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SUMMARY

The Maine Supreme Judicial Court vacated Ryan Hurd's aggravated OUI conviction after the trial
court allowed a discharged jury to reconvene and change its announced not-guilty verdict to guilty on
an accomplice-liability theory. The court held that M.R. Evid. 606(b) barred post-discharge inquiry
into the jury's deliberative process and prevented the jury from impeaching or altering its original
verdict absent outside influence or external juror misconduct. The case was remanded for entry of the

original not-guilty verdict.
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DISPOSITION vacated

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Hurd appealed from a judgment of conviction for aggravated operating

under the influence after the trial court accepted an original not-guilty
verdict, discharged the jury, reconvened it, and accepted a subsequent

guilty verdict based on accomplice liability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied legal rules governing post-discharge jury
communications and interpretation of M.R. Evid. 606(b). The
sufficiency-of-the-evidence challenge was considered under the rule

that evidence is viewed in the light most favorable to the State.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a trial court may, after accepting a jury's not-guilty verdict and discharging the jury, question

the jury about its deliberations, reconvene it, and accept a different guilty verdict.

2. Whether M.R. Evid. 606(b) prohibits post-discharge inquiry into jury confusion or an alleged mistake in

reporting a verdict in a criminal case.

3. Whether a jury must unanimously agree that a defendant acted as a principal or as an accomplice when it

is unanimous that the charged crime was committed.

4. Whether the trial court erred in instructing the jury on accomplice liability for aggravated OUI.

HOLDINGS

1. After a court accepts a verdict and discharges the jury, it may not inquire into the jury's deliberative
process, reconvene the jury, and accept a different verdict based on alleged confusion or a mistake in
reporting the original verdict, absent an inquiry permitted by M.R. Evid. 606(b), such as whether

extraneous prejudicial information or outside influence affected the jury.

2. When a crime may be committed as either a principal or an accomplice, the jury must unanimously find
that the crime was committed and that each element was proved beyond a reasonable doubt, but need not

unanimously agree on whether the defendant was guilty as a principal or as an accomplice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because, dfter accepting a not guilty verdict and discharging the jury, the court could not question the jury
further about its verdict, reconvene the jury, conduct a further inquiry of the jury, and accept a guilty verdict

in place of the not guilty verdict, we vacate the judgment.” (8 A.3d at 652-653)

“After a jury is discharged, no court can then inquire into the extent to which the jurors may have been
confused in rendering the verdict, or did or did not remain together and continue to act as a “single body”
dfter being discharged, or whether or not they actually deliberated after being discharged and before

contacting the court with concerns about the verdict.” (8 A.3d at 662)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hurd, Chad Bernier, and Terry Richardson drank alcohol after work and later went to a bar. While returning in
Hurd's vehicle, the driver traveled at more than ninety miles per hour, lost control, and crashed; Richardson died
and Bernier was injured. Witnesses and participants gave conflicting accounts of whether Hurd or Richardson

was driving, and Hurd made several inconsistent statements about the driver's identity.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hurd was indicted for manslaughter, aggravated OUI, and OUI. The State dismissed the OUI count during trial.

After a six-day jury trial, the jury returned not-guilty verdicts on manslaughter and aggravated OUI and was



discharged. The court then questioned and reconvened the jury, which returned a guilty verdict on aggravated
OUI as an accomplice. The trial court denied Hurd's motion to reinstate the original not-guilty verdict, entered
judgment, and imposed sentence; Hurd appealed.

DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Superior Court was directed to vacate the judgment of conviction and enter the jury's original verdict of not

guilty on Count II, aggravated OUI.
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