


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
	JOHN DOE, ADULT SON A, ADULT SON B, ADULT DAUGHTER,


Plaintiffs,


v.

ROE DEFENDANT, COMPANY X, ET AL.,


Defendants.


	
	CASE NO.  XXXXXXX
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION IN 
LIMINE NO. 11: TO EXCLUDE REFERENCE TO LOCATION OF PLAINTIFFS’ COUNSEL’S OFFICES



TO DEFENDANTS AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:
Plaintiffs John Doe, Adult Son A, Adult Son B, and Adult Daughter move for an order in limine to exclude any evidence, references to evidence, testimony, or argument relating to the fact that plaintiffs’ counsel’s offices are located in San Francisco rather than Riverside County, and that the Court further order counsel to instruct all witnesses as to the same. This evidence is not relevant to any issue in this case, and the evidence may tend to evoke undue sympathy on the part of the jury.  

Plaintiffs make this motion under California Evidence Code §§ 350 and 352.  

Plaintiffs base this motion on this notice of motion, the supporting memorandum, the pleadings and papers on file in this action, and upon such evidence and argument as may be presented before or at the hearing of this matter.


Respectfully submitted,
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. Relevant Facts

This personal-injury and wrongful-death action arises out of a motor-vehicle collision. Roe Defendant was driving [at confidential location]. He was following a line of big rigs at about 55 mph when he suddenly made a left turn, crossing into the southbound lane directly in front of a motorcycle ridden by John Doe, with his wife Jane seated behind him as a passenger. John saw Roe Defendant’s car turn in front of his motorcycle and braked, but the collision was unavoidable. The motorcycle struck the right rear side of Roe Defendant’s car. John suffered severe orthopedic injuries. Jane was killed.

Plaintiffs counsel believes the defendants may seek to refer to the fact that plaintiffs’ counsel’s offices are located in San Francisco rather than Riverside County.

Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court exclude any such evidence. This evidence is irrelevant to the issues in this case. The location of plaintiffs’ counsel’s offices has no bearing on any issue raised in this personal-injury and wrongful-death case that arises out of a motor-vehicle accident. Further, the introduction of such evidence would necessitate an undue consumption of time and create substantial danger of undue prejudice, confusion of the issues, and misleading of the jury.

II. Legal Analysis

A. Evidence of the location of plaintiffs’ counsel’s offices is irrelevant and inadmissible.

Evidence Code section 350 states, “No evidence is admissible except relevant evidence.” Relevant evidence is defined by Evidence Code section 210 as “having any tendency in reason to prove or disprove any disputed fact that is of consequence to the determination of the action.”
 Here, because evidence that plaintiffs’ counsel’s office is in San Francisco rather than Riverside County has no bearing on any issue in this case, it should be excluded.

B.  Evidence of plaintiffs’ counsel’s out-of-town status is also prejudicial.


Evidence of plaintiff’s counsel’s out-of-town status is also prejudicial because it would tend to cause the jury to rely on local prejudice to the detriment of plaintiffs.


Evidence Code § 352 provides that “[t]he court in its discretion may exclude evidence if its probative value is substantially outweighed by the probability that its admission will … create substantial danger of undue prejudice, of confusion the issues, or of misleading the jury.” Admission of evidence that plaintiffs’ counsel’s office is in San Francisco rather than Riverside County may cause the jury to discount plaintiffs’ damages based not on the evidence, but on local prejudice.

III.   Conclusion

The fact that plaintiffs’ counsel’s offices are located in San Francisco rather than Riverside County is not relevant to any issue in dispute. Evidence of that fact may tend to create local prejudice in the jury. Plaintiffs John Doe, Adult Son A, Adult Son B, and Adult Daughter therefore respectfully request that the Court grant this motion in limine and instruct defendants and defense counsel not to refer to, interrogate any witness concerning, comment on, or attempt to suggest to the jury in any way that plaintiffs’ counsel’s offices are located in San Francisco rather than Riverside County, and to instruct counsel to advise all witnesses:

1.
Not to mention, refer to, or attempt to convey to the jury in any manner, either directly or indirectly, any of the facts mentioned in this motion; and,
2.
Not to make any reference to the fact that this motion has been filed.






Respectfully submitted, 










� See People v. Kelly (1992) 1 Cal.4th 495, 523 [only relevant evidence is admissible]; Mesnick v. Caton (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 1248, 1262-1263 [exclusion of irrelevant witness testimony]; People v. Keating (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 172, 179-180 [court has no discretion to admit irrelevant evidence]; Brokopp v. Ford Motor Co. (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 841, 853 [relevant evidence must tend logically, naturally, and by reasonable inference to establish a material fact].
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