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This evaluaticn inguired as to "fear of harm" to Jurers
witnesses, and defendants, but no follow-up has been
posSlble to determine if any harm actuzlly ensued (physi«h
cal, psychologzcal. reputational, or financial). 6n1y i

e

a few jurers, witnesses, and defendants expressed any
sense of "fear of harm" due to EMC and some of these
responses referred as much to a general opinion that
EMC could facilitate harm as much as any specifically
defined fear. Defendants raised the only speéific
"fear of harm" opinion. A few feared retribution from
prison inmates for the type of crime‘they committed
{e.g. rape) and two politician defendants sensed possi-
ble damage to their reputations. Otherwise, the "fear
of harm " issue did not seem significant.

RN i g

Another unaddressed area warranting fu;thér study is
that of community reaction t¢¢ televised trials and

~ published photographs of trials. What is the immediate
result of EMC on the publi&? Do they feel better in-
formed on the case than iﬁéyjégﬁld have with”conventionil-
only coverage? Dnes the broadcast of tr;als cumulatlvely

?

serve to educate the publie on the juﬁlClal process? "
- The answers to these guestions are related to the gues-

ticn, how deoes the media present stories from EMC tr1als°

Clearly, this issue was of concern to ;nte:v;ewees ’

among all participant types. Although the evaluators

did not formally research opinions on the guality of

the broadcast product, the interviewees offered opinions

and rcéctions on this subject guite frequently. These

comments may be categorized in three broad groups.
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tunity to negoﬁiate‘with the media on certain practices
and behaviors in the corridors and courthouse generally,
Whether additicnal governance of media in this regazrd
is embeodied in rules or achieved by pPresiding judges

at specific events, the opportunity to make progress
towards a mutually agreeable set of ground ruleg for
covering the courts outszde the courtroem should not

be ignored.

ik

o

The results of thie evaluation offer some assurance
that, under the guidance of.épecific'rules, the courts
and the media were able to negotiate relatively satis-

"factory agreements which minimized obtrusiveness and

other potential problems posed by the presence of EMC
inside courtrooms. If courthouse and courtroom EMC .
issues can be linked and if, in the negotiation process -
of granting such coverage, greater restraints on or

control of obtrusiveness and other problems cutside

. the courtroom can be achievgd,‘then the courts and

the media together will have made rational headway in
resolving some of the real sources of occasional media
obtrusiveness and subseguent jll~feelings.

2. "Type C" Effects

A model depicting the “universe® of potential effects

of electronic/photographic court coverage is presented
in Section I.B. (p.10 ). 1In placing this study in the
context of that model, it was stated that few issues
within the "Type C" Effects could be addressed. Type

C Effects are those effects of broadcast and publication
of EMC products which occur after the completicn of the
proceeding being covered, of both a short-term and
long-term nature.
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~instance the melee of media behavior in the courthouse
created a concern for safety. The judge emerged from
the experience recommending that the California Rules
of Court govern the behavior of media, particularly
television cameramen, within the courthouse, on the

S

*

courthouse grounds, and in juror parking areas as well
as in the ceurtroom. Additionally, the judge observed
that the issue of media coverage consumed over two days
of discussion in chambers before the start of jury se- ¥
" .lection. This is the only instance in whieh the issue
of efficiency impairment due to media coverage was raised

4

by an interviewee.

A serious incident involving tameras in the courts during
the experimental year occurred as a result of & television
camera peering through the courtroom door. A still
camera was inside the courtroom, having duly cobtained s
consent, but the television station had not completed

the reguest and consent process. A witnéss, who was X
later characterized by the judge as‘“unstable to begin ¥
with" was testifying without obvious problem until she ,
saw the television camera operating through the ccurtrod@
door. At this point she became hysterical. The televisjon
crew was reprimanded and in deference to the witness, #
the still camera wvas removed from the courtroom for the %
remainder of her testimony. This anecdote reinforces
the need to control actively extended coverage of court
proceedings. Certainly, obtaining camera shots through
courtroom door windows is contrary to the intent of EMC
guidelines and restrictions. '

Granting courtroom access to the media's cameras and
microphones gives the California court system an oppor~
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Media coverage of judicial proceedings has always
entailed the presence of reporters, cameras,.micro-
phones, and eqguipment operators in the hallway out-
side courtrcoms and in and around the courthouse gen-
erally. The bigger the story, the larger the size of
this press corps, and in the’high publicity cases, this
gathering can include a dozen TV cameras, numerous
still cameras, and dozens of reporters. When consid-
ering the issue of media obtrusiveness in covering
judicial proceedings, the presence and behavior of
mediz in the corridors and courthouse generally stands-
cut as & much greater problem than in-court presence
and behavior.

In several EMC events, judges and attorneys offerred
unsolicited information to the evaluators regarding
;) the corridor/courthouse issue. Among the concerns are:

® intimidation or harrassment of witnesses or defend-
ants as they circulate in the courthouse;

¢ influence on jurors who are cognizant of the media
"commotion® in the corridor, inadvertent exposure
to biasing input from media in the courthouse, and,
harrassment of jurors after the trial by media
aggressively seeking interviews;

e disturbance of surrounding courtrooms by media
hallway commotion; and

& improper conduct in obtaining camera shots through
the courtroom door. .

In one major trial (People v. Robbins) the conduct of
the press outside the courtroom was a serious;problem

in the opinion of the judge. Harrassment of the defend-
ant in seeking camera coverage and interview responhses
became an issue before the court and in at least one

. =237 484
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rules which permits artificial lights or some other
relaxation of the rules at the discretion of the judge
might be advisable. The occassional relaxation of

the standards for equipment and cperator presence would
then not be a technical viclation of the rules.

e

Recommendation. Rule 980.2 should be amended to permi:

at the discretion of the judge 4 relazation of the
restrictions on EMC equipment and operater presence.

The reasons for any rule relazation in this regard should
be articulated on the record.

e B s

Related Issues

This report has documernted the process of applying rigorous

evaluation technigues to the study of Califsrnia's experi-~

ment with extended media coverage of courtroom proceedings.
The evaluation has focused on specific inquiries which encom- %
pass many but not all of the issues involved. Among the B
issues not addressed, the research process has identifieﬁ Wi

three key concerns which warrant direct comment,

V\}a-‘li.

EINE S o
N P

1. Cameras in the Courthouse o N

It has not been the purpose of this study to analyze . B
media coverage of courtroom proceedings generally, ‘ s
except in the cbservation of in-court conventional media
presence for comparison with extended media presence.

Left unaddressed is the issue of hallway/courthouse

media coverage practices. In the course of attending'
highly publiéized courtroom proceedings and interview-

ing participants, the opinion was offerred several times-
that ”hallway pandemonium® and media aggfessiveness
outside the courtroom {yet inside the courthouse) was
much more of a problem than in-court coverage, parti-
cularly with respect to the issue of media obtrusiveness.
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permanent basis, it is the opinion of the evaluatcrs
that it should do so without a criminal case party
consent reguirement. The result of such a reguirement
would be to stifle the extended media process to the
extent that it may as well not be allowed at all.
Eince the evaluation has not produced evidence to indi-
cate the necessity of reverting to a complete prohibi-
tion of extended coverage, it is recommended that the
rules continue with no party consent required, given
that the trial judge has the ultimate authority to
allow or disallow EMC. I

Becommendation., FRule of Court §80.2 should remain as
presently formulated tn requiring-only the congent of
the Judge before EMC may take place.

5. Eguipment and Operator Criteria

In Section III of this report, it was noted that several
instances of rule “relaxations® occurred. (Rule relaxa-
tions are sanctioned occurrences which are contrary to
the letter of the rules.)} Most prominent among these
instances were the use of artificial lights and the
admission ¢f three or more cameras. These rule relaxa-
tions were permitted at the discretion of the judge and -
occurred under controlle& conditions. None of then -
resulted in chags. 5"circus«like' atmosphere, or obvi-
ous disruption or distraction.

To the extent that these relaxaticons of the rules occur,
there exists an inconsistency in rule requirements and
actual EMC practice. It is not suggested that any of
the egquipment and operator criteria be specifically
repealed. However, the addition of a clause to the
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a party shall be made part of the record. AS a matter

of openness and fairness and for the purpose of aiding
judges in the consent decision process, the practice

of hearing arguments for and against EMC from the

parties to the action and the media should be encouraged.
A written request facilitates the process of netifying
attorneys and litigants that EMC ¢f the proceeding'is
under consideration.. The presence of cameras and micro- ¥
phones in the courtroom should never come as a complete &
surprise to attorneys and l;tzgants. This occurred in

36 ang

at least one case during the experimental year
the reaction of the defense attorney and his client was
ﬁnderstandably negative. An effective control for this
potential problem would be to reguire the Court to notify
attorneys and 1itigants of'a’pénding EMC reéuest suffi-

ciently in advance to permit their input.

4. Party Consent

One of the most fundamental and important issues associ-
ated with "cameras in the courts” is the question of
party consent. The California experiment operated undédr:
both a party consent required and no party consent T
required condition for criminal trial level proceedings. ¢
A basic finding of the research on this point is that &
a party consent requirement in criminal cases results

in very little extended media covefage. Generally,
defendants and their attorneys reject EMC requests if
empowered to do so, and the media predominantly is
interested in criminal cases.

If the Judicial Council decides to allow electronic

and photographic coverage of court proceedings on a

35Pecple v, Roemer in Ventura County.
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proceeding and the number of media Organizations seek-
ing to participate in the extended coverage. The
several "major case" events required several days or
d few weeks advanced notice to allow enough time for
arrangements and ccordination to take place. The
large number of more minor EIMC avents often reguired

' no more than a few hours advanced notice.

-

The question legitimately is raised whether cr not use
of a request form ocught to be required if EMC is allowed
on a permanent basis. Naturally, the preference of

the media is to dispense with this paperwork, particu-
larly since the electronic and photographic media gen-
erally feel that they should have the Same access ag

the print media to court proceedings. Although the
research indicates that generally EMC has little oI no
effect on the proceeding, there remains the reservoir
of negativity in the reports of those having experienced
EMC, reports which include a few bitter experiences and
more than a few strong preferences against EMC presence.
Requests for extended coverage should be reviewed in
every instance by the judge for determination of possi-
ble negative impacts, some of which may be logically
predicted or even likely. Covering the testimony of,
for example, & rape victim is obviously unwise. A
written request process provides a checkpeint for making
these screening decisions. ' '

?

Recommendation. To facilitate the screening and decision
process of the judge, written request for EMC (i.e. _
use of the A0C Request Form) should continis to be requirs?.

o+

Another argument for a written request is persuasive.
The rules require that an objection of an attorney for

. =233= | ‘ 488
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jurors are more negative towards EMC than judges and ‘
witnesses {although less negative than attorneys;.
attitude data show them to be suspitious of media
coverage of court proceedings by both conventional

and elsctronic/photographic means. Jurors are some-
what more skeptical towards EMC than conventional media
coverage although their.apprehensicn diminishes after
an experience with EMC.' Many jurors support the intro-
duction of cameras in the court room, but just as many
prédict negative impacts of EMC on the case or on them-
selves., A total ban on EMC of jurors would go far to
alleviate the apprehension of some without compromising
the ability of the media tolihcrcﬁéﬁiy“cover the story.

Recommendation. HRule $80.2 should be amended teo prohibit
eztended coverage of jurors. " Emphasis should be placed
on prohibiting eide or front face shots of any Jjuror.

3. Notice Procedures

The rules require submission of written reguests for BMC%
a reasonable time in advance of the proceeding for which
it is being reguested. Throughout the experimental year,
the requirement that the request be written proved to bé,&
an effective means of instilling structure into a request"
process which could easily pecome informal and "loocse”.

As it was, some judges disregarded or never were cogni-
zant of this aspect of the rule and permitted cameras
without a written request. The “reasonable time in
advance® reguirement also proved successful; the absence
of a specific time period permitted a measure of flexi-
bility in the negotiations and arrangements between
courts and the media. What constituted a reascnable

time in advance varied greéﬁly with the nature of the
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Recommendation. Rule of Court $80.2 should be amended
t2 sirengthen its control over still camera shutter
notse. Blimping devices should be mandatory on all
but the quietest ccmeras pPresently on the approved
cameras liszc. : ‘

2. Juror Anonymity .

The rules Presently prohibit "close-up“'coverage of =
jurers. In only a few instances was this rule viclated %
by the media but in several other instances an unaveid-
able "gray area" was broached. The most commen TV

camerz placement i's "cver the shoulder® of the jury,

a4 placement which makes any shot of the jury a close

- up of at least the most proximate jurors., This fact,

coupled with the fact that jurors generally desire
complete anonymity in the performance of their duty,
suggests a stsible”reyisioa of the rules. _ oA

In some trials, the judge invoked a complete ban on
juror coverage. This restriction occurred in-"sensa- T om
tional crime® type EMC events, the type of case in ren
which the media has great and constant interest. In
the opinion of the evaluators, these instances of re~
strictions on juror coverage were appropriately invoked
and well received by the jurors in.the case. A rule
amendment creating a teﬁal ban on extended coverage
of durors is worth considering. Jurors would be
assured that the justice system had taken every pre-
caution to preserve their anonymity and safety.

. » o
The evaluation interviews show jurers to be an outspoken
group, and although the range of opinions .is wide,
jurors appsar to be moderately skeptical about the
effects of EMC of court proceedings. As a group,
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1. 8till Camera Shutter Noise

Observational and interview data both reveal a distrac-
tion problem with the shutter noise of still cameras.
While this problem dces not occur in a ﬁajority cf
cases, it deoes occur frequently enocugh to warrant
action. The cameras causing the problem are among
those in the lidst of approved makes and models attached
to the Rules. The control of still camera obtrusive=-
ness is the only area in which the rules ares not

5

3

"tough"™ enough.

Rarely 4id the evaluators observe or receive reports

of the use of & blimping devite Which completely mutes
the noise of still cameras. In the People ¥. Robbins
trial, & sheath was used to mute still camera noise,

but even this did not completely eliminate the problem.
The use of a blimping deviwce represents an additicnal
cost or convenience factor which evidently the media
generally prefers to aveid, particularly since the ruled
de not reguire their use so long’as an approved camera

ig used.

-
T

The Judicial Council has available alternative approaches.
to dealing with the still camera ncise problem should

it decide to do so. It may refine the list of approved
cameras to include only those with relatively guiet
shutter clicks (such as the leica model). - Or, it may
require the use of a blimping or sheathing device on

all still cameras having shutter click noise louder

than the gquietest models. Or, it may leave the rules

ag is and rely updn the discretion of an informed Judge

to control the problem. ' -
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B. Implications of Research Findings for Rules Content:

A primary cbjective of the Rules of Court 980.2 and 9BD.2
is to set guidelines for the physical presence of electronic
and photographic media such that obtrusiveness is minimized,
. By all indications of this research, this objective was
accomplished guite satisfactorily. 3In virtually no instance
did EMC cause 3 major disruption of the proceeding being
covered. Except in the minds of the most sensitive and
negatively predisposed individuals, EMC never created a
"circus-like" atmosphere.

Despite the fact that the rules were functional throughous

the experimental year in controlling obtrusiveness, the

year's experience dues'suggest certain refinements in this

regard as well as other respects. The areas needing refine-

ment are addressed below by a brief description of the problem ’

or issue accompained by alternative approaches to its resclu- 7
tion.

e

The areas addressed in recommending possible rule changas are: /
® sﬁill camera shuttef noise;
® juror anonymity;
¢ notice procedures; and
e equipment and operatoer criteria. | | jé | -

Additionally, the recommendation is made to leave the rules
regarding consent requirements as presently configured.

- -2%0.
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The isgues involved in the decision to allow EMC, and the
conditicens under which to do se, are complex indeed. The
sury needs to be protected from exposure and influence.
Judges need to remain as independent as possible and free
from unnecessary burdensome management responsibilities.
witnesses should not be subject to unnecessary pressﬁfe cr

embarrassment. Parties to the proceedings should not £ind

their case judged by the television-watching public before

judged by the jury. &
_ , #

Does EMC add significantly enough to the existing court en- %

viornment problems caused by coriventional media coverage to
warrant its exclusion? The answer is plainly ne. With miner
problems, most of which are solvable through rules revision,
standarized enforcement of rules and increased experience,
EMC deoes not add significaptly to exsisting diSturbancé-

. ydistraction-dignity-decorum preblems,

Does EMC cause trial partxc;pants and prnspectzve«txlal par-~ &
.ticipants to change their behavior in a way that ;nterferes wlth
the fair and efficient adm;nst:at;en of Justlce more than thase

changes caused by conventional ‘media coverage to warrant its

. exclusion? The answer is a qual;fxed ne. While the abservatlons
showed little behavicral impact due to EMC, interview data showed
that some individuals felt apprehension and othexr concerns. - v
Few reported actual changes in theiriggg'behavior. Many did +
not like EMC, just as many did not like conventional media
representatives present. Attitude measures and the relationship
metween attitude and behavior are what remain unanswered. 70O
the extent that attitude and behavior are linked, there remains
some gualification in the answer to this question. Taken '
globally, there is little evidence in this evaluatien to suggest
that EMC causes sighifi:antly‘more changes in behavior than dces
conventional media coverage.

~228~
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{and other media as well}, the majority showed positive

"j . attitudes. Experienced jurors, especially, felt little
damage would ensue from EMC presence. Their attitudes
matchh closely their observed behavior and data obtained
in interviews. The discrepancies mentioned above for
jbdges,'prosecutcrs and defenders are not present for
jurors. '

i

Inteqgration of HResearch Findings -

The evaluation research pinpointed several issues which will
continue to be of major concern. The party consent gquestion
will remain a controversial issue, as will concern about
potential impacts on civilian participants in court proceedings,
and the potential influence of EMC on decisionemaking will ’
continue to be a primary issue, Bal&ncﬁhg‘ﬁMC access Lo courts-
with the need to protect courts from cutside influence will i
likely be the central quest;cn on which the fate of EMC rests. ~

;) The evaluat;an ylelded other conclusions with predictxve value.?
Among them are: '

e The generally negatlve attitude towarﬂ EMC will be slow
to change. -

¢ Defenders will persist in their negative attitude. If EMC
continues in its present form, the defenders will continue
to pressure judges to invoke their discrecion in denying or
restricting EMC. )

- As mcre experience is accumulated, prosecutors, judges, and
: the general publie (jurors) will continve to reduce their
apprehension toward EMC, unless an uncontrolled high
disturbance event occurs.

& At & process level the admlnlstratzve support system of
the courts occasionally will be burdened by major cameras
in the courts events. There will be times whan a court
will not be staffed or eguipped sufficiently to deal with
an EMC event. Physical remodeling or other logistical
accommodations may eventuate,

# Judges are going to feel burdened occas:cnally in their
decision-maker role. They will at times be "put on the
spot", since the rules, as presently structured, position
them as the ey decisicne-maker.

=227~
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It is possible that when measured in an attitude survey,
apprehension, concern or negativity 1is a global and
generai perception, one which is not necessarily borne

out by actual, specific experience. In courtrooms the *
evaluators observed little apprehension, little disruptiom
and, in general, found little evidence for anyéne to %
have a very négative set of attitudes about EMC--on an
event~specific basig, A judge might feel or believe

that witnesses will be apprehensive.while the actual

event over which he presided did not verify his prior

held attitude,

It is also possible that defenders, for instance, whose
anti-EMC position remained unchanged thréughout the
experimental year, may actually have had relatively. posi=-y
tive experiences at EMC proceedings, but reported them
to be negative because they hold a negative set of atti-
tudes about EMC in generaih -As such, their general
attitude overrides the specific event experience,.

Finally, it is pessible that respondents retain long- PR
held fears about general EMC effects, despite the lack -
of negative experiences in specific events. The time
span during which EMC has been tried experimentally in
California is short. Knowledge and information about

its effects are not widely known. Individual respondents
may even doubt the validity of their own experience
(especially if it was a sihgle,'brief event) and yield

to the longer-held, easily tapped general attitude.

Jurors showed a different picture. Though a reservoir
of 10 to 30 percent af all jurors are skeptical of EMC

. | -226-
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e As of July, 1881, 54% of Judges, 47% of prosecytsrs
and 13% of defenders approve of EMC for criminal
Proceedings. .

¢ The attitude measures revealegd that -judges, attorneys,
and jurers possess a complex multi-factor set of ]
attitudes toward EMC. Factor analysis yielded four .
reljable indices on which measures of judges angd '
attorneys attitudes toward EMC can be conceptualized,

e Overall, the aggregate attitude measures are negativ%

to neutral for judges and attorneys. Defense attorneys

are considerably more negative than either judges or,
prosecutors in their attitudes toward EMC. .

e Judges and prosecutors developed a more positive sat
of attitudes toward EMC in the’course of the experie-
mental yvear. Defenders remained strongly negative
in their attitudes.

e Transference cf responsibility, a phenomenon in which
one group sees other ¢roups but not their cwn group .
as being affected negatively by EMC, persisted in B
pesttesting.,’ '

e Factor analysis yvielded five reliable indices on whidh -

measures of jurors' attitudes toward EMC can be con=-
ceptualized,

® Overall, the aggregate attitude measures are neutral.
to positive for jurors.

® Large numbers of jurors, especially the inexperienced,
felt that even the presence of conventional reporters
and sketch artist (as well as EMC) creates the poten-
tial for disruption, distraction, and participant
apprehension,

e Experience with EMC left jurors with positive atti-
tudes toward EMC.

Defenders, to a great extent, and judges and prosecu-

tors tu a lesser extent, seem to display one §ét of

attitudes when measured by the Survey and another set
when interviewed after an EMC event. In puziling over
the possible explanations for this apparent discrepancy,
the evaluators postulated several eptions.

-225-
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Clearly, the number of “"uneventful” EMC p:oceedings
far outnumber those having scme cbvious or perceived
problem. The frequency and nature of these problems
nave been identified in this evaluation as input to
the fortheoming decision on centinuation of EMC. The
evaluation uncovers the rate at which these problems
occur and provides a basis for determining the proba~
Bility of more serious problems occurring.

3. Summary of Attitudinal Data

Attitudinal data, presented in Section V and summarized
below, present a considerably more skeptical though
mixed picture than event specific data., However, shifts
in attitude due to time and experience are almost always
in a direction more favorable towards EMC. '

The following summary statements about the attitudes of
judges, attorneys, and jurors should be viewed in combin-
ation with the comparative“perspective offered earlier -%
by the event-specific data. When considered together, ‘
these data provide a more definitive answer to the eval-
wation guestions posed than provided by either data

group viewed in isolation,

s As of July, 1981 judges (61%}, prosecutors (73%),
and defenders (90%), all strongly disagree with
the removai of the party consent reguirement as
a condition for EMC of criminal proceedings.

' ’ il

e As of July, 1981 judges (633)and prosecutors (70%}
approve of EMC for appellate proceedings. Only
308 of defenders approve of appellate EMC.
- ¢ As of July 1981, S8% of judges, 43% of prosecutors.

and 20% of defenders approve of EMC for civil
proceedings. :
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® Judges were evenly divided in-characte:izing their
experience with EMC as positive or neutral. Only
a few respondents (7%} reported that their experi=
ence was negative. Attorneys show a similar splitc
although a greater percentage (27%} reported hav-
ing a negative experience,

¢ In terms of personal preference, ahbout one-£fifth wp
one~fourth of all judge, witness, and jJuror respondents
said they would have preferred EMC not be present. &
Over one~third (38%) of al}l attorney respondents se
indicated. .

® Half of all judge respondents concluded that EMC hag
virtually no effect on the Proceeding. One«fifth
s2id it had a positive effect, another fifth said it.
had mixed positive and negative effects, and a few
{81} said it had a negative overall effect. Jurers
were more negative in their assessment of overall
impact: 21% perceived a negative effect from elec—
tronic or photographic media presence.

The above summary statements are based upon inierview

and observational data, which together establish clear
patterns regarding the effects of EMC. Throughout the ,
interview data (and to a lesser extent the observational -
data) there exists a reservoir of skepticism or reported f
negativity about EMC. 1In grOSS terms, this reservoir can
be said to hover around the 108 level.

The discussion in Section IV attempts to describe the
specific substance of the negativity found in interview
and observational data. In the opinicn of the evaluators,
EMC never was responsible for a "travesty of justice".

In only a few instances dig experiencgd attofneys present
a specific theory that EMC did or very well could.have
altered case outcome or otherwise impeded the fair ad-
ministration of justice. In several other interviews,

a more general speculation about negative EMC impacts

was offered, without arguing that these negative effects
occurred in the case in guestion.

. m223- 498
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at the forefront of the "cameras in the courts” ;ssué.
In auvthorizing a rigorocus evaluation of the experiment,
the findings of which are summarized below, Califeornia
has contributed to the'acquisition of greater knowledge
about the ramifications and conseguences of permitting

extended media in the courtroom.
2. Summary of Case Specific Data Analysis

participant interview and evaluator observation data
contributed greatly. to the formulation of £indings and
conclusions about both major research questions. Sec-
tion IV contains 28 tables summarizing the responses
of interviewees and results of cbservational data
arialysis. The follewing series of statements further
distill the findinép and conclusicns in that porticn
of the report. "

e Generally speaking, the response patterns of
attorneys are more negatively disposed towards
EMC than other participant types. Among attorneys,
defense attorneys clearly are the most negative
toward IMC. Judges' and witnesses' response
patterns are generally more positive towards EMC
~than other participant types. Jurors® response
patterns are more positive towards EMC than
attorneys and more negative towards EMC than
judges or witnesses.

s The presence of EMC equipment and operators gen-
erally was not distracting to proceeding partici-
pants. Only 10% of participants interviewed said
that EMC was either somewhat, definitely, or
extremely distracting. ' !

e Over B0% of interviewed judges and attorneys per-
ceived no impairment to "dignity and decorum”
becauyse of EMC. About 10% of respondents detected
slight impairment and 10% detected more than sliight
impairment due o EMC.

-222-
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® In three-fourths ©f all EMC events during the
.year, judges reported little or no increase in
their supervisory responsibility. Tan percent
(10%) . of judge respondents reported definite or
extreme increase to their supervisory responsi-
bility.

# Observational data confirm interview data in the .
conclusion that EMC generally was not distracting &
te participants. These data show that courtrocms
ware “"calm® environments with both EMC and con-
ventional-only media presence. '

L]

¢ CObservational data indicate that potential sources
of distraction other than EMC {conventional media,
court personnel, trial participants, auvdience,
and external noises) were approximately equal to
EMC in causing distraction and disruption. All
these factors generally cause little problem inside
the courtroom.

# The ability of judges, attorneys, and witnesses to
"effecitvely communicate” generally was not impaired .
by EMC. :

e Large majorities of attorney and juror interviewees
perceived no change in judge behavior due te EMC :
although some defense attorneys and jurors {(26% and .
14% respectively) perceived a negative change.

# Judges, opposing counsel, and jurors generally saw
no change in attorney behavior due to EMC although
a few in each group (10-15%) perceived a negative
change. .

® Judges, attorneys, and jurors generally saw no
change in witness behavior due to EMC although sone
{12%, 22%, and 16% respectively) perceived negative
changes due to EMC, : ¥

e Judges overwhelmingly saw no effect of EMC on ﬁuror
behavior but 18% of attorney respondents saw negative
effects. ¥ :

® There is a distinct trend in interview response data
which may be labeled: Transference of- Responsibility,
That is, a particular participant group tended to
see greater negative effect on other participant
groups than on their own group.

: -22]- 500
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s The media's precdominant interest is in criminal
cases. (ivil cases atsract less than half the
“interest of criminal cases and very few reguests:
are submitted for appellate level or juvenile cases.

® EMC events took place twice as often in Superior h
i Court as in lower ¢courts..

e Electronic and photographic media covered all pro-
ceeding stages of litigation (evenly distributed]
from arraignments to metions to trials.

e Television camera presence at court proceedings
was somewhat more fregquent than still camera pres-
ence and both were considerably wore common than
radio. ' '

G

L
i

® The predominant purpose of EMC was for daily news
stories on the particular case being covered,
Relatively few "feature stories” or purely educa~
tional applications of EMC occurred. A

s In over a dozen cases, judges exercised their dis-
crecion in EMC decision-making by restricting cov-
erage beyond the criteria in the California Rules
of Court governing the experiment.

® In several cases, "violations™ or relaxations of-
the rules occurred but in no instance was EMC so
obtrusive as to éisrupt or sericusly disturb.the . .
proceeding.

e The experimental year was highiighted by about a
half dozer extremely high media events having
“cameras in the courts®. These events include
sensational crime cases, public figure trials
(politicians}, a social issuve case, and a libel
suit between a celebrity and a newspaper.

In all it was an active and interesting experimental year.
At this writing, the experiment continuves and even nore
experience with EMC of court proceedings is being accumu-
lated. 1In early September, 1981, cameras (one television
camera and one still camera) were permitted for the first
time in California’s history to cover oral arguments at

the Supreme Court. Its active experiment places Califern:a

~220-
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The research is documented in the previocus five sections of
this report with data analysis cccurring in Sectiens II1X ang
IV. Section I provides an historical and contextual perspec-
tive for California's experiment with EMC of court proceedings,
The basic purpose of the evaluation of the experiment is set
forth along with a review of prior reserach on the "cameras .
in the courtroom” issue. A summary of the Rules of Court
governing California's experiment (980.2 and 980.3) completes
Section I. Section II documents in some detail the evaluation

i,
3

m

s

research design. Sections 11X, IV, and V a2re summarized below.
1. Factual Jummary of the Experimental Year

‘Section III of this report Presents factual information

about the one year experimental period (July 1, 1980~

June 30, 198l). Reguest record data and descriptive i

analysis from evaluation data (interviews and observa- s
i tions) produced this body of factual khowlédge. " .

The reguirement that the media notify the evaluators %
of EMC requests provided a means of measuring the

volume and characteristics of EMC activity for the

one year time period. The following statements sume
marize the pertinent findings emerging from the factual

analysis.

s About 350 reqﬁe;ts were submitted to the courts
and just over 200 of these subsequently resulted

in an EMC evernt. "

® The requirement in the first seven months of the .
experiment that party consent toc EMC in criminal
trial level proceedings be obtained resulted in
little criminal case EMC activity. The,/removal
of the party consent requirement resulted in a
sharp increase in EMC criminal case activity.

~2]9w
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VI. CONCLUSICNS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Summary of Analysis and Findings

Califdrnia‘s experiment with extended medi& coverage {EMC) ¥
of court proceedings was evaluated by an 18 month study
during which data were collected for over one year. A multi-
faceted data collection approach was employed, relying upon
interviews with court proceeding participants, evaluator
observations of EMC events, and general attitudinal surveys
to judges, attorneys, and jurors. For baseline comparative
purposes, observational data were collected from conventiohal-q‘
only media coverage court proceedings. Attitudinal data were -
collected before, during, and after the one year period to
measure shifts in attitude over time, and survey respondents
were grouped into direct EMC experienced and no EMC experience ?
groups to determine the effécts of experience on atfituce. ’

The research focused on two major evaluation guestions.

The first guestion asked whether or not the "physical pres-
ence" of EMC eguipment and operators caused distraction,
disruption, or impairment to dignity and decorum in the
courtroom. The second question centered on participant
behavior~-wzs that behavior altered by EMC presence in a
manner which threatened the fair administration of justice?
The evaluators formulated a comprehensive list of potential
negative EMC effects related to the two major evaluation
guestions and determined the content of data collection
instruments accordingly.

“2] 8~
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public providing a service to their community EMC-
‘Experienced jurcrs have little to g&in in stating a posi-~-"
tive attitude toward EMC other than as an honest expres- &
sion of exactly what happened %o them as & Conseguence

e

of service.

H

=

Judge after judge interviewed by the evaluation team

expressed & concern about the central role (and utter
‘ﬁecgssity of protecting it) played by jurors in the
American judicial system. They indicated that these
¢rucialiy independent individuals must believe that
their role and their function is not compromised by the
presence of EMC. The Questlonnaz:e results show with
little doubt that the EMC Experxenced jurors themselves
are solid in their perceptions of their own abilities
and those of others and the system to withstand the ¥
" intrustion of EMC.

~217-
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EMC-Experienced jurors are less concerned about a neca-
tive impact from EMC. On issues surrounding "other
participant” distraction, apprehension, giving testi~
mony, and task motivation, the twe groups are ¢loser

to one ancther in their pattern of responses, and a
strong negative “"minority vote® is cast., Moderate per- -
centages in both groups expected or saw hegative impacts.

T 7

While neutral to positive overall attitudes toward EMC
exists among both groups, the EMC~Experienced jurors are
far more positive on the average.

5. Discussion and Summary

The results of the analyses of juror aﬁtitudes are very
important. The trends of all of the findings feor jurors
are consistent. One conclusion stands out: the EMC-
Experienced jurors clearly have a different point of
view, a different attitude of EMC and its effects than
those Jjurors who have not served in an EMC trial. The
attitude is relatively positive.

Experience with EMC left jurors with positive attitudes. .
By virtue of their own direct experience as a juror in “
an EMC event, the Experienced jurors are confident of
themselves, of judges, and of the system in general to
withstand whatever effect (imagined or real} which EMC

may bring into the courtroom or to the justice system.

Postured in their silent role of attentive cbhservers

of the entire trial process from beginning to end, they,
and they alone, among those'studied, observed all other
actors without themselves playing an interacting role.
Their observations and views can be understood as a
separate set of observations. As members of the general

“21l6~
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The results in Facter 5 are startling. 1In Item 1,
only 18% of the EMC-Experienced jurors felt that EMC
will be disruptive vs. 51% of the Inexperienced. Almost
a2 full reversal of attitude occurs. On Item 8, 59y p¢
- the EMC-Inexperienced indicatead concern about EMC lead-
ing to incressed distraction among participants vs. 33t
in the Expereienced group. It should be noted, however,
that one-third of the EMC<Experienced jurors do believe
that increased distraction occurs.

Jurcr c¢oncern that friends would inhibit their clear think-
ing about a case ({item 2) varied from 43% in the EMC-
Inexperienced group to 13% in the Experienced group. A o,
decisive 70% of the Experienced group disagreed that
friends would alter their thinking. '

ey '~ Anticipated apprehensicon (item 3) about pafticipaﬁion in
legal processes varied from 40% in the EMC-Experienced
group to 56% in the Inexperienced group. Concern that
EMC will cause witnesses to be overly gusrded (item 14)
wag registered at 52% for Inexperienced and at 34% for
Experienced. ' : - S

Overall, the distribution of respondent frequencies on
the 14 questionnaire items shows definite attitude dif-

* ferences between EKC:Inexperienced and EMC-Experienced
jurers. Compared to the large percentage of EMC-
Inexperienced jurors who are of the opinion that the
pPress per s¢ is a disturbing, distracting, or negatively
influenecing element in the courtroom, conéiderably fewer
EMC-Experienced jurors are so inclined,

On issues relating to disturbance, juror motives and
J ability, judge ability, decision and trial outcome the

~215~
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:QZ_ Juronr's decisionumaking will be influenced b}' thelr
freinds' and acguaintances' attitudes about the case
because of television, racdio, and still camera coverage

cf the trial.

EMC £4C

INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXPERIENCED JURCR

STRONGLY AGREE . =
OR AGREE 43% 13% =
NO OPINION 13% 18% <
DISAGREE OR 448 70% K

STRONGLY DISAGREE

*03. Allowing television cameras, $till cameras, and radio
equipment in the courtroom will make people more
apprehensive about participating in legal processes.

EMC | EMC ,
INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXPERIENCED JUROR
' STRONGLY AGREE -
OR AGREE . 56% 40%
NG OPINION 13 - ' 20%
DISAGREE OR . 31 353

STRONGLY DISAGREE

*0l4, Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio
in the courtroom will cause witnesses to be overly -

guarded in their testimony.

-

EMC EMC
INEXPERIENCED JURCR . EXPERIENCED JUROR
STRONGLY AGREE : :
OR AGREE 52% : 34%
NO OPINION 2% . 23%
27% _ ‘ 43%

DISAGREE OR
- STRONGLY DISAGREE

*Frequency distribution differences between groups significant
beyond .05 level.

. w2lde
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TABLE v-33

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION COMPARISONS
BETWEEN EMC~EXPERIENCED AND EMC~INEXFERIENCED
JURCR3 ON FACTOR FIVE ITEMS

u\gm-fé-

TACTOR FIVE: Distraction and Inhibition. Suggests concern that
media presence may distract or disrupt proceed‘ngs
©r cause some participants to worry,

*Ql. The presence and cperation of television cameras, still
cameras, and radio equipment will lead to disruption
of courtroom proceedings.

. EMC EMC
INEXPERIENCED JUROR - EXPERIENCED JUROR 1
STRONGLY AGREE
OR AGREE 51% ' . 15%
NO OPINION = T13% S BY -
DISAGREE OR ' 364 73%

STRONGLY DISAGREZE

*08. Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio
equipment in the courtroom will 'lead to increased

- distraction of participants.

EMC : ‘ EMC
INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXPERIENCED JUROR
STRONGLY AGREE
OR AGREE 35% 33%
NO CPINION 128 ' T 10%
DISAGREE OR 29% 57%
STRONGLY DISAGREE

-21l3-
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION COMPARISONS
BETWEEN EMC-EXPERIENCED AND EMC-INEXPERIENCED
JURORS ON FACTCR FOUR 1ITEMS

FACTOR . FOUR: General Juror Attitude. Suggests concerln that media
presgnce may cause an overall juror strivude of )

wariness.

*08, Allowing relevision cameras, still cameras, and radio’
equipment in the courtroom will affect my willingness
o serve as a juror.

€3 iy

o EMC , EMC
INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXPERIENCED JUROR
. STRONGLY AGREE
© OR AGREE 26% 18%
NO GPINION : 13% - ss
DISAGREE OR  60% ' SR §2 g

" STRONGLY DISAGREE

' ©0l2. Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radic
egquipment in the courtroom will cause me to have to

defend my actions as a JUror .

EMC _ EMC -
INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXPERIENCED JURCR
STRONGLY AGREE . - ' -
OR AGREE 27% 27%
NO OPINION _ - 19% 11%
DISAGREE OR 54% £1%

STRONGLY DISAGREE

*Freguency distribution differences petween groups significant
peyond .03 level. ' .
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509




Case3:09-cv-02292-VRW Document408-5 Filed01/11/10 Page31 of6§w

s

‘ : )
¢ & !

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION COMPARISONS
BETWEEN EMC~EXFERIENCED AND EMC-INENPERIENCED
JURCRS ON TACTOR THREE ITEMS

FACTOR THREE: Decision Influence. Suggests concern that med*ar
presence may interfere in the decision maxing process

n.

*Q6. Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio
equipment in the courtroom will affect sentencing dec: sfuws

EMC EMC
INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXPERIENCED JURCE
STRONGLY AGREE :
OR AGREE ‘ 25% ‘ 144
NO OPINION o 241 L 19%
DISAGREE OR 50% 67%
STRONGLY DISAGREE ' o

Q7. Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio
eguipment in the courtroem will cause judges to avoid
unpopular positions or decisions.

EMC EMC

INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXPERIENCED JUROR
STRONGLY' AGREE
OR AGREE 28% 17%
NO OPINION 241 ' 22%
DISAGREE OR 48% 61%

STRONGLY DISAGREE

*Qll. Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio
equipment in the courtroom will affect the outcome of trisls.

EMC C EMC

. INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXPERIENCED JVFIS
STRONGLY AGREE '
OR AGREE 31y 1%%
NO OPINICHN 21% 1i%
DISAGRLE OK 48% £9%

STRONGLY DISAGREE

*Fregquency distribution differences between groups significant
beyond .05 level,
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sentencing decisions {item 6). A similar, though not
sigrificant, trend on item 7 shows that the EMC-
Experienced group is mere sure by 61% to 48% that EMC
will not cause judges to aveid unpepular positions or
decisions. The distribﬁticns on item 11 show that &%t
of EMC-Experienced Jurors are sure that EMC will not
affect the cutcome of trials, vs. 48% for Inexperienced
{urors. Less than cne-fifth of the EMC-Experienced .
jurers on each item in Factor 3 believe that EMC will
negatively affect decisions, It is important to note
that in the EMC-Experienced group there exists a dis-
tinct minority who see negative effects to EMC involve-
ment in court-related decisions. ' &

Table V-32 shows that the distribution of the frequencies
of the two groups of respondent answers to item 9 in
Factor 4 (General Juror Attitude) was significantly

. different. R '

The EMC~Experienced jﬁrors believed”ky a margin of 77%
to 60% over the Inexperienced jurcrs‘that EMC would not
affect their willingness to serve; 18% and 26% respece
tively felt it would. On the matter of EMC causing
jurors to defend their actions (item 12) 27% of each
group believed so. Over half of each group thought not
and the differences _were not significant.

“Table V=33 shows the distributicn of the frequencies

of the two groups of respondent answers on items in
Factor 5, {Distraction and Inhibition). The distribu-
tion of answers on every item significantly differenti-
ated the two groups.

= 210w
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TABLE v-30

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION COMPARISIONS
BETWEEN EMC EXPERIENCED AND INEXPERIENCED -
JURQRS ON FACTOR TWO ITEMS

i

" FACTOR TWO: Role Performance. Suggests concern that media
‘ presence may reduce the guality of participant
performance required by their role, - -

*Ql0. Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio
equipment in the courtroom will not affect my ability’
to judge wisely the merits of the case.

EMC i EMC
INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXPERIENCED JUROR
STRONGLY AGREE
OR AGREE 7y . B9%
NG OPINION 12% - 2%
DISAGREE OR 17% 9%

STRCNGLY DIEAGREE S

*Ql3. Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio
equipment in the courtroom will not affect a judge's
ability to maintain courtroom order.

EMC EMC
INEXPERIENCED JUROR EXFPERIENCED JUROR
STRONGLY AGREE _
OR AGREE 58% BOY
NO OPINION : 19% 10%
DISAGREE OR 23% 10%

STRONGLY DISAGRER

*Frequency distribution differences between groups significant
beyend .05 level. .
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ficantly different between EMC-Inexperienced and Exper-
ienced jurors, although shifts occur in each item.

Note that about one~third of the EMC-Experienced jurors
believe that the presence of EMC will motivate witnesceg
in their task. On Item 5 it is seen that about 50% of
EMC-Experienced jurors, compared to 47% of the Inexperi-
enced, feel that EMC will not metivate jurors to be more
attentive.

S

The distribution of the frequencies of the two groups of

L 0

respondent answers to items 10 and 13 shown in Table V-

30 were significantly different on the items in Factor

2 (Rele Performance), Inexperienced and Experienced jurcrs
display different attitudes. While both groups show

scme concern that the presence of IMC will negatively
affect ability to perform, the experienced jurors were
far more confzdent that EMC would have little ;mpact on

3

either the judges or their abxl;ty to perfomm wzth;n their
role. The differences between the two groups are striking.
Fully 89% of the EMC-Experienced group compared o 71%

cf the Inexperienced group feels confident in their abil-
ity to make a wise decision. As for their perception of

a judge's ability to maintain crder (item 13), 80% of

the EMC-Experienced group, in contrast to 58% of the
Inexperienced iurors, agree that EMC will not have an
impact.

Table V-31 shows that the distribution of the frequencies
of the two groups of respondent answers to items 6 and

1l in Factor 3 (Decision Influence) were szgn;f;cantly
different.

Over two-thirds of the EMC-Experienced group, vs. 50%
of the Inexperienced group think EMC will not affect

- -208-

513




Case3:09-¢v-02292:VRW Document408-5 _Filed01/11/10 Page350f68 . . . ..

¢ N

TABLE V-29

FREQUENCY DISTRIBTUION COMPARISION N
BETWEEN EMC EXPEPFEINCED AND INEXPERIENCED -
- JURQRS ON FACTOR ONE ITIMS '

FACTOR ONE: Positive Task Motivation. Suggests concern that
media presence may diminish participant motivatien
reguired in their task. F

Q4. Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radie
equipment in the courtroom will motivate witnesses

to be truthful in their testimony. .
EMC EMC
. INEXPERIENCED JURCR . - EXPERIENCED JURCR

STRONGLY AGREE
OR AGREE 24y ¢ 32%

NO OPINION 27% ' 28%

DISAGREE CR
STRONGLY DISAGREE 48% 40%

Q3. Allowing televisicn cameras, still cameras, and radio
equipment in the courtroom will increase jurors!
attentiveness to testimony.

EMC # EMC

INEXPERIENCED JURGR EXPERIENCED JUROR
STRONGLY AGREE
OR AGREE 33% 23%
NO CPINION 20% 18%
DISAGREE OR _
STRONGLY DISAGREE §47% : 59%

-
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may Ssuggest an area for future, more detalled, research.
However, the jury pool sample in this evaluation appears
to be a representative slice of California jury pools.,
There seems little reason to believe that these potential
differences due to education will affect the present
research findings, since the effects of education are
most likely randomly spread through the juror sampies.

Overall, these frequency distribution discrepancies sug~
gest that opinien solidifies with increased education,

and generally, attitude toward EMC becomes somewhat more
liberal. These inexperienced jurcrs also suggest that
their view of their own abilities (i.e. confidence in
themselves) increaseﬁ somewhat with education. The more
educated the jurcr, the more coenfident he or she feels
able to withstand the intrusion of EMC inte the courtroom:

-

Chi-sguare Tests

Question: Are the frequency distributicns on all items
on the Questionnaire similar for both EMC-Inexperienced
and EMC-Experienced juvrors? Are any of the frequency
disceributions between the two groups on any item deviant:
encugh to be significant?

Takles V-29, 30, 31, 32, and 33 show the results of the
application of the Chi-sguare tests to the freguency
distributions for each item. The items are grouped by
Factors. An asterisk by the item number in the table
indicates whether or not the distribution of freguencies

is sufficiently deviant for significance.

Table V-29 shows that the distribution of respondent
frequencies on items 4 and 5 (Factor: 1) were not signi--

-206~
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TABLE V-28E

EMC-INEXPERIENCED JUROR .
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS BY EDUCATION
‘ON ITEM 12

ITEM 12: Allow;ng televlslon cameras, still cameras, and rad
eguipment in the courtroom will cause me to have to “
defend my actzons as a juroer.

" HIGHEST EDUCATION LEVEL

ELEMENTARY HIGH COLLEGE  GRADUATE

SCHoOL SCHOOL ~ ATTENDANCE  DEGREE
STRONGLY AGREE ot 81 v 13
AGREE 233 173 23% 338
NO OPINION 543 20% 194 15%
_DISAGREE 153 453 494 333
STRONGLY DISAGREE 8% 10 6 19%

This table again shows that beyond the elementary school category
there is considerably less EMC-ralated frequency of respgﬂse,

in the No Opinion category on ju:or defensiveness, Correspond-
ingly in each of the highé} educaticnal categories there is an
increased response in Disagreeing with the item. Agaxn, those
with graduate degrees, wh;le being the least undec;ded, increase
their response frequency in the Agree categcrles._ ‘This suggests
a2 perceived new dimension in attitude toward EMC and juror

behavior.

~205-
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TABLE V-28D

EMC-INEXPERIENCED JURCR
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS BY EDUCATION
ON ITEM 11

TTEM 11: Allowing television cameras, still cameras and radic
equipment in the courtroom will affect the ocutconme
of trials.

H1GHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

ELEMENTARY HIGH  COLLEGE ° GRADUATE
SCHOOL SCHOOL  ATTENDANCE  DEGREE
STRONGLY AGREE o s\ 6% 6%
AGREE 318 21% 25% 36
NO OPINION 39% 20% 22% 22%
DISAGREE | 23% IVTO 42% 24%

STRONGLY DISAGREE 8% 9% 3% 12%

On the assertion thaﬁ EMC will affect the trial outcome, this
table shows that beyond the elementary schoocl category; there

is less frequency of response in the No Opinion category and

for the high school and college categories there is an increase
in the Disagree categories. Those with graduate degrees change
the fregquency distributicn with an increase in the frequency

in the Agree categories. FPerhaps those with muéh‘higher amoﬁnts
of education sense, perceive, OI WOIry about a new complexity

for trial outcome with EMC.
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TABLE V28C

EMC-INEXPERIENCED JUROR
TREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS EBY EDUCATION
ON ITEM 10 '

4

TEM 10: Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio
equipment in the courtrcom will not affect my abiliuy
to judge wisely the merits of the case,.

HIGEEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

ELEMENTARY HIGH COLLEGE GRADUATE
$CHOOL SCHOOL  ATTENDANCE  DEGREE
STRONGLY AGREE 8% - 20% o228 T 31%
AGREE 3% 47% 51% 52%
NO OPINION  53% 12% 12% g%
DISAGREE B 18% 14y 7%

STRONGLY DISAGREE 0 4% 1% 2%

This table shows once again that with increased education there
is ; higher f;equency'of response in the Agree and Stroggly
Agree categories with cofresponding movement away from.No
Opinion. The high frequency {53§) response for those in the
lowest educationai category suggests their lack cf,;cnfidence

to be able to judge objectively the merits of a case covered

by EMC.

-203-
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TABLE V-28B

EMC-INEXPERIENCED JUROR ' -
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS BY EDUCATION
ON ITEM 9

1TEM 9: Allowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio
equipment into the courtroom will affect willingness
to serve as a juroer.

HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

ELEMENTARY HIGH COLLEGE GRADU#TE

. SCHOOL SCHOCL ATTENDANCE DEGREE
STRONGLY AGREE 0 9% A 2%
" AGREE : 33 194 181 16%
NC OPINION 42% 138 13% 12%

DISAGREE 17% 44% 49% 44%

STRONGLY DISAGREE 8% 14% 13% 26%

Thxs table shows rather decisively that with increased education
there is a higher frequency of response in the D:sagree and
Strongly Disagree categories with corresponding movenent away
from Agree and No Opinion categories. Of those with graduate
degrees, 70%, compared to 25% of those with elementary school
education, believe that EMC will not affect their willingness

to serve as a juror.

-202-
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ABLE V-283

EMC-INEXPERIENCED JURCR
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIQONES BY EDUCATION
ON ITEM 3

Bobe A

ITEM 3: Allowing television cameras, still &ameras, and radio
equipment in the courtroom will make people more
apprehensive about participating in legal processes.

HIGHEST EDUCATION LEVEL

ELEMENTARY  HIGH COLLEGE  GRADUATE
SCHOOL SCHOOL  ATTENDANCE  DEGREE ..
STRONGLY AGREE 7% 16% 16% 1Y
AGREE 50% 37y a1 53%
NO OPINION 21% 18% 11%. 8%
DISAGREE 21% 258 - 29% 251
STRONGLY DISAGREE 0 4% 34 6%

This table shows a slight trend among thtse with less education
to have & higher freguency of response in the No Opinion
category. In cother words, with increasing education the atti=-

tude about participant apprehension solidifies.
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520




Case3:09-cv-02292-VRW Document408-5 Filed01/11/10 Page42 of 68

€ | ()

EMC~INEXPERIENCED JUROR
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS BY AGE

on ITEM 13
ITEM 13: Allowing television cameras, still cameras and
radio equlpment in the courtroom will net affect
. a judge’s ability to maintain ¢ourtroom order. ¥

UNDER 25 25-34 3544 45-34 55+
STRONGLY AGREE 9% 13% B% 14y 4%
AGREE 7 51% 48% 52% 46% 50%
NO COPINION 21% 18% 17% 16% 23%
DISAGREE 16% 17% 21% 213 23%
STRONGLY DISAGREE. 3% 4% 21 4% 1%
This table shows that the 25-34 and 45-54 age group increase

the freguency of their responses in the extreme categories,

guggesting

a slight trend in these age groups of a more

diversified op;n;on on the matter of EMC affecting a judge s

ability to

malntaxn oréder.
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EMC-INEXPERIENCED JUROR
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS BY AGE
ON ITEM 5
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ITEM 5: Allowing television cameras, still cameras and radiol

equipment in the courtroom will increase jurcrs'
attentiveness to testimony.

_ UNDER 25 25-34  35-44 . §5-54 55+

STRONGLY AGREE 1) 3t 4t . 2% 5%
AGREE 27% 29% 27% 26% - 34n-
NO OPINION ' 29y 22% 21% 19% 15%
DISAGREE 39% 44% 43% 43% 41%
STRONGLY DISAGREE 0 3% sy . 0% 6%

This table shows 2 slight increase in No Opinion as the age of
the respondent decreases on the questxon of EMC stimulating
jurors to be more attentive. A similar general trend toward
increasing fréquency of disagreement with this concept occurs

with advancing age.

~199~-
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EMC=INEXP
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TARLE V-274

T Wy
f—J’\-I.&N\wLU b

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY AGE

ON ITEM 4

e e 1

e g

ITEM 4: Alleowing television cameras, still cameras, and radio

eguipment in the courtroom will motivate witnesses
to be truthful in their testimeony.

UNDER 25
STRONGLY AGREE 5%
AGREE 22%
NG OPINION 39%
DISAGREE 354
STRONGLY DISAGREE 0

25-34

3%

lgs

25%
50%
5%

35-44

i
204
29%
3814
112

45-54

3%
19%
25%

404
. 13%,

55+
7%
24%

27%

8%

5%

This table. shows a slight tendency ameng the youngest group to

have No Opinion at a higher freguency and the three middle age

groups to have a higher frequency of cdmbined Disagree and

Strongly Disagree frequencies that EMC will motivate witness to

be truthful. Certainty of opinion on this matter may be some-

what age related.
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EMC=-INEXPERIENCED JUROR
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS BY SEX
ON ITEM S

ITEM 53: Allowing television cameras, still cameras and radic
equipment in the courtreom will increase jurors
attentiveness to testimony.

MALE FEMALE

STRONGLY AGREE 3% as
AGREE - 33t 25%
NO OPINION _ 22% 18%
DISAGREE _ 1 48%
STRCNGLY DISAGREE 5% _ 5%

This table shows that women in the EMC-Inexperienced jury pool
sample disagree somewhat more than men 53% to 42% that EMC

will increase juror attentiveness.

-197=~
524




Tey

Case3:09-cv-02292-VRW._Document408-5 Filed01/11/10 Page460f68 .

v & NS

TABLE V-16A

EMC=INEXFERIENCED JUROR
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS BY SEX
ON ITEM 1

ITEM 1: The presencé and cperation of television cameras,
still cameras, and radio equipment will lead to
disruption of courtroom proceedings.

MALE . FEMALE
STRONGLY AGREE 14% ' ' 151
AGREE : 3% : 42%
NO OPINION 1st | o
DISAGREE ' 328 . 28%
STRONGLY DISAGREE ‘ 7% - T sy

RS

This table indicates that women in the EMC-Inexperienced jury
pool sample agree slightly more than men 47% to 38% that EMC

will be a disruption in the courtroom.
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" Cross-tabulations were computed between all Question-
naire items and the demographic variables of sex, age,
and education for the 946 IMC-Inexperienced Jurors.

Sex of Respondent. Men and women responded te the
Questionnaire in almost identical ways, as shown in

Tables V-28A and. V=268, Only two guestions {items }

‘and 5) showed sex differences in the response freguencies,
and the differences appear minor. It seems s5afe to
assume that sex of respondeht played no role in the
ultimate display of jurer éttitude~towaré EMC.

Age cf Respondent. The %46 respondents in the EMC~ N
Inexperienced subgroup within the jury poocl Sample'showeé"
a2 consistent pattern of answers regardless of their age,
except for the dlstrzbutlon of Tesponses on items 4, 5, -
and 13 (see Tables V-27A, B, and C}. Even these differ-
ences are slight, showing only vague trends associated
with age. It is safe to assume that age of respondent
played no significant role in their pattern of answers

te the qguestionnaire. '

ot

Education of Respondent. On five items in the attitude

questionnzire, the 94¢ EMC-Inexpefienced Jurors showed
some differences in response patterns as a function of
their educational level. These differences in frequency
distribution on items 3, 9, 10, 11, and 12 suggest that
opinion/attitude in several EMC related matters may vary
according to the education of the responden; (see Tables
V-2BA, B, C, D, and £). Since the jurcr‘saﬁple ig a
sample with variety in educational backgrounds (contrastad
: to judges, prosecﬁtcrs.-ané defenders whose eduycational
backgrounds are homogeneous), these descriptive findings

-195-
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2. Ju:c;rs decasmz*»rra}c.wg will be influenced by their friends/and asgoainne
ances’' attitudes about the case because of reporters and sketch artisrs'
coverage of the ¢rial.

Inexperienced Experienc:edﬂ_,'
Jurors Jurors ;
Percent Agree or Strungly Agree 32% 3 gt .
_No Opindien 13% 12¢ -
Percent Disagree or Strongly Disagree 55% 79% -
Q3. Allowing reporters and sketch artists in the courtroom will make pecple
rore apprehensive about participating in legal processes.
Irnexperienced Bperienced
Jurors ' Jurars
Percent Agree or Strongly Agree ‘ 43% : 30%
No Opinicn 12% 123 .
Percent Disagree or Strongly Disagree @ 45% - 1:1 “

Qlé.  Allowing reporters and sketch artists in the courtrocan will cause
witnesses to be overly guaa:ded in t;he:.r testimony.

Inexperienced - Experienced
Jurors Jurors
Percent Agree or Strongly Agree 40% 213
No Opinicn 21% 27%
Percent Disagree or Strungly Disagree 9% S1%

*Surveyed while in the jury pool prior to assigmaant' to a trial.

*rSurveyed after service as a juror on a high publlc:.ty trial which received
conventicnal media coverage only.

- -194-
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TRELE VW28 Cont'd.

FACTOR FOUR: 'Gene;al Juror Attitude. Suggests concern that media
Presence may cause an overall juror attitude of war

Q%. Allowing reporters and sketch artises i the courtroom will affecy my
willingness to serve as a juror,
. Inexperienced Ebcperienced';;
_ Juwrors Jurors
Percent Agree or Strongly Agree 183 18% 5
No Opindion : ' ) 11y 0% 5
Percemt Disagree or Strengly Disagree 70% B2%

Qlz2. Allowing reporters and sketch artists in the courtroom will cause me to
have to defend my actions as a juror.

Inexperienced Experienced
Jurcrs Jurers

Percent Agree or Strongly Agree , 21% ' 188 .
R * No-Opinien . S eh . o
Percent Disagree or Strongly Disagree - 63% 4%

FACTOR FIVE: Distraction and Inhibition. .Suggests concern that
media presence may distract or disrupt proceedings
or cause some participants to worry.

Q1. The presence of reporters and sketch artists will lead to dismuption of

courtroom proceedings.
Inexperienced Experienced
JUrors Jurors
Percent Agree or Strongly Agree 259% 1%
No Opinien . 12% . 6%
Percent Disagree or Strongly Disagzee 59% 73%
Q8. Allawing Vreporters ard sketch artists in the courtroam will lead *;:o
increased distraction of participants,
Inexperienced - Experienced
Jurors Jurors
) Percent Agree or Strongly Agree 40% 23%
No Opinion | 16% 9
Percent Disagree or Strongly Disagree e 68%

. _ -193e
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FACTOR THREE: Decision Influence. Suggests concern that media

Q6.

Q7.

@i,

I3 x"".“.k~ ] ) ’ . é”\)

Allowi 'm' reoortess and 5ke::h artlsts in the courzroorm will g
a jukge’s ehility Gowel. o0 s inGeTn ouder.

will nos
Inexperienced Experiences

. Jurers Jurors
Percent Agree or Strongly Ag“ee _ £5% 82%
No “H_men _ 17% 6%
Percent Disagree or Strongly Disagree - 19% 12% 1

o
-

presence may lnterfere in the ﬁeClSlOﬁ -making proce\;s.
Allowing reporters ard slgetdu artists in the courtroan will affect sen~
tencing decisions.

Ine.ﬁ;;erienced Experienced

Jurors Jurers
Percent Agree or Strurgly Agree 18% _ 3%
No Opinien ' 16% 128
Perrent Ds.sagree or Strongly Disagree 66% 95% *

aa'mg reporters a.nd sketch artists in the courtroam will cause judces
to avwid unpopular posz,mms or dec:.s;,ms

Inexperienced Experienced
Jurors JUrors
Perc:mt‘ Agree or Strongly Agree _ 21%. ' 33 ¥
No Opinian _ : S © o 16% 24% ’
Percent lDisagree er Strormgly Disagree 63% ‘ .7 3%

Allowing reporters and sketch artists in the courtroam will affect the
outcore of trials,

‘ I.nexpenenced Experienced
Jurors - Jurors
Percent Agree or Strungly Agree | 20% 6%
No Opinien 178 12%
Percent Disagree or Strongly Disagree - 53% 82%
-192=
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Freguency Distribution Comparisons Between Conventional

Media Coverage Experienced and Inexperienced Jurors

on Fagtor Items From Attitude QOuesticnnaire

FACTOR ONE: Posgitive Task Motivation.

Suggests concern that

media presence may diminish participant motivation w

required in their task.

4. Allowing reporters and sketch artists in the courtroom will motivate &

witnesses to be truthful in their testimony. .
Inexperienced Experienced
Jurors Jurors
Percent Agree or Strongly Agree 29% 18%
No Cpinion 228 24%
Percent Disagree or Strongly Disagree 494 58% ‘ﬁ
Q5.  Allowing reporters and sketch artists in the courtroom will increase .
; jurers' attentiveness to testimory.
Inexperienced Experienced
JUrors Jurors A
"Percent Agree or Strongly Agree 33% 188 ¢
No Opinion 208 20
Percent Disagree or Strongly Disagree 47% 56% N

FACTOR TWO: Role Parformance., Suggests econcern that media preséh:e
’ may reduce the quality of participant performance re-

guired by their role.

Q10. Allowing repdrters and sketch artists in the courtroom will not affect
my ability to judige wisely the merits of the case.

Percent Agree or Strongly Agree

No Opinien

Percent Disagree or Strongly ﬁisagree

-1%1~-

Inexperienced
Jurers

75%
o%
17t

= Experienced

Jurers
75%

3%

23%
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The items in Table V-25 are arranged according to their
presence on the five facters. In Factor 3, for instance,
gach item shows & sharp increase in the percentagé of
Experienced Jurcrs whose attitude suggests that they
believe that the decision process will be unaffecred

by the presence of media. In Factor 5, Distraction and |
Inhibition, much 1argex'pe:centages cf experienced '
jurors see less disruption and distraction potential,
although sizeable percentages still perceive, even after
experience as a juror, that some participénts will be ¥
apprehensive about théir'pgfticipaticn because of media
presence (items 3 ‘and 14)}.

Large numbers of jurors, especially the inexperienced,
feel that even the presence of conventional reporters
and sketch artists creates the potential for disruptionf
- distrasction and participant apprehension.' This observa<
tion is important because it underscores the fact that ©
in the eyes of these prospective juror respondents,
initial problems asscciated with a shift from conven-
tional to extended media coverage are problems of degree
rather than kind. While hardly earthshaking, the £ind-"
ing points to the likelihood that conventional levels of
media coverage of the courts are seen as cause for con-
cern by many citizens and emphasizes the relative nature
- of any contemplated shift to more extensive media intru-
~ sion into the courtroom. :

Cross~Tabulations: EMC Questiconnaire

Question: Is there any relationship between sex, age,
and educaticn and the ways the EMC~Inexperienced jurors
responded to the Questionnaire? Are the relationships
between these variables and certain items strong enough
to suggest that the variables affect the patterns of
responses?

-180~
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Irexperienced and EMC-Experiemced Jurors py factors.
_.The means for Factors 1 and 2 have been corrected fors
direction, so that a positive attitude toward EMC is
consistently indicated by the larger numbersl As is
chvious, IMC-Experienced Jurors show very positive atet:i-
tudes toward EMC on all factors,_exceét Factor 1, whigh
was discussed above. The overall attitude of all jurors,
EMC-Experienced or Inexperienced, is neutral to positive.
The EMC-Experienced group appears confident that the negea-
tive effects of EMC are minimal.

-

Freguency Distribution Analysis:. Conventicnal Media
Coverage Questilonnaire .

Question: What freguency distribution patterns occcur
"on the ]4 Questicnnaire items for jurors, inexperienced
and experienced, with conventional media coverage? Are
there any general conclusions that can be drawn from

an examination of the response patterns?

Service as a juroer in a high publicity trial receiving
conventional media coverage appears to systematically
and unifornly reduce many of the conéerns about conven-
tionzal media coverage which pre-service prospective
jurors held. Table V-25 illustrates this graphic change.
The comparisons made here are suggestive only due to
limited analyses. The sample size of jurors who haéd
experience with conventional media coverage is very
small. The trend of the reduction of copcerns about
negative effects of conventional media presence is worth
noting. The concerns do not disappear, but the trend
here is parallel to the trend in juror attitude toward
EMC concerns discussed elsewhere in this section (i.e.;
experienced tends to reduce apprehension).

-189-
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their role and also that rMe will not affect a jJudase's
ability to conduct the 2ffairs of the court well.

Cn Factor 3, Decision Influence, the EMC-Experienced
group is s;anzflcantly mere sure that EMC ané its effecrs
will not interfere with court decisions. -

on Factor 4, General Juror Attitude, once again the EMC-
Experienced graup shows significantly more confidence
that their willingness to serve and their acceptance of
service will be unaffected by EMC. The EMC~Inéxperience¢
group feels the same way, though more mildly. On Factor
5, Distraction and Inhibiticn, the s;gnlflcant change in

scores moves the EMC- Experlenced group across the scale

‘midpeoint (3.00) so that as a group, their attitude is

now favorable. EMC wali not have an overall distracting
or inhibiting effect in the cpxnlan of EMC«w«Experienced
Jurers.

Factor 1, Positive Motivation, shows no difference betwéen
the groups. Both groups seem to be ambivalent on the
issuve of whether or not the presence of EMC will have a
salutary effect on witness and juror motivation to task
wnth 2 slight trend toward the hegative. 8Said another
way, the respondents state that they ‘do not know if EMC
will or will not motivate toward truthfulness or attentive-
ness, They may very well as a whole group be indicating
that EMC will probably not have such an effect, and that
the guestions or concepts raised by the items may be
irrelevant.

Figure V-24 jillustrates with bar graphs the level of and
the differences in attitude levels between the EMC~

-187-
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TABLE v=-213

T-TEST ON FACTOR MEANS FOR EMC
INEXPERIENCED AND. EXPERIENCED JURORS

FACTCR AND NUMBER OF FACTOR MEAN STRNDARD PROB

FACTOR NAME CASES RELIABILITY DEVIATION | BILI
1.POSITIVE TASK
MOTIVATION | .64
INEXPERIENCED 912 Az 21 .86
EXPERIENCED 77 3.29 .88 0.4
2 .ROLE PERFOMANCE .50
TNEXPERIENCED 909 Aa.42 .82
EXPERIENCED 79 1.94 77 0.0
3.DECSION INFLUENCE y . - L
INEXPERIENCED 511 B3 22 . B9 o ¢
EXPERIENCED 79 3.64 .B1 .

4.GENERAL JUROR

. ATTITUDE .70
. INEXPERIENCED 306 Bs.a7| Lev iy
EXPERIENCED 78 3,65 .92 :

5.DISTRATION AND

INHIBITION - .85
INEXPERIENCED 899 B2.72 .88 -
EXFERIENCED 75 3.35 .86 '

“~d

*z= Significant at .05 level or better,

A= Lower score indicates more positive attitude toward EMC

s
it

Kigher score indicates more positive attitude toward EMC

. ~1B6~

535




Case3:09-cv-02292-VRW Document408-5 Filed01/11/10 Page57 of 68

~ 9y

Reliability coefficients were calculateg to determing
the reliability of the items in each.survey factor,
Table V-23 indicates the reliabilities for each factor.
They range from a low (anéd minimally acceptable) .50 to
a'high of .B5. Medium to very high confidence can be )
placed in the accuracy and consistency of the attitude

e
5l

measures taken by this Questionnaire in this evaluation.
No doubt due to the wide variation in response patterns “
in the juror sample, there is a corresponding fluxuation’
in the reliability of the items on the factors. There

is reasonable evidence to believe, however, that if used
again, the same items would group together again, forming
the same factors, even with a different sample of jurors.
The evaluvators are guite confident that the Juror Atti-
tudinal Questionnaire accurately méasukes the attitudes

of the jurcrs sampled.

t=Tests on Factor Mean Scores.

Question: How large are the differences between EMC-
Inexperienced and IMC~Experienced jurors‘® mean scores
of attitudes as measured by the five factors? Are any
of the differences large enough to be considered signi-
ficant?

Table V~23 summarizes the result of the t-test of factor
means. The reader should keep in mind that this analysis
was completed on ohly the EMC-related Questionnaire.

The table identifies the factor, the factor means for
each group (EMC-Experienced and EMC-Inexperienced), the
standard deviation and the probability statement.

Four of the five factors show significant differences
between the mean scores of the two groups. On Factor 2,
Rele Performance, EHC-Experienced Jurors' mean score is
1.84 while EMC-Inexperienced Jurors' mean score is 2.42.
The significant difference means that the EMC-Experienced
group seems confident of their abllity to perform in

=185~
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m) The judicial system plays a special role in that it is a forus

of last resort where justice ultimately is rendered or occasionally
forfeited. Our system of government TO SOme extent insulates

the judiciary from the strong forces, political and economic,

which Operate in our society. Courts preserve delicate and
precious rights. Indeed, this is at the root of why cameras

have been denied access to courtrooms for so long. If access
finally is to be granted to extended media, it should be done

carefully.

~245=
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APPENDIX F

. Description. of Data Base Characteriestics
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individeal moedia or newwvork invelved in o

byl tencyd coverzts,
Only eguipment that <oos not .profuce Glsiracting soons
or light shall be expléved to cover judicial proczedings,

It shall be the affirmative duty of extencend coverice

personnel to demonstrate to the Judge aiezvatelyr in advarcs
ary proceecing that the equipment scuzght to be uscd sactc =

- sl .

sound and light criteriz enumerazied heorein k:

Ixcept to increase the watia2ge of emis= ing cchv*'c:m

) - -

lights, there shzll e no modificiaticns or acdlitions <o lic
equiprment existing in a courtrcom. Any increasse is watiag

shall Ee with permission of the Juége and, if au:h:riz&i, gt

be installed, maintzined, and removed without publi e enpo

(SRR S
No llght or signzl visible or audirle to tr1a1 par :
pants shall be used on any ecuisment dufing extenaﬁﬂ*ccvem“c

.

to indicate whether it is cperating.

Extended ;cveraée perscrnel and equipment ﬁhali Le
positicned so 2s to provide reasonablercovo:age in such
locatioﬁ in the Court facility 2s shall ke designateld by £he
Judge. Eguipmnent that is not a cowponent part of 2 televis,
camera, and video and socund reco*d;ng eguirment, sﬁall to
located cutsiée the courtroom, unless other arrancesmen<s ar
approved in aévance by the Judge.

]

Ixtended coverage equinment chall not ke pliced in or
rexvoved from the courtfosin except prior to or after prozcol
each day, or during a recess.

All extendzd cove}a;c equiﬁment cprrators shall azsuar
their assigned, fixed position within the Cesignated arsa &

oence established in that pesition shall zc« in 2 monr 80
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1 rot to call attention to thelr activizies. Extengad cowvierns:o

9 equipment operators shall rot.be pofmitted to move absut <uring
3 rne Court session.

4 _ Pooling arra:gcxenté among members of the wmecdia shali oo
b the sole responsibility‘cf the media and shall not':c;uizi the

g'] Judge eor Court perscnnel to mediate disputes.

10 DATED: o R

7 of agreament or in the event of unresclved disputes rcla%;:; K=
s somling arrangements, the Jucce may termirate 21l or any
9 portions of extenéed coveraye.

15
16
17
18
10
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¢ ~

To wootie

1
8]
cr
9]

¢ the 2tterney-=licnt priviiece and i

be no dudio covarace of conferences -hbotwoen atternoys end

clients or parties, ©T between co-counsel and clients or

parties, or between counsel and the Judge held at the bemnch.
mhere shall te no extended coverzce of any cenfercne?

held in the chamdbers of a Juidge. . 2

presehteﬁ to the Court in the &bsence ©f the jury which 2ye

in
-]
]
'.J
N
E]
w2
€
(]
-~

for the purpose of Cetermining the admis%ibility o
the Juige may’ccnéQCt'a hearing in chanbers.
Ex;eﬁﬁed coverage in the courtrcom shall be allowsd
during and only durihg:"‘ : . . i
(a} The epening statement ¢f the attorney %,
~ for the Pecple; S
() .The opéning statenent of the attorney o
for the Defencdant:
(¢} The opening argumenﬁ wf the attorney - F
for the People:
(8). The argument of the attorney foxr the
Defendant; and
{e) The closing argurment of the attorney
for the Peo;ie. ' ' *
. - mhere shall be no extended coverage ©I COUTLICOm pICT

cecdings through any open courtroom <Coor or window in any coor

‘or through any access to or aperture in the coursroci..

Equipment from one television station or netwerh--

Ves .
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H
D,

1 dcesicnated as the PROIING stzeign ©F .CTuSThR--®NI.- TR OFIIC

o mitted . access to 2 covrtrocm proTeeding at one cime, W

3 pooling staztion or rotuvork may wse 2 periable television

4 caﬁera‘that ig silent, a videoptaps elec;fonic camsra, O, iT

7 the.absence of such eguipnmont, a silent 1E&mn sound €D il

6 (self-blimped) czmera. Ome televicicn cawera, operated LV

7 one ramara person. eM2ll be admitted to recoré the proc2eiing

8 cne avdic system for broadcast PuUrpeses shall be psimis

9 in a p:oceeding. where possikble, audio for a2ll medisz gnz1) bz
10 from aqdio systems_gresent in theICcurt. If ﬂo tcchn;c% -

11 suitable audio systen exists, a.micﬁophona an¢ relpted wizing
1z essential fnyr media purrpoOses shall be uncbtrusive, legated in
13 places 6esign¥ted in advance by the Juége, and operated by
14 one person.
15 | _ One still photogrzzher, using not more than WO still
16 cameras with not more than TwWo lenses for each camers ‘shall
17 be permitted in a proccecing subiect to extencad covawaea. A
18 second 5till photographar, ¢sing not more than twe sblll

19 cameras with not mcre than two lenses for eachwcamera, 2y be
20 aémitted in the discretion oz the Judge. Suc% still camaras
21 shall not produce distracting clicking sounas or light GuTing
22 the permitted cerrage cf the proceedings, recardlhss ol

93! sehedules A and B set forth in pule 980.2(k) of california

24 Rules of Court. No motorizeﬁ d:ive_e;uipnent shz21ll re sermic

25\ and no moving lichts, §lash attachments, OF sudéen 1 gh ing

No ecuipnent oI clothing of any exconded coOverase

"

95\ changas shall be permittec duving CouTrt proceecings.

\ » k3 x - a .
23\ sennel shall bear any insignia or jdentificacion ©f the
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10
11

12

e

13

4
<

15
16
17
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21
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27
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W

B

IN THEE SUFERIOR COURT OF THL ETATZI OF CrLITCIIII M

IN AND FOR THE:COUNTY .OF SACRAMENTO

PEOFLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFCRIIA,) NO. 59201 DEFT. 18
}.
vs: ; . ORDER ESTRRLISHING -
™THOT SCEELAT Y Toree-
RLAN no;nx:\'s, y EXTENDID COVERLGI CF TRINL
. _ }- . 5,
.Defendant,) )

Photogranhing, recording for brozdcasting ani brosdossuin
shall not be permitted within the courtrcom while Cours is in
session or during any mid-morning or mid-aftermocnh recsse exIzy

as authorized by this Order.

iL

"Extended coverzge” means any rmedia recorfing cr hreag-
casting of proceedings by the uéa of televisian, radio, ghoso-
grzphie, or recordéing eguipment.

“Trzal partxczsants means &ll parties, attornevs, jurore

m;tnessas, Court personnel and the Judge or Sudges presant

during the conduct of proceedings.,

"Media" neans any news gathering or roporting agfencies
and the individual persons involved, ané includes rewssezers,
radic, television, radic ard television NELWoris, News S4rvicoi

L

magazires, tracde papers, in-houss publications, professic

ty
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journals.‘o: other news roperting ©7 news gothorins etbonIni:
whose function it is to inferm the publiz cor scme segment

thereof.

Extended coverazzge ghall be condugted sO 2:r not to be die-

dignity which must attend the raMting of desisions thet asf

the life, liberty, or property of citizens.

-
-

ﬁo extended c&varage shall bg z2lloved exgeps W
consent of the Juége. Such consent shzll e in writing.'file*
in the record of tﬁe proceedings, anéd recorcded in the b
of the Cour<.

-
e

or terminate extended coverage if 3 party objects to exten

coverage.

The consent of the attorney for a parcy shall not

T
1

reguired, but the attorney may direct a motion to the Judzz to
refuse, limit, or terminate extended coverage. Such motich
sﬁall be directed to the discretion of the Judge. The
objéction of the attornev for & party shall be noted in the
record of tha'proceedings_and in the minutes of the Court.

The Judce may in the intersts of justice, refuse, 1Iimit
or terminate extenégd ccveragg-of any witness wrﬁ ghieres 0
extended coverage.

There shali be no closeup or "zoom" extended COV2rate
of individval memders of the jury while in the jury Dox, while
within the courtrocm, while in the jury deliberation recm
during recess, or while going to or {rcom the_éclibcr:tic: Ic

at any time.

Al
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o in

~1

Il

12

13

13

15-

16
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¢ -~
pursuant to Californis Rules of Court.

Cn Cetober 30, 1530, nene of the persons opsrating the slectronic
eguipment gave thelr nameé or affiliation te the Clerk.

Therefore, it appearing (1) that there was a faiiurc ¢f the media to
ccm;l& with the Court's request that they identify each individual opeFating.
the equiprent and identify their media affiljation and {2) since the a5§oin:-
ment of counsel neither the defendant nor his attorney, or either of zﬁhm‘
has f£iled 38 written consent authorizing extended m;dia soversge, further
media coveraze im the case of The People of thes State of California vs#
Mark Venters McDermand is hereby DENIED. ‘

"t shall de the responsibility of fhe.media to make alseparate'

request for later extended coverage™. California Rules of Court geg.2({e){2),

e
wa

o, s e
Dated:/ /’.{/:23‘3?7;/&& 5:/}:5@ . - L G:ﬁ%isw%{f{#

Judge of the Minicipal Cour=
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