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SUMMARY

The South Carolina Supreme Court reversed the Court of Appeals and upheld William Coaxum's

convictions for armed robbery and possession of a firearm during the commission of a violent crime.

The court held that a trial judge may, in the exercise of discretion, replace a juror midtrial for an

unintentional nondisclosure during voir dire when the concealed information would have been

material to a party's exercise of peremptory challenges. Because the jury remained impartial after the

substitution and Coaxum failed to show prejudicial abuse of discretion, a new trial was not warranted.
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The State petitioned for a writ of certiorari to review the South
Carolina Court of Appeals' decision reversing Respondent's

convictions and remanding for a new trial.

In a criminal case, the appellate court reviews errors of law only and is
bound by the trial court's factual findings unless clearly erroneous. A
defendant seeking a new trial based on the juror-removal decision

must show a prejudicial abuse of discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by removing Juror #7 during trial for her unintentional

failure to disclose a relationship with a member of the defendant's family during voir dire.

2. What showing is required when a juror unintentionally fails to disclose information that might have

affected a party's exercise of peremptory challenges.

HOLDINGS

1. When a juror's nondisclosure during voir dire is unintentional, the trial court has discretion to proceed
with the jury as constituted, replace the juror with an alternate, or declare a mistrial. The court must
determine whether the concealed information would have supported a challenge for cause or been a

material factor in exercising a peremptory challenge.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by removing Juror #7 and replacing her with the alternate
juror, because it conducted a thorough inquiry and determined that the undisclosed relationship would

have been a material factor in the State's exercise of its peremptory challenges.

3. State v. Burgess improperly read prior South Carolina precedent as prohibiting removal of a juror
whenever the juror's nondisclosure was unintentional, without considering whether the information was

material to a party's exercise of a peremptory challenge.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In contrast, if a juror's nondisclosure is unintentional, the trial court may exercise its discretion in
determining whether to proceed with the trial with the jury as is, replace the juror with an alternate, or

declare a mistrial.” (Analysis)

“Accordingly, the moving party has a heightened burden to show that the concealed information indicates the
juror is potentially biased, and that the concealed information would have been a material factor in the

party's exercise of its peremptory challenges.” (Analysis)

“As there is no question the jury was impartial after Juror #7's removal, Respondent did not meet his burden,
and therefore is not entitled to a new trial.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Two armed men robbed a Pizza Hut, and police soon pursued a vehicle matching the robbers' getaway-car
description. Coaxum, the driver, led police on a high-speed chase, crashed, and attempted to flee; a search
revealed a sawed-off shotgun and more than $1,000 in cash. During trial, Juror #7 disclosed that she recognized
one of Coaxum's family members in the courtroom and had a workplace relationship and possibly a distant
familial connection with that person, although the trial court found her failure to disclose the relationship during
voir dire was unintentional. After examining the prosecutor's peremptory-strike strategy, the trial court removed

Juror #7 and substituted the alternate juror.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Charleston County circuit court convicted William Coaxum, Sr. of armed robbery and possession of a firearm
during the commission of a violent crime after replacing a juror with an alternate during trial. The Court of
Appeals reversed and remanded, holding that the trial court improperly removed the juror for an unintentional
failure to disclose information during voir dire. The Supreme Court of South Carolina reversed the Court of
Appeals.
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