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24 || could and would competently testify to the matters stated hereiri
25 2. After sitting through almost six months of the trial in this case, [ bel
26 || Jackson had proven her case against AEG Live. Despite this fact, I had no way of

27 || of the Plaintiffs because of the way that the verdict form was worded.

1 3 Question 2 of the verdict form asked: “Was Dr. Conrad Murray unf
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I, I, dcclare as follows:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein and if\calle
could and would competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. Being selected for and serving on the jury for thistrial Was one of
experiences of my life. For such an important case, | would have been 'willing to

and thoroughly until December. I took my role as a juror very seriously, and eve

began deliberations, [ asked for all the evidence to be brought into the jury room.

3. To my shock and huge disappointment, however, I never got the c
the most important issues or review the most pertinent e-mails because of the cont
form and the order in which the questions appeared on that form. To this day, I
understand why we had to stop deliberating after answering Question 2, or why w
“ from discussing the ethical conflict or any of the real issues in this case.

4. Question 2 of the verdict form asked: “Was Dr. Conrad Murray ur
I incompetent to pertorm the work for which he was hired?” When we reached this
/N discussed with us the fact that the clear meaning of that questi
coupled with the first question asking, “Did AEG Live hire Dr. Conrad Murray?”,

choice but to consider Dr. Murray’s competency at the time he was hired. | beli
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I, _ declare as follows:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth hereinand if ¢alled
could and would competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2 I want to have this opportunity to share my thoﬁghts and feelings wit
Palazuclos about the jury instructions and verdict.

3 As jurors, we did everything that was asked of us, made sacrifices, a

through almost six months of a very important trial. The case, however, ended abru

1
2
3
4
S
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

16

DECLARATION OF N~

rendering a verdict for the defense. The verdict form caused us to stop deliberating

2. Ibelieve that the verdict form was ambiguous; and that it did not provide a way
to move forward in our deliberations.

4. I believe that some of the jurors wanted to render a verdict for the P

[ some of the jurors were stunned and upset after learning that wb had to stop deliber
answering *no” to Ouestion 2. Question 2 of the verdict form asked: “Was Dr. Co
unfit.or incompetent to perform the work for which he was hired?” When we react
question, one of the jurors, discussed with us the fact that the clear meaning of that
coupled with the first Question asking, “Did AEG Live hire Dr. Conrad Murray?”, |
choice but to consider Dr. Murray’s competency at the time he was hired.

5. I discussed with the jurors my belief that the strongest claims for the
negligent supervision and negligent retention — but we were never allowed to delib
claims because of the verdict form. One of the jurors,-. even refused to :
deliberating and he wanted to continue answering the remainder of the questions. '
writing a question to the judge about the question, but we did not want anyone to k

were-in-the deliberations
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6. I would like the judge to know that we did not have the opportunity
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