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SUMMARY

The Indiana Supreme Court held that a trial court erred by declaring a mistrial after a jury returned a
general verdict accompanied by mathematically inconsistent comparative-fault calculation forms. The
court concluded that the general verdict was not internally inconsistent or legally impossible and
should not have been impeached by the calculation form. The case was remanded for entry of
judgment for the plaintiff in the amount of $150,000.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the comparative-fault calculation form could impeach or invalidate the jury's otherwise
internally consistent general verdict.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by declaring a mistrial after the jury returned a general
verdict accompanied by a mathematically inconsistent calculation form.

3. Whether Indiana Code section 34-51-2-13 limited the trial court to informing the jury of the
inconsistency and ordering further deliberations.

HOLDINGS

1. A statutorily required comparative-fault calculation form is a procedural guide rather than a special
verdict or jury interrogatory, and an otherwise internally consistent general verdict may not be
impeached by a mathematically inconsistent calculation form.

2. The trial court erred in declaring a mistrial because the jury's $150,000 general verdict was not internally
inconsistent, illogical, or impossible.

3. Indiana Code section 34-51-2-13 requires trial courts to inform the jury of qualifying inconsistencies,
order further deliberations, and advise that the jury may change any portion of the verdict, but it does not
supersede or limit other appropriate methods of assisting the jury.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The general verdict expressed the jurors' unanimous intent to award a judgment of $150,000.00 to the
plaintiff. The verdict itself was not internally inconsistent, illogical, or impossible.” (762 N.E.2d at 1226)

“We conclude that the trial court erred in declaring a mistrial. We remand this case to vacate the order
granting a mistrial and to enter judgment on the jury's general verdict for the plaintiff in the amount of
$150,000.00.” (762 N.E.2d at 1226)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The jury returned a general verdict for Tincher against Davidson for $150,000. The accompanying comparative-
fault calculation form contained mathematical inconsistencies, including figures that did not produce the stated
recovery. After the trial court directed the jury to reconsider and supplied new forms, the jury again returned a
$150,000 general verdict, with Davidson assigned 100% fault, but the revised calculation form still contained a
mathematical error. The trial court declared a mistrial rather than entering judgment on the general verdict.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The trial court declared a mistrial after the jury twice returned a $150,000 general verdict accompanied by
mathematically inconsistent comparative-fault calculation forms. The Indiana Court of Appeals affirmed. The



Indiana Supreme Court granted transfer, reversed the mistrial ruling, and remanded with instructions to enter
judgment on the general verdict.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Vacate the order granting a mistrial and enter judgment on the jury's general verdict for Tincher in the amount of
$150,000.
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