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FILED 
June 24, 2013IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 
Court of Appeals DIVISION THREE 

Division IIIOF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
State of Washington 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, ) 
Respondent, ) NO. 31050-7 

) 
v. ) STATEMENT OF 

) ADDITIONAL 
BENITO GOMEZ ) AUTHORITIES 

AppeJlant ) 

Pursuant to RAP 10.8, the State respectfully cites the following as 
additional authority in relation to the Appellant's public trial 
challenge and relative to the "experience and logic" test: 

McCrae v. State, 908 So. 2d 1095 (Fla. App. 2005) 
(Because no one was excluded from the courtroom when 
the judge ordered the doors locked to prevent distractions, 
defendant's Sixth Amendment right to a public trial was 
not violated; controlling ingress and egress to the 
courtroom was not a "closure," but a reasonable restriction 
upon the time and manner of public access to the trial); 

People v. Woodward, 4 Cal. 4th 376, 841 P.2d 954, 14 Cal. 
Rptr. 2d 434 (1992) (holding that the trial court's action in 
locking courtroom doors and posting "do not enter" sign for 
about 90 minutes while prosecutor completed closing 
argument was not a closure and did not violate defendant's 
right to public trial); 

Davidson v. State, 591 So.2d 901, 903 
(Ala.Crim.App.l991) (observing a trial court's inherent 
power to preserve order and decorum in the courtroom and 
holding there is no constitutional violation where court 
ordered doors locked to prevent noise in hallway from 
disrupting the proceedings while people entered and exited 
the courtroom); 

Spencer v. Commonwealth, 393 S.E.2d 609, 614 (Va. 
1990) (holding "there is no constitutional violation where 



members of the public and the news media are actualJy in 
attendance, having entered before" the locking of the 
doors); 

People v. Colon, 71 N.Y.2d 410,526 N. Y.S.2d 932, 521 
N.E.2d 1075, 1079 (1988) (Controlling ingress and egress 
of tardy spectators to the courtroom does not seek to 
exclude the public or frustrate the salutary purposes of 
public scrutiny and is not a "closure," but a "reasonable 
restriction upon the time and manner of public access to the 
trial. "); 

State v. Williams, 742 S.W.2d 616, 621 (Mo. App. 1987) 
(After the jury complained of being unable to hear 
witnesses because of people talking outside the courtroom 
and that noise becoming bothersome as persons would 
come in and out of the courtroom into the hallway; the 
court's direction to a deputy to permit spectators to enter 
and exit only during period of recess was held not to be a 
"closure" of the trial and to not have denied the defendant 
an open and public trial.) 

DATED June 24, 2013. 

Teresa Chen, WSBA #31762 

Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 


A copy of thiS brief was sent via U.S. Mail or via this Court's 
<jill@gemberlaw.com> 
Jm S. Reuter 

c-service by prior agreement under OR 30(b)(4), as noted at 
<admin@gemberlaw.com> lell. I declare under penally of pelJ~ry under tbe laws of the 

Slalo of Washington thaI the foregoing is true and correct. 
DATED June 24,20 I 3, Pasco, WA 
~C.l.,. 

Origiulliled at the C~urt of Appeals, SOO N. 
L-______________.L.C;;.C~edar Strut SlHlk8ne, WA 99201 
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