IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
OF PHILADELPHIA COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,

Respondent,

V. : Nos. 1357-1359 (1981)

MUMIA ABU-JAMAL,

Petitioner.

PETITIONER, MUMIA ABU-JAMAL’S SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL
DOCUMENTS WITH INDEX, DISCLOSED BY THE COMMONWEALTH IN
JANUARY 2023

Descriptive Index List

Exhibit 1 (DAO:000410-432): Handwritten notes from the Commonwealth’s office on Petitioner’s
Motion for Discovery filed prior to the 1995 PCRA hearing, and discussed at pages 13-17 of
Petitioner’s Response to Notice of Intent to Dismiss PCRA, 11/16/22 (and attached thereto as
Exhibit A). The Handwritten notes include a statement “This we owe, if we haven’t already turned
it over,” next to Petitioner’s request for “[a]ny material favorable to the petitioner which is relevant
to [g]uilt or punishment, and which is currently within the possession and/or control of the
Commonwealth and/or its agents or which was in the possession and/or control of the

Commonwealth at any time subsequent to events underlying this prosecution and conviction.”
DAO:000414.

Exhibit 2 (DAO:00050-78): Copy of Commonwealth’s Response to Petitioner’s Motion for
Discovery filed prior to the 1995 PCRA hearing (pages are in reverse order). This Response
includes the Commonwealth’s representations, in response to the discovery request described




above, that “[a]ll Brady material in the Commonwealth’s possession was given to petitioner prior
to trial. Since then, the Commonwealth has obtained no new material that either is favorable to
petitioner and material to his guilt or punishment . . . .,” even though the Commonwealth in fact
did not disclose the voir dire notes supporting Petitioner’s Batson claim until January 2019. This
is relevant to pages 13-17 of Petitioner’s Response to Notice of Intent to Dismiss PCRA, including
PCRA petitioners’ justifiable reliance on the Commonwealth satisfying its disclosure obligations.

Exhibit 3 (DAO:000620): A document entitled “Codicil,” which, based on context, appears to have
been attached to a subpoena or other discovery request in connection with the first PCRA
proceedings in this case, in which Petitioner requested the “complete file used, prepared and/or
maintained by the office of the District Attorney . . . and its agents and assigns” in this case,
“including, but not limited to, all . . . notes, rough notes, whether typed or handwritten.” Petitioner
has followed up with the District Attorney’s office seeking additional information about this
document.

Exhibit 4 (DAO:001-03): Copy of Letter from Petitioner’s then-counsel Rachel Wolkenstein to
DA Lynne Abraham, dated April 22, 1997, which, after the disclosure of the McMahon tape,
sought additional discovery, including a “[cJopy of all notes, including handwritten notes,
regarding jury selection in matter of Commonwealth v. Jamal made by ADA Joseph McGill and
any other staff member][.]”

Exhibit 5 (DAO:000799): Copy of handwritten notes in which someone in the District Attorney’s
office wrote “Jamal — Voir Dire Notes (Scanned)” and identified an electronic location where the
scanned file is saved. This is relevant as the Commonwealth has, to date, disclosed only a portion
of the lead prosecutor’s voir dire notes. Petitioner followed up with the Commonwealth requesting
production of this electronic file, and any other materials in the Commonwealth’s possession,
custody or control that are relevant to the allegations in the present PCRA but were not in the
physical case files Petitioner’s counsel has reviewed. Earlier today, counsel for the Commonwealth
responded: “We believe we have provided you access to the complete file that we have for this
case with respect to the trial court, direct appeal, first four PCRAs and appeals, and federal court
proceedings. In addition, our Information Technology Unit was unable to locate the ‘Jamal-Voir
Dire Notes ... Saved Under: My Computer ... Intappl1l on Pdav\Users\Home... Mumia Abu-Jamal
... (Date of Testimony)’ referenced in document 000799.” Petitioner intends to follow up with the
Commonwealth to discuss this issue further, and may seek additional intervention from the Court
with respect to discovery of these potentially important documents.

Exhibit 6 (DAO: 000022): Transcript of June 29, 1987 Commonwealth v. Cynthia White
Preliminary Hearing in the Municipal Court of Philadelphia for charges of Robbery, Theft,
Aggravated and Simple Assault, Reckless Endangerment and Possession of Instrument of Crime.
The Court’s attention is directed to two portions: (1) At pages 11 and 25, the victim of a knifepoint
robbery testifies that the police officer arriving at the scene knew Cynthia White and even though
she was identified as the perpetrator she was not arrested nor was she searched for a knife; and (2)
At pages 31-33, during the court’s consideration of bail for Cynthia White, Homicide Detective
Douglas Culbreth testifies that White was a witness in a very high profile case. Then, despite




White having had 17 failures to appear on her record, the Commonwealth consented to her being
released on her own signature.
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA
(CRIMINAL TRIAL DIVISION) Z
VS.
: S1357-1359
MUMIA ABU-JAMAL :
a/k/a WESLEY COOK
MOTION F% COVEH@
A_AE by and throug%

COMMONWEALTH
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ersigned counsel, hereby
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oner’s arrest and trial and includes information or | .~

materials identifisd\bé

ow which are not presently in the possession and/or control of the
Commonwealth or its aggnts, but were previously in the possession and/or control of the

Commonwealth or its agents or which come within the control of the Commonwealth or

its agents at any time hereafter. If information does not exist, please so state. If any of
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the information or material sought does exist, but the Commonwealth declines to make

it available to the petitioner, please identify the information or material being withheld

hearing on petitioner’s PCRA petition to further substantiate le

N —

facilitate meaningful cross-examination at that proceeding.
pursuant the petitioner’s rights under the laws of the Co
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number of statements turned over to the defense under circumstances in which the
_ ,’(’ 0%
petitioner lacked meaningful funds for an investigator and scientific experts constituted a .+

PRI 4

account of what the witness actually saw and reported to
information was ignored. Some witnesses were thredte
favorable treatment in return for changing the

failure to turn over reports which would have

$ 4 hetiti
atiorf Mterview Record(s

fun away and that the main prosecution

scene until after the police arrived.

taken on December 981 by Homicide Division Police officers Bennett and Harmon.

That statement recites that Veronica Jones saw two men jog from the scene. There
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were no other reports or notes of another interview with V. Jones disclosed to the
petitioner. During her trial testimony it was learned for the first time that she was

arrested and questioned for about five hours by Sixth District Police offic nd reports

'c‘f?:u,v-q

the shooting. A Cahaain

3. The petitioner received copies of

reports which e that the petitioner did not make any such statements at the
hospital.

5. The key defense witness testified that he saw a black man run from the scene
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immediately after hearing the shots fired. The police asked him to take a polygraph test
which he passed. The defense was not informed that a polygraph was administered to

that witness, nor was given any documents, reports or notes on the test quXsNons and

results.

of the information and materia .§ ed -~| dw. Specific repd
petitioner’s possession e in the attached memo, Exh.

¢’excluded from this

demand.

Brady Material

' '.(’

; : we hawen +
as in the possession and/or control of the “’M':j

o e

t to events underlying this prosecution and e

conviction.

Record of Petitioner Vtements

2. a. Any and all written or otherwise recorded statement attributed to the
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petitioner, whether or not the statement is inculpatory and including but not limited to
biographical information or the substance of any oral statement attributed to the o0

petitioner, which statement is in the possession and/or the control of the monwealth

regarding the statement pending subsequent in

report. State the time, date and place of said with the defé

names and badge numbers of any p e%ers or agents g Qth §
were present during any portio the cortact being described.
is not limited, to all documen rts, recordings and

6ffense report worksheet (75-49A),

ivity sheets, prepared, signed by o o ‘

{

v . A
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b. Any and all dgspments, reports or memoranda stating, recording or noting Y

contact with the petitioner and which do not include a report of any statements made by

DAO:000415



the petitioner, or which state that the petitioner made no statement, comment or

admission. State the time, date and place of said contact with the defendant and provide

Witness-Statements, rally

ding a commonwealth agent. Petitioner does not have in his
possession or controNa sppy of any statements of the following named witnesses who

appear on a March 1, 1982 letter from the District Attorney’s Office to Anthony E.

DAO:000416



honre

Jackson, attached hereto as Exh. 2: Frank Allen, Beulah Campbell, Sharon Cook,
vt bhaue

Delores Fox, Pasquale Marcovecchio, Anthony Merrone, Robert Schmidt, William

Stapleton, Reginald Thompson, Mark Turnock, Otis Williams, Michael (#6203),

have
John Kidwell (#6363), William Maahs (#3689), Edward Markowski

of Gary Wakshul (#7363).
b. All tape recordings made of statepagnts ¢

or not they testified at trial as well as the nam

the recording and the names of all person(sg pxese,
it

c. All notes or memoranda; ten or typed, or taped

investigators interview Ieport (75-483), chronology of interrogation and custody (75-485)

which were written, prepared, or otherwise used by officers investigating the crime
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involved in the above-entitled action or any other crimes investigated by law enforcement

as a result of the petitioner’s arrest.

or strategy. This request is made M) Commonwealth v.
A.2d 416 (1994) which mandat ch

to testify before any grand jury, or on parole or probation at
any time during the petiod from December 9, 1981 to July 3, 1982. . , L

b. Any promise and/or inducement or representation of any kind made to any
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potential witness and/or the witness’ relations, friends or associates by any
Commonwealth agent to encourage or induce a witness to assist the commonwealth in its

investigation and or prosecution, or to induce a potential witness to testi the St

representation.

c. Any warning, threat, promise or represe
potential witness and/or the witness’ relations,
Commonwealth agent to dlssuade a witness from agsjsting the defe

c@ilfymg or changing hi

induce or coerce a potential witnes

testimony in any way. Provide

o /
- . LR

gant to apply to any pohce informants involved at any level in  © '©

e s PP
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statement from the person or whether or not the person was called or testified as a
witness.
This request applies to all documents, memorandum, notes, tapes y promise,

threat, inducement or representation.

State whether any witness and/or witness’ relations, friends or ¥s3

private agency concerning witness;

e. State all/contact whethe n, in writing, telep
the prosecution and any witnes '

provide a cop v
communication. ]

photo identification procedure.
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Circumstances and results of any identification procedure that was conducted or

that occurred in connection with this case or in the course of investigation of this case.

As used herein, the term "identification procedure" includes any form of Mgntification
procedure conducted by the Commonwealth or its agents, as well as a
made or obtained by "inadvertent" display of the defendant or ot
identifying witness or inadvertent encounter between the p
the identifying witness. This demand includes but is not
a) identification procedures involvingthe pgtiti
other person, including suspects, whether or n a th any offeng
b) identification by voice or photograph, as well as in pers
procedures;

c) all photographs used d the name,

establishing the identity of suspects in the crime charged against the defendant and all

12
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reports concerning the display of such;
g) Copies of all photographs, and film negatives, taken of the petitioner and
petitioner’s brother, William Cook, by the police, the prosecution or thei nts from

the period December 9, 1981 until July 3, 1982.

Scientific Tests and Physical Evidence

administering the test and the names of all tha

examination or who interviewed the exammee i

Provide the names of all persons prov1ded information
of the examination.

b. Results or rapd . ding rough notes, memoranda|or

‘l VA

reports, expert opmjons COIlCCl'lliIlg an

ide the names of all individuals

nd the names of all persons who were provided
ts or examination of physical evidence
rda, including rough notes, regarding the use of the
neutron activatiq afid/or any other gun residue tests by the police and their agents ‘
for the three year pexiod immediately preceding petitioner’s arrest, including but not ‘(‘

limited to, any formal or informal police guidelines as to when the test should be used;
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numbers, statistics or other description of its use or non-use; cost of purchasing each kit
and the name and badge number of the police department or other personnel
responsible for the purchase, maintenance and deployment of these kits byx the Mobile

Crime Unit. Provide a copy of such a kit.

limited to, documents, photographs, or clothin
regarding such evidence.

f. All police reports,\note;s,;

the police officers -: @ :

area and the 11 police-officers or prse

District Attorney, or any other person or

e , of the scene of the alleged offense.

e scene analysis and measurements and examination of all
photographs, contact

sets, transparencies, slides, diagrams, motion pictures and video

tapes taken or prepared at or near the time of the offense, in the possession of any

14
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police department, the District Attorney, or any person or agency and available to the

prosecution of the scene of the alleged offense.

h. A complete list of manufacturers and models of each and every on which i+ o
is capable of firing the bullets alleged to have been found in the bod s decedent 7 - ‘

i. A copy of all police radio communication tapes in t Timited to any

o

<,

-

and in the area surrounding the incident.

to the hospital and any reports, notes or memo

said tapes.

Medical Records y
7. a. Results or reports edic aminations o

@ ecord on decedent, including i R

transcribed of the autopsy, including autopsy slides, photographs and M.E. tapes as the

15
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autopsy was performed.
d. Results of reports of medical treatment and examinations of the petitioner,
including but not limited to the entire hospital record on petitioner.

Police Reports, Generally

8. a. Copy of the all the records, memoranda, and notes, inclu¥ g@ 6t limited

investigator’s aid to interview (75-229), investi

chronology of interrogation and custody (75-48

otherwise used by officers investiga
wham)were present at the crim t Jefferson Hqspital ht) any s

AM December 9, 198

concerning this crime\

e. All reports, notes, memoranda, writing of any sort contained in any police

16

DAO:000425



| P
. Fp g 1
report or form or separate document or tape recording of anyone reporting that they 20

e
saw a person or persons running from the scene of the incident on December 9, 1981 on f o \J'S\f) \
) \, v, W
or about 3:50 AM or shortly thereafter. ;l‘ -t o
f. All reports, notes, memoranda, including but not limited to
At
’ RS

Yol
bt s
. T

(#7363) work and vacatlon record for the peri

————r S

that period of

Police Surveillan ecords

9. Petitione

Commissioner and M« b Frank Rizzo maintained extensive surveillance files on

thousands of Philadelphia citizens. This demand is for all Phlladelphla pohce files which

17
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were maintained on petitioner or which name or mention him.

a. State the department or units of the Philadelphia Police Department which

1

were engaged in political surveillance or the recording of information an

maintenance of any sort of files on citizens for any reason other than

activities and persons active in the black community.

b. Provide the names and badge numkers o

Webb’s Bar o

1
|
—~

of the police officers who worked )

' ]
€ in this case who were at any time assigned to /
|
ining information on Mumia Abu-Jamal, aka

bt not limited to all written or otherwise recorded reports,

memoranda, notes, docinents, information, photographs, newspaper clippings,

eavesdropping tapes which were compiled, maintained or otherwise collected or used by

18
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Philadelphia Police Department or its agents, including but not limited to the Civil

Disobedience Unit and the Intelligence Unit, from 1968 through the present. If said files

were removed from Commonwealth custody and control.

f. State whether former Police Commissioner and

provide copies of all files, memoranda, notes,

petitioner.

h. State whether the Ph : 2 ot

January 1980 t 6, specifically those police officers who were also involved in
any way or supervised 1 any way those involved in the investigation and prosecution of
petitioner.

19
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b. Provide a copy of the indictment charging any police officer with the
commission of a crime or otherwise naming a police officer as an unindicted co-

conspirator or informant, who was involved in the investigation and prosesution of the

petitioner, stating the outcome of the proceeding, including the sentene an osed

t ¢ 1980-1886 E

on each police officer.

c. Provide a copy of reports, memoranda, notes, tapes
federal investigation and prosecution of police officers asy
corruption charges, including but not limited to thoge po
investigation and prosecution of petitioner.

d. Provide the names and addressele’s of any) police or civiliz

{
ti@ petitioners arrest aRd\p

investigation, who also had any coiyge

arding the decedeént Daniel Faulkner and

M\

1 Sca

n, William Sj ‘olved in the investigation and prosecution of

(1) unnecessary aggressive behavior;
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(2) violence and/or attempted violence;

(3) excessive force and/or attempted excessive force;

(4) prejudice based on race, ethnicity or national origin;
(5) prejudice or bias based on sex or sexual orientation;
(6) false arrest;

(7) illegal search or seizure;

(8) fabrication of charges;

(9) fabrication of evidence;

(10) false or misleading police repoxts;

(11) obtaining statements from suspects or witnesse; ans of ¢o n,
threats or force; &
(12) obtaining st@m suspects or

of leniency, special treatt

@ elease from custody;

of promises

rights;

olicg})epartment condict unbecoming an officer, neglect of duty and
isge]laneodus).
This reques omplaints concerning conduct which occurred

more than five e efore the date of the incident in the above-entitled case, but it

does include complaints.concerning conduct which occurred after that date.

b. All statements, oral or written, by each person who has brought a complaint

21
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described in item a. above.

c. The name, date of birth or approximate age, address and telephone number of

every witness to the acts of misconduct described in item a. above, wheth not such

f. Disclosure a above named

officer(s) for

Miscellaneous

12. a. The ember of the jury venire questioned - +2. .

pALA
VR £,
AR

B R S A
RS B

LNy
e ]

Tor questionnaire forms were mailed for the <= '

. SINE
T EN

—

reports, documents, notes and memoranda concerning the

establishment and fuhctioning of the Philadelphia County Homicide Court, including but {

not limited to information on the criteria for the selection of judges who sit on the

22
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homicide court, a record of the judges which have sat on that court (and for how long)

S e Ty

over the period of the last twenty years, the (racnal composmon of Judges iwho sat on the , ;o
homicide court in the months of June and July 1982.

14. Copies of the pre-trial motions filed by the defense in the g

case and the answers filed by the prosecution. .

Respectfully submitted,

IEONARD 1. WEINGLASS dAVID DOVSKY (Locz
6 West 20th St. Suite 10A

New York, New York 10010 1rys, Rudovsky, Kalm¥
(212) 807-8646 924 Cherry Stree

ite 500
Philadelphia, PA 2910
(215) 925-4400

DANIEL R.
Moore & Willia
740 Broadway
New York, New
(212) 353-9587

ACHEL H. WOLKENSTEIN
all Street, Suite 2411

New York, New York 10005
(212) 406-4252

Attorneys for Petitioner Mumia Abu-Jamal
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELPHIA
TRIAL DIVISION - CRIMINAL SECTION

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

MUMIA ABU-JAMAL
a/k/a Wesley Cook

AND NOW, this day of

consideration of the on th’s Resp e

(%

Motion for Dis e above-captioned Mot r Discovery is

dismissed
BY THE COURT:

&

R

o
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ITT. ANSWER
The factual allegations and assertions made by petitioner
are DENIED.

WHEREFORE, the Commonwealth requests that thi ismiss

petitioner’s Motion for Discovery.

Respectfu

O
Y

&

R
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of Common Pleas, Criminal Division, Homicide Section. See supra

at paragraph 6.c. In any event, challenges to the makeup of the

U.S. , 115 S. Ct. 908; Commonwealth v. Green,

(1868) .1

14. Petitioner has equal acce

in this case and is welcome to obtai 9 just”as the
Commonwealth would, through th lerk 7 arter SessionsVFileg.
See supra at paragraph 6.c. %

gee a ommonwealth v. Gibson, 389 Pa. Super. 518, 567
A.2d 724 (19 (upholding constitutionality of Career Criminal
program which, e Homicide Program, designated judges to try
specific types of offenders); Commonwealth v. Barnes, 388 Pa.
Super. 327, 565 A.2d 777 (1989) (same), appeal denied, 528 Pa.
620, 597 A.2d 1150 (1991); Commonwealth v. Simmons, 388 Pa.

Super. 271, 565 A.2d 481 (1989) (same), appeal denied, 525 Pa.
598, 575 A.2d 564 (1990).
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Records of Police Corruption

10.a. - 10.d. See supra at paragraph 9.a. - 9.h.

Police Misconduct Personnel Files

li.a. - 11.f. See supra at paragr

Miscellaneous

12.a. The name, addres n

district
Commonwealth

(defendant

231 Pa. Super.

m(...cong}ggyd)
have been subject to pre-trial disclosure. See Commonwealth V.

Smythe, 245 Pa. Super. 75, 369 A.2d 300 (1976) (defendant not
entitled to examine written statements of Commonwealth witnesses
taken during investigation by FBI into civil rights claim
instituted by alleged victim).

26
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R. Crim. P. 305B(1l)(a). See, e.g., Statement of Veronica Jones,
disclosed on March 1, 1982, per Letter to Anthony E. Jackson,
Esqg., supra, at 2 and statements of Tanya Thompson a Charlotte

Thompson, disclosed June 28, 1982, per Letter to

Jackson, attached as Exhibit E.
8.f. Even pre-trial, information
operators who worked five blocks from th

preceding it, would have been irrelevsz

deems it important.

broadest definition,

ice department records are not in the
exclusive co of the District Attorney’s Office. Petitioner

has equal acce o them. See supra at paragraph 6.c.™

OMoreover, the information requested in paragraph 9 is
utterly irrelevant to petitioner’s trial and therefore would not
(continued...)
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7.c. }Notes taken in preparation of the Medical
Examiner’s Report are outside the scope of discovery rules, even
pre-trial.

7.4. Petitioner’s medical records

n
(D
(D

accessible by him from the hospital where he

|

supra at paragraph 6.c.

Police Reports, Generally
8.a. Disclosure of ice \r 1s governed :
R. Crim. P. 305B(2) (a). The repo ct to dis¢losu u

that subsection were properly disclosed. See

E. Jackson, Esq., of Mar 1<§2%82, supra at 2

8.b. See

re t d are not in
the District Attorne Office.

See supra at

int files" are not

fice of possible other perpetrators of

this crime isclosed to petitioner pre-trial pursuant to Pa.

Even if ﬁ;é% were a civil action, petitioner’s request for
"all notes . . . written . . . or otherwise used by officers
. whom (sic) were present . . . at Jefferson Hospital at any time
from 3:30 AM December 9, 1981 until July 3, 1982" would be
overbroad and nearly impossible to address.
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6.g. Any crime scene analysis that is now in the
possession of any agency other than the District Attorney’'s
Office may be sought from that agency. The Commonwe has
already provided all information in its possession, ee ra at

paragraph 6.c. See also supra at paragraph 6.f.

6.h. Surely petitioner has equal e gun

manufacturing information requested in t See supra
at paragraph 6.c. This request is

merits sanctions.

6.1i. All relevant tape

Esq., of March 1, 1982,

Tape Transmittal J &

rch 19, 1982.

o trial. ee Letter to Aﬁthony E.
982, supra at 2; see also Letter to

March 19, 1982, attached as Exhibit A.

duplicates that\ »equested in paragraph 7.a.
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and defendant. See Commonwealth v. Gelormo, 327 Pa. Super. 219,

475 A.2d 765 (1984); Commonwealth v. Hussmann, 335 Pa. Super.

603, 485 A.2d 58 (1984) (citing cases). It is surel ot

required to do so now. See also Commonwealth v. Jones

Super. 112, 426 A.2d 1167 (1981) (even pre-trial
right to gun residue test results absent exp
Despite defendant’s apparent belief, the
Office is not the repository of all i
be interested. The Commonweal ce
petitioner’s investigation for ht

superfluous and extraneous informati he desiregs-

sgjﬁﬁ evidence was

Esqg., of Mawth

6.d and 6.e.

422 Pa. Super.

659, 634 A.2d 222

ested in this paragraph
the scope syrial discovery. In any e&ent, a

red diagram

cluding tographs, was disclosed to petitioner

as part of iiiuval discovery and Judge Ribner’s order. See

Letter to Antho E. Jackson, Esq., of March 1, 1982, supra, at

2.
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exception of Robert Harkins, discussed earlier, any persons who
allegedly were shown a photo array. Moreover, he has failed to

identify those 6fficers or individuals allegedly inwv d in

conducting the arrays.
Scientific Tests and Physical Evidence <2Z§ij>:>
a

6.a. Even pre-trial, polygraph

305B(1) (e). Results of other

discoverable now.

6.b.

of March
1, 1982, atta Pa. R.

Crim. P. 3 so disclosed,

Ma¥ch 19, 1982, attached
\s warranted.
concerning neutron

conducted by the police during

Commonwealth is not obligated under Rule 305 to provide

information that is equally available to both the Commonwealth

21
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hearing has been granted. Moreover, there is no authority for
such discovery under the PCRA. See New PCRA Practice and
Procedure Outline V. A. 1 and 2 (effective July 1, 1 )

(imposing no such obligation on the Commonwealth) .

4.e. Post-trial "contact" between the
"any witness" is not discoverable except to 5 hat it
constitutes Brady material subject to di
of fairness. See supra at 2-5. Petits q no specij
allegation as to any such "con

to create delay. Absent specific

witnesses post-trial.
aware of, nor has pe

such "contact

ttached as Exhibit A (disclosing seven
photographs\o¥/ petitioner to him). The Commonwealth has no
information thaf\photo arrays were shown to any witnesses and
petitioner’s request lacks specificity permitting further

investigation. Petitioner has failed to identify, with the

20
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4.c. Petitioner’s request is overbroad and fails to
identify a specific incident pertaining to a specific witness or
\
person. Petitibner's request as stated could potent y include
every communication with a potential witness, both e nd
any

improper. The Commonwealth possesses no informatiqgn

r d

officers or agents of the government improper

witnesses not to cooperate with or assist fe or to alter

their version of events.

4.d. With regard to

police informants, such i

be discoverable pre-t

n protecting flow of
830, 106 S. Ct. 96 (1985).
Super. 297, 630 A.2d

, 425 Pa. Super. 198,

actually exist

With regard to witnesses the Commonwealth intends to

present at the "upcoming PCRA evidentiary hearing," no such

19
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could have bro?ght his PCRA claims. Now is hardly the time to

act as though betitioner has not yet been tried.
!

|
3.h.| Not surprisingly, petitioner’s reque or

information "tending to support any of the mitigatji

circumstances set forth in 42 Pa. C.S.A. sec. 971
unsupported. Motion at 9. Petitioner cites q y for the

extraordinary proposition that the Commo

Apart from

absence of a criminal record, ich 7 jously "disclosed)
mitigating evidence was surely in s of petitjione n
the Commonwealth. <::::iii>

omises and/or“Threats to Witnesses

ner here presumably re to information

es, as opposed to

529 Pa. 218, 602

vM , 531 Pa. 42, 611 A.2d
Maten )

Commonwealt! KYossession since the conclusion of trial. Giglio,

supra. Therefoge, no further discovery is warranted.

4.b. This request duplicates the information sought in

paragraph 4.a.

18
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post-trial proceedings). Changes in the law may only be applied
\

retroactively "where the issue in gquestion is properly preserved

at all stages éf adjudication up to and including an irect

appeal." Commbnwealth v. Cabeza, 503 Pa. 228, 469 2 148
(1983). Here, it clearly was not.2

In any event, both Rule 305 and th
interpreting it concern themselves with oceedings
By definition, those proceedings occu thé trial t
place. It is therefore sensib a to require’t
disclosure of information that th ealth "corntfemplate
"anticipates" using in rebuttal of defense’s
post-conviction stage, h evg§;>there is no long
logic. The trial ha ccu . Petitio e ample of
any informatig : OR ommonwealth’ i rebuttal that

prejudice )

his desire

Judgment of petitioner has

19Rg y&ars have passed since petitioner

ly, in the context of post-conviction relief,
which are given retroactive effect (this one was
not) may not ké\applied unless the new decision was handed down
during the pen y of the petitioner’s direct appeal and the
issue was properYy preserved there, or is non-waivable.
Commonwealth v. Gillespie, 512 Pa. 349, 516 A.2d 1180, 1183
(1986). See also Commonwealth v. Harper, 512 Pa. 155, 516 A.2d
319 (1986); Commonwealth v. Galloway, 433 Pa. Super. 222, 640
A.2d 454, 456 (1994).

new rules o

17

DAO:000062



3.e. The request in this paragraph duplicates the
request in paragraph 2.a. and 2.b. Its last phrase, concerning a
;
request for records involved in "any other crimes in tigated by

law enforcement as a result of the petitioner’s arye

dilatory tactics. Such a request would be i even if
this were large-scale civil litigation.
Commonwealth must produce investigati n cases ich
even petitioner himself cannot

the resources of this court.

sanctionable.
3.f. The Comm weg;;%
is it required now, t an er to peti

n pre-trial proceedings in 1982. Nor

roactively to this case (much less in

"nThe rag}giz}e underlying Brady is not to supply a
defendant with a the evidence in the Government’s possession

which might conceivably assist the preparation of his defense,
but to assure that the defendant will not be denied access to
exculpatory evidence only known to the Government" (citations
omitted) (emphasis in original).

16
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1982, supra at 2 ("You may view photos and physical evidence and

listen to any relevant tapes by appointment.")

No additional disclosure is warranted, not
the intensity of petitioner’s desire to comb throug
files. As the Supreme Court has held:

The law is clear [even pre-triai].

'prosecutor is not required to dg

entire file to defense counsel,

disclose evidence favorable to
that, if suppressed, would
defendant of a fair trlal

defendant’s right to
evidence does not inc

who have knowledge of . . . the
he commission thereof" ié typical
this motion. Motion at 8. The
ation now beyond Brady. See supra at 2-
Commonwealth pravide information and documents beyond the scope
of pre-trial rules. This overbroad request approaches bad faith

and should be denied.

15
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to Anthony E. Jackson, Esqg., of February 23, 1982, attached as

Exhibit F.

2.b. Those documents noting contact with peditioner
wherein the petitioner did not speak or where no sta was
recorded were included in the file turned over purguz

Ribner’s order. See supra at paragraph 2.a.

Witness Statements, Generally

3.a. All witness st me onstitute
exculpatory evidence under Pa. R. i 305B(1) ( we
disclosed to petitioner prior to kKrial, either im ITwform

discovery or pursuant to d ibner'’s order.

3.b. xdings of wiftylesges re either

exculpatory ox ¥ | petitioner were mgde ailable prior

to trial. . See Le Anthony E. Jackson, /, of March 1,

£ O itness statements that are
Le ethose>0f eyewitnesses, and their

owrt discretion. See Pa. R. Crim. P.

\ 510 Pa. 363, 508 A.2d 1167 (1986)
is\pot entitled to statements of

ere not "eyewitnesses"), cert.

Ct. 187 (1988); Commonwealth v.

. - 180, 631 A.2d. 1347, 1351 (1993) ("The
Procedure require only that the Commonwealth
ity of eyewitnesses), appeal denied, 538 Pa.

2 (1994).

éUnder R\‘.&e 305, t

n arguably discoverab

disclose tNk
608, 645 A.

In this case) the Commonwealth made available to petitioner
even more stateménts than required. See Letter to Anthony E.
Jackson, Esq., attached as Exhibit 2 to Petitioner’s Motion.
Petitioner concedes as much in the latter sentences of this
paragraph, in which he re-requests statements that he received
prior to trial but has since misplaced. See Motion at 7-8.

14

DAO:000065



key prosecution witness. Giglio, supra. Therefore, no

additional discovery is warranted.

Record of Petitioner’s Statements

2.a. All statements of the petitioner
disclosed to petitioner pre-trial pursuant t
305B(1) (b) . Moreover, four incident repo
offense reports (75-49s), and the sta of Utficers 1,
Trombetta, Forbes, Shoemaker, B
well as those of 15 other officer
personnel, were provided on March 1,)1982. See

aaCézhiblt 2 to Peti

Jackson, Esquire, attach

for Discovery. In ad

civilian witneéseg

i i::tigation, or on May 20,

Commonwealth’s continuing

Sée Letters to Anthony E.

and June 28, 1982, attachéd as
seven additional statements). On

déd both informally and as a result of Judge

discovery prQ

Ribner’s order. ee supra at 10. Indeed, the Commonwealth even
provided counsel with a complete inventory of petitioner’s

personal belongings seized at the time of his arrest. ee Letter

13
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Therefore, additional documentation of that fact would not have

changed the result at trial.

and purports to have others. Motion at 5.
demonstrated, none of these accusations

of Brady or any other constitutional

11 /infoxmation was
and therefore losed at that

and therefore is not

dy m rial in the Commonwealth’s possession
jion Yior to trial. Since then, the

Y obtained no new information that either is

ioner and material to his guilt or punishment,

favorable to pe

Brady, supra, or that bears materially upon the credibility of a

12
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the defendant. Pa. R. Crim. P. 305B(1) (e). Disclosure of

reports of polygraph tests of witnesses, particularly defense

witnesses, is not mandated or even mentioned in the ion of
the rule governing discretionary discovery. See P . im. P.
305B(2). See also Commonwealth v. Jones, 530 Pa. A.2d
931 (1992) (prosecutor not even required to t one of
its own witnesses had been administered or test);
Commonwealth v. Aye, 275 Pa. Super. 36 A.24 767 (19
(same) . Petitioner has failed rase en a statutor
violation, much less a constituti Further he

, on that surveillance.
Despite their constant 2 i police found no basis
for \linking peti o any criminal activities

g those

jon“at 5. The mmonwehlth is hard-pressed to glean the Brady

iolation app it of pleading. Obviously,

petitione to neither favorable nor exculpatory evidence
that had anything to do with the murder of Officer Daniel
Faulkner. ThereYis therefore no Brady violation. 1In any case,
such information is immaterial: the fact that petitioner had no
prior record was duly brought out at trial and at sentencing.

11
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hospital security reports which [sic] demonstrate that the
petitioner did not [confess to the crime] at the hospital."

Motion at 4.

This is incorrect. On April 12, 1982, pursua order
of the Honorable Paul Ribner, petitioner was sent ated
copy of the entire Internal Affairs investig which

contained all statements of police offic
personnel who were present at either
hospital. See Letter to Antho

1982, attached as Exhibit B. Pet

io : It is not the

trial or post-trial, to

polygraph test.
Pennsylvania Rule of Criminal Procedure 305B(1) (e) only

mandates the disclosure of reports of polygraph examinations of

10
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Petitioner’s premise is unsubstantiated. He provides no
support for his bald allegation that Harkins, who was not called

to testify at trial, was subsequently interviewed or

arrays about which petitioner was not informed.

Commonwealth intends to call at trial.

called, his pre-trial statements were

petitioner no
those offj
"intervie

Mere speg i and the materiality of

heir content ‘ B¥ady violation. This

The eged Suppression of Police
Logs and Hospital Security Reports That
Demonstrate Petitioner Did Not Admit Killing
Officer Faulkner
The fourth Yspecific instance" of a Brady violation
allegedly perpetrated by the Commonwealth was its failure to
disclose "police logs, reports[,] and memoranda as well as

9
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Commonwealth v. Brinkley, 505 Pa. 442, 480 A.2d 980 (1984);

Commonwealth v. Davis, 470 Pa. 193, 368 A.2d 260 (1977) .°

To the extent petitioner complains that he shoul¥ “ave been

told that Jones did not say she saw petitioner kil

information -- this claim is meaningless. .T.6/29/82, 129,
132-33. Indeed, Jones said exactly thi
jury still convicted petitione £
Therefore, no pre-trial disclosur
changed the verdict. The Commonweal

provide that which does

' \v i with Robert Harkins
¢/was not given a report of

ess Robert Harkins, Jr., or

ooter (not that he ¢ould identify him,

ioner'’'s representation). Motion at 4.

’Moreover, petitioner had no right to the statements of
defense witnesses. See Pa. R. Crim. P. 305B(2) (b); Commonwealth
v. Chambers, 528 Pa. 558, 599 A.2d 630 (1991), cert. denied, 504
U.S. 946, 112 S. Ct. 2290 (1992).

8

DAO:000071



Petitioner’s unsubstantiated accusation against the Commonwealth
hardly justifies the creation of a new burden of production where

none has previously existed.

2. Defense Witness Veronica Jones{ \" Jour
Interview"

Petitioner’s second "specific instanc

Sixth District headquarters.
No such report exists. Indee
testimony that petitioner dezéiy

no formal interview was t

to her so-

sed to writ¥ng. See

ified only that the police "held"

e hours -- not that they interviewed
N.T. 6/29/82, 132-133. Counsel

imes to have Ms. Jones say she had

For example, he asked:

saying you did not give them a statement?
2re more so conversating among each other and I

“"n fact,

or prost
er for tha
ied and £

0. Yo

know, but IYcouldn’t.

Id. at 131-32. Two pages later, he asked:
Q. You were questioned by the police?
A. I wouldn’t say questioned.

Id. at 134.
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States v. Baglev, 473 U.S. 667, 682, 105 S. Ct. 3375, 3383
(1985) .
Petitioner fails in his petition to demonstrate at any

existing evidence was suppressed; if it was, that

suppressed and exculpatory, that it was mate e issues at
trial -- that is, that but for the Commo ilure to

disclose this evidence, the result a i

n

Coercion of a
y Denied Seei

different. Santiago, supra
1. The e

is that E X1 ydividuals who signed po
Review R intimida¥ed[,] and coerced
into signi = he>denied seeing the

shooting." 1 ¢ only unsupported, but

rs“no substantiation the claim that this witness was
threatened, to tell us by whom. It does not

state exa

information was suppressed, how it was
exculpatory, indeed, how this alleged witness’s alleged
experience was iY any way material -- that is, that but for the

Commonwealth’s failure to disclose it (if it even knew about it),
petitioner would have been acquitted. The claim is preposterous.

6
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The mere act of filing a PCRA petition does not place a
petitioner in the position he was in prior to trial. It surely
does not place him in a more privileged position, en ling him

to receive more information and documentation than he w

entitled to pre-trial, when he was presumed innoc

Petitioner’s motion should be denied.

independent relief nor the creatio

discovery where none previousl

"violations" is addresse féé>
To establish a B
he evidence

endant or lpatory, and (3)

« omitted). "Evidence is
) probability that, had the
the result of the

Id., gquoting Pennsylvania

9, /107 S. Ct. 989, 1001 (1987); United

3(...continueéd)

The relevance of the Equal Protection, Compulsory Process,
and Effective Assistance of Counsel clauses to petitioner’s
discovery motion remains unexplained.

5
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progeny. Cf. Brison, supra.? Brady requires the disclosure of

revidence favorable to an accused" where the evidence is

"material either to guilt or to punishment." Brady)

87, 83 S. Ct. at 1196-97. It has been extended to

prosecution witness."
154, 92 S. Ct. 763, 766
Santiago, 439 Pa. Super. 447,
This continuing requirem
process guarantees of Brady, ci
conviction right to information.
requirement exists, as

finality of criminal¢Sud s,

deluge o

designed t

s not~a discovery rule at all, but
inimum prosecutorial obligation.
Pa. Super. 447, 654 A.2d 1062, 1068

2Mo e precis
e of fai

itioner cites no authority for his

: imply announces that he is entitled to
atlon under "the laws of the Commonwealth" --
is not, see supra at 2-3 -- and under his
process, equal protection, compulsory process, and
effective assdsbance of counsel under the Fifth, Sixth, Eighth
and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution and
their parallel provisions under the Pennsylvania Constitution."
Motion at 2.

which he cles
"rights to adv

(continued...)
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His list of requests, though lengthy, cites not one document

that the Commonwealth is now required to produce. Certainly, if

the Commonwealth discovered any evidence or informa to which
petitioner was entitled under Brady, the Commonwe d
provide it. In the course of its work in this ¢

Commonwealth has not, thus far, discovered terial

that petitioner has not already receive

II. ARGUMENT
It is clear in Pennsylvania
to post-conviction discovery. CE.
Pa. Super. 442, 618 A.2 2Q5;223 (1992),

of Dabbs v. Vergari,(l}49 .2d 844, 57

petitions i i i { permitting a petitioner to
obtain or r 1x] ' to disclose any documents or

ormation, includij Nt i been discoverable

i et seqg.; Pa. R.
Procedure Outline
effective The only right of "discovery" that
continues person convicted of a crime is the constitutional

right to mate specified in Brady v. Maryland, supra, and its
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Petitioner fundamentally misunderstands the nature and

function of the Post Conviction Relief Act. it does not provide

for post-conviction discovery. It places no burden; ither of

proof or of production, on the Commonwealth at any

information he seeks. Obviou

right to receive pre-tri : s ate a

new right to informafi i * ) indeed,

a

)

A4

'Indee ven pre-trial, a defendant does not have the right
to court inspwction of the Commonwealth’s investigatory files
unless there eXxists some reason to believe that inspection would
lead to the discovery of evidence helpful to the defense.
Commonwealth v. Gartner, 475 Pa. 512, 381 A.2d 114 (1977).
Thirteen years post-trial, petitioner still fails to make such a
showing.
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PHILADELPHIA COUNTY

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF
TRIAL DIVISION - CRIMINAL SECTION
SYLVANIA - JANUARY TERM, 1982
3 BILL NO. 1357

COMMONWEALTH OF PENN

MUMIA ABU—JAMAL
a/k/a Wesley Ccook

TO THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGE

ABRAHAM, District

hil

cotney of F

LYNNE M.
by her Assistants.
and

. oner requests every

however remotely, TO

may be related,

re a civil action, petitioner

ation and material

y anyone in the Commonwealt
h so that he may "furtﬁor

investigaXe, and
prepare" his i
k his issues for a
pPosr

petition. Motion at 1. ~COnyi mp s
—JQU
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CODICIL

The full and complete file used, prepared and/or maintained by
the office of the District Attorney of the City of
its agents and assigns, in the case of Commonwealth
Jamal 1357-59, including, but not limited to, all reco
memoranda, reports, notes, rough notes, whether typ
handwritten or tape recorded.

'ladelphla

files,

= \J\)(Pae NCA
Lo N
w) 0S5 C‘uy\*PW’))

\\ \JVL — The caSe

N O =5 (CQ \/

-4

Cot rmodiony o= To
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RACHEL H. WOLKENSTEIN
Attorney at Law

67 Wall Street, Suite 2411
New York, N.Y. 10005
406-4252

APR 2 3 1897

APPEALS UNIT ril 1997

Lynne Abraham

District Attorney

1421 Arch Street
Philadelphia, Pa. 19102

Commonwealt

Dear Ms. Abraham:

dec
pending PCRA appeal, i -Jamal has/fai
intentional racial 4di imi; ion in the\prospecution's use of

peremptory stfike Q0 i During [Aij appeal the
: ns for its

peremptory . jury B yes which struck 75% o e potential
black jurows . panel. : nally, Jamal alleged that
the Phila-iigpt- istrict attorn e has engaged in a
pat?ern of\s urors. ted a federal case

aueghn, 1991 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
stimpRy by attorneys familiar with
s d g the relevant period, to
et_attorneys routinely sought to
juries"). The Commonwealth
period" in Diggs v. Vaughn was 1977,

revelation of the 1986 McMahon jury
there is substantial evidence of a
Philadelphia District Attorney's office
” gpotential jurors and to falsely put forward

sébns for striking those jurors. It is apparent
from the tape\Qof the training seminar that this was an official
training seminax, produced by "DATV" and carrying the imprimatur
of "Ronald Castille, District Attorney." The seminar was
presented after the Batson decision. The seminar given by Jack
McMahon demonstrates a policy to contravene the Supreme Court's
prohibition against removal of potential jurors on the basis of
race. This training seminar is an admission that the office of
the Philadelphia District Attorney implemented and subsequently

DAO:000001



.vLynne Abraham 22 April 1997
Page 2

concealed a policy of juror exclusion on the basis of race. This
policy covers the period of Jamal's trial and dire

Jamal seeks discovery of information r ding the
policy of jury selection in the Philadelphia DA o
period of 1977 through 1989 (from the Diggs tria)
decision of Jamal's direct appeal). Specifically

1) Copies of any tapes, writ
information made available to assistant di
concerning jury selection at the time o aining seminar
that Jack McMahon spoke at;

2) Copies of any tape
material or other information prepafe
district attorney staff concerfi
of 1977-1989;

3) Copies of any not
correspondence concerning the preps
that Jack McMahon spoke at;

4) Copies of anpy Qotes, memorardum
correspondence regarding~th aining seminar\a
e -

given by Jack McMahon whba those notes

governmental a
the question o
the periegd—<

A concerning jury g ion, including
= discrimination in ju ection, during

’
Qpies of all notes or

election developed

correspond
after the R
k McMahon's supervisors, co-
e he began working as an

L1l "heYpresented the jury selection

notes, including handwritten notes,
atter of Commonwealth v. Jamal made
y other staff member;

11 notes, including handwritten notes,
the District Attorney's answer on the
) e Batson issue;

The names of the persons who authorized and/or
ining seminar that Jack McMahon spoke at;

1) The names of the persons who authorized the
recording on g0 tape of the training seminar that Jack McMahon
spoke at;

12) The date of the original training seminar that
Jack McMahon spoke at; '

13) The names of the persons who authorized and/or
organized the playing of the tape after the original seminar;

DAO:000002
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Lynne Abraham 22 April 1997
Page 2

14) Information on where the tape wag\maintained
since it was recorded and its availability to indivi
Assistant District Attorneys for viewing:

at subsequent viewings of the tape;

16) State whether the Philadel
Attorney's office maintains a compilation of
composition of juries in homicide cases,
copy of this compilation for the pericd

17) Copy of the video ta
on jury selection given by Jack McMa

These requests
Maryland and the due process a
United States and Pennsylvania C
furtherance of Jamal's claims for

Kentucky.

cc:
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0P 8706 -39 o

IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF PHILADELPHIA
DIVISIONAL POLICE COURTS
11TH AND WINTER STREETS

MC # 87-05-235@\

COMMONWEALTH

CHARGES:

Is?
Vs :

& CKLS
CYNTHIA WHITE : POSS I
IA,

PENNSYLWXNIA
JUNE 29, 1987

ASSAULT

e’ B
£ICT ATTORNEY Y o< (0] :
FOR THE COMMONWEALTH Ru's V' -
e o (3SR SECTIONS
RO P S
HELEN LEVIN, ESQUIRE /
SSIA¥ANT VOLUNTARY DEFENDE

NEY FOR THE DEFENDANT
REPOR

kKD BY:

KAREN J. TIERNEY
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

RECEiVED

[alal Ral d nr-na&—'—me
v

JUL 261587

Suty
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1]

COMMONWEALTH'S EVIDENCE

MICHAEL ARRONS

DEFENSE EVIDENCE

(BAIL REQUEST)
DET. DOUGLAS

iy

o 1

K

2
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-

COMMONWEALTH'S EVIDENCE

(ALL WITNESSES SWORN) \
THE COURT: HAVE YOU H@E
TO REVIEW THIS CASE WITH HER?

MS. LEVIN: M E R D, AND

WE'RE READY.

MIC

SWORN, WAS EXAMINED ED AS FOLLQWS:

EC{QXAMINATION @

RECORD

PHILADELPH

AND
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\-

A. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE.
Q. AND ON THAT DATE AND THAT LOCATION DID YQU HAVE

OCCASION TO COME INTO CONTACT WITH ANYONE THAT Y EE IN

THE COURTROOM?
A. YES. .
COULD YOU INDICATE WHO, PLEASE?

Q.
A. YES. THIS PERSON RIGHT OVER M FT.

(INDICATING)

MR.

DEFENDANT, CYNTHIA WH
BY MR. GILSON:
Q. SIR, COULD Y PK§;ZE EXPLAIN FOR

AND CIRCUMSTANC URR ING YOUR TA

CAR AND SHE COME OVER.

WERE YOU GETTING YOUR

OR PUTTING IT IN?
THE WITNESS: I WAS GETTING READY

ZET MY CAR OUT.

THE COURT: GO ON, WHAT TIME WAS
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%4

THIS?
THE WITNESS: FOUR. . . . 4:30. .
FIVE IN THE MORNING. SOMETHING LIKE THA

THE COURT: GO ON.

THE WITNESS: I WAS AT
SHE MUST HAVE SAW ME THERE. I WAS
CAR, BECAUSE I HAD AN HOUR TRIP

AFTER I GOT I
OVER. I HAD MY WINDOW DOWI
CAME OVER AND STAR G

ASKING ME IF I WAS INT

I SAID, I'M NOT z;gg
ALONE. )

KEPT GOIN N

LDN'T GET ME FOR A O SHE

HE COURT: WE DON'T KNOW. THAT'S
. YOU HAVE TO TELL US EVERYTHING

HAPPENED.
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V-

BY MR. GIb

THE WITNESS: SHE SAID. . . I KNOW
WHAT SHE WAS INTERESTED IN, I PUT THE THING

TOGETHER AND THEN I TOOK. . . I DECIDED 1 JOT

MS. LEVIN: TI AM GOING
THE COURT: I'M N

YOUR THINKING PROCESS. TELL SHE DID, WHAT

HAPPENED.

THE TNESS PULLED A .

THE CO : . AND T W
DID SHE SAY?

TH@;%ITNESS: SHE DI
ANYTHING.

E COURT: WHERE KNIFE

COME @

THE WIY SHE HAD IT ON HER, IN

PR POSSESSION
IT WASN'T IN HER HAND

WHEN SHE

ITNESS: SHE HAD A POCKETBOOK.
CAME OM THE POCKETBOOK.
I WAS CONCERNED WITH MY LIFE.

THE COURT: OKAY.
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BY MR.
Q.

A.

KNIF

KEYS

DID YOU SEE THE KNIFE?

WHAT KIND OF KNIFE WAS IT, DO YOU KNOW?

THE COURT: FOLDING KNIFE.
POCKET BLADE?

THE WITNESS: I SAW IT C{)- THE

POLICE STATION, WHEN THE POLICE.

WAS IN HER HAND, I DIDN'

THE UR

THE WI ; ¢
GILSON:
WHAT DID YOU Q?géR SHE PULLED A QN Y
I JUMPED E CAR.

ITH THE

O MY CAR AND EVERYTHING, TOOK THE

MS. LEVIN: OBJECTIOM. WNLESS HE
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THE COURT: DID YOU SEE THIS?
THE WITNESS: WELL, SHE HAD.
THE ONLY WAY TO GET INTO THE TRUNK WAS TO E MY

KEYS. THE TRUNK WAS NOT OPEN.

THE COURT: YOU WERE R
THE STREET, SHE WAS CHASING YOU W
THE WITNESS:

THE COURT:

THE STREET. THEN I

T%é;%OU T:

COME BACKJ{TQ YO CAR?

AT MY CaAR.

HOW MUCH

E WITNESS: co ALWAYS SEE MY

TP WITNESS: THERE IS A LOT OF
DETAIL I'M YING TO, YOU KNOW, GIVE YOU THE
\GH
THE COURT: YOU HAVE TO BE CLEAR.

THE WITNESS: SHE WENT INTO THE
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TRUNK OF MY CAR AND TOOK A BRIEFCASE, OKAY. SHE
STARTED GOING THROUGH IT AND TOOK THE BRIEFCASE.

I TRIED RKNOCKING ON A FEW D S TO

CALL THE POLICE, OKAY. AND, I KNOW, A

OF THE MORNING IT WAS VERY DIFFICULT.

FINALLY SOMEBODY CALL
THE POLICE WERE ON THEIR WAY TH OLICE STARTED

COMING CLOSE. .

MS.

HEARD SOMEBODY CALL.
THE COURT; / WHETHER

W, N'T ON THEIR WA

SIR, AT THIS PQINT?

HE THREW THE BRIEFCASE

ON THEIR WAY

BY MR. GILSON:

G,

MDER MY CAR, UNDER ONE

OBJECTION TO THAT,

UN S
THE COURT: SHE LOOKED IN THE

3 CTICN OF THE POLICE.

THE WITNESS: EXCUSE ME?
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THE COURT: HE LOOKED TOWARDS WHERE
THE POLICE WEZRE COMING FROM?

THE WITNESS: YES.

THE COURT: DID YOU SEE
APPREHEND HER? ARREST HER? (

THE WITNESS:
ARREST HER.

THE COURT;

THE TNES WELL, I <§:i§i§§>
KNOW.
THE POLI OFFICER R BY H
FIRST NAME A S{ﬁg?I SHOULDN'T BE W
HER AND I HA E. . . WHA E o); TEVER
H
SHE HAD TAKEN MY C . . MY
ASE, A *fq;;> AW MY BRIEFCASE UNDER
E CAR. I WE GOY MTHE BRIEFCASE. HE SAID,
T THE BRIR

AND GOT THE BRIEFCASE.

HE PROCE . . FROM THAT POINT
<> ON.
SAID THAT SHE HAD MY KEYS, HE
ON ABOUT MY KEYS. I SAID I'M STRANDED

AND SHE SAID SHE CHUCKED THE KEY. I HAD NO

K HE LEFT.
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THE POLICE, THERE WERE TWO POLICE

CFFICERS, THE OME THAT SEEMED LIKE HE KNEW HER, HE

TOOK OFF AND LEFT. I WAS STRANDED THERE.
TEN MINUTES OR SO LATER
BACK TOWARDS MY CAR, OKAY, AND SHE PU
OUT, STARTS LOOKING THROUGH THE
THE COURT: Wt
THE COURT;
I'M H
COULD SEE WHAT WAS GO o
AND HE CALLED THE POLICE HE SAW
AND WENT AND LK£2>THE POLICE.

POLICE A SH D TAREN .

C

THE COURT: SHE DR

THE WI E DROVE AWAY WITH

CiR, YES.

BY MR.

Q-<>

SONM:

WHEN DID SEE YOUR CAR?

WHEN CAR W PJND, ABOUT FORTY-FIVE MINUTES

' TIME, HAVE YOUR PERMISSION TO TAKE

YR, NOT AT ALL.
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Q. WHEN YOJU GOT YOUR CAR BACK, DID YOU DISCCVER

ANYTHING MISSIHNG?

A. YEAH, I HAD SOME MOMEY IN THE CAR THAT WAS
MISSING. @

THE COURT: HOW MUCH?

THE WITNES
FORTY-EIGHT DOLLARS. SOMEWH AREA.
BY MR. GILSON:
T

Q. WAS THERE ANY DAMA

A. NO. THE SECOND. . IME THE(ROLI

CAME, IT WAS ONE OF THE TWO GUY HAT WAS

CALLED IN THAT I SAT AR WAS STOLEHN,

COULD GO WITH HI! AROUND AN

RONS, I'M NOW GCING TO ASK YOU QUESTIONS.
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Q. HOW WAS MY CLIENT DRESSED?

MR. GILSON: OBJECTION.

THE COURT: YOU MAY ANSWER T.
THE WITNESS: T REALLY Z@

RECALL. I DIDN'T TAKE NOTES. I WAS C

ABOUT MY PROTECTION. . . MY LIFE.
BY MS. LEVIN:
Q. NOW, YOU SAID THAT YOU WER ESTING IN YCOUW
CAR AND SHE CAME UP TO YOUKAND Q5 R SERVIC
THAT RIGHT?

A. YES.

Q. DO YOU MEAN ag\a ééggTITUTE WOULD Oft S
A. YES.

KING LOT FOR ALMOST A HALF AN
IN THE CAR?
MR. GILSON: OBJECTION, YOUR HOMNOR.

ARGUMENTATIVE.
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THE COURT: 1IT'S BEEN ANSWERED.
YOU DID NOT LET.

THE WITNESS: I DID NOT LET . IN

MY CAR AT ALL.
MS. LEVIN: JUST A MCME
BY MS. LEVIN:

Q. OKAY.

AND YOU NEVER HAD ANY KINp AL RELATIONSHZIE

WITH MY CLIENT ON THAT NIGHT\ I

A. ABSOLUTELY MNOT.
Q. NOW, WHERE WERE YOU COMI FROM AT I TH
MORNING?
GILSON: OBRJEC N. PVANCY.
COURT: I'LL PERMIT THE
NS
THE WIS WAS WITH A COUPLE

ENDS. I WAS PLE FRIENDS.

BY MS. IN:
Q. <> AND WHER ENYQU COMING FROM?
HE\ WITNESS: FROM, YOU KNOW, THE
ORY.
BY MR

THAT'S A CLUB?

AND PRIOR TO THAT, THE POLO CLUB.
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WHEN YOU ARRIVED AT THE PARKING LOT WH

WAS, YOU WERE BY YOURSELF; IS THAT RIGHT?

A. YES, EXACTLY.

Q. AND WHERE IS THE PARKING LOT SIR?
A. I BELIEVE IT WAS THE ADDRE

MENTIONED.

Q. IS IT ON LOMBARD STRE ARE/YOU FAMILIRAR WI
THE AREA?

A. NO. <§;>

Q. AND HOW L DI QU SAY SHE ME ALKED

TO YOU I H

A, HOW IT?

HE CAR, AND NROW. . . I WOULD SAY
IN TH GHBORHOOD OF MINUTES OR SOMETHING LIKE
THAT.

S SHE HAD THIS CONVERSATION, SHE
AL RELATIONSHIP WITH YOU, NEVER

AT'S WHAT YOUR TELLING US?

YOU DIDN'T. . . YOU SAID THAT WHEN THE KNIFE

WAS IN HER\UIGND, YOU DIDN'T SEE WHERE IT CAME FROM; IS
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THAT RIGHT?

A WELL, I BELIEVE SHE HAD i POCKETBOOK.
2. NO, SIR, DID YOU SEE WHERE THE KNIFE CAME\LRQM?
A AGAIN, I WAS CONCERNED WITH MY PROTECTZ{! AW
A RNIFE, BUT I WAS NOT CONCERNED WHERE IT CANE I
KNOW IT CAME FROM SOMEWHERE.
Q. YOU DIDN'T SEE WHERE IT CAME/¥YOM>
YOU CAN ANSWER YES OR NO3
A YES.
Q. YES? THAT'S CORRECT,\Y8U 'T SEE WHERE IT [cAM
FROM?
A YES. <§§>
Q. AND YOU 'T THE KNIFE, ¥OU\3A IT
WAS IN H N'T SEE. . .“DID |YOU SEE THE
BLADE? zsi?jii;;i)
A. ~IT\YAS PULLED O
Q. oW LONG WAS THE
A. BOUT LIKE ING)
COURT: ABOUT SIX INCHES.
< ITNESS: AROUND THAT, YEAH.
E OUTSIDE YOUR CAR THE WHOLE TIME SHE

; IS THAT RIGHT?

SHE HAD A KNIFE A VERY SHORT PERIOD OF TIME
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WHEN I

Q.
DOWN?

RalN QUT OF THE CAR.
SHE PULLED THE EKNIFE, YOU DECIDED TO. . . SHE WaS
DRIVER SIDE OF THE CaR?

RIGHT.

YOU DECIDED TO JUMP OUT OF THE CAR AT

L 1A
«

YEAH, I OPENED THE DOOR AND RAN O

OKAY, SIR.
AND DID YOU HAVE THE KEYS H AR AT THAT T
YEAH.

YOU DIDN'T DRIVE OFF?

(INDICATING)
TH@;@BURT: YOU HAVE\ % SHER
QUESTION, (NQT S YOUR HEAD

. LEVIN: INDZCATING R THE

THE CAR, E THE IGNITION?

JITNESS: YES, MY MISTAKE, I

YOU DIDN'T SAY, WAS YOUR WINDOW UP OR
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A, THE WINDOW WAS DOWN, NOT FULLY DOWN, BUT IT WAaS

FULLY DOWN A GOOD BIT.

Q. WE'RE TALKING ABOUT THE DRIVER SIDE WINDO .IGHT?
A. YES, CORRECT.
: Vi

?

. AND YOU DIDN'T THINK OF DRIVING OFF I

I WAS ABOUT READY TO.

b 1

AND INSTEAD YOU JUMPED CUT O HE ?

.

YES.

o ¥ 0

WAS THAT A MISTAKES®

MR. GI

THE CONR I'LL SU

M@ILSOM: IT'S aK .
BY MS. LEVIN:
Q. W OUT OF THE CXR INJTEXS OF

DRIVING?
BJECTION.
YOU CAN ANSWER. .
SHE WAS ALL OVER THE
CAR. I BETTER FOR ME TO TAKE OFF.
MS. LEVIN
Q. DY THINK U WERE MORE LIRELY TO GET AWAY

§OO R THAN IN A CAR?
THE COURT: HE WAS DEMONSTRATING A

BE OLENT ATTITUDE.

DAO:000039



19

THE WITNESS: I WAS CONCERNED WITH
MY LIFE AND I DID. . . . THAT'S CORRECT.

3Y MS. LEVIN:

Q. WERE ALL THE DOORS TO YOUR CAR LOCKED?@\

MR. GILSON: OBJECTION)

BY MS. LEVIN:
Q. IF YOU RNOW?
THE COURT: E JECTION IS %

SUSTAINED.

BY MS. LEVIN:

Q. YQU JUMPED OUT AND RAN O AND YOU HAT
CaME RUNNIHNG AFTER <§;€HT?
U RUN?

A. BLOCK AND TRIED OCK ON SOME

Q.

G 11TH OR DO YOU KNOW?
A. §SS IT WAS.
Q. AWAY, THAT'S ALL?

ILSON: OBJECTION, YOUR HONOR.

HE COURT: YOU MAY ANSWER THAT.

THE WITNESS: 1IT WAS ABOUT A BLOCK

BY MS. LEV
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Q. allD HOW MANY DOORS DID YCU KNOCK ON?

MR. GILSCN: OBJECTION, YOQUR HONCR.

THE COURT: YOU MAY ANSWER
THE WITNESS: THREE OR
FIVE,
BY MS. LEVIN:
Q. HOW MANY?
A. AGAIN, YOU DON'T SEEM TO
CONCEFRNED ABOUT MY PROTECTX
NO MORE THAN FIVE. PHREE AND F .

THE DOO T?

Q. AND NOBODY ANSWERED:"

A. NOBODY ANSWE Y OF THE DOOR

Q DID YOU s YOU KHNOW, RING T E?
A. Y
Q HAT

BY MS. LBVIN:

Q. <> AND SHE

BELIEVE THROUGH MY CAR AND COMING AFTER
ME A
Q. SAY YOU BELIEVE. 1IN OTHER WORDS, YOU DIDN'T

SEE HER?
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A. I CAN NOT GIVE ALL THE DETAILS ABCD. A LOT OF

EVENTS TOOK PLACE.
Q. MR. ARRONS, WHEN YOU WERE RUNNING AWAY AN
RNOCKING ON THE DOOR, YOU DIDN'T SEE. . . ACTU

HER AT YOUR CAR; IS THAT RIGHT?

A. AT THAT POINT, SHE WAS RUNNING A R

STOP ME FROM KNOCKING ON DOORS.

Q. DID SHE EVER COME INTO P A NTACT WITH *
A. I DIDN'T LET HER G TH O ME.

Q. HOW CLOSE DID SHE GET?

A. THE CLOSEST, ABOUT FRQM ERE. .

FROM WHERE SHE IS T E<§2€HT MOW. (INDIC

COURT: F FEHT.
E WITHNESS: I [WOoU 'T GET

TOUC THE RNIFE.

EN FEET.

A. NT TO LL, THE POLICE.
Q. A Y DID HAVE CONTACT WITH ANOTHER
CIVIL GHT?

RE. WAS A COUPLE THAT PASSED BY, BUT THEY DIDN'T
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DO ANYTHING ABCUT IT.
Q. QKAY.

DID THEY. . . ANYBODY SAY ANYTHING TO YOU?

GOING TO GO CALL THE POLICE?

A. YES.
MR. GILSON:
THE COURT:

SOMEBODY SAID, I'LL CALL

BY MS. LEVIN:

Q. THAT WAS SOMEBODY WHO

R&ILSON:

COURT: TH S

OBJECTIQG

‘M

OF CANY, R ME.
PLEASE, THE OBJECTI S SUSTAINED.
BY MS.

Q. ¥, AFTER SOME HEY WOULD CALL THE
POLICE, WENT BA OYR CAR WAS; IS THAT
RIGHT?

CALLED, WELL, I WAS IN THE

MY EKEYS, I WAS TRYING TO SEE WHAT
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NOW, SIR, AFTER THE PERSON SAID THAT HE WOULD CALL
THE POLICE, DID YOU RETURN TO WHERE YOUR CXR WAS?
A. I WAS NOT. . . I WAS IN VIEW OF MY CaR.

Q. ORAY.

AND AT THAT TIME YOU SAY MY CLIENT WAS
CAR; IS THAT RIGHT?

aA. I DON'T KNOW RIGHT AT THE CA BU TO THE

CAR. SOMEWHERE BETWEEN THE CAR XND KNOW, THE R .
THE STREET.
Q. OKAY.
AND YOU SAID THAT SHE.W35/LOOKING.
INTO YOUR TRUNK. & @

DID YOU A ALL E THAT OR

THAT TH RIEFCASE WAS?

A. SHE WAS, AT SOME POIN HE WAS IN THE
TRUN SHE HAD MY IN HER HAND.

Q. OU ACTUALLY S3 R \ 7 YOUR TRUNK WITH YOUR
OWN EYES

A. YES.

&

YOU S WHEN S TOOK THE BRIEFCASE OUT?

B THE COPS ARRIVED?

CT.

EN THE COPS ARRIVED, SHE WAS STILL ON THE
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SCENE; IS THAT RIGHT?

A. YES. SHE THREW THE BRIEFCASE UNDERNEATH QNE OF

THE CARS I HAD MENTIONED.
Q. OKAY.

AND THE COPS DIDN'T ARREST HER WHEN T

A. NO.
Q. AND THEN LEFT?

a. DON'T LEAVE OUT, THEY ASK R\IHE REYS. I
MENTIONED TO THEM I DIDN'THMAVE

Q. IN OTHER WORDS, WHEN F Y RETURNED (To THE
CAR WITH THE COPS?

A. I WASN'T AT Gé;?' I WAS IN THE § (TH, FHE
POLICE.

KEYS. . .
MY CAR.
AR, RIGHT?

T ON ME, THEY WERE IN
THE CAR, YOU SAID THAT
RIEFCASE BACK, THE POLICE

CASE, I PUT IT BACK IN MY CAR.

Q. , AND AT THAT TIME, WERE THE KEYS IN YOUR
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A. NO.

Q. AND YOU ASKED THE POLICE ABOUT YQCUR KEYS?
A. I GOT IN WITH A COMBINATION. I HAVE THE
COMBINATION, THAT'S HOW I GOT INTO MY TRUNK.
Q. RIGHT?: @
A. I DIDN'T HAVE KEYS TO MY CAR, RE B
Q. LET ME STOP YOU THERE.

IS THAT THE ONLY WAY TO O 0 TRUNK, WITH
REY? @
A. THE PHYSICAL KEY OR T 0 ATION, YES
Q. SO, OKAY. .

NOW, YOU PUT?S <§;3U GOT YOUR BRIE K QU
PUT IT BACK IN T TRU RIGHT?

A.

Q. QUR CAR TO AWAY?

A.

Q. .

A. INE) )I GUESS, YEAH. WHEN I

HI?(gHE COMBIN I RNEW THE KEYS WEREN'T
TO THE POLICE SHE HAD CHUCKED

THE KEYS

Q. ABOUT WHAT YOU SAW OR DID AND THAT'S

WHY I'D RING THESE QUESTIONS.

a. OF GO ON.
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Q. YOU DIDN'T GET BACK IN THE CAR AFTER YOU PUT THE

BRIZEFCASE. . .?

A. I LOOKED THROUGH THE CAR.

Q. AND DID YOU SEE THE KEYS IN THERE AT THa
A. NO.

Q. OKAY.

AND THEN YOU SAID YOU STAYED

A. I COULDN'T LEAVE, MY CAR W? . I HAD NO
KEYS. I COULDN'T LEAVE.

Q. MY CLIENT, DID SHE STA )’ THE AREA?( \DID|SHE
LEAVE?

A. SHE WAS DOWN Lé;%i SHE WALEKED A T

POLICE LEFT AND I PO THE BLOCK.

BACK TEN MINUTES| LATER?
ABOU N MINUTES

IFTEEN MINUTES.

WITH HER AT THAT

DID SHE/COME JUST LKING BACK TO WHERE YOUR CAR
WAS?

A.

Q. - OT IN AND DROVE IT? IS THAT WHAT YOUR

SAYING?
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. SHE LOOKED AROUND FOR THE CaR. I HEARD KEYS AND

F I

SHE STARTED THE CAR UP, SHE WAS VERY CLEARLY LOOKING
AROUND. SHE LEFT, CAME OUT. . . THAT'S THE PARKIN OT.
THAT'S THE PARKING LOT, I GUESS, LOMBARD.

Q. DID YOU. . . YOU DIDN'T GO UP AND T

AT THAT POINT?
A. NO. I REMEMBERED HE DID NOT = KNIFE FROM
HER. I KNEW SHE STILL HAD A KN
Q. HE DIDN'T SEARCH HE

THE COUR PQLICE

THAT SHE HAD PULL? ON YOU?
' WITMESS: YES :

ABSOLUTELY \ \AND KNEW HER

O POLICE, ONE

SEEMED TO

<> STOLEN, MINUTES LATER THEY FOUND HER.

MS. LEVIN:

JEERE WAS THE CAR, WHERE DID YOU FIND.

CAR, AFTER YOU SAY SHE TOOK IT OFF THE LOT?

}'T SEE IT UNTIL IT WAS RECOVERED SOMEWHERE,
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CLOSZ TC BROAD STREET. THERE IS A POLICE RECORD, I'M
SURE, ON THAT, AS TO THE LOCATICHN.

Q. THAT WAS THE SAME EVENING, RIGHT?

A. IT WAS NO MORE THAN. . . THERE WAS A
MAYBE TWENTY OR SO ODD MINUTES. THE POL

THAN A HALF HOUR, I WOULD ASSUME AFTE

CAR.
Q. AND YOU SAY IT WAS SOMEWHERE D STREET?
A. CLOSE TO BROAD. I Z : E F
THAT.
Q. AND YOU HAD FORTY- LARS MISS

7 q

A, FORTY-FIVE. . RTY-SEVEN. S t
AREA, YES.
Q. H ID SHE SAY SHE Wouyyp RGE YOU
FOR HER
OBJECTION, YOUR HONOR.
<> ELSE?
, TI

N YOUR CAR WAS RECOVERED, DID YOU ALSO SEE MY

SUSTAINED. ANYTHING

EVIN: JUST ONE OTHER

CLIENT AGAIN?

DAO:000049



A YES, AND SHE HAD THREE OTHEPR PEOPLE IN THE CAR,

AND ALSO I LOOKED IN THE CAR, THERE WAS SYRINGES.ON THE
PASSENGER SIDE. . . TWO OR THREE OF THEM AND THE CE
OFFICER TOOK THEM OUT. . . TOOK THEM OUT OF T

MS. LEVIN: NOTHING FURYT

MR. GILSON: COM
YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT;
MADE OUT ON ROBBER

DEGREE, THEFT, RECEIVI sEN PROPERTY|\AS A

FELONY THE THIRD DEB ;
ANOTHER PERS PLE ASSAULT, THE

OF THE TH DE . POSSESSI )

DISCHARGE AG VATED ASSAULT

CHARGES I HAVE INDICATED
ADVISE THE DEFENDANT THAT
<> THE CO TLL NOW CONSIDER PROCEEDING
AGAINST( HER BYANAWOF INFORMATION AS PREPARED BY
ICT ATTORNEY.

IN THE EVENT THE COMMONWEALTH

TS TO GO FORWARD WITH THE PROSECUTION

SNMENT IS SET FOR JULY 20TH, IN ROOM 875 CITY
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HALL, TWELVE NOON, AT WHICH TIME SHE MUST APPEAR
TOGETHER WITH COUNSEL.

SAME BAIL.

MR. GILSON: THANK You, o .

MS. LEVIN: YOUR H THE
BAIL?

THE COURT: § TEEN_SAILURES T

APPEAR.

WE APPROA
BENCH WITH THE DISTRICT TORNEY JUST FOR A

MOMENT?

SOURT. I ASK THAT

IN THE COURTROOM.
FINE.
AGAIN, I DON'T HAVE ANY
TH ING THIS ON THE RECORD.
THE COURT: 1IF THE DISTRICT
RNEY IS INTERESTED IN THIS. . .

MS. LEVIN: I DON'T HAVE A PROBLEM
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HAVING IT ON RECORD, I JUST DIDN'T WANT TO DO IT
IN OPEN COURT.

THE COURT: I WANT IT ON TH CORD

AND IN OPEN COURT, IF YOU HAVE ANYTHING
YOU SAY IT IN OPEN COURT.

MS. LEVIN: I TIVE TO
IDENTIFY HIMSELF.

DETECTIVE ULBRETH, BA
9028, HOMICIDE DIV M, EEN DULY N,
WAS EXAMINEﬁ AND TESTI FOLLOWS:

Ms. LE DETECTIV, EY
NAME FOR THE dggggND TELL THE JU ;O

CAME OVER SE NTHIA TODA

E WITNESS: DETEC[IVE DOUGLAS
-U-L-B-R-E=T-H. BADGE BER 9028,

NG, YOUR HONOR.

GOOD MORNING.

LEVIN: JUST TELL THE JUDGE WHY

YOUR E.
E WITNESS: I'ﬂ JUST HERE AS A

OF ING ABOUT THIS CASE, AND HEARING OF

WHITE BEING IN JAIL, AND BEING INFORMED THAT

SHENH{AS RECEIVED THREATS SINCE SHE'S BEEN THERE
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AND JUST TO BRING TO THE COURTS ATTENTION, THE
DISTRICT ATTORNEY AND THE PUBLIC DEFENDER\ THAT SHE
IS, IN FACT, SHE WAS A COMMONWEALTH WITNES N A
VERY HIGH PROFILE CASE. . . AND NOTHI N

ADD.

MS. LEVIN: PROBLEM
IS BEING . . . . THERE IS

THE COURT R HT, YOUR TH
DISTRICT ATTORNEY. OF
THE HOMICIDE DETECTIVE) T ET

TOGETHER AND DECID

2 OU WANT S F
EITHER RELEA G R OR KEEPING HE D
HAS A SER '

EEN FAILURES TO ARBE

THAT'S AN

AGE AFTER PAGE.

MY REQUEST IS THAT YOU
BAIL.

LET THE DISTRICT
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AND THAT WOULD BE GUIDED BY THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY

FILES, IF THEY FEEL SHE IS THAT IMPORTANT.TO THEM,
SHE CAN SIGN HER OWN BAIL.
MR. GILSON: YOUR HONOR 2!

COMMONWEALTH WON'T OPPOSE DEFENSE CQUNS

REQUEST TO ALLOW THE DEFENDANT
BAIL.

THE COURT;
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I am this day serving the foregoing document upon the persons
and in the manner indicated below which service satisfies the requirements of Pa. R. A. P.
121:

rvi ni es Mail follows:

Hugh J. Burns, Jr., Esquire (counsel for
District Attorney of Philadelphia County)

Assistant District Attorney

1421 Arch Street

Philadelphia, Pa. 19102

(215) 686-5728

Dated: July 14, 1997

o

jgi Jonathan B.. ﬂipe

el for Appellant ia
ac Vice)
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