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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA7

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO8

9

In re Scott Peterson Case No. SCO55500A
) Related cases:
) Supreme Court No. 9132449

10

) Court of Appeal No A167615
On Habeas Corpus11

12
) ORDER UNSEALING PORTIONS OF
) THE RECORD13

14

15

To Petitioner Scott Peterson through counsel Los Angeles
Innocence Project by Paula Mitchell and Hannah Brown; Respondent

18 Jeffrey Macobmer, Secretary, California Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation and Luis Garnica, Acting Warden, Mule Creek

State Prison by Attorney General Rob Bonta, Supervising Deputy
21 Attorney General Donna M. Provenzano, Deputy Attorney General

Christen Sommerville and to Real Party In Interest the People of
the State of California by Stanislaus County District Attorney
Jeff Lauguero, Deputy District Attorneys Birgit Fladager, David P.

25 Harris, Ahnna M. Reicks, and Victoria A. Vasquez:
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This Court, having received and reviewed Petitioner's27

Verified Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and accompanying28

1



Memorandum of Points and Authorities and attachéd exhibits filed
2 August 4, 2025; the Respondent's Informal Response filed January
3 12, 2026 through Real Party in Interest; and Petitioner's Reply

filed January 28, 2026 with exhibits thereto; noticed its own

motion pursuant to California Rule of Court 2.551(h)2) and (3) to

unseal a portion of the trial record. The Court has reviewed

Petitioner's non-opposition to the motion to unseal filed March

8 23, 2026, and the Real Party in Interest's Response to the motion
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to unseal filed March 24, 2026.
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Both parties having concurred in the motion to unseal, the

Court makes the following findings pursuant to California Rule of

Court 2.551(h). Pursuant to California Rule of Court 2.551(h) (4),
the Court has considered Rule of Court 2.550(c) through (e). The

Court finds that the original sealing order made on October 21,

2004 was necessary to protect the Petitioner's overriding interest
in preserving work-product privilege in protecting discovery of

his trial strategy by the prosecution while trial was ongoing, and

that sealing of the chambers conference contained in the portion
of the record now unsealed was the least restrictive means

available to protect that overriding interest. Presently,
Petitioner has cited to the sealed record in publicly filed
documents in support of his Petition for Habeas Corpus. Portions
of the allegations made under penalty of perjury in support of the

25 present Petition for Habeas Corpus are directly discussed in the

26 previously sealed material and are relevant to! the Court's
determination of that Petition. Trial having been completed,
Petitioner no longer has an overriding interest in protecting
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1 work-product of former counsel whose work has been subjected to a

2 challenge for ineffective assistance on a prior jpetition for
habeas corpus.

The Court therefore unseals the following portions of the
trial record: 106 RT 19701 to 19711 on the Court's own motion, and

106 RT 19996, Line 17 to 19700 pursuant to California Evidence
Code 356 on the People's request asserted in response to the
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Court's own motion.8
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DATED: March 25, 202610
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Elizabeth M. Hill
Judge
Superior Court of California,
County of San Mateo
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