MEMORANDUM

mic/larc{ @ oCat/lam, gualge

March 3 19.83

Subject:.. Jury Study Committee to the Maryland Judicial Conference~1980-81

The attached report was adopted by the Maryland Judicial
Conference at the Spring meeting in 1981 with one minor change.
As to Item No. 3, Use of Alternate Jurors, the following language
was incorporated - "except that provisions as to the number of
alternate jurors should be left to the trial judge".
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JURY STUDY COMMITTEE TO THE

1980-81 MARYLAND JUDICIAL CONFERENCE

At the request of the Conference of Circuit Court Judges on
December 18, 1979, the Executive Committee of the Maryland Judicial
Conference adopted a resolution to appoint a special committee of
the Judicial Conference to conduct a comprehensive study on all
aspects of the jury systen in Maryland. Included within the scope
of this study, the Jury Study Committee was requested to study,
among other things, the following areas: The selection process;
length of jury service; exemptions and excuses from jury service;
costs of the jury system; minority representation on juries;
possible use of six-person juries; possible use of six-person
juries in the District Court; methods for effective use of
alternate jurors and limitations of the common law right to jury

trial in criminal cases in a trial court of general jurisdiction.
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MD-N . On January 26, 1980, the Committee met to decide on what
Y3
Ju 55 ocedures to follow in order to conduct the study. It was agreed

2/L/ ,kt the Committee should consult with members of the Bar, the

981ﬁﬂpﬁjgislature, the Judiciary and other parties whc expressed an
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interest in jury system improvements. Early in the process, it was
recognized that because of limitecd resources all of the subtopics
could not be studied as in-depth as the Committee would have
desired. An example of this was with the question of minority
representation on jury trials. The Committee felt that in order to
adequately study this question, sufficient time and resources would
have to be allocated to actually sample the make-up of petit juries
as to race, age, sex, etc., in each jurisdiction of the State
before any valid conclusions could be made with regards to adequacy
of representation. The Committee decided to focus its attention on
those problems which could be readily identified and addressed
particularly on a statewide basis. Some topics it was fel; were by
their very nature inter-related. Reducing length of servicé for

instance may have a positive effect of increasing minority

representation.

The Committee met on eight different occasions and held
extensive discussions with the following individuals or

organizations:

Honorable Robert F. Sweeney, Chief Judge of the District Court

Members of the State Bar Association's Subcommittee of
Judicial Administration Section studying methods to reduce
cost, delays and litigation, co-chaired by the Honorable
Howard S. Chasanow and the Honorable Bess B. Lavine

Members of the General Assembly of Maryland

National Center for Jury Studies, McLean, Virginia

State Administrative Board of Election Laws

State Department of Transportation

Judicial Information Systems, Administrative Office of the
Courts



After -rxierajve discussions and research as to the "state of the
Art" in jury selectionrn and management, the Commlittee is prepared to
make seven individual recommendations. The Ccmmittee reccgnizes
that these recommendations are not meant to be an exhaustive list
of all possible solutions on how to improve the operation of our
Jury systems. Rather, these are areas which stood out as needing

attention and which the Committee felt could be hest addressed on a

state-wide basis.

(1) Six-Person Juries in the Circuit Courts (and Supreme Bench).

Much has been written about the advantages and disadvantages
of six-person Jjuries. Generally, the decision to switch to a
system of six-person juries, can be reduced to two issues. On one
side of the question is a depreciation in the number of minority
representation and on the other side is the question of efficiency
and cost savings to constituents. Most authors would agree that
when you change from a system of twelve person juries to six person
juries, statistically there may be less minority members serving.
It was thought this would be most visually recognized in
jurisdictions which have a minority population of less than 16
percent (or one out of every six jurors). The Committee felt on
the whole, however, reducing the number of jurors was not regarded
as having tremendous impact on the chances of having less
mincorities serve on juries. Rather, this was seen to be more
directly related to the individual preferences of attorneys. In

terms of ccst savings, a reduction to six person juries would not
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mean a fifty percent saving in costs. Unless ac:.-panied by cther
changes such as the reduction in the number of ;« -mptory
challenges cr reduction in panel sizes, most autnorities agree that
the reduction would more than likely be about twz=rty percent. This
would mean in Maryland, where the compensation costs to jurors 1is
approximately two million dollars, that somewhers btetween two and
four hundred thousand dollars could be saved yearly depending upon
the type of trials in which six person juries are allowed. (See

Lppendix A.)

Other research studies have not led to any conclusive evidence
one way or the other as to whether six person juries cause wider
discrepancy in verdicts or lead to greater awards in damages. The
Committee recognized that the most persuasive argument against the
use of six person Juries would be less representation of minorities
in some jurisdictions. The Committee however felt that if a court
had a representation problem that the size of the jury does not
have a cause and effect relationship to this deficiency. Rather,
other efforts should be considered in order to correct
underrepresentation such as making it more convenient for minority
jurors to serve (reducing the term of service) or exploring other

source lists from which to draw minority groupings.

In terms of what other states require for the size of jury
trials, Appendix B lists each state requirements as of 1977. Only

seven states (including Maryland) require twelve person unanimous
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decisions for civil trials and seventeen states (including
Maryland) require the same for the trial of criminal wisdemeanors.
The overwhelming majority of states mandate unanimous twelve person
decisions for felony cases. While the states show a great deal of
variation as to size and the rate required for jury verdict, the
overall trend appears that twelve person juries are required in
felony cases and that some number less than twelve is used with
civil and criminal misdemeanors. In addition, the Federal District
Courts have been using six person juries for civil cases for a

number of years and it is now estimated that about ninety percent

of Federal Districts use six person juries.

In light of successful use of six person juries throughout the
nation, and in light of the savings which could result in both voir
dire time and costs to compensate jurors, the Committee recommends
the use of six person juries for misdemeanor and civil trials. The

Committee does not recommend any change in the size of juries for

felony cases.

RECOMMENDATION: THE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS THAT IF NECESSARY, A

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT BE PURSUED TO AUTHORIZE LESS THAN TWELVE
PERSON JURIES. IF THAT IS ACCOMPLISHED, THEN IT IS RECOMMENDED
THAT EITHER BY STATUTE OR RULE, SIX PERSON JURIES BE SPECIFICALLY
REQUIRED FOR MISDEMEANOR AND CIVIL TRIALS AND THAT A SEPARATE
PROVISION BE MADE ALLOWING TWELVE PERSON JURIES IN THOSE CASES

WHERE A PETITION HAS BEEN FILED PRIOR TO TRIAL DATE REQUESTING SUC
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(2) Peremptory Challenges.

Maryland Kule 753 and Section 8-301 of the Courts and Judicial
Proceedings Article provide ten peremptory challenges for the State
and twenty peremptory challenges for the defense in trials in which
the-defendant is subject to a sentence of death, life imprisonment
or twenty years or more imprisonment (except common law offenses).
In all other cases, each party is permitted four peremptory

challenges.

The Committee had two basic concerns regarding the present law
and rule concerning peremptory challenges. First, there appeared
to be no rational basis as to why the defense should be afforded
more peremptory challenge over the State. Approximately’two thirds
of the country allow an equal amount of peremptory challenges for
both parties and the trend has been in that direction in recent
years. (See Appendix C.) The second concern of the Committee was
the high number of peremptory challenges allowed the defense in
felony trials. Maryland is the highest in the country with twenty,
followed by fifteen in New York. The majority of states allow six
or less for felony cases according to statistics maintained by the

National Center for State Courts.

Several advantages were seen in reducing peremptory

challenges. First and perhaps foremost, was the convenience factor



for jurcrs. One of the primary contacts citizens have with the
judicial system is through jury duty. It is important that this

initial contact be meaningful and not envisicned as a wasteful or

e

nefficlient process. Reducing peremptory challenges in certain
instances would therefore reduce waiting time and also the number
of jurors needed for panel size. A certain amount of cost saving
would result in that the court would not be required to call in as
many Jjurors on a regular basis. Most judges on the Committee felt
that peremptory challenges were not always fully used particularly
in the more ordinary felony cases. Statistics were not avallable
on this usage within the State but the National Center for Jury
Studies reports that only about one-third of peremptory challenges
are usually taken. A final advantage would be the natural

reduction in voir dire time.

The Committee recognized the need to maintain an adequate
number of peremptory challenges for cases involving the death
penalty. It was thought that since there were so few of these
cases each year and that since they were of a serious nature, it
was agreed that both the State and the defense should have twenty
peremptory challenges. With regards to all other cases
(misdemeanors and civil trials), it was agreed that the number

snould remain at four.

RECOMMENDATIONS: THE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED THAT STATUTE AND RULE

CHANGES BE PURSUED TO ALLOW FOR THE FOLLOWING PEXEMPTORY

CEALLZNGES: TWENTY PEREMPTORY CHALLENGES FOR EOTH THE STATE AND



DEFERSE TN THOSE TiSES i5 WEICE L Morpos €48 =pan STLEDR FOR THE
DEATH PENALTY; EIGHT PEFZMPTORY CHALLENGES EACH IN ALL OTHER FELORY
CASES INCLUDING THOSE WHERE THE MOTION FOR THE DEATH PENALTY HAS

NOT BEEN FILED; AND FOUR PEREMPTORY CHALLENGES EACH FOR ALL

MISDEMEANOR AND CIVIL CASES.

(3) Use of Alternate Jurors.

Maryland Rule 543 b sets out the general provisions of the use
of alternate jurors. The Committee discussed a concept which 1is
used in Detroit, Michigan, and in other areas of the country where
prior to trial, thirteen jurors are selected with no particular
designation as to who would be the foreperson or alternate juror.
The selection instead is accomplished after the trial, allowing one
juror to be excused and another to be selected as foreperson. The
benefit to a procedure of this type would be to encourage greater
attentiveness on the part of jurors. 1t was the general consensus
of the Committee that jurors for the most part were very attentive
in fulfilling their civic responsibilities and there was no need to
change to a system as used in Detroit. If a juror is going to be
attentive, he will do so regardless of whether he is designated the
primary or alternate juror before or after the trial. As to a
subsequent foreperson selection, the Committee perceived this to be

a matter of preference of the individual judge.

ﬁECOMHENDATION: EXISTING PROCEDURES REGARDING USE AND SELECTION OF

ALTERNATE JURORS IN MARYLAND ARE CONSIDERED SATISFACTORY AND

REQUIRE NO CONTEMPLATED CHANGES AT THIS TIME

Fils e



(4} Use of Six-Person Juries in the Distriet Court.

In 1978, an extensive study was conducted in Baltimore City on
the impact of requests for jury trials in cases originating from

the Distriect Court. The study, which was entitlied the Eeport of

the Special Committee to Study Supreme Bench Caseload Increase of

District Court Warrant Cases and De Novo Apeals, indicated that a

significant portion of the Supreme Bench worklcad was taken up with
cases which originally was within the jurisdictional framework of
the District Court. Since the time of that study, jury trial
prayers have not diminished, in fact, significant increases have

occurred as shown in the following chart.

Jury Trials Prayed From the District Court
Filed in the Circuit Courts/Supreme Bench

FY 78 FY 79 FY 80

Statewide 11,999 15,358 (+27.99%) 16,787 ( +9.30%)
Baltimore City 8,795 11,569 (+31.54%) 11,723 ( +1.33%)
Anne Arundel Co. 243 298 (+22.63%) 281 ( -5.70%)
Baltimore Co. 478 718 (+50.20¢%) 1,034 (+44.01%)
Montgomery Co. 475 399 (-16.00%) 522 (+30.82%)
Prince George's Co. 692 704 ( +1.73%) 962 (+36.64%)
All Other Counties 1,316 1,670 (+26.89%) 2,265 (+35.62%)

Historically, de novo appeals have not constituted the ma jor
portion of the District Court cases coming to the circuit courts.
Rather, the major portion of the problem appears to be with cases in
which a request has been made for a Jury trial. 1In Baltimore City

alone 11,723 of these requests were made in Fiscal 1980.
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This represents about 53.71 percent of the sntire criminal caselcad
and about 84.87 percent of the cases coming from the District Court.
Numerous proposals have been considered to limit the common law
right to a jury trial in the court of general jurisdiction. Some
have suggested to provide jury trials in the District Court in the
first instance. This alternative is considered to be cost
prohibitive because of the fear that many would elect this process
and would require the summonsing of large numbers of jurors toc the
Distriect Court locations. Another alternative which the Committee
considered is known as the Massachusetts Plan. This allows for a
bench trial in the first instance regardless whether the defendant
requests a Jjury trial or not. If the defendant appeals or requests
a jury trial, the case is still heard in the District Court but
would be before a six person jury, de novo, with a separate District
Court Jjudge presiding. Another provision of the Massachusetts law
allows that even though a six person Jjury may be the statutory
provision for an appeal, there is also the right to waive the trial
by jury and have it heard solely by a judge. Approximately 90
percent of the cases are reportedly waived in Massachusetts, thus
negating the need for extensive use for jurors. Statistiecs in
Massachusetts indicated that the appeal rate decreased by 50 percent

after the new plan went into effect.

The Committee realized that there were numerous ways which
could be devised to address the problem of jury trial prayers.

wWhatever process that was finally agreed upon, wculd of course



recuire a policy decision by the legislature. Tnerefore, iU was
agreed that the problem would have to be further studied by a group

larger than just a Judicial Conference committee.

RECCMMENDATION: A BROAD STUDY GROUP COMPRISED OF JUDGES, LAWYERS

AND LEGISLATORS BE CREATED TO FURTHER STUDY IN GREATER DETAIL THE

QUESTION OF SIX PERSON JURIES IN THE DISTRICT COURT.

(5) Exemptions and Excuses.

Under the present law, Section 8-209 of the Courts and Judicial
Proceedings Article, three groups of people may be exempt from jury
duty: members of organized militia, citizens 70 years or older who
have made a request for exemption and jurors who have served within
a three year period. (The latter applies only to those who are
required to serve. Therefore, if one was called twice within a
three year period and still wished to serve, they would not have to
be automatically eliminated under the provisions of the Code.) The
Committee concluded that the existing law was sufficient regarding
exemptions and that there was no pressing need to establish any new
classification or group which should be exempt. As to changes in
excuse policies, the Committee thought that it was almost impossible
to create a list of acceptable guidelines which could be considered
comprehensive in all situations. This was recognized to be within
tne discretion of the trial judge and the Committee generally
discouraged the use of liberal excuse policies in favor of

shortening the length of service.
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GARDS TO STATUTORY PPOVISIORS GOVERNING EXEMPTION OR EXCUSES

FOR JURY DUTY.
(6) Length of Jury Service.

In Maryland, petit jury duty ranges anywhere between one day to

six months with the average juror serving somewhere bestween ten to

[¢3]

twenty days. The Committee felt that wherever feasible this
responsibility should be shortened as much as possible. In smaller
jurisdictions it was recognized that if jurors were called on a more
frequent basis that problems could occur with a depletion of names
on the source list. This could be avoided by carefully planning

ahead of time as to how many jurors would be needed.

Several advantages were envisioned in having shorter service.
First, less requests for excusés generally result from shorter
service meaning greater representation of minorities, professionals,
skilled laborers and those of poorer economic background who are not
always able to afford the time to serve. Secondly, jurors who serve
less time generally mean jurors who are more content and less
resentful. This interprets into a more positive impression of the

court system and a greater confidence of government overall.

Fecently, in Maryland, several jurisdictions have or are
zlready planning a system of one aay/one trial. This means a juror

has tc serve at least one day or one trial whichever is longer. 1t
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has met with tremsndous success not only in Maryland but around the
country and it has not resulted in any exorbitant award of damages
or deviation in verdicts. The Committee recommends that
metropolitan counties consider changing to systeams such as one
day/one trial or at least to the extent that shorter terms of

service are available to its citizens.

RECOMMENDATION: METROPOLITAN COUNTIES OF THE STATE SHOULD CONSIDER

IMPLEMENTING ONE DAY/ONE TRIAL SYSTEMS AND IN OTHER AREAS OF THE
STATE, WHEREVER FEASIBLE, IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT PETIT JURORS BE

CALLED FOR SHORTER PERIODS OF TIME.

(7) Merging Additional Source Lists to Voter Registration Lists.

Section 8-104 of the Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article
provides in part that "the jury commissioner or the clerk of the
court shall select the names of prospective jurors from among those
persons 18 years old or older whose names appear on the voter
registration lists, and from such additional sources permitted by a
plan under §8-201." This section provides the statutorial latitude
to select jurors from lists in addition to those names which are on

the voter registration roles.

Several advantages were envisioned by the Committee in using
additional source lists. First, it was thought a greater
representation of the community could be achieved because voter

lists have been long recognized as not being totally reflective of



jurisdictional make-up. Secondly, it was antizijpzted that
multi-source lists would make present listings morz current and
could provide a greater pool of people from which to call. This last
point becomes important in those jurisdictions which are reducing
teras of service, i.e

., one day/one trial where it may be necessary

to have an additional surplus of jurors available.

The National Center for Jury Studies reports that in order to
justify merging additional source lists to voter registration lists,
an eleven percent increase in names should result. Thus, any
percentage less than this increase would not be considered cost
beneficial. The Committee looked into the population of licensed
drivers lists and resident tax returns and statewide it appears that
about a 25 percent higher yield would be realized from these
listings (Appendix D). The Committee met with representatives from
the Maryland Department of Transportation, the Motor Vehicle
Administration and the State Board of Election Laws and it was
concluded that within the next several years after the State had
finished converting to a different computer system, it would be
feasible to merge driver registration lists. Details of costs to
the Judiciary were not available but the Committee thought this

should be explored more fully at a later point in time.

KECOMMENDATION: IF COST FEASIBLE, THE STATE SHOULD CONSIDER A

PROGRAM OF MERGING DRIVER REGISTRATION LISTS TO VOTER REGISTRATION
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LISTS FOR THE OVERALL PURPOSE OF PROVIDING A GREATER SOURCE FROM

WHICH TO CALL CITIZENS FOR JURY DUTY.

Respectfully submitted,

Hon. Richard B. Latham, Chairman

Hon. Mary Arabian

Hon. Clayton C. Carter

Hon. William M. Cave

Hon. Walter R. Haile

Hon. Nathaniel W. Hopper

Hon. Stanley Klavan

Hon. I. Sewell Lamdin

Hon. William H. MecCullough

Hon. Vern J. Munger, Jr.

Hon. Vernon L. Neilson

Hon. James A. Perrott

Hon. Basil A. Thomas

Staff: Mr. Peter J. Lally
Ms. Gloria S. Wilson
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SIZE OF TRIAL JURIES AND VOTE RECUIRED FOR A JURY VERDICT lilv FARENTHESES)

Crimiral Trisls

State Felonizs Milemeznors Civil Trizls
Abbama 12 () 12 () 12 40
Alaskxa 12 (U) 6 () 12;6 if the amount in conteversy it lexy
than $3,000 (5/6)
Arizona 12 in capital cases and if the potential 8 (U) 8 (3/4); 6 in courts not of record (5/6)
punishment is 30 years or more; 8 in
all other czwes (U)
Arkania 12 () 12; 6 in Justice-of-the-Tezce 12 (3/9)
eourts (U) .
Califormia 12 Q) 12 (O 12 (3/%)
Colorado 12 () 12 In the most s2rioos misdemeanors; 6 In distrlct courts; 3 in county courts
6 & all othens (U) {controverty concerns less than 3500)
)
Connecticot 12 in capital cxses or if the potential 6 (L) 6 (U)
punishment is life tnprisonment; 6
in all other cases (U)
Delxware 12 (U) 12 (U) 12 Uy
Dist. of Cotumnbia 12 Q) 12 () LY (3)]
(and Federal
Courts generally)
Florda 12 in capital cases; 6 in all others (U) 6 (U) 6 U)
Georgia 12 (U) 5 to 12 depending on the county (U) 12 (U)
Hawaii 12 (U) i2 (L) 12 (5/6)
Idaho 12 (V) 6 (5/6) 12; 6 if the amount in controversy is
$500 orless (3/4)
IMinois 12 A 12 @O 12 Uy
Indiana naQ 12 (W 12; 6 if the amount in controversy is
$500 or less (1)
lowa 1200 12; 6 in municipal courts which 12; 6 if the amount in controversy is
have jurisdiction over crimes 3500 or less (1)
punishable by one year or less or
$3500 finc or both (U) C el it es
¥ansas 12 (U) 12; 6 in magistrate courts (U) 12; 6 H the amount in controversy is
$3,000 o1 less (U) -
Kentucky 12 U i2; 6 in inferior courts with juris- 12 (3/4); 6 in inferior courts that have
diction over crimes punishable by Jurisdiction over controversies of $500
one year ar $500 fine (U) or kess (5/6)
Louisiana 12 (capital erimes: U; other felonjes: 5 W 12 (3/4)
3/4)
Mazine W 12 () 6 (3/4)
Maryland 12 (1) 12 () 12 (L)
Massachnsetts 12 in superior courts; 6 i district 12 in superior courts; § in district 12 (§5/8)
courts (trials de novo) (U) courts {trials de novo) (U)
Michigan 12 . (U) 12 (U) 6 (5/6);but 12 in cuses involving civil
commitment (U)
Mianesota 12 (U) 12 for “gross misdemeunors™; 6 for 6 (A 5/6 verdict can be accepted, baot
others (U) only after 6 hours of deliberation)
M ississippi 12 (U) € If punishable in county jail; other- 12; 6 if amount in controversy is less
wise 12 (U) than $200 (3/4)
Missouri 12 (U) 12 (U, except for courts not of 12 (courts of record: 3/4; courts not of
record: 2/3) record: 2/3)
Montara 12 Q) 12; 6 in Justice-of-the Peace courts 12; 6 if matler io controveny is Jess
o1 pobice courts (2/3) than §10,000 (2/3)
Nebraska 12 in district courts; 6 in counnty 12 in district courts; € in county 12 in district cousts; 6 in county courts—
courts (U) courts and police magistrate’s covrts—  Iess than $2,000 in conlroversy (5/6
raaximum punihment of 6 months vordict can be scerpted, but only 26er
in jatl (1) & hours of detiberatiun)
Nevada 12 U) 12 (U) & (3/4)
New Hampshire 12 (U) 12;6 if no prisen term cver one 12 (U)
yaar can result friom conviclon (U)
New Jerscy 12 (U 12 () 2 (5/8)
12,6 in magistiate™s cours—maxi- 12 (5/6)

mum punxtrmiczt of 6 550nths in

j2il (V)
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State Felonies Midemeznors Col Tk
New York 12 QU) 6 (U) & (5/6)
North Carolina 12 (U) 12; 6 in justices’ courts (U) 12; € injustices” costs (U)
North Dakota 12 (U) 12 Q) 12; 6 if zemount in conlroversy is S250
o less (U)
Ohio n oW g8 (U &; 6 In municipal 2nd coLatly coans
/%)
Oklahoma 12 () 12; 6 for violaticns of city ordimnces 12,6 Yamountin corlroscisy & lems,
(3/4) than §2,500 (3/4)
Orczon 12; 6 in district and county courts— 12; 6 in distict and county courts— 12; 6 in district 2nd covnty courts (3/4)
maximum punishment of one year or  maximum punishment of one year or
less (1st degres murder: U, all others:  Jess (5/6)
516)
Pennsylvania 12 () 12 (V) 12; 6 before Justices of the Peace (5/6)
Puerto Rico 12 (3/4)
Rhode Jsland 12 () 12 (U) 12 (W)
South Carolina 12 (U) 12; 6 in magistrate’s courts which 12; 6 in county courts—which have
have jurisdiction over arimes with jurisdiction over controversies involving
2 potential punkhment of Jess than $1,000 or Jess (U)
30 days in jail or $100 fine (U)
Souih Dakota 12 (U) 12; 6 in matiers before Justices of the 12 (5/6); 6 in matters before Justizes of
Peace (U) the Peace (3/4)
Tennessee 12 (U) 6 (U} 6 (U
Texas 12 V) 12 in district courts; 12; 6 in matters befare Justices
6 in county coarts (3/4) of the Pezce (3/4)
Utah 12 in capital cases; B in 21 others (U) 8; 4 in inferior courts (U) 8; 4 in inferjor courts (3/4)
Vermont 12 () 12; 6 in justices® courts (U) 12; € in justices’ courts (U)
Virginia 12 (U) 5 (W) 12 in “special” cases; 7 in most others;
5 ¥ the amount in controversy is less
than $300 (U) |
Washington 12 ) 12; 6 in Justice-of-the-Peace courts— 12; 6 in Justice-of-the-Peace courts—
maximum punishment of 6 monthsin  $3,000 or less (5/6)
all (W)
West Virginia 12 W 12 (U) 12; 6 in Justice-of-the-Peace courts (U)
Wisconsin 12 (U) 12 (U) 12 (5/6)
Vyoming 2. 12 in district courts; 6 in county

2

oourts (U)

12 in district courts; 6 in county courts

1ty

*The information in parentheses refers to the vote required for a jury verdict; U means that a unanimous vote is needed for verdict.
Note: In many states, the number of jurors listed here can be reduced by agreement of all the parties involved in the litigation.



APPENDIX C

Sourcer John M, Van Dyke
Jury Setercton
Procedurcs, 1977
TOTAL PEREMPTORY CMALLENGES FOR THE  DEPENSE IN CRIMINAL AND GIVIL CASES
CATITAL FELONIES MISDEMEANOKRS DEFENSE
her of THumber of Mumbar of Number of Number of Numbot of Numler of Numbher of
rics States States Peremptories States States Percuptorios Statae States Paremptorics Stataa Statos
5 1 Califomis r_l_Q____________ 1 o THarviend ) 13 i California 8 2 Callifornis
1 Connacticut 15 1 12 1 Ceorgila Nurth Carolina
11 Delawaro New York 10 2 New Jersey 6 3 Georgia
Georgia New York Ind{ana
Il1linais 12 2 Ceorgla 8 1 Alabama Louls{ana
i Tnd{ana Louiaiana 6 10 Delawara Hebraska
_Hafne 10 11 Alaaka Ideho New Jarsey
{Maryland Colorsdo,Californta Louiaiana Harth Dakots
Michigan Tllinoie Misslasippl Texan
Indiana North Carolina Vermunt
Misaouri Naw Jareey North Dakota 5 2 Illinots
New Hampahire North Daknta Oregon New Mexlco
New Jersey South Carolina Pennsylvania T4 12! Alabama
Now York South Dakota, Texaa Vermont Arizona
Pennsylvania 8 8 Alabama Weat Virginla Colorado
Santh Pakota Atkaneas  Kentucky 5 6 Itlinofa 1daho
o S Colorado Maino Hlchigan Matine
Minneaota Miesourl Minnesota " Maryland
Morth Dakota Pannaylvanis Now Mexico Massachusatts
Tennesnea Tennoaace SouLh Carolina Misatomippi
Texss Wyoming Texas Nevada
S 1 North Carolina 8 15 Arizona A 10] Kanaas Penrsylvania
o 12 Arkansas Connecticut Maine South Cerolina
Hawail Delewsra Haryland™ Tennesass
Kensas Florida Masaachusette Vest Virginia
Loufsiana Ideho Hiaaouri 3 22 Alaska
Hasaschusatts Kansss Montana Atkanaaas
Hisalaaippi . Mieaisaippl Nevada Connactfcut
Mignouri Montana ohie Delawsrcs
Holraska Nebroaka Hiaconsin Florida
i Haw Mexico Notth Cerolins Wyoming Hawsidi
= Osogon Oragon 3 17 Alnska Towa
Vashington Varmont . Arkangas Xanaaa
Wyoming Washington, W, VA Colorado Kentucky
20 7 Aleaks 5 L Mfchigan Connecticut Michigan
Arizona Minnesota Florids Miagourt
Plorida Naw Moxico Hawa{{ New Hampshira
Tdaho Oklahoma Indlana New Yark
Montana b 7 Towa Kentucky North Dakota
South Carolina Masaachusetts Ncbraska Okl ahoma
Utah Novada New llampahirco Oregun
5 1 Ckialioma Ohto Okiahorn, Rlode laland South Dakota
8 4 Alabamo lltah South Dakutn Utah
Tows, Kentucky Virpinia Tennessco Virglala
Mevada Wiaconain Utah Rashington
[ [ Ohio ki 3 Newail Virginia Wieconetn
. Vermont New Nampahire Waahington Wyumink
Veat Viralats Rhode Taland 2 2 Arfzona 2 2 Mlancaota
Wi{sconsin lowa Mantana
AL i
B 1 ;(;J“’:-é"‘lgmd 11 uat 1 Rhode Lsland
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APPENDTN C

Source't Jon H. Van Dyka

Jury Selectian

Procedurcs, 1977
TOTAL PERENPTORY CHALLENGES FOR THR STATE IN CRIMINAL CASES AND FOR TR PLAINTIFF IN CIVIL CASES
!
CALLTTAL FELONIFS MISDPMRANORS PIAINTIFF
Yer af hurber of Number of Number of Mumber of Mumber of Mumbar of Mumber of
“tortea Statea Statea Peremptorias States Stataas Peremptories States States Paremptories Statea Statoa o
1 California 15 1 New York 13 1 California 8 2 Califormnts
1 Connect{cut 10 2 Mew Jarssy North Carolina
5 TIllinols 12 1 Louisiana ) Nsv York 6 R Ceorgla
Indfana [10 .9 Coloredo, Californda, 8 8 Dalavere Indlana
New York Illinois Georgia loutatana
Pennsylvania Indiana Idaho ‘ahraska
South Dalots [HaryTand ™ Loutafans Pew Jersey
[} Colorado “ Naswv Jersey Missleaippd Horth Dakota
Michignn Morth Dakota North Dakota Taxan
Missouri South Dakota Tennsylvania Vermont
North Dakota, Tennscsas Taxas Vermont 5 2 T1linofe
Toxaa [} 4 Msine : 5 4 Illinods - New Mexico
9 Delawara Pennaylvenla, Tenn, HMichigan b 13 Ala'ama
Hawatl Wyoming South Carolina Arirona
Xansas [ 14 Alaaka Texaa Colorado
louiaiana Arizons Ls. — AR Alabama Tdnho
Massachusetts Atkaneas Kansas Maina
Misqlasippt Connacticut _ Maine " Maryland
Hew Jarsey Delsware Lﬁol’ylmd i) Massachusatta
Maahington Florids Meesschuastte Miaaisaippt
Vyoming Gaorpis Missourl Movada
12 Arizona Idsho Montans Peansylvania
Arkanscas Kenses Nevade Scuth Caroltn
Florids Misnissippl Morth Caroliina Tenncasea
Ceorpds Mongsna Ohiao West Virginls
Idsho Nebrssks Wisconalin k] 22 Alaska
Haine Vermont Wyoming Atkaneas
!H_“ rylnnd—[ Warhington 3 20 Alaskes Connactlcut
Minnesots 5 f Kentucky Arkansas Lelavare
Nontana Michigan Colorado Flurtda
Nebraaka Oklahome Connacticut Hawaf{t
tlev llampshire South Carolina Florids Town
Utah 4 11 Alabsma Mavefl Yanuas
) Hinnesots, North Carolins Towa Indfona Fentucky
Ok 1 shoma Mansnchuastts Kentucky Michipan
3 Iows Missourt Minnesota Mlasourt
Mavads l'avcda Mabraaskn New Nampahira
Naw Maxico Yorth Caroldna Maw Mampahira Mow York
7 Alaske Ohlo New Mexico Ohig
Ohto Tannasses Ok lahoma Ohlahoma
Ocagan Iltah Oregon, Rhode Island Oragon
Tennassac Virginga South Dakotan South Dakots
Vermont, W. Virginis Wiaconsin Teanessae Utah
Wisconsin 3 6 LIRS leah Virginta
2 Kentucky “innesota Virginia Yashington
South Carolins New Harpshire Washington Wiacons ln
2 Alabama Mew Haxieo 2 3 Arizona Uyonlng
Virginla Orogon, Rhode Talanc Towa 3 p Yiresota
1 Ko Je Tsland 2 1 Weat Virginia West Virpinia Yantana
1 {1 aut 1 BT LTOR S RV

of &)



Jurisdiction

Allegany

Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore County
Calvert
Cavroline
Carroll

Cacil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford

Howard

Kent

Montgomery

Prince George's

Quoen Anne's

i e e e A e st b e

e N L RSOV R AV PO NS )

LICENSED DRIVERS AND TAXPAYERS IN THE STATE OF MARYLAND

Total Number

APPENDIX D

Yield Differencc i

Total Total No. Yield Total No. Yield Difference of Resident
Population Reg. Voters Rate Lic. Drivers Rate in Yield Tax Returns -Rate Yield Rav
18 & Over* 18 & Qver *% T 18 & Over*** II Rate I & IT _Filedwh*# LT I6 7177
59,170 36,503 62.0 50,672 86.0 +24.0 44,874 76.0 +14.0
244,420 141,661 58.0 234,046 96.0 +38.0 218,527 89.4 +31.4
573,230 396,310 69.1 362,207 631 ~ 6.0 436,441 76.1 + 7.0
466,840 327,401 70.1 433,508 93.0 +22.9 406,365 87.0 +16.9
28,180 11,641 41.3 20,860 74,0 +37.7 19,110 68.0 +26.7
15,600 8,026 51.4 14,759 95.0 +43.6 13,063 84.0 +32.6
61,260 33,0066 54.0 62,204 101.5 +47.5 57,488 93.3 +39.3
36,950 225589 61.0 36,454 99,0 +38.0 32,282 87.3 +26.3
40,400 23,072 Siw 1 42,053 104.0 +46,9 88}, 82 95.0 H07g
22,310 o 22’5 948 58.0 18,945 85.0 #2770 18,645 83.5 +25.5
71,210 41,145 58,0 70,055 98.0 +40.0 67,450 95.0 +37.0
17,370 10,575 61.0 14,923 86.0 +25.0 13,643 78.5 +17.5
96,530 56,761 59.0 91,863 95.2 +36.2 84,872 88.0 +29.0
74,690 55,100 74.0 78,653 105.3 +31,3 72,406 97.0 +23.0
11,980 7,903 66.0 11, 8300 94.3 +28.3 9,543 §0.0 +14.0
403,590 307,948 76.3 415,192 102.8 +26,5 383,965 9551 +18.5
462,990 224,850 49.0 410,817 89.0 +40.0 395,087 85.3 +36.3
16,300 10,370 64.0 16,127 99.0 +35.0 14,933 92,0 +28,0



Total Total No., Yield Total No. Yield Difference of Resident Yield Differenc
Population Reg, Voters Rate Lic. Drivers Rate in Yield Tax Returns Rate Yield Ra
Jurilgdiction 18 & Over* 18 & Over** I 18 & Over*®* TT Rate I & II Filed**#* IIX Rl 'S e
St. Mary's 34,160 20,453 60.0 31,899 93.0 +33.0 28,780 84.2 +24,2
Somerset 14,300 9,231 65.0 11,458 80.1 +15,1 10,737 75.0 +10.0
Talbot 19,290 11,184 58.0 18,007 93.3 +35.3 17,039 88.3 +30.3
Washington 77,800 45,381 58.3 68,996 89.0 +30.7 67,939 87.3 +29.0
Wicomico 43,110 24,490 57.0 40,880 95.0 +38.0 37,336 87.0 +30.0
Worcesterx 19,930 12,037 60.3 20,108 100.8 +40.5 18,925 95.0 +34.7
Statewide 2,911,610 1,850,565 64.0 2,575,986 89.0 +25.0 2,507,463 86.3 +22,3
*Source: Maryland Center for Health Statistics, Population Estimates, July 1, 1977.
**Source: Maryland State Board of Elections, 1980.
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APPENDIY T

Total Number

***Maryland Department of Motor Vehicle Administration Statistics, January 1, 1980.

*tkSource:

Maryland Income Tax Division, 1978 Summary Report.
total number of single, joint, combined separate and married taxpayers filing Maryland
income tax returns in fiscal year 1979.

These figures represent the



