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12

LORI NORENE VALLOW AKA LORI NORENE
13
14

DAYBELL,
CHAD GUY DAYBELL
DEFENDANTS

15

16
17

COMES NOW DEFENDANT, Mrs. Lori Vallow (Daybell), by and through her counsel of

18

19

record, Mr. Mark Means of Means Law Office, PLLC and pursuant to Idaho State Constitution,

20

United States Constitution Sixth (6“) Amendment, and the Court inherent powers to ensure

2]

justice is served, hereby moves the Court for an Order directing the Sheriff’s Department

22

(employees/detention guards, deputies and the like) of Madison County, State of Idaho, and the

23

Madison County Detention Center Employees to allow access and privileged communication(s)

24

between Attorney Mark
25

L.

Means and Client Mrs. Lori Norene Vallow (Daybell) in compliance

26

PG.

l

with the rules and administration of Justice and the Constitution of the State of Idaho and the
United States.
RULE OF LAW: This Motion is brought under the Sixth (6“" Amendment of the United

States Constitution, Idaho State Constitution, this Court's obligation to ensure and administer
justice in this case, and any and all other applicable rules of law.
Speciﬁcally, the Sixth Amendment states "...in all criminal prosecutions, the accused
shall...have Assistance of Counsel for his (her) Defense/'1 The ”sixth amendment right to counsel

10

is the central element of our adversary system.”2 The Supreme Court has made clear the relevant

11

values at the foundation of the right to counsel clause. First and foremost, of these values being

12

fairness. The "most important prominent value bottoming the sixth amendment right to counsel

13

provisions is the concern for providing fair trials for criminal defendants.”3 "Fairness requires

14

rough equality between adversarial opponents."4 This fairness extends through the adversarial

15
16

process including but not limited to "...from the time of arraignment until the beginning of their

17

trial, when consultation, through going investigation and preparation are vitally important, the

18

defendants...are as much entitled to aid of counsel during that period as at the trial itself.5

19
20

Defendant was arrested on two (2) count felonies, and multiple misdemeanor
charges on or about February 20, 2020. Defendant was extradited to the State of Idaho and

21

22

23
24

25

26

See United States Constitution 6w Amendment.
Akhil R. Amar, Sixth Amendment First Principle, 84 GEO L.J. 641, 641 (1996)
James J. Tomkovicz The Messiah Right to Exclusion: Constitutional Premises
and Doctrinal Implications, 67 N.C. L. Rev. 751, 753, (1989).
3 Government Intrusion into the Defense Camp: Undermining the Right to
Counsel, 97 Harv. L. Rev. 1143, 1144 (1984).
4 James J.
Tomkovicz The Messiah Right to Exclusion: Constitutional Premises
and Doctrinal Implications, 67 N.C. L. Rev. 751, 753, (1989). Supra note 2,
1
2

753.
5 Powell

v.

Alabama, 287 U.S. 45 (1932)at 205.
PG. 2

placed in the possession of the Madison County Detention Center/Sheriffs Department on or

about first of March 2020. That Defendant has been incarcerated in said detention center since

extradition. That on or about March 30, 2020 until June 9, 20206l was denied access to my client

to meet in the attorney client room of said detention center.
until my arrival at the Detention Center on 3/30/20.

I

I

was denied such without notice

voiced my objection to Prosecutor Robert

Wood and the deputies at the detention center but was still denied access to said room and my
client. l was forced during this time to prepare our case in this matter subject to the unreasonable

10
11

conditions illustrated in the attached photographs]

I

was limited to telephonic communication

with my client.

12

My client is allowed to speak with counsel through two (2) telephones options. One

13

telephone is at the desk of the deputy and my client is handcuffed to said desk approximately

14

two (2) feet from the ear of

a deputy.

When Counsel calls his client, this is the manner and

15

16

circumstances of said phone call.

17

The other option is through a recorded line (Telemate) approximately 15-20 feet from

18

said deputy/deputy desk. Based on my understanding with the Telemate Program these phone

19

calls are "recorded” but not released or allowed access to said calls by the Prosecution.8 This

20
21

22

23
24

25

26

6 ON June 9, 2020 I spoke with Prosecutor Mr. Robert Wood multiple times as I
travelled to Rexburg, Idaho. That I mentioned, again. I was denied access to
my client he stated, “They are still
doing thatm let me call them.” I was
given face to face access to my client that day until 1/5/21.
7 See Exhibit 1 of photographs taken by me with identification markers to aid
in the understanding of unfair circumstances. Redaction of Attorney client
privilege materials/communications.
B See Exhibit 2 Please note that
shortly after the initial bond hearing in
this Madison County Case CR 33-20-0302, Prosecutor disclosed to Counsel that
one of the privilege communications between Counsel and Defendant was
accessed by someone in his office but was promptly deleted. I have
communicated to Telemate my objection to the recording of any and all
attorney client conversations. To date no response from Telemate.

PG. 3

phone call was referenced in Prosecutor Robert Wood ”Objection to Defendant’s Declared

Motion for Bond Reduction" ﬁled by said prosecutor, signed by said prosecutor as a quasi-judicial

ofﬁcer of the Court on or about April 7, 2020. However, in direct contradiction to this statement
by Prosecutor Mr. Robert Wood, caused to be ﬁled his pleading entitled "Second Objection to

Defendant's Declared Motion for Bond Reduction."9 On March 31, 2020 the Prosecution admits

that not only one (1) phone call was recorded but two (2) and these were accessed by at least

two (2) Rexburg Detectives through the telephone in the public visiting rooms, again, now being
10
11

12
13
14

offered as only forms of communications between Attorney and Client.10 This denial of access
to Defendant coincided with Defendant’s Motion to Reduce Bond.
On or about January 5, 2021, in preparation for Motion to Disqualify Prosecutor Mr.

Robert Wood, l travelled to Rexburg, Idaho to meet with Defendant.

I

was, again, denied access

to Defendant with the only option to converse with Defendant through the "public" room and

15

16
17

metal corded telephone, again with two video cameras videotaping these privilege meetings.11
This coincides with above Motion to DisquaWyJZ

18

19

20
21
22

23
24

25

26

9 See Exhibit 3 Filed on or about 4/30/20.
Approximately twenty-three (23)
days after Exhibit 2 filed with the Court but recordings occurring at least
seven (7) days before quasi-judicial officer Prosecutor Mr. Robert Wood made
statements to the Court of one recording and said recording deleted. Neither
of which are accurate.
10 As identified the other telephone are available subject to above
restrictions.
The recordings occurred through the use of the public visiting
room illustrated
in the attached photographs. These recordings were created
after statements that the “recording” status were “Turned off” by the
employees of said Detention Center. In reliance of these statements and as it
was presented as the only option for counsel and defendant to communicate
privilege communications occurred.
11 See Uhited States v. Karl carter, District of Kansas Case No. 16-20032-02JAR DOCument 758. Nonverbal video recordings are subject to attorney client
privilege. In summary nonverbal communications are communications and are

therefore subject to attorney client privilege.
12 It is important to note that Fremont County and Madison County are
overseen by the same Health District.
That at no time has Mr. Prior been
PG.

The past and current circumstances the defense is forced, arbitrarily, to deal with in
preparation for this trial are unfair and a violation of Defendant rights, are hypocritical for the

Defendants and subject to future litigation as result this denial of right.

WHEREFORE DEFENDANT Reguests the following order of the Court:
1.

Defense Counsel, Defense Counsel Assistant(s) and any of Defense Counsel Experts
be admitted to meet with Defendant uninterrupted, face to face as deemed
necessary

by Counsel/Defendant;
2.
10

device(s) during privilege communications; and

11

12

3. That, at expense of Defendant, Defendant be provided a cellular telephone that is

13
14

Detention Center be ordered to shut off video recordings any other recording

limited in its access to Defense Counsel;
4.

Finally, this matter be set for hearing forthwith to prevent further delays in defending

15

this matter.
16
17

18

That I Certify (or Declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law of the State of Idaho
that the foregoing is true and correct.

DATED this

19

day of January 2021.

19
.
20
21

//_/%<1

mark L. Means
Advocate for Mrs. Lori Norene Vallow (Daybell)

22
23
24

25
26

denied access to converse with Mr. Chad Daybell in a
video or sound room from date of arrest to present.
for fever by Madison Detention Center and instructed
visiting with Defendant Lori Vallow Daybell and have
these requests at previous stages.
PG. 5

private, non-recorded
That I have been checked
to wear a mask when
complied with all of

CERTIFICATE QF ﬁﬁﬂylgﬁ

The undersigned certifies that on this
19
day of January 2021, I caused a true
and correct copy of the FOREGOING document to be forwarded by the method(s) indicated
below, to the following:
MADISON COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
Email: mcgonadisoanus

x

Eﬁle

Mr. John Prior
Email: iothign‘orlawxom

x

Eﬁle

DATED this

10

ll
12
13
14

15
16
17

18

19

20
21
22

23
24
25

26

19

day of January 2021.

//'//%-———~

Mark L. Means
Advocate for Mrs. Lori Norene Vallow (Daybell)
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ROB H. WOOD ﬂ 8229
Madison County Prosecuting Attorney
nvood@c0.madison.id.us
159 East Main Street
P. O. Box 350
Rexburg, Idaho 83440

Telephone: (208) 356-7768
Facsimile: (208)356-7839

IN

THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 0F
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MADISON
MAGISTRATE DIVISION

STATE OF IDAHO,

Case No.: CR33-20-0302

Petitioner,

OBJECTION T0 DEFENDANT’S
DECLARED MOTION FOR BOND
REDUCTION

vs '

LORI NORENE VALLOW, AKA LORI
NORENE DAYBELL,
Defendant.

COMES NOW,

the State

of Idaho, by and through

the Madison County Prosecuting

Attomey’s Ofﬁce and hereby objects to the Defendant’s Declared Motion for Bond Reduction on the
following grounds:

I.

The Defendant asked for her bail to be lowered to $10,000.00, or in the alternative
$50,000.00 on March 6‘“. Since that time the Defendant disqualiﬁed the sitting judge on
the case. It has been less than one month since the Court reduced the Defendant’s bail to

$1,000,000.00 and it appears to be an abuse of the Court Rules for the Defendant to

disqualify the Judge on the case and then to request the same or similar relief so soon
thereaﬂer.

2.

The Defendant has yet to comply with the valid Court Order to produce her children
in the related Child Protection Action. This Court should make obedience to said Order
or a show

of good cause for why the Defendant cannot obey said Order a condition for

any further bail reduction.

OBJECTION

l

3.

In the Declaration in Support of Defendant’s Amended Motion for Bond Reduction,

Paragraph 3, the Defendant describes the large volume

of received

and anticipated

discovery and the diﬁiculty in providing the Defendant with that discovery.

it is

important to note that the reason for the current visitation restrictions currently in place at
the Madison County jail are a response to the recent COVlD-l9 outbreak. The safety of
both the inmates and employees is

of the utmost importance

to Madison County, the

Sheriﬁ’s Department, and the Prosecutor’s Oﬁice.
4.

Upon receipt of the Defendant's Amended Motion, the State has discussed visitation
protocols with the Madison County Jail. The State has been informed that what the

Defendant has called the public visitor room is no longer open to the public and that all

public visitation is currently done electronically. What was the public visitation center is
now being used for attorneys to visit their clients in a safe manner, which does not allow

for the spread of the COVID-l9 virus into the jail.
5.

In regards the Defendant's claim that the attorney’s visitation being recorded, the
State has learned that one conversation between the Defendant and he attorney was

accidentally recorded. The Jail promptly deleted the recording of that conversation and
has placed a block on all recordings in the current attomey/client visiting area to preclude

any other accidental recordings.
6.

The State takes the rights of the Defendant to receive and review discovery very
seriously. As such the State has visited with the jail and believes that there are options to

provide the Defendant with adequate access to discovery which the State will discuss at a
hearing on this matter.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 7‘“ day of April, 2020.

Isl Rob H. Wood
Rob H. Wood
Madison County Prosecuting Attorney

OBJECFION

2

I

HEREBY CERTIFY that on this

7'" day

of April, 2020,

that a copy

of the foregoing

OBJECTION was hand delivered, emailed, faxed or mailed to the following party as indicated:
Mark 1.. Means
mlm@ mw~ 1832,9951

[3

L.

C
I“

X
F.

US. Mail
Hand Delivered
Courthouse Box

Facsimile:
File & Serve
Email

By: Isl Jodi L. Thurber

0315mm

3
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ROB H. WOOD if 8229
Madison County Prosecuting Attorney
mood/u co.mudison.id.us
159 East Main Street
P. 0. Box 350

Rexburg, Idaho 83440
Telephone: (208) 356-7768
Facsimile: (208) 356-7839

IN

-

THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MADISON
MAGISTRATE DIVISION

STATE OF IDAHO,

Case No.: CR33-20-0302

Petitioner.

SECOND OBJECTION T0
DEFENDANT’S DECLARE!)
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION

vs.

LORI NORENE VALLOW. AKA LORI
NORENE DAYBELL.
Defendant.

The State of Idaho, by and through the Madison County Prosecutor's Ofﬁce hereby objects a
second time and further responds to the Defendant’s Amended Motion for Bond Reduction. This
response is supported by the afﬁdavit of Lt. Jared S. Willmore of the Madison County Sheriff‘s

Ofﬁce and Lt. Ron Ball of the Rexburg Police Department.
I. In paragraphs 4 and 5 of the Defendant’s “Declaration in Support of Defendant’s Amended

Motion for Bond Reduction“ the Defense writes the following:
a. (4) That on or about 3/30/20 travelled to the Madison
County Female Detention
Center to meet with my client in preparation for the forthcoming
preliminary
hearing and to review said documents/records.
SECOND OBJECTION TO

DEFENDANT'S DECLARED
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION

I

b.

(5) That upon arriving at said Detention Center, was required, with no
allomey/‘cliem option. to the sole option

of communicating with my client in

the

public visitor meeting room, wall of glass between attorney and client, over
recorded telephone line. upon which my client was required to enter her inmate

number for charges and consent to recording of said phone call prior to connection

of the telephone lines. ln addition.

that was told that the ONLY way that my client

could review documents was to pass possibly sensitive documents/records by and
through Detention Center Ofﬁcer from the public (my side) room “...round and

about..." through multiple security doors to the inmate (client's side).

All of which

would be out of sight ofthe Attorney and Client.
2.

In preparation for the

bail reduction hearing scheduled for this case on May

l“. the State

has discovered the following:
a.

On March 30"" 2020. Defense counsel did visit the Madison County Jail to meet
with the Defendant. On that visit. Defense counsel was informed that he would
have to meet with his client in the public visitor meeting room due to etTorts to
protect Madison County Jail inmates and workers ﬁ’om Covid-l‘). Defense counsel

was told that phone calls in the public visiting area were regularly recorded.

However. Defense counsel was infonncd that the recording could in fact be tumed
oﬁ‘. Lt. Jared Willmore tumed oﬁ' the recording in the visiting center and defense

counsel was made aware the recording was turned off. No jail phone call was
recorded between Defense counsel and the Defendant on March 30"“, 2020. It is

important for the Court to be aware that when the recording is turned

off in

the

public visiting center, no warning is given that the phone call is subject to
monitoring or recording. The warning is only given when the recording is tumcd
on.
b.

0n March 31". 2020 Defense counsel again visited the Defendant and met with her
in the public visiting area.

On this date Defense counsel had two phone

conversations with his client. The State acknowledges that these two recordings
were recorded. lt has never been the practice of the Madison County Jail to record

conversations between inmates and legal counsel. Regular operating procedures at
the Madison County Female Detention Center provide a room for legal counsel to
SECOND (nan-trims To
2
DIEFENDANT’S DEC LARED
MOTtON FOR BOND REDUCTION
'

meet with a defendant in which no recording is made and the use

of a telephone is

not required to communicate with a client. Due to Covid-19. safely precautions

have been put in place that restrict the use of the attomey/clicnt visiting room as
the layout

of that room could allow for

a virus to be passed between an attomcy

and client.

c.

On the phone calls made on March 31", Defense counsel and the Defendant would
have heard the warning that the phone call was being recorded. Defense counsel

acknowledges this in paragraph 5 of his Declaration.
d.

In the Defendant’s Declaration, the Defendant has omitted the

following relevant

and material facts:

i.

Defense counsel was made aware on March 30'” that the Jail had the

capacity to turn oﬁ‘ recording in the public visitor room which defense
counsel was required to use due to safety precautions.

ii. Dun'ng his visit on March 31“. 2020, defense counsel would have been
aware that when he asked the jail to turn

off the recording on March 30‘”.

the jail complied with that request.

iii. March 31‘q was the date when phone calls were inadvertently recorded. The
Defendant’s declaration makes no mention of March 3|“. Any reading of
the Defendant's declaration could only lead to the conclusion that phone

calls were recorded on March 30‘“, which is not accurate. Defense cannot
argue that the language “on or about" in parayaph 4 cures this omission
when defense clearly omitted the fact that counsel visited the jail on two
separate days.

iv. Defense counsel was informed that an envelope could be used to pass
materials securely between him and his client.

v. That defense counsel was made aware that the restrictions on attorney/client

visitations were in place due to efforts to protect inmates and staff from

Covid-l9.
e.

ln the Defendant’s Declaration, the Defense has made the following material
assertions which are demonstrably false.

SECOND OB] EC TION TO
DEFENDANT 'S DEC LARED
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION

3

i. That a phone call between defense counse! and the defendant was recorded

during the March 30‘" visitation. This assertion is made in paragraphs 4 and
5. Defense may attempt to argue that use

of the language “on or about" in

paragraph 4 makes his statement accurate. However. the fact that defense

counsel omitted the fact that he visited the jail on March 30'" and March 31“

makes that interpretation unreasonable.

ii. That it is "impossible" for counsel “to communicate with my client in a
conﬁdential/privileged manner.“ This assertion is made in paragraph 7.
3.

The primary issue created by the omissions listed above is not simply an issue of a mistake

of date. The primary issue is that defense counsel has attempted to lead the Court to believe
that he and his client cannot have a conﬁdential conversation. This attempt to mislead the

court is particularly troubling because defense counsel was made aware on March 30‘” that
he could have a conﬁdential conversation and he did in fact have such a conversation.

4.

lt is further troubling that defense counsel omitted in his declaration that the purpose

the attomey/clicnt visitation restrictions were due to attempts to keep inmates and

personnel safe from

of

jail

Covid-l9. By omitting this material infomration of which he was

aware, defense counsel is painting a false picture

of what actually occurred

and does not

consider that the jail has had to operate under irregular procedures.
5. The Madison County

Jail learned from Rexburg law enforcement (Lt. Ron Ball) that

a

conversation between the defendant and her attorney had been recorded. Please see the
attached affidavit of Lt. Ron Ball. One other Rcxburg Detective also began listening to the

conversation not knowing it was a conversation between an attorney and a client and like

Lt. Ron Ball turned off the recording once he became aware he may be listening to a
conversation between the defendant and her attorney. As it has never been the policy or
practice

of

the Madison County

Jail to record attomey/client conversations. the Jail

immediately placed a hold on all recording in the visitor room for 36$ days beginning on

April l. 2020.
6.

This court should not entertain arguments that bail should be lowered due to an inability
to have conﬁdential attomey/client communications when it is simply untrue. The Court

should not

yam relief based

on argument that has been put forth in a swom declaration

that has omitted material facts and made false assertions.
SECOND OBJECI'ION TO
4

DEFENDANT'S DECLARED
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION

7.

Further. the defendant has failed to articulate any standard by which relief should be
granted. ln the Defendant‘s Declaration the Defense makes vague reference to the Idaho

Rules of Criminal Procedure. the Constitution of the State of ldaho. attorney client
privilege. the Code of Federal Regulations. and the V, VI.

Vlll and IX amendments of the

United States Constitution. None of these references are accompanied by any argument or
articulation of standards by which relief should be gamed.
8.

Defendant’s argument for a bail reduction hinges on the false assertion that he is unable to
communicate conﬁdentially with his client and that her rights have been violated.

9.

In United Slates v. (3mm. 732 F.2d 714, the 9th Circuit Court

of Appeals

ruled that

if a

defendant “knew or should have known that third parties were present. his attorney-client

privilege claim must fail. [n that case, the conversation between defendant and counsel was
made with the defendant’s knowledge that he was surrounded by ofﬁcers searching his

residence." (Id at 723) Additionally, the Court
enforcement in determining

of Appeals considered

if privilege applied, and

the intent

of law

found there was no evidence that law

enforcement was purposely positioned by the phone intending to eavesdrop on a privileged

communication.
to. Here, Defense counsel was informed that the recording could in fact be turned

offon March

30. 2020 and that it was in fact tumed oi? on March 30‘”. There is no debate that both
defendant and defense counsel heard the warning that the calls on March 3| were subject
to monitoring and recording prior to the conversation taking place. Prior to the phone calls

in question, defense was not only aware the conversation was being recorded. but was also
aware of how to turn the recording off. Additionally, there is no evidence that Madison

County Jail staff or any law enforcement agency had any intent to record the defense’s
conversation for the purpose

of eavesdropping

on a privileged conversation. In fact the

evidence is that upon realizing he was listening to an attorney-client conversation. Lt. Ron

Ball took steps to inform the jail and the jail took steps to block the conversation from its
records.
l

l.

In United Slates v. Mejia, 65S F.3d 126. the 2"“ Circuit Court

of Appeals stated when

a

defendant knows he is being recorded, “The fact that the call was being recorded amounts

essentially to the presence of an unsympathetic third party

- [Bureau of Prisons} listening

in." 1d at I34. Additionally, the Court of Appeals discussed what a person claiming
SECOND OBJ [ECHON TO
S
DEFENDANT'S DECLARED
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION

privilege must do to preserve conﬁdentially, stating

tlze person

invoking the

privilege mus! have taken steps Io ensure that i! was not waived-(italics added) “[i]t is not
asking ioo much to insist that

if a client wishes to preserve privilege. . .. he must take some

afﬁrmative action to preserve conﬁdentiality.“ Citing [n re Horowitz, 482 F.2d 72, 82 (2d

Cir. 1973) at 82. In Meija the Court notes the defendant could have availed himself of nonrecorded means of communications by contacting his attorney directly (instead of his sister.
and asking her to relay a message to his attorney) on an unrecorded line or through the mail
but choose not to.

l2. Here, defense counsel and the defendant could have availed themselves of non-recorded
means of communication and simply chose not to. In fact, defense counsel was aware that

simply asking the jail staﬁ‘ to turn off the recording function would have protected his

client‘s right to attorney/client privilege and yet he refused to do so and continued to have
two conversations with his client knowing they were recorded. The fact that defense
counsel was aware that he could have so easily had the recording turned off and then chose
not to creates a question as to the motive

of the Defense in relying upon

the recording ol'

the two phone calls when asking for a bail reduction.

l3. While the phone conversations in question were clearly not privileged, even

if the phone

conversations in question were found to be protected by attorney client privilege. a

defendant's constitutional right to counsel is only violated when it is shown that substantial

prejudice was caused by the State’s intrusion into or interference with the conﬁdential

attomey-client relationship. State v. Martinez. l02 Idaho 875. 879. 643 P.2d 555, 559 (Ct.

App. I982) (citing United States v. lrwin. 612 F.2d l 182 (9th Cir. 1980)); see also Williams
v. Woodford, 384 F.3d 567, 584—85 (9th Cir. 2004). ln Irwin, the Ninth Circuit expanded on

of prejudice: Mere govemment intrusion into the attomey-elient
relationship, althougt not condoned by the court. is not of itself violative of the Sixth
this required showing

Amendment right to counsel. Rather, the n'ght is only violated when the intrusion substantially
prejudices the defendant. 6| 2 F.2d at l 186-87.

l4. Here. not only has the defense failed to establish any state intrusion or interreferenee with the
attomcy-clicnt relationship, (due to the facts they were aware they were being recorded and
they took no steps to stop the recording even though counsel was aware that option was

available) they have failed to show any substantial prejudice. The Defense has not alleged or
SECOND OBJECTTON TO
6
DEFENDANT'S DEC LARED
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION

articulated any facts showing substantial prejudice such as law enforcement gathering

evidence ﬁ'om the two recorded phone calls against the defendant, or that law enforcement
became aware of any information the defendant wished to remain secret. Again, the evidence

shows that when LL Ron Ball became aware of the recording he infomied the Jail and the jail
took appropriate measures. The Defendant's argument for a bail reduction based on these two
recorded phone conversations fails due to the fact that the Defense cannot show any

substantial prejudice.

Conclusion
Due to the fact that Defendant‘s swom Declaration in Support of Defendant’s Amended

Motion for Bond Reduction omits material and relevant facts, makes false assertions. fails to
articulate a standard by which relief should be granted and fails to articulate any substantial

prejudice, the State again respectfully requests that the Court deny the Defendant’s motion for
bond reduction. The State again encourages the Court to require the Defendant to comply with
the court order to produce her children as a condition

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 50

of any further bail reduction.

day of April, 2020.

ﬂétﬂ/

Rob H. Wood
Madison County Prosecuting Attorney

SECOND OBJECTION TO
DEFENDANT'S DECLARED
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION
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CERTIFICATE

HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ”i 0 day of April, 2020. that a copy of the foregoing
SECOND OBJ ECT ION TO DEFENDANT'S DECLARED MOTION FOR BOND
I

_

REDUCTION was hand delivered, emailed, faxed or mailed to the following party as indicated:
Mark L. Means
429 SW 5‘" Avenue, Ste.
Meridian. Idaho 83642
mlmfa means-la“ .com

1

US. Mail

l0

Hand Delivered
Courthouse Box
Facsimile:
;( File & Serve
Email

By:

SECOND 031 EC TION T0
DEFENDANT'S DECLARED
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION
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