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INTRODUCTION

At the February 18, 2011 status hearing, this Court asked the parties to provide the Court

with recommendations regarding the Press Organizations’ February 26, 2009 motion (Docket #

154) to vacate this Court’s February 19, 2009 order (Docket #136) sealing completed juror

questionnaires, in light of Presley v. Georgia, 130 S. Ct. 721 (2010), and other relevant

intervening case law.  This Court also asked the parties to provide feedback regarding the use of

an internal video feed to an overflow courtroom in securing public access to proceedings.

Presley does not alter the law pertaining to public access to voir dire proceedings under

the First Amendment, but simply clarifies that a defendant’s Sixth Amendment right to a public

trial precludes a judge from simply barring public attendance at the trial.  Applying well-

established principles on public access to the specific circumstances of this case, this Court

should (1) find that the defendant’s right to a fair trial will be compromised by immediate and

concurrent access to jury questionnaires, (2) consider alternatives in limiting the media’s access

to jury questionnaires, (3) craft a limitation that is no broader than necessary to protect the

defendant’s right to a fair trial, and (4) make explicit, specific, supported findings to justify that

limitation.  The United States has made specific recommendations for permitting information to

be redacted from the jury questionnaires, sealed from the oral voir dire transcript, releasing juror

questionnaires, and the disclosure of empaneled juror names.   

The United States supports the Court’s suggestion of using an internal video feed to an

overflow room.  In addition, the United States suggests that the Court reserve seats in the

courtroom for representatives from the press to observe live proceedings during voir dire and at

trial.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On February 6, 2009, this Court asked the parties for their positions on the use of an

internal video feed from a stationary camera to an overflow courtroom.  By letters dated February

11, 2009, both the defendant and the United States indicated no objection, provided that the

transmissions were not made available for recording or rebroadcast.  Docket ##115, 116.
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In its Final Pretrial Scheduling Order of February 19, 2009, this Court ruled that on

March 2, 2009, it would “provide a questionnaire to be completed by the full panel of time-

qualified jurors.”  Docket #136 at ¶ 3.  Copies of the completed questionnaires would be

provided to counsel the same day.  Id.  Oral voir dire in the courtroom would commence the

following day.  Id.  “All completed questionnaires will be filed and retained under seal.”  Id.

On February 26, 2009, nine media groups consisting of The Associated Press, ESPN,

Hearst Corporation, The New York Times Company, KNTV Television, Inc., NBC Subsidiary

(KNBC-TV), Inc., Los Angeles Times Communications, LLC, Sports Illustrated (a division of

Time, Inc.), and Medianews Groups (publishers of the San Jose Mercury News, Contra Costa

Times, and Oakland Tribune), collectively known as Press Organizations, filed a motion to

vacate the Court’s order regarding the sealing of the completed jury questionnaires, and for

“immediate and concurrent access to the completed questionnaires.”  Docket ## 154, 151.  

By letter dated February 10, 2011, the Press Organizations asked that its motion be

entertained, and cited two additional cases decided in 2009 and 2010.  

On February 19, 2011, this Court asked the parties to make recommendations with

respect to the Press Organizations’ motion.

The parties have not yet filed a final proposed jury questionnaire, but a version of the

most recent draft is attached as Exh. A.

ARGUMENT

I. Overview of law on First Amendment right of public access to voir dire

A. Presumption of open access can be overcome by conflicting compelling 
interest

Emphasizing that “the right of everyone in the community to attend the voir dire which

promotes fairness” is “difficult to separate” from “the primacy of the accused’s right” to “a fair

trial,” the Supreme Court held in Press-Enterprise Co. v. Superior Court of California, Riverside

County, 464 U.S. 501, 508, 510 (1984), that there is therefore a “presumption of openness” to

jury selection.  This presumption is premised on the “view of human nature, true as a general

rule, that judges, lawyers, witnesses, and jurors will perform their respective functions more
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responsibly in open court than in secret proceedings.”  Waller v. Georgia, 467 U.S. 39, 46 n.4

(1984) (internal citation and quotation omitted).  The Supreme Court has not decided, and there

is no federal consensus, on whether the presumption of openness extends to juror names or jury

questionnaires, and to what extent.  See United States v. Blagojevich, 614 F.3d 287, 295-97 (7th

Cir. 2010) (Posner, J., dissenting from denial of r’hg en banc) (stating that panel improperly

found that federal common law and statutes create a presumptive right of public access to jurors’

names before verdict, and that there is no First Amendment right of public access to jurors’

names during trial); United States v. Wecht, 537 F.3d 222, 251-70 (3d Cir. 2008) (Van

Antwerpen, J., dissenting in part) (disagreeing with majority’s decision that First Amendment’s

requirement of public access to criminal trial voir dire includes right to know names of

prospective and trial jurors prior to impanelment of trial jury).

But where there is a presumption of openness, it may be overcome in “some limited

circumstances,” when “necessitated by a compelling governmental interest, and . . . narrowly

tailored to serve that interest.”  Press-Enterprise Co., 464 U.S. at 509-11.  For example, a trial

judge may “impose reasonable limitations on access to a trial” if it finds that, rather than

promoting a fair trial, the specific circumstances of the case mean that open proceedings would

in fact interfere with the responsible performance of duty by judge, court staff, counsel, and

jurors in a defendant’s trial.  Id. at 511 n.10 (internal quotations and citation omitted); see

Presley, 130 S. Ct. at 724 (explaining that presumption of openness may “‘give way’” to

“‘defendant’s right to a fair trial or the government’s interest in inhibiting disclosure of sensitive

information’” (quoting Waller, 467 U.S. at 45).

B. To overcome presumption of open access, this Court must make specific 
findings to support a narrowly-tailored limitation

Procedurally, a trial court must (1) find that there is a compelling government interest that

is “likely to be prejudiced” by public access to a criminal trial; (2) find that the limitation to that

public access “is no broader than necessary”; (3) in determining that the limitation is no broader

than necessary, the trial court must specifically “consider reasonable alternatives”; and (4) “make 
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findings adequate to support the limitation.”  See United States v. King, 140 F.3d 76, 81 (2d Cir.

1998) (citing Waller, 467 U.S. at 48).  

Cases that have reversed a trial court’s limitations on public access have generally been

based on the trial court’s failure to consider alternatives or make specific findings to justify its

limitation.  In Press-Enterprise, the Supreme Court faulted the judge for failing to “articulate

findings with the requisite specificity” but also for “failing to consider alternatives to closure and

to total suppression of the transcript.”  464 U.S. at 513.  In United States v. Blagojevich, 612 F.3d

558, 559, 563 (7th Cir. 2010), r’hg en banc denied, 614 F.3d 287 (with four judges dissenting

because “there is no good argument for releasing the jurors’ names before the trial ends” given

“the extremely high profile of this case nationwide as well as in Illinois”), the Seventh Circuit

remanded the district court’s order deferring disclosure of juror names until the end of trial so

that the parties could “present evidence” and the court could make “findings of fact” to overcome

the presumption in favor of disclosure.  In Wecht, 537 F.3d at 240, the Third Circuit faulted the

district court for failing to establish that there was “anything unusual about this case, aside from a

locally prominent defendant,” to justify its decision to empanel an anonymous jury.  In Stephens

Media, LLC v. Eighth Judicial District Court of State of Nevada, 221 P.3d 1240, 1250-51 (Nev.

2009), the Supreme Court of Nevada directed the district court to make “specific findings to

support its denial of access to juror questionnaires,” and noted its failure to “discuss alternatives

to closure.”  

The Supreme Court of Nevada explicitly distinguished Stephens Media, LLC from King. 

Id. at 1251.  In King, the Second Circuit held that the district court (Hon. Lawrence M.

McKenna) properly restricted the public’s access to jury questionnaires and oral voir dire in light

of substantial publicity concerning the re-trial of defendant, boxing promoter Don King.  140

F.3d at 76, 78, 80, 82.  The district court made “explicit findings,” in part based on the first trial,

“‘that candor on the part of prospective jurors is of particularly great importance in this case,’”

and (2) “‘that, absent a degree of juror privacy, such candor is likely to be restricted.’”  Id. at 79,

82.  Further, the judge found that if prospective jurors were “‘aware that their views will be
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publicly disseminated in the next day’s newspapers or radio or television broadcasts,’” they

would “‘be under pressure not to express unpopular opinions relevant to their choice as trial

jurors.’” Id. at 79.  

In King, the district court’s findings were supported by several “subsidiary findings”

supported by specific examples and data concerning press about the defendant: (1) the defendant

was extremely controversial, “a fact abundantly supported by the record”; (2) the defendant had

been subjected to a very substantial amount of publicity, a large proportion of which was

negative, also “abundantly supported by the record,” which included specific newspaper articles;

(3) based on the voir dire in the first trial, it was likely that a number of prospective jurors would

have strong views about the defendant; (4) knowledge that their answers on voir dire might be

reported in the press might so inhibit or chill truthful responses that the defendant would be

denied the fair trial to which he was entitled; and (5) given the vast amount of publicity, “the

usual instruction to members of the venire not to read press reports of the trial, including jury

selection, cannot be relied on to avoid inhibiting candor because the jurors might be told of press

accounts of their responses by others, before they could prevent such communication,” and fear

of adverse reactions from friends, employers, and others might also stifle jurors from giving

candid views.  Id. at 79-80.

Based on its findings, the district court in King crafted limited restraints on disclosure to

address its concern about jury candor and compliance with instructions.  Id. at 80.  First, the press

could access the uncompleted questionnaire form, but not completed questionnaires until the jury

had been impaneled.  Id.  Second, individual follow-up questioning of follow-up jurors would be

conducted out of the presence of the public and press, and each juror would have the opportunity

to request that because his or her answer touched on deeply personal matters he or she had

legitimate reasons for keeping out of the public domain, that information be redacted from the

transcript, which would be available to the public and press once the jury had been impaneled. 

Id.

//
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Further, the district court adopted these limitations “only after considering various

alternatives, rejecting both more extensive steps suggested by the defendants as too burdensome

upon a right of public access and less extensive steps suggested by the press as inadequate to

protect the defendant’s right to a fair trial.”  Id.  at 82.  The alternatives the judge considered and

rejected included juror anonymity, redaction of names from completed questionnaires, and also

increasing or decreasing the amount of time the public and press would be walled off from

information.  Id.  

The findings necessary to sustain a limitation on the public’s and press’s access to a

criminal trial, including voir dire proceedings and juror information, are also exemplified by the

district court’s actions upon remand in Blagojevich, the trial concerning controversial former

governor and celebrity Rod Blagojevich.  See Exh. B.  The district court (Hon. James B. Zagel)

in that case held an evidentiary hearing, and four days later, issued a comprehensive

memorandum opinion and order citing numerous examples of press coverage, id. at 4, the judge’s

own experience receiving unsolicited communications from opinionated members of the public,

id. at 5-7, examples of individuals viewing this case as “an opportunity to be noticed,” id. at 7,

and a sampling of cases in which jurors were exposed to unsolicited outside influence (including

“jurors receiving letters and threatening phone calls, and being followed and confronted by

strangers (both out in public and, in one case, outside a juror’s home),” id.  

Further, the district court analyzed various other alternatives to deferring disclosure of

juror names until after trial.  Id. at 20.  While instructing jurors not to answer calls or open letters

might help to reduce the potential for receiving unsolicited contact, it would make life

unnecessarily difficult for jurors, fail to address the peculiar difficulties of avoiding press

coverage on the case when the press is specifically about the juror, and fail to address the

concerns about inhibitions on jury candor.  Id. at 20-21.  The district court also rejected

sequestration as unduly burdensome and inappropriate in the context of the Blagojevich case.  Id.

at 22-23.        

//
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II. The United States’s recommendation

A. Compelling interests warrant limited limitations on public access

1. Juror candor

The United States believes that as in King and Blagojevich, juror candor would be

significantly inhibited by full and concurrent access to voir dire proceedings and jury information

prior to the end of the trial.  

The defendant in this case is baseball’s “home run king,” perhaps the best known baseball

player of the last fifteen years, in a sport with worldwide popularity.  See Exh. C.  He was a

member of the San Francisco Giants, whose ticket sales are about 25% ahead of last year, in part

due to its historic win of the 2010 World Series championship.  See Exh. D.  Hundreds of

thousands of people showed up on a work day, to attend the November 3, 2010 parade

celebrating the Giants.  See Exh. E.  Recently, 40,000 people showed up prior to Spring Training

to celebrate the Giants.  See Exh. D.  The defendant is also highly controversial, and the subject

of significant press accounts, including positive and negative editorializing.  See Exh. F.  

Intense media interest and scrutiny is focused on this case.  See Exh. G.  In just the past

month, thousands of articles have been published about his case.  See id.  According to Google

News, approximately 350 sources covered the story of the defendant’s third superseding

indictment.  See id. at 4 (see graph).  These sources include well-known national and local media,

as well as Internet sites and blogs with an international presence.  See id.

Particularly given the ease, speed, and unlimited reach with which information can be

disseminated – never to be erased – using the Internet, and this courthouse’s infrastructure

enabling use of wireless mobile devices, see http://www.cand.uscourts.gov/pages/700, there is a

heightened risk that information about and opinions of jurors will be publicly disseminated. 

Knowing that he or she would be exposed in such a manner and vulnerable to cyber-bullying or

other electronic contact could cause a reasonable person to shy away from jury service in this

case, and to avoid being fully candid during the voir dire process.  Indeed, knowledge that he or

she could be thrust into the international spotlight for his or her role as a juror in this case would
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tend to skew the jury towards individuals who have a desire to profit from association with a

celebrity-case, rather than individuals who are willing to perform jury service and dutifully apply

the law to evidence.  This would severely hamper this Court’s ability to select a fair and impartial

jury, which is critical to the defendant’s right to a fair trial.  See Abraham S. Goldstein, Jury

Secrecy and the Media: The Problem of Postverdict Interviews, 1993 U. Ill. L. Rev. 295; Nancy

J. King, Nameless Justice: The Case for the Routine Use of Anonymous Juries in Criminal

Trials, 49 Vand. L. Rev. 123, 129 (1996); Kenneth J. Melilli, Disclosure of Juror Identities to

the Press: Who Will Speak for the Jurors?, 8 Cardozo Pub. L. Policy & Ethics J. 1 (2009);

Kenneth B. Nunn, When Juries Meet the Press: Rethinking the Jury’s Representative Function in

Highly Publicized Cases, 22 Hastings Const’l L. Q. 405, 429-34 (1995); David Weinstein,

Protecting a Juror’s Right to Privacy: Constitutional Constraints and Policy Options, 70 Temple

L. Rev. 1, 2-3 (1997).

2. Juror privacy and freedom from harassment

The United States believes that jury privacy and freedom from harassment are also

compelling interests that necessitate some limitation on the public’s and press’s access to juror

information.  See Press-Enterprise Co., 464 U.S. at 511-12 (noting that prospective juror’s

“compelling interest” in keeping “deeply personal matters” out of public domain may justify

some restrictions). 

Although evidence “about jury experiences or behavior in similar trials would be difficult

to obtain, especially since electronic harassment is a relatively new phenomenon of which little

empirical evidence may yet exist,” in other high profile cases, the media have shown an interest

in making the identities of jurors public.  Blagojevich, 614 F.3d at 289 (Posner, J., dissenting

from denial of r’hg en banc) (listing sample of articles published on identity of jurors in

Blagojevich trial).  But as the sampling below shows, contact by press and public of venire

members during jury selection or trial is not a speculative concern:

(1) Tyco Mistrial (People v. Kozlowski, New York, 2004).  After a juror’s identity

was published during deliberations, the juror received a letter pressuring her to convict, leading
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the judge to declare mistrial.  See http://www.nytimes.com/2004/04/03/business/tyco-mistrial-

overview-tyco-trial-ended-juror-cites-outside-pressure.html.

(2) United States v. Jackson, 209 F.3d 1103, 1107-08 (9th Cir. 2000).  During jury

deliberations, a juror received a threatening phone call from an unidentified person.  Although

the juror initially denied that he believed the call was related to the trial, he told the defendant’s

investigator after trial that he believed the call was an attempt to hang the jury.

(3) State v. Bisaccia, 319 N.J. Super. 1, 7-9 (N.J. Super. A.D. 1999).  Shortly before

closing argument, a juror notified the court that jurors regularly discussed newspaper reports

about the trial.  Another juror’s car was shot at during trial.  Two other jurors were concerned

about being followed by a man who was always in the courtroom, who had approached one of

the jurors in the car wash and asked was “‘this your kid.’” 

(4) United States v. Sylvester, 143 F.3d 923, 930-32 (5th Cir. 1998).  There were three

separate instances of potential jury tampering, including phone calls to two jurors (one followed

by the attempted delivery of a mysterious package), and an in-person incident in which an

individual told a juror to “‘take it easy’” on the defendants.

(5) United States v. Ruggiero, 928 F.2d 1289, 1292, 1294-96, 1299-1300 (2d Cir.

1991).  A neighbor of a juror received an anonymous note stating that he should not serve on the

jury.  Further, that juror was confronted in his driveway late at night by two men who addressed

him as being on the trial on the eve of deliberations and jury sequestration.  The juror became

fearful and refused to vote during deliberations.  After receiving an Allen charge, the juror sent a

note to the judge expressing worry that his residence was known and for his family.  

(6) Gannett Co. v. State, 571 A.2d 735, 737-38 (Del. 1990).  The Court upheld an

order restricting access to juror names and notes in a serial murder trial, where, in a recent child-

murder case, a local newspaper published an article in the midst of trial highlighting the names

and giving unflattering, detailed profiles of individual jurors, and a television crew followed

some jurors to lunch and attempted to film them eating.  

\\
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(7)  United States v. McAnderson, 914 F.2d 934, 943-44 (7th Cir. 1990).  Four jurors

received threatening calls during trial, as well as a fifth juror who had heard about the threatening

calls, and were genuinely fearful.  All five were dismissed.

(8) Stockton v. Virginia, 852 F.2d 740, 743 (4th Cir. 1988).  Jurors lunching at a diner

on the day they deliberated the defendant’s sentence in a capital case were approached by a man

who asked them about the progress of their deliberations and advised them to “‘fry that son of a

bitch.’”

3. Juror ability to follow instructions to refrain from communications 
about the case

As the Ninth Circuit Model Jury Instruction 1.8 provides, and as contemplated by the

parties’ discussions pertaining to language regarding social networking sites in the jury

questionnaire, the jury should be instructed not to communicate with anyone in any way, or to

allow anyone to communication with them, about the merits of the case.  This includes any

external information, whether “in person, in writing, by phone or electronic means, via email,

text messaging, or any Internet chat room, blog, website or other feature.”  For the reasons

articulated by the district court in Blagojevich, Exh. B at 20-21, the United States believes that

the jury’s ability to adhere to these instructions will be significantly impaired without some

limitation on the public’s and press’s access to juror information.  

Members of the press obviously are not bound by the limitations imposed on the jurors

and the possibility that the media will confront members of the jury is unacceptably high. 

B. Suggested narrowly-tailored limitations to balance the compelling interests in
juror candor, privacy, and ability to follow instructions, against right of 
public access

1. Jury questionnaires

The United States recommends that prospective jurors be informed that they have the

option of having identifying information redacted from questionnaires, which are otherwise

public records.  See Copley Press Inc. v. San Diego County Superior Court, 228 Cal. App. 3d 77,

87  (Cal. 1991).  The redactable information would consist of information that would permit the

media or other individuals to identify, approach, harass, or influence any potential or empaneled
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juror, including:

-  Name

-  Place of birth

-  Employer (#5)

-  Employer of adult with whom potential juror shares a household (#8)

-  Names of relatives and personal friends who are judges or attorneys or court personnel

(#14)

-  Name and signature on declaration that answers are answered under penalty of perjury

Such redactions should be permanent for any members who are not ultimately impaneled. 

The names of the jurors who ultimately decide the merits of the case shall be un-redacted at the

end of trial.  All other redactions should be permanent.

Prospective jurors should also be informed that if they have concerns about providing

information they believe is sensitive or private, they may provide that information during oral

voir dire out of the hearing of other prospective jurors and public, and the Court will make a

particularized and individual determination of whether their answers should be redacted from the

transcript, which will be accessible to the public and press when produced.  See Bellas v.

Superior Court of Alameda Cty., 85 Cal. App. 4th 636, 639 (Cal. 2000).

Only juror questionnaires for prospective jurors actually called to the jury box will be

publicly available, and this shall not be done before the Court takes peremptory challenges.  See

Lesher Communications, Inc. v. Superior Court, 224 Cal. App. 3d 774, 779 (Cal. 1990)

(assuming that jury questionnaires play no role until prospective juror is actually called to jury

box).

2. Oral voir dire

The United States recommends that during oral voir dire, (1) potential jurors be

referenced by juror number and not by name, with the instruction that this is only to protect their

privacy and should not be taken as a sign that service would be dangerous in any way, see State

v. Ross, 174 P.3d 628, 638 (Utah 2007); (2) potential jurors be notified that if they have
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information that they believe is sensitive or private, they may request to speak out of the hearing

of the other prospective jurors and public, and that the Court will determine whether their

answers should be redacted from the transcript, which will be immediately accessible to the

public and press; (3) a live video-feed, not to be recorded or broadcast, of proceedings to an

overflow courtroom be provided to accommodate public and press interest in the proceedings; (4)

four seats in the first row of the gallery, in full sight of this Court, be reserved in the courtroom

so two members of the press and two members of the public may observe proceedings live; (5)

members of the press and public be instructed not to approach or speak to potential jurors.

3. Trial

The United States recommends that (1) jurors be referenced by juror number and not by

name until 9 a.m. the morning after they have been dismissed from jury service at the end of trial,

at which point the names of jurors may be disclosed; (2) a live video-feed, not to be recorded or

broadcast, of proceedings to an overflow courtroom be provided to accommodate public and

press interest in the proceedings; (3) two rows be reserved for members of the press; and (4) this

Court issue a decorum order addressing the parties, counsel, witnesses, jurors, court staff, media,

and observers of the trial.

The decorum order should order:

-  all attorneys associated with the case, including Michael Rains, to refrain from

communications that are likely to be disseminated unless in compliance with California Rule of

Professional Conduct 5-120(A) (2011), which states: “A member [of the bar] who is participating

or has participated in the investigation or litigation of a matter shall not make an extrajudicial

statement that a reasonable person would expect to be disseminated by means of public

communication if the member knows or reasonably should know that it will have a substantial

likelihood of materially prejudicing an adjudicative proceeding in the matter.”  See People v.

Kelly, 397 Ill. App. 3d 232, 240-41, 267-70 (1 Dist. 2009) (upholding order restricting

dissemination of evidence not admitted at trial in child pornography trial of prominent entertainer 

//
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where trial court found this necessary to protect jury from exposure to inadmissible or highly

prejudicial evidence, in light of non-speculative widespread publicity in case).

-  members of the media and public to refrain from approaching the defendant, counsel,

witnesses, or jurors inside the courthouse.  See United States v. Mitchell, – F. Supp. 2d –, 2010

WL 3222416, at *4 (D. Utah 2010).

- any party, counsel, representative of the media, or member of the public to refrain from

approaching, following, photographing, contacting, communicating with, or publishing

information about any juror or prospective juror prior to the end of trial/dismissal of the jury.  

C. Alternative limitations

In considering whether to adopt the limitations suggested by the United States, the

government respectfully suggests that this Court consider various alternatives and their ability to

address the concerns of juror candor, privacy, harassment, and ability to follow instructions to

shield themselves from extrajudicial opinions and information on the case.  Among those

alternatives:

-  Sealing the entirety of the jury questionnaires 

-  Sealing jury questionnaires permanently

-  Sealing jury questionnaires until the verdict is rendered and the jury dismissed

-  Sealing jury questionnaires until a jury is impaneled

-  Sealing only jury questionnaires for prospective jurors who are not impaneled

- Publicly releasing impaneled juror questionnaires at the end of trial, with juror names

and address redacted

- Avoiding the use of jury questionnaires altogether

- Disclosing impaneled juror names once the jurors have been impaneled

- Sequestration of jurors

- Requiring jurors to abstain from accessing computers or phones once voir dire begins,

until they have been dismissed

//
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- Ordering any party, counsel, representative of the media, or member of the public to

refrain from publishing in any way the name or address of any juror or prospective juror, nor a

likeness of any juror or prospective juror, in a manner that discloses or may disclose the identity

of that person prior to the end of trial/dismissal of the jury.  See Stephens Media, LLC, 221 P.3d

at 1245.  

CONCLUSION

For the above-stated reasons, the United States recommends that this Court make specific

findings, based on evidence, that limitations on public access to information pertaining to

prospective and impaneled jurors are necessary to protect the defendant’s right to a fair trial and

jury privacy.  The United States agrees that the use of an overflow room to secure public access

to the trial is appropriate, but also recommends reserving seats for live observation.

DATED:  February 25, 2011 Respectfully submitted,

MELINDA HAAG
United States Attorney

                    /s/                            
MATTHEW A. PARRELLA
JEFFREY D. NEDROW
MERRY JEAN CHAN
Assistant United States Attorneys
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