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SUMMARY

The New Hampshire Supreme Court affirmed Michael Addison’s convictions for conspiracy to
commit criminal threatening and reckless conduct. The court held that informing prospective jurors
about Addison’s unrelated pending murder charge did not violate his rights to due process or an
impartial jury. It also held that the jury-selection method complied with RSA chapter 500-A’s
requirement that prospective jurors be selected at random, rejecting an equal-probability definition of
randomness.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The defendant appealed jury convictions for conspiracy to commit
criminal threatening and reckless conduct, challenging the trial court's
use of a voir dire instruction informing prospective jurors of his
separate indictment for the murder of a police officer and challenging
the statutory randomness of the grand- and petit-jury selection process.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The manner and questions used in voir dire are reviewed for an
unsustainable exercise of discretion or a decision against the weight of
the evidence. Statutory interpretation is reviewed de novo. A defendant
challenging jury-selection procedures bears the burden of establishing
a prima facie case of substantial statutory noncompliance.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court violated Addison's due-process and fair-and-impartial-jury rights by informing
the venire that he had been indicted for the murder of Officer Michael Briggs and by using a
VandeBogart-based instruction.

2. Whether the method used to select prospective grand and petit jurors violated RSA chapter 500-A's
requirement that jurors be selected at random.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court's use of an instruction informing the venire about Addison's separate, highly publicized
murder indictment did not violate the State or Federal Constitutions. Even assuming a heightened level
of due process applied, the instruction satisfied due process because it disclosed the source of potential
publicity, explained the presumption of innocence and the jurors' duty of impartiality, and allowed jurors
to reveal any inability to set aside bias.

2. RSA chapter 500-A does not require an equal-probability or statistically random selection process. The
jury-selection method used in Addison's case, including the use of blended source lists, possible
duplicate names, and an every-nth selection interval, did not violate the statute.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is sufficient if the juror can lay aside his impression or opinion and render a verdict based on the evidence
presented in court.” (161 N.H. at 304)

“Therefore, in construing the requirement under RSA chapter 500-A that prospective jurors be drawn at
“random,” we decline to adopt an “equal odds” definition of the term.” (161 N.H. at 311)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Addison was convicted of conspiracy to commit criminal threatening and reckless conduct arising from a
shooting at an apartment building on Roy Drive in Manchester. The shooting occurred less than twenty-four
hours before the murder of Manchester Police Officer Michael Briggs, and the same weapon was allegedly
involved in both incidents. The Briggs murder received extensive publicity, and Addison was separately indicted
and later convicted in that case. The State later used the convictions in the present case as aggravating factors in
seeking the death penalty in the Briggs case.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Addison was convicted by a jury in the Superior Court of conspiracy to commit criminal threatening and
reckless conduct. The trial court used a VandeBogart-based instruction regarding Addison's unrelated, highly
publicized murder indictment and empanelled the jury after individual voir dire. Addison also challenged the
jury-selection method under RSA chapter 500-A. The Supreme Court of New Hampshire affirmed.
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