Supreme Court of California
Jorge E. Navarrete, Clerk and Executive Officer of the Court
FElectronically RECEIVED on 10/20/2021 by Karissa Castro, Deputy Clerk

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In re WILLIAM MILTON, Supreme Court
Case No.
Petitioner, S259954

on Habeas Corpus. Court of Appeal
Case No.
B297354

Los Angeles
Superior Court
Case No.
TA039953

MATERIALS FOR WHICH JUDICIAL NOTICE IS SOUGHT
IN PETITIONER’S MOTION FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE
FILED ON MAY 13, 2020

TO THE HONORABLE PRESIDING JUSTICE AND
ASSOCIATE JUSTICES OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA:

Petitioner William Milton hereby submits the materials for
which judicial notice has been sought in petitioner’s motion for
judicial notice filed on May 13, 2020. These materials include the
record and unpublished opinion from petitioner’s appeal in

Second Appellate District case number B131757.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: October 20, 2020 /S/ BRAD KAISERMAN

BRAD KAISERMAN
Attorney for Petitioner
WILLIAM MILTON
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NOTICE TO APPELLANT

In the event that a request for correction is filed,
counsel should deliver this copy of this transcript
to the court clerk at the time of the hearing so that

it may be conformed.

CLERK’S TRANSCRIPT
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IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF COMPTON JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

HON. MARCELITA V. HAYNES, JUDGE DIVISION 001

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE
OF CALIFORNIA,

PLAINTIFF,
CASE NO. TA039953

VS.
VIOLATION SECTION:

WILLIAM MILTON,

DEFENDANT.

Log FILE
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT MGELESsUPEmD
R

PRELIMINARY HEARING OR Coy
SEPTEMBER 29, 1998 ocr g 4 199 i
8
cL
é{)ARKE_CLERK
By L g
EL;_ Dgpyy,
APPEARANCES
FOR THE PEOPLE: GIL GARCETTI, DISTRICT ATTORNEY
BY: HENRY KERNER
DEPUTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY
200 WEST COMPTON BOULEVARD
COMPTON, CALIFORNIA 90220
FOR THE DEFENDANT: MICHAEL P. JUDGE, PUBLIC DEFENDER
BY: JERRY WEIL
DEPUTY PUBLIC DEFENDER
200 WEST COMPTON BOULEVARD
COMPTON, CALIFORNIA 90220
SPANISH LANGUAGE
INTERPRETER: GEORGE PYE
REPORTED BY: CAROLYN J. LARSON, CSR 2565
OFFICIAL REPORTER
HTA: OCTOBER 13, 1998 []g%i(?sg\;ﬁ !
DEPARTMENT C NTOUNHNAL
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PEOPLE'S WITNESSES:

DIRECT CROSS REDIRECT RECROSS

VOIR
DIRE

AVILA, JUAN

DEFENSE WITNESSES:

NONE

5 10

EXHIBITS

(NONE OFFERED.)
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COMPTON, CALIFORNIA - TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 29, 1998

2:55 P.M.

THE COURT: CALLING THE CASE OF WILLIAM MILTON,
TA039953.
IS THAT YOUR TRUE AND COMPLETE NAME, MR. MILTON?
THE DEFENDANT: BEG PARDON?
THE COURT: IS THAT YOUR TRUE AND COMPLETE NAME?
THE DEFENDANT: YES.
THE COURT: DO YOU HAVE A MIDDLE NAME?
THE DEFENDANT: YEAH, M.
THE COURT: JUST THE INITIAL M?
THE DEFENDANT: YEAH.
THE COURT: THE COMPLAINT IS AMENDED BY INTERLINEATION
AND WILL REFLECT THE DEFENDANT'S TRUE NAME.
MR. WEIL ON BEHALF OF MR. GOLUB, CORRECT?
MR. WEIL: YES.
THE COURT: COUNSEL AND DEFENDANT WAIVE READING OF THE
COMPLAINT, STATEMENT OF RIGHTS?
MR. WEIL: SO WAIVED.
THE COURT: MOTION TO EXCLUDE WITNESSES IS GRANTED,
EXCEPT FOR THE PEOPLE'S FIRST TESTIFYING WITNESS.
MR. WEIL, ANY WITNESSES TODAY?
MR. WEIL: NO.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, PEOPLE.
MR. KERNER: YES, WE'RE GOING TO HAVE A COUPLE OF
WITNESSES STEP OUTSIDE. I ALSO WOULD ASK THAT DETECTIVE ANNA

CARLISLE BE DESIGNATED AS THE INVESTIGATING OFFICER AND REMAIN.
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THE COURT: YES.

MR. KERNER: THANK YOU?
THE COURT: FIRST WITNESS.
MR. KERNER: JUAN AVILA.

THE COURT: THE WITNESS IS UTILIZING THE SERVICES OF

THE SPANISH INTERPRETER.

JUAN AVILA,
CALLED AS A WITNESS BY THE PEOPLE, WAS SWORN AND TESTIFIED
THROUGH THE SPANISH LANGUAGE INTERPRETER AS FOLLOWS:
THE CLERK: YOU DO SOLEMNLY SWEAR THE TESTIMONY YOU ARE
ABOUT TO GIVE IN THE CAUSE NOW PENDING BEFORE THIS COURT SHALL
BE THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH, AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH, SO
HELP YOU GOD.
THE WITNESS: YES.
THE CLERK: PLEASE TAKE THE WITNESS STAND.
PLEASE STATE YOUR FULL NAME AND SPELL YOUR LAST
NAME FOR THE RECORD.
THE WITNESS: DO I HAVE TO SPELL IT?
THE COURT: INTERPRETER'S SPELLING IS FINE. JUST STATE
YOUR NAME.
THE WITNESS: MY NAME IS JUAN AVILA.
THE INTERPRETER: A-V-I-L-A, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: THANK YOU.
PROCEED.
MR. KERNER: THANK YOU.
v
/77
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DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KERNER:

Q. GOOD AFTERNOON, MR. AVILA.

A. GOOD AFTERNQON.

Q. WHERE DO YOU WORK, SIR?

A. I WORK IN TAM'S.

Q. AND IS TAM'S A RESTAURANT?

A. YES.

Q. OKAY. AND REFERRING YOU TO THE DATE OF

SEPTEMBER 6TH, 1998, AT ABOUT 1:30 IN THE MORNING, WERE YOU
WALKING HOME FROM THIS TAM'S RESTAURANT?

A. YES.

Q. AND WERE YOU NEAR 95TH STREET AND FIGUEROA IN

THE CITY AND COUNTY OF LOS ANGZLES?

A. YES.

Q. AND DID YOU ENCOUNTER SOMEBODY NEAR THAT
INTERSECTION?

A. COULD YOU PLEASEZ REPEAT THE QUESTION.

Q. DID SOMEBODY APPROACH YOU?

A. YES.

Q. OKAY. AND WHAT DID THAT PERSON DO?

A. HE CAME VERY CLOSE TO ME.

Q. AND DID HE SAY ANYTHING?

A. I APPROACHED HIM, AND HE ASKED ME IF I HAD ANY

MONEY ON ME, AND I SAID NO.
Q. OKAY. AND WHAT HAPPENED THEN?
A, AND AFTER, HE ASKED ME, IF I COULD BE INTERESTZ

IN SOME "MOTA," WHICH MEANS DRUGS.
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AND WHAT DID YOU ANSWER?
I TOLD HIM NO.

AND WHAT HAPPENED NEXT?

o p oo

THEN HE ASKED ME, "WHAT DO YOU HAVE IN THIS
POCKET?" I SAID, "NOTHING," I HAD JUST A PAIR OF PANTS.
Q. OKAY. AND BY "POCKET" WAS HE POINTING TO

ANYTHING ON YOUR BODY?

Al WITH HIS HAND, HE SIGNALED THE PLACE WHERE HE

THOUGHT I HAD SOMETHING.

Q. OKAY. AND WHAT PLACE WAS THAT?

A. IN THE BAG WHERE I HAD THE PAIR OF PANTS.

Q. OKAY. SO YOU WERE CARRYING A BAG WITH YOU?
AL UH-HUH, I HAD MY PANTS IN A BAG.

Q. AND GO AHEAD, WHY DON'T YOU PICK IT UP? WHAT

HAPPENED AFTER HE ASKED YOU THE QUESTION ABOUT THE POCKET?

A. AFTER, HE CAME REAL, REAL CLOSE TO ME, AND THEN
HE SAYS -- HE SAYS -- HE SAYS -- HE PUTS HIS FINGERS, HIS TWO
FINGERS AND THEN HE PUT HIS FINGERS IN MY POCKET, THEN I BACK
UP, THEN HE PUT HIS HAND IN HIS REAR POCKET AS IF HE WOULD HAVE
SOME KIND OF A WEAPON OR AS IF HE WOULD BE READY TO DRAW A
WEAPON.

Q. OKAY. SO JUST TO GO BACK, SO HE PUT ONE HAND IN

YOUR POCKET AND ONE HAND IN HIS POCKET?

A. NO, HE ONLY PUT TWO FINGERS IN MY POCKET.

Q. OKAY. AND DID HE REMOVE ANYTHING OUT OF ?OUR
POCKET?

A. NOT AT THAT MOMENT, NO.

Q. OKAY. SO WHAT HAPPENED?
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A. AFTER WHEN I THOUGHT THAT HE HAD A WEAPON, IT
COULD HAVE BEEN A GUN, IT COULD NOT HAVE BEEN A GUN. AND

BECAUSE I BECAME VERY SCARED AT THAT POINT, HE PUT HIS HANDS IN

MY POCKETS.

Q. BOTH HANDS OR JUST ONE HAND?

A. THE TWO OF THEM.

Q. OKAY. AND WHAT HAPPENED? DID HE TAKE ANYTHING
ouT?

A. HE TOOK OUT EVERYTHING I HAD IN MY POCKETS.

AND WHAT WAS THAT?
A. IN THE FRONT POCKET, I HAD COINS, AND IN MY REAR

POCKETS, I HAD MY MONEY WHICH WAS A $20 BILL.

Q. OKAY. SO DID HE TAKE THE COINS AND THE $20
BILL?

A. EVERYTHING, AND THE ONLY THING THAT I WAS ABLE
TO RETRIEVE FROM HIM WERE MY KEYS.

Q. OKAY. NOW, WHEN YOU SAY "RETRIEVE," DID HE GIVE
THEM BACK TO YOU OR DID YOU TAKE THEM BACK?

A. BEFORE, BEFORE HE SEARCHED ME, I TOLD HIM
ALREADY THAT I HAVE MY KEYS AND THAT HE SHOULD SPARE THOSE KEYS
BECAUSE I NEEDED THEM.

THE COURT: SO HE NEVER TOOK THE KEYS?

THE WITNESS: NO, BECAUSE --

THE COURT: EITHER YES OR NO.

THE WITNESS: BECAUSE HE DID NOT REALIZE, YOUR HONCR, I
HAD THE KEYS.

THE COURT: EVERYTHING AFTER "NO" IS STRICKEN.

NEXT QUESTION.
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Q.

BY MR. KERNER: OKAY, DID THE DEFENDANT EVER

TAKE THE KEYS OUT OF YOUR POCKET?

THOSE KEYS IN?

OKAY,

$20 BILL BACK,

THE COURT: THAT'S IRREZLEVANT.

THE WITNESS: HE DID NOT TAKE THE KEYS OUT.

Q.

BY MR. KERNER: OKAY. AND WHICH POCKET WERE

THE COURT: IT'S IRRELEVANT SINCE HE NEVER TOOK THEM.

LET'S GO ON, LET'S GO ON.

Q.
A.

Q.

A
Q
A
Q.
A
Q

© ¥ o p oo P

BY MR. KERNER: WHICH POCKET WERE THE COINS IN?
THIS SIDE.

OKAY. CAN YOU --

IS THAT THE RIGHT FRONT POCKET?

RIGHT FRONT POCXET.

OKAY. AND WHICH POCKET WAS THE $20 BILL 3IN?

IN THE REAR POCKET.

THE ONE ON THE RIGHT SIDE?

YES.

DID THE DEFENDANT EVER GIVE YOU THE COINS OR THE
OR DID THE PERSON GIVE THOSE BACK TO YOU?

HE DIDN'T GIVE THEM BACK TO ME ANY MORE.

OKAY. DID HE TAKE ANYTHING ELSE?

OH, YES.

WHAT WAS THAT?

THE PAIR OF PANTS I HAD WITH ME.

THE ONES YOU WERE CARRYING?

THE COURT: YES OR NO.

THE WITNESS: YES.

THE COURT: THANK YOU.
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Q. BY MR. KERNER: AFTER HE TOOK THE PANTS, DID THE

MAN TAKE OFF, LEAVE?

A. HE LEFT.

Q. THE PERSON WHO DID ALL THIS TO YOU, DO TO YOU
SEE THAT PERSON IN COURT TODAY?

A. YES.

Q. COULD YOU POINT TO WHERE THAT PERSON IS AND
DESCRIBE THAT PERSON'S CLOTHING AS YOU SEE IT TODAY.

A. HE HAS AN ORANGE JUMPSUIT.

THE COURT: INDICATING THE DEFENDANT.

THE WITNESS: AND HE WAS MILTON, OF COURSE.

MR. KERNER: OKAY.

MR. WEIL: MOVE TO STRIKE AS NON-RESPONSIVE.

THE COURT: EVERYTHING AFTER THE ANSWER, AFTER WHERE
THE COURT INDICATED THE DEFENDANT.

IS THAT ALL YOU HAVE TO ASK THIS WITNESS?

MR. KERNER: I HAVE ONE MORE QUESTION.

Q. THE PERSON YOU JUST DESCRIBED AND JUST
IDENTIFIED WHO ROBBED YOU, HAD YOU SEEN THAT PERSON PRIOR TO

THIS NIGHT?

A. YES.

Q. HOW OFTEN?

A. THREE TIMES A MONTH.

Q. AND YOU KNOW THIS PERSON AS MILTON?

THE COURT: YES OR NO.
THE WITNESS: YES, YES.
MR. KERNER: OKAY, THANK YOU. NOTHING FURTHER.

THE COURT: MR. WEIL.




-~
i

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

24
25
26
27

28

11

Q. AND YOU NEVER RECOVERED THAT BAG OR THE PANTS
INSIDE THE BAG?

A. NO.

Q. AND THE POLICE NEVER RETURNED ANY OF YOUR
PROPERTY TO YOU; IS THAT CORRECT?

A. NO.

Q. NOW, AFTER THIS PROPERTY WAS TAKEN FROM YOU, DID
YOU CALL THE POLICE?

A. YES.

Q. HOW MUCH TIME WENT BY FROM THE TIME YOUR
PROPERTY WAS TAKEN UNTIL YQOU CALLED THE POLICE?

MR. KERNER: OBJECTION, RELEVANCE.

THE COURT: SUSTAINED.

Q. BY MR. KERNER: WERE YOU EVER ASKED TO LOOK AT
SOMEONE IN CUSTODY, THAT THE POLICE HAD IN CUSTODY?

MR. KERNER: OBJECTION, RELEVANCE.

MR. WEIL: IT GOES TO THE IDENTIFICATION IN COURT, YOUR
HONOR.

THE COURT: WELL, HE SAYS HE KNEW THE MAN WAY BEFORE.
IT'S SUSTAINED. 1IT'S BEYOND THE SCOPE OF DIRECT, ALSO. AND
IT'S NOT A SITUATION WHERE HE SAYS HE DIDN'T KNOW THE PERSON
BEFCRE.

Q. BY MR. WEIL: WHAT WAS THE PERSON WEARING WHO
TOOK YOUR PROPERTY?

A. SINCE IT WAS DARK, I ONLY NOTICED THAT HE HAD A
PAIR OF BLACK PANTS ON HIM. HE ALSO HAD A BLACK VEST ON HIM,

AND HE HAD, I DON'T KNOW HOW TO EXPLAIN, A VERY, VERY SHORT

SHIRT.
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Q. SHORT-SLEEVED SHIRT?
A. NO, NOT REALLY. IT WAS ONE OF THOSE WHICH ARE

PRACTICALLY GLUED TO YOUR BODY AND THAT HAS NO SLEEVES.

Q. LIKE A TANK TOP?

A. YES.

Q. AND THE TANK TOP WAS ALSO BLACK?

A. GREEN.

Q. ALL RIGHT. LIGHT GREEN OR DARK GREEN?

A. DARK GREEN.

Q. AND THE VEST YOU SAY WAS BLACK?

A. YES, THE VEST WAS BLACK.

Q. WAS IT A LEATHER VEST OR A CLOTH VEST?

A. IT WAS CLOTH.

Q. ALL RIGHT. WAS THIS PERSON WEARING A HAT?
A. NO.

Q. WHAT COLOR -- DID YOU SEE THE PERSON'S FACE

PRETTY CLEARLY?

A. YES.

Q. WHAT COLOR WERE THE PERSON'S EYES?

MR. KERNER: OBJECTION, IRRELEVANT.

THE COURT: GOES TO IDENTIFICATION. OVERRULED.

Q. BY MR. WEIL: WHAT COLOR WERE THE PERSON'S EYES?

A. THE WAY I SAW THEM, THEY WERE KIND OF GREEN BUT
A GREEN THAT COULD TURN TO BE A VERY DARK GREEN.

Q. SO NOT A LIGHT GREEN, A DARK GREEN?

THE COURT: NO, HE DIDN'T ASK -- JUST YES OR NO.

THE WITNESS: YES.

Q. BY MR. WEIL: AFTER THE PERSON TOOK THE BAG EFROM
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YOU AND THE MONEY, WHERE DID THAT PERSON GO?

A. HE FOLLOWED ME AND I TURNED AROUND TO SEE HIM.
Q. FOR HOW LONG A DISTANCE DID HE FOLLOW YOU?
A. DIDN'T GO AFTER ME, HE STOOD STILL BY THE BUS

STOP WHILE I KEPT WALKING AWAY FROM HIM.

Q. OKAY. AND HOW MUCH LONGER AFTER THAT DID YOU
CALL THE POLICE?

THE COURT: OBJECTION SUSTAINED.

MR. WEIL: CAN I KNOW THE GROUNDS, YOUR HONOR?

THE COURT: IT'S IRRELEVANT.

Q. BY MR. WEIL: IT WAS DARK THAT NIGHT, CORRECT?

A. YES.

Q. AND THE AREA WHERE YOU WERE APPROACHED WAS ALSO
DARK?

A, IT WAS EVEN DARKER THEN.

Q. SO YOU BELIEVE YOU RECOGNIZED THIS PERSON AS

SOMEONE YOU SAW EARLIER, CORRECT?

A. I HAD SEEN HIM BEFORE.

Q. ALL RIGHT. YOU BELIEVE YOU HAD SEEN HIM
BEFCRE?

MR. KERNER: I'D OBJECT TO THE FORM OF THE QUESTION.

THE COURT: SUSTAINED.

MR. WEIL: IT'S A LEADING QUESTION. I CAN'T ASK A
LEADING QUESTION NOW?

THE COURT: MR. WEIL -- OFF THE RECORD.

(DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)
THE COURT: BACK ON THE RECORD.

NO, YOU CAN'T ASK THAT QUESTION. SUSTAINED.
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MR. WEIL: ALL RIGHT, YOUR HONOR, FOR THE RECORD I
WOULD MOVE TO STRIKE THE TESTIMONY OF THIS WITNESS'S DIRECT
EXAMINATION.

THE COURT: DENIED, YOU HAVE NOT BEEN DENIED CROSS-
EXAMINATION. IF YOU ASK PROPER QUESTIONS, THEY HAVE BEEN
ALLOWED. IT'S IRRELEVANT WHEN THEY CALLED THE POLICE.
IMMATERIAL AS WELL, AND YOUR QUESTION IS ALSO ARGUMENTATIVE.
TIME FRAME HAS NO REFERENCE TO WHAT IS OCCURRING HERE, WHEN
CALLED THE POLICE HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH ANYTHING. HE KNEW
YOUR CLIENT BEFORE COURT TODAY, THE FACT THAT HE IDENTIFIED
IS THERE. THIS IS NOT A CASE WHERE IT IS A STRANGER.

DO YOU HAVE ANY MORE QUESTIONS FOR HIM?

MR. WEIL: APPARENTLY NOT.

THE COURT: WELL, NO, MR. WEIL, YOU CAN ASK HIM =
QUESTIONS IF YOU WANT, BUT DO NOT COME IN HERE APPARENTLY AS
THOUGH I AM NOT GIVING THIS DEFENDANT AN OPPORTUNITY THROUGH
YOU TO QUESTION THIS WITNESS. THIS WITNESS CAN BE CROSS-
EXAMINED BUT YOU ARE NOT GOING TO GO BEYOND THE SCOPE OF
DIRECT. YOU ARE NOT GOQOING TO GO INTO THINGS THAT ARE
IRRELEVANT. WHETHER YOU AGREE WITH THE COURT OR NOT, YOU
HAVEN'T GOTTEN TO THIS SEAT YET, SO IF YOU WANT TO ASK HIM

QUESTIONS, YOU MAY. IF YOU CHOOSE NOT TO ASK QUESTIONS, IT

HE

IS

NOT BECAUSE I'M NOT ALLOWING YOU. YOU HAVE CHOSEN NOT TO AND

THE RECORD WILL BE VERY CLEAR.
MR. WEIL: I UNDERSTAND, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER QUESTIONS FOR HIM?
MR. WEIL: IF I MAY HAVE A MOMENT?

THE COURT: YES.
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Q.

BY MR. WEIL: CAN YOU DESCRIBE THE SHOES THIS

PERSON WAS WEARING?

A.

Q
A
Q.
A

I DIDN'T NOTICE IT.

ANY JEWELRY THAT YOU RECALL?

NO.

ANY SCARS OR TATTOOS THAT YOU RECALL?

NO.

MR. WEIL: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER.

THE

MR.

THE

MR.

COURT: ANY REDIRECT?
KERNER: NO REDIRECT, THANK YOU.
COURT: THANK YOU, SIR.

ANY OTHER WITNESSES ON THIS CASE?

KERNER: THERE ARE NO FURTHER WITNESSES ON THIS

CASE. THERE IS AN OUT ON BAIL ALLEGATION.

THE

HEARING.

MR.

THE

MR.

THE

MR.

TO STRIKE.

THE

MR.

THE

PRESENTED THAT A VIOLATION OF PENAL CODE SECTION 211,

DEGREE ROBBERY, HAS BEEN COMMITTED,

COURT: THAT IS NOT REQUIRED FOR THE PRELIMINARY

KERNER: THANK YOU.
COURT: PEOPLE REST?
KERNER: YES.

COURT: AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE OR MOTIONS?

WEIL: NO AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE, JUST RENEW MY MOTION

I'LL SUBMIT IT.
COURT: DENIED.
SUBMITTED BY THE PEOPLE?

KERNER: YES, YOUR HONOR.

COURT: IT APPEARING TO ME FROM THE EVIDENCE

SECOND

SUFFICIENT CAUSE TO BELIEVE
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THE DEFENDANT GUILTY OF THE SAME --

MR. GOLUB IS IN WHICH DEPARTMENT?

(DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.)

THE COURT: BACK ON THz RECORD. IT APPEARS THAT

MR. GOLUB IS A FLOATER. ALSO, THE RECORD SHOULD REFLECT THE
DEFENDANT SAID HIS NAME TO THE COURT LAST TIME, AT ANOTHER
PROCEEDING, WAS WILLIAM MATHIAS MILTON. THIS COMPLAINT IS
AMENDED BY INTERLINEATION TO REFLECT THAT.

HELD TO ANSWER, LOS ANGELES SUPERIOR COURT,
SOUTH-CENTRAL DISTRICT, DEPARTMENT C AS IN CHARLES, OCTOBER 13,
1998, 8:30 IN THE MORNING.

PRE-PLEA REPORT IS ORDERED. DEFENDANT NOT TO BE
INTERVIEWED.

(PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED.)
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IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF COMPTON JUDICIAL DISTRICT

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

HON. MARCELITA V. HAYNES, JUDGE DIVISION 001

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE
OF CALIFORNIA,

PLAINTIFF,

WILLIAM MILTON,

)
)
)
)
)
~-VS- ) NO. TA039953
)
)
)
)
DEFENDANT . )
)

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A CERTIFIED SHORTHAND:-.
REPORTER AND OFFICIAL REPORTER OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED
COURT; THAT ON THE 29TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1998, I WAS
ASSIGNED TO REPORT, AND DID CORRECTLY REPORT, THE
PROCEEDINGS CONTAINED HEREIN; THAT THE FOREGOING IS A
TRUE AND CORRECT TRANSCRIPTION OF MY SAID NOTES, AND A
FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT STATEMENT OF SAID TESTIMONY AND
PROCEEDINGS.

DATED THIS 10TH DAY OF OCT?EE§}7A998.

.

,W' 7W
CAROLYN . LARS’ , CSR 2565
OFFIC REPCRTER




SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, | CASE NO. TA039953 F’IE n
Plaintiff, LOS ANGELES 57oe5

PERIOR COURT
V.

inFormatron OCT 731998

01 WILLIAM MILTON (8/3/1966) (Bk# 5785588) JOHN A
T SUsKs o

Defendant(s). | Arraignment Hearing K
Date: 10/13/1998 BY.CbioKay
Department: SC C /Co ’Di S
INFORMATION
SUMMARY
Ct. Charge Special Alleg.
No. Charge Range Defendant Allegation Effect
[ PC2IH1 2-3-5 MILTON, WILLIAM PC 12022.1 +2 Yrs
PC 1170.12(a)-(d) MSP Check Code
PC 667(a)(1) +5 yrs per prior

The District Attorney of the County 6f Los Angeles, by this Information alleges that:

COUNT 1

On or about September 6, 1998, in the County of Los Angeles, the crime of SECOND DEGREE
ROBBERY, in violation of PENAL CODE SECTION 211, a Felony, was committed by WILLIAM
MILTON, who did unlawfully, and by means of force and fear take personal property from the person,
possession, and immediate presence of JUAN AVILA.

"Notice: The above offense is a serious felony within the meaning of Penal Code section 1192.7(c)."

It is further alleged that at the time of the commission of the above offense, the defendant(s),
WILLIAM MILTON, was released from custody on bail or Own Recognizance in Case Number

TA039734 within the meaning of Penal Code section 12022.1.
It is further alleged pursuant to Penal Code sections 1170.12(a) through (d) and 667(b) through (i) as

to count(s) 1 that said defendant(s), WILLIAM MILTON, has suffered the following prior conviction of a

serious or violent felony or juvenile adjudication:

DA Casa No. 81828807 Page 1 Case No. TAQ39953



Case No. Code/Statute Conv. Date Countv of Court State  Court Tvpe
N71914 ROBBERY 05/22/1987 WAUKEGAN IL SUPERIOR

It is further alleged as to count(s) 1 that said defendant(s), WILLIAM MILTON, was on and about
the 22nd day of May, 1987, in the Superior Court of the State of Illinois, for the County of Waukegan,
convicted of the serious felony, to wit, ROBBERY, case number N71914, in violation of Section 211 of

the Penal Code, an offense which includes all of the elements of California Penal Code Section 211, within

the meaning of Penal Code section 667(a)(1).

K ok ok ok %k

THIS INFORMATION CONSISTS OF 1 COUNT(S).

GIL GARCETTI
DISTRICT ATTORNEY
County of Los Angeles,
State of galifornia

BY:'/"/V/////, /\

/4
BEATRIZ ¥1. DIFRINGER
DEPUTY RI ICT ATTO Filed in Superior Court,
County of Los Angele

o i /@ /&s/%

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 1054.5(b), the People are hereby informally requesting that defense
counsel provide discovery to the People as required by Penal Code Section 1054.3.

DA Case No. 81828807 Page 2 Case No. TA039953
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

V.

Plaintiff,

01 WILLIAM MILTON (8/3/1966) (Bk# 5785588)

1T e L

H
i

CASE NO. TA039953;

ELES

aMENDED M3 2 5

INFORMATILON

“hn A, C

LaaKE
AT % . CLERk

Defendant(s). | Pretrial Conference sy 5 1~
) Date: November 23, I9G9f>P "CKEY, DEpy Ty
Department: SC-C
INFORMATION
SUMMARY
Ct Charge Special Alleg.
No. Charge Range Defendant Allegation Effect
1 PC2I1 2-3-5 MILTON, WILLIAM PC 12022.1 +2 Yrs
PC 1170.12(a)-(d) MSP Check Code
PC 667(a)(1) +5 yrs per prior
PC 667(a)(1) +5 yrs per prior
BC 667.5(b) +1 yr. per prior

The District Attorney of the County of Los Angeles, by this Information alleges that:

COUNT 1

On or about September 6, 1998, in the County of Los Angeles, the crime of SECOND DEGREE

ROBBERY, in violation of PENAL CODE SECTION 211, a Felony, was committed by WILLIAM

MILTON, who did unlawfully, and by means of force and fear take personal property from the person,

possession, and immediate presence of JUAN AVILA.

"Notice:

The above offense is a serious felony within the meaning of Penal Code section 1192.7(c)."

It is further alleged that at the time of the commission of the above offense, the defendant(s),

WILLIAM MILTON, was released from custody on bail or Own Recognizance in Case Number

TA039734 within the meaning of Penal Code section 12022.1.

It is further alleged pursuant to Penal Code sections 1170.12(a) through (d) and 667(b) through (i) as

to count(s) 1 that said defendant(s), WILLIAM MILTON, has suffered the following prior conviction of a

DA Case No. 81828807

Page 1 Case No. TA039953
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serious or violent felony or juvenile adjudication:
Case No. Code/Statute Conv. Date County of Court State  Court Tvpe
87CF242 ARMED-ROBBERY 05/19/1987 LAKE IL CIRCUIT
87CF241 ROBBERY 05/19/1987 LAKE IL CIRCUIT

It is further alleged as to count(s) 1 that said defendant(s), WILLIAM MILTON, was on and about
the 19th day of May, 1987, in the 19th Judicial Circuit Court of the State of Illinois, for the County of
Lake, convicted of a serious felony, to wit: ARMED ROBBERY, in violation of section unknown of the

Penal Code, case 87CF242 within the meaning of Penal Code Section 667(a)(1).

It is further alleged as to count(s) 1 that said defendant(s), WILLIAM MILTON, was on and about
the [9th day of May, 1987, in the 19th Judicial Circuit Court of the State of Illinois, for the County of
Lake, convicted of a serious felony, to wit: ROBBERY, in violation of section unknown of the Penal

Code, case 87CF241 within the meaning of Penal Code Section 667(a)(1).

It is further alleged as to count(s) 1 pursuant to Penal Code section 667.5(b) that the defendant(s),

WILLIAM MILTON, has suffered the following prior conviction(s):

Case No. Code/Statute Conv. Date County of Court State  Court Tvpe
93CF1236 UNLAWFUL USE OF

WEAPONS BY A FELON 08/12/1993 LAKE IL CIRCUIT
93CF1476  UNLAWFUL USE OF

WEAPONS BY A FELON 08/12/1993 LAKE IL CIRCUIT

and that a term was served as described in Penal Code section 667.5 for said offense(s), and that the
defendant(s) did not remain free of prison custody for, and did commit an offense resulting in a feloﬁy

conviction during, a period of five years subsequent to the conclusion of said term.

DA Case No. 81828807 Page 2 Case No. TA039953
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O THIS INFORMATION CONSISTS OF 1 COUNT(S).

GIL GARCETTI
o DISTRICT ATTORNEY
- County of Los Angeles,
State of California

BEATRIZ RINGER
DEPUTY D CT ATTO

Y Filed in Superior Court,
County of Los Angeles

/EL DATED: // J3/7g

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 1054.5(b), the People are hereby informally requesting that defense
counsel provide discovery to the People as required by Penal Code Section 1054.3.

DA Case No. 81828807 Page 3 Case No. TA039953
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE PRINTED: 10/13/98

CASE NO. TAG39953
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

(JNFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT 61: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

_ON 16/13/98 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCC
CASE CALLED FOR ARRAIGNMENT

PARTIES: ARTHUR M. LEW (JUDGE) PHIL LOYA (CLERK)
SYLVIA ALSTON (REP) BEATRIZ D. DIERINGER (DDA)

?UBLIC DEFENDER APPOINTED. PAUL GOLUB - P.D.

DEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

INFORMATION FILED AND THE DEFENDANT IS ARRAIGNED.
' DEFENDANT PLEADS NOT GUILTY TO COUNT 01, 211 PC - ROBBERY.

DEFENDANT DENIES SPECIAL ALLEGATIONS

. NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
11/12/98 830 AM PRETRIAL CONFERENCE DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCH

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT 2:
12/10/98 830 AM JURY TRIAL DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCA

DAY 58 OF 60

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

ARRAIGNMENT
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 10/13/98



MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

00

DATE PRINTED: 11/12/98

CASE NO. TAO39953
¢THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

~TNFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

ON 11/12/98 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCH
CASE CALLED FOR PRETRIAL CONFERENCE

PARTIES: JACK MORGAN (JUDGE) JEFF SUMMERS (CLERK)
BECKY MCKINNEY (REP) JAMES R KIMMEL (DDA)

"JEFENDANT IS NOT PRESENT IN COURT, BUT REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER APPEARING BY A. DEGROOT

DEFENDANT IS NOT PRESENT.
PRE-TRIAL IS CONTINUED TO THE BELOW DATE AND TIME.

JEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
11/18/98 830 AM PRETRIAL CONFERENCE  DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCH

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

PRETRIAL CONFERENCE
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 11/12/98
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE PRINTED: 11/18/98

CASE NO. TA039953
~THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

~INFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT 61: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

ON 11/18/98 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCC

itASE CALLED FOR PRETRIAL CONFERENCE

PARTIES: ARTHUR M. LEW (JUDGE) GERALD DICKEY (CLERK)
SYLVIA ALSTON (REP) SEAN HASSETT (DA)

~YEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT; AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

(NO LEGAL FILE) MATTER IS CONTINUED TO DATE AND TIME BELOW.
DEFENDANT ORDERED TO RETURN.

~NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:

UPON MOTION OF COURT

11/23/98 830 AM PRETRIAL CONFERENCE DIST L.A. SUPERIQR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCC
~NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT 2:
LSURY TRIAL

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

PRETRIAL CONFERENCE
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 11/18/98
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MINUTE ORDER Co0oRS
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE PRINTED: 11/23/98

CASE NO. TAO39953
("THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

~INFORMATION FILED ON 16/13/98.
COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

. ON 11/23/98 AT 836 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCC
CASE CALLED FOR PRETRIAL CONFERENCE

PARTIES: ARTHUR M. LEW (JUDGE) GERALD DICKEY (CLERK)
SYLVIA ALSTON (REP) BEATRIZ D. DIERINGER (DDA)

" 'DEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

AMENDED INFORMATION FILED. DEFENDANT IS REARRAIGNED AND ENTERS

PLEA OF NOT GUILTY AND DENIES ALLEGATIONS. PRE-TRIAL IS PLACED

OFF CALENDAR. TRIAL DATE OF 12-10-98 REMAINS AS DAY 58 OF 60 IN
- -DEPARTMENT SCA. DEFENDANT ORDERED TO APPEAR IN DEPARTMENT SCA ON
"'DATE AND TIME BELOW.

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
. UPON MOTION OF COURT
“JURY TRIAL

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

PRETRIAL CONFERENCE
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 11/23/98



MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE PRINTED: 12/10/98

CASE NO. TAB39953

( THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

.~ INFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.

COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

~ON 12/10/98 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCA

CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL

PARTIES: ROSE HOM (JUDGE) STANLEY FERRELL (CLERK)
ELIZABETH SMITH (REP) BEATRIZ D. DIERINGER (DDA)

~JEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC

DEFENDER

ATTACHMENT DEFAULTERS ARE ISSUED AND HELD FOR WITNESSES:R.AVILA
AND J. AVILA. DETECTIVE CARLYSLE, OFFICER ONEIL AND OFFICER
SHEPPARD ARE PLACED ON CALL. WITNESS R. CARAMILLO IS ORDERED TO

- 2ETURN

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
12/14/98 830 AM JURY TRIAL DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCA

NAY 60 OF 60

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

JURY TRIAL
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/10/98
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: LOS ANGELES SUPERIOR COURT
LAW OFFICES OF THE PUBLIC DEFENDERS

BY: fhyl Golub
200 WEST COMPTON BLVD., 8TH FLOOR DEC 14 1398

COMPTON, CALIFORNIA 90220

Telephone . 310) 6O 3- 80 JOHN A. CLARKE, CLERK
P (310) 603-§06 7 i P,
Attorney for Defendant BY JOYCE KAMIDA, DEPUTY

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,) CASE NO.74 03995 3

)
)
Plaintiff,) PREMPTORY
) CHALLENGE
v )
) (170.6 CCP)
)
o )
Uhihmm ﬁi/fﬁ?ﬂ Defendant.)
)
;f %20} D'Gvﬂjb declare that:
I am the attorney for a party to the within action. thé
Honorable {TQCA: W70V3?444 . the Judge before whom the
471‘ of the aforesaid action is pending, is

prejudiced against the party or the interest of the party so that
affiant cannot or believes that he cannot have a fair and impartial

f7/ before such judge.

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

Dated this _/H& day of [)266M4b€0' , 1999, at

Compton, California.

Respectfully submitted,
MICHAEL P. JUDGE, PUBLIC DEFENDER

o BIUAL

Deputy Public Defender




|
| MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

s
|

| DATE PRINTED: 12/14/98

CASE NO. TAG@39953
TTHE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

f}NFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT ©1: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

_ON 12/14/98 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCA
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL

PARTIES: ROSE HOM (JUDGE) CARLIN LEE (CLERK)
SHIRLEEN FRAILICH (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

" DEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

CAUSE IS TRANSFERRED TO DEPARTMENT 260 FORTHWITH FOR TRIAL.

6UT OF THE PRESENCE OF DEFENDANT AND HIS COUNSEL: JUAN AVILA,

ASSISTED BY SPANISH INTERPRETOR VENTURA TORRES IS ORDERED 70

RETURN TO THIS COURT 12/15/98.

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:

12/14/98 130 PM  JURY TRIAL DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
DAY 10 OF 10

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

JURY TRIAL
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/14/98
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

)

DATE PRINTED: 12/14/98

CASE NO. TAO039953
CTHE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT ©1: WILLIAM MILTON

~INFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL -~ ROBBERY.

LON 12/14/98 AT 136 PM 1IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

JEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

ON DEFENSE MOTION, MATTER IS TRAILED TO DATE BELOW.

COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:

:;THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.
WAIVES STATUTORY TIME.

~NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:

12/15/98 130 PM  JURY TRIAL DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

JURY TRIAL
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/14/98
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Y

DATE PRINTED: 12/15/98

CASE NO. TAG39853
~THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

~TNFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT @1: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

ON 12/15/98 AT 1386 PM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

JEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

A PROSPECTIVE PANEL OF 50 JURORS ARE GIVEN THE OQATH RE
QUALIFICATIONS. THE COURT READS THE INFORMATION PARTIALLY. THE
COURT INSTRUCTS THE JURY AND VOIR DIRE BEGINS. A PANEL OF 12
fURORS'AND 2 ALTERNATES ARE GIVEN THE OATH TO TRY THE CAUSE.

THE JURY INFORMATION SHEET IS FILED IN THE CONFIDENTIAL

ENVELOPE HEREIN. THE JURY IS ADMONISHED AND ORDERED TO RETURN ON
DATE BELOW.

‘éOTH COUNSEL ARE ORDERED TO RETURN TO THIS DEPT. AT 9:00AM

“FOR 402 MOTIONS.

COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:

-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.

“WEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
12/16/98 130 PM  JURY TRIAL DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

JURY TRIAL
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/15/98



MINUTE ORDER 50002
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE PRINTED: 12/16/98

CASE NO. TAG39953

“THE PEQOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
VS.
DEFENDANT ©1: WILLIAM MILTON

~TNFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

ON 12/16/98 AT 130 PM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

JEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

OUT OF THE PRESENCE OF THE JURY; DEFENDANT'S 402 MOTION COMES
ON FOR HEARING. SAID MOTION IS ARGUED AND DENIED. THE COURT
ALLOWS 911 TAPE TO BE HEARD BY THE JURY AS FULLY REFLECTED IN
“THE OFFICIAL NOTES OF THE COURT REPORTER. THE COURT ALLOWS THE
PREVIOUS CONVICTIONS OF FEBRUARY 1997 TO BE PRESENTED TO THE
JURY. THE COURT TAKES WEAPONS CASES OF AUGUST 1993 UNDER
SUBMISSION.

'SEBRA DONSON A SPANISH INTERPRETER WITH AN OATH ON FILE, IS
"SWORN AS A WITNESS TO INTERPRET A CASSETTE TAPE. PEOPLE'S
EXHIBIT 1(A CASSETTE TAPE) IS MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION ONLY.

BOTH COUNSEL STIPULATE THAT PEOPLE'S EXHIBIT 1 IS A 911 TAPE
FROM POLICE AGENCY. THE TAPE IS PLAYED IN OPEN COURT.

IN THE PRESENCE OFf THE JURY;

~+RIAL IS RESUMED FROM DECEMBER 15, 1998 WITH ALL JURORS AND
PARTIES PRESENT AS HERETOFORE. THE PEOPLE MAKE AN OPENING
STATEMENT. THE DEFENDANT GIVES AN OPENING STATEMENT.

jUAN AVILA IS SWORN AND TESTIFIES FOR THE PEOPLE. DEBRA DONSON
INTERPRETS ENGLISH TO SPANISH FOR THIS WITNESS.

o JURY TRIAL
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/16/98



CASE NO. TAG39953
DEF NO. 01 DATE PRINTED 12/16/98

EOPLE'S EXHIBITS' 3 (POSTERBOARD WITH 5 PHOTOGRAPHS ATTACHED),

4 (HANDRAWN DIAGRAM), 5(8X10 PHOTOGRAPH), 6 (PHOTOGRAPH) AND 2(
BROWN PAPER BAG) ARE MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION ONLY

ROLANDO CAMARILLO IS SWORN AND TESTIFIES FOR THE PEOPLE.

THE JURY IS ADMONISHED AND ORDERED TO RETURN ON DATE BELOW.

JOSE HERRERA IS ORDERED TO RETURN ON DATE BELOW.

COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:

-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
12/17/98 200 PM  JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT

SCQ

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

i) JURY TRIAL
‘ PAGE NO. 2 HEARING DATE: 12/16/98



MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

0
DATE PRINTED: 12/17/98

CASE NO. TAG39953
' THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

+ INFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT 91: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

. ON 12/17/98 AT 200 PM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

OEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

TRIAL IS RESUMED FROM DECEMBER 16, 1998 WITH ALL JURORS AND
PARTIES PRESENT AS HERETOFORE. ROLANDO CAMARILLO PREVIOQUSLY
SWORN RESUMES TESTIMONY.

" OUTSIDE THE PRESENCE OF THE JURY:
PEOPLE'S MOTION TO ALLOW NEW DISCOVERY TO BE INTRODUCED TO THE
JURY IS HEARD AND GRANTED AS FULLY REFLECTED IN THE OFFICIAL
NOTES OF THE COURT REPORTER.
"IN THE PRESENCE OF THE JURY:
JOSE HERRERA, AND ALLEN SHEPHERD ARE SWORN AND TESTIFY FOR THE
PEOPLE.
THE JURY IS ADMONISHED AND ALL PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO RETURN ON
" DATE BELOW.
COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:
-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.
«NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
12/21/98 130 PM  JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL
sCQ
CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS

PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/17/98
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CASE NO. TA039953
DEF NO. 01 DATE PRINTED 12/17/98

o~
N

JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS
PAGE NO. 2 HEARING DATE: 12/17/98
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MINUTE ORDER 0
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

(\/\
DATE PRINTED: 12/21/98

CASE NO. TAO399853

""HE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
VS.
DEFENDANT ©1: WILLIAM MILTON

~TNFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

0N 12721798 AT 130 PMIN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

JEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

TRIAL IS RESUMED FROM DECEMBER 17, 1998 WITH ALL JURORS AND
PARTIES PRESENT AS HERETOFORE.OUT OF THE PRESENCE OF THE JURY;
THE COURT'S RULING ON WEAPONS CASES IN 1993 ARE DENIED AS
JTULLY REFLECTED IN THE OFFICIAL NOTES OF THE COURT REPORTER.
PEOPLE'S EXHIBITS 1 THROUGH 6 ARE MARKED AND ADMITTED INTO
EVIDENCE. PEOPLE REST.

IN THE PRESENCE OF THE JURY,;
- ANNA CARLISLE IS SWORN AND TESTIFY FOR THE DEFENDANT. WILLIAM
MILTON IS SWORN AND TESTIFIES ON HIS OWN BEHALF.

THE DEFENDANT RESTS. BOTH SIDES REST.

QUT OF THE PRESENCE OF THE JURY; COURT AND COUNSEL DISCUSS
JURY INSTRUCTIONS AS FULLY REFLECTED IN THE OFFICIAL NOTES

OF THE COURT REPORTER.

“iN THE PRESENCE OF THE JURY; THE COURT READS JURY INSTRUCTIONS.

THE JURY IS ADMONISHED AND ALL PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO RETURN

ON DATE BELOW.

COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:
(LTHE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:

12/22/98 130 PM  JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT

JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/21/98
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CASE NO. TAO39953

DEF NO. 01
)

CUSTODY STATUS:

N

DEFENDANT REMANDED

PAGE NO.

2

DATE PRINTED 12/21/98

JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS
HEARING DATE: 12/21/98
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MINUTE ORDER GUDCH
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE PRINTED: 12/22/98

CASE NO. TAG39953
(JHE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

("NFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

AN 12/22/98 AT 130 PM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
YVETTE BURLEY (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

TQEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

TRIAL IS RESUMED FROM DECEMBER 21, 1998 WITH ALL JURORS AND
PARTIES PRESENT AS HERETOFORE.

,;HE PEOPLE GIVE CLOSING ARGUMENTS. THE DEFENDANT GIVES CLOSING
ARGUMENT. THE PEOPLE GIVE REBUTTAL.

THE COURT FURTHER INSTRUCTS THE JURY. THE BAILIFF IS SWORN TO

TAKE CHARGE OF THE JURY. THE JURY IS ADMONISHED AND ORDERED TO

YETURN ON DATE BELOW. ALL PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO RETURN ON

DATE BELOW.

COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:

-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.

“NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:

12/23/98 960 AM JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT
5CQ

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED -

o JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/22/98
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RESPECTIVE DUTIES OF JUDGE AND JURY

H - e

o

-~ e T

Sl

Requested by People oo Requested by Defendant Requested by

- .) -
Given é;s‘"}iéqﬁéstéd“'f 177-~, Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion -
Refused / /

L/&L—‘
Withdrawn Judge
Print Date: 11/1996
’

1.00-1of 2

Members of the Jury:

You have heard all the evidence, and now it is my duty to instruct you on the
law that applies to this case. '

You must base your decision on the facts and the law.

You have two duties to perform. First, you must determine what facts have been
proved from the evidence received in the trial and not from any other source. A
"fact” is something proved by the evidence or by stipulation. A stipulation is an
agreement between attorneys regarding the facts. Second, you must apply the law
that I state to you, to the facts, as you determine them, and in this way arrive at
your verdict.

You must accept and follow the law as I state it to you, regardless of whether
you agree with the Jaw. If anything concerning the law said by the attorneys In their
arguments or at any other time during the trial conflicts with my instructions on the
law, you must follow my instructions.

You must not be influenced by pity for or prejudice against a defendant. You
must not be biased against a defendant because he has been arrested for this
offense, charged with a crime, or brought to trial. None of these circumstances is
evidence of guilt and you must not infer or assume from any or all of them that a
defendant is more likely to be guilty than not guilty. You must not be influenced by
mere sentiment, conjecture, sympathy, passion, prejudice, public opinion or public
feeling. Both the People and a' defendant have a right to expect that you will

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



CALJIC 1.00

RESPECTIVE DUTIES OF JUDGE AND JURY

1.00 - 2 of 2

conscientiously consider and weigh the evidence, apply the law, and reach a just
verdict regardless of the consequences.

LASC - ADLERBLUST/OLDS - 1.4
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Is ~ CALJIC 1.01

INSTRUCTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED AS A WHOLE

YO M ]
{7Kftft;%z§2
o
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
PN Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion ?fi//

A
Refused /%//

Withdrawn //, Judge
Print Date: 1171996
1.01
-
2

If any rule, direction or idea is repeated or stated in different ways in these
instructions, no emphasis is intended and you must not draw any inference because

of its repetition. Do not single out any particular sentence or any individual point:.

or instruction and ignore the others. Consider the instructions as a whole and each
in light of all the others.

The order in which the instructions are given has no significance as to their
relative importance.

LASC - ADLERBLUST/OLDS - 14



CALJIC 1.02

STATEMENTS OF COUNSEL--EVIDENCE STRICKEN OWl~n

3% 3¢ u{} 1
INSINUATIONS OF QUESTIONS--STIPULATED FACTS ¥~ 3
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
. : s gs X - . r
S Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion P
Refused /// //
(A

Withdrawn //V Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

1.02
7

Statements made by the attorneys during the trial are not evidence. However, if
the attorneys have stipulated or agreed to a fact, you must regard that fact as
proven. ’

If an objection was sustained to a question, do not guess what the answer might
have been. Do not speculate as to the reason for the objection.

Do not assume to be true any insinuation suggested by a question asked a
witness. A question is not evidence and may be considered only as it helps you to
understand the answer. Do not consider for any purpose any offer of evidence that
was rejected, or any evidence that was stricken by the court; treat it as though you
had never heard of it.

LASC . ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - L4
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CALJIC 1.03

JUROR FORBIDDEN TO MAKE ANY
INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATION

Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
- . cos . . . L
3 Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion e
//4
Refused
Lete
Withdrawn // g Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

1.03

n

You must decide all questions of fact in this case from the evidence received in
this trial and not from any other source.

You must not independently investigate the facts or the law or consider or:.
discuss facts as to which there is no evidence. This means, for example, that you
must not on your own visit the scene, conduct experiments, or consult reference
works or persons for additional information.

You must not discuss this case with any other person except a fellow juror, and
then only after the case is submitted to you for your decision and only when all
twelve jurors are present in the jury room.

LASC - ADLERBLUST.OLDS - L4



CALJIC 1.05

JUROR’S USE OF NOTES

100045
. -t

| Requested by People

Requested by Defendant

Requested by

Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion ‘;///
Refused //77 ’//27///
- /"Lco’
Withdrawn 7 i Judge
Print Date: 11/1996
1.05
6

Notes are only an aid to memory and should not take precedence over
recollection. A juror who does not take notes should rely on his or her recollection
of the evidence and not be influenced by the fact that other jurors do take notes.-.
Notes are for the note-taker’s own personal use in refreshing his or her

recollection of the evidence.

Finally, should any discrepancy exist between a juror’s recollection of the
evidence and a juror’s notes, or between one juror’s recollection and that of
another, you may request that the reporter read back the relevant testimony which

must prevail.

LASC - ADLER.BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



CALJIC 2.00
DIRECT AND CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE--INFERENCES e
U SD
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion V/
Refused //
(2
Withdrawn / - Judge
Print Date: 11/1996
2.00
7

Evidence consists of testimony of witnesses, writings, material objects, or
anything presented to the senses and offered to prove the existence or
non-existence of a fact.

Evidence is either direct or circumstantial.

Direct evidence is evidence that directly proves a fact. It is evidence which by
itself, if found to be true, establishes that fact.

Circumstantial evidence is evidence that, if found to be true, proves a fact from
which an inference of the existence of another fact may be drawn.

An inference is a deduction of fact that may logically and reasonably be drawn
from another fact or group of facts established by the evidence.

It is not necessary that facts be proved by direct evidence. They may be proved
also by circumstantial evidence or by a combination of direct and circumstantial
evidence. Both direct and circumstantial evidence are acceptable as a means of
proof. Neither is entitled to any greater weight than the other.

LASC - ADLERBLUST.OLDS - 1.4
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SUFFICIENCY OF CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE--GENERALLY 020D4Ly

CALJIC 2.01

A,

Requested by People

Requested by Defendant

Requested by

Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion o

Refused h///zf////
Lz <

Withdrawn //, Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

(Y]

.01

However, a finding of guilt as to any crime may not be based on circumstantial
evidence unless the proved circumstances are not only (1) consistent with the

theory that the defendant is guilty of the crime, but (2) cannot be reconciled with:.

any other rational conclusion.

Further, each fact which is essential to complete a set of circumstances
necessary to establish the defendant’s guilt must be proved beyond a reasonable
doubt. In other words, before an inference essential to establish guilt may be found
to have been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, each fact or circumstance on
which the inference necessarily rests must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt.

Also, if the circumstantial evidence permits two reasonable interpretations, one.

of which points to the defendant’s guilt and the other to his innocence, you must
adopt that interpretation that points to the defendant’s innocence, and reject that
interpretation that points to his guilt.

If, on the other hand, one interpretation of this evidence appears to you to be
reasonable and the other interpretation to be unreasonable, you must accept the
reasonable interpretation and reject the unreasonable.
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© CALJIC 2.11 000048
PRODUCTION OF ALL AVAILABLE EVIDENCE NOT REQUIRED
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
~ Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion 7

Refused ’///4544/
. cc¢

Withdrawn /;7 Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

2.11
Neither side is required to call as witnesses all persons who may have been
present at any of the events disclosed by the evidence or who may appear to have
some knowledge of these events. Neither side is required to produce all objects or:.
documents mentioned or suggested by the evidence.

o
N

s

LASC . ADLERBLUST/OLDS - 1.4



0 CALJIC 2.13 100045

PRIOR CONSISTENT OR INCONSISTENT STATEMENTS AS EVIDENCE

Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
N Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion /
Refused /
(=

g "
Withdrawn / Judge
Print Date: 11/1996
2.13

/0

Evidence that at some other time a witness made a statement or statements that
are inconsistent or consistent with his or her testimony in this trial, may be
considered by you not only for the purpose of testing the credibility of the witness,:.
but also as evidence of the truth of the facts as stated by the witness on that former
occasion.

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



CALJIC 2.20

BELIEVABILITY OF WITNESS

@
&
o)
(D

1
L)

Requested by People

Requested by Defendant

Requested by

M Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion &
Z
Refused h////?///
) Ao
Withdrawn ,/, Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

2.20

1

Every person who testifies under oath is a witness. You are the sole judges of
the believability of a witness and the weight to be given the testimony of each

witness.

In determining the believability of a witness you may consider anything that has

a tendency to prove or disprove the truthfulness of the testimony of the witness,

including but not limited to any of the following:

The extent of the opportunity or ability of the witness to see or hear or
otherwise become aware of any matter about which the witness testified,

The ability of the witness to remember or to communicate any matter about
which the witness testified;

The character and quality of that testimony;

The demeanor and manner of the witness while testifying;

The existence or nonexistence of a bias, interest, or other motive;

The existence or nonexistence of any fact testified to by the witness;

The attitude of the witness toward this action or toward the giving of testimony;

A statement previously made by the witness that is consistent or inconsistent

with his testimony;

The witness’ prior conviction of a felony.

A

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4
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CALJIC 2.21.1
G00051
DISCREPANCIES IN TESTIMONY
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
- /
N Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion e

Withdrawn /// - Judge
Print Date: 11/1996
e e T - * ‘" .
\ - ((
2.21.1
} 2

Discrepancies in a witness’s testimony or between a witness’s testimony and that
of other witnesses, if there were any, do not necessarily mean that a witness should
be discredited. Failure of recollection is common. Innocent misrecollection is not
uncommon. Two persons witnessing an incident or a transaction often will see or
hear it differently. Whether a discrepancy pertains to an important matter or only
to something trivial should be considered by you.

" LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



CALJIC 2.27

SUFFICIENCY OF TESTIMONY OF ONE WITNESS

Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
\
o Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion ZL”///
Refused // y / |
. Age € i
Wi thdrawn /7 Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

2.27

1

You should give the testimony of a single witness whatever weight you think it
deserves. Testimony by one witness which you believe concerning any fact is
sufficient for the proof of that fact. You should carefully review all the evidence.
upon which the proof of that fact depends.

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4
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| CALJIC 2.90 00085+
PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE--REASONABLE DOUBT--
BURDEN OF PROOF
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion L L//”///
Refused /// /
Withdrawn //, - Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

2.90

1§

A defendant in a criminal action is presumed to be innocent until the contrary is
proved, and in case of a reasonable doubt whether his guilt is satisfactorily shown,

he is entitled to a verdict of not guilty. This presumption places upon the Peoplé

the burden of proving him guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.

Reasonable doubt is defined as follows: It is not a mere possible doubt; because
everything relating to human affairs is open to some possible or imaginary doubt. It
is that state of the case which, after the entire comparison and consideration of all
the evidence, leaves the minds of the jurors in that condition that they cannot say
they feel an abiding conviction of the truth of the charge.

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - L4
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~ CC0s55
CONCURRENCE OF ACT AND SPECIFIC INTENT

o

Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
4 Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion L1

Refused /// /

/.

Withdrawn Judge
S Print Date: 11/1996
O 3.31

7

In the crime charged there must exist a union or joint operation of act or
conduct and a certain specific intent in the mind of the perpetrator. Unless thlS
specific intent exists the crime to which it relates is not committed.

The specific intent required is included in the definition of the crime set forth
elsewhere in these instructions.

s

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



CALJIC 2.02

SUFFICIENCY OF CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE CO0D
TO PROVE SPECIFIC INTENT OR MENTAL STATE =

Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by

Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion L

Refused J////
-t

Wi thdrawn ,//7 . Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

2.02 20

The specific intent with which an act is done may be shown by the circumstances
surrounding the commission of the act. However, you may not find the defendant
guilty of the crime charged, unless the proved circumstances are not only (1)-
consistent with the theory that the defendant had the required specific intent but
(2) cannot be reconciled with any other rational conclusion.

Also, if the evidence as to specific intent permits two reasonable interpretations,
one of which points to the existence of the specific intent and the other its absence,
you must adopt that interpretation which points its absence. If, on the other hand,
one interpretation of the evidence as to the specific intent appears to you to be
reasonable and the other interpretation to be unreasonable, you must accept the
reasonable interpretation and reject the unreasonable.

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4
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CALJIC 9.40
'Y YT
ROBBERY GC00CO
(PENAL CODE § 211)
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
N | Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion
Refused ,//144//
f z C
Withdrawn ,//, Judge

- Print Date: 11/1996

9.40
21

Defendant is accused of having committed the crime of robbery, a violation of
Section 211 of the Penal Code.

Every person who takes personal property in the possession of another, against-
the will and from the person or immediate presence of that person, accomplished
by means of force or fear and with the specific intent permanently to deprive that
person of the property, is guilty of the crime of robbery in violation of Penal Code
Section 211.

"Against the will" means without consent.

In order to prove this crime, each of the following elements must be proved:

1. A person had possession of property of some value however slight;

[\

. The property was taken from that person or from his immediate presence;
. The property was taken against the will of that person;

4. The taking was accomplished either by force or fear; and

5. The property was taken with the specific intent permanently to deprive that
person of the property.

oy

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



STATE OF CALIFORNIA Q003 o)
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

_ ' No. TA039§53

I, JOHN A. CLARKE, EXECUTIVE OFFICER/CLERK of the Superior Court for the County and {tate
aforesaid, do hereby certify that I have compared this transcript with the original documents on file andir of
record in this office and it is a full, true and correct copy.

JOHN A. CLARKE, EXECUTIVE OFFICER/CLERK
of the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles

Date: . _5/3/99 | By ﬂ/%ﬂ , Deputy

M. PLAZA

3 Notice of Completion of the Clerk’s Transcnpts on appeal of the within action having besn
mailed/delivered to the attorneys representing the appellant and the respondent pursuant to Rule
35(c) of the Rules on Appeal, [ hereby ceriify the foregoing record consisting of 179  pages
t0 be a full, true and correct transcript on appeal.

JOHN A. CLARKE, EXECUTIVE OFFICER/CLERK
of the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles

Date: By , Deputy

Jd Portions of this transcript are governed by the provisions of Code of Civil Procedure Section
237(2)(2), and all of the personal juror identifving 1m0'matxon has been redacted.

JOHN AL CL'—\RKE EXECUTIVE OFFICER/CLERK -
of the Suoenor Court of California, County of Los Angeles

Date; _ 5/3/99 | By % ’/{//J/M, , Deputy

M. PLAZA
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CALJIC 17.30

JURY NOT TO TAKE CUE FROM THE JUDGE

DY -
UGL«U -
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Mot]on —
Refused ////
Withdrawn Judge
Print Date: 11/1996
30
17 12~

I have not intended by anything I have said or done, or by any questions that I
may have asked, or by any ruling I may have made, to intimate or suggest what you
should find to be the facts, or that I believe or disbelieve any witness.

If anything I have done or said has seemed to so indicate, you will disregard it
and form your own conclusion.

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



CALJIC 17.31

z3

ALL INSTRUCTIONS NOT NECESSARILY APPLICABLE  ©C8862

Requested by People

Requested by Defendant

Requested by

Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion e
Refused v///// '/{///' ////,
A L e /
&7
Withdrawn /// Judge
Print Date: 11/1996
- 17.31
P 2155

The purpose of the court’s instructions is to provide you with the applicable law
so that you may arrive at a just and lawful verdict. Whether some instructions apply
will depend upon what you find to be the facts. Disregard any instruction which-

applies to facts determined by you not to exist. Do not conclude that because an

instruction has been given I am expressing an opinion as to the facts.

I

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



CALJIC 17.40

INDIVIDUAL OPINION REQUIRED--DUTY TO DELIBERATE  ¢5G063

Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion e
Refused 2////
///éw/
(e
Withdrawn //, Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

o 17.40 : 24

The People and the defendant are entitled to the individual opinion of each
juror.

Each of you must consider the evidence for the purpose of reaching a verdict if-
you can do so. Each of you must decide the case for yourself, but should do so only
after discussing the evidence and instructions with the other jurors.

Do not hesitate to change an opinion if you are convinced it is wrong. However,
do not decide any question in a particular way because a majority of the jurors, or
any of them, favor that decision.

Do not decide any issue in this case by the flip of a coin, or by any other chance
determination.

! LASC-ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



CALJIC 17.41

HOW JURORS SHOULD APPROACH THEIR TASK 080085

Requested by People

Requested by Defendant

Requested by

I

Given as Requested

Given as Modified

Given on Court's Motion

Refused ///// ////Zf/////
LA
Withdrawn Judge
; Print Date: 11/1996
o 17.41 -
2.5

The attitude and conduct of jurors at all times are very important. It is rarely

helpful for a juror at the beginning of deliberations to express an emphatic opinion

on the case or to announce a determination to stand for a certain verdict. Whern-
one does that at the outset, a sense of pride may be aroused, and one may hesitate
to change a position even if shown it is wrong. Remember that you are not

partisans or advocates in this matter. You are impartial judges of the facts.

I

N

s

LASC . ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4
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CALJIC 17.42

JURY MUST NOT CONSIDER PENALTY--NON-CAPITAL CASE

!\ ) / e
0800¢53
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion /"
7 »
Refused / // =
%c
Withdrawn / - Judge
Print Date: 11/1996
17.42 26

In your deliberations do not discuss or consider the subject of penalty or
punishment. That subject must not in any way affect your verdict.

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4
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- CALJIC 17.43
JURY DELIBERATIONS 000065
e
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
G Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion yd

cerused ) //// T

Withdrawn Judge

Print Date: 11/1996

17.43
27
During deliberations, any question or request the jury may have should be
addressed to the Court. Please understand that counsel must first be contacted
before a response can be formulated. If a readback of testimony is requested, the-
reporter will delete objections, rulings, and sidebar conferences so that you will
hear only the evidence that was actually presented. Please understand that it may
take time to provide a response. Continue deliberating until you are called back
- into the courtroom.

'

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



CALJIC 17.45

7 O@(\;"\f\
MANNER OF RECORDING INSTRUCTION OF NO YUBY
SIGNIFICANCE--CONTENT ONLY GOVERNS
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion 4/”////
Refused
Withdrawn VaE Judge
Print Date: 1171996
17.45 28

The instructions which I am now giving to you will be made available in written
form for your deliberations. They must not be defaced in any way.

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



™

CALJIC 17.47

ADMONITION AGAINST DISCLOSURE OF

UCo

29

JURY BALLOTING D8
&
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
L
Given as Requested Given as Modified Given on Court's Motion rd
L
Refused ’/71/%¢
(o2 5
Withdrawn / Judge
' Print Date: 11/1996
. 17.47 25

Do not disclose to anyone outside the jury, not even to me or any member of my
staff, either orally or in writing, how you may be divided numerically in your
. balloting as to any issue, unless I specifically direct otherwise.

N
LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4



-~ CALJIC 17.49
| 0600869
USE OF MULTIPLE VERDICT FORMS--IMPLIED ACQUITTAL-FIRST

@
Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by

‘ C Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion (//
Refused ’ //’/%/
Withdrawn _ / Judge
Print Date: 11/1996

17.49

In this case there are 2 possible verdicts. These various possible verdicts are set
forth in the forms of verdict which you will receive. Only one of the possible
verdicts may be returned by you. If you all have agreed upon one verdict, the-
corresponding form is the only verdict form to be signed. The other forms are to be
left unsigned.

O

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4




CALJIC 17.50 (1997 Revision)

CONCLUDING INSTRUCTION

N

Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by

C Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion A

Withdrawn Judge
( Print Date: 7/1997
17.50
3|

You shall now retire and select one of your number to act as foreperson. He or
she will preside over your deliberations. In order to reach a verdict, all twelve
jurors must agree to the decision. As soon as you have agreed upon a verdict, so-
that each may state truthfully that the verdict express his or her vote, have it dated
and signed by your foreperson and then return with it to this courtroom. Return
any unsigned verdict forms.

LASC - ADLER/'BLUST/OLDS - 1.4
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CALJIC 17.53

ADMONITION TO ALTERNATE JURORS G0N0~
Uaig ‘2

-~
A

Requested by People Requested by Defendant Requested by
— . /
Ny Given as Requested Given as Modified X Given on Court's Motion

Refused

/ L.

Withdrawn Judge
4 Print Date: 11/1996
O . ‘
@ 17.53 32

raw

As for the Alternate Jurors, you are still bound by the admonition that you are
not to converse among yourselves or with anyone else on any subject connected
with this trial, or to form or express any opinion on it until the case is submitted to-
you, which means until such time as you are substituted in for one of the 12 jurors
now deliberating on the case. This also means that you are not to decide how you
would vote if you were deliberating with the other jurors.

LASC - ADLER/BLUST/OLDS - 1.4
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS

ANGELES (330’72

The People of the State
of California Case Number Department
Plaintiff TAQ039953 SCQ
vs.
Verdict (Guilty)
[ _ __ WILLIAM_!EEEON __ -

A

We, the Jury in the above-entitled action, find the Defendant WILLIAM MILTON guilty

{

of the crime of SECOND DEGREE ROBBERY, in violation of PENAL COPE SECTION 211

a Felony, as charged in count 1 of the information. -
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OOy
MINUTE ORDER vo073
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

 DATE PRINTED: 12/23/98

" CASE NO. TA039953

"(HE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

(CNFORMATION FILED ON 16/13/98.
COUNT ©61: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

iCQN 12/23/98 AT 900 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
YVETTE BURLEY (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

jCQEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
- DEFENDER

COUNT (01) : DISPOSITION: FOUND GUILTY - CONVICTED BY JURY

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
CERDICT

TRIAL IS RESUMED FROM DECEMBER 22, 1998 WITH ALL JURORS AND
PARTIES PRESENT AS HERETOFORE. DELIBERATIONS BEGIN AT 9:10AM.

THE JURORS TAKE A BREAK AT 10:20AM. AT 10:40AM DELIBERATIONS
(ESUME. AT 12:10PM THE JURY BREAKS FOR LUNCH.

AT 1:40PM DELIBERATIONS COMMENCE. AT 3:33PM THE JURY ANNOUNCES
THEY HAVE REACHED A VERDICT. AT 3:45PM THE FOLLOWING VERDICT IS
READ: (TITLE OF COURT AND CAUSE; WE, THE JURY, IN THE ABOVE-
ENTITLED ACTION, FIND THE DEFENDANT WILLIAM MILTON GUILTY OF THE
,CRIME OF SECOND DEGREE ROBBERY, IN VIOLATION OF PENAL CODE
“SECTION 211 A FELONY, AS CHARGED IN COUNT 1 OF THE INFORMATION.
THIS 23RD DAY OF DECEMBER, 1998, SIGNED FOREPERSON.

SAID VERDICT IS FILED IN THE CONFIDENTIAL ENVELOPE HEREIN.

THE COURT READS THE INFORMATION RE PRIOR CONVICTIONS. THE COURT
INFORMS THE JURY THE PRIOR CONVICTION PHASE IS TO BE DECIDED

BY THE JURY. THE JURY IS ADMONISHED AND ORDERED TO RETURN ON
CHOATE BELOW.

JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/23/98
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CASE NO. TA039953

DEF NO.
C

01

COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:

DATE PRINTED 12/23/98

-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.

_NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:

(i2/28/98

N

O

O

O

O

130 PM

JURY TRIAL TRAILED

PAGE NO.

DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

JURY TRIAL IN PROGRESS
2 HEARING DATE: 12/23/98
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

~

-

~ DATE PRINTED: 12/28/98

' CASE NO. TA©39953
C/HE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

; VS.
. DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

{_NFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

AN 12/28/98 AT 130 PM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL TRAILED

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) CARLIN LEE (CLERK)
YVETTE BURLEY (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

CJEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

TRIAL, CONTINUED FROM 12/23/98, RESUMES.

. OUT OF THE PRESENCE OF THE JURY:

‘f}EFENDANT WAIVES HIS RIGHTS TO TRIAL ON THE PRIORS; ADMITS THE
PRIORS ALLEGED, EXCEPT THAT DEFENDANT WILL ASK THE COURT TO
STRIKE ONE OF THE PRIORS AND DOES NOT ADMIT THAT THE PRIOR IN
CASE #87CF241 IS A SERIOUS FELONY, PENDING PEOPLE PROVIDING

PROOF THAT THE CONVICTION MEETS CALIFORNIA STANDARDS.

| C .
MATTER IS CONTINUED TO BELOW DATE TO ALLOW PEOPLE TO PROVE-UP

USE OF GUN IN THE PRIOR CASE #87(CF241.

%HE JURY IS THANKED AND EXCUSED, AND ALL PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO
RETURN ON DATE BELOW.

“COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:
-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.
WAIVES STATUTORY TIME.
CAEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
UPON MOTION OF COURT
12/30/98 830 AM JURY TRIAL TRAILED  DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

' JURY TRIAL TRAILED
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/28/98

N



CASE NO. TA0399853
DEF NO. 01

S

;\CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

N
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PAGE NO.

2

o

DATE PRINTED 12/28/98

JURY TRIAL TRAILED
HEARING DATE: 12/28/98
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

o
|

DATE PRINTED: 12/30/98

CASE NO. TA039953
(7HE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS,
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

CTNFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT ©1: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

1/0N 12/30/98 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL TRAILED

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

. COEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

ON PEOPLE’'S MOTION, THE COURT FINDS GOOD CAUSE TO CONTINUE THE
ABOVE MATTER TO DATE BELOW.

(TOURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:
-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.
WAIVES STATUTORY TIME.

- NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
©1/06/99 830 AM JURY TRIAL TRAILED DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

O JURY TRIAL TRAILED
7 PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 12/30/98
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GIL GARCETTI 4
District Attorney y
BETH L. WIDMARK
Deputy District Attorney ST TR Ty
200 West Compton Boulevard . S
Compton, California 90220

Telephone: (310) 603-7548 -

T

Attorney for the People

RS TVY,
o g
4

by 7
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ‘?

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
Case No. TA039953

Plaintiff,
V. PEOPLE’S BRIEF
REGARDING NATURE
WILLIAM MILTON, OF PRIOR AS A
STRIKE
Defendant.

Court: Dept 260
/ Date: 1/7/99

TO THE HONORABLE RON SLICK, COMMISSIONER, DEFENDANT AND HIS
COUNSEL:

People hereby request that this Court find each of the
defendant’s prior robbery convictions to be strikes pursuant to
Penal Code Section 1170.12 (a) - (d) and 667(b) - (i).

The defendant has suffered a number of prior convictions from
Lake County in the state of Illinois. The two alleged as strike
priors are an armed robbery conviction (after a jury trial) in casé
number 87-CF-242 and a robbery conviction (after a plea) in case
number 87-CF-241.

Upon further investigation the ©People discovered--and

immediately notified the defense--that the Illinois statute for
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robbery does not include the element of the specific intent to
permanently deprive. The fact that their robbery statute does not
match California’s means that as a robbery this conviction cannot
qualify as a strike. Penal Code Section (hereinafter P.C.) 1170.12
(c) (2)-

This lead to a closer look at the certified documents from
Lake County. The documents contain, inter alia, notes made at the
time of sentencing. The notes appear to have been made by the
sentencing judge during a factual plea. The notes indicate that
the defendant used a gun during the robbery.

This information is clearly a part of the certified record of
the conviction. This information, therefore, provides this Court
with the ability to determine that this particular conviction is a
strike. P.C 1170.12 (b)(1); 1192.7(c)(8); 1192.7(c) (23).

Even though the defendant did not admit to the armed
allegation this Court may still consider it. This Court may
consider the defendant’s prior conduct for the purpose of
determining if the prior conviction is serious or violent. People

v. Guerrero (1988) 44 Cal.3d 343, 348 (Court can consider the

pleadings and court records in determining whether the earlier

burglary was residential); People v. Gonzales (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th

1684, 1688 (Court may consider facts of the earlier case which were
not plead or proved/admitted to determine if vehicular manslaughter

qualified as a serious felony); People v. Castellanos (1990) 219

Cal.App.3d 1163 (Excellent history of the issue regarding looking
behind the conviction to determine the nature of defendant’s
conduct). The courts have found that entire record even includes

an appellate opinion from a foreign Jjurisdiction. People V.
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Woodell (1998) 17 Cal.4th 448. This gives all of wus the
understanding that the courts wish this to be a real search for the
truth and not be bound by procedural issues which prevent an airing
of all of the facts. In other words if this defendant’s conduct
qualifies then lets know that and punish him accordingly.

Further evidence of this intent is that the courts have
consistently found that there is no due process, confrontation or
hearsay problems with looking at the entire court record. This
Court may consider the entire court record of the prior proceeding
to determine the nature of the prior conviction. Id.

This cases seem to compel this Court to examine the notes of
the judge, in the prior proceeding, and utilize that information to
determine the strike nature of the conduct. Here this Court may
consider the fact that the defendant used a gun in the prior
robbery to determine that it is a serious crime and thus qualifies
as a strike conviction. The entire record of conviction is open
for review regarding the nature of the prior. Guerrero, at 355.

The Supreme Court declared in People v. Myers (1993) 5 Cal.4th

1193, 1201 that the Guerrero rule also applies to out of state
convictions.

//

//

//

/7

/7

/7
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The People, therefore, respectfully submit that based upon the
entire record of this defendant’s prior conduct in the robbery case
(241) that he has suffered a strike conviction. This defendant has
spent almost his entire adult life earning a life sentence. As
tragic as that fact is this defendant put himself in the position
of deserving a life sentence.

Dated: January 5, 1999
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

GIL GARCETTI,
District Attorney

S J(Didel

BETH L. WIDMARK
Deputy District Attorney
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LAW OFFICES OF THE PUBLIC DEFENDER

BY: PAUL D. GOLUB, DEPUTY PUBLIC DEFENDER
STATE BAR NUMBER 112627

200 WEST COMPTON BLVD., 8™ FLOOR
COMPTON, CALIFORNIA 90220

TELEPHONE: (310) 603-8067

Attorney for Defendant

FILED

LOS ANGELES SUPERIOR COURT

JAN 0K 1999

JOHN A. CLARKE, CLERK
m
8Y M. PLEASANT, DEPUTY

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, )
)

Plaintiff, )

)

V. )

)

WILLIAM MILTON, )
)

Defendant. )

)

CASE NO. TA039953

DEFENDANT’S BRIEF
REGARDING NATURE OF
PRIOR AS A STRIKE

January 7, 1999

Time: 9:00 a.m.

260

Defendant hereby requests that the court not find defendant’s priors to be strikes

pursuant to Penal Code Sections 1170 and 667.

In particular, 87-CF-242, should not be found to be a strike. It is a robbery

conviction from the state of Illinois. It is agreed that the State of Illinois is missing an element of

California’s definition of robbery. The people contend, however, that it can be shown from the

face of the entire record that the defendant personally used a dangerous or deadly weapon during

this crime, thus making defendant’s conviction a serious felony even though the armed allegation

itself was actually dismissed.
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The defendant contends that reliance on this rule is incorrect here when the basis
for the strike would be a dismissed enhancement and there is no ambiguity in the charge itself
such as burglary in California prior to 1982 or Penal Code Section 245(2)(1) which can be assault
with a deadly weapon or assault with intent to commit great bodily injury.

Moreover, even if the people could go beyond the face of the record here, the
current information is insufficient as a matter of law to show an armed robbery. Even assuming
the people’s assertion is correct that the handwritten portion of the plea is the judge’s writings at

the time of the plea, since it is not stated where this information came from, this statement cannot

be used. This precise issue was decided by the Court of Appeals in People v. Lewis (1996) 44
Cal.App.4th 845. These notes are hearsay and without a statement in the record or proof in the

record where this statement is from, it is inadmissible hearsay. People v. Lewis, Id. While some

statements as to the actual facts could be admissible, other renditions of the facts, such as those

from the police reports or from the probation officer (unless directly a confession from the

defendant to the probation officer) remain inadmissible hearsay that cannot be considered part of

the record. See People v. Reed (1996) 13 Cal.4th 217. "
Dated this 6" day of January, 1999.

Respectfully submitted,
MICHAEL P. JUDGE, PUBLIC DEFENDER

v [

PAUL D. GOLUB
Deputy Public Defender




MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE PRINTED: 01/06/99

' CASE NO. TA®39953

CJHE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
VS.

_ DEFENDANT ©1: WILLIAM MILTON

{"NFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT ©1: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

<QN 01/06/99 AT 830 AM 1IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL TRAILED

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) NONE (DDA)

C/HE DEFENDANT IS PRESENT(IN LOCK UP) AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY
PUBLIC DEFENDER

DISTRICT ATTY NOT PRESENT IS COURT, ON PEOPLE'S MOTION

© TELEPHONICALLY, MATTER IS TRAILED TO DATE BELOW.

T OURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:
-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.
WAIVES STATUTORY TIME.

' MEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
1 91/07/99 830 AM JURY TRIAL TRAILED DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

| CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

1;' JURY TRIAL TRAILED
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 01/06/99
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

' DATE PRINTED: 01/07/99

CASE NO. TAG39953
5C}HE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Vs. ,
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

C.NFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.

COUNT ©1: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

‘(N 01/07/99 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-S0 CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CASE CALLED FOR JURY TRIAL TRAILED

. PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
! WENDY GRAVES (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

‘kTHE DEFENDANT FAILS TO APPEAR, WITH SUFFICIENT EXCUSE. (MISS-0UT) AND
REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC DEFENDER

ON JOINT MOTION OF COUNSEL, MATTER IS TRAILED TO DATE BELOW.

‘/QOURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:

-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
01/13/99 830 AM MOTION DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

~

&
CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

o

C JURY TRIAL TRAILED
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 01/07/99
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GIL GARCETTI

District Attorney
BETH L. WIDMARK e TR
Deputy District Attorney R R

200 West Compton Boulevard Lo ’gEL»TCOURT
Compton, California 90220
Telephone: (310) 603-7548

Attorney for the People

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
Case No. TA039953

Plaintiff,
v. PEOPLE’S REPLY
REGARDING NATURE
WILLIAM MILTON, OF PRIOR AS A
STRIKE
Defendant.

Court: Dept 260
/ Date: 1/13/99

TO THE HONORABLE RON SLICK, COMMISSIONER, DEFENDANT AND HIS
COUNSEL:

This is a reply to the defense response to the People’s brief
regarding the nature of the defendant’s prior conviction. The
particular conviction involves a plea to a count of robbery. After
a review of the sentencing documents the People noted that there
was a rendition of the facts which were handwritten. Closer
examination of the documents reveals that it was probably the
sentencing judge who wrote the notes. The notes indicate that the
defendant utilized a gun during the robbery.

Now in addition to these certified sentencing documents to
prove that the defendant utilized a gun during that robbery (case

241) the People also have procured a certified copy of the
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sentencing transcript. The transcript reveals that there was a
stipulation of facts filed on May 11, 1987 (eight days prior to the
sentencing hearing on May 19, 1987) which confirmed the facts
listed in the handwritten notes. (Sentencing Transcript, at Page
36) The sentencing transcript reveals that in the presence of the
defendant and his counsel the judge recited the facts as listed in
the stipulation. (Id.)

The stipulated facts in 241 indicated that the victim Doren
left the Jewel-T Company after cashing his check. He was
stopped. Money was demanded from the victim by William
Milton, the defendant, who possessed a handgun. And the sum
of three hundred thirty-eight dollars was taken from the
victim, Daniel Doren.

In addition to taking the money, the defendant Milton made
a statement to the Waukegan Police Department that he
participated in and did take the money as is described in the
stipulation which was received on May 11, 1987, by this
Court.

(Sentencing Transcript, Pages 36-37 also see Page 40)

This clears up the issue with regard to whether the defendant
utilized a deadly or dangerous weapon and personally used a firearm
during the commission of the crime. The crime, therefore,
qualifies as a strike. P.C. 1170.12 (b)(1); 1192.7 (c)(8);
1192.7(c) (23) .

The People contend that the sentencing documents alone prove
that the prior is a strike. The issues then become; (1) whether
this Court can utilize that information regarding allegations not
plead or proved and (2) whether this Court can also utilize the
sentencing transcript as part of the court record to prove the
nature of the crime.

The People submit that an answer of yes to either question

leads to a three strike sentence. The People further submit that

the answer to both questions is yes.
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First, even the defense cases of Lewis and Reed stand for the

proposition that a court may utilize information outside the actual
charge in order to prove whether it is a serious or violent crime.
Reed stands for the proposition that a court may use a court record
to prove that a straight second degree robbery conviction was one
in which the defendant actually utilized a gun. Lewis does not
prohibit the use of documents to prove the true nature of the crime
it merely states that a court cannot utilize prison records which
were created almost two months after the judgment. The latter
court wanted only the utilization of documents leading to the
judgment which is exactly what the People are asking this Court to
rely upon.

Furthermore in a case cited by the People, Woodell the
California Supreme Court in February 1998 allowed the admission of
the Court of Appeal record to prove the nature of the prior crime.
Woodell, at 456. In Woodall the submission was to the jury to
determine if a gun was used in the foreign prior in order to prove
if that conviction was a strike. That is exactly the issue which
we are facing here. The Supreme Court found no hearsay issues and
no constitutional issues preventing the Court of Appeal record to

prove the facts of the underlying case.

//
//
//
/!
/!
/17
/!
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The People, therefore, respectfully request that this Court
utilize the certified documents provided by the state of Illinois
to find that the defendant has suffered two prior strike
convictions. The People request this finding because it is the
truth and it is allowable by law. |
Dated: January 7, 1999
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

GIL GARCETTI,
District Attorney

N Y= ujww“‘\

BETH 1L.. WIDMARK
Deputy District Attorney
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"..LINOIS Governor
DEPARTMENT _ _
OF Odie V\é‘asthmgton

CORRECTIONS

61021 /Telephone: (815) 288-5561 &
TDD: (800) 526-0844 §

Duxon Correctlonal Center/ 2600 North Brmton Avenue /D'xon Il

May 21, 1998

Gil Garcetti

District Attorney

200 W. Compton Blvd. 7th Floor
Compton, CA 90220

Re: William Milton
IDOC: N-71914

Dear Mr. Garcetti:

This will acknowledge receipt of your request for information
regarding the above noted individual.

In response to your request for copies of records, enclosedc
lease find my Affidavit certifying authenticity of coples or
hotographs of the below listed documentation from the Master
Record File of ex-inmate Milton: .

D
D

Sentence and Commitment Order: Lake County

87-Cr-241
87-Cr-242
Robbery
Armed Robbery
Statement of Facts: Brief Description of Cases
Fingerprint Card: taken 09/21/92
Photograph: taken 09/18/92
I trust this 1is responsive to your request. Should vyou

require additional information, please advise.

Sincerely,

N Luiﬂij
Jim Utle

ecord Office Supervisor
Dixon Correctlonal Center
JU:JD: 1w RIS g ; S
Attachments
cc: Master File

Frriad on Secyciad Pazer




YOO
PLEASE ATTAC.: [HIS CERTIFICATE PERMANENTLY Tv ALL RECORDS  COOOTL

DA-215
(U. S. Rev. Statutes, Sec. 906. Attestation by Official Custodian, Certificate of Presiding Judge, Certificate of Clerk to official
character of Judge.) ’

STATE OF ILLINOIS
S.S.
COUNTY OF LEE
I, JIM UTLEY , hereby certify that [ am the _ RECORD OFFICE SUPERVISOR  of the
(Name of Official Custodian) (Official Position)

DIXON CORRECTIONAL CENTER a penal institution of the State of ILLINOIS situate in the county and State
(Name of Penitentiary or Reformatory)
aforesaid; that in my legal custody as such officer are the original files and records of persons heretofore committed to said penal institution;
that the
(1) Photograph (2) Fingerprint record and (3) Commitment attached hereto are copies of the original records of
William Milton N-71914 a person heretofore committed to
said penal institution and who served a term of imprisonment therein; that I have compared the foregoing and attached copies with their
respective originals now on file in my office and each thereof contains, and is, a full, true and correct transcript and copy from its said original.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this___ 21st day of __ May . A.D.19 98

oo (22
(Signatuf?
ORD OFFICE SUPERVISOR

V) (Official Title)

STATE OF ILLINOIS
S.S.
COUNTY OF LEE
I MARTIN D. HILL , Presiding Judge of CIRCUIT COURT OF LEE COUNTY
State of ILLINOIS . County of LEE which Court is a Court of Record having a seal, do hereby certify that
JIM UTLEY . whose name is subscribed to the above Certificate, was at the date thereof, and is now (Name

of Person Certifying Above)
RECORD OFFICE SUPERVISOR _ of the DIXON CORRECTIONAL CENTER and is the legal keeper and the officer
(Official Capacity of one Certifying) (Name of Penitentiary or Reformatory)
having the legal custody of the original records of said DIXON CORRECTIONAL CENTER : that the said Cenrtificate is
(Name of Penitentiary or Reformatory)
in due form; and that the signature subscribed thereto is his genuine signature.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, [ have hereunto subscribed my name in my official character as such Judge, at the County and Siate

aforesaid, this __21st day of May .A.D. 19 98

M agom=. [[,L./M

(Signature)
Judge of CIRCUIT COURT OF LEE COUNTY

STATE OF ILLINOIS
S.S.
COUNTY OF LEE
I, DENISE MCCAFFREY , Clerk of Circuit Court of the State of _ILLINOIS .

(Name of Clerk)
County of __LEE _, which Court is a Court of Record having a seal which is annexed hereto, do hereby certify that MARTIN D. HILL
(Name of Judge)
whose name is subscribed to the foregoing Certificate of due attestation, was, at the time of signing the same, Judge of
CIRCUIT COURT OF LEE COUNTY aforesaid, and was duly commissioned, qualified and authorized by law to execute said
(Name of Court)
Certificate. And I do further certify that the signature of the above-named Judge to the said Certificate of due attestation is genuine.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, [ have hereunto set my hand and annexed the seal of the 15th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT at

my office in said Couaty. this __21st _day of __Mav , A.D. 1998

erzyine JI] e et
Ay me 4
(SEAL) Clerk of Circuit’Court of Lee Counth
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
BUREAU OF BRANCH & AREA OPERATIONS

G GARCETT\ » District Atrorney ROGER GUNSON » Director
SANDRA L. BUTTITTA  Chisf Deputy District Attormney Region |
R. DAN MURPHY ¢ Assistant District Attomay : . . .

:
1
i

May 4, 1998 -
' Via Pax: (618) 533-4111 X261

Centralixa Correctional Centex
Shattuc Road
Centralia. Illinois 62801

?ttn: Ms. Bremda Cremeens

Recoxds Section . —
Re: MILTON, WILLIAM 3
PRISON ID MO.: N71914 D Q\ ‘Q)\ .

CHARGE: ARMED ROBBBRY/RORRBERY A -
DOB: 08-03-66 D\L( 27197

FBI NO.: 186106EAS
Dear Ms. Cremeens:

Thank you [or your prompt response to my request for the Pen Pack
tor the above referenced person. However, we actually need a
certified copy of the Mittimus for an armed robbery and robbery
conviction in which he was imprisoned on or about May 22, 15§87. If
you should require the photo and fingerprint card from the Fen Fack
that I have already received, please call me and I will send ic
back. This packet will be used to prove a prior conviction in a
case (TA028987) now pending in Los Angelac County Supsrioxr Court.

Send documents to: L.A., County District Attorney’s Office
200 W. Compton Rlvd., 7th Floor

Compton, California 950220
Attn: Richard sato

If you have any questions, please call me at (310) 603-7538. Once
again, thank you for your assistance in this matter.

|Sincerely,

|GIL GARCETTI
iDistrict Actorney

‘By

IRICHARD SATO
;Paralegal

200 W. Compton 8hed.
Koo 700

Comptoen, CA 80220-3183
{310} 603-7483

1
o~ —_ry tim At e

20°'d  £1.689251876 ol WIINDD ‘da00 U1 RRLNID LOdd  2S:ST  8661-L0-AtM
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STATE OF ILLINOIS . { ﬁ, 5
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 19TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT {H
LAKE COUNTY MAY 19 1587
MITTIMUS FOR STATE PENAL INSTITUTIONS |

PLEAS before said Circuit Court held in the city of WAUKEGAN S i Ju?ﬂwaé:s
on May 19 19_ 87 . | MBI mr.

Present: HONORABLE Jack Hoogasian , Judge of the Circuit Court

Fred L. Foreman , State’s Attorney

Robert H. Babcox  Sheriff

Attest: Sally D. Coffelt
(Clerk of the Circuit Court)

BE IT REMEMBERED that on said date the following, among other proceedings, were had and entered of record
in said Court:

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

VS.
‘ o, 87CF241

William Milton

Defendant

J

JUDGMENT AND SENTENCE

Now come THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, by__-.red L. Foreman

State's Attorney of Lake County, and the defendant, in person and by counsel,

Burnell Dixon Private Counsel . and now
neither the defendant nor defendant’s counsel saying anything further why the judgment of the court should not

now be pronounced against said defendant on the Plea of guilty heretofore
(plea or verdict)
entered to the charge of Robbery
as charged in the gﬂg%ﬁm%ﬂggkretumed in this cause on February 23 , 19 87 _;
Therefore, it i}&fcf)em?grir@%ﬁ;dﬁg by the court that said defendant is guilty of the crimeof _ ___
Robbery 3

as charged in th&X¥XEHFERKSKEEM SR XKherein,

Information Filed '
The court finds the age of said defendant to be _- 20 years.

The court having offered to hear evidence in aggravation and mitigation of the offense as to the moral
character, life, family, occupation, and criminal record of detendant, and the presentation of evidence having been

heard by the court : — e :
the defendant having nothing further to say, the court hereby sentences said defendant to imprisonment in a

penitentiary and fixes the term of imprisonment at_Def sentenced to _the Department of Corrections for a

(Insert detinite pgrmd or indeterminate term as required)

period of seven (7) years - Said sentence to run concurrent with sentence_imposed in 87CF24

Def to receive credit for time served in the Lake County Jail.
171-39 1/32



Itis further ordered and adjudged that the defendant be taken from the bar of this court to the common jail of

said county, and from there be taken by iie sheriff of said county to the

_ ———— — . — I1lincis State Pprnrpnrg;:rv

and be delivered to the Department of Corrections, and said Department of Corrections is hereby commanded to
confine the defendant for the term above fixed, or until discharged by due process of law.

It is further ordered that said defendant pay the costs of these proceedings and that a mittimus be issued and
executed without delay.

The undersigned Clerk of the Circuit Court of the above named Court does hereby certify the above to be a
true and complete copy of an order entered of record in said Court in the case of THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE

OF ILLINOIS versus William_Milton Gen_. No. 87CE241

Signed and sealed before me

May 19

(Official Seal Affixed) / /ﬂ /0 4) //W / 74

Pr%f the Circuit Cdﬁ

_County to Execute

To the Sheriff of ______TAKE

STATE OF ILLINOIS,

— i County,

I certify that the defendant has been held in custody in the County Jail days; and I have

delivered the person named in the within mittimus to

on ) e e 5 19
Dated ———— e 2 19
Costs: e, —_ - -
Clerk .. ... o 5 (Sheriff)
Sheriff .. ... ... .. ... ... ... S
State’s Attorney .. .......... S By

(Deputy)



STATE OF ILLINOIS OG

00353
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 19TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
LAKE COUNTY - g
AMENDED MITTIMUS FOR STATE PENAL INSTITUTIONS
PLEAS before said Circuit Court held in the city of WAUKEGAN , ltinois
on November 15 1989 .
Present: HONORABLE Harry D. Hartel ’ Jr. , Judge of the Circuit Court

Fred L. Foreman , State’s Attorney

A1 d
Clinton O. Grinnell , Sheriff [ /| |

Attest: Sally D. Coffelt [\J
(Clerk of the Circuit Court)

BE IT REMEMBERED that on said date the following, among other proceedings, were had and entered of record
in said Court:

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS A0 E
No.  87CF242

William Milton V NOV 15 1989
N = 91 L( Defendant J :

vs.

L

rd

AMENDED JUDGMENT AND SENTENCE CcCUIT CLERK

Now come THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS. by Fred L. Foreman

State’s Attorney of Lake County, and the defendant, in person and by counsel,

Burnell Dixon . and now

neither the defendant nor defendant’s counsel saying anything further why the judgment of the court should not

now be pronounced against said defendant on the trial of guilty heretofore
{plea or verdict)

entered to the charge of Armed Robbery
information filed
as charged in the XorHplairoGR Sntmoanxmecaryad in this cause on February 23 1987

Therefore, it is ordered and adjudged by the court that said defendant is guilty of thecrimeof ___

Armed Robbery
as charged in the XmbrRenx pxeaorplamhonirg information herein.

The court finds the age of said defendant to be____ years.

The court having offered to hear evidence in aggravation and mitigation of the offense as to the moral
character, life, family, occupation, and criminal record of defendant, and the preseitation of evidence having been

heard by the court o s
the defendant having nothing further to say, the court hereby sentences said defendant to imprisonment in a

penitentiary and fixes the term of imprisonment at_(12) years with credit given for time
(Insert detinite period or indeterminate term as required)

served. Def was resentenced from 30 years to 12 years per the
~appellate court. S\ d Searknce. |5 Concwefeny WL Senteaca
{h/\f)sSeci (. STCf >yl 171-39 1/82
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It is further ordered and adjudged that the defendant be taken from the bar of this'court to the common jail of

said county, and from there be taken by iiie sheriff of said county to the Illinois State Penitentiary.

and be delivered to the Department of Corrections, and said Department of Corrections is hereby commanded to
confine the defendant for the term above fixed, or until discharged by due process of law.

It is further ordered that said defendant pay the costs of these proceedings and that a mittimus be issued and
executed without delay. -

Dated . November 15 = 19 89
ENTER:
. ;"A-:..i‘"' I‘:iw / / /‘/;
- ‘;.\ - V?‘—‘; ...... . SUN S —————— . ——  — ——
@@uﬁm W (JUdQC)

STATE OF ILLINOIS,

. LAKE_ . County,

The undersigned Clerk of the Circuit Court of the above named Court does hereby certify the above to be a
true and complete copy of an order entered of record in said Court in the case of THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE

OF ILLINOIS versus .. _William Milton, Information for Armed Robbery, General
Number 87CF242.

Signed and sealed before me

November 15 19 89'

(Official Seal Affixed) /
/[;ﬁv.e 1&#3;“:;{ W

(Cﬂk of the ercuxt Court)

To the Sheriff of ____ _LAKE ________ _ County to Execute

STATE OF ILLINOIS,

—eeii——— . County,

I certify that the defendant has been held in custody in the County Jail days; and I have

delivered the person named in the within mittimus to

on . R e, 19 .
Dated __ _ ___ . _ . _ .19
Costs: - 4 e i - - e
Clerk ..o $ ___40.00 (Sheriff)
Sheriff .. .. ... S o
State's Attorney . . . ... ... ... $ __.30.00 By: _
CSF FEE $ 10.00

(Deputy)
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) - 08@997

COUNTY OF L A K E )

) SS

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE NINETEENTH JUDICIAIL CIRCUIT
LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

)
. ) . .
vS. ) GENERAL NO. . 87 CF 242
)

WITI.TAM MILTON

CERTIFIED STATEMENT OF CONVICTION

I, Sally D. Coffelt, Clerk of the Circuit Cocurt of Lake County,

Illinois, and Keeper of the Records and Seal thereof do hereby certify
that the records of the Circuit Court of Lake County, Illinois, show that:

I.

P

II.

( ) On the duly impanelled Lake County Grand
Jury for , 19 returned an in“ictment,
number charging the above defendant with

(xx) On 27/23/87 pursuant to statutory authorization,

the State's Attorney of Lake County filed an Information,

number 87 CF 242 , charging the above named defendant with

ARMED ROBBERY-ROBBERY and THEFT FROM PERSON .

( ) On pursuant to statutory authorization,  the

State's Attorney of Lake County filed a complaint, number

. charging the aﬁove named defendant with S

On 3/4/87 , the above named defendant, while

represented by Attorney _ DAVID KEEFE APD ‘ , was duly

of

arraigned before the Honorable IIDCE _JACK HOONGASTAN

the Circuit Court of Lake County and entered a plea of NOT GUILTY .

ITIT. (X3 A jury was impanelled and thereafter returned against the

defendant who was represented by Attorney BURN DIXON
£ ARMED ROBBERY-ROBBERY and THEFT FROM PERSON

a verdict of guilty o

on 4/22/87 . CONTINUE OVER....

171-27 10/82
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ON 5/19/87 GGo

COURT VACATES THE JUDGMENT ON COUNTS 3 AND 4 OF THE CHARGES OF
ROBBERY AND THEFT HOWEVER THE VIRDICTS STILL STAND - DEF ADJUDGED GUILTY
OF THE CHARGE OF ARMED ROBBERY AS CHARGED IN COUNT 2 OF THE INFORMATION.



| : - 0009033
g ( ) A trial by jury was waived by the defendant, who was

represented by Attorney and

thereafter the Court found the defendant guilty of

on

The defendant, after having been fully advised of his rights,

and while represented by Attorney

14

withdrew his plea of not guilty and entered a plea of guilty
to

on

IVv. on 5/19/87 .

-

, judgment was entered on the conviction

and the defendant was sentenced by the Honorable JUDGE JACK HOOGASIAN

’

Judge, to 30 YFARS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS SAID SENTENCE

TOQ RUN CONCHRRENT WITH SENTENCE IMPOSED IN 87 CF 24 - DEF RECEIVED

CREDIT FQR TIME SERVED IN THE LAKE COUNTY JAIL - DEF ASSESSED COURT
COSTS.

I hereby certify that the foregoing
has been entered of record on the
above captioned case.

SALLY D. COFFEL
Clerk of the CerUlt

Lake County, IllanlS

BY: /\/«\@/\AM

Deputy Clerq1w~n
P
Dated at Waukegan, Illinois this F E

;: c,- : [“:gv‘l“
17

day of SEPTEMBER g 98 . U

.'\

S

.w“\
W
BANICRRRRRN

(ZITRTY

"l\

<
~/’n,"--..
F4




08Cicy

ON 11/15/89

DEF WAS NOT PRESENT - THE APPELLATE COURT MODIFIES DEFS SENTENCE
TO 12 YEARS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS WITH CREDIT FOR
TIME SERVED - SAID SENTENCE IS CONCURRENT WITH SENTENCE IMPOSED
IN 87 CF 241 - CLERK IS DIRECTED TO PREPARE AMENDED MITTIMUS -
DEF REMAINS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS.

(SEE AMENDED JUDGMENT AND SENTENCE).
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
_ ) . SS
COUNTY OF L A K E )

I, SALLY D. COFFELT, Clerk of the Circuit Court of the Nineteenth
Judicial Circuit, Lake County, in and for the State of Illinois, and
the keeper of the records, files and seal thereof, do hereby certify that
the annexed is a true and correct copy of STATEMENT OF CONVICTION in a
certain cause lately bending in said Court, wherein The People of the

State of Illinois were Plaintiffs and WILLIAM M. MILTON

-~was Defendant, General No. 87 CF 242 .

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my
hand, and affixed the seal of said

Court, at Waukegan, Illinois.

SEPTEMBER 17 19 98

\\/mhﬂ/ | bl

SALLY D. cbf‘F T
Clerk of the Circuit Lourt

BY: } /ij

Deputy ClerT.
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. STATE OF ILLINGCIS ) )
. . ). ss ,
COUNTY OF L A K E ) O0CG403

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE NINETEENTH JﬁDICIAL CIRCUIT
LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

)
) .
Vs. ) GENERAL NO. 93 CF 1476
WILLIAM M. MILTON )

CERTIFIED STATEMENT OF CONVICTION

I, Sally D. Coffelt, Clerk of the Circuit Court of Lake County,
Illinois, and Keeper of the Records and Seal thereof do hereby certify
that the records of the Circui. Court of Lake County, Illinois, show that:

I. (g) On 7/28/93 the duly impanelled Lake County Grand
Jury for APRIL TERM , 1993 returned an indictment,
number 93 CF 1476 charging the above defendant with

UNLAWFUL USE OF A WEAPON BY A FELON

() On pursuant to statutory authorizatioen,

the State's Attorney of Lake County filed an Information,

number , charging the above named defendant with

{( ) On pursuant to statutory authorization, the

State's Attorney of Lake County filed a complaint, number

, charging the aSove named defendant with .

II. On 8/4/93 , the above named defendant, while

represented by Attorney JOY PALMER APD
JUDGE RAYMOND J. MCKOSKI of

, was duly

arraigned before the Honorable

the Circuit Court of Lake County and entered a plea of NOT GUILTY

IITI. ( ) A jury was impanelled and thereafter returned against the

defendant who was represented by Attorney

a verdict of guilty of

on

171-27 10/82
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Dated at wWaukegan, Illinois this e

18

086104

( ) A trial by jury was waived by the defendant, who was

N

represented by Attorney and

thereafter the Court found the defendant guilty of

on

-

( X) The defendant, after having been fully advised of his rights,

and while represented by Attorney JOY PALMER APD ,

withdrew his plea of not guilty and entered a plea of guilty

to UNLAWFUL USE OF A WEAPON BY A FELON AS CHARGED IN COUNT 1

on 8/12/93 ]

On 8/12/93 . Judgment was entered on the conviction

and the defendant was sentenced by the Honorable JUDGE RAYMOND J. MC%QSK]

Judge, to _3 YEARS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS _ SAID SENTENCE

Ta RUN CONSECTIVE TO 93 CF 1236 - DEF GIVEN CREDIT FOR 27 DAYS TIME

SERVED,

I hereby certify that the foregoing
has been entered of record on the

above ptiﬁned case. )
ALy ) /l ﬁg{/f
T SALLY D) COFFELT
Clerk of e Circuit C
Lake Copunty, IllinoSl

s VAL

Deﬁﬁ%y_CléFk

-

Tyl
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )

) SS
COUNTY OF L A XK E )

I, SALLY D. COFFELT, Clerk of the Circuit Court of the Nineteenth
Judicial Circuit, Lake County, in and for the State of Illinois, and
the keeper of the records, files and seal thereof, do hereby certify that
the annexed is a true and correct copy of STATEMENT OF CONVICTION in a
certain cause lately pending in said Court, wherein The People of the

State of Illinois were Plaintiffs and  WILLIAM M. MILTON

was Defendant, General No. 93 CF 1476 .

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my
hand, and affixed the seal of said

Court, at Waukegan, Illinois.

ﬁﬁm 18 Ay 19 98

Vol

RSN
ClerkSALLzhe.ngziiéjé%ért
w1

A2y,

v DSpﬁtjClejk.
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) -
) S8 O4 O
COUNTY OF L A K E ) GG0407

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE NINETEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

)

) .
Vs. ~ ) GENERAL NO. - 93 CF 1236
WILLIAM M. MILTON )

CERTIFIED STATEMENT OF CONVICTION -

I, sally D. Coffelt, Clerk of the Circuit Court of Lake County,
Illirois, and Keeper of the Records and Seal thereof do hereby certify
that the records of the Circuit Court of Lake County, Illinois, show that:

I. . () oOn the duly impanelled Lake County Grand
Jury for - , 19 returned an indictment,
number charging the above defendant with

( ¥) On 7/1/93 pursuant to statutory authorization,

the State's Attorney of Lake County filed an Information,

number 93 CF 1236  charging the above named defendant with
UNLAWFUL USE OF A WEAPON BY A FELON

{ ) On pursuant to statutory authorization, the

State's Attorney of Lake County filed a complaint, number

, charging the aﬁove named defendant with e

II. On 7/14/93  the above named defendant, while

represented by Attorney JOY PALMER APD ' , was duly

arraigned before the Honorable JUDGE RAYMOND J. MCKOSKI of

the Circuit Court of Lake County and entered a plea of NOT GUILTY
I1I. ( ) A‘jury was impanelled and thereafter returned against the

defendant who was represented by Attorney

a verdict of guilty of

on

171-27 1n/2
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( ) A trial by jury was waived by the defendant, who was

represented by Attorney and

thereafter the Court found the defendant guilty of

on

( y) The defendant, after having been fully advised of his rights,

and while represented by Attorney JOY PALMER APD ;

withdrew his plea of not guilty and entered a plea of guilty

to UNTAWFUT, USE OF A WEAPON BY A FELON

on 8/12/93 .

IV. On 8/12/93 , Judgment was entered on the conviction

PR

and the defendant was sentenced by the Honorable JUDGE RAYMOND J. MCKOSK

Judge, to 2 YEARS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS - SAID SENTENCE

TO _RUN CONSECTIVE TO 93 CF 1236 - DFF GIVEN CREDIT FOR 27 DAYS TIME

SERVED IN THE LAKE COUNTY JAIL.

I hereby certify that the foregoing
has been entered of record on the

above captioned case.
1QM

SALLY D. CO FittZU
Clerk of the Circui ourt

Lake 32% Illinois
BY: J

.".%-

Q)
\\\'\

Dated at Waukegan, Illinois this

X _-J
RNIN

18 day of SEPTEMBER 19 98
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SsS
COUNTY OF L A K E )

I, SALLY D. COFFELT, Clerk of the Circuit Court of the Nineteenth
Judicial Circuit, Lake County, in and for the State of Illinois, and
the keeper of the records, files and seal thereof, do hereby certify that
the annexed is a true and correct copy of STATEMENT OF CONVICTION in a
certain cause lately pendiﬁg in said Court, wherein The People of the

State of Illinois were Plaintiffs and WIIIIAM M. MILTON

..was Defendant, General No. 93 CF 121364 .

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my
hand, and affixed the seal of said

Court, at Waukegan, Illinois.
SEPTEMBER 18th 98
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| . from |
Circuit Court of THE NINETEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT,

Lake County, lllinois



)

OO JOoOVN b WN)

P b e
B W N O

S N e
NMHOWVW®IO W

NN
o W

NN
O o ~ovwn

W ww ww
WO

E o L o I L VSR VS I VS I US I ON
U WwNHHOWoogowu,m

f=N
N

o)
)
)
e
[N

STATE OF ILLINOIS) %

FILED
) SS. , :
COUNTY OF L A K E) © gL - 9 198L

| S
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 19TH JUDICIAL .CILRCUIT
LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS CIEoLuT CLERN

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS )
Plaintiff,;

-VS- ; No. 87 CP 242
WILLIAM MILTON, ;
Defendant.;

REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had in the above entitled cause
before the Honorable JACK HOOGASIAN, Judge of said Court,
on the 19th day of Ma¥Y , A.D., 1987; a.m. proceedings.

APPEARANCES:

MR. GEORGE STRICKLAND and MR. JEFFREY PAVLETIC,
Assistant State's Attorney,
on behalf of the People;

MR. BURNELL DIXON,
Attorney at Law,
on behalf of the Defendant William
Milton;

DONALD W. CLARK, C.S.R.
COURTHOUSE

WAUKEGAN, ILLINOIS
LICENSE NO. 84-2420

000501
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(Whereupon the following
proceedings were had in
open court.,)

MR. STRICKLAND: "People of the State of Illinois
versus William Milton; 87 CF 241, 87 CF 242", The People
are represented by Assistant State's Attorneys George
Strickland and Jeffrey Pavletic. The Defendant is
present in the custody of the Lake County Sheriff
represengéd by his attorney Mr. Burnell Dixon.

At this time the matter comes on today, your
donor, for both post-trial petitions from Mr. Dixon and
sentencing. |

THE COURT: What's the gentleman's name?

MR. STRICKLAND: "Milton", your Honor.

MR. DIXON: Good morning. For the record, my name
is Burnell Dixon representing the Dafendant William
Milton. Your Honor, I have here a motion for new trial
in Case Number 87 CF 242. It is based on the following
information, your Honor. That the Court erred in the
following manners: Number one, the Court failed to grant
me a -- a continuancz on April 19, 1987.

THE COURT: Wait a minute, pl=ase.

MR. DIXON: Yes, your Honor,

10

000502
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THE COURT: All right. ©Let the recdrd show a%} the
parties are present in open court. The defendant is
present in his own proper person, and -- and as is his
attorney Burnell Dixon, II. The Peopls are represented
by George Strickland and Jeff Pavletic, Assistant State's
Attorneys. .The cause comes on for hearing pursuant to a
motion for new trial.

Are you ready to argue, sir?

MR, DIXON: Yes, your Honor. I am, your Honor.

THE COURT: Proceed.

MR. DIXON: Your Honor, I believe that the Court
erred in the following manners: In failing to grant me a
continuance since I was couns=2l of record of April 6:
1937, and the case was tried on April 19th, ther=by
depriving my client of meaningful representation under
the Sixth Aamendma2nt of the United States Constitution.
Also on that datz, the State tendered to me discovery
which was my first day of receiving such discovery,
thereby depriving me of -- thereby depriving my client of
a fair trial, and due process of law.

The discovery I'm speaking of is a written
statement by one Rolanda Hicks incriminating my client,
which I had no knowladge of before the day of trial. The

verdict was against the weight of evidence; that the

AIRIREN S
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defendant was denied due process of law; that the_State
failed to prove every material allegation of the offense
beyond a reasonable doubt.

I believe that also the Court also erred in
failing to give jury instructions on behalf of -- on
behalf of my client, and giving the jury instructions
that the State profferred.

THE COURT: What's that? Say that again about the
instructions.

MR. DIXON: I belisve the Court erred in giving the
jury instructions on behalf of the State over the
defendant's objections. Those jury instructions failed
to —-- to instruct the jury on compulsion, a defense whic%
was submitted to the Court in writing before the trial,
The State failed to offer any evidence to rebut
compulsion;

I beliesve the Court also erred in overruling
the defendant's motion for a directed verdict at the
closing of the case.

I believe that your Honor's failure to instruct
the jury on defendant's defense denied him of the
fundamental right to have his theory of the defense
profferred to the jury. Where there are opposing

theories as to guilt or innocence which arise out of the

12
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086455

same facts, the defendant is entitled ta an instruction
that 1f his conduct could from the evidence be referred
to one of two intentions, one criminal and one innocent,
that it is the duty of the jury to presume that such
conduct 1is innocen%, and it was factuated by innoceat
intent.

The defendant has a fundamental right to have
the jury instructed on his theory of the case, on his
defense of the case. Without such instruction, the
defendant had no representation, and had no case.

The defendant also has the right to have the
jury instructed on his theory of the case, and on the law
applicabla to any state of facts which the jury migﬁi
properly f£ind that have been provad, =2ven if the facts
upon which the defense is based are contrary to the
defendant's own testimony. And that's cited in the case

c

of People versus Johnson, 100 Il11l., App. 2nd, 13.

THE COURT: It was which proposition now?

MR. DIXON: The defendant has the right to have the
jury instructed on his theory of the case, and the law
applicable to any state of facts which the jury might
properly find to have been proved, even if the facts upon
which the defense is based is contrary to the defendant's

own testimony. But, in this -- in this case the

13
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defendant testified that he felt compelied in that_point
of visw, and I believe respectfully that's an issue of
fact which is the jury's to decide, not your Honor.

The verdict is based on evidentiary facts which
do not exclude every reasonable hypothesis consistent
with the innocence of the defendant. Therefore, I humble
asx your Honor to please grant us a new trial.

MR. PAVLETIC: May I respond briefly, Judge?

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. BiXON: Your Honor, one more thing before you go
on. I believe that the failurzs to give the jury
instructions are probably the most fundamental error.

THE COURT: Failure to --

MR. DIXON: To give the Jjury instruction on
compulsion is probably the most fundamental error.

THE COURT: You have already covered that.

MR. DIXON: I just want to stress that, Judge.
Thank you.

MR. PAVLETIC: Judge, I'll be very brief. There is
three main points that counsel indicates in his
post—-trial motion. I'll address those accordingly.

With respect to the motion to continue, first
of all, Judge, counsel had ampls time from the time that

he filed his appearance in this case down in the Clerk's

14
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office to the time of trial to prepare a relevant
defense, and interview all witnesses. With respect to
that, your Honor granted him a continuance the first time
that he was in this case that it came for trial.

As I indicated, that was in fact granted, and
you indicated that a further continuance would not be
forthcoming in the future should the defense make a
similar motion. Counsel at that time indicated on the
record that he would be ready for trial on the next date.
I think eHbugh is said with respect to that point.

With respect to the next point regarding the
discovery violations, all discovery in this case was
originally given to Mr. Keefe of the Public Defender';
Office when he was originally assign2d to the case. all
of that to our understanding has been tendered to Mr.
Dixon upon his entering the case. When Mr. Dixon
indicated to Mr. Strickland that he did not have some
various statements in the police reports, Mr. Strickland
tendered those to counsel immediately.

Furthermore, Judge, it should be noted for the
record that the State in no shape, manner or form used

any testimony or any facts with respect to Rolanda Hicks'

statemant - to -- in the police reports. We did not use
any of her -- any -- any relevant remarks that she made
15
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to the police in our case in chiaf,

She turned out to be the Defense's witness 1in
this case. The Defense had spoken to her prior to trial.
She in fact testified for the Defense, and they had full
access to Rolanda Hicks.

Furthermore, Judge, if there is any violation
of discovery in this case, it would seem to me that
that's on the part of Mr. Dixon who tendered us less than
an nour prior to trial a compulsion defense which we had
no notice of prior to trial, nor a* any time during the
pendency of Mr. Dixon's appearance on behalf of the
defendant.

With respect to the compulsion defense, Judgé;
counsel seems to merge that argument togethér with some
cas2 law regarding the fact that the Court should have
instructed them as to the compulsion defense. Counsel

cites People versus Lefler, again, 230 N. E. 24, 827,

and People versus Johnson, 241 N.E. 2d, 584. And in

both cases, Judge, they were homicide cases, and I have
in fact pulled those cases and have those ready to
present to your Honor.

Both thoss cases indicated basically that
profferred instructions stating in effect that if a

defense's act was lawful --- was lawful and if he had no
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intention of killing the victim, he should bs acquitted,
was properly refused in that it did not correctly state
the law. Basically both the -- both the Lefler case and
the Johnson case stand for the proposition that where
there are various issues of law which are going to bs
tendered via the jury instructions, they must be tendered
in an appropriate manner according to the law.

With respect to the last case éounsel cited,

People versus Lucas, 243 N.E. 2d, 228, that counsel

cites in his motion, part of the dicta in that case is
that -- that instructions should not only state permanent
law, but should make application of law purports to state
as to facts that may be found by the jury. However, thé
case also stands for the proposition, Judge, that refusal
to give defendant's requested instructions which
improperly express that the jury had an ungualified duty
to consider the defense of necessity and did not
sufficiently explain that the jury had to find the
exlstence of elements on which the defense of necessity
is legally based was provad. In other words, the Court
was proper in denying that instruction because it did not
state the law propsrly.

Now, your Honor, pointed out pursuant to

Chapter 38, Section 77, during trial that in order for

17
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there to be compulsion there must be a " threat or menace
of imminent infliction of death or great bodily harm.
If he -- that being the defendant -- reasonably believed
death or great bodily harm will be inflicted upon him 1if
he doss not perform such conduct, and there is nothing,
Judge, in any shape, manner or form that occurred during
this trial pursuant to any testimony in this case which
established a compulsion defense.

During the case we cited two cases to your

Honor: béople versus Colon at 372 N.E. 24, 871, and

People versus Rodriquez =-- common spelling -- at 3

Ill. App. 34, 118; and both of those cases -- cases,
Judge, stood for the vroposition that under Section 7—11
of the law there must bz the threat or menace of the
imminent infliction of death or great bodily harm, and
that the defendant must reasonably believe that death or
great podily harm would be inflicted upon him,

We tendered those cases to the Court as well,
and again I have copies of those for your Honor's perusal
if you so desire. Therefore, Judge, based on counsel's
cases, and based on the compulsion cases which we
tendered it should be -- it should be apparent that the
law requires that if you are going to instruct a jury as

to different propositions of law that they must be
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accurate. First of all, that they must“ge applicanple to
the facts in the case; and, secondly, where those cases
-- where those instructions are applicable they must be
tendered in the appropriate form according to what the
law actually is. Aand the reason your Honor refused to
tender the compulsion instruction is because the facts
and the proofs did not sustain the tendering of such a
defense; and, therefore, this was properly deniad by your
Honor.

“The only other point, Judge, that counsel
indicates in his motion is that tne défendant was -—--—
strike that -- that the verdict was against the -- the
weight of the evidenca, and the defendant was denied ddé
process of law as well as equal protection of the laws.

Judge, your Honor has always taken very copious
notes in this case with respect to what the State's
testimony was, and the defense's testimony as well. and,
in fact, every elem=2nt of armed robbery was proven guilty
beyond a reasonable doubt in this case -- each and every
element. and we would ask that you consider the
defendant's motion for a new trial, and, in fact, deny it
on all grounds, and proceed to sentencing at this time.

THE COURT: Anything else?

MR, DIXON: May I, your Honor?
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THE COURT: Without repeating. a -

MR. DIXON: Your Honor -- yes, your Honor. But I 4do
disagree with some of the statements made by respective
counsel State's Attorney. I don't believe that it is the
judge's function respectfully to decide questions of
facts before the courtroom. The judge's function is to
decide questions of law, and whether or not the defendant
believed he was compelled, I believe, is a question of
fact for the jury to decide.

1 respectfully agree with the State's
characterization of your Honor's opinion on that matter
because I know the law clzarly states that if a person
believes he is threatened, then that is all that;é
necessary for compulsion.

As far as me supposing to be read for trial on
April 19th, I would have been ready for trial had the
State tendered me all discovery that they had within
their purview. It is not the Public Defender's
responsibility to tender me discovery. It is the State's.
My case 1is against the State, not the Public Defender.
The State failed to make sure I had all the discovery. I
didn't know I didn't have discovery, subseqguently, when I
appeared in court and found that they had a statemant by

e

one of my witnesses, I was not prepared for that
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statement.
Nothing further, your Honor.
THE COURT: All right. 1I'll just address what has
been mentioned here in open court. First, dealing with
the continuance, you did have adequate time, #™Mr. Dixon.
You had come to this court, and when you substituted
yourself the Public Defender at that time gave you
everything he Had, and you were advised of the state of
the trial regarding the material received subsequently
pertainlhg to Hicks. The State gave you what they
subsequently had regarding Hicks, so that was in your
possession, and you had ample opportunity to talk with
Hicks. |

As a matter of fact, the Stéte didn't even use
Hicks. You used Hicks as a defense witness. So this
indicates to me that you had an opportunity to go over
the material given to you from the State, and to prepare
whatever it was that you had with Hicks.

Regarding the jury instructions, the Court at
the time made commants regarding each of the instructions
as they were tendered. As a matter of fact, the Court
even extended itself by typing a couple of the
instructions on your behalf because you had given to this

Court, contrary to the I.P.I, contrary to the forms as
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the law requires, a series of instructions that was
presumably ccpied from I.P.I. And they're all here in
the record, so that if there is an appeal, the Appellate
Court can find them.

And the Court extended itself in giving those
instructions which were pursuant to the law, and deni=ad
those that were not pursuant to the law and inconsistent
with the evidence.

Finally, dealing with this compulsion, we had
an extensive discussion, and I read into the record the
comments of the Committee on Section 7-11 of Chapter 38
Illinois Revised Statutes when it was first adopted in
this state.,. So that 1is pressrved, and I woulé
re-enunciate the same thing now as I did then.

Among other things, the State in its argument
at -- in response to what you have said to me, you said
-- and this 1s during the instructions when an objection
was made by the State -- you said, "Compulsion i3 a state
of mind as to what the reasonable man believes or feels.™"
And the State brought no one in, and I don't sec how they
could object for as we know that once the affirmative
defense of compulsion is established, then the burden is
upon the State to overcome it, but the duty is upon the

Defense to establish the affirmative defense of

22
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compulsion. -

Instructions dealing with compulsion were
deniesd because the evidence in this court was
insufficient to show that the Defendant Milton reasonably
believed that he had the state of mind as to what a
reasonable man belisves. The Defense never established
the defense of compulsion in its side of the case.

And for those reasons, and for the other
reasons that I had mentioned when we had our arguments
over the instruction on compulsion, specifically Peopla's
Exhibits 13.01(¢(d), 14.02, and 14.04, these instructions
which were prepared for the benefit of the Defense,
instructions on compulsion were denied, and the -- th;
instruction dealing with 13.02(d), and 14.02, and 14.04
were given in its place, all pursuant to the record as
previously argued and stated.

Since these are the major points that ware
raised, and since these have been in detail covered
during the argument, your motion for a new trial shall be
and is hereby denied.

Are we ready for sentencing?

MR. STRICKLAND: Yes, Judge.
THE COURT: You have got the P.S.I.? Did you read

the presentencing investigative report?
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THE DEFENDANT: Yes. -

THE COURT: All right, The sentencing goes 1in
regard to 87 CF 241 as well as 87 CF 242. 242 is the
trial, and it's in 242 that the motion for a new trial
was denied. 241 is wher=in the defendant entered a
straight plza to robbery, Count 2, on May 11, 1987, and
the presentencing investigative report was ordered.
Counts 1 and 3 were to be nolls prossed. At that time
because of the motion 1 and 3 were nolle prossed.

""Are we ready to proceed?

MR. STRICKLAND: Judge =--

THE COURT: Are there any additions or corrections

vou desire to make to the presentencing investigative

report?

MR. DIXON: Your Honor, the presentencing
investigativa report is -- there are certain errors
contained within. Essentially, there 1is -- that

indicates on page five that there was a bench warrant
issued to Mr. Milton for selling without a business
license, which he nhas no knowledge of, or was never
served or arrested on that charge.

THE COURT: Which line, sir?

MR. DIXON: Page five, July 10th, 1986, warrant.

THE COURT: That's line twanty-five?

24
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MR. DIXOM: I'm sorry, your Honor, liﬁe twenty-five.
THE COURT: For selling without a business?

MR. DIXON: For selling without a business license.

THE COURT: W=are you ever in Southgate, California?

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, I was.

MR. DIXON: Also, your Honor, there -- the accuracy

on page seven, line twenty-six through thirty-two, in

that Mr. Milton never reported to the probation officer.
He graduated from North Chicago. He indicates that he
graduated from high school in California, and also

attendad a community college in California, not the

College of Lake County in Grayslake.

THE COURT: He didn't araduate from Nortn Chicago?
THE DECENDANT: No.

THE COURT: You graduated from what high school?
THE DEFENDANT: Southgate High School.

THE COURT: Where, sir?

THE DEFENDANT: Southgate High School.

THE COURT: 1In California?

THE DEFENDANT: Yes.

THE COURT: What town?

THE DEFENDANT: Southgate, California.

THE COURT: Where 1s Southgate?

THE DEFENDANT: In California.
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THE COURT: I know. Where? ©North, east, south,

west?
THE DEFENDANT: That's east.
MR. DIXON: Close to L.A.?
THE DEFENDANT: Right.

THE COURT: Where? Near Los Angelas?

THE DEFENDANT: About a mile -- a mile out of Los

Angeles -- a mile east of Los Angeles.

THE COURT: How far from Pasadena or Arcadia?

THE DEFENDANT: About ten, fifteen miles.

THE COURT: All right. Okay. And you are not from

North Chicago High School?

THE DEFENDANT: No.

THE COURT: When did you graduate? What date?

THE DEFENDANT: June, 1984.
THE COURT: In 19847

THE DEFENDANT: In June.

THE COURT: All right, sir. what else, sir?

MR. DIXON: That he attendsd -- where was that? ©Not

the College of Lake County --

THE DEFENDANT: Community College.

THE COURT: In Carlton (phonetic), California; yes?

THE DEFENDANT: Carlton Community College;

TEE COURT: In Carlton, California?

yes.

26
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THE DEFENDANT: Yes.
THE COURT: How long did you go there?
THE DEFENDANT: One year.

THE COURT: All right, sir. What else?

MR. DIXON: In line eighteen

THE COURT: On which page?

MR. DIXON: On page seven -- the same page, your
Honor. It states that Mr. Milton has a son residing with
Mrs. Segarre. Mrs. Segarre resides in California, your
Honor. ~

THE COURT: Where?

THE DEFENDANT: Huntington Park, California.

MR. DIXON: and his son also resides in Californié}
your Honor.

THE COURT: All right, sir. What else?

MR. DIXON: That the defendant has -- on page two,
your Honor. I'm sorry, pags two, line five. That the
various aliases listed for the defendant -- one or two of
these gentlemzn are druggers. That's it, your Honor.

THE COURT: All right,. Other than that, it 1is
correct and satisfactory?

MR. DIXON: Is that correct and satisfactory?

THE DEFENDANT: Yes.

THE COURT: dave you -- have you read the
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presentencing investigative report?

THE DEFENDANT: Yes.

THE COURT: All right. Pursuant to the defendant's
reading of the report, it's the order of the Court that
pursuankt to Sz2ction 10.05 of Chapter 38 the Cl=2rx shall
receive and file it as the law provides. So ordered.

Next, arguments?

MR. STRICKLAND: Your Honor, on behalf of the State
I'll make the argument.

"As you just recited on the record, Mr. Milton
15 here to be sentenced as to two separate incidents that
took place in Waukegan. The first being the jury trial
which the Court heard where Dale Posedel was raturniné
from doing his laundry. He was out in the street, and he
was approached by a car driven by the defendant Milton.

Dale Posedel testified at that time that Mr.
Milton got out of the car, pointed a gun at him, and
threatened him, forced him into the car where he was
roobed of his goods. He testified that he was extremely
frightened during the time this event took place, and
didn't know what was going to happen to him, whether the
gun was going to be shot at him or not.

The second incident involving Daniel Doren who

was returning home from cashing his payroll check, and he

23
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was on a bicycle, and once again in the evening hours
ne's riding down a street in Waukegan, and once again he
is accosted by the defendant William Milton who
approaches him with a weapon, threatens him, and was --
Mr. Doren lost his entire paycheck of over three hundred
dollars to Mr. Milton.

So, he will be sentenczd for armed robbary, and
robbery, both crimes of violance, Judge. Both very
serious crimes. I think when you look at the factors in
aggravation you are going to see a number of them do
apply.

Number one, the defendant's conduct causad or
threatened serious harm. Obviously, pointing a loadeé-
gun at somsbody's face threatens serious harm. As you
recall, that gun was loaded that Mr. Milton pointed at
Dala Posedel.

Number two, the defendant received compensation
for committing the offense. Obviously, Judge, in both
cases the defandant received compensation. Particularly
in Mr. Doren's case where Mr. Doren lost over three
hundred dollars after cashing his check.

Number three, the defendant has a history of
prior delinquéncy or criminal activity. You can see from

the presentencing investigation, Judge, that the
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defendant has be=n involved before. Ané that brings up
somsthing elss that I would like -- like to noint out to
the Court. You xnow, I'd like to point out to the Court,
your Honor, on March 6th, Mr. Milton appeared before your
Honor and asked for a bond hearing. Mr. Milton was at
that time being held on both of these cases in custody.

The Court at that time had Mr. Milton sworn in
to tell the truth. At the tim2 the Court was advised by
Mr. Milton that he had never been arrested before.
Outside of these two cases, that Mr. Milton had never
been arrestad before. As you can see from this
presentencing investigation, Mr. Milton lied under oath
to the Court because he has been arrested before. Néf
only has he been arrested and convicted before, but there
are warrants outstanding -- bench warrants outstanding.
So he is ~- he was obviously picked up on charges 1in
California and fled bond in California.

You can see he had a number of cases. He had a
robbery case which apparently is classified as a
misdemeanor in California. A bench warrant was issued on
that last September. You can see that he had a charge of
under the influence of controlled substance, and a
warrant 1issued for him. You can see that he has been

convicted of under the influence of a controllesd
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substance as well as having been arrested~for driving on
a suspended license, and being convicted. So, he -- as
he -- he looked at the Court and in an effort to get a
recognizance bond or a pre-trial release, he lied to the
court,

And you will also recall his testimony in this
jury trial, your Honor, where he attempted to place all
the blame in this case on his co-defendant, Banard Cobb,
trying to absolve himself of all the guilty. Obviously,
the jury's verdict and the tims which it took to reach
that verdict shows the jury did not believe any of that
testimony. Tha-'s obvious from the verdict.

Your Honor, I know the last factor {n
aggravation, number seven, is that the sentence is
necessary to deter others from committing the same crime.
Outside of viewing the way Mr. Milton has conducted
himself throughout these appearances in court, your
Honor, this is perhaps one of the most important factors
in aggravation that has to do with this case.

Both victims were minding their own business,
using public streets in Waukegan, one just cashing a
check, one returning from doing his laundry. Both
accosted on the street by Mr. Milton who is brandishing a

weapon. Your Honor, obviously, an armed robbery is a
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very dangerous offense. It's a -- a vioient offense, and
it's one of the offenses that should be most repugnan: to
society.

One of the things that -- main things we're
interested in is attempting to keep the streets of
Waukegan safe. Incidents like this make it impossible
for any -- anyone who travels the streets of wWaukegan,
especially at nighttime to feel that they are safe. This
wasn't even that late at night when Mr. Milton did this.
He -- it was just after the sun had gone down, basically,
in each event, Judge.

Basically it's for us to deter others fron
committing offenses of this sort, Judge; and, obviousl;;
when somebody takes a loaded gun and points it in
somebody's face things can escalate, and that's a very
serious situation.

For the reasons that I have stated before,
Judge, and the reasons that you have seen, Mr. Milton's
conduct, he has not shown remorse in this case. He tries
to place blame on others for his actions. For the fact
that he's 1liasd to this Court before, and for how serious
the offenses he's committed are, I would ask that you
sentence him to a substantial period of tims in the

Department of Corrections. -
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THE COURT: Mr. Dixon? -

MR. DIXON: Your Honor, the aggravating factors
recited by the opposing counsel, Mr. Strickland, I
disagree with. There was never any testimony that —--
that indicated that Mr. Milton received any compensation,
and the monéy that he had on him was mere pennies, or one
or two dollars. There was no -- no testimony was taken
from the co-defendant ahbout the conversation that he had
on him. I don't know why he can blame the conversation
aspect on the Defendant William Milton.

As far as his prior history, your Honor, Mr.
Milton is twenty years old., Mr. Milton believed that the
misdemeanors that he was charged with were Jjust meré
tickets, that they were not substantial =snough to inform
this court. Mr. Milton will speak on his -- in his own
behalf at whatever tim2 your Honor articulates, but I
believe those factors should be considered by your Honor
before sentencing.

As far as the jury rendering a swift verdict in
record time, I believe that was because of the mere fact
that the jury was given -- that Mr. Milton's defense that
was —-- that was issued all throughout the case, tha: was
the basis of his defense, without the defense they did

not issue a verdict in record time, and I object to the
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State's characterization like that. =
Nothing further, your Honor. Mr. Milton would
like to make a statement, your Honor.

THE COURT: He will be given that opportunity, sir.

MR. DIXON: Thank you, your Honor.

THE COURT: Mr. Milton, stanéd here between the
attorneys. What if anything do you have to say, sir?

THE DEFENDANT: Well, I'd like to say that my priocr
Nistory of arrests -- the arrests were just tickets for
under the influence, misdemeanors. I was just given a
ticket dnd let go twice. And the robbery for -- as far
as I'm concerned, they wantsd ms to testify. That's why
the robbefy was classified a misdemeanor, not a felonyt
I failed to appear in court to testify against two other
suspects, so they issued a warrant out -- a warrant for
robbery, but it was a misdemzanor.

Your Honor -- your Honor, it's a felony because
I don't have any part or anything to do with it. Also,
I'd like to say was that I will pay restitution for the
February -- February 2nd to Mr., --

MR. DIXON: Doren.

THE DEFENDANT: -—- to Mr. Doren. But, honestly,
your Honor, I was compelled on the February 9th case, and

I am ready to be rehabilitated.
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THAE COURT: Okay. Was that~£hree nundred
thirty-eight dollars in currency or check a:t that point
taken from Mr. Doren?

MR. STRICKLAND: Currency, Judge. Currency.

THE COURT: Not a check?

MR. STRICKLAND: That's correct, Judge. He just
cashed his check.

THE COURT: All right. All right. How many more -—-
off the record.

o (Whereupon an off-the-
record discussion was
had.)

THE COURT: All right. 1In regard to 242, the jur;'
returned the following verdict -- verdict finding you
guilty of robbery, and a verdict finding you gquilty of
theft from a person. And at this time in a judgment --
strike the words "and at this time".

The Court will --

MR. DIXON: Your Honor? Excuse me, your Honor, may
I interject for a second?

THE COURT: You may.

MR. DIXON: would you not include the lesser
included offense of --

THE COURT: I'm Jjust going to withdraw the judgmant. -
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STATE OF [ILLINOIS 91 g ﬂ E {}
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 19TH JUDKHRQCHRCUH‘ ‘b
LAKE COUNTY MAY 191387 \{D*——
eﬁ(\.ﬂ L R
MITTIMUS FOR STATE PENAL INSTITUTIONS GULUO
PLEAS before said Circuit Court held in the city of WAUKEGAN 6 j / I}ﬁﬁoxs
on May 19 , 19 87 . » C"\"”T"Lc K
Present: HONORABLE Jack Hoogasian , Judge of the Circuit Court
Fred L. Foreman , State’s Attorney
Robert H. Babcox Sheriff
Attest: Sally D. Coffelt _

(Clerk of the Circuit Court)

BE IT REMEMBERED that on said date the following, among other proceedings, were had and entered of record
in said Court:

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Vs No. 87CF242

William Milton

Defendant

J

JUDGMENT AND SENTENCE

Now come THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS. by Fred L. Foreman
State’s Attorney of Lake County, and the defendant, in person and by counsel,
Burnell Dixon Private Counsel . and now

neither the defendant nor defendant’s counsel saying anything further why the judgment of the court should not

now be pronounced against said defendant on the Verdict of guilty heretofore
. {plea or verdict)

entered to the charge of Armed Robhery

as charged in thcxg%gxg%g}gﬁremmed in this cause on February 23 1987, ;

Therefore, itIigg?dﬂé??&jaBB a’g}\}é’&d by the court that said defendant is guilty of thecrimeof ___

Armed Robbery . ,
as charged in the SXXENHEROGCOMNRAXX herein.

Information filed
The court finds the age of said defendant to be__20 years.

The court having offered to hear evidence in aggravation and mitigation of the offense as to the moral
character, life, family, occupation, and criminal record of defendant, and the presentation of evidence having been

~

heard by the court ——— ,
the defendant having nothing further to say, the court hereby sentences said defendant to imprisonment in a

pem[enuary and fixes the term of imprisonment at_ Def sentenced to_the Department of Corrections for a
(Insert dc.lxnm peniod ormdeterminate term as rgqulrcd)

period of 30 vears - Said sentence to run concurrent with sentence imposed in 87CF241

Def to receive credit for time served in the Lake County Jail.
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o UNITED STATES OF AM_ <ICA
. ; ' éﬂ{?‘” f_.:‘,
STATZ OF ILLINOIS ) GGC4A-=D
APPELLATE COURT ) ss:
SECOND DISTRICT )

7/

At a Session of the Appellate Court begun and held at Elgin on the 1st
of January, in the year of our Lord one ‘thousand nine hundred and eighty-nir
within and for the Second District of Illinois:

Present: Honorable GEORGE W. UNVERZAGT, Presiding Justice
Honorable MARVIN D. DUNN, Justice ' Honorable WILLIAM R. NASH, Justice
Honorable LAWRENCE D. INGLIS, Justice Honorable PHILIP G. REINHARD, 'Justic
Honorable GEORGE W. LINDBERG, Justice Honorable ALFRED E. WOODWARD, Justic
Honorable ROBERT D. MCLAREN, Justice

LOREN J. STROTZ, Clerk

_______.__———————_—___——__-.__—__—_.——_..._.______—_————_——__—.—____———__—_———__.—__

#2-87-0521 CONSOLIDATED CASE/S: 2-87-0612

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, . APPEAL FROM THE
Plaintiff-Appellee, CIRCUIT COURT OF
v. : . - Lake County
WILLIAM M. MILTON, | N
Defendant-Appellant. TRIAL COURT NO.
41
87CE_242 ™
L E i
MANDATE s

1989, an Opinion of the aforementioned Court was entered of record

and in accSrdance with the views expressed in the attached op%ﬁ§5d94%ﬁi?
the defendant's judgment of conviction is affirmed, the sentéEEéUﬁfnﬁﬂK
lmposed thereon is modified as specified, we reduce defendant's

sentence of 30 years' impri<onment to 12 years' imprisonment pursuant

o the authority given this Court under Supreme Court Rule 615

(b) (4). 187 I°1. 2@ R. 615 (b) (4)
h Judgment affirmed; sentence modified.

Costs to be taxed according to law, and $50 statutory fee
assessed as costs against appellant.

. MOV g
BE IT REMEMBERED, that, to-wit: On the 4th day of May,D“'kCg

CERTIFICATE

I, LOREN J. STROTZ, Clerk of the Appellate Court, Second District of the
State of Illinois, and keeper of the records, files and Seal thereof, do here
certify that the foregoing is a true copy of the final order of said Appellat
Court, in the above entitled cause of record in my said office.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed the ¢
of said Court this 3r4. day of November |, 1989, A.D.,.- ‘

. -2
g ) sy

Clerk of the AppellaEe Court
Second District - .




»eied ( ) (
STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTY OF LAKE ) o
QC0a«A

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE

Count 2 of 4 NINETEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

And now on this day comes into open Court in his own proper person, Fred L. Foreman,
State's Attorney in and for the said County of Lake, in the State of Illinois, in the
name and by the authority of the The People of the State of Illinois, and prosecutes in
this behalf, for and on behalf of The People aforesaid, and gives the said Court to be
informed and understand, that

WILLIAM MILTON , late of said County of Lake and State of Illinois
aforesaid, on to-wit: the 9th day of February in the year of our
Lord, One Thousand Nine Hundred and ejghty-seven at ‘and within the said County

of Lake and State of Illinois aforesaid, "WILLIAM MILTON committed the offense of
AB%ED ROBBERY 1in violation of Illinois Revised Statutes, Chapter 38 18-2(a)

in that the said defendant while aremd with a dangerous weapon, a gun, took property,
being $40.00 United States Currency, from the person of Dale Posedel, by threatening the
imminent use of force. __ ////

contrary to the form of the Statute in such case made and provided, and against the peace
and dignity of the same People of the State of Illinois

o

State's Attorney in and for the Coﬁnty of Lake
in the State of Illinois

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) .
) SS
COUNTY OF LAKE )

being first duly sworn on oath deposes and says that the fore-
goiny Information is true.
Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of A.D., 19

e

o

Notary Public 175-43  4/81



STATE OF ILLINOIS ) & k’
) SS
COUNTY OF LAKE ) Qo

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
Count 2 of 3 NINETEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

And now on this day comes into open Court in his own proper person, Fred L. Foreman,
State's Attorney in and for the said County of Lake, in the State of Illinois, in the
name and by the authority of the The People of the State of Illinois, and prosecutes in
this behalf, for and on behalf of The People aforesaid, and gives the said Court to be
informed and understand, that

WILLIAM MILTON , late of said County of Lake and State of Illinois
aforesaid, on to-wit: the 2nd day of February in the year of our
Lord, One Thousand Nine Hundred and eighty-seven at and within the said County

of Lake and State of Illinois aforesaid, WILLIAM MILTON committed the offense of
ROBBERY in violation of Illinois Revised Statutes, chapter 38, section 18-1,
in that said defendant took property, being a wallet and $338.00 United States
currency, from the person of Daniel Dornan, by threatening the imminent use of

@,@ ol

fgﬁj?F714aé? . ’U’kagf%ZE;ﬁ CQ4L4A~Jx/uJ£24LCQ. A ﬁ“i::f%;séAég;‘ﬂ“ ’
"
>3% 'A’M“[g W legan D L\{’BOC@/%,

contrary to the form of the Statute in such case made-and provided, and against the peace
and dignity of the same People of the State of Illindis

State's Attorney in and for the County of Lake
in the State of Illinois

STATE OF ILLINOIS )

) s/
COUNTY OF LAKE )
being first duly sworn on oath deposes and says that the fore-

goiny Information is true.

. el
Subscribed agd‘sworn to before me this day of ' A.D., 19

P - -

- Notary Public

175-43 4/8)
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MR. DIXON: Okay, your Honor. Thank you. -
THE COURT: You are walcome, sir.

The Court at this time will withdraw the
judgments heretofore entered in regard to the offense of
robbery and theft from p=rson in 87 CF 242. However, the
verdicts still stand, but the judgments as to those two

offenses which are th lesser included of the armed

iD

robpery shall be vacatad, and only the judgment as to the
armad robbery in 87 CF 242 will stand, and the defendant
will be ééntenced accordingly in regard to the armed
robobery.

In 87 CF 241, the May llth, 1987, offense, thg
defendant entered a pl=a of guilty to the offense of
robbery as more fully set forth in Count 2 thereof.
Counts 1 and 3, the armed robbery and the -- and the
theft from person ware nolle prossad.

Thne stipulated facts in 241 indicaied tha:t the
victim Doren left the Jewel-T Company after cashing his
check. He was stopp=2d. Money was demanded from the
victim by William Milton, the defendant, who possessed a
handgun. And the sum of three hundred thirty-eight
dollars was taken from the victim, Danizl Doran.

In éddition to taking the money, the defendant

Milton made a statement to the Waukegan Police Department
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that he participated in and did take the money as 1is
described in the stipulation which was received on May
11, 1987, by this Court.

You persisted in your vlea of robbery in that
particular case, judgment was eni=2red accordingly.

In 87 CF 242, we had a trial of your case which
commenced April 20th, 1987, and concluded on Wednesday,
April.22, 1987. The defendant -- I'm sorry -- the jury
returned verdicts in open court finding you guilty of
armed rdgbery, robbery, and theft from a person. And
these verdicts were accepted by the court and filed in
this cause of action, and judgment was entered
accordingly, and a few moments ago this Court vacated thé
judgmants entered for the lesser included offenses of
robbery and theft from a person which l=zavess only the
armed robbary.

Upon sentencing you will be transferred to the
Department of Corrections where you will be incarcerated
until you have served your sentence. The law provides
that you become eligible for parole after you have servad
one-half your sentsnce in the Department of Corrections.
And each time I use the word "Department of Corrections",

I refer to prison, the penitentiary, or the reformatory,

whichever way you wish to describe it.

37
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After you have served orne-half of-your
Sentence, you become eligible for parole. Once the
Parol= and Pardon Division of the Department of
Corrections releases you unon parole, it becomes your
manifest duty to confoiw with all rules and rsgulations
of the Department of Corrections, and not violate any
laws and rules or regula:ions., Because if you do,
witnout any formal hearing in any court, including this
court, you can be remanded or returned to the Department
of Correczlons -- prison, and you must remain there until
vyou have served the balance of the tims that you owz the
State of Illinois pursuant to the sentence tha: thgs
Court will imposz2 upon Qou.

You were described and told that tha penalty
for robbery as a Class 2 offens2 is it is punishable by a
specific term of thra2e to sevan years' incarcera-ion in
the Department of Corrections. You were also told that
in the proper case if you have a criminal record,
depending upon what it is, an extended term can be
imposed of not less than seven o a specific term of not
morz than fourteen years. Aand in each case, within the
Court's discretion, a fine of up to ten thousand dollars.

In the armed robbery case of 87 CF 242, the

laws of Illinois state that it becomes incumbent upon

38
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this Court to sentence you to a minimum incarceration of
not less than six years for a maximum of thirty years.
The Court has the option of sentencing you to aav
specific term between six and thirty years, bu: it i=
incumbent upon m2 to sentence you. You don't becomz
eligible for any parole or -- I mean, probation.

If vou have a criminal record which falls into
the proper category, you may becom2 eligible for an
extended term of thirty to a specific term of not more
than sixé; vears, and or a fine in either case of up to
ten thousand dollars, depending upon the criminal record.
However, we don't have anything which indicates tha: you
would become eligible for an extended term in eithe%
file,

Therefore, this Court will not be considering
any extended term. The maximum that this Court can
therefore sentence you will be to a term of thirty years.
So, I‘have the option of a discretionary sentence of

three to seven years for a specific term, and to a

mandatory minimum of six years to a maximum of thirty

years; do you understand, sir?

THE

TH

Lz

sentance

DEFENDANT:

COURT:

that I just indicated to you?

Yes,

sir;

I do.

Do you have any gquestions about the

39




)

&

Ve
{

N

O

10
11
12

13

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

e} 43;’.'«*/1
kaaxfli

THE DEFENDANT: ©No, sir. h -

THE COURT: All right. You know the Court listened
and observed, and the Court heard your testimony on the
stand which was certainly inconsistsn:t with the direct
proof during the case in chief, which is during the trial
by the State's Attorney. You admitted that -- your
explanation while you were under oath was entirely
different than the story you had previously given Officer
Moore, And, guite frankly, I was left with the
impressiog.that you were lying. And I won't go into all

the deatails of your testimony because that's already on

You denisd having a gun in your hand. Yoﬁ
denies many things which ware absolutely inconsistent.
But, in any event, the jury of your peers heard the facts
and returned a verdict accordingly.

Now, armed robbery is -- 1is a serious offense.
It is one of the nine serious felonias in the State of
Illinois as well defined by legislation. and in 87 CF
242 you used a gun. You stoppad the victim Posedel. You
forced this individual into the automobile.

In 87 CF 241, the victim Doren was riding his
bicycle. Ybu stopped him, and again at the point of a

gun you took about three hundred thirty-eight dollars in
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cash from this individual. " -

In each of the two respective offenses you
deliberately held a gun -- a loaded gun -~ uDON an
individual. Time after timz I have told individuals, and
I'm going to tell you that he who participates in an
offense of violence against another with a gun is going
to be punished. And the sentence I am going to give is
for the purpose of punishment. And, quite candidly, I
can't even accept your word where you say, "I will make
restitutigh. I am rzady to be rehabilitated."

I s2e no remorse within you. I see not a --
even an lota of feeling that you would try to conver;
your way to the standards and rules and regulations whicﬂ
govern soclety accordingly. ©Nothing.

SXxterlior-wise you appesar as an -- as an
innocent, pure individual. But, within you you are
diabolic. You are awesom2, You put others in fear.
Awesome -- because you have a gun. Now, the irony of the
situation is you were working at the time too, at Jewel.
Making yourself a few dollars. Your grandmother
according to the presentesncing invastigative report
indicates that you were also receiving Township
Assistance, at least while you wa2re unemployed. I'm just

curious as to why you received financial assistance and
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also a salary from Jewel too. B -

I'll also take into consideration the fact that
you lied to me as Mr. Strickland indicated when you said
you had never been in trouble before, whereas the
Presentencing investigative report indicates that there
are bench warrants for your arrested for robbery based
upon a warrant from Southgate Police Department dated
September 15, 1986. And that source of information was
from Southgate, and Huntington, California District
Attorne{g. Plus the fact that you havs a warrant
outstancding dated May 6th, 1986, from the Los Angeles
Sheriff's Office and/or Police Dzpartment.

This Cour:t has a dutv to protect thne public;
This Court has a duty to indicate to others that if they
participate in such a crime that they 3hall suffer the
conseguences. This Court wants nobody in this county
hurt or put in a position of being the victim of a crime,
albeit a crime of property or a crime against a person,
or crime of violence, or a borderline crime.

The first sentence that will be imposed will be
in 87 CF 241 for the reasons that I have enunciated. It
is the order of this Court that you shall be sentenced to

the Department of Corrections for the offensa of robbery

as more fully set forth in Count 2 of the informatiodn
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heretofore filed to which you entered a plea of guilkty to
a2 maximum sentence of seven years, plus court costs.
That 1s so ordered.

In file 87 CF 242 it is the order of this Court
that you be sentenced to the Department of Corrections
for the offense of armed robbery to a maximum of thirty
years plus court coéts; and you arz2 to b2 remanded to the
Custody of the Sheriff for transmittal to the Department
of Corrections within ten days hereof. And you are o
remain f;carcerated until you nave fully served the

sentences.

The reason I'm giving you the thirty-year

(r
[

v

(1]

sentence 135 because of instead of giving a consecu

n

sentence, I'm going to make both sentences concurrent,
one with the other. So, 87 CTF 241 will be concurrent
with the 87 CF 242, and 87 CF 242 shall be concurrent
with the sentencing in 87 CF 241. It is so ordered.

Now, you have the righ%t within thirty days to
file a notice of appeal in 87 CF 242 because of the
trial. In 87 CF 241 you have a right within thirty days
to file a written motion to vacate. If you file a
written motion to vacate within thirty days, the Court
will set it Ebr a hearing. And if it is denied you then

have thirty days from date of denial to file with the
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0004AS:E
Clerk of the Circuit Court or directly with the Ceurt a
notice of appeal.

In 87 CF 241 it becomes manifest upon you that
you in 241, however, shall first file a motion -0 vacate
if it is your desire to file a notice of appeal. If you
do not file your notice of -- I'm sorry -- your motion to
vacate -- 1f you do not file your motion to vacate within
thirty days, you cannot file a notice of app=al.

In any event, once the notice of appeals are
filed orb}equested, the Court will appoint the State
Appellate Defender Project if you are without funds, or
you may continue with your attorney of your own choicef
including Mr. Dixon. The Court will order a copy of thé
transcript in either file,or the file on which the notice
of appesal is filed, and it will be sent to the attorney
or tha State Appellate Defendar Project who represents
you on appeal. And the State Appellate Defender Project
or the attorney you have prior to retained in %this cause
of action on appeal will then review it and maks the
deternination as to what review court this matter will
go.

Because of the sentence, on motion of the
State's Attorney, 86 TR 107300 and 87 TR 3293, 87 TR

13292, 87 TR 13291, and 87 TR 13290 shall be and are
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hereby nolle prossed. 1Is this your motioR? -
MR. STRICKLAND: Yes, Judge.
MR. PAVLETIC: Yes, Judge.
THE COURT: So ordered. The defendant is remanded
to the custody of the Sheriff.
(Which ware all the pro-
ceedings had and evidence
adduced ian the above-

entitled cause this date.)

* k kX
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STATE OF ILLINOIS) v -
: ) SS.
COUNTY CF L A K E)

I, DONALD W. CLARK, Official Court Reporter for the
Nineteenth Judicial Circuit, Lake County, Illinois, do
hereby certify that I reported in shorthand, as such
Official Court Reporter, the foregoing proceedings had
before the Honorable JACK HOOGASIAXN, Judge of said Court,
in the above-entitled cause on the 19th day of May, A.D.,
19¢e7, and thereafggghqaq§§§:tpype;t:anscribed into
typewriting the foregoing transcript, which I hereby
cerﬁify is a true and correct transcription of my shorthand

notes so taken of the evidence offered and received on 3aid

@\;&A\u Cloare.

NALD W. CLARK
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

date before said Judge.

o
:

'~iL.\l’i' '!’
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )

) Ss
COUNTY OF L A K E )

I, SALLX'b. COFFELT,- Clerk of tﬁe Circuit Court of the
NINETEENTH’JUDICIAL CfRCUIT,.LAKE_COUNTY, in énd for the State of
Illinois, and the keeper of the records, files and seals thereof,
do hereby certify the above and fofégoing to be é true, perfect and

complete copy of a certain _ REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS

, General Number 87 CF 242

filed in my office on JULY 9th -

19 87 in a certain cause. [ATELY pending in said Court, wherein
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS V Plaintiff
and WILLIAM MILTON | ' ' Defendant.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand, and
affixed the seal of said Court, at
Waukegan, Illinois

JANUARY 4phy 19 99

/}Mm/mm

SAIY.Y D. COFFE T/ .
Clerk of the ¥t Court

s A\\RUG L

I .
- Debuﬁ?‘dfeﬁf] . \;j
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE PRINTED: 01/13/99

CASE NO. TAO39953

(_THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
VS.
DEFENDANT ©1: WILLIAM MILTON

. INFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT ©1: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

ON 01/13/99 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

~

CASE CALLED FOR MOTION

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) BERNARD J. COSME (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

{ DEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

COUNSELS' JOINT MOTIONS FOR NATURE OF PRIOR AS A STRIKE IS
CALLED FOR HEARING. THE COURT HAS READ AND CONSIDERED PRIOR
MOTIONS, TRANSCRIPT PROCEEDINGS OF ILLINOIS, AND 1 PRIOR
7 ROBBERY. THE COURT FINDS THAT THE DEFENDANT USED A GUN IN THE
~ ILLINOIS CASES AND FINDS THEM TO BE STRIKES, AS FULLY REFLECTED
IN THE OFFICIAL NOTES OF THE COURT REPORTER.

PEOPLE'S EXHIBITS' 7(AN 11 PAGE DOCUMENT), 8,9, AND 10 (ALL 3
-~ PAGED DOCUMENTS), AND 11(A TRANSCRIPT DATED 0©7-09-97) ARE
| "TADMITTED INTO EVIDENCE.
ALL PARTIES ARE ORDERED TO RETURN ON DATE BELOW.
COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:
U -THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.
NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
02/10/99 830 AM  PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO
CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

MOTION
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 01/13/89



MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

&
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DATE PRINTED: 02/10/99

CASE NO. TA039953
| CTHE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 81: WILLIAM MILTON

- INFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT @1: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

,-ON 02/10/99 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CASE CALLED FOR PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
CYNTHIA COSTELLO (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

{_THE DEFENDANT IS PRESENT(IN LOCK UP) AND NOT REPRESENTED BY COUNSEL

PER TELEPHONE CONTACT OF BOTH COUNSEL, THIS MATTER IS TRAILED TO
DATE BELOW.

COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:
piTHE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.
NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:

02/11/99 830 AM PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO
~CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 02/10/99



MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

! DATE PRINTED: 62/11/99

CASE NO. TAG39953

' {THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

- TNFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.
COUNT ©1: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

-ON 02/11/99 AT 830 AM 1IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

. CASE CALLED FOR PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING

'PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
CYNTHIA COSTELLO (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

' (JEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

ON JOINT MOTION, THIS MATTER IS CONTINUED TO DATE BELOW.

| COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:

K;THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.
NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:

03/04/99 830 AM PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO
~CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

M

PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING

PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 02/11/99
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

N

DATE PRINTED: ©3/05/99

CASE NO. TA039953
~THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

_INFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.

COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

gQN 03/04/99 AT 830 AM IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) CHARLES KEEN (CLERK)
NONE (REP) BETH L. VANARNAM (DA)

IQTHE DEFENDANT IS PRESENT(IN LOCK UP) AND REPRESENTED BY PAUL GOLUB DEPUTY
PUBLIC DEFENDER

COUNSEL NOT APPEARING AND HEARING OFFICER NOT AVAILABLE
MATTER TRAILS TO DATE INDICATED.

~COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:

-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:

03/08/99 830 AM PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING  DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO0
CZENTRAL DEPT SCQ

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 03/04/99



| MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

.

DATE PRINTED: 03/08/99

CASE NO. TAB39953

CTHE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
VS.
DEFENDANT 01: WILLIAM MILTON

?g@INFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.

COUNT 01: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

“-ON 03/068/99 AT 830 AM 1IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ

- CASE CALLED FOR PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING
|
I PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) NONE (DDA)
DEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY C. BONILLO DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

LILLIAN GONZALEZ, DISTRICT ATTORNEY IS STANDING IN FOR BETH
WIDMARK. PAUL GOLUB, DEFENDANT'S ATTORNEY IS OUT SICK TODAY.

( ABOVE NAMED COUNSEL IS STANDING IN FOR MR. GOLUB. ON JOINT
MOTION OF COURT AND COUNSEL, MATTER IS CONTINUED TO DATE BELOW.

COURT ORDERS AND FINDINGS:

i ~-THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR ON THE NEXT COURT DATE.

WAIVES STATUTORY TIME.

NEXT SCHEDULED EVENT:
03/17/99 830 AM PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING DIST L.A. SUPERIOR-SO
_ CENTRAL DEPT 5CQ

.

CUSTODY STATUS: DEFENDANT REMANDED

7

PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING
PAGE NO. 1 HEARING DATE: 03/08/99
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MINUTE ORDER
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

N

DATE PRINTED: 03/17/99

CASE NO. TA039953
(THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

VS.
DEFENDANT ©1: WILLIAM MILTON

. INFORMATION FILED ON 10/13/98.

COUNT ©1: 211 PC FEL - ROBBERY.

““ON ©3/17/99 AT 830 AM 1IN L.A. SUPERIOR-SO CENTRAL DEPT SCQ
CASE CALLED FOR PROBATION AND SENTENCE HEARING

PARTIES: RON SLICK (JUDGE) MELANIE PLEASANT (CLERK)
WENDY GRAVES (REP) STEVEN DICKMAN (DA)

DEFENDANT IS PRESENT IN COURT, AND REPRESENTED BY P. GOLUB DEPUTY PUBLIC
DEFENDER

ABOVE NAMED COUNSEL FOR THE PEOPLE, IS STANDING IN FO<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>