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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Georgia affirmed Charmon Sinkfield’s convictions for malice murder and

related offenses arising from the shooting death of Vernon Forrest. The court held that any violations

of Georgia’s Jury Composition Rule concerning Fulton County’s master jury list did not warrant

reversal absent demonstrated harm or a structural error. The court also rejected Sinkfield’s Sixth

Amendment fair-cross-section challenge to the death-qualification process, explaining that the

requirement applies to the venire rather than the petit jury.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether alleged violations of Georgia's Jury Composition Rule in the preparation of Fulton County's
2015 master jury list required reversal of Sinkfield's convictions or quashing of his indictment absent a

showing of harm or a constitutional, structural, or essential-and-substantial statutory violation.

2. Whether the death-qualification process violated the Sixth Amendment fair-cross-section requirement

because it allegedly disproportionately excluded African-American women from the petit jury.

HOLDINGS

1. Even assuming Fulton County's 2015 master jury list violated the Jury Composition Rule, Sinkfield was
not entitled to reversal because he neither alleged nor demonstrated that the violations affected the
outcome, constituted structural error, violated an essential and substantial jury-selection statute, or had a
discernible impact on the identity of the grand or petit jurors selected.

2. The death-qualification process does not violate the Sixth Amendment fair-cross-section requirement
merely because it may diminish the representation of a distinctive group on the petit jury, so long as the

process operates on a properly representative venire.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This is not to say that the JCR can be ignored with impunity; it is a rule of this Court that must be followed.”
(12)

“The Sixth Amendment fair cross-section requirement applies only to the venire from which a jury ultimately

is chosen—not to the jury itself.” (14-15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sinkfield was convicted of malice murder and related offenses arising from the July 25, 2009 shooting death of
Vernon Forrest. He was tried in October 2016 after the State filed notice of its intent to seek the death penalty,
and the jury recommended life without parole. Sinkfield challenged Fulton County's 2015 master jury list and
argued that death qualification disproportionately excluded African-American women in violation of the Sixth

Amendment fair-cross-section requirement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sinkfield was re-indicted in Fulton County in 2016, tried in October 2016, and convicted of all charged offenses.
The trial court imposed life-without-parole sentences and consecutive firearm-related sentences, denied
Sinkfield's amended motion for new trial on January 30, 2020, and Sinkfield timely appealed. The Supreme

Court of Georgia affirmed.
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