX

Herb Fox

c¢c:  Raymond Chandler
Peter Bezek, Esq.
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,Hmo_aon >=a His mn

& BENIA fod \WOHSEL LEWITTER

end

t goes without saying that when Michael Jackson
agreed to that $10 million settlement (eight to the
boy who accused him of molestation and $1 mil-
lion each o the boy's divorced parents), that he
would insist that the deal come complete with a

gag order. Ten big ones ran buy
a ot of silence - no books, no
movies, no explanations from the
boy or his parents. But even $10
miltion doesnt buy foregiveness
when you believe that your child
was violated. E=zpecially when
the wman accused of the crime
has a $§1-billion contracl with
Sony. You stifl wantl your side
out, but you want o spare the
child the public bumiliation of
testifying.

Wel, there always is the Joey
“T'm forbidden 1o write a book,
bul my wife isn® so she's the one
gelting a million bucks"” Bufta-
fusceo ploy.

So # appears thal the boy’s un-
cle — the father’s brother — has
decided to write a book So even
though the immediate kin appar-
ently agreed to gag (hemselves it
doesn’ stop the uucle from pget-
ting vindication for the family.

He's starting at the Lop — with
Simon & Schiuster's top- editor
Judith Regam. She managed 1o
npail Roward Bfern's “Private

- Parts)" Kuatliie Lee Gifford's '{

Can Believe 1 Said Thal,” Rush
Limbaugh's "“"The Way Things
Oughl {0 Be” and Dewn Steel's
incredibly badly named ‘They
Can EM You Buat They Cazs't Kil)
You.”

Among other things, the
fledgiing author will include very
felling tape recordings Yelween
the father and Jackson's {snvyers.
Whea we brought this tidbit to
our West Coast Jackson source —
who gave uva the incredible story
mouths before it broke way back
when — fe told us we were “ab-
solutely right”

Regan, however, simply said,
"1 never comment on my busi-
g.. .

Thank God we do, comment on
her business, that is. Qur source
also told us, “Muybe the uncle
fesls the book should be written
90 that the boy’s side of the story
will come out and hold up to
scrutiny. The boy's futher (s still
very irate. Becnuse of the settle-
ment, he himsetl, cannol write 8
awxi. Buf sppaic-ily his » - er

;

Even Betier Dressed

1D AND PEAY: You're a
med-student wannabe,
but you're the No. 5 guy
on Johns Hopkins
Medical School's waiting
list, 50 what do you do?
What any other clear-thinking
lnd would do — vou fry lo kill
off the four people atead of
you, which is what Andrew
MeCariby does in “Sludent
Body." The independent film
also stars Stephen Mailer -
(Norman's kid) aad Aadrew
Lauren (Ralph's son) and is
directed by Dong Limaw....
MODEL SLATED: All we heard
lust month was that Christian
Slater was giving up
supermedels after Christy
Turlingten dropped him
quicker than a 3-faol putt. But
now he might be hooked again.
This time, it's Elite-model-of-
the-moment, Julie Anderson,
who just ended a 18-month
relationstip with Jehn Stamos
and was seen cuddiiog
Cbristian al LA.'s rendy
Babylon Club the other night.
Slater's former lame, Nina
Huang — who is said to be a
Nedgling screenwnler — ought

tn now have eneugh-wateriat--—§-

for a grest Rick
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B N

Wil ABGcry ‘uncle’ ove ;lacko?

THE cused ackso Chandler, as [ havae ously | rted is re ;
of molahngm}de gifx;h?sbomhngy 'wh°zﬁ the etrlggail gnd t.h2 ;:E'ka book ab&; t!.l: ﬁ:g'a u&n lm:'a dI:l{ g‘ngl;wa
Internet — to protes t, exposing L :

Ray Wnﬁa'wtgeh%mﬁymhﬁegﬁa ol":is he says. “I have apantiz fiv wmofmmngofm&a&nq
Santa Barbars, Calif,, home to New York, where he and _cma-refeten' e Md‘mpqes'. e umj-

lans to march up an'ddnwnogtzideABC-TV’BMan- tion.” Profits will prtn : s Advocacy

attan studios a large sign. . )
sigr : “ABC and Diane Saw- of any kind.
yg-‘hﬂhelﬁlm mzmupmhglmm:;: . The cux of Chandler’s rgument(andofﬂleb::’;
aﬁﬂ' children, just to increase their ratings.” | AKX twork
ore confronting the Disney-owned braadcaster, Sawyer, desperate
Chandhraa'yahewﬂlptntopt.gglntarnetnm-m so4] e wur
detailed acoount of his daims about Jackson an ion of o the bay's father
y Sawyartbe 'PrWMd . e!-il;l J .e Prlgée wg tg: 1cted :'scnnmelt l‘Ir(:'.icmiat who'd tried to
gaww a mesaageon will hijr?iolﬁetetmm t‘mﬁ'ome Nov. shake down the pop . (The fgitlﬁer w:s ?I:ZEI:
i e 4 .ABC) aati after char t!’m; ::t{leogeen ° pnd ::ent,efla:k:on did
M’lgs vl lagt’ ammoa Baﬁ:aur‘: St:;. unun:;mnt believed [to be more than $20 mil-
dismmnedﬂwh:gom ruling is now under appeal ﬁmbtboymm.whom . ,

BM_a .. LR ekl

)

Allb acko?
THE renewed attack ment. “That sounds like ps good a forum as any. I
which 1 revesjed exclusively bere Tuesday — by  will be more than happy fo appear before the com.-
‘the -uncle.of the boy who-accused him o sexual mission and spell out tHe resalts of my five-year
molestation couldn’t have come at a worte time investigation into this sc ndal,” Chandler sai
the eceentric pop star. “And it is a scandal’] he insisted. *While the
Yesterday; several Las Vegas ublications called Congress of the United [States battles over a lie
to' ask for more details of the clainis being made about 8 sexual affair bet{reen consenting adults, a
about Jackson by the uncle, ‘Ray Chandler. The far more sarious [allege ] offense goes unnoticed
reporters are interested because Jackson plaps to  and unpupished.” :
apply for a casino license, and accusations  Since my story, Chandler has been besieged b
against him could be heard by. th;ﬁ;vada Casino the media. He can be [seen on several tab-‘l'&
Control Commission. shows, bas talk-show bogkings here in New York,
Jackson reportedly is in negotiations tq take and has been contacted Py everyone from the Na-
" over either the legendary Desert Inn or the Tropi- tional Enquirer to TV Gudide,
cana and create a “theme” cagino. The Gloved One Chandler is thus assured of maximum coverage
and his partgers are talking about spending at when, on Nov. 9, he parhdes outside ABC’s Man-
"} least $350 million on the venture, ) hattan studios cnnying a sign accusing the Dis-
Chandler, who flaw from his Santa Barbara, ney-owned network and {Prime Time Live” anchor
Calif., home to New York yesterday, was fasci- Diane Sawyer of covering up Jackson's alleged sex
nated when I ioformed him of the casino develop-  crimes to get better ratings for the show. .

B e __ pe_g . .




)

ST, FRIDAY, OCTOBER 30, 1998

I de Jacko sex seﬂl

'I'HE cb.a kaaonuagamstnbetahngona veal the details or renew |thei b;:
renewed life of its own. ARter my stories this week this, each of the hoy’s pare tx(ﬂ:eymdxvo re-
.about the apgry ausads by Chaodler, uncle of ceived $1 milliop cash.

the-huy-hoamsed.lacbon hi.m,l’ve The lawyer who handl theuasefortlwm.lany
bein getting all kinda of hitherto secret information. Feldman, was paid $3 on by Jackson. That adds
The most interesting piece comes. from a source ugbngmndtotnluﬂlﬂ : el S

who has proven tatally relisble throughout the ve .1 ran these figures by Chs dler, who has arrived.
Enof scandal involving the Gloved One and  in New Yark i ] :

, who reached an cut-of-court petilement. - iog of
The details of that settlement have never been

rovealed, and wildly different sums' have been . 1995. -
bandied about in the media. I-believe I now hava“ - 'Wowl’ Chandler uud, when pven " source’s
the true figures. nmdown. But he wouldn'tjcomment of
Juchon,nvmm agmedto the boy the secrecy clauses in the dettlem ing tit-
ayearﬁ:twym,fnratntalo $14 mil- {gation in which the boy & aliege Jack-

hm.hepayonumseithahoyorhapmntsm-- nonhmlfhalbraached deal,
antce . __ & "«-—-—l-- '--.L i

L]
N R L ..




BARNEY. BRANTINGHAM
Gloved one

case 0ozes to
surface again

oes the name Ray Chandler
ring a bell with you?

I didn’t think so. How about

Michael Jackson?

- - Right, that Michael Jackson.
The one Ray’s brother Evan accused of
molesting hiz son a few years ago.

. Remember all that? Media circus at

the Courthouse, TV tabloids and ail.

- The Gloved One still owns Neverland

Ranch {n'the Santa.Ypez Valley. Scene
of the alleged crime. But no erimina
__chnrges were ever filed. '

':?Whir_nnt?' Look, if you're going to take

on ¥'superstar, you'd better have one
" barnburner of a ease. -
If the avérage guy had been accused,
ha'd have been cooling his heels in the
hoosegow before you could say “Hard
Copy.” But try as they might, the DA's
in'L.A and Santa Barbara couldn't get
any victims to testify against Jackson.
: But now,Ray Chandler; a 30-year
resident of Santa Barbara and second-
year law student, i3 putting the whole

mess back {nto the headllnes and onto
the tube. . - . : "

" ‘He gave a couple of TV interviews -
this week and posted a 31-page accusa-
tion against Jackeon, ABC and Prime
Time Live interviewer Diane Sawyer .

on the Internet. (m;ﬁprojectgg)

i AndonNov.9 Chandler‘plans to

': 'g ¢ranked up because Santa
M:‘?Q%iperior Court Judge James Jen-

] York,

ket ABC headquarters 11 New
g:iusing the network and Sawyer ?f
wrongly teaming with Jackson to clean
p his image on a 1985 program.

.- Ray’s brother Evan sued ABC, Jack-

in his earlier moles_tatiop suit
;n:c;l rller;ﬁmed him by calling his ac'cusa-'
tions “lies, lies, les” .
| Jackson had settled the earlier .~
nig?:station"aillt for a reported $22 mil
fion. (I know this gets complicated.)

:andlet, who previously went °
bylthatya (l;at:i‘}gl:ame ot‘%hem}atz, is mad
because his brother’s lawsuit got ’
thrown out of court. : .

;- I'm indignant,” he told me. Others .
‘wonder if he’s really trylng to stir up
renewed interest in the case tgeca;::sla:
he plans to write a book on the who
Jackson molestation case. . -

: Chandler admitted to me tha
}xel'iagonsiderln'g writing a book, bpt;l
denied that has ary connection Wi
the anti-ABC campaign. .. . -

h . oF
tossed his brother’s suit outo
2::?5: Jast year. I though It would be

handled by the court, but the judge dis-|

mmissed it,” Chandler told me. K

*, it's on appeal, but Ray Chandler . |

ants to speak out now, “I1am con-
i:/vinced thaptethe judge ‘dumped’ the *
case to avoid the disruption to his cour
thouse” if a trial was held, résulting in.
another medla circus. T -hl
_ &Susplcious as I tend to be, 1 highly
'dn%ﬁpmat the judge had .t.hnt in mind.

So why the fuss now? Chandler said

‘o iad to walt untll he could get the
%gut:: documents to research his 31-

page brief.

i the...

"and Sawyer for $60 milliop over tag. |
::::aﬁew gan claimed that the singer

i violated their confidentiality agree-

———

|

g

. I_iay Chandler contends that in a ma
race for ratings, ABC and Sawyer got
Jackson onto the 1935 Prime Time Live
show by promising to throw only soft-
ball questions at him.

. Sawyer knew a lot of damaging stuff
Aabout Jackson but withheld it, Chan-

dler claims. On the show she promised
a no-holds-barred interview, then gave
Jackson a clean bill of health, Ray said.

. Inits answer to. Evan Chandler's suit,

_ ABC denied any wrongdojing.
.+ Asfor Ray Chandler’s premise of

~some awful ABC conspiracy or collu-
slon, TV makes. millions by lobbing soft-

' ball questions at celebritjes,

. Do you think Jackson would have
gone on national TV if he'd thought a
serious interviewer would nail him
with hardball questions?

: ‘Meanwhile, former Beverly Hills
dentist Evan Chandler and his son, naw

.18, lived in Santa Barbara for six

months but now are traveling around
the country, Ray told me. ‘ o
- ‘Thére are more twists to this case -
thdn a Solvang pretze], And I'm sure

lﬁ‘.‘:eme in the WDE:F. o
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bofn of crack- mothe

:aths in the Anglo .
7among Latinos, v:sh iy . F

ling to Great Beginninga

lcb I8 trying toerase

iuring pregnancy.

others frequently havea’

iet and disregard prenatal.
athe group. -
y phenomenon was in ita

Pleaso see CRACK, B11

majar factor in the high %/%/ acts.com..: e

Foreigners

Lles with visas or under the Visa

Valver Pilot Program, and certain
ther nonimmigranta are not eligi-
le to receive NONEMERGENCY

iealth servites at this county ia-' ‘

dity.” T
"What- we are’ Lrylng to get at

ire the ofies that are corning tathia , -

sountry delibemtely for?thg ‘pur-
sose of seeking care,” Riley, fald.’
Initial reaction from’ eounty, ‘doe

AL

'l‘m not suré thx.a i3] ; golng:
to deter the. group that’ Iz-th& main:
problem—the. aries’ whoare being’
told by doctars. in}.helr owh coun-.
try: “You can't’get treatment: hkre. .
‘Go 1o ‘America,” " 'said  Driirivin.
Ziment, chief ;6 medicine: gt'Im
Angeles County>Dlive View Mudf=:

cal Center in-Sylmar. “Thege pas’"
tierits are genuinely sick’ They've

all made that big journey. And they -
are just going Lo hang around unul
they become a serious emergency.’

Although many - non-vesident for-
elgn patlents "are here in such
desperation, the ‘Times investiga-
tion Lurned up examples of palients

who appeared to be seeking care in
C:lllomla a public hospitals be- -

they were aware that they

wpld obtgin scphlauca\ed
meént for free.- 7 » . ‘ :

l\

Lo move

. fagllity usage, as long as they cost

_-little or no money and do .not .

. conflict with union- ‘contracts or
af!ectolherschoola .

Under the LHARN overhaul
“plan, : which - covers 34 - -scheols; -

" principals have been given broad |
“authority to design thelr own:edy- " .

catiorial programs and- add -
prog address . ter school will be |to: treat  all

school needs while collaborating

A TR wlth tea¢heérs and parents,

In- the folit - ménths. since the.

. schaols were officially Indueted ;.

‘inte the LEARN- program; -many
have found - that ‘beard approval

was needéd.for :theé simplest of
esls, a reflection of-the tangle

kly on school requegts -
. dealing wuti jesues-auch as: minor .. -
calendar changes, personnel and ..

Cy had prevenwu L] S TR TRV,
In.othar actior e|board gave
conditional appr..alf of charter

- schodl status to the [Accelerated

School. - Laat June,

- group ‘of
teachers from 99Lh S

el Elethien-

_lary School in South{Central, Los

Angeles submitted .
start the school, whic
atate funds but wlll b
from the Los Angéles

“The philozophy of

petition ko
{strict. ~
e new chdr-

students as Kigh achidvers l.hrough
a demanding curridulum where

.expectations are High. This miocdel
e already in- place t 99th Strqel. ,

Elemenlary

'I1mn stall wrlter
tributed to this story.

- thlgatiom The

- seeks to expedite the

- civil case, asking the .- ., .-
court to order the

~.touring singer home.

" ByJEAN'MERL:.
TIME’.S STAFF WRITER

Pop superam Mlchael Jack
L son is aeakmg" Bix- year delay

3. brought agalmlf him by a 13-

year-old boy ut the boy’s-.
ltome.vns P fig-up hig ef- -
forta'lo aspedue e clvil: case; !
ufted 3the’; codrt' ‘Monday to
order’ the’alngemb return frém

‘ Lﬁtingvthé conﬂnhing erimi-
" rial "Investigatioh touched off

" 'gatlons that Jackson repeated- -
ly sexually molestéd him, Bet-)

Jackson has. hired In' regponge. *
" to the lawault, asked for thé
- delay late last waek,

_ the court piit a hold on the trial

6-Year Delay in Boy
Molestatlon Lawsul'

K uvltiea—-altorney i
~ lawyer for the teen-ager

" nesses-~until the|statute of

' cdmes has expired.

. «ment, Jackson. a8 he'has In the"

s -in the child mdléstation lawsult -

lors Monday wad lkepticnl ho\vev 1] ' _ther

1o vurt.oglvea y

"w,emi led to ledH the remain-

-der of; his chiidhpod withouta .},
'1.doud ‘aver hig I ad-that e g

“ai éxtortionist arfd liar” ' "

. this suramer by the boy’s alle- -
" .tram Flelds, an attorney-
~*. .cause he'ls under 14 and be-

Fields’ petition sceks to have

and all §0- called dmcovery ac-

principals and potpntial wit- -

limitations for the alleged -

- The"request, {s '
Jaekson camp's '
reaponse ‘o, the | wsult, filed
. Sept. 14, In .the fourt docus :

past ’denied ‘ajl ‘a legations of .

ut attomey ety R.
fhan, _reprébénting the
teen “ager, {8 seeking to have
lhe tria} begin before the mid-
‘dle of March, saying his client

Clyil court dockets in the Los *
Angeles area
"that it often takes up to five «
years for'a casejto get lo trial. «
. 'But’ Feldman - .
‘ager’ 12 entitled fto priarity be-

re of thecage.
eeds clogure,”
ACKSON, B11

caise of the nat
-“This child

Please see

will receive .
autonomous

e,
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Headline: Judge Lets Jackson Plead 5th

Courts: The singer avoids answering questior

about whether he molested children. His .la
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8 in civil case
ers say they

advised the legal move even though he is innocent.

Date: September 16, 1994 Section: Mgtro
: News Desk: Mgtro Desk
Edition: Hgme Edition Friday
Page: B-3 Word Count: 541
Author:  NICHOLAS RICCARDI

TIMES STAFF WRITER
Index Terms: JACKSON, MICHAEL
FIFTH AMENDMENT
CHILD MOLESTATION
WRONGFUL JOB TERMINATION SUITS
. SECURITY GUARDS
Lead:
A Superlor Court. judge ruled Thursday that pop supers]
can. plead the 5th Amendment in a civil case, enabling
‘answering questions under cath about whether he sexua
children.

_Attorney Charles Mathews, representing five former
guards. who have filed sult against Jackson claiming t
to conceal his child molestation, said Jackson is hid
Amendment .

" "Michael Jackson had the opportunity today to come
he is innocent," Mathews said after the hearing. Inst
Jackson "gets up and says, ‘Sorry, I want to take the
answer could incriminate me.’ " -

Text:
Jackson’s attorneys said the singer wanted to testify

innocent, but given that he may face criminal charges|,

advised Jackson to stay silent.

- Jackson "maintains that he is innocent," said Carl
attorney, accusing Mathews of grandstanding. "As an e
criminal attorney, (Mathews) knows full well the obli
counsel when they are facing serious charges."

- Jackson has not been charged with a crime. A gran
July without indicting the singer, but the statute o
child molestationrdharges_runs.six years, and the dis
office has not said Jackson is in the clear.

. Mathews ,; who had wanted Superiox Court Judge Rich
force Jackson to admit or deny flrlng the guards, as
complalned -that this was the first time a defendant
Amendment in not answering allegations in a civil su

"I found not even one (similar eivil) case," Math
5th Amendment has been around for a long time."

' Neal said he had to "fall back on basic principle
principle is a fairly simple one, that we don’t use d
‘process to make someone incriminate themselves."

! The guards, all fired Feb. 1, 1993, sued Jackson ]
suit, they said they had seen boys between the ages d
1nto Jackson's. prlvate quarters in his Hayvenhurst AV
Encino and not emerging until the next morning.
The suit also alleges.that one guard, Leroy A. Thd

car Michael Jackson
him to avoid
L1y abused

Jackson security
lat he fired then
ing behind the 5th

]

into court and say
bad, Matthews said,
5th bhecause my

that he was
‘'his defense tean

Douglas, his
arienced
ations of one’s

jury disbanded in
limitations on
rict attorney’s

d' C."'Neal to
rt of a cover-up,
d used the 5th

(3 eaid, "and the
, and the basic
ur judicial

n November In the
£ 9 and 14 going
enue estate in

mas, was ordered




to retrieve a Polaroid photo of a naked boy from Jackson’s private
bathroom and destroy it.
Mathews said the guards had cooperated with the digtrict attorney’s
office and filed the suit, which is scheduled for tridl in April, after
they became convinced that charges would not be lodgeqd against Jackson.
Mathews called his clients "good men, moral men." -
Another of Jackson’s attorneys, Zia Modabber, has other view.
"They want money," he said Thursday. "They don't want|(Jackson) to
admit or deny anything for any real purpose.®

Copyright, The Times Mirror Company: Los Angeles Tinme
Accession Number: 000087851
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Headline: Jackson Settles Abuse Suit but Insists [He Is Innocent

Courts: Singer will reportedly pay $15 fmillion to $24 million
to teen-ager. Criminal investigation wijll proceed.

"Date: ; January- 26, 1994
: News Deski Metro Desk
Edition: Home Edition
Wednesday
Page: a-1 Word Countyj: 1866

Author: JIM NEWTON -
TIMES STAFF WRITER

Index Terms: JACKSON, MICHAEL
CHILD MOLESTATION
SUITS
SETTLEMENTS
Lead:
Lawyers for Mlchael Jackson and a l4-year-old boy who alleged in a
lawsuit that the singer sexually molested him anpjounced Tuesday that
they have settled the case, abruptly ending one ¢hapter of a scandal
that has dogged the internationally renowned pop|icon since August.
Although the attorneys declined to discuss any aspect of the
settlement, sources close to the negotlations sald it was for $15
million to $24 million, with some of the money paid to the boy in cash
and the rest funneled into a trust fund. The terps of the settlement
were reviewed by a judge who has been appointed o serve as the boy’s
guardian. )
After a brief court hearing Tuesday, Larry R.|Feldman, the boy’s
attorney, said he and his client were "very happy with the resolution of
this matter."

Text: ‘
Despite the settlement, Jackson’s attorneys said| their client stands by
his assertions of innocence and agreed to the depl so that he could get
on with his life.

"The resolution of this case is in no way an
Michael Jackson," said attorney Johnnie L. Cochr
lawyers representing Jackson in the matter. "In
innocent man who does not intend to have his car
destroyed by rumors and innuendo."

As part of the settlement, . however, Jacksonnp
charge: that. he was the victim of anvextortion' &
fathers. That claim, long advanced by Jackson’s a
entertainer, has been the mainstay of his defens
of the case, which erupted in August.

The settlement of the civil case resolves Ja
legal troubles and may effectively put an end t
investigation. The boy‘s lawsuit was: scheduled:
In-preparation for that, a*judge*had?scheduledf
thist week: -

;Jackson. previously. had resisted giving: a. depusltlonq,and had ' the
case:not:been settled:he.might.havesbeen: forced.|[to.choosesbetwesn.
-answering®questions: and refusing.to- respond’ basgdon‘ his right:to- not
incriminate himself-~a common legal maneuver bul one that could have
had grave public relations implications for the |superstar.

Now, those immediate problems have been 1liftegd, and he will avoid
the spectacle of a nationally televised civil trial probing the most

dnission of guilt by
n Jr., one of two
hort, he is an

er and his life

licly.recanted his
enpt by the boy’s*
visers and by the
since the first days

son’s most immediate
a criminal .

.go. to. trial ;n.March-
ckson “to-be-dépdeed:*.
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Headline: Boy’s Father in Jackson Case Won’t Be Ch
Investigation: Singer claimed parent of
victim tried to extort money from him. D

to prosecute is unrelated to reports tha
‘Date: January 25, 1994 Section:
News Desk:
Edition:
‘Page: B-1 Word Count:
“Author: JIM NEWTON

TIMES STAFF WRITER
Index Terms: CHILD MOLESTATION
SETTLEMENTS
JACKSON, MICHAEL
) EXTORTION
Lead:
Amid signs that a lawsuit accusing Michael Jackson
a young boy may soon be settled, prosecutors annou
will not bring charges against the boy’s father, w
advisers claimed tried to extort money from the en
"Wa’ve declined to file today criminal charges
extortion," said Michael J. Montagna, a deputy Los
~district attorney who heads that office’s organize
evidence does not show that any crime has been com
The district attorney’s decision, c¢oming after
: of investigation, represents a major victory for t
' whose representatives have denled the extortion al

- The decision was criticized by Jackson’s former pr

- praised by the lawyer for the boy’s father.

- Text:
- "We’re pleased that the district attorney has conff

" innocent of any wrongdoing," saild the lawyer, Ric
. the parties can focus on the real issues in this
; Immediately after the sexual abuse allegations
- private investigator Anthony Pellicano, then empl
" publicly accused the boy’s father and the father’
. extort $20 million from the singer. According to
father went public with the allegations of abuse
extortion attempt failed.

Pellicano released two tape recordings to bols
claim, and Jackson later repeated the accusations.
lodged a complaint with the Police Department, ho
Times reported that one had not been filed.

Montagna cited the Jackson camp’s slowness to &
claim and its willingness to negotiate with the bd
several weeks as two reasons why prosecutors did i
case. Montagna also said the
representatives and Barry K.
at that time, appeared to be
not efforts to extort money.

"It’s not a crime for attorneys to try to sett]
Montagna said. ."The law actually favors: trying to
without going. to court."”

In an interview Monday, Pellicano sharply disp
the discuesions were intended to settle a claim o

Rothman, the attorney
attempts to settle a

discussions between J
} for the

n

a
a

t

rged

leged molestation
says decision not
settlement is near.

-

Metro

Metro Desk

Home Edition Tuesday
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BARRY

Tustin,

individual
ROTHMAN doing business as THE

-

ROSA RWONG BAR NO. 129811
Law Offirces of

CALLAHAN, McCUNE & WILLIBS

111 Fashion Lane
California 926B0-3397 -
(714) 730-5700 '

Attorneys for Defendants, ED Wik
MICHAEL JACKSON and MJJ PRODU

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE (

FAG 58

FILED

SFi BEC QIDEDAN Ay aT

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS mqams

an
K.

K. ROTHMAN,

and BARRY

court located at 1725 Main Street,
defendants MICHAEL JACRKSON and MJJ PRODUCTIONS, ‘g;ms!hrm demu¥?:

generally to the camplaint of plaintiff

—

= 1

CASE NO. S5C032081

., NOTICE OF DEMURRER AND DEMURRER

)
)
)
LAW OFFICES OF BARRY K. ) OF DEFENDANTS MICEAEL JACKSON
ROTHMAN, ) AND MJJ PRODUCTIONS, INC. TO
) COMPLAINT OF PLAINTIFFS;
Plaintiff, )  MEMO UM OF POINTS AND
) ITIES; EXHIBIT
vs. ) :
) [CONGQURRENTLY FILED, SERVED AND
MICHAEL JACKSON; MICHAEL ) WITH DEFENDANTS’ MOTION
JACKSON ENTERPRISES; HOWARD ) TRIRKE PUNITIVE DAMAGES
WEITZMAN; THE LAW OFFICES OF ) ALLEGATIONS]
KATTEN, MUCHIN, ZAVIS & ) g
WEITZMAN; BERTRAM FIELDS; THE ) DATE] “December 7, 1994
ILAW OFFICES OF GREENBERG, ) TIME 3 1:30 p.m.
GLUSEKER, FIELDS, CLAMAN & ) DEPT|: M - )
MATCEINGER; ANTHONY PELLICANO; ) : )
PELLICANQ INVESTIGATIVE )° 'TRIAL DATE: NONE
AGENCY; and DOES 1 through 50, )
inclusive, ) - y
)
Defendants. )
) SANTA MONICA DISTRICT. -
: 1 i
"m ALL INTERESTED PARTIES AND 'ro THEIR APTORNEYS oﬁ%ﬁnﬂﬂfﬁm.
PLEASE' TAKE NOTICE THAT on December 7, 1994, at BEHM.p, or as
rscon thereaftar as may be heard in Dept M of.tha.abnve—enti#led

ta Mongisaw, WOOEL SISIRIEH a
oP 05 B 72 11714794 14:03

OF ACT
BARRY K. ROTHMAN and THE
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_Californ.ia Civil Code, Section 47, su:bd.i.viq

LAW OFFICES QF BARRY K. ROTHMAN and seek arn order sustaining the

demurrer without lesave to amend.

Said demurrer will be pranmised on the

grounds the camplaint

fails to state facts sufficient to constitute any cause of action

against defendants. Specifically, the
plaintiffs_ against defendants are absolutl

conduct alleged by
ely privileged under

ion b.

Said demurrer is further premised uypcon this notice the

attached memorandum of points of authorities| supporting exhibits,

all of the court’s records on file in conne¢tion with this matter

as wvall as any oral or documentary evidence

at the hearing on said demurrer.

that may be presentad

DATED: November 14, 1994 CALLAHAN, McQUNE & WILLIS

P:\tig\4017\P17114.011
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUMRITIBS
1.

SUMMGRY OF FACTS
The herein camplaint states three caus of action: tortious

interference with business and contractujl relationship and
prospective advantage; defamation; intentjonal infliction of
emotional distress. This court is request to take Jjudicial
notice of said complaint filed on July 29, 1994 and amended
Octoh?r 11, 1994 to include MJJ PRODUCTIONS,| INC.

All three causes of action hinge on |unspecified remarks -
allegedly made Dby d‘eie.ndants and/Qr thq:.r agents regarding
plaintiffs wvhile plaintiffs weres acting ag atforneys for “the
Chandler family“ in matters that e;rentually culminated in a Los
fendants. Plaintiffs’

Angeles County Superior Court case against d
state that they had unearthéd evidence of a "selationship® between
JACKSON and a member of the Chandler family. See complaint,’
paragraphs 17 & 18. |

The cmplamé provides no dataii ragarding either
plaintiff’s employméﬁt with =the Chandler family” or the
“relationship.” The camplaint merely states that datqndanté
“publicly made repeated false claims of extorgion and later caused
to be filed a false report.® See complaint, pa.ragraph' 19 (A).

However, plaintiffs provida no clue as| to what exactly was
said, wvho n;ay have published the rm?rkl (JACKSON, u:ra
PRODUCTIONS, or one of the plethora of individuals allaged to be
a JACKSON agent), when said publication(s) Ly have taken place

and to whom the publication(s) were made. Fpr that matter it is

unclear from the complaint whether the 'fal-ch claimg of extortion®

-3 -
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and "falso police report” were d.‘l.reci-.tcd at|plaintiffe.

Elsevhere in the camplaint it is said khat plaintiff ROTHMAN
withdrew from his representation of the Chandler family. It is
uncertain vhether he was fired or whether |he became intimidated
and abandoned his clients.

In any event, the camplaint all s that dafcndanté'
misconduct was intentional and deaignj‘ .to and did 4injure
plaintiffs in his pmfa-nicn, etc. Bas thereon, pla;l.nti:_fis
conclude that dafandnnts acted with malice oppressiocn, etc. and
seek’ general and - pnniti.ve damages. e punitive danag@a
allegations (dealt v:l.th.:hn a mmﬁmﬂy | led motion to strike)
are thinly supported by a parroting of Ci Code Section 3294.

The above-cited c:niplcn ‘©of vagueness ambigquity alona axe

plaintiffs‘ apparent camplete cblivion to Civil Code Seci:ion' 47(b)
and interpreting court api.nlons'vueu -
a¢tion brought forth by
at that—contains no
further datendants "
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2.
[
THE HEREIN DEMDRRER ISHOULD
BE _SUSTAINED WITHQUY LEAVE
(50 _AMEN]) N 18 Yt )34k A's 2
D] S OSED BY PLATNRN ITFFEFS ONEQOUIVO
NVOKE AN _EXCEPTION BASED DN PRIV

Civil Code Section 44 decrees thdt defamation is effectad
either by libel or slander. In this cage, plaintiffs claim that
defendants did both.

-

Civil Code Section 45 defines libefl thus:

“Libel is a false and ngp;j.\_ri;ggg_d
publication by writing, prifnting, picture,
effigy, or other fixed represpntation to the
eye, which exposes any pergson to hatred,
contempt, ridicule, or obloquy, which causes
him to be shunned or avoided,|or which has a
tendency to injure him in his|occupation.*

Section 46 defines slander as follpws:

*“Slander is a false- an e
publication, orally |uttergd, and also
communications by radioc or an mechanical or
other means which: y
1. Charges any person with ime, or with
having been indicted, COnVJ.C‘I: d, or punished
foxr crime; .
‘Rep

3. Tends directly to injure
his office, profession, tradp or business,
either by imputing to him general
disqualification in those respects which the
office or other occupatibn peculiarly
regquires, ...

in respect to

L £ ) ]
S. Which, by natural conseffjuence, causes
actual damage."

However, Saction 47 defines a privileged publication or

broadcast as one made:

//
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
1 am employed in the County of Santa Barbara, State of Califc

of age and not s party to the within action; my business address is

Santa Barbara, California 93101.

On . Z{ , 2004, I served the foregoing documen
Under Seal And Without Notice To The People; Notice of Motior

mia. I am over the age of 18 years

| S West Carillo Street, Suite 211,

t described as Application To File
and Motion to Quash Subpoena

and/or In Camera Review; Memorandum of Points and Authgrities; Declaration of Raymond

Chandler; Proposed Order on the intcrested parties in this action as f

Brian Oxman

14126 E. Rosecrans

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
Telephone (562) 921-5058

BY UNITED STATES MAIL{ Calihov niee Overp
I deposited such envelope in the mail‘at Santa Barbara, Cs
with postage thereon fully prepaid.

by

bllows:

o)

The envelope was mailed

hfm?.l

[ ] Asfollows: I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s pr

ctice of collection and processing

correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be depositgd with U.S. postal service on that
same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Santa Barbara, California in the ordinary course of

business. I am aware that on motion of the party served, serv
cancellation date or postage meter date is more than one day aft
affidavit.

ce is presumed invalid if postal
er date of deposit for mailing in

(] BY PERSONALLY DELIVERY: I personally delivered saidJ envelope to the name and address

indicated above.

[] BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION: The transmission of
complete and without error. A true and correct copy of the trans
This transmission report was property issued by the transmitting facsi

Executed on m ' }g , 2004 at Santa Barbara, Califorqia.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State
and correct. .

3

this document was reported as
ission reports are attached hereto.
ile machine on this date,

California that the above is true

Applicationt To File Under Seal
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The court’s attention is drawn to

this

conditioned upon the publisher’s motive,

Subdivision

2ilkerg v. Andergon

1chi1d custedy battle wherein the wife’

*(b) In any (1) legislative

proceedings, (3)

or

any

r (2) Jjudicial
ther official

proceedings authorized by law]| er (4) in the
initiation er course of any other proceeding

authorized by law and review

carves out

(b) (1)

imposed in non-dissolution cases.

section the application of whic

required for the privilege’s invocation.

dissolutions where truthfulness and ar

le...

the sweeping lenguage of
h 1is absolute and not
intent or state of mind.
exception for marital

| absence of malice are

No such requirements are

The controlling decisional law inte}preting Section 47(b) is

couple for evaluation by a psychologist

(1990) 50 Cal3d ZOE. Silberg arose from a

attorney referred the

with the attorney had a

pre-existing relationship. The evaluation was not faverable to the

husband who then sued the attorne# for influencing ' the

psychologist into producing a biased,

ipaccurate and defamatory

report. gilp;;ﬁ, supra, 210~-211. The comFiaint asserts causes of

action

misrepresentation,

for

breach of

contract,

negligence, negligent

intentional inflicticﬁ of emotional distreqa

and acts damaging to his reputation. Silberg, ibhid.
The defendant/attorney demurred on gfounds that the camplamt

failed to atafe facts sufficient to conasgitute a cause of action.

because her statements were made

during litigation and thus

privileged under Civil Code Section 47(2). 1/

1/
47(b).

AS a result of amendments in 1990, Section 47(2) is now
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The trial court sustained the demurrer tb the entire complaint and
entered a judgment of dismissal in favor|of the attormey. Silbergqg,

Supra, at 211.
The first district appellate court |sustained the demurrer to

all causes of action but reversed as to the intentionai tort cause

.of action, reasoning that defendant’s fepresentations would not

hhe privileged unless made to promote e "interest of justice.®
The appellate court determined that the phusband sheuld be allowed
to amend his complaint to allege that |defendant/attorney acted
with an improper objective. Silberg,

The California Supreme Court revefsed the appellate eourt
decision, ordering a reinstatement of thg trial court ‘s sustaining

of the entire demurrer and judgment of dikmissal and rejecting the

*interest of justice* test altogether. ., at 209, 218-219.
A. a sehood land maliciousg intent, do

The §ilberg court reached its monclusioﬁ~ following an

extensive and detailed analysis of the hlistorical aﬁplication of
the Section 47 privilege, noting as follpws:

*The usual formulation is that| the privilege
. applies to any communication| (1) made in
" judiecial or quasi-judicial preceedings; (2)
by litigants or other particip%ts authorized
" by law; (3) to achieve the jects of the
litigation; and (4) that have spme connection
or logical relation to the action. Silberg,
supra, at 212, citing Green v.lUcelli (1989)
207 CA3d 1112, 1124.

/7
/7
//
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.ré@irament of Sectien 47(2) (or Sectig

The court also discussed at len

the policies underlying

Section 47 which has as its purpose assufance of freedom of #cceas

to the courts without fear of being
derivative tort actions. Accordingly, th

"Section 47(2) promotes the e
judicial proceedings by en
channels off communicati
presentation of evidence®
proceedings. (citations omit

arassed subseguently by
court stated as followa:

fectiveness of
uraging ‘“open
n and the
in judicial
ed) A further
assure utmost

purpeoee of the privilege "is
freedom of communication between citizens and
pubic authorities whose respopsibility is to
investigate and remedy wrongdoing. "
(citations omitted)...Since |the “external
threat of liability is destrjactive of this
fundamental right and inconsilstent with the
effaective administration of juptice (citation
omitted), courts have appli the privilege
to eliminate the threat of |liability for
conmunications made during all kiads of

truth-seeking proceedings: judicial,
quasi-judicial, legislative and other
official proceedings.” ; supra, 213,

Not only did the court refrain frpm indicting the 8ilberg

defendant for malicious falsehood, it

specifically condoned

zealous representation without fear of subsequent derivative

actions. Silberg, at 214.

1Y
S

Finally, the court noted that, sijice the “without malice"

version) appliss only to affidavits a
proceedings, the Legislature must have
apply to g,u,‘ zat i
Silberg, supra, at 216.

On the mattar of the falsity of the 1

congulted an impressive list of apgellate

n 47(b)(1) in the newer
hd pleadings in marital
\tended “section 47(2) to

representation, the court

court opinions,

ineluding Rogenthal v, Irell & Mapella (}982) 135 CA3d 121, which

‘concluded that “falsehood® is not thed determining factor in
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applying Section 47.

unequivocally as follows:

The second district appellate court stated

“In fact, eince perjury and the presentation

of false documents are

CO

ered by the

privilege, there would seem tp be no reason

to withhold protection of the

publications” which are less
privilege applies to an

privilege from
culpable...the

(rather than falsehood) of whatever nature,’
in a protected,proceedxng. , SUPIR,

127-128.

It is moreover significant that .

the- “logical relation*

stahdagd is breoadly applied to mean "somg reasonable relevancy to

the subject matter of the action“ at han

‘citing Washer v. Bapnk of America (1943)

to defame in the course of- judicial pr
to statements. dufing triﬁl but can exte
thareto* and 'commun;caticna prellmina
procaedlng.
CAa3d §73, 577, citing Restatement Torts,

Lerette

infliction of emotional distress, aris

is an action for def
by an attorney who threatened, on beha

for fraud and misrepresemtation, unless

was spent.
Applying the above-cited authority
no doubt that the Section 47 absclute p

po amendment of the facts with defsat ¢

. §ilberg, supra, et 220,
21 Cal.2d 822. Privilege

*{8 not limited
.-$o _steps taken prior

-

ceedings
d.

to a proposed judicial
. (1976) 60
Sec. 586 and commentary.

tion and intentiona{
g from a letter authored\
lf of his client,  to sue

the opponent égreed to a

‘settlement. No court éction had been instituted when the demand

ko the present case leaves
rivilege applies and that
he privilege. To wit, the

key pertinent allegationes of the complagnt are ag follows:

Paragraph 6 alleges that various

and employees of the JACKSON defendantsgy.

~o—defendants were agents
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Paragraphs 14 & 18 allege that plaintiffs wers hired by J.

Chandler to provide legal services,

“appropriate compensation* for person

specifically, to obtain

1l injury to the Chandler

clients. This can only mean that plaintiffs were hired to puraue

legal action against JACKSON.
Paragraph 17 alleges that plainf
information regarding JACKSON and a CK

riffs acquired particular
andler family member, the

informaetion of which was eventually m?de pu.bl.ic in Los Angeles

Superior Court Case No. SOC 026 226.

Paragraph 19 A/ alleges that deJEendants publicly falsely

accused plaintiffs of extortion and f£i|

In sum and substance, it is

led a false police report.

said that defendants’

representations caused plaintiffs to lo

e ‘Ehe Chandler clients and

what financial gain that would have resulted from his centinuing

embloymant with them. No other causal
the compiaint.

The present circumstances meet a
Rilberg four-part test to qualify £

Assuming for the purpase of said dem

factors have been cited in

11 of the factors in <the
br Section 47 privilege.

irrer that defendants did

accuse plaintiffs of extortion and did

ile a false police report,

said conduct toock place in conmection yith personal injury court

actlion which the Chandlers filed or co
reference was made to the suit in the h
ROTHEMAN even provided the court case n

Also, defendants and co~defendant

amplated f£iling. Specific
rein complaint. Plaintiffs
amber .

s were, by plaintiffs own

description in the complaint; litig#nta and their authorized

agents/employees.
' Further,

- 10 -

despite the dearth of details in the herein ‘
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complaint, it is evident therefrom that de

pursuing legal action against JACKSON. Pla

linatan; case are cast from the same mold as

in silberg--both set out to achieve their

the litigation, i.e., to defeat their oppo

These demurring parties have already
that defendants’ representations wers fals
is immaterial. Silberq, supra; B@hﬂl:
b It is hopefully clear from the forego

defamation can lie. The subject complaint is
additional facts-—particularly ones that w
qurivilage, plaintiffs will have. included t

Section 47.

B.

they did) for the purpose of discouragh:r

much in his complaint. In this scnse, ¢t

ifendants sBo acted (if
the Chandlers from
ntiff ROTHMAN said as

he defendants in the

‘teeling of certainty regarding his allegtticns ’

None has been allegéd t'hat‘woul_.gi precluds ?plicaticn

he attorney/defendant
aspective objects in
ents.

established the fact

or made with malice

ng that no action for

verified by plaintiff

ROTEMAN. It is presumed that, in light of ROTHMAN’S confidence and

ig thefe are
11 defeat Section 47

hem in the complaint.

of

Section 42(b) (formerly Section 47(

inclu&ing intentional infliction of emotiorn

supra, at 579) and intentional inducement

) have been held to

]
imunize defendants from tort liahilify baded on other theories,

al distress (Lerette,
hf breach of contract

or intenticnal interference with prospectijve economic advantage

(See, generally, Rosenthal, suprae)._
Respecting the cause of action for int

- 11 -

aational infliction of
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‘breach their insurance contract with b

emotiona; distress, the second district

Lerette as follows:

“To allow the appellant to p

o9 .

appellate ingtructed in

oceed with this

cause of action would substhntially defeat

the purpose of the privileg

gection 47.

It would exal a

. enunciated in
judicially

derived cause of action (cikation omitted)
above clear legislative intenftion and operate
as ' a severance deterrent to| communications

unde e i 1
(Emphasis added)

Rosenthal arose from a settlement

and defendant’s insurance carrier

provision in defendant’s insurance pol

settlement authority. The insured party

hies adversary’s lawyers of inducing

In upholding the trial court’s sus
demurrer, the secénd district appel

follows:

reached between plaintiff
n contravention with a
Lcy that gave him ultimate
instituted action accusing
nie. insurance carriers to
im. Rosenthal,

taining of the defendants’

at 124.

late court emphasized as

“Reduced to its simplest t
complaint alleges that def

.certain undescribed statemengs to the Insurer

Group, which induced that grpup to breach its
contract with Rosenthal by |settling without
his consent...
At this point we have no tjouble concluding
the defendants’ conduct as] alleged in the

complaint is within the pu

section 47..." Rosenthal,
Rs already indicated, plaintiffs

iew of Civil Coce

a, at 126.

in the case at bar states

causes of action for intentional intlerference with contractual

relationship and prospective advantgge as well as intentional

infliction of emotion distress. Both ¢

ex¢lusively upon allegedly fales

uses of action are premisec

representations made b}
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defendants. No other grounds have been
The above analysis dictates that

purpcse of this demurrer that all of

stated in the complaint.
, even assuming for the

the facts alleged in the

complaint are true, the complaint falls to meet the pleading

criteria for said causes of action.

3.
E_CO 'S € OF
ONSPIRACY WI VITIATE
ZHE PRIVILEGE

Plaintiffs have spiced the complaint with cﬁarges of

conspiracy. See complaint, paragraphs

however, will not vitiate the privilegq.

As noted in Pettit v. Levy (1972)

"*...A conspiracy, in and- of
atrocious, does not give ris
action unless a civil

show something was done whi
conspiracy would give rise
action." (Citation omitted)"
at 491.

10 & 12. Such charges,

28 CA3d 484, 491:

itself, however
to a cause of
has bee
It requires a
pleaded facts
h, without the
to a right of

Pettit, supra,

The Pettit court then concludéd that since the acts

complained of have been determined

maintenance of a conspiracy cause of act

to be privileged, the

tion would defy logic. Put

another way, where the subject conduct is privileged, an

allegation of conspiracy will not servT to defeat the privilege.

CONCLUSION
Defendants MICHAEI, JACKSON and M

established by the foregoing that the

JJ PRODUCTION, INC. have

complaint has failed to

allege facts sufficient to constitute ajy cause of action against

them and that the debit cannot be curx

- 13 -~

ed by amendments. Hencs,

rd




defendants respectfully submit that they are entitled to a

sustaining of the herein demurrer without leave to amend.

DATED: November 14, 1584 CALLAHAN, {McCUNE & WILLIS

DUCTIONS, INC.

F:\tig\4017\P11114.011
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