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VENTURA, CALI FORNI A; FRI DAY, DECEMBER 16, 2005
--000- -
(Proceedi ngs were had and reported, but not transcribed

herein.)

THE BAILIFF: Remain seated. Cone to order, please.
Court is in session.
THE COURT: W are back on the record in the case of

Peopl e versus Parlanti. W have all jurors, counsel and the

def endant .
M. Ronmero, you may meke your cl osing argunent.
MR, ROMVERO. Thank you, your Honor.

Good norning, |adies and gentlenmen. Before | get
into ny argunent, a couple of things | want to say: First
off, I want to thank you very nuch for your tine and your
patience and your service on this jury the |last week or so
t hat we have been together;

Second thing I want to say is | actually get to
argue two tines. |'ll make ny argunent now, defense counse
wi Il come up, nmake their argunent, and then | get to go a
second tine. And | know if you watch the TV shows, you don't
see that second argunent, and the reason for that is -- the
reason why | get to argue twce is because | have the burden
of proof. It's ny burden to prove to each and every one of
you beyond a reasonabl e doubt that the defendant is guilty.

So, the first thing | would like to start off with
to let you knowis that there are sone things that you, as

jurors, are not going to get as evidence, and I want to bring
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that to the forefront right now so you don't ask about them
during your deliberations. You are not going to get the
police reports. There are |legal reasons why this evidence is
not going to conme before you, and you are not to specul ate as
to why or why not you are getting them You are not going to
get any transcripts that were referenced to. You are not
going to get the full and conplete diaries that we tal ked
about, and you are not going to get any of the nedical reports
that Dr. Manchester tal ked about.

|"mgoing to nove around. | don't want to bl ock
everybody's view the whole tine.

Now, what you are going to do, as jurors, is have
certain responsibilties and obligations. The first thing is
that you have a duty to deliberate individually. That neans
that M. Parlanti is entitled to each and every one of your
i ndi vi dual opinion. Everyone nust participate. Everyone nust
give their reasons why they feel one way, and everyone nust be
treated equally in the jury deliberation room

You have a duty not to allow synpathy for the
defendant or the victimor victins enter into your
deli berations in any way. As nuch as you possi bly can,
enotion should not in any way enter into your decision of
whet her or not the defendant is guilty of the crinmes he is
charged wth.

You have a duty not to allow any prejudice with the
defendant or the victimenter into your deliberations, and you
have a duty not to speculate. Wat that neans i s you mnust

base your decision on the evidence that you have before you.
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You cannot consider what may or nmay not be out there. You
have to base your decision on the evidence that was presented
before you. That's the way it works in our crimnal system

There's a jury instruction that reads that neither
party is required to call all the evidence we possibly can in
atrial. That would extend trials weeks and weeks and weeks,
if possible. So, you have a duty not to specul ate on what
el se may be out there. You nake your decision on what you
have before you.

And you have a duty not to consider in any way what
you believe the penalty or punishnment may be in this case.
That cannot i nfluence your decision of how you vote in any
way.

Now, you have two jobs as jurors. | talked to you
about you being the judges of the facts, and that's what you
must do. You determ ne what the facts are in this case. The
judge will then give you the law, and then you apply what you
believe the facts to be in this case to the Iaw, and you nake
your determ nation of whether or not you believe the defendant
is guilty of the crinmes charged.

One thing you all bring in this courtroomthat you
w Il use throughout this entire process is your commbn sense.
|"mgoing to refer to that several tines throughout ny
present ati on.

One of the jury instructions you are going to be
given is going to list sone things that you can use as a guide
to determ ne whether or not you believe a wwtness is credible,

and it's not limted to the itens that are listed. [It's just
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kind of a guide giving you things that you can | ook at; such
as, you can | ook at the opportunity or ability of a witness to
see, hear or otherw se be aware of what they're testifying
about. Now, that's an inportant one. [|'mgoing to conme back
tothat alittle |ater.

You can tal k about or you can consider the ability
of a witness to renenber or to comuni cate what they are
testifying about; the character and quality of their
testi nony, neaning their character and quality of their
presentation that they gave to you while on the w tness stand,
t he denmeanor and manner of a wi tness, whether a w tness was
hi di ng behind a nonitor screen, whether the w tness was
shaking while testifying. Al of that you can consider in
your deliberations. The existence or non-existence of bias;
sonme kind of ulterior notive or interest you can consider in
determ ni ng how nuch weight to give a particular with w tness;
and you can also | ook at statenents previously made that are
consi stent or inconsistent with the testinony that the w tness
IS -- the witness gave during the trial. Al of those are
t hi ngs that you can consi der.

Now, this is what | nust prove to you beyond a
reasonabl e doubt. Count 1 alleges the unlawful sexual
intercourse. In order for ne to prove beyond a reasonabl e
doubt that he is guilty, | need to prove there was an act of
sexual intercourse by two people who were not narried, the
i ntercourse was against the will of Ms. Wite, and that it was
conpl eted by neans of force, violence, duress, nenace or fear

of imedi ate and unlawful bodily injury. That's what | nust
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prove. |If | prove beyond a reasonabl e doubt those four
things, the defendant is guilty.

Count 2, this is what | nust prove beyond a
reasonabl e doubt. | nust prove that the defendant wllfully
inflicted bodily injury upon Ms. Wiite, and the bodily injury
resulted in a traumatic condition. Wat a traumatic condition
is, it's an injury. Did she have an injury as a result of
bei ng struck by the defendant?

Count No. 3 is false inprisonnent. This is what |
must prove. The defendant intentionally and unlawful |y
restrained, confined or detained Ms. Wiite, conpelling her to
stay in her bedroom M. Wite did not consent to the
restraint, confinement or detention; and the restraint,
confinenment or detention was acconplished by viol ence or
nmenace.

Now, one thing | want to tell you is in the facts
that were presented to you, there are multiple acts that could
constitute a nunber of those crinmes charged. For exanple, the
rape. M. White tal ked about nultiple sexual encounters with
t he defendant that she alleges was against her will. |If you
bel i eve that that happened, all you have to find is that she
was forced to have sex one tinme. |If you find that, then that
is -- then that is sufficient to find himguilty because there
are multiple allegations of rape that she has nmade. There's
not a count for each one. As long as you believe that it
happened one tinme, then that is sufficient to find the
defendant guilty for the one count of rape.

Sane with the bodily injury, there's only one count.
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It's Count 2. But in the facts that you were given, you can
find that there were several instances where the defendant
inflicted bodily injury, bruises to her face. She said she
was sl apped repeatedly, and she had taken sone phot ographs of
the bruises to her face. |If you believe that that happened,
that is sufficient to convict himof Count 2. There's also
anot her set of facts where she says she was kicked in her ribs
by the defendant repeatedly, and she had sone fractured ribs.
| f you believe that to be true, then that is sufficient to
find himguilty of the 273.5, Count 2.

You don't have to say which circunstances you
bel i eve happened to find himguilty of a 273.5. Al you have
to agree is that on one of those occasions, that happened, and

the defendant is guilty.

MR BAMEH |'mgoing to object, your Honor, as to the
first cooment by M. Ronmero. | believe it msstates the | aw
THE COURT: |'Ill speak to counsel here at the bench.

Not hi ng that was said junps out at ne about the statenent of
the law. | need to know what you are tal king about.
111
(Bench conference held off record and not reported.)
111

THE COURT: Thank you, counsel. The objection is
overruled. | didn't hear it that way, but perhaps you can go
back over it, M. Ronero.

MR ROVERO.  Sure.

| f you believe the defendant kicked Ms. Wite and

fractured her ribs, you can convict himof Count 2 as |long as
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you all agree that happened. |If you believe that the

def endant sl apped Ms. Wiite and | eft bruising on her face, you
can convict himof that count as long as you all agree that

t hat happened.

Sanme with the false inprisonnment. |[If you believe
that the defendant bound Ms. White with zip ties, then you
find -- you can find himguilty of that count. Now, she
testified that she was bound nore than once; initially, when
t hey had sex, and then he unbound her, and then he bound her
again. |If you all agree that he bound her initially, that is
sufficient to find himguilty of the false inprisonnent. |If
you believe he cut the ties and then bound her again, as |ong
as you all agree that happened, that is sufficient to find him
guilty of that count as well.

The point is, there are multiple acts that Ms. Wite
descri bed where you can find the defendant guilty of the
charges. You all just have to agree as to what acts
constitute the particular charge that you are finding him
guilty of.

Now, Ms. Wiite -- | told you in ny opening statenent
that Ms. Wiite was very dependent on the defendant, and that
is abundantly clear throughout the trial. She was dependent
on his affection, his validation, and she did everything she
t hought she could to make hi m happy, and she let M. Parlanti
do what he wanted. She let himtalk to other wonen. She |et
hi m possi bly go on business trips and be wth other wonen, and
she kind of just accepted it as part of the relationship.

Now, Ms. White is who she is. Prosecutors don't get
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to choose who victins of crinme are. Victins of crine cone in
all forms. M. Wite cane to court, and she testified that
she was beat, bound, and raped by the defendant, and she cones
with all she has. She cones with all the baggage. She cones
wi th everything you saw her testify to in court, and you

deci de whether or not you believe Ms. Wite.

Gail Pincus cane, and she testified, and she shed
sone light as to the dynam cs of an abusive relationship. She
tal ked about howinitially a batterer is a gentleman, is
romantic, sweeps the victimoff her feet, has themfall in
love with him enchants them Then once they have established
that sense of trust, that's when they begin to inpose the
power and control .

Ms. Pincus drew the circle, the wheel of violence.
And at the very center of that wheel, when she described the
dynami cs that took place in the relationship, was a need for
power and control that batterers have over their abusers.

Now, 85 percent of batterers are male, and the reason why they
batter is because they have that need to exert that power and
control over their significant others.

The defendant, very clear, fancies hinself a Roneo.
He likes to go out and neet wonen. He likes to talk to wonen.
He |ikes the way wonen nmake himfeel. There was no doubt
about that in this trial. |In fact, Ms. De Barra flew from
Ireland and told you that in a six- to seven-week relationship
with the defendant, she had himnove in, into her apartnment in
I rel and, and she thought he was a perfect gentleman, greatest

guy in the world; so nmuch so that she allowed himto nove in
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wi th her even though she knew he had a girlfriend in Italy.
That's how charm ng he was.

Well, that relationship only | asted a few weeks, and
M. Parlanti did not get an opportunity to follow through wth
his pattern of behavior of first enchanting and entrusting,
and then given the opportunity to exert the power and control.

Ms. Wiite told you that on June 29th, she was at her
apartnment here in Ventura County, and the defendant got drunk
He started drinking sone wne. The defendant, for sone
reason, got angry with her, and |I believe the testinony from
Ms. White was whenever the defendant gets drunk, starts
drinking, that's when she becones afraid. And | believe
Ms. Sandra Lavagnino said the sane thing. She was fearful of
t he defendant when he started drinking. The defendant starts
dri nking, has her go buy himsone nore wi ne. She cones back,
and he's angry, tells her to get out of the office where they

were. She goes into her room He cones in, gets her out of

bed, tells her, "No, | didn't want you to get away fromne. |
want you out of the apartnent.” And she's pulled to the door.
She has her head banged against the wall. She described how

that was done. He then pushed her to the adjacent wall and
banged her head sonme nore. He then slapped her, choked her
where she fell to the floor -- | believe she said
unconscious -- and that's where he began to kick her in her
ri bs on her side.

He then -- excuse ne. He then got her into the
bedr oom where he bound her with the zip ties and where he

raped her nultiple times. That's what she cane and testified
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10
about. She did not report the incident until July 18, 2002

al nost three weeks after it happened.

Now, when | just told you about what happened, did I
i nclude every detail that she testified to on the stand? No.
| could tell you what she testified to on the stand in detail,
probably take ne a few hours, and she was on the stand for
several days to be able to tell you everything that she said.
And if | were to give ny closing argunent a week from now and
tal k about what she told you, | could probably tell you the
sanme thing, but not exactly the same thing.

When she tal ked to the deputies al nbst three weeks
after it happened, she described it to themmany tinmes. She
tal ked to Deputy Fullerton. She described the incident to him
a fewtinmes. The very next day, she talked to Deputy Reilly.
She described the incident to hima fewtinmes. D d she say
the exact sane thing in every letter or e-mail that she sent
out? Because it's clear that as soon as she started tal king
about it, she didn't stop. She wote either e-mails or
letters to the defendant's therapist. She wote e-mails or
letters to the defendant's attorneys, to the defendant's
girlfriend in Italy. She couldn't stop tal king about it.

Wiy did she do all that? | don't think there's any
one answer to that. Mybe she was feeling angry, and she
wanted to hurt the defendant. Maybe she just wanted to tel
everybody because she wanted to unl oad. Maybe she thought it
woul d hel p her. There's probably no single answer for that.
But she did. She told everybody who she coul d think of what

happened. She told the defendant's business partner. She
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wrote hima couple of e-mails describing what had happened,
but did she say the exact same thing in every one of those
conmmuni cations? No. And it's ridiculous to think that she
woul d; that to think that she would say the exact sane thing
every tinme she tal ked about it.

Now, you -- you may consider the ability of
Ms. White to see, hear or otherwi se be aware of what happened.
When she tal ked about what happened over several hours of that
ni ght of June 29th over several hours, when she tal ked about
it, was she really -- do you really think she was payi ng
attention to how many tinmes the defendant initially banged her
head against the wall? Ws she counting then? O do you
think she was trying not to get too hurt?

When t he defendant banged her head agai nst the
adj acent wall, do you think she was counting how many tines he
was bangi ng her head? O do you think she was thinking about
not getting hurt? When the defendant choked her and she fel
to the floor and he started ki cking her, do you think she
counted how many tines he kicked her? And if she says, "I
t hi nk he banged ny head about 30 tines," to the best of her
recollection, that's probably what she renenbers. Was she
counting then? No.

When she says, "I think he kicked nme ten tines," to
t he best of her recollection, that's what it felt |like to her;
t hat he banged her head 30 tines. D d he bang her head
agai nst one wall 30 tinmes and then banged her head agai nst the
adj acent wall 30 times? Probably not. But does that change

the fact that that's what it felt like to her when she's being
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beaten like that? when she's being slapped? when she's being
ki cked? |s she going to have an accurate recollection of al
that or is she just going to be thinking at that tinme, "I need
to make sure to protect nyself as best | can. | don't want to
get too hurt"? You need to |look at the core of what Ms. Wite
sai d.

Cl arence Darrow was a fanous, early 20th-century
attorney, and he represented John Scopes, Scopes' nonkey tri al
is probably his nost fanobus case. He was a crimnal defense
| awer and a | abor |awer. He also represented Leopold and
Lowe, two well-to-do guys fromthe M dwest who were charged
and | believe they pled guilty to killing a young guy. Those
are probably his two nore well-known cases, but he had a very
| ong and di sti ngui shed career.

And one of the persons he represented in about 1920
was a young guy, who was accused of bonbing the Los Angel es
Times Building, here in Los Angeles. And the prosecution in
that case had a star wtness. They had a person who
personally I.D."d this defendant running away fromthe scene
of the bonbing of the L. A Tinmes Building.

So, the district attorney's office in Los Angel es
sent M. Darrow the statenent of this witness and he read it.
And sure enough, "I saw your client bonbing the building, and
| saw himrun away." M. Darrow hired his investigator, and
he sent this investigator out to talk to this witness. He got
the report back, |ooked at it, same thing. "I saw your client
bonmb the building and run away." Looked at the initial report

that he was provided by the district's attorneys office, exact
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sane thing

They get to trial. This witness gets on the stand
and testifies to the exact sane thing, word for word,
verbatim And M. Darrow got a "not guilty" for his client
because he argued to the jury that that is not the way things
work inreal life. W don't work off of scripts. Mybe in
television, but inreal life, we do not work off of scripts.
Peopl e do not say the sane exact thing, word for word, every
time they tal k about an event.

| " masking you to consider all of the evidence. Not
just the mnutia, the mnuscule, little inconsistencies that
have fl ooded this case.

The defense's theory is to attack Ms. Wiite with the
tiniest of details and nake the record as nessy as possible.
We spent an inordinate amount of time in this trial going over
things she said to Deputy Fullerton that were different than
things she said to Deputy Reilly the next day that were
different fromwhat she faxed to Deputy Reilly on the 22nd
that were different than what she testified to in the
prelimnary hearing earlier this year.

If we were to have anot her hearing and had her
testify again, would there be things that she said over the
trial these last three days that she never said before? Yes.
You can tal k about sonething over and over and over, but what
you need to look at is the core. The core.

| s she being consistent with what she has said? She
may not renenber three years ago what happened over four to

five hours. She may not be able to remenber that. The
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deputies were given transcripts, taped transcripts, verbatim
word for word, of what was spoken three years ago; given an
opportunity to review them before they cane on the stand to
testify, and they couldn't renmenber what they were talking
about. They had to keep referring to the report. And in
fact, they just kept reading through the report when they were

bei ng asked questions. They weren't testifying on their

menory. They were -- "Yeah, that's what it says here. That's
what it says here.” And | nmade that objection two tinmes with
both deputies. | was watching. Several questions. "Oh,

yeah, that's what it says here. That's what it says here."
Ms. Wiite didn't have an opportunity to do that, to | ook at
her transcript, taped statenents, and see exactly what she
sai d.

That's what the defense is trying to do here. They
are trying to get the record as nessy as possi ble. Looking at
your notes, you probably don't have an exact word-for-word
exchange of what was said on the stand because it was so
m nuscule, so tiny, it was difficult to follow everything that
was being said. The defense wants you to | ose focus of the
big picture by pointing out every single variation, including
the nost m niscule of each of Ms. Wiite's statenents, but I'm
asking you, |look at the core.

Three years ago, ny brother got married; ny ol der
br ot her, soneone who | |ove very nuch. He got married in San
Luis Qohispo. | have a very large famly. | have relatives
here in California, in Texas, Mchigan, Florida as well as

Mexi co and Brazil. A lot of themcane to the wedding up in
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San Luis Qbispo. It was in June of 2002, three years ago.
Little over three years ago.

And | drove up fromthe weddi ng because | live here
in Ventura, got in ny car the day of the wedding, the day of,
drove up, had lunch with ny brother, and it was -- the weddi ng
was actually on a ranch, a small ranch; had a lot of famly
t here.

After having breakfast, we went over to the ranch,
and | had a bunch of cousins, little cousins ranging from
three to about 16 years old there. And the ranch actually
bel onged to the parents of the bride, and they had really nice
horses. They had this area -- kind of |like a park area where
peopl e were playing football, and | renenber taking ny -- a
group of ny cousins, about ten of them Ilike | said, |arge
famly, and we wal ked over to the horses. W were able to pet
the horses, conb their hair; afterwards, played a little
football with sonme other relatives.

Then the wedding started. Sat through the weddi ng.

As soon as the wedding was over, | left; drove back down to
Vent ur a.

Now, since that tine -- actually, shortly
thereafter, | got phone calls, and | spoke to relatives who

weren't able to make the weddi ng, and they asked ne about it.
Sol told them | told sone about the actual wedding. | told
sone about the horses. | told sone about the football. I
tol d sone about ny cousins.

I f you were to go back and | ook at every statenent

that | nade to those rel atives about that day -- and it wasn't
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sonething traumatic. It was a wonderful day, seeing ny
brother get married -- would they all be consistent? No.
They wouldn't be. That's a natural tendency. |If they are all

consi stent, exactly the same, that's when you start to wonder.
What is going on here? Wy are they so consistent?
In all of the information that was | aunched at
Ms. White while she was on the stand for those three days, al
the e-mails, all the letters that were given to her, was --
was it ever stated that she said she Iied? that she said she
was not beaten? that she said that she was not raped? D d
t hat ever happen? No. M. Wite never nade that statenent.
She m ght have tal ked about it endlessly to anyone she can
think of, but did she ever say she |ied? that she was not
raped? that she was not beaten? No, she did not.
Corroborating evidence. oing back to ny story of
nmy brother's wedding. Let's say | had to prove that | was
there three years ago. Let's say | had to prove that | was

there, okay. You have ny statenent to you that | went there.

VWl |, how about sone nore proof? GCkay. | renenber on the way
back, | stopped by a gas station, and | used ny credit card
for some gas. | can produce that docunent show ng that ny

credit card was used on a particular date in San Luis Obispo.
Corroborating evidence to show that | was there on that date,
proving | was there.

Vell, we have Ms. Wiite's testinony. And should you
ook at it with a critical eye? Yes, you should. Look at it
with a very critical eye. The allegations she is naking

agai nst the defendant are serious. Look at it.
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What el se do we have to show that she is telling you
the truth? Well, we have people who cane in and testified
that they saw Ms. White shortly after the 29th wal ki ng sl ow.
None of themsaid they saw any bruising on her face. None of
themrecalled that, but they do recall her wal king very sl ow.
She was not nmaking eye contact. Couple people said she was
ki nd of | ooking down. Before that, she would say "hi." She
woul d 1 ook at them "How re you doing?" Superficial
greetings. But then renmenber her -- and | think it was Kevin
Bunch and Sarah Canpbell said, "Yeah, after the 29th, you
know, she really wasn't naking eye contact with us anynore.
Didn't see any bruising, don't really recall any argunents,
any |l oud noise on the 29th com ng fromtheir apartnent or
anywhere around that tinme, but | renenber there was sonething
different in her deneanor." Corroborating evidence.

The photographs that Ms. Wiite took of herself in
t he bathroom She took two photographs of the bruising to her
face with the disposable canera, and she kept them During
this time, she's still living wth the defendant. She's stil
sleeping in the sanme bed right next to him and she was only
zip tied to himat night.

During the day, he would be gone. She would be able
to leave if she wanted to. Wy didn't she leave? | can't
answer that question. |'msure there are profound,
psychol ogi cal reasons why Ms. Wiite stayed in that apartnent;
why she did not just call 9-1-1; why she did not just go to a
nei ghbors; why she didn't do a nunber of things. She did take

pi ctures of herself.
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Al nost three weeks later fromthe date of the
incident, she finally does go to the sheriff's departnent, on
July 18th, and they take photographs of Ms. Wiite. And they
also cane in and testified to the best of their recollection
they don't really renenber seeing that type of bruising on her
face or any bruising; don't really renmenber seeing that
bruising on her face. WlIl, they do recall seeing sone faded
bruising on her arm | believe -- and |I believe that was
Deputy Reilly testified to that. And Deputy Keller, Jody
Keller, is the one who took these photographs, and she said,
"She m ght have had sonme bruising on her arm and | think I
remenber seeing sonme bruising on her back near her ribs."

Well, alnost three weeks later, the bruising that
she suffered faded. So when she went to the deputy sheriff,

t hat evidence was not there at that time, but there is another
injury that she had that doesn't heal |ike bruises, does not
heal that quickly. Three weeks or so was not enough tine.

And what |I'mtal king about is the two fractured ribs that she
had.

On July 22nd, she goes to Doctors On Duty in
Mont erey, and she sees Dr. Troy Manchester, and she gets
treated. And Dr. Manchester takes x-rays of her ribs because
she's been conpl aining of this pain. She's been having
probl ens, wal king slow. The residents at the apartnent
conplex testified to that. The sheriff's deputies testified
to that, her noving kind of slow She's got two fractured
ribs. You can tell -- he can put the fractured ribs, in his

opi ni on, as happeni ng between two and six weeks before. July
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22nd, two to six weeks before. That puts June 29, 2002 in

that range. Takes a |lot longer for fractured ribs to heal
than it does for bruises. That is corroborating evidence.

And the defense m ght cone up and argue that: Well,
she coul d have fractured her ribs doing a nunber of things.
The evi dence was clear that when Dr. Manchester exam ned her
she had no other injuries on her face. She wasn't in no
recent car accident where she still -- where her ribs hit the
steering wheel possibly. There was no bruising there.
Corroborating evidence that the defendant beat her on
June 29t h.

What ot her corroborating evidence do you have that
the defendant did this to Ms. White? Sandra Lavagni no.

Sandra Lavagnino cane in, and she testified that the defendant
was charmng in their relationship when they first started
dating. She fell in love with him and she noved into his
apartnent. And once she was in his apartnent, that's when the
abuse started. She tal ked about |lying in bed, sleeping.
Def endant cones in and throws cold water on her. O her
occasions, lying in bed, sleeping. Defendant cones in and
flips the bed over. No apparent reason. She tal ks about the
def endant choki ng her to unconsci ousness. She tal ked about
t he defendant and her having a conversation and sonet hi ng
bei ng said, she didn't recall exactly what, but the defendant
then just losing it, threw her in the sink, hit her with a
col ander on her head, ripped off her dress and lit it on fire.
The defendant |ikes the power and control. He takes

out his frustrations on his significant others. That's what
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he does. And the purpose of that evidence, the purpose of
Ms. Lavagni no com ng here and testifying is to show you j ust
that; that you can consider that to show that he has a
propensity to act violently against his significant others.

Finally, what other corroborating evidence do we
have? Well, Ms. Wiite testified that the defendant left on a
business trip on July 16th. She reported the incident on the
18th. Detective John Reilly testified that when he got
involved in the investigation, he went |ooking for the
defendant at Dol e Foods. He testified, "I went to Dol e Foods,
and | talked to a couple people, one of thembeing a security
officer there, looking for the defendant. Didn't find him
t here."

The evidence shows -- where is the next tine we see
M. Parlanti? Katia testifies that we see M. Parlanti in
|ate July or early August of 2002 back in Italy. [I'll let you
t hi nk about that.

The diaries. W spent a lot of tinme tal king about
the diaries that Ms. Wiite kept. She kept two diaries; one
for herself, and one to help the defendant to help the
defendant in sone type of litigation that he was involved in.
And the diary that she kept to help the defendant, she didn't
put any of the abuse in. Wy? This was for his attorneys,
for the defendant, to help himin his lawsuit. So there
woul dn't be anything about violence in that diary. There was
no nention of beating that happened on June 29, 2002 in either
one of those diaries.

Ms. Wiite stated on the stand, "I renmenber Carlo
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telling me to get out of the office and go into the bedroom
and | remenber that's where | made the entries in both
diaries.”" That's what she testified to. Then M. Bam eh
showed her the two diaries and said, "There's different color
ink. How could you have made the sane entry if there's a

bl ack pen and a blue pen?" She really didn't have an answer

for himat that tine. She said, "I think it m ght have been
two pens on the night stand. | don't renenber.”

On cross-exam nation, | asked her about it. And
then she says, "The entry that | nade" -- actually, she says

this on direct initially, too. She says the entry she nade on
June 29th, in her personal diary, she nmade before the abuse
happened. That's why there's no nore -- that's why there's no
di scussion of the abuse.

MR BAMEH (bjection. Msstating the testinony on
di rect exam nation.

THE COURT: Overruled. The jurors are the judge of what
t he evidence is.

MR. ROVERO. Then | show her the entry of the diary from
-- that she was keeping to help M. Parlanti because that has
entries that go beyond the 29th. So, | physically handed her
the diary and asked her, "WII you | ook at those dates?" And
she | ooked at them And in her personal diary, her entry for
the 29th is on one page. 1In the diary -- you will get this.
In the diary that she kept for M. Parlanti, her entry for the
29th is just a few sentences, the very bottom And at the
very top, you have June 24th, next entry, June 25th through

the 28th, and then at the bottom June 29th. All in the sane
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color pen, all -- if you look at it, |ooks |like the exact sane
pen, sane ink.

Ms. Wiite testified that after June 29th, that the
def endant asked her to nake the entries into the diary. He
actual ly asked her why she wasn't still doing it. This is the
diary that she was supposed to be keeping to help him Look
at those entries. June 24th, June 25th through 28th, and
June 29th. Sanme pen. Sane ink. Made at the sane tine, after
t he June 29th date.

Go to the next page. June 30th, July 1st, July 2nd,
and you w Il have this part when you go back to deliberate.
Very short. Very brief. Al in blue ink. Al the sanme. But
alittle different than entries on the other side, which
corroborates her testinony that she wote themall at the sane
time. M. Parlanti asked her, "Wy aren't you still witing
in this diary?" She takes it, and she nmakes sone entries.

Anot her occasion, she takes it, she's nakes sone nore entries.
Al'l the sane.

Now, | admt that when she was initially asked on
Cross-exam nation about the diaries that she said, "I think
made them both at the same tine the few mnutes that | had
before he cane in and pulled nme out of bed." And ny response
to that is: You can't expect a person who has been testifying
for three days about an incident that |asted several hours,
nore than three years ago, to renmenber every little thing that
happened. That's unreasonable. That is unreasonable to
expect that.

As | said, there's no nention of the beating in the
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one that she continues to wite in after June 29th because
that's the one she's keeping to help M. Parlanti. And if
he's checking it, howwuld it help himif she were to discuss
hi m beati ng her and raping her?

What did Ms. White gain by comng and testifying for
three days in this trial? She's got no | awsuit against the
def endant or his conpany. She did not take any noney fromthe
def endant even though he gave her power of attorney over his
finances. She didn't take any of his noney; had the
opportunity, did not do it.

And in opening argunents, M. Bam eh actually said,
"Ms. White is the one with the power in this relationship.

She had the power of attorney." WelIl, that was before you
heard the testinony. Did Ms. Wiite have any power in that
relationship? No, she did not. She didn't take his

bel ongi ngs. She took photographs of the apartnent before she
left. And init, it has all of his belongings; his suit, his
conmputer. You can all see it clearly there in the photograph.
She didn't even take the furniture.

There was an e-mail that she sent about the
def endant prom sing to pay for her daughter's -- for her
daughter's col | ege education. And because of that, Heather
shoul d get the conputers, but that didn't happen. That was
Ms. White tal king out of anger after what M. Parlanti did to
her, and she's talking to everybody.

She sat through several days of exam nation. She
was asked tough questions both by the prosecution and by the

defense. And she cane back day after day after day and
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answered those tough questions. The defense stated in their
openi ng statenent that it was Ms. Wiite, who was driving this

i nvesti gation.

Wel |, you heard her daughter Heather Reeves cone to
court and testify. And she said, "I flewout to help nmy nom
move." Didn't see any bruising on her face; packed up her

stuff, spent the night in the hotel, and drove up to Mnterey.
She was bei ng honest. WAs Heat her Reeves being honest? Was
she credi bl e about her testinony? D d she say, "Ch, ny nom
was so beaten up"? No. She told you what she renenbers three
years ago.

You had Sarah Canpbell and Kevin Bunch and Al fred
Berger cone and testify, who said they saw Ms. Wi te wal ki ng;
that she was wal king slow, didn't see any injuries on her
face, but | noticed sonething different in her deneanor. D d
Ms. Wiite dictate their testinony? No.

Sandra Lavagni no, was she credi bl e? She was on the
stand, and she was shaking. She didn't even | ook at the
def endant. She couldn't | ook at the defendant. What el se
does she have in common with Ms. Wiite? Don't want the
def endant to know her new | ast nane. Don't want to even | ook
at the defendant.

Dr. Manchester. Dd Ms. Wite dictate what
Dr. Manchester came to court and testified? O course not.

What Ms. Wiite did do was provide information on who
to contact. So, does that nean that she's driving the
i nvestigation because she says, "You know what? | -- | talked

to ny friends, and here are their phone nunbers. Go and talk
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to them? Does that nean she's driving the investigation?
How el se is | aw enforcenent supposed to contact potenti al
witnesses if we don't get their contact information? W need
that. It's a common sense thing. W need to talk to the
peopl e that she talked to. The defense wants to nmake it seem
that just because she was providing us with that contact
information, that she was driving the investigation.

The defense whole theory in this case is to attack
Ms. Wiite at every opportunity and to nmake the record as nessy
as possible, so it's so confusing that the jurors say, "I
don't know what's going on."

" masking you to look at the big picture. Look at
all the evidence. Look at what Ms. Wite testified to and
| ook at the evidence that corroborates what she said. If you
consider all the evidence in this case, it's clear that the
def endant beat, bound, and raped Ms. Wite for the sinple
reason is that he could. That's what he liked to do to
Ms. White on this occasion.

He saw Ms. Wiite not as a person, but as another one
of those things he collects. He's a Roneo, who likes to go
out and neet wonen and talk to wonen and enchant them That's
what he does.

Look at all the evidence. Look at the big picture.
One of the things we are taught at |aw school fromthe very
beginning is you don't want to | ose sight of the forest by
| ooking at an individual tree. Look at everything. Look at
the entire forest. Don't get caught up on individual trees.

It's tinme that the defendant be hel d accountabl e for
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what he has done to Ms. Wiite three years ago. It's tinme that

he be held responsible for what he did to Ms. Wite. And when
you |l ook at all of the evidence, there's only one reasonable
concl usion you can cone to, and that is the defendant | oves to
exert power and control, and he beat, bound, and raped

Ms. White on June 29th. Thank you.

THE COURT: Thank you, M. Ronero.

Fol ks, we will take the norning break at this tine,
20 m nutes. Between now and the tine you conme back to court,
pl ease don't discuss the case. Please don't formor express
opinions. Court is in recess.
111
(O f record - recess.)
111

THE BAILIFF: Remain seated. Cone to order, please.
Court is in session.

THE COURT: W are back on the record in the case of
Peopl e versus Parlanti with all jurors, both counsel and the
def endant .

M . Bam eh, you can proceed.

MR, BAM EH: Thank you.

Good norni ng, everybody.

THE JURY: Good norni ng

MR BAM EH. For the next -- take you to the |lunch break
here with nmy closing argunent, and then when you cone back,
hopefully not after eating a very large turkey lunch that wl|
put you to sleep at 1:30, | wll finish ny argunent. It wll

go approximately two, two and a half hours, to give you a
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head's up. It's ny obligation in the one tinme | have before
you to discuss the facts and in detail to make sure, that when
you | eave here, that | have provided you with our defense, and
that |1've done ny best to explain it to you and given ny
client every opportunity to get a fair consideration of the
facts in this case. And that's all that | ask, a fair

consi deration of the facts of this case.

Now, you do | ook at all the evidence. You do |ook
at the credibility of people. You do talk deeply about what
peopl e said, and you are not affected by tears. Now, you are
going to use logic and conmobn sense, and you are going to put
themto the test. You are going say, "M. Ronmero, your job
was to prove it to us beyond a reasonabl e doubt, and we are
here to eval uate whether you did that or not." And during ny
argunent, we will discuss howthey failed to neet that burden.

You' re about to enbark on a process that if you
t hi nk about, in everyday life, is uncoomon. And it's unconmmon
in everyday life that we get together with 11, virtua
strangers, sit in a room and nmake a decision as a body of 12.
When do you do that in real |ife? You don't. | am al nost
amazed by it.

M/ wife and I, when we go to a video store to pick a
vi deo, we argue about that, and we know each other and | ove
each ot her and nake one deci sion.

The advantage that you nay have over ny wife and
at the video store is you have the law that the Court is going
to give you. That |aw gives you instructions about what you

can and cannot do. |'mgoing cover sone of that. Technol ogy
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sonetinmes is a great assistance and sonetines can be a pain.
The law w Il help you deliberate in this case.

First thing -- one of the things the Court wll tel
you, when you go back there, pick a foreperson. Makes sense,
doesn't it? Every group needs a |leader. And find sone way to
pi ck a foreperson so you can di scuss the decision you are
goi ng to nake.

Now, if ny wwfe and | did that at the video store,
that would lead to further argunents, but hopefully, you guys
will be able to go back there and choose sonebody to | ead you
i n your discussions.

They ask you to base your decisions on the facts and
the law, and that's very inportant; the facts you actually
heard fromthe witness stand; the | aw the actual judge gave
you, not what you nmay think, but what the judge gave you.

Do not speculate. Now, speculationis -- is a tough
thing here because there's a |lot of things you can specul ate
about this case. For instance, M. Ronero, in his remarks,
told you about: Think where the defendant was; think where he
was. Well, what -- he's asking you to speculate. Were was
he? W know he left Ventura County and -- at sone point, and
we know he was in Italy at another point. W don't know why,
do we? We know he had a job, next we heard, at a different
busi ness. W know he was working in Italy. W know he was
traveling throughout Europe. That's all been testified to,
but the reasons why he was there and where, that woul d be
guessing, wouldn't it? Wuldn't you have to guess?

What witness told you why he left? Were did you
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hear that? Wat wtness told you what he knew? Were did you

hear that? You didn't. And so, to think to where he was and
why he went, that was asking for speculation. The |aw
expressly forbids you to do that. You' ve taken an oath to
followthe law. | know you wll hold to that oath.

You nust accept the |law as provided by the Court.
It's a sinple thing. It's not |ike, "Judge, you nade the
rulings and everything, but now I'm back here, and |I'm goi ng
to start telling you what the |l aw should read like." Can't do
that. Makes sense. Because we all have to have a set of
rules. W are, after all, a society of |laws, and we all agree
we are going to follow them when we cone to this courtroom
That's part of your oath.

You deci de questions of fact by what was actually
presented at trial. What did we actually hear? Wat did we
actually see? What was presented to us? W can't guess what
we coul d have gotten. W have to decide what was presented to
us. Cannot consider penalty of punishnent. W are entitled
to the individual opinion of each juror.

Now, M. Ronero tal ked about this, and | would |ike
to talk about it just a little bit nore. Wen you go back in
the jury room find a way that everybody gets to participate.
W just took 14 people, two may be | eaving us shortly.
Hopefully, they don't need to cone back, but we have 12 people
-- 14 peopl e taken out of the community, 12 who go back and
deli berate. All of you have your experiences. Al of you
were listening to the evidence.

Now, wouldn't it be a shanme if you just spent the
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| ast week or so here and few days, listen to all this
evidence, and didn't get a chance to express what your

opi nions were of the evidence? Wuldn't that just have been a
waste of your tinme? |If you are just going to follow al ong and
not express an opinion, not listen to the other jurors in
form ng your opinion, wouldn't that be just a waste of your
time?

VWhat we want in this country and in this court is we
want all the jurors to get a chance to participate, and they
shoul d. Make up your own mind. And you are entitled to nmake
up your own mnds, and you all said you would, and you wl|
make it based on logic, the facts, and the |law the Court gives
you. You have all the evidence.

The | aw says that they don't have to provide all the
evidence. Court -- best way to describe court is like this
when it cones to the prosecution and defendi ng cases: Wth
the prosecution, it's put up or shut up. Whatever you got,
what ever you have, all the bullets in your gun that you have
that says this man commtted these crines, put it up, show us,
what ever you got. It's your duty to bring the evidence to
court. If that's what you got, we will nake our decisions on
what you got. W are not going say what you coul d have got,
but understand, if we needed sonething to get over our
reasonabl e doubt and you didn't provide it, we are hol ding
t hat against you. And you hold it against them by voting not
guilty. It's that sinple. You have all the evidence. That's
what they put up.

And it also tells you when you nake a deci sion, just
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in case you didn't know this, don't flip any coins back there.

Decide the facts in this case. That's your first job. Decide

the facts. And I'Il tell you, in this case,

that will be the

hardest job you have by far, deciding the facts. And if you

can't decide the facts, if you can't decide what happened, if

you don't know what happened, the decision is not -- you don't

conprom se your decision. You don't say, well, maybe this

happened. Well, maybe that happened. See, no.

That's not

the way it works. You have to decide the facts.

If you can't decide, fine, just tel

tell us that by voting not guilty.

this evidence. W can't decide.

us. You can

We can't deci de based on

How are we s

decide on this? This is what you gave us? O

upposed to

if you can

decide, then tell us what you decided, but decide the facts.

You can't conprom se that. You can't say, well, ten percent

of that may have been true. 20 percent nay have been true.

"Il take the five percent, and we w ||

just conproni se the

rest. No. You nust decide the facts as a group. Base it on

t he evidence; what you heard and saw in court

evidence is, the exhibits that go

back to you.

is what the

Statenents of the attorneys are not evidence. Can't

be used in determning facts. Let nme give you an exanpl e of

statenents of attorneys.

In this case, |I've said ny nane is Ron Bam eh

repeatedly. The Court has said ny nane is Ron Bam eh

repeatedly. However, let's say the evidence was -- let's say

this case was about -- hey, decide if that guy sitting over

there at the table is Ron Bam eh.

Decide it.

The only way
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you can decide it -- you couldn't decide it fromwhat the
Court said about nme. "Hey, M. Bam eh, please stand.” He
woul dn't say "Hey." "M . Bam eh, please stand.” O

M. Ronero referring to ne as M. Bameh. You couldn't decide
t hat because we weren't under oath. The one officer, John
Reilly, who knew ne, called ne "M. Bam eh" fromthe w tness
stand. Well, you can say, "Wll, you know, he seened
credible. He identified that guy there in the nice suit over
there as M. Bameh. 1|'Il go wth that. That's M. Bameh."
But that was testinony you heard. But if there was no

testi nony about who I was, if there was nobody that turned
around and pointed to nme and said, "That's Ron Bam eh," you
couldn't decide that fact. You -- you would be guessing

because the statenents of the attorneys, once again, is not

evi dence.

So, what we are saying by that is if a person is not
under oath, is not testifying, we are not going to -- we are
not going to say -- we are not going to rely on that stuff.

W are not going to rely on the statenents of our questions.
For instance, if | asked a question of sonebody, |ike | asked
a question of Deputy Fullerton about the ned/| egal exam and
he didn't know. And you couldn't say fromthat question that
| asked that in a ned/legal exam that injuries could |ast for
weeks and weeks, and that you could see trauma to a vagi na
over weeks and weeks.

However - -

MR ROVERO. (bjection. CQutside the scope of the

evi dence.
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THE COURT: Overrul ed.

MR. BAM EH: However, when Dr. Manchester testified, and
| asked hi mabout the ned/|legal exam and if you accept him as
a nedi cal expert, and he testified that you could see trauma
to a vagina for weeks and weeks, that you could rely on. That
you could rely on.

No i ndependent investigation is allowed. You can't
go over to Westlake, try to find the apartnent. Can't go into
the Vons and | ook for two-liter bottles of wine. Not allowed.
You got to nmake your decision based on what was presented here
in court. That's what you have to nmake your deci sion on.

You are allowed to use |logic and conmon sense. And
"Il -- 1 submt to you, when you do that, that's going to
really hurt the People's case.

And you are allowed to use direct and circunstanti al
evidence. And | think it's inportant that we go over and
under stand that concept, direct and circunstantial evidence.

Direct evidence directly proves a fact if found to
be true. Makes sense. So, we can directly prove a fact. So
et me give you an exanpl e.

E-mai |l of August 30, 2002, to Brian Whitney. There
was an e-mail in evidence of an e-mail to Brian Whitney on
that day, and it was fromM. Wite. Here' s the e-nmuil.

"I just found out today that what they charged Carlo
with. Tell himto run. Becca." That's in evidence. You
wi |l have that back in your deliberations. The e-mail, you
coul d use that as direct evidence that Becca Wite, Rebecca

White, on August 30, 2002, sent that e-mail. You can use that
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as direct evidence to prove that fact. You can.

You can use it as circunstantial evidence also. The
way you can use it for circunstantial evidence is, if found
true, proves a fact fromwhich an inference of the existence
of another fact may be drawn. You can nmake an i nference from
that piece of evidence also. Sane August 30, 2002 e-mail, the
i nference can be that Ms. Wiite did not tell the truth when
she said she wanted M. Parlanti arrested.

When she testified in court, she did not want M. --
she wanted M. Parlanti arrested the whole tine after she
spoke to the officers. Renmenber that testinony? That was her
strong desire, that she wanted himarrested. Wll, you can
use this e-mail and say that's circunstantial evidence that
she lied. She did not tell us the truth. That really after
that conversation with the police officers, she really did a
ot of things to make sure that he woul d not get arrested.

Now, M. Ronmero said in his remarks that | was going
to attack Ms. White; that the defense was based on attacking
Ms. Wiite, going for the small little details. What | ask you
all is this: Sonebody nmakes the all egations she did, the way
she made them w th her denmeanor, saying, frankly, the nost
outrage -- sone of the nobst outrageous things you could
possi bl y hear about soneone, claimng facts that, on their
face, make no sense whatsoever, and the defense attorney, who
represents sonebody charged with these crines shouldn't ask
her a question or two about it?

"Thank you, ma'am That was great direct testinony.

No further questions. Next wtness, please.” Wat would you
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expect? What would you expect? In all realty, that we are
just going to accept that as true? 1Isn't that the way the
process works, is that we test the credibility of the
evidence? And then you nake a decision as to that
credibility? 1Isn't that the way it works?

And to say that we are attacking the m nuscul e
nature of her testinony, ignores the fact that she says things
that were, first of all, beyond any common sense and any | ogic
you could possibly apply on this planet Earth. That's one.

And ' m going to go through those.

Two, would be to say that, uhm well, she was
inconsistent. She didn't tell a fewthings. Well, if
M. Romero was telling you -- telling people about his

brot her's weddi ng, how many different ways do you think he
woul d describe the bride's hair? She was a blonde. She was a
brunette. She was a red-head. |'mguessing he said it the
sanme way every tine. How many different ways did he say he
pet those horses? D d he say he rode then? They buck |ike
crazy? They were wld horses? No. He probably told them
sane tinme, "W pet sone horses.”

To conpare those two, himtelling his relatives
about the famly, and Ms. Wiite telling -- making sone of the
nmost outrageous statenments you could hear in a court of |aw,
to conpare those two, frankly is ridiculous on its face.

And M. Ronero is one of the finest prosecutors the
DA's office has here. And he's doing what ny nomused to
al ways say we should do. Wen you get |lenons, try to nmake

sone | enonade. That's all he's trying to do. He's making
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sone | enbnade. He's doing the best he can with what he has,
but what you have to do is you don't have to drink that

| enronade. You can call it for what it is. You can say,
"Those are lenons, M. Ronero." That's all it is. She nade
no sense. W can't believe her.

You can al so use that e-mail, circunstantia
evi dence, that her conplaints were fal se, and she feels guilty
about it.

Assessing credibility. That's what you are going to
be asked to do. That's what you are asked to do, to assess
people's credibility.

Now, before we canme to court, before you ever set
foot in this courtroom and you were asked: How would you
assess sonebody's credibility? Wat would you look for in
sonebody to determ ne whether they are telling the truth,
whet her it was an enpl oyee or sonebody who came up to you?

What woul d you | ook for in a person? Just your own common

sense as -- as an adult in our society, what would you | ook
for, reasonably? Not unreasonably. Not -- |I'mnot asking you
to apply sone standard to Ms. Wiite that you -- that norma

peopl e woul dn't apply or that the | aw doesn't say you could
apply. Not asking that at all. |I'mnot saying, "Hey, there
are these mnuscul e details that she nade a slight m stake on.
Let's ramit in to her." Yeah, that's it. |'mnot asking for
that, not at all.

But just your normal, everyday life, if you were
asked, before you cane here, sonebody on the street said,

"Hey," how woul d you assess sonebody's credibility if they
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were tal king to you or sonebody was selling you a car?
sonebody was selling you a car? How would you assess the
credibility as to the used car? Think just how you normally
woul d decide this. You would think. Renenber the facts
accurately. The one tine, they told ne the car had 10, 000
mles, next time 150,000 mles, next tine 60,000 mles. |If

t hat was going on, would you have a problemw th that? Ws
that 10, 30 or 100,000? How many mles did that car have on
it? Wuld you have a problemat all wth that? You know, you
asked themfive different tines, and every tine they told you
a different answer. Wuldn't you think, well, nobody can
possibly tell the story the same way every tine? There's no
way. It's an honest m stake. 10,000, 20,000, 50,000, 100,000
mles. Every tinme they tell, it's different every tine. O
do you think, hum sonething is wong? Just in your normnal
everyday life.

You woul d | ook, to say, do they have a reason to lie
to me? D dthis person have a reason to lie to nme, who is
selling me the car? Well, you'd think, they nmay have a
notive. They may want to sell the car. They may not |ike ne.
They may have sone notive, but you would want to know t hat.
And if they didn't have a notive, you would say, hey, they
seemreliable. | can understand that.

Are they consistent? Do they nmake sense and
logical? If they told you this car you are driving right
here, it gets 2000 mles to the gallon, 2000 mles to the
gallon, and it drives about 100 mles per hour with conplete

control, and you can't crash it no matter what you do, you can
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say, "Well, that's conpletely illogical. What do you think,

was born yesterday? Wll, that can't be true.”

If they told you that the car could drive 200 mles
an hour, 200 mles an hour; still gets great gas m | eage,
40 mles to the gallon. Well, it's not as ridiculous as your

| ast story, but | wasn't born yesterday. That's conpletely

illogical. | can't believe you.
That's all 1'msaying. Just apply logic to what you
heard in court. |s there sone corroboration? Can you kick

the tires? Do other people have sim/lar opinions? Do you see
anything where there's -- where they tell you things about the
car that are not apparent; that nobody ever saw before; nobody
ever saw it drive fast; nobody ever said it can run before?
And does the person, who is selling you the car, do they hide
the tires when you wal k by? Can |I | ook under the hood? No,
can't | ook under the hood. And when you do | ook under the
hood, and you see sonething is wong, they say, "Ch, | forgot
about that. Yeah, that was a mstake. Onh, that's not what |
meant when | said not | ook under the hood. You nay see

sonet hing, you know, the car was fine. | neant sonething
else." If they did that to you, if they did that to you, if
they tried to cover up their mstake with nore lies, would you
have problenms with their credibility?

Al'l | propose to you is if this is a reasonable way
to assess sonebody's credibility, if this is a reasonable way
that you woul d have done it outside of court, if this is in
your common sense and experience, if this is -- makes sense to

you, why would you treat anybody on the w tness stand
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differently? Wiy would you assess the credibility
differently?

And if sonebody couldn't neet this mninml standard,
this mnimal standard, why would it be any differently here?

How about if the person had lied to you before? Had
told prior lies? How would you feel about that person? Wuld
you -- would you believe themin sonething el se they said?
| "' m guessi ng that nost of you, nost of you, sonebody that |ied
to you before, would have trouble believing themin the
future. Mkes sense. Mtter of fact, that's consistent with
what the | aw says, too. W will talk about that shortly.

Now, the law tells you how to assess credibility.
And it tells you how, in a way. It gives you the standards
how we can assess credibility, which you' re going to find,
really, if you followthe law, is comon sense things in the
| egal instructions.

Ability of the witness to renenber. That's one of
the things that you assess. Do they renenber things?

Bias, interest or notive. W look for that. Do
they have a bias? Do they have an interest or notive.

The character and quality of the testinony. Was
sonebody being overly dramatic? Was sonebody naki ng sense?
Do they have a quality about then?

Deneanor. Al ways inportant.

Exi stence or non-existence of fact. Okay. Are they
testifying to things that, on this planet, factually don't
exi st or couldn't exist or conpletely illogical? Logic and

comon sense. Sorry.
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Consi stent and inconsistent. The | aw says,
credibility-wise, if they are inconsistent, you hold that
against their credibility. You do. |If they are inconsistent,
the | aw says you hold that against their credibility. |If they
are consistent, that can bolster their credibility, but if
they' re consistently inconsistent, that's not good and
woul dn't be good in real life, would it? That woul d be bad.
W would say, if you're consistently inconsistent, how do |
rely on you at all?

The |l aw al so gives instruction called wllfully
false, and | should have done this earlier. Let ne do it now,
t hough. What |'ve done is | have taken -- you'll get the jury
instruction. The Court has read you nost of them and you
will get nore before we are done, and |'ve paraphrased them

| paraphrased them and |'ve done ny best to be as accurate as

| can as to what the | aw says, but obvioulsy, I"'mdoing it in
alimted space here. So, | condensed them And wth nanes,
and | go through nanes, |'ve condensed the nanes of people so
they fit on the chart. | don't nmean any di srespect to people
at all, but in order to make it fit here, | --for instance,
"Il call Rebecca White "RW" Carlo Parlanti, "CP' and

simlar things |like that. Sone people | use the full nanes,

but for the nost part, if | could fit it on the slide, | wll,
if I can't, | abbreviate.
Wth the law -- there's no -- this will be an

accurate portrayal of law. This isn't the conplete set of
i nstructions.

WIllfully false. The | aw recogni zes what you al
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know. Sonmeone who does not tell the truth in one area cannot
be trusted in others. That's what you know. | nean, that's
just common sense. You didn't have to be told that by the

j udge to know that, but we know that.

And the | aw says that if you want, if you want, once
you find that they have been untruthful, willfully false, you
can disregard everything they have to say because we
understand that if we are going to say to sonebody, prove this
beyond a reasonabl e doubt, and you call sonebody who does not
tell the truth, that we shouldn't be relying on that to
convi ct anybody. Sonebody who has proven to be fal se
repeatedly we should not be relying on to convict anybody.

The | aw recogni zes this.

| f you thought about that before you cane to court,
and you told -- if we are in a coffee shop, and you said,
"Hey, M. Bameh," or you'll probably call ne "Ron" in a
cof fee shop, but we will go with "M. Bam eh," and you sai d,
"Hey, what's -- what's the | aw about if sonebody lies in court
and in a trial where allegations are made, and they're really
bad? What does a jury have to do?"

And | said to you, "Well, you know, you are all owed
to disregard it."

And you go, "That's what | would think. | bet
that's exactly what the law would be." And that nakes sense
to you. And the instruction you're going to get is going to
make sense too. |If sonebody is not telling the truth in one
area, you don't have to believe them and you sure as heck

shoul d di sregard everything they have to say.
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I f you don't believe Rebecca Wite, if you don't
bel i eve her, you have to acquit Carlo Parlanti. 1Isn't that
what the state of the evidence is, if you don't believe her?
If you find her to be willfully false? |If you found her to
lack credibility? |If you just can't accept what she is saying
as true, you have to acquit.

She's the only person charged on the conplaint -- on
the information. The only person. The information is the
chargi ng docunent the Court read to you at the start of the
trial. She's the only person charged.

If she didn't testify, there would be no case here.
There woul d be no case whatsoever if she didn't testify.
Common sense, right? She's the sole witness to binding,
battery and sexual assaults. |It's her testinony that all that
is based on. That's where it conmes from Sole w tness about
t hat .

So, what you are going to be asked to do and what
you nust do is determ ne her credibility. Determ ne whether
or not she was credible or not. Can you rely on Rebecca
Wiite? Did she renenber accurately? D d she have an accurate
menory of events?

Vel l, she told us she has nenory problens. She
testified to that. She has short-term nenory problens. So,
she -- right away, she tells us. There's no evidence of that
besi des her statenent, but she has short-term nmenory probl ens.
She has trouble renmenbering. She -- the short-term nenory
probl ens seemto occur, seemto occur, every time there's sone

damagi ng facts that went towards her credibility for sone
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reason. These short-term nmenory probl ens, they appeared. And
just |l ook back at the testinony. And if | quote testinony and
you think |I've quoted anything inaccurately, and |I've said
anything inaccurately, hold it against ne. Hold it against

me. But | think you will find that those short-term nmenory
probl ens occur, where she started tal king about them vividly,
and how she has these short-term nenory probl ens when
confronted her with damagi ng facts.

D d she have a notive or reasons in this case? Just
follow ng along now wth the | aw says how to assess
credibility. D d she have any notive? WAs there any notive
we heard about ?

We know and you know that Carlo Parlanti broke up
with her before leaving to M ssissippi. And how was that
proven? W know because Ms. White was inpeached with
testinony of her notive wth the prelimnary hearing
transcript.

Now, the prelimnary hearing transcript is not in

evi dence; however, the statenents | read into evidence off the

prelimnary hearing transcripts. | read themin. | quoted
fromthem |If you renenber, | approached her with the
transcript. | read to her, and that's how they are in

evidence. Not fromthe transcripts thensel ves, but nme readi ng
what was in the transcript into evidence. Rebecca Wite's
notive. Fromthe prelimnary hearing transcript, | asked her
about this; read this to her to inpeach her.

W are tal king about if she knew that M. Parlanti

was having an affair with another wonman. |[|f she knew that.
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And she said she did in trial. She said she did. And | said,

"Well, at the prelimnary hearing, ma'am isn't it true you
said you didn't?" And we went through the prelimnary hearing
transcript her. And ny question to her, where | started from
was, "Yes, having an affair, seeing sonebody el se on the
side." And we put this in context to refresh nenories, and
they need to be refreshed in ternms of M. Parlanti in

M ssi ssi ppi .

At the prelimnary hearing, she said, "No."

"Isn"t it true you made allegations to M. Parlanti
that he was sleeping with her?" Sane prelimnary hearing,
next |ine down.

Her answer was, "Yes." So, just at the prelimnary
hearing, she is consistently inconsistent.

"Isn't it true that you believed he was sl eeping
wi th her?"

And she answered, "I know he spent a night or two
wth her." W continued. "He was in @Gulfport, M ssissippi,"
was her answer.

And | asked, "Wth who?"

And she said, "He was at work."

And | said, "Conme on, ma'am Wth who? You know
who she was.” Once again, this is read to her right out of
the prelimnary hearing transcript.

"He was probably with, with..."

And ny question to her, "Starts with a C."

And she admts, "Wth her."

And later on, it was established "with her" neant
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"Cecelia" at trial

So, the prelimnary hearing, when she was confronted
wWth this issue, she denied it, originally. And then when she
real i zed, once again, that she was kind of caught in this
denial, in her statenent, at the end of the day at the
prelimnary hearing, we get her to admt, "Wth her," Cecelia.
And at trial, know ng because she had the prelimnary hearing
transcript, okay, and was at the prelimnary hearing, and what
happened, she just admts it.

MR. ROVERO. (bj ection, your Honor. Facts outside the
evi dence.

THE COURT: Overruled. As | said earlier, the jury is
the final judge of what the evidence is.

MR BAMEH. So, a |lot of people would say that if you
knew t hat you've been left for another worman, that you nmay
have a notive. That would be reasonable, | think. Most
peopl e woul d think that woul d be reasonable. So, there is
sone notive there, but she was also forced in nore notive when
confronted with her e-mails now.

E-mail that cane into evidence in terns of being
read into evidence. E-mail from Rebecca Wiite to Katia Anedda

on Septenber 5, 2002. Her e-nail.

"First of all, | do love Carlo with all that is ne.
Yes, | amangry with him He cheated on ne and lied to ne
about it." Evidence of notive. WMotive.

E-mail from Rebecca Wite to Katia Anedda on
Sept enber 12, 2002, read into evidence once again.

"Where he wal ked out the door and said 'good-bye' to
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me for the last tine, |I fell on the floor and cried know ng |

woul d never feel himrun his hand over ny face again, kiss ny
l[ips or talk to me in bed with his liquid, silver voice again.
| love him and | will never get to ever see or hear from him
again." Mdtive. Mtive. Mtive.

And when she testified, by the way, she testified
that she left him That's what she testified to here in
court. On Septenber 12, 2002, she said sonmething conpletely
different. Mtive.

And notive apparent on 7/22/02 fax to Reilly. And
that fax, what |I'mtal king about, is not the cover sheet,
which I'll talk about later, but the actual fax statenment she
had in front of her that she said she wote while she was in
Mont erey over the 20th and 21st, | believe was her testinony,
and she faxed it the norning of the 22nd. She -- that's the
fax statenent |'mtal king about, and that -- this was read to
her also at trial.

In her fax statenment to Reilly, the statenent she
sai d she worked on, she wanted to nake it as accurate as
possible. In that statenent, she said:

"I try to make up with him giving hima chance to
fix what he has done, but he calls other wonen and tal ks with
theminstead of ne." And just so we are clear, you may see
sone typos in this slide. | read it to her as she wote it,
and | quoted it to her as she wote it, and that's what |'m
trying to do with these slides.

Motive. She wanted to nmake up. He didn't want her.

He left. And that's why her testinony of saying things |ike,
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"I broke up with him" or, "I left him" trying to diffuse

that notive evidence is so ridicul ous because you all knew
that she knew this case pretty well. And she knew about the
e-mai |l s she wote because she provided them as she told
everybody to the District Attorney's Ofice. She provided
them and yet she conmes to court, comes to court, know ng what
she has witten before, know ng what she has said before, and
just | ooks at you and says, "I left him He never l|eft ne.
never said that." W got all this.

Anger apparent in 9/13/02 letter to Dr. Farber. She
testified once again on -- | think it was redirect exam nation
by M. Ronero when she testified that she wote this letter to
Dr. Farber to help other wonen so that, God forbid, nobody
el se would get hurt. Not because she was angry. Not because
she was upset. Because she was trying to help other people.
Well, then I confronted her wwth the statenent she wote. "I
tried to make up with him -- I"'msorry. | went backwards.
There it is.

On the last line of her letter to Dr. Farber, as
read to her in court:

"I just hope he nmakes a better life outside of the
USA for he hates us and cheered |ast 9/11 when we were
bonbed. "

Now, the thing that | asked you to take fromthe
statenent is |ook at the date, 9/13/02. Pretty much the
anniversary. That's the postmark date, by the way. The
anni versary of 9/11. And think about how everybody in this

country was feeling about then and how we still were nourning.
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W still were angry, and how we felt about people who disliked
our country. Her. She wites this to Dr. Farber. This is
just pure, unadulterated anger. This is not for help. Not
for any other reason. Sone people would say it's kind of
mani pul ative, wouldn't you think?

Character and quality of Rebecca Wite's testinony.
E-mail to Brian Wiitney on 8/29/02, the first one |I'm
referring to now that was shown to her. Renenber this?

"I amin a police safehouse packing a gun." And the
other line? That should be in quotes, by the way. |
apol ogi ze. "I gave himthree weeks to make it right, and he
did not feel he did anything to ne. So this is the story."

And signed "Becca."

Now, when | first showed her that e-mail, she
claimed -- she clainmed on that e-mail, for whatever reason, "I
didn't wite this." Renenber that? "This is not one of the

e-mails | gave," she said, "M. Ronero," the DA's office.

That's what she said. And she said it with anger, with spite,

like, you know, I"'mtrying to fool her or sonething. "I never
said this. | didn't even have a gun. How would | say that?
That's crazy. | gave himthree weeks to make -- | didn't say

that, no way."

And t hen what happened? For sone reason -- and |
don't know what the reason was, and | won't speculate -- she
t hought that that e-mail |ooked different; that she thought,
"Hey, something is going on here. | should deny this. He
probably can't prove that it canme fromne." Wat was she

t hi nking? And then | showed her one of the e-mails that she
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gave to M. Ronmero. She had to admt it canme fromher. Sane
exact lines were init. And then what was her answer? What
about that? Was that just a mstake? "Ch, | don't know what
| nmeant by that." Wat was her answer to that? How could she
possibly explain that? She was going to cone and swear to you
she didn't wite that. Wen she is caught, when she is
caught, "I'msorry. Just a mstake. Cone on, | nmade so nmany
statenments, how could |I possibly renenber. Just a m stake."

All of her m stakes, by the way, were realized after
she was caught. Not before. After she was caught. After she
gets caught in sonething, that's when it's a mstake. That's
when it's innocent. Before, she doesn't admt it. In
contrast to the officers. They admtted their m stakes right
before anything. They didn't try to deny anything. Yeah,
t hey made m stakes. There was no issue with them They had
no problemwth that.

The difference between being credible and bei ng
i ncredi bl e.

Your Honor, | notice it's noon.

THE COURT: Al right. W can break at this tine. Let
me talk to counsel at the bench briefly before we do.
111
(Bench conference held off record.)
111
THE COURT: Thank you, counsel.

We are going to take a shorter lunch period today.

W will resune at 1 o' clock with argunent. Between now and

the time you cone back to court, please don't discuss the
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about

Pl ease don't form or express opinions or concl usions

It.

Jurors are excused until 1 p.m
We are in recess until then.
(Lunch recess taken.)

--000- -

50
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VENTURA, CALI FORNI A; FRI DAY, DECEMBER 16, 2005

P.M SESSI ON
--000- -

THE BAILIFF: Remain seated. Cone to order, please.

THE COURT: We're back on the record in the case of
Peopl e versus Parlanti with all of our jurors, both counsel,
and t he def endant.

M . Bam eh, you can resune.

MR. BAM EH: Thank you, your Honor

Hope you all had a nice light lunch with | ots of
coffee. | will continue ny closing argunent.

As we left off, we were discussing the fact
Ms. Wiite denied that she wote that e-mail to M. Witney on
8/ 29/02; said the e-mail had been edited sonehow in sone
fantastic fashion and was not the sanme as she gave the DA
And | ater, she had to admt she wote this when she was caught
and confronted with the exact sane e-mail fromone that she
gave the district attorney. Character and quality of her
t esti nony.

Anot her exanple of this is the e-nail she wote to

Kati a Anedda on 11/ 15/02.

"I now have friends in the" -- that's her spelling
-- "mofia" -- | think she neant Mafia -- "here that would fix
it, but Carlo does not love ne. | know that. | just want him

to know |l do love him" Once again, nmaking one of these

statenents, but making it clear that she is in love with
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Carlo. She wants to do anything that she can to get hi m back,
and she's sending these e-mails at an unbelievable rate.

Now, what you can use in determning the credibility
of a witness is the existence or non-existence of a fact. In
ot her words, you can use sone |ogic here, just sone conmon
sense and logic. It's conpletely allowed, well within the
scope of the law, whether you're here in the courtroom or
you're out in the street talking to sonebody. Just apply
| ogi c.

In this case, it was surreal. It's -- | work with
sone teen-agers in one of these popular shows, called the
"Surreal Life," and they get these, | guess, B actors or
sonmewhat - known cel ebrities to live in a house together, and
they call it "surreal" | guess because these people, their
reality is far fromwhat a normal person's reality is, and it
make sense. And a lot of tinmes, wth Ms. Wite, | think you
will find her reality was nmuch different than nost nor nal
people's reality; actually, rmuch different than nost anybody
you can possi bly neet.

Four liters of wwine in five to six hours. She said
that, and she was sure of it. And she -- M. Ronero, on
redirect, tried to get her to cone off it in sone way, get
down under four liters sonehow. An extraordi nary anount of
al cohol. And she was even shown four liters of wine. A
remar kabl e anount for one human to digest. And her testinony
was, at the tinme of the initial binding, he had drank two
liters already, had -- was nore than hal fway through the

second two-liter bottle. So, he was somewhere over three
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liters of alcohol. And to nake this point even clearer, nost
people, in their comon sense, know -- | nean, all of you have
lived enough years in the planet to know what al cohol does to
t he human body. You know that three liters of alcohol in one
night -- what the effects of that would be, but just to nake
sure there was no m stake about it, we called M. Beckner
excuse ne, just to do sonme sinple mathematics in these
exhibits. And we used the w dest range possible because it
really doesn't matter if it's nine percent or 12 percent.

It's still going to be an incredi ble blood al cohol |evel.

Near fatal, if not fatal, blood al cohol level. Beyond belief.
And the amazing thing about Ms. Wiite is she could say these
things that are beyond belief wth no qualns. She could say
them just as straight-faced as she could descri be how she was
attacked; just as straight-faced without any hesitation. Even
when confronted with what four liters |ooks |ike, she could
still say it to you. No problem It's ridiculous. |It's
beyond ri di cul ous.

M. Ronero tried to ask M. Beckner about tol erance
for alcohol. What was her testinony about M. Parlanti? He
was running five mles a day, swnmmng the other days. He was
in excellent, physical shape. He was getting up for work at
6:30 in the norning. That sounds |ike sonmebody who is downing
two or three liters of wine a night? It's, onits face,
foolish to say to sonebody. And she said it to you asking you
to believe it. H's blood al cohol |evel, under her scenario of
events, giving the broadest range possible, between a .31 and

a .65. As M. Beckner told you .08, .08 in this state, and in
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nost states, legally intoxicated for driving. Over three
times over that, and she's saying he was wal ki ng and t al ki ng.
She is saying at .31, at the mninmum at a .31, he had the
manual dexterity, the notor skills to thread this, at a .31.
Coul dn't have happened. Under her scenario of events, on this
pl anet, Earth, as we know it, based on our common sense and
experience, it cannot happen. Could not have happened.

And the point -- oh, maybe she nade a m st ake.
Ckay. WMaybe she did, but how nmany tinmes was she asked about
this? Did she ever cone off it? Did she ever say, "I nmade a
m stake? Oh, | nust be wong"? D d she ever go back on that
one time? Mnimze it in any way? She wouldn't give it up
for the life of her, ever. How nmany opportunities did we give
her, by the way? How many opportunities? Are you sure?
Could it have been three and a half liters? Are you sure
soneone drank the whole thing? She finished off saying, at
the end of the evening, he had conpl eted both bottles.
Ri di cul ous.

Just logically, would he be standing? wal king?
grab sonmeone? bind sonebody the way she described? Could you
do that logically at those bl ood al cohol |evels? He
literally, litterally, if he was like that, would have been a
pushover. Literally. Could you achieve or maintain an
erection even at those levels? It affects your central
nervous system That's part of it. You' re extrenely,
extrenely, extrenely intoxicated. You just can't physically
do certain things. That's one of them Surreal testinony of

Ms. Wiite continued, though
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This was -- | nean, there's no other description for
this but surreal. On 11/22/05, she has an -- Investi gator
Robertson has a conversation with Ms. Wiite. 8:30 a.m
interview, the first one. This was all testified to. Said
M. Parlanti tied her up on prior occasions. That's what she
sai d about 8:30 a.m, was that 30-m nute interview

Then we get this. At 10:20, calls back and says,
"He did not ever tie ne up." That's the testinony in the sanme
day. And this is the person. W are saying, okay, she's
credi ble. W can believe her. She doesn't believe herself.
And then her expl anation, her explanation, confronted with
these sinple facts, is -- what she says when she gets caught
on a couple of occasions, "That's not what | neant."

We all speak English. W all know what the | anguage
means. "He did not ever tie ne up." Wat is the other
interpretation of that?

Continuing wwth the surreal testinony of Ms. Wite.
She testifies on direct exam nation, once again, "M. Parlanti
beat me up with belts during sex." And she puts the date when
t hi s happened around Mother's Day of 2002. That's the
testinony, and that was on direct exam nation. And she
testified it was not her idea. She did not want to

partici pate. She was surprised by this. And she backs it up

by saying, "I showed ny daughter," Heat her

Chri sti anson- Reeves, HCR, "the bruises on ny chest.” That's
how she backs it up. She says, "Yeah. | had nothing to do
with this."

And then, of course, we have the e-mail of 5/5/02.
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5/5/02 from Rebecca Wiite to Carlo Parlanti. And what does it

say?

"You are a prince to ne always. | have the belt
| aying out for you when you cone. | need a spanking. Becca.
The story of a prince. Smle." That e-mail is in evidence.

There is no way that she can cone to court and tel
you that on 5/5/02 that her intent was any different than what
is witten on the paper, but she did. And her explanation
becane, after sone questioning, was, "I was using reverse
psychology.” | don't know if you renmenber that. "I was using
reverse psychology," is what she said. "And the theory being
that if | nentioned the belts, he would not use them" Ckay.

So, | hear that testinony, and | ask a question.
It's a very sinple one. "If it's reverse psychol ogy, what
made you think the first tinme you used this device that it
woul d work?" Right? How would you know it was going to work?
You had to have tried it before. You had to suggest you
wanted to use the belts before to know t hat sonmehow t he
reverse psychol ogy would work and M. Parlanti woul d not be
interested in using the belt. How would you know for the
first time you used it? |It's just surreal. |It's like she
doesn't live on the planet here. Howis it even close to
bei ng consi stent?

The 7/22/02 fax to Detective Reilly.

"Pl ease arrest himat work and soon." That's when
she faxes him right?

8/30/02 e-mail to Brian Wi tney. The opposite. O

course, before confronted with that e-mail, she deni es ever
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wanting himnot to be -- that's probably an argunentative
there -- ever wanting, having a desire for himto run from
authority, not to get caught. And then she sends a simlar
e-mail, alnost verbatim at 8:31 to Ms. Anedda. A direct
contradiction of what she told Detective Reilly.

Testified that M. Parlanti had his entire fist, his
entire fist in her vagina, and he tried to open it. That was
her testinony at trial. And then tried to open an entire
fist. Physically -- well, let ne -- she wote to Dr. Farber,
on the postnmark envel ope of 9/13/02, that M. Parlanti had his
whol e hand i nside her rectum At trial, she tried to mtigate
that by saying four fingers, but to Dr. Farber, she wote the
whol e hand. And just the physical realities of that, that it
woul d be possible to commt such an act, not nentioning any
| ubrication or anything |ike that, that you could get an
entire fist |ike that inside of sonebody. And assunmi ng you
coul d, assum ng for a second you could, what would be the
anount of physical damage that woul d cause? It would be
tremendous. It would be trenendous.

No reports of physical pain in those regions to Dr.
Manchester. None. Zero. He didn't even |ook. Didn't even
check her out in that area at all. Wsn't even an issue.

Just mekes no sense.

The one thing that nade cl ear throughout this trial
was Ms. Wiite was consistently inconsistent. W are not
talking about little details here. W are not talking about
mnutia here. W are talking about the main part of the case,

aren't we? The main part of the case. The main issues in
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this case, she was inconsist -- consistently inconsistent.
Take the easy ones. Fullerton and Reilly on 7/18
through the 22nd of '02. That enconpasses, just so we are
clear, the statenent to Fullerton on tape, the statenent to
Detective Reilly on tape, and the witten correspondence | ater
on, 7/22, that she faxed to him She says she reported
M. Parlanti because her father would not give her dollars,
support, for help if she didn't. That's what she says. And
then to Dr. Manchester, she said on 7/22/02, she said, | had
to cone here because the police said they would not take the
report unless she went to a doctor. She just saw the police
two days ago. Three days ago. M fault. Three days ago.
They took a report. She was there. They interviewed her
twce, as a matter of fact. They told her -- they did a
followp, and this is what she's telling the doctor three days
|ater. The doctor. Explain this tone. |1Is this a mnor

detail or sonmething? She's pathol ogical

To Dr. Farber. The doctor wouldn't treat nme -- she
wote "nme" -- we nmade it "her" -- unless she turned himin,
meaning M. Parlanti. Wuldn't treat ne unless we turn him
in.

At atrial, she explains, "Yeah, | called a doctor

and spoke to a doctor on the phone."

Yeah, doctors are like that. "I'msuffering froma
physical trauma. |I'mreally injured. | need sone help."
"Well, go talk to the police. | can't help you."

They take an oath that they are supposed to hel p peopl e.

There's a reason for that. And this doctor she called, the
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one doctor she called out of the phone book, who she can't
remenber, wouldn't treat her unless she turned himin.

To attorneys, Chris and Ron, sumrer of '02:

"I went to a doctor for help, but he told ne he
woul d not help ne until | turned in whoever did this to ne."
Now she went to the doctor. Not called. Now she went.

At prelimnary hearing, asked about the conversation
with her father, once again. Right? Read to her fromthe
transcript. "Wen did the conversation wth your father
occur, where he told you he would not give you noney unl ess
you turned M. Parlanti in?"

And at the prelimnary hearing, she said, "I believe
that was on the 16th." That's when she spoke to her father.
So she's on the phone.

Then we find out after the prelimnary hearing --
the prelimnary hearing, once again, was August 25th of '05 --
after the prelimnary hearing, on Halloween of this year, we
find out that M. Ronero interviewed Ms. Wiite's parents.

Now, this is easily circunstantial evidence. Wuat could he
possibly be interviewi ng themon? The noney. She needed
nmoney for support, right? W have further circunstanti al

evi dence on what we know those interviews were about because
we find out later on, she then e-nmails Investigator Dave
WIllianms and M. Ronero on 11/1/05 at 7:09 a.m And so, that
e-mail makes it clear that she knew that M. Ronero
interviewed her parents the night before. Very next day. W
have two pieces of circunstantial evidence. W have the fact

that M. Ronero interviewed -- well, we have three pieces,
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actually. We have the prelimnary hearing testinony where she
says, "My father, | spoke to himon the 16th."

We then have another piece that says M. Ronero
interviewed the parents. And that's a stipulation. There's
no issue as to that. Interviewed the parents of Rebecca Wite
on 10/31/05. And we can say, okay. W know at the
prelimnary hearing she nentioned that she spoke to her
father; that M. Ronero interviewed these people on the 31st.
That nmakes sense because the inference would be -- a
reasonabl e i nference would be that he had to talk to them
about whether or not Ms. Wiite had spoken to them and whet her
or not they said, "You nust turn M. Parlanti in if you want
any support whatsoever." Ckay, that's how you use
circunstantial evidence.

And then the third piece, even if we need nore, we
have a third piece where Ms. Wiite e-mails Dave WIIlians and
M. Ronero on 11/1/05 and tal ks about her contact with her
parents and whet her or not she spoke to her father. And in
that e-mail, and we have that in evidence:

"I was okay. | never really talked to ny dad. W
are not close. He told ny nomif | turned Carlo in, he would

put noney in ny account for gas for nme to cone because Mama

knew | had not been working and I was broke. | talk to Mama
but not ny dad. | amnot changing ny story"” -- mspells
"just" -- "just making it nore clear.”

This right here is Rebecca Wite. She's caught.
She's caught in a lie. She knows now that M. Ronero has

proof of that lie, and now she covers up. Isn't that what
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she's doing? "That's not what | neant." She tells everybody,
"I spoke to ny father, | spoke to ny father, | spoke to ny
father." M. Ronmero speaks to her father. "I didn't speak to
nmy father."™ And then the weird thing of it all is, to nmake it
even nore surreal, she cones to court and says, "I spoke to ny
father."

Sonmething is wong here. Sonmething stinks. This is

nore than just slight inconsistencies. This is nore than

sonething is just not -- sonething is just a little wong.
Sonmething really is just not right. [It's just not right in
the worst way, and you have to see this. [It's so obvious in

these e-mails and what she does in court. You just have to
see this.

At trial, she says... the consistently inconsistent
Rebecca Wite. At trial, she had M. Parlanti's permssion to
read e-mails fromex-girlfriends and contact them That was
her testinony at trial. She had his perm ssion. And she was
very, once again, confident about this fact.

We have an e-mail then, fromApril 17, 2002, from
Rebecca Wite to Ms. Anedda. And this was read in open court
right off the e-mail.

"He is upset with me for looking in his e-mails and
reading all the e-mails fromthese girls.” Does that sound
i ke sonmebody with perm ssion; that she was being allowed to
do sonething or that he knew she was doing it at the tine?
Does that sound even renotely like that could be the case?
The consistently inconsistent Rebecca Wite.

Fullerton and Reilly statenents, 7/18th and 19th of
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"02. Intercourse three tines, and they were clear about this
as they went over it with her numerous, nunerous tines. Told
them Does not renenber if she said "no" to the intercourse;
calls it "making love." Wen she describes it, she calls it
"making love." Those are her words. Calls it "making |ove."
Says only one tinme bound; that only one of the acts of

i ntercourse occurred when she was bound. The others, she was
not .

Reilly, on 7/22/02, this is once again the faxed
|etter she sent in. Intercourse five tinmes now Now we are
at five tinmes. And that's when intercourse is defined as the
penis entering the vagina. And in that letter, she says when
she tells himto stop, he does. Still calls it "making | ove"
even in that letter. This tine, it's two tinmes bound. Three
other times, not bound. Adds for the first time fist in
vagi na. Never nentions hand in her anus. Ever. First tine
she nentions this detail

To Dr. Manchester: Says, sexually assaulted; says
fist, but not hand. On 7/22/02, no conplaints of pain other
than chest. Dr. Manchester. She wites himtwo years |ater.
Two years later. And we know at this point, M. Parlanti has
been arrested. W know -- we know that from Mai De Barra.
And she wites Dr. Manchester, at this tinme, 7/22/04, wites
the doctor, telling himthat there was a hand in her anus that
she forgot to nmention back on 7/22/02. Strange at best.

Dr. Farber. Sexual intercourse now three tines to
her. Now calls it rape, not making | ove. Mentions full hand

in anus for the first time. And renenber this, 9/13, is
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bef ore Manchester 7/22/04. And now, she nentions there was
chocol ate creamin her nose and throat for the first tine.

Anot her detail.

Now, M. Ronero argues that she can't expect -- you
can't expect her to renmenber every detail. You can't expect
her to tell it the same way every tine. W don't. W don't.

W don't expect anybody to do it the sanme way, but we can't
expect people to start adding details, start addi ng viol ent
epi sodes that occurred to them and they're adding it nonths
later. And we say, yeah, that nmakes sense. That nekes sense.
These aren't mnor details. These are traumatic
events that occurred, and she had no nention of when she first
reported. None whatsoever. All of a sudden, these details

start getting added in over tine. Wat's going on? Makes you

feel |ike maybe sonebody needs a little nore attention. Look
at ne. Look how bad I was hurt. | keep adding details,
adding details, and it gets nore surreal. And at trial, the
chocol ate cream she goes, "Ch, yeah, | did say that.

forgot all about it."

Letter to attorney Chris and Ron, summer '02.
Sexual intercourse, three tinmes. Still on three. She's off
the five now, and this is after she wote to the police
officer. She is off the five. Calls it rape. No nention of
fist or hand. No nmention of chocolate cream

How about the prelinf? Wat did she say at the
prelim 8/25/05? Nowit's four tinmes of sexual intercourse.
Told him"no" every tinme. She was clear on this all of a

sudden in court. No nention of fist or hand at the prelim
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No mention of chocol ate cream

Trial. Trial. Four acts of sexual intercourse.
Makes sense because she had read the prelimnary hearing
transcript recently. Calls it "making | ove" several tines
while she's testifying. Told him"no" every tinme. She
mentioned the fist in the hand this tine. Forgot and then
remenbers the chocol ate cream

Every tine, every tine, it's different. Every
single tine, it's different. Every single tine. These aren't
just, like, on mnor points, by the way. It's not like we are
aski ng her about -- she's getting the nunber of blows to the
head incorrectly. This is about the sexual intercourse that
she reported and the details are being added. Additiona
details are being added over tine, and that has to concern
you.

When sonebody starts adding stuff over tine, adding
stuff at the prelim adding stuff at a trial, comng up with
nore outrageous facts as we go, that has to concern you.
That's stinks. That can't be right.

She's repeatedly inconsistent on even the date the
of fense occurred. She's inconsistent. And what's really
amazi ng about this is that when we | ook at the cal endar, she's
off a week, okay. She just reported this. She is not
reporting an incident that happened two years ago or one year
ago. She's reporting an incident, under her testinony now,

t hat occurred approximately three weeks before she reported
it. But what nakes no sense and what you will have trouble

with is because, all right, the 29th and the 6th, traumati c,
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maybe you got it wong. But when the officer -- and | think
it was Reilly -- |1 nmean, I'msorry -- yes, Reilly or Fullerton
-- | won't say for sure, but one of themfor sure testified
that they asked her about the consensual sex. Renenber that?
And they backtracked it to the 16th or 15th, just a few days
earlier. And she admtted they had consensual sex on the 15th
or 16th. And Ms. Wite is saying, no, she's a week off on
everyt hi ng.

Now, it's alittle troubling. You would -- you are
a week off on this all of a sudden? Al of a sudden, you're a

week off on these dates? You just can't renenber two days

ago? Wat happened to you two days ago? "I don't really
remenber."” And she's off this whole week, and she has no
menory of how cone she nessed that up. Onh, I'll go to the

29th now Al of a sudden we start fromthe 29th.

Wiy? Way woul d she change the dates? It does give
alittle bitter explanation of why she has no bruises. It
does -- it would -- maybe she bought a week for healing tine
maybe? Maybe it expl ains why nobody can find a nmark on her.
She has sore ribs. "lI"'mbeing tied up."

When she talked to Oficers Fullerton and Reilly,
she says -- and both of them caught her in this. Wen he |eft
for work -- when M. Parlanti left for work, she was tied up
in the house. And then they catch her on that. You know,
think about it. You are sitting there, if you are an officer,
and sonebody tells you that. He tied you up in the house when
he was gone for work all day long? Yeah. And they questioned

her about it, and they questioned her about it.
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And finally, she says, "Ch, no, only at night."

It's just not right. Sonething is wong there.

On the nunber of sexual acts, she is always
inconsistent. On tine, M. Parlanti woke up the next day. In
trial, remenber now, she's going with the Saturday the 29th
as her date. That's the date she is going with, and she -- at
trial, M. Parlanti wakes up the next day. She caught herself
originally. If you need the testinony read back on this, you
can ask. | know I'm being |l oved for saying that right now.
She says the next norning, she caught herself saying, "He woke
up at 6:30. On, no, he didn'"t. He didn't."

But on her previous statenents to the police, she
gave 6:30 as the tinme he woke up; that he had these four
liters of wine on the 29th. On the crack of dawn on a Sunday,
at 6:30 in the norning, he is up out of bed. Just not wthin
the conception of reality. Just can't be. [It's not within
t hose paraneters.

She is inconsistent on wanting M. Parlanti to run
or to get caught, on contact with father, on what doctor told
her, on what she told doctor, on what she wote to Ms. Anedda,

on what she wote to Brian Witney. These are just all things

over tinme, and there were dozens, literally dozens and dozens
of themin this trial. On what she wote herself,

i nconsi stent, and says, "I never wote this.”" Confronted with
an e-mail, where she did. "Ch, | guess she did."

She said those things, by the way, her confidence
| evel on these things, she would deny, was the sane as her

confi dence | evel when she descri bes what happened to her.
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It's the sane. There's no way for you to know. How would you
know unl ess she was confronted here at trial, for instance,

Wi th her statenents about her father? How would you know t hat
she wasn't telling the truth about that? Her deneanor? She
was very adamant about it. Seened very sure of herself. How
woul d you know unl ess we confront her with her prior
statenents and show that, in fact, she was not telling the
truth? How el se would you know?

But you do know. And that's the sanme way she told
you about those rapes, sane way she told you about the
battery. She was willfully false. Just |ook at how she tried
to cover her tracks. Just | ook.

One of ny favorite ones that canme out was she tal ks
about M. Parlanti pulling her hair, and then the shower scene
where a big clunp of it so large it stopped up the drain. W

all remenber that. And then we renenber, from Oficer

Full erton, he asked, "Let ne see."” It may have been Oficer
Reilly. "Let ne see the back of your head. Let ne see the
back of your head.”™ Nothing. No hair m ssing whatsoever.

Not hi ng. Just covering.
One of her favorites, when she got caught, one of

her favorites when she's shown words on paper, "That's not

what | neant."” That's one of her favorites. About -- went to
the doctor. She said, "I went to the doctor.” "I didn't nean
| actually went to the doctor. | neant | called him That's

not what | neant when | wote '"went to the doctor.'"
"Never was tied up." Speaking of the belt -- I'm

sorry -- speaking of her lying to Investigator Robertson.
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"Never tied up." "That's not what | neant when | wote '|I was
never tied up.'" |Imediately changing statenents.

Just | ook at what she did after M. Ronero catches
her, after interview ng her parents. Look what she does. She
i mredi atel y changes her statenment. Crack of dawn, e-mails the
DA's office. And not just one that norning. The evidence was
there were three that norning all back to back to back.
Covering her tracks.

And then, of course, we have the short-term nenory

problem | got caught. | got a problemwth short-term
menory. | don't renmenber what | said yesterday. | can tel
you three nonths ago, three years ago, but not -- not -- not

last tinme. WIIlfully false. She has to know she's not
telling the truth. She has to know that.

Any reasonabl e person woul d know t hat she can't be
telling the truth: About her father; how -- she has to know
that there's no way you are going to buy that. Wen denying
e-mails. She has to know that can't be true. Four liters of
w ne. Any reasonabl e person would know that can't be true.
The recordi ng device on the phone. The recording -- this
magi cal recordi ng device on the phone that records anybody's
conversati ons whenever they call. And not only does

M. Parlanti have the super power to do that, he can al so

record the Monterey PD's fax machine. It's surreal. [It's not
believable. It's false.

60 tinmes her head hit the wall. A grown man, using
full force, 60 tines hit the wall. Now, M. Ronero does a

good job in trying to argue this in his closing argunent in
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sayi ng, "She wasn't counting. She wasn't counting."” How nmany
times was she allowed the opportunity to cone off that nunber
to say, "lI'mnot sure"? And by the way, that's a perfectly
reasonabl e answer, wouldn't it be? How many tinmes did your
head hit the wall? A lot. Do you know? | can't be sure.
Perfectly reasonable answer, isn't it? Acceptable. Truthful
But nost people would say. How nmany tines -- sonebody asked
me, "How many tines, M. Bam eh, in the | ast week, have you

drank fromyour water cup?"

| would say, "I don't know. Couple hundred maybe.
| have no idea. It would be a lot." GCkay. That's
reasonable, isn't it? But if | said to you, "I think I drank

fromit 300,000 tinmes. 300,000 tines. Yeah. That's what |
did. 300,000 times, | drank fromny water cup."” That's a
[ittle ridicul ous.

She's saying, every tine she's asked -- she is now
at 60, by the way. An extra 30 came in during this trial.
Think to yourself here, reasonably, okay. She wants to say
that -- she wants to say a grown nman, as powerful as she
clains M. Parlanti was, a strong man, working out everyday,
just think right now, if | stood here and | put ny fist like
that and | started hitting this wall as hard as could 30
times, what do you think would happen to ny hand? Reasonably.
What woul d we expect? | just -- sonehow, |'m so psychotic I
could do this 30 straight tines as hard as I can. You would
expect ny hand woul d be broken, if not worse. She is saying
M. Parlanti took her head, hit this bulletin board 30 tines.

By the way, the way she physically described that
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scene with himtouching, | would argue to you, doesn't seem
like it would be physically possible to do it the way she
described it, pelvis to pelvis. Very close. Doesn't seem
like you could do that, does it? The way she describes it,
pelvis to pelvis, touching an inch apart, physically doesn't
make sense, but the point then is, if not her head is severely
damaged -- by the way, no head injuries the officer saw
what soever -- where are marks on the bulletin board? Were is
t he broken bulletin board? Were is the hole in the wall?
It's drywall in these apartnments. Paper-thin walls. Renenber
that testinmony from M. Berger? You can hear people in the
next apartnment on the phone. Were is the damaged drywal | ?

Isn't that reasonably what we expect to see? W
expect, okay, if he actually did this: M God, are you okay?
You nmust be so hurt. Oh, we better give you a |ot of
attention and care. W go to the apartnent, and we don't see
anything on the bulletin board, and we | ook at those pictures.
By the way, pristine, pristine. Doesn't even |ook |ike
there's dust in the place. CCean as a whistle. And you | ook
at the walls. Cdean as a whistle. Nothing. Not a mark. Not
a dent. Not a bunp. Nothing. 60 times as hard as he coul d.
30 tinmes in the bulletin board. 30 tines in the adjacent
wal I . Nothing on her head. Nothing on the wall

You nmust have a problemw th that. You have to say
to yourself: That just can't be true. Now Il lost ny little
t hi ng.

No wal |l damage. No bl ood anywhere. Anywhere. No

bl ood anywhere in that apartnent. Police didn't see it. Not
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on the walls. Nowhere. And she's alive, which, | would
argue, if that actually happened, there should be sonebody's
dead body somewhere. WIIfully fal se.

How did she scratch M. Parlanti's [ egs? Under her
version of events, as she said them she says he choked her
whi | e standi ng up agai nst the adjacent wall. That's what she
says. And he's choking her against the adjacent wall, and she
said she past out, fell to the floor. She next wakes up. Hi's
knees are in her back, and he's choking her from behi nd.
That's what she says. That's how she testified. That's

exactly what she said. Knee in the back, choking her from

behi nd.

How does she scratch the back of his legs while
bei ng choked? She said, "I nust have scratched himwhile I
was choked. | scratched himfromhis butt down to his knees.

| know | did it really hard." How did she do that? In what
physical position is she into do that? It nmakes no sense.

| f he's so abusive during the relationship, why is
she witing that letter to the judge saying he's not?
Renmenber the letter she wote to the judge? | showed it to
her. | asked her if she wote it. She admtted it, and then
she said that she was |ying.

Now, ny question to you, under her version of
events, if she's lying to that judge, to that court, what's
the difference between lying to that court and this one?
What's the difference?

Pool s of blood. Pools of blood. Al right. She

said because of what he did to her, putting his hand inside
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her anus, there's a pool of blood in the bed. A pool of it.
Right. She didn't change the sheets. She did not change the
sheets. That's her testinony. Told Fullerton, though, on the
sheets was M. Parlanti's blood. That's what she told
Fullerton. To you, she tells you there's a pool of blood on
the sheets and on the bed, and it sunk right through the
sheets into the bed. To Fullerton, she said -- and she said
it was her blood, the pool was her blood, not his. And to
Full erton, she says it was M. Parlanti's blood fromthe
scratches to the backs of his |egs, and she knew it because
she washed the sheets. That's what she told Fullerton.

How can that be? Wat changed? How do we get to
t he pool of blood hers? How do we get there? W started off,
it was M. Parlanti's blood fromthe scratches. Three years
|later, it's her blood. And if it's true, then, okay, let's
just say, all right. Here's another point of logic, and I
know that's troubling to the People's case at this point. |If
she didn't change the sheets, you would either have to believe
one of two things: That M. Parlanti, those nights he sl ept
in that apartnment, slept in her pool of blood, and that's what
he did. And if you |ook at that apartnent, by the way, and
how neat it was, | think you will find it probably wouldn't be
reasonabl e to believe that the people who lived in that
apartnment woul d have been confortable sleeping in pools of
bl ood. And so, they had to think, okay, then if she didn't
change the sheets, sonebody nust have if there's pools of
blood. If she didn't, it has to be M. Parlanti and -- just

logically, right? WIlIl, you saw the nmattress, and you w ||
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see it again. It's in evidence. It's a mattress on the
floor.

And the diary, by the way, is, as she said, "I hid
it under ny bed, and he had no idea about it." How would he

find the diary then? |If he's changing the sheets and hiding
the diary under the bed and the bed is on the floor, how would
you find the diary? It's totally illogical. It makes zero
sense. And it's just conmpounding itself on top of each other.

If it was rape, if that's what she wants you to
believe, it was rape, who would wite the e-mail to M.
Anedda? Who would wite that e-mail about the nman that raped
her? It's conpletely illogical. Wwo wuld wite that?
Wllfully fal se.

Diaries. The diaries. Diary on June 29th. "W

fight wwth words all night again. 1In deep hurt. Carlo."

may have read that wong. But "deep hurt to each of us." And
| can't make out -- well. "W fight with words all night
l ong."

Now, here's the thing once again about the diary
testinony. \When | cross-exam ned her on this topic, she had
every opportunity to answer it any way she wanted, if you
remenber. | asked her, did she wite this on -- first, | took
her through the entire day, and it was established on that
entire day, she didn't have tinme to wite in the diary. So
then she testified that right before she went to bed, she
wote in this diary. Before M. Parlanti entered the room and
chaos began, she wote in her diary.

Then | asked her, well, how about this other diary,
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the Carlo diary, as we called it. The Carlo Parlanti diary.

She goes, "Well, | kept that in a different location," is what
her testinony was.

And | asked her, "Did you have to go to that
| ocation to get that second diary before you went to bed?"

And she said she did. And she testified to you about this
vivid nenory she had about grabbing M. Parlanti's diary
before going to bed and witing in both of them And | |et
her say it.

Then | took her through this. | said, "D d you use
-- do you have a pen that you use for these diaries?"

She says, "Yeah, there is one by the phone."” Her
testinony. "One by the phone." And she said that. "One by
the phone.” And then | did what anybody woul d do who woul d
| ook at those diaries when you see two different colors of
ink. And you said, well, that just can't be true.

| showed themto her. And | said, "Ma' am explain
to me how there's two different colored inks in these
diaries." That makes no sense. And she had no explanation on
cross-exam nation. None. And then we go hone, and we start
redirect later. And on redirect exam nation the next day, she
has an explanation for it. Huh. That has to be troubling.
She tells you a story about these diaries and when she wote
them She gets caught, caught red-handed, and then she wl|l
cone back and try to explain it away. And then M. Ronero
argues that's reasonable. You will have these in evidence by
the way, these pages. And we take the pages out, and that's

what's admtted. And you don't get the rest of the diaries.
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The -- once again, the 29th, the entry in the blue

ink is inconsistent wwth the one in the darker ink

Now, the -- the words are exchanged that cause, once
again, nothing in there. Once again, her testinony would be
for this, | guess, "Wll, he was forcing ne to keep that
diary. | was keeping it for court, and | was basically
witing liesinit."”

Ckay. Well, once again, if sheis goingtolieto
that court, she is going to lie to that court, why not this
court?

Wasn't until redirect that she said wote them at
different times. And then the sheets get her again on this.
Once again, if there's pools of blood on those sheets and
sonebody changes the sheets, how does M. Parlanti not find
that diary? WIIfully false. Cannot |eave bed for two days.
Coul d not |eave bed for two days; yet, nmaking all her diary
entries for M. Parlanti, making them Her expl anation, which
| really didn't get on this, there it is, is that if you | ook

at them you can tell she was witing themat the sane angle

at the sane tinme. | have no understandi ng of what that neans.
Zero. |It's nonsensical to nme. |If it nakes sense to you,
fine. I1'mgoing to submt it won't. She can't use the

bat hroom but she's getting to that diary. That's what she
cane up with. That's her explanation.

Instructions. You will get instruction of --
wllfully false instruction and sufficiency of a single
W tness instruction. | submt to you they are kind of related

because in order to rely on one witness to render any verdi ct
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in this case, you have to believe that witness. |If that sane
W t ness, who the People are asking you to rely on, that one
witness is wllfully false, you can't believe it. R ght? W
have tal ked about that, repeatedly. So, if you have sonebody
who is willfully false, and that's the one witness the People
are hoping to prove their case by beyond a reasonabl e doubt,
and the law tells you, you can disregard that w tness'
testinony if you find themto be willfully false -- and
submt to you, you can find it nunerous tines in this case,
nunerous tinmes in this case -- well, then that one witness is
not going to be sufficient because you cannot believe her, and
you need sonebody else. You need sonebody else to tell you
t hose facts.

Al'l you have is Rebecca Wite, isn't it? That's --
the only people in the roomwere Rebecca Wite and
M. Parlanti, and M. Parlanti has the right not to testify,
whi ch you cannot hold against him and | know you will follow
the law, and he's -- he's allowed in this country to say, "Put
up or shut up, people. | don't have to say a word here. Put
up or shut up." And if they can't put up, he can shut up
That's the way the | aw works, and the law tells you, you can't
hold it against him

| f you believe Ms. White, you can convict. [If you
don't believe or find her willfully false, you cannot convict.
On this case, on the evidence that you received in this case,
if you find you can't believe her, if you find she's willfully
fal se, you cannot convict him That's not what this is about.

They are supposed to produce all their evidence. That's it.
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That's the best they have got, right there, in this case. Al

right. And | argue to you that's just not enough. Not even
close. Not even in the ball park of cl ose.

The law requires you all agree on a specific act,
whi ch constitutes a crinme. Three, four, five. \Wat nunber
was it? How many tinmes? How many different -- what act are
you going to say: W believe this one was conm tted? Wat
act? Wi ch one? How could you all reasonably say: | can
believe this? | can't believe the rest of them |If | can't
believe act two, how can | believe act one? If | can't
believe act three, how can | believe act one, just logically?
If I can't believe there was five tinmes, how can | believe
there was once? Wat's the difference between |ying about the
nunber of acts or |ying about a specific act? 1Isn't lying
lying? 1If you can't believe her, if you can't believe her on
any of these acts, how can you decide one? |If you can't
bel i eve her that he banged her head against the wall 60 tines,
whi ch one? Are you going to convict himof act one? two?

Wi ch one are you going convict himon? Wich act did he
cause injury to, that he battereed her? Wich one? How could
you believe her?

If you can't believe that a man with a bl ood al coho
| evel of over .30 would be able to maintain an erection or
woul d be able to do the acts that she described, how could you
convict? How? Because you can't believe her.

If you can't believe her in this case, you can't
bel i eve her, you have to acquit.

The prosecution, they take a shotgun approach to
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this. They say, "I wll tell you which one to believe. Just
believe one.” Well, no, no, no. Wat you have to say back
is, "Prove to us one. Prove to us one. Prove us one."
They're asking you to pick one. Pick one. And that's not the
way it is. You have to say, they have to prove one.

Sandra Lavagnino, that's SL. You wll not find her
name on the information. You won't find that he's charged.
M. Parlanti, this huge Roneo, okay. | guess when M. Ronero
says that, that neans he's had hundreds of wonen at his
di sposal, at his beck and call. Qut of those hundreds of
wonen, they find one other? Were are the rest? Were are
the rest that say they were attacked? beaten? This is the
man who behaves this way? He's so violent and evil? \Were

are the rest of these wonen? Were are they? Wy didn't he

call thenf

And by the way, it's not illegal to be charm ng.
It's not illegal to go out with two wonen at the sane tine.
It's not illegal. It's not illegal to date people over again.
It's not illegal to break up with them It's just not.

know you may think, that guy is cheating on his wonen. He's a
bad guy. Not charged with that. Nowhere on the information
or any instruction you will see: If you find his behavior was
seeing two wonen at the same tine is bad, vote guilty. You
wi |l never see that instruction. |It's not the |aw

And your job, by the way, is don't |et passion and
enpotion sway you. It's to use logic and common sense. And if
you |l et yourself get away fromthe facts of this case and | ook

sonepl ace el se -- and M. Ronero says, you don't see the
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forest through the trees. | would argue, M. Ronero is

| ooking at one tree. He's |ooking at Rebecca Wite. He's not
| ooking at the forest here. The facts of this case, the
overwhel mng facts in the case, the forest, is the one tree is
not telling the truth and has done so repeated.

The jury instructions tell you that you can't get
beyond a reasonabl e doubt on Ms. Lavagni no al one. You nust
bel i eve Rebecca Wiite to get beyond a reasonable doubt. If
Ms. Lavagnino was on the information, then it would be worth
cross-examning her at length. 1t would be worth going after
credibility. But in this case, there's one wonan on the
information. There's one woman, who M. Parlanti is charged
with in this case, and that woman is who the focus of this
case is on, and you can't go any place el se.

He was never charged with a conpl ai nt agai nst her.
Never. Ever. Never even went to the police until contacted
by sonebody else. And by the way, one thing we do know is
that Ms. Wiite knows Ms. Lavagni no and knew about her.
Interesting, isn't it?

Rebecca Wite is the one and only witness. The
prosecution knows, knows, that nobody is going to convict on
Rebecca Wite's testinony. Wy do you think only one count of
rape? Not three, four, five? There's a reason to doubt the
prosecution's case. There are many reasons to doubt the
prosecution's case. They attenpted to bol ster Rebecca Wite
because t hey knew Rebecca Wiite, on her own, is a disaster, a
train weck

How about Sandra Lavagni no? Problemis: Not
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charged. Law says: Can't get over beyond a reasonabl e doubt
with just her. Rebecca Wite knew about her prior to 7/18 of
' 02.

Battered wonen syndrone. That's another attenpt to
bol ster her, isn't it? And we have Ms. Pincus, who is a
passi onat e advocate about this issue, and I would ask you just
to -- Ms. Pincus has spent the majority of her life on this
issue. |It's her passion. [It's what she does, and she
advocates and is on these boards, and God Bl ess her for it.
But before you can get to having sone credibility or
di scussing Ms. Pincus' testinony in ternms of this case, you
have to decide, first of all, was sonebody battered? D d that
occur? Because what's the point in it otherw se? Just be
careful with what she said.

VWhat a | ot of tines happens with people is they hear
sonebody, and they have a Master's, they're a social worker,
they work with people, and they throw out a statistic, like --
M. Ronero did it, too -- throws out a statistic out of thin
air; 15 percent of batterers are wonen. And | just asked a
sinpl e question, "Wiere did you get that? Were did you get
t he nunber?" And she couldn't answer ne. And she cones up
with a study, doesn't know where, just sonmewhere. And we say
t hese nunbers so easily, these people say these nunbers so
easily, and it happens all the tine. 1'Il be watching TV and
sonebody will throw out this nunber about sonething, and I
think: Where did they get the nunber?

And | guess what | say to you, if they can't back up

where they got the nunber from and they don't have it on the
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tip of their tongue, and they don't know, please question it.
To even consider that, don't you have to at |east believe
Rebecca Wiite, that she was battered?

And does battered wonen syndrone explain a person
who is remarkably inconsistent, fabricates evidence and is
willfully false? DdIl mss that? |Is that the explanation
for it? W can't just say: There is a syndrone out there
called "battered wonen's syndrone” and the wonmen who suffer
fromit, they are going to lie, they are not going to tell you
the truth, they are going to cone to court and nmake stuff up
they are going to be surreal, they are going to create
evidence out of thin air, they are going to say things that
don't nmake any | ogical sense on this planet.

Vell, what would you call that? On, | call that
"battered wonen's syndrone."” That's not what she said. It
doesn't explain Rebecca Wiite's behavior, her testinony. It's
inconsistent with the facts in this case.

Power of attorney. M. Wite had the power of
attorney. M. Pincus, in cross-examnation, admtted that a
normal person and this normal batterer, if there is such a
thing, a nornmal batterer, would never give up power of
attorney. He wouldn't, and she had it over him She
controlled it. And she told Brian Witney she was going to
use it. She was going take the conputers and the furniture.
She had it. She was going to use it.

By the way, she was seeing -- by the testinony in
this case, she was seeing two nen at once, and | don't know if

you caught this. It was a small point, but M. Young, when he
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testified, said he was dating Ms. White in early '01, which

was the sane tinme she testified to dating M. Carlo Parlanti.
So, it appears that Ms. Wiite was seeing two nen at the sane
time. Not a crinme. Not a big deal, but as M. Pincus
testified, inconsistent with battered wonmen syndrone because a
batterer isn't going to allow that.

Using legal system |Is Ms. Wiite not using the
| egal systen? Wien M. Ronero says: Wiy woul d she possibly
be doing this? Wy? |It's troubling, isn't it? Because we
all think: God, this woman is just troubl ed because she's not
meki ng any sense. She is comng to court and saying this.
Look at all the attention she received fromall those people
when she said that. And | ook what happened? Did it help her
when she got -- when M. Parlanti left her? Look at all that.
And is there something wong with Ms. White? | would argue
that, yeah, there apparently is sonething really wong with
her. There's sonething that's nmuch deeper, disturbing,
troubl ed, whatever you want to call it. You just can't cone
to court and say the things she said and not have sonet hi ng
really, really wong with you. It's disturbing. It's
di st urbi ng.

And we all want to believe that, in the genera
sense, people will not do that. That's what we want to
believe. W want to believe that -- we | ook at ourselves, our
friends, our famly, our |oved ones. W don't want to say:
Who anong us woul d cone to court and say such things? MW God,
nobody woul d. Because we are evaluating -- we are eval uating

that as a normal person when we say this. Wo would cone and
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do this? W are thinking to ourselves: Wat normal person
woul d cone to court and do this? Isn't that what we're

t hi nking in our heads? Wat normal person? And see, the

m stake in that thinking, the -- the mstake in thinking that
way, why a normal person would do this, is you' re assum ng
she's normal, and you can't make that assunption. And I would
argue to you that based on the evidence that you heard,

actual ly, the evidence says she's not. Actually, the evidence
is that she's abnornal because nost normal people could not
sit here and tell you the things that she told you with a
straight face. They couldn't be caught in repeated lies |ike
that and just keep going. They wouldn't be remarkably

i nconsi stent over long periods of tine. Consistently

i nconsi stent. They wouldn't say things |ike a human bei ng
drank four liters of wwne and then had the ability to have

sexual intercourse with her. A normal person would not do

t hat .

"1l give you an exanple. Wen Q) Sinpson was
acquitted, nmy wife said to ne, "Well, now he has to live with
it."

And | | ooked at her and I go, "Oh, he will live with
it just fine." | mean, if you think he did it, fine, but

don't think that a person, who would do such an act is going
to have a problemliving with it. He wll live wwth it just
fine. And you see himplaying golf. He is out -- nothing is
going on in his life.

See, we all want to evaluate people |like we would

ourselves, like howwuld | react to that. Wuld | be -- what
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woul d a normal person do?

In this case, unfortunately and truthfully, | feel
sorry for the woman. And you can have pity for her, but you
can't use that pity to convict sonebody, who they can't prove
is guilty. You can have pity for her. That's okay, but she's
not normal. She said things that were abnormal. She said
things that were surreal. She said things that any nornal
person would know is wong, was fal se, and she did so
repeat edl y.

So, please, when you evaluate that issue, when you
think to yourself: What normal person would do this? Before
you get there, think to yourself: WAs she normal? |s what
she saying what a normal person would say?

| nconsi stent with battered wonen syndrone because we
have Katia and Maria De Barra. Now, they produced one person
who says that he's a batterer. Then we show two people after
the fact that he had relationships with, and | argue to you
Mai De Barra, she lived with himfor six weeks. Six weeks in
the sane residence. There may be a big difference between six
weeks and three nonths. Perfect gentlenman. Everything was
fine. M. Anedda had a long-termrelationship with him
Everything is fine.

Now, does that prove anything? No. But we if we
| ook at the case reasonably, just on the circunstanti al
evi dence, what we know fromthe case, and if we want to take
sone facts fromthe case, there was evidence fromM. Wite,
if you choose to believe it, that M. Parlanti was in therapy.

There was evidence that he wasn't drinking anynore. There was
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evi dence that for sonme reason he nade a change in his life.
And we see down the Iine with Ms. Anedda, the woman he was
with after Ms. Wiite, and with Ms. De Barra, that he's
behaving normally. And there's no reason to think there's
anyt hi ng about battered wonen or batterers or anything, is
t her e?
Reason to doubt the prosecution's case. Were is
the corroboration? Were is it? WlIl, let's talk about that.
Dana Anderson, the manager. She's two feet away
fromM. Wite at the door. No nmakeup on by Ms. Wite.
Coverup. Notices nothing. Not a bunp. Not a bruise.
Not hing. And according to Ms. Wiite, now we are in the early
days here of recovery. Now, a normal person, you go to
sonebody's door you don't know and they are destroyed, when
you show up on the door and they are a ness, they have
brui ses, and they are totally beaten up, they | ook terrible,
"Are you okay? What happened?" Ask questions. That's
sonet hing that stays in your mnd over years. That's not
sonet hing you just forget about. Nothing. Saw nothing.
Kevin Bunch. No facial injuries. None. Couple
feet from her
Sarah Canpbell. No facial injuries. By the way,
none of these people could testify as to the dates when they
saw her, by the way. So that's a little hole there that we
can't seemto overcone in terns of when they saw her, in terns
of any of these people that testified when they saw her
wal king slowy or when they saw no facial injuries.

Al bert Berger. No facial injuries. None. None.
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Fullerton, Reilly, Keller. Once again, no facial
injuries. Zero. Nobody.

Sonebody who got beaten, closed-fist punch to the
fails, full force, slapped ten tines extrenely hard, head
banging in the wall 60 tinmes. Nothing. Not a bruise. Not a
bunp. Not hing. Nobody saw anything. Wuldn't you expect
sonet hing? A big black eye? Huge bruises everywhere? Here's
their injuries they got on the 18th. You have these. You
don't have to ask them what they saw. You get to see, and you
wll see themclearer than ny slide, by the way. Just |ook as
cl ose as you want. Hold themup to your eyeballs.

And Dr. Manchester. No facial injuries or bruising
on the chest. She testified he alnost bit her nipple off.
Not hi ng. Not hing not even a conplaint of pain. They rely on
broken ribs as their corroboration. That's their -- Rebecca
Wiite said this and broken ribs. W will go with that. That
corroborates her. She's telling the truth.

When did they happen? To adopt the corroboration
theory of ribs, you have to get over the Rebecca Wite
problem Wen did they happen? Because, see, M. Ronero,

t hi nk he m sspoke because when we asked -- when | asked,
sorry, Dr. Manchester, he said they could have happened as
early as the 16th. He testified to that. It could have
happened, the broken ribs, under his diagnosis, could have
happened within the 16th. And he took her into June, in that
range. That's the reasonable inference he had fromthe
circunstantial evidence in front of him The reasonable

inference fromthe circunstanti al evidence that he had in
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front of him he testified to this range. That range. That's

t he reasonabl e i nference that he had.

Now, the |aw says, the | aw says, on circunstanti al
evi dence, when there's two reasonabl e inferences, two, one
that points to the defendant's guilt and one that points to
hi s i nnocence, you nust, you nust adopt the one that points to
his innocence. You nmust. You nust. That's what the | aw
says. That's one of the protections we built into it, was
circunstantial evidence. And that's what we are doing.

Fol | ow ng the | aw.

No witness could put slowwal king Ms. Wiite prior to
Carlo Parlanti leaving town. None. They couldn't. They
didn't have a date, a tine period, none. They could just say
July. Early July sone tine. Couldn't put a date on it.

For M. Parlanti to be held responsible for her
broken ribs, you have to believe Rebecca Wiite. She's the
only person who says he broke them The only person. You
have to believe her.

The self-portraits, another interesting thing. Wat
| found interesting was M. Berger sees Rebecca Wiite wth
red-ish, brown hair. GCkay. That's what he testified to.
Red-ish, brown hair. | would say that's pretty close to
red-ish, brown hair. And she says that happened -- that
hai r-styl e happened according to her on the night of the 17th.

Here. What | would like you to do is conpare her
face in the self-portrait wwth the photo fromthe police
departnment. And I would ask you this: Notice anything

different? And | apol ogize for nmy copy of the self-portrait,
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it didn't digitally transfer like | hoped it would, but you'l

have that picture. |I'mnot trying to do anything to m sl ead
or try mstate that picture. It's not intentionally blurry.
It just transferred that way. And besides the hair color,
whi ch she explains by the dying the night before, I would |ike
you to |l ook at her face. | would like you to | ook at her face
in the picture. Look closely at the two wonen, pictures of
her that we know of, and tell ne if you think they occurred
about same tine. Sonmething's wong there. You are going find
sonething's wong with those pictures. You are going to --
there's a problemthere. |If you |ook close, you will see it.

| will argue to you or I'll point out to you that I
think you wll find the self-portrait, that that woman in that
self-portrait, and it could be Ms. Wite, |ooks younger than
the one on the other side. |If you just |ook at the face,
where the winkles are, and where they are mssing in the
self-portrait, you are going have an issue. And you may have
an i ssue of how she got those pictures because you will be a
little troubled by a woman, who is alleged to be in great
pai n, dying her hair the day before she reports to the police.
Now, | have never died ny hair. | have no expertise in this
area, but I'mguessing it's going to require sone form of
putting your hands up here and doing things of that nature.
| " m guessing for a person, who has to nove their arnms a | ot
whil e dying your hair, if your ribs are broken and you
actually did dye your hair, it's going to cause you to be
very, very unconfortable. |'mguessing it's going to be --

and | would argue it's inconsistent she died her hair after
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she broke her ribs. [It's just inconsistent. And the problem
that she has nowis she was giving this date of the 17th as
dying her hair. And so, if we have people seeing her with
that red-ish brown hair, it had to be after this date,
according to her, or she nmay not be telling the truth about
any of it. O worst, even worse, sonebody fabricated sone

evi dence. Even worse.

And | rem nd you, too, that Ms. Wite testified that
she was beaten by her forner husband ten years earlier. |
remnd you of that testinony. And this picture, you are going
to find this is troubling. |If you |ook at that picture
closely, sonething is different about those two wonen, and
it's nore than hair color.

Way didn't anybody el se see these injuries if she
had then? |f she had these bruises on her face, how cone none
of these people saw these injuries? If we have to believe the
self-portrait is true and she took them when she did and the
argunent is these other people saw her before she reported it,
why didn't anybody see them but her; these remarkable injuries
that only Rebecca White saw and only she was able to
phot ograph by herself? There's sone things that just don't
make sense. And this is one of them |[If she had these severe
traumatic injuries, sonebody had to see them besides her.

Wiy not turn over the pictures to the police at the
apartnment or |aw enforcenent nuch earlier? She didn't turn
over those self-portraits to anybody in | aw enforcenent unti
August 24, '05, the day before the prelimnary hearing. She

hel d those pictures for over three years. Three years. This
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cruci al evidence in this case. This crucial evidence is
establ i shed that she was beaten. She hands them over three
years later. That's weird at best. Wuere are the other

pi ctures? Where are they? Were are the rest of thenf? Tel
me. Wiere did they go? Even the ones you didn't devel op, you
just threw themout? GCkay. Geat. Good. Excellent. W are
fine with that. Thank you.

| nvestigation fails. |In this case, there's no other
way to put it. This investigation failed. M. Ronero told
you before, you can't expect CSI. | would say, okay, you
can't expect CSI, but can't expect Mayberry or RFD either.

You gotta' do better. You just gotta' do better. |If you're
going to bring these types of allegations, these types of
charges, you gotta' do better than these police officers did.
And |'m not saying they intentionally did anything wong or
they neant to not do a good job, anything like that, |'mnot.
Just the facts as they were testified to, you gotta' do
better.

| nean, Detective Reilly honestly admtted he was at
a famly function on a Friday. Maybe he had other things to
do, but | don't expect CSI, and neither should you, but you
got to expect better. You just do.

They ness up the tapes. They record over a tape to
start wwth. The evidence in the case, they are recording
over. They lose the pictures. They |ose the pictures of the
apartnent. They |lose them They don't take the sheets or any
evi dence out of that apartnment. They just don't take them

They are there. She tells us she told them about bl ood on the



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

91

sheets, which I'mgoing to guess or |I'mgoing to argue that

you' re probably not going to believe, and that's why the

officers didn't take them | amguessing if there were pools
of bl ood, even Detective Reilly -- | think he intended to do a
good job -- if he saw those pools of blood, he would have

gr abbed t he sheets.

They don't take the conputer, the conputer with
these nasty bad inages. | asked Detective Reilly: You know
about a search warrant, don't you? Yeah. You can apply and
get one and take whatever you want. Yeah, yeah.

Phone recorder. |If this was true, true, take --
he's recordi ng these phone calls w thout anybody know ng --
where is it? No nmed/legal. No nedical/legal. She testified
-- or well, now she does, they didn't know at the tinme, and |
woul d argue to you the reason why they didn't do any ned/| ega
on her is because she didn't tal k about anything that caused
severe trauma to her vagina. Wen she talked to the officers
about this huge fist in her vagina, a man opening his hand,
| " m guessing they would have, but they decided in the case
where the allegation was rape to do none of that, no ned/l ega
what soever

How woul d you feel about this case if the
investigators did their job and took the conputer? How would
you feel about it? You' d probably have sone questions about
that conputer, wouldn't you? You would sit there and go, hum
that conputer, | would |ike to know what was on that conputer.
| would want to know that. | would want to know if there were

pi ctures of bound wonmen on it, wouldn't you? Because if there
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was, you woul d say, okay, she has sone credibility. And if
there wasn't, what would you say? There wasn't any pictures
of bound wonen on that conputer, what would you say?

M. Parlanti's presuned innocent, isn't he? 1Isn't
he? He's presunmed innocent. That's the |aw we have. He's
presumed i nnocent. Can you convict a man of these crines
wi t hout an answer to your question? Renmenber, it's them who
has to put up or shut up. It's themwith the responsibility
to bring the evidence to court. That's their duty as a
prosecutor. And to M. Ronero's credit, he has never backed
away fromthat duty once. He accepts it fully, and you have
to hold it to him

They had access to this stuff. They chose, and |
say "chose," they chose, for whatever reason, they chose not
to bring it. And that's why the defendant has the
presunption. W require the prosecution to produce the
evidence. Put up or shut up. That's what the lawis all
about. Put it up. Wen they don't, when they choose not to
provide you the evidence, it's held to their detrinent because
the presunption always stays with M. Parlanti. It's held to
their detrinent.

Can't believe her. She logically nmakes no sense.
Not tell the truth. Poor investigation. No corroboration.
None. The evidence of corroboration is none. Sl ow wal king.
Sl ow wal king. Corroboration. That's -- slow wal king. Broken
ribs. You can't put a day on that. And if you do, please,
when you go back there, if you want to put a day on that,

wel |, say she was wal king slow, that's corroboration, tell you



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

93

-- tell me where beyond a reasonabl e doubt that's been proven
wher e sonebody cane up here and said, "I saw her on this day
slow wal king," and it was a day M. Parlanti was in town.
When? Wien? You can't because it wasn't given to you.

The sinple thing wasn't even given to you. Nobody
poi nted over and said that's Carlo Parlanti until they called
a police officer to do that. Sinple things. 1'mnot arguing
that. Wuat | amarguing, though, if you are goi ng say that
corroboration that proves ny case beyond a reasonabl e doubt,
tell me, how did you prove it? Tell ne. Were is the date
that we got that that was proven? Were? Wo testified to
that? Bunch? No. Dana Anderson? No. Huh. Canpbell? No.
Berger? No. Police officers? No. Wo gives us that date?
We can assune all we want, but tell ne what piece of evidence
are you relying on to find beyond a reasonabl e doubt that the
fact that she had broken ribs prior to the 16th of August?
What is that fact? Not the doctor. Not the doctor. He gives
circunstantial evidence. He gives a reasonable interpretation

to dates it could be in. Got to take the one that favors

M. Parlanti. Not the doctor. Not the witness. Wo0? Wo?
Tell me. And if you can't -- and | would submt to you, you
can't on this evidence -- it wasn't put up. |If you can't, you
have to -- you have to vote not guilty.

Rebecca Wite already said nothing happened. That's
the June 29th entry again. She already said it. She already
said it.

This trial, last week or so, we have all followed

the rules. And if there's ever a question about the rules at
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any tinme, at any tine, we had to take tinme out. W had to
take tinme out to nmake sure nothing was violated with

Ms. Pincus. W took the tinme because these rules, we hold
them This is our systemof justice. This is what we hold us
all responsible to. W say we are going to follow these
rules. W are going to hold people to their burden. W allow
the defense to attack the credibility of evidence. That's
within the rules. W have to follow this evidence code, and
when there's a dispute in the evidence code, we turn to a

j udge, who nakes a ruling, and either side, no matter howit's
rul ed upon, accepts it and noves forward.

These are the rules that we work by, live by. These
are the rules that are the basis of our system And the
rules, |adies and gentlenen, the rules are if they cannot
prove their case beyond a reasonable doubt, if they can't have
the evidence, if they can't garner that evidence to prove
their case beyond a reasonabl e doubt, you have to vote not
guilty.

In this case, in this case, it's Rebecca Wite.
ask you, do you believe Rebecca Wite beyond a reasonabl e
doubt? The answer, based on the evidence that you saw, if you
adopt the law that if she was wllfully false, you can
disregard; if you apply your comon sense that you cane in
here with, that you thought before you ever wal ked in here,

t hat people who lie consistently cannot be trusted; if you
adopt the rules that it has to nake | ogical sense and you | ook
at what she said and say that has to be conpletely ill ogical

on this planet; if you adopt the rule that she consistently
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tried to cover up when she was caught in lie after lie after
lie; if you adopt the rule that we all decided we woul d
follow, there's one verdict, it's not guilty.

On behal f of M. Parlanti, | thank you for your
time. | thank you for your effort, and God speak to your
verdi ct. Thank you.

THE COURT: Al right. Thank you, M. Bam eh

Fol ks, we are going to take a brief break now. Ten
m nutes. Before we resune, between now and when you cone back
to court, please don't discuss the case. Please do not form
or express opinions about them W are in recess.

111

(Jurors exit courtroom)

111

(Proceedi ngs continued and were reported, but not transcribed
herein.)

111

THE BAILIFF: Remain seated. Cone to order, please.

THE COURT: We're back on the record in the case of
Peopl e versus Parlanti. W have all jurors, both counsel and
t he def endant.

Before we go on, ladies and gentlenen, there was a
part of M. Bameh's closing argunents where he alluded to the
evi dence and the nunber of charges of rape, | believe it was,
that were filed by the district attorney in this case. You're
instructed to -- you're adnoni shed you are not to draw any
i nferences fromthe anount of charges filed in this case

relative to the evidence in this case. That's not a proper
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inference for the jurors to draw or sonething you need to | ook
at in evaluting the evidence in this case.

M. Ronmero, you can cl ose.

MR. ROVERO: Good afternoon, |adies and gentlenen. | am
going to be as brief as | possibly can.

M. Bameh, in his closing argunent, alluded to the
prosecution in this matter as trying to nake | enonade.

As | asked some of you in voir dire in the very
begi nning about a trial, a trial is a search for the truth,
make no m stake about it. |It's about trying to determ ne what
the facts are, the best way we possibly can with the evidence
we have. The defense puts their own spin on the evidence.

"1l give you a few exanpl es.

Dr. Troy Manchester cane in here, and he testified
he saw Ms. White on the 22nd, and his opinion was that the
fractures to her ribs were between two and si x weeks ol d,
which would put it between July 8th to the 17th. Two to six
weeks old fromthe 22nd when he saw her; two weeks, July 8th
to the 17th. That's the range and that tinme period where he
believes Ms. White fractured her ribs. He did say that it's
possi bl e that she could have fractured her ribs as early as
the 16th. And the defense pointed out, well, that's a
reasonabl e inference. So, the circunstantial evidence
instruction reads if there's tw reasonabl e i nferences, you
must adopt the one that points to his innocence. Well, it
goes further than that, and it reads: |If there's two
interpretations of the evidence, and one is reasonable and the

ot her is unreasonable, you nust disregard the unreasonabl e
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evidence. And it's unreasonable to believe that she fractured
her ribs on the 16th because when she cane on the 22nd,

Dr. Manchester exam ned her physically, and he saw no injuries
what soever. No bruising. |If she had fractured her ribs as
early as the 16th, fractured two ribs ribs, she would have
bruising on her ribs. H's opinion was it was between two and
six weeks fromthe date that he saw her. The defense puts
their own twi st on the evidence.

G ve you anot her exanple. Deputy Fullerton got on
the stand, testified. He was one of the last officers, who
testified; given a transcript of his conversation with
Ms. White on the 18th. M. Bam eh was asking him as he's
readi ng through his transcript, "Wasn't it true that she told
you that on July 11th, on Thursday, July 11th, she was tied up
with the zip ties at night?"

Deputy Fullerton said, "Yes, she did."

And then | went back on redirect exam nation. |
said, "Deputy Fullerton, |ook at that transcript. Tell ne
where in that transcript did she say ' Thursday, the 11th?'"

"She didn't. She said 'a Thursday' and | said,

' Thur sday, the 11th?""

My point being, that you can | ook at a particul ar
statenent, whether it's in a letter, in an e-mail, or a
transcript of taped statenents with police officers. You can
take a particular statenent fromall of that and conpletely
take it out of context. It's not very difficult to do, and
that was done quite a bit.

Ms. Wiite, for whatever reason, decided to e-mail or
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wite letters to anybody and everybody. And M. Bam eh went

into detail about letters she sent to Dr. Farber and to
letters she sent to Ron and Chris, who are -- who were, at the
time, M. Parlanti's attorneys, where she would tal k about the
hand in the vagina, in one, and the -- or the hand or fingers
in the anus in the other. And those letters were witten back
in 2002. August, Septenber, around that tinme, 2002.

And then M. Bam eh, shortly thereafter, says at the
prelimnary hearing, at the prelimnary hearing, August 25,
2005, she made no nention, she made no nention of the hand in
the vagina or hand in the anus. She did not. She was never
asked those questions. Those letters existed where she had
made those statenments back in 2002, but she was never asked
t hose questions at the prelimnary hearing. So, of course
that was not in the record. Does that prove that she's |ying?
No. She just was not asked those questions.

It's easy to take a person's statenents, who have
tal ked about an event nmultiple tines, out of context. That's
not a difficult thing to do.

M. Bam eh says that ny case rests solely on Rebecca
Wiite. That is not true. Let ne nake it very clear to you.
Rebecca Wite is part of the case. She alleges that the
def endant beat, bound, and raped her. |Is she the only
evi dence we have? No. She's not. She has photographs that
she took of the bruising. M. Bam eh says, "Look at them
That's a younger woman," even intimating that she m ght have
had them back to 1995 from when she was hit or alleged she was

hit by her husband. Well, you have the pictures. Take a | ook
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at the pictures.

We have the fractured ribs. Wat other explanation
coul d she have for fracturing two ribs? Look at all of the
evi dence. Look at the nei ghbors who saw her walking with a
linmp. And no, they didn't point to a particular date and say,
"This is the date | saw Ms. Wiite wal king funny." No, they
didn't say that. W knowthat Ms. Wiite left on the 19th.
Never cane back. The reasonable inference fromtheir
testinony would be that it happened sone tine in the early
part of July.

You are not going to get witnesses three years |later
that were interviewed back in 2002 by the detectives in |late
July or early August. And even then, they couldn't pinpoint
the exact tinme or date. That's not sonething people wll
automatically renmenber, and you can't expect themto renmenber
back three years |l ater

Anot her exanpl e of how the defense tw sts sone of
evi dence. M. Bam eh said that Ms. Anderson, Dana Anderson,
the manager at T.GI. Fridays, that she -- she went to
Ms. Wiite's house, and she didn't see any injuries on her
face. Well, that's not exactly what Ms. Anderson said.

Ms. Anderson said, "You know what? | really don't renenber.

| remenber goi ng, knocking on the door, giving a purse, and |

-- | don't renenber howlong I was there. | just dropped it
of f, but nothing really stands out in my mnd. | really don't
remenber . "

"Well, if you had seen sonebody bl ack and bl ue, you

woul d renenber that, right?"
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"Wll, | really don't renmenber. |It's not clear."
That was her testinony. That is different than saying, "I saw
her face and | didn't see any bruising on there." Conpletely

different. That's what the w tnesses, who observed Ms. Wite
wal king, that's what they said. They didn't say, "I saw her
face and she had no bruises.” Wat they said was, "I don't
remenber. It's vague. | just renenber her kind of I ooking
down." M. Berger said, "She m ght have had on gl asses. Just
remenber her wal king funny.” Not that "I saw her face and she
didn't have bruises." That's what the evidence is, and the
defense tries to twi st that.

Anot her exanpl e of the defense twi sting the
evidence. M. Wite testified when she had her head banged
against the wall, wall by the -- wall by the door and the
adj acent wall, that she felt |like the defendant was doing it
with all of his mght, full force. That's what she testified
to. Now, M. Bam eh cones here, cones over, and he argues
that if he had pounded his hand into the wall wth full force,
he woul d probably break his hand. That's not the testinony.
The testinony is not that the defendant hit her as hard as he
could. That's different. Wat Ms. Wiite testified to i s when
she was being -- when she had her head bangi ng the agai nst the
wall, to her, it felt like the defendant was doing it as hard
as he can. How hard was he doing it? She doesn't know. See
how t he defense twi sts the evidence? They don't give you
exactly what is being told.

Ms. Wiite is being beaten. Does she know how hard

she is being hit by the defendant? No, she doesn't know that.
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She can't tell that. She can tell you how she feels, how nmuch
it hurts, and what she thinks is going on. She can tell you
how many tines she believes her head was banged agai nst the
wal | or how many tinmes she was sl apped or how nany tines she
was ki cked, but she can't tell you that the defendant was
doing it with all his force. Two different things.

Anot her m scharacterization of the evidence.

M. Bam eh argued that when the defendant told her, after she
bought the second two-liter of wine, to get out of the office
and she went into the room M. Bam eh argued to you that she
t hen picked up the journal and went into the bedroom That's
not what she said. What she said was: She generally keeps
themtogether. Sonetinmes not. She recalled that she went
into the room and they were kept under the bed, and she
pul l ed them out fromunder the bed, and she renenbered
initially that she wote on them That's what she said. Not
what M. Bam eh just argued to you.

And it's true, that when M. Bam eh pointed out the
two different color inks, she didn't know how there were two
different color inks. She said nmaybe there were two pens.

She did that on the second full day of testinony, late in the
af ternoon, before we broke. And the very next day, she cane
back, and | asked her on redirect exam nation, m ght have been
re-redi rect exam nation about the entries in the diary. And
she said, "I recall yesterday testifying to the two different
colors of ink."

So | showed themto her, and | said, "Take a | ook at

them" So she |ooks at the 29th in her personal diary. It's
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in black ink. Then she |ooks at the 29th in the diary she was

keeping for M. Parlanti, blue ink. And | asked her, "Take a

| ook at that."
And she | ooked. And she said, "I wote all of
these, not on the dates that they say. | wote themlater,

when M. Parlanti asked nme why | was not witing in the diary
anynore." And if you | ook at those three entries, on that
day, you will see that they are all the sane exact color ink
fromthe exact sane pen. Conpare that to the next entries
next on the diary. Blue ink. Al the exact sanme pen. The
ink is alittle different than the ink on this side. You can
tell by the color, but you can tell it's all consistent, which
corroborates that she went back after the 29th, after the
beating, after a few days, and the defendant asking her to go
back and nmake entries, and she did. And she did. That was

t he testinony.

M. Bam eh said that when Ms. Pincus testified, that
she was just pulling statistics out of the air. And
specifically, he was tal king about the 85 percent of batterers
are male, and that Ms. Pincus didn't have an answer. Well,
what she responded, that's not conpletely accurate. What
Ms. Pincus responded, was that it was a Congressional study by
the Viol ence Agai nst Wnen Act, federal |egislation, that was
conduct ed by sone people in Washington, D.C. That was her
answer. But M. Bam eh's characterization, she didn't know.
She had no idea. She's just pulling these nunbers out of the
air. Atwist onthe facts. That's not what the evidence was

that cane out at trial
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Not only that, but M. Bam eh wants you to

conpletely disregard what Ms. Wite says unless it hel ps him
G ve you an exanple. M. Wite testified that M. Parl anti
had st opped drinking; that he was going to AA neetings.

M. Bam eh used those facts in his argunents to show t hat

al t hough Ms. Lavagni no and al t hough Ms. Wiite cane in and
testified that he gets drunk and beats them that's an
indication that he's cleaned up his act, and now he's with
Ms. De Barra in Ireland, and she's not talking about any
problens with M. Parlanti, and Katia is not tal king about any
problens with M. Parlanti. So, |ook, he's cleaned up. He
has cl eaned up his ways. He likes to pick and choose the
facts that help him |I'mtelling you, |ook at everything.
Take the good and the bad.

Ms. Wiite, for whatever reason, decides to wite all
these letters professing her |ove before and after the
incident. Why? Again, | don't have that answer. Probably
because she still loved him Probably because she was still
hurt by what he did to her. Probably because she was angry.
Probably all of those reasons all at the sane tine and at
different tines. That's who she is. She's not the strongest
person. She's didn't do the smartest things at all tines, and
it's easy to sit back and pick apart what she did or didn't do
and meke it seemlike she's lying. That's not a difficult
thing to do.

|'"d also like to point out this last thing that
M. Bameh did. He had before him as he's asking w tnesses

questions, all of the police reports. He had the transcripts.
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And when he was asking officers questions, he was maki ng

m st akes. He was making m stakes with all of those
statenents. And he had them before himand the officers were
saying, "Well, that's not there."

M. Bameh, "Ch, I"'msorry. It nust have been the
other officer." He had all of that evidence before him
Ms. White, when she testified, she didn't have that. She cane
in here. She testified for three days to the best of her
menory what happened nore than three years ago over several
hours. She couldn't keep it all straight. She couldn't
remenber everything she wote in each one of those letters and
each one of those e-mails. You can't expect a person to do
t hat .

What | want you to do is |ook at all of the evidence
inits entirety, and there's only one, reasonabl e concl usion
you can draw fromall of the evidence, and that's that the
def endant beat, bound, and raped Ms. Wite.

Thank you.

--000- -
(Proceedi ngs continued and were reported, but not transcribed

herein.)
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