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Adapting to Juries in a Post-COVID World
L ife has changed 

dramat ica l ly 
for everyone and 
while attorneys 
work away in their 
home offices and 
on Zoom con-
ferences, we are 
witnessing some 
important shifts 
in how jurors look 

at lawsuits, liability, and damages. Sound Jury Consulting used the 
period of court closures to collect research and data that will help 
attorneys understand what all of these changes mean for jury deci-
sion-making when trials finally resume. We took several approach-
es to this research. First, we conducted one of the largest nation-
wide surveys in our company’s history. We surveyed 1,000 people 
across the nation on over 80 different issues. We covered the gamut 
from general liability and damages to how the pandemic impacts 
views of corporations and specific industries. We have more data 
than we could possibly report here, but this should provide a solid 
starting point for attorneys looking for a better understanding of 
what the post-COVID deliberation room might look like.

Thomas M. O’Toole, Ph.D. Jill D. Schmid, Ph.D.

Who Do Jurors Blame for 
Jury Duty?

T here have always been a multitude of reasons why 
people cannot or do not want to serve on a jury. 

The pandemic adds another complicated layer, so we 
asked our respondents if they would hold it against one 
of the parties if they had to serve on a jury in the weeks 
or months after the stay-at-home orders were lifted. 
Here is what our data showed:

D P

20% 18% 38%
Significant risk that 

members of your 
venire do not want to 
be there and will hold 
it against one of the 
parties. It is your job 
to find out which one 

during voir dire.

 Beyond our survey, we spent considerable time looking 
at research on the impact of major historical events on jury deci-
sion-making. There is extensive research on how major events such 
as the September 11 attacks, the 2008 recession, the Enron scandal 
and other historical events changed the face of jury decision-making 
and we have highlighted some of that research in these findings. 
 Finally, we have devoted considerable time looking at psy-
chological research on how traumatic historical events impact emo-
tions and more specifically, how those emotional states influence de-
cision-making. Our survey research made it clear that the pandemic 
has caused strong emotional reactions among a large percentage of 
population, even though those emotions are wide-ranging. There 
is incredible research out there that provides valuable insights into 
what this means for trial strategy and jury decision-making, some of 
which we discuss in this report.
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What Does the Pandemic 
Mean for Damage Awards?

T his is the question on most attorneys’ minds. Do jurors 
sympathize more with businesses that have been hit hard 

by the economic downturn or are they more motivated to send 
a message with a large damage award?
 In our survey, we asked if the COVID pandemic has 

impacted willingness to force a defendant to pay a lot of money to a 

plaintiff in a lawsuit. Here is the breakdown by type of defendant. 
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Some trial venues are now conducting 
jury selection over Zoom with the selected 

jury showing up for an in-person trial.
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2Medical malpractice: Trust in doctors, nurses, 
and hospitals increased across the board. Nearly 

60% of all respondents said they would be less likely to 
force a doctor or nurse to pay a large sum of money to 
a plaintiff as a result of the pandemic.

3 Insurance bad faith: Nearly a third of all respon-
dents said their trust in insurance companies 

has decreased as a result of the pandemic. 65% of all 
respondents said they would be more likely to force 
insurance companies to pay a lot of money to plaintiffs 
in lawsuits.

1 Employment: Skepticism of employers increased 
dramatically. 57% said they do not trust 

management in the workplace, compared to only 46% 
in pre-pandemic research. Yet, there was a 20% decrease 
in those who would support the employee in a lawsuit 
against an employer. In short, while respondents are 
more critical of employers, they are also concerned about 
the financial impact on employers.

Three Types of Litigation Most 
Impacted By Post-Pandemic 
Shifts in Juror Beliefs

S JC has been conducting quarterly national surveys 
on a variety of litigation-related topics since 2016. 

The value of the data that we collected in those surveys 
offers an interesting point of comparison that allows us 
to examine how the pandemic has impacted common 
attitudes in litigation. Here are the 3 types of cases most 

impacted by shifting attitudes.

E very litigator wants to know what impact, if any, the pandem-
ic will have on jury decision-making once trials resume. Many 

organizations will purport to have those answers, but those answers 
might be misleading or flat-out wrong for one very important rea-
son: your jury pool might look very different.
 As we discuss in this brochure, one statistic stands out like 
a sore thumb: 45% of all respondents said they would not show up 
for jury duty in the weeks or months after the stay-at-home orders 
were lifted in their city or state due to concern for their health.  
 This has critical implications. For example, we were in-
terested in how the pandemic impacts views of employment cases, 
given the skyrocketing unemployment rates and stories of unsafe 
conditions in the workplace (i.e. inadequate PPE, etc.). We asked 
respondents who they would favor in a case between an employee 
and an employer. Among those who said they would NOT show 
up for jury duty out of concern for their health, 76% of them would 

favor the employee over the employer. However, if we look at those 
actually willing to show up, the number drops to 58%. Clearly, who 
shows up will significantly alter the preexisting views of an employ-
ment matter before they’ve even heard a word. 
 Our research has uncovered many other critical distinc-
tions between those willing to show up for jury duty and those who 
are simply too concerned about their health to show up. This is why 
it is so important to read studies and articles in the coming months 
about the pandemic’s impact on jury decision-making with a grain 
of salt. 

Approach Research on Post-
COVID Jury Decision-Making 
with Caution

1 Those willing to show up are much more favorable for defen-
dants, particularly in employment cases. In fact, those who are 

forced to serve despite their health concerns are much more likely 
to hold it against the plaintiff.

2 Those willing to show up indicated significantly less change in 
their opinions as a result of the pandemic. For example, 57% 

of those willing to show up for jury duty said the pandemic had NO 
impact on their view of corporations. Among those unwilling to 
show up, only 31% said the pandemic had no impact on their opin-
ions about corporations. 

3 Those willing to show up would award lower damages than 
those who would stay home. 38% of participants who would 

not show up said they would award more money to plaintiffs as a 
result of the pandemic. Only 13% of those who would show up for 
jury duty reported the same.

4 Those willing to show up actually reported greater levels of 
trust in our federal, state, and local governments as well as cor-

porations and insurance companies than those unwilling to show 
up. The pandemic has resulted in a loss of trust in many of our in-
stitutions among those who would ignore their summons out of 
concern for their health.

W
hen our survey data revealed that 45% of respondents said they 

would ignore their jury summons out of concern for their health, 

it raised important questions about what this means for jury pools in the 

weeks and months after jury trials resume. We found many differences 

between those willing to show up for jury duty and those who would dis-

regard their summons out of concern for their health. Here are four key 

findings.

4 Critical Differences Among 
Jurors Actually Willing to 
Show up for Jury Duty 
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45%
AGREE

If I were called for jury duty 
in the weeks after the stay-
at-home order was lifted in 
my state or city, I would not 
show up for jury duty out of 
concern for my health.

*2020 National Survey by Sound Jury Consulting
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Interesting Quotes from 
Survey Respondents

“There might be some people out there looking to make 
some fast money because the pandemic caused them financial 
problems.”

“I think more people are going to pursue lawsuits because 
there are more people who are desperate for money.”

“I think the pandemic has made me see lawsuits as an even 
more important practice considering all the stories I've heard 
of employers not providing a safe work environment since 
more information has come out about how to best stay safe 
during the pandemic.”

“I guess I would take the side of the ‘little guy’ as they have 
bared the brunt of the financial crisis associated with COVID.”

“It is more likely that large money awards in decisions could 
ruin the losing side if they already were weakened by the 
shutdown.  It could impact many jobs and other people not 
associated with the case.”

We asked our survey respondents how the pandemic might impact their 

views of lawsuits. Here is what some had to say:

A Deeper Look at the Research 
on Video Conferencing

T he world has discovered that in many ways it is possible to 
work from home and that not every meeting needs to be face-

to-face. However, video conferencing has a variety of limitations 
that should be taken into account before agreeing to that next Zoom 
deposition or mediation.  Authors Lynne Wainfan and Paul Da-
vis (“Challenges in Virtual Collaboration” 2004) analyzed dozens 
of research articles on how communication is impacted when it’s 
“mediated” (audio, video, and computer-based) versus face-to-face. 
Generally, no matter the media, communication is impacted in the 
following ways: reduced nonverbal cues – especially in relation to 
power and status cues, increased difficulty with the use of visuals, 
reduced participation, decreased cohesion as people adopt an “us” 
vs. “them” mentality, communication is more task-oriented and in-

efficient, and it’s more difficult to reach agreement. 
 Research on videoconferencing has shown that partici-
pants will adopt simpler problem-solving strategies as it is difficult 
to digest, discuss, and debate complex topics not only because of the 
limitation imposed by the video, but because people do not have the 
attention span to stay engaged for long periods of time in this me-
dium. Additionally, conversations tend to be more orderly and po-
lite, which also negatively impacts the ability to truly debate issues. 
Research shows that people are much less satisfied with the process 
and have lower confidence in any decisions that are reached. Over-
all, the ability to persuade another is lowered.
 With all this in mind, one can see how video conferencing 
could undermine your efforts in a Zoom deposition or mediation, as 
examples. In our particular field, it also helps explain why conduct-
ing video (online) mock trials is difficult.  Essentially, video con-
ferencing works well in the following types of situations: sharing 
of information and brainstorming, but even these tasks are more 
productive when the participants are comfortable with each other 
and/or not adversaries. Interestingly, the research suggests that vid-
eo conferencing does work well in resolving disputes if one person 
is trying to dominate another. This is because the media provides a 
“shield” or barrier to the dominant personality exerting too much 
control through aggressive verbal and non-verbal behaviors. How-
ever, if you’re relying on a more aggressive communication style to 
achieve a certain goal, that is, clearly, negatively impacted if over 
video. 
 Bottom line, any task that you are going to conduct via 
video conference should come with a game plan that specifically ad-
dresses the limitations of the media.  

The Limitations of Zoom 
for Deposing Attorneys

O ne aspect of the new litigation normal appears to 
be Zoom depositions. There has been a lot of dis-

cussion about what this means for witnesses, but Zoom 
depositions also have a significant impact on the depos-
ing attorney. For example, what is your deposition su-
perpower? Your strategic use of silence? The way you 
lean in or out? A certain facial expression? Video-con-
ferencing presents barriers for each of these.
 Consider the power differential that is es-
tablished when the witness has to come down to your 
high-rise office building, wait in your impressive lobby, 
enter a conference room filled with videographer, court 
reporter, multiple attorneys, corporate representatives, 
and the plaintiff. These cannot be recreated over video. 
There is also the issue of where and how you sit, pos-
ture, eye contact, and the stacks of exhibits on the table. 
If your superpower is intimidation simply by walking 
into a room and sitting a certain way at the table, it will 
be impossible to recreate that through Zoom. 
 Perhaps your superpower is your ability to 
make people feel relaxed which loosens their tongues. 
Research has found that because video communication 

continued next  pg
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“limits nonverbal, paraverbal, and status cues and reduc-
es the ‘richness’ of the information communicated,” the 
communication itself is more “task-oriented.” Research 
has also found that its more difficult to develop rapport. 
In short, if witnesses are more focused on the task at 
hand as opposed to your charming personality, they are 
less likely to fall into any of these traps. 
 If your superpower is a rapid-fire line of ques-
tioning that is designed to reduce thinking time for the 
witness, you are at a disadvantage with Zoom. Research 
shows rapid-fire communication simply does not work 
with video-conferencing. Instead, participants spend a 
lot of time repeating themselves because the other party 
could not understand them. Not only will this give the 
deponent a lot more time to carefully think about each 
answer, but because everything simply takes more time, 
you might not get as much accomplished as you would 
like. 
 Since Zoom depositions are likely going to be-
come a routine part of your life, deposing attorneys need 
to put more thought into their deposition strategies. You 
should also practice by setting up a Zoom meeting with a 
colleague or consultant and have them give you feedback 
about your presentation style. What does and does not 
translate into effective communication? What works in 
person, but falls far short when sent digitally? 

continued...

Practice is Critical with 
Zoom Depositions

T he practice that comes with mock depositions has always been 
a critical tool for improving the performance of a witness. 

With Zoom depositions, it becomes even more important, espe-
cially since most are recorded. Even the most experienced witnesses 
likely have little experience with Zoom depositions and the dynam-
ic is so radically different that it is critical that they practice and 
learn the unique traps and pitfalls of Zoom depositions in the safe 
setting of a mock deposition practice session ahead of time. This 
practice session should also happen over Zoom and should happen 
no more than 10 days before the actual deposition.

Understanding the Psychology 
of Traumatic Events

T raumatic national events, like the COVID-19 pandemic elicit 
a broad range of emotions in potential jurors. Jurors, like all 

of us, worry about the safety of our family and loved ones, keeping 
jobs, the state of the economy, or the stress of taking on new fami-
ly and educational responsibilities, especially with announcements 
in many states that kids will not be returning to school in the fall. 
Additionally, as our research has demonstrated, the pandemic also 
heightened many latent juror attitudes about the government, cor-
porations, and many other institutions and business. These stressors 
and biases combine to create a mix of emotions that potential jurors 
bring into the courtroom. Overwhelmingly, and not surprisingly, 
research on emotion and affective states demonstrate that people 
bring their emotional baggage with them when making decisions 
and passing judgments, even if they consciously realize their anger 
or sadness is extrinsic to the decision they are making. It’s simply 
human nature. We cannot separate our emotional state from our 
decision-making processes.
 Added to those external stressors are the feelings jurors ex-
perience while serving as a juror. Fear, sadness, anger, and anxiety 
are all commonly reported by jurors, and these emotions influence 
the cognitive frames jurors use to decide a case. Research on emo-
tions and decision making has established that different emotional 
states directly influence cognition, memory, and most importantly, 
decision-making. It’s important not only to consider how a national 
emergency like COVID-19 impacts juror emotions, but also to un-
derstand how those various emotional states influence decisions in 
jury trials. While most jury research looks at the general valance of 
emotion, positive or negative, when discussing decision making, a 
more thoughtful analysis tells us that the specific emotion has a sig-
nificant impact on how jurors process information. Knowing how 
jurors feel isn’t enough. It’s important to consider how those feeling 
impact the affective economy of your trial and how everything from 
evidence presentation, witness choices, and even the ethos of the 
attorney matter in maximizing your chances of successful verdict.  

www.soundjuryconsulting.com

71%
AGREE

The Covid-19 pandemic 
has widened the gap 
between rich and poor.

*2020 National Survey by Sound Jury Consulting
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How Different Emotions 
Affect Decision-Making 
Processes
Sadness: Research indicates that sad jurors express less certainty 
about case facts, generally leading them to spend more time scruti-
nizing evidence and being more cautious in drawing conclusions. 
One study from 2016 indicates that sad jurors were more likely to 
detect inconsistency in witness testimony, leading them to find for 
the side with fewer inconsistencies. Similarly, research indicates 
that jurors attribute blameworthiness differently in sad states. For 
instance, jurors who reported feeling sad tended to blame the situ-
ation rather than the persons involved in that situation, and more 
often found for defendants in accident or murder cases. Finally, 
research shows that sadness induces a more fatalistic world view, 
prompting sad jurors to be less likely to try to “change the world” 
with higher damage awards, instead deciding that sometimes bad 
things happen and attributing less blame, generally. 

Anger: Research on anger and juror decision-making indicates 
that angry jurors are more likely to rely on heuristic approaches to 
decision-making, falling back on stereotypes, or making more brash 
judgments about the facts in the case. Angry jurors tend to believe 
“they know” what happened in a case and draw those conclusions 
with less attention to detail. In studies, angry jurors recognized 
fewer inconsistencies in witness testimony and reported spending 
less time referencing evidence in making their decisions. Angry 
jurors, research shows, are also more certain of their outcomes, 
and as a result, are more likely award larger damages.  When as-
sessing blameworthiness, angry jurors are significantly more likely 
to blame people for accidents and tend to assign blame personally 
more often than situationally. Also, research indicates that anger 
in jurors triggers a “prosecutorial mindset,” leading them to more 
heavily consider evidence that aligns with their world view and of-
ten favors plaintiffs. Finally, angry jurors tend to have more op-
timistic outlooks, believing that they can make the world a better 
place, adopting a more punitive mindset toward awards. 

Fear: Fear may be the most complex of the emotions that jurors 
commonly feel during a trial because it has the highest likelihood 
of interacting with both sadness and anger, and as research shows, 
can produce less definitive effects. Fearful jurors show a tendency 
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to blame the defendants for not mitigating a perceived risk. This is 
particularly strongly felt and acted upon when fear interacts with 
juror’s own sense of mortality, which has been demonstrated to lead 
to harsher judgments at trial. Fearful jurors may feel as though they 
lack control and attempt to exert control by supporting larger dam-
age awards, for instance. Similarly, fearful jurors are more likely to 
rely on racial or cultural stereotyping in making decisions, blaming 
“out groups” when the opportunity presents itself. For example, a 
study of mock jurors in negligence cases who reported feeling fear 
were more likely to blame Japanese car manufactures for car ac-
cidents, in contradiction of evidence that Japanese vehicles were 
found to be safer. However, fear can be tricky. When it is combined 
with other emotions, such as sadness, fear can produce the opposite 
effect and lead jurors to blame the victim/plaintiff. In these cases, 
fear, interacting with sadness, triggers a defensive response where 
jurors rationalize to avoid seeing themselves make the same mis-
takes as a plaintiff, leading them to blame victims for the severity of 
their harm or injury. 

How Will Mock Trials and Focus 
Groups Proceed Post-Pandemic?

W ith the stay-at-home orders easing or being lifted in many 
states, we have already conducted mock trials in some ven-

ues. Here are a few of the measures we have taken to field these 
amidst widespread concerns about health and safety. 

1. Video presentations: By switching from live to pre-recorded pre-
sentations, we eliminate the need to have 30 – 40 mock jurors sit 
together in a large presentation room. Instead, they can watch the 
pre-recorded presentations in their individual jury rooms of 10 or 
fewer people. If pre-recorded presentations are not an option, live 
presentations can be streamed into the individual jury rooms as 
well.

2. Additional spacing: We are using facilities with large conference 
rooms that allow our mock jurors to spread out in their individual 
jury rooms. 

3. Smaller groups: In some instances, we are decreasing the number 
of mock jurors in each group from 10 to 8. 

4. Individual group check-ins: We are assigning all of our mock jurors 
to their individual jury rooms before the project begins. This allows 
them to go directly to their jury room to check in rather than stand 
in a long, general check-in line with all of the project participants.

5. Hand sanitizer stations in each room.

6. All project food individually-packaged: We have always been fans 
of boxed lunches, but we are now using individual packaging for all 
snacks and refreshments.

7. Facemasks: We are asking all participants to wear facemasks 
throughout the projects.
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Some attorneys will openly admit that they are “scared to 
death” of jury selection. No part of the American justice sys-
tem is more shrouded in mystery, gimmicks, pop psycholo-
gy, and other clever theories that give attorneys a sense of 
control over this intimidating process. The theories vary. 
Some argue that cases are won in jury selection. Some see it 
as a time to build rapport with potential jurors. Some see it 
as an opportunity to “sell” the case. 

When the process is broken down into its essential ele-
ments, the most important and effective jury selection strat-
egy becomes apparent. Jury selection is about de-selection. 
In fact, the phrase “jury selection” is a misnomer. Attorneys 
do not “pick” their jurors as if it were the NBA draft. Yet, this 
remains the focus for many attorneys. Perhaps it’s the psy-
chological appeal of focusing on “good” jurors. However, the 
only thing attorneys have control over is who does not make 
it onto the jury. This control is exercised through the use of 

cause challenges and peremptory strikes. Consequently, the 
focus should always be on individuals an attorney does not 
want on the jury. 

Sound Jury Consulting works closely with clients to develop 
a comprehensive jury selection strategy, which begins with 
a high-risk juror profile. This profile identifies the common 
attitudes, experiences, demographics, and leadership traits 
that make it more likely that a potential juror will reject the 
client’s case theory. From this profile, we can draft attorney 
and judge-conducted voir dire, as well as a supplemental ju-
ror questionnaire (if applicable). 

At trial, we can attend jury selection, help the attorneys track 
all of the information about jurors, and provide insights on 
how to best exercise cause and peremptory challenges. This 
includes keeping track of who is “in play,” and who steps 
into the jury box if a particular juror is removed.

The Essentials of an Effective Jury Selection Strategy

Finding the right way to ask a question 
in voir dire is important for making 
venire members feel comfortable 
disclosing attitudes and personal 
experiences. An effective question 
style is the forced choice question. This question style 
offers both sides of an issue without implying that one is 
right or wrong. Instead, the language and tone imply both 
are very reasonable opinions to have. Here is an example 
of a defense-oriented voir dire question where a defense 
attorney might want to identify those who tend to believe 
a case has merit simply because it made it all the way to 
trial. 

“I have some friends who would say, if a case makes it all 
the way to trial, it’s probably a really strong case. I have 
other friends who would disagree and argue that cases 
make it to trial for all sorts of reasons that may not have 
anything to do with how good or strong it is. By a show of 
hands, how many of you are more like that first group of 
folks and would say, if a case makes it all the way to trial, 
it’s probably a really strong case?”

An Effective Question 

Style for Voir Dire

C ourthouses around the country are working hard to 
establish plans for the return of the jury trial. One of 

the biggest barriers is jury selection since it requires a large 
number of people to gather in the same room. One strate-
gy for addressing this is expanded use of supplemental ju-
ror questionnaires. These questionnaires can be completed 
before the day of jury selection and can help narrow the 
pool of jurors. Supplemental juror questionnaires are very 
helpful for getting a good picture of the venire before the 
process even begins. While judges have historically varied 
in their willingness to use them, that may change as trials 
return since these questionnaires could provide a solution 
for keeping people safe while still completing the jury se-
lection process. Attorneys should determine whether or not 
they would benefit from a questionnaire and use this appeal 
to health and safety to try to persuade the court to allow it.

Post-COVID Supplemental Juror 
Questionnaire Opportunities in 
Jury Selection 
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S JC has embarked on an incredible and insightful 
new path this year with its Jury Analytics Proj-

ect where it has used academic research models with 
thousands of participants across the country to create 
models that predict exposure in specific cases, with 
particular focus on risk factors for nuclear verdicts. 
Specifically, this research allows us to identify specific 
variables that have the greatest influence on damages 
and identify the best strategies for influencing these 
variables one way or the other. Our early experiences 
with the Jury Analytics Project have shown us that this 
new approach to jury research allows clients to test 
endless variations to the case theory in a cost-efficient 
manner before committing the time and resources to 
an actual mock trial. 

New Services
Post-Pandemic Case 
Assessments

Y ou were set to go to trial and then the pandemic 
hit, bumping your trial to the end of 2020 or 

spring of 2021. While frustrating, it also presents an 
opportunity. Does your case theory still work with 
Post-COVID jury pools? SJC consultants will review 
case documents and presentation strategies to help 
refine your case theory and presentation for trial. 
You will receive a report with practical and specific 
recommendations for trial.

Experimental Research 
Models

How Do Post-Pandemic 
Mock Jurors Compare to 
Actual Jurors?

M any of our clients have asked how we will recruit 
participants for mock trials and focus groups in 

light of the ongoing health concerns that might cause 
many to decline the opportunity to participate. Our re-
cruitment efforts largely remain the same, though we 
are initially recruiting a significantly larger number than 
we actually need in order to have more diversity to cre-
ate a truly representative pool of mock jurors. The real 
question is whether or not there are differences between 
those willing to show up for jury duty and those willing 
to show up for a mock trial. Our national survey found 
that there were no differences in these groups. In fact, 
the stats between the two groups were nearly identical. 
For example, 45% of our respondents said they would 
not show up for jury duty and 46% said they would not 
participate in a mock trial in which they would get paid 
to do so. In short, while our data shows that post-pan-
demic juries will look different than pre-pandemic ju-
ries (at least in the short term), we found that the mock 
jury pool faces the same differences, meaning that cli-
ents have no reason to lose confidence in the represen-
tativeness of their mock jurors.

Is Now the Time to Finally 
Try Online Mock Trials?

O nline mock trials have been around for over 
a decade with many companies advertising 

them as cheap alternatives to actual mock trials. 
Numerous publications have highlighted the wide-
ranging shortcomings of online mock trials, but the 
pandemic has led many to revisit their merits. In 
our experience, the online approach works well for 
early-discovery exploratory research where clients are 
looking for how individuals react to different issues 
and what else they might want to know about a case. 
The technology allows for valuable, moderator-led 
discussions. However, it is incredibly difficult for 
online mock jurors to engage in a group deliberation 
without a moderator. They cannot interact with each 
other in the same way that they can in real life. The 
technology presents significant barriers in this respect. 
Consequently, online research cannot offer the same 
view into the deliberation room as live mock trials. 
They might show you what is persuasive, but online 
mock trials do not tell you whether or not you have 
sufficiently armed your persuaded advocates to take 
control of the deliberation room and drive a verdict 
in favor of your client, which is perhaps the most 
important question in any mock trial. 
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argument, persuasion, speech, and interpersonal communication.

 Lesley Rone, M.A. 

Consultant

Lesley Rone is an Associate Consultant for Sound Jury Consulting. Lesley has a Bachelor’s Degree from 
Missouri State University in Socio-Political Communication and a Masters Degree from University of Kansas 
in Communication Studies. She works closely with clients designing, facilitating, and analyzing focus groups 
and mock trials. She has worked throughout the country on high-dollar matters ranging from wrongful death 
and product liability cases to employment and complex fraud cases.

 Taylor Forrest 

Consultant

Taylor Forrest has provided audio/video production services to law firms and corporate clients across the 
country for over ten years. From small editing jobs to full-scale video productions and setting up of complex 
closed-circuit audio/video sites, Taylor’s professionalism and experience are unmatched. Taylor’s ability 
to work within diverse media platforms, trouble-shoot audio/video situations quickly and effortlessly, and 
customize the production strategy to meet the needs of the client, have established him as an industry leader.

Sound Jury Consulting
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Strategy & Theme Development 

SJC works with clients to develop the case story, themes, key language, and a 
narrative structure to the case that guides discovery and trial presentation.

Witness Preparation 

SJC prepares witnesses for both deposition and trial testimony, arming them 
with the tools to navigate the common hurdles and present in the most 
favorable light.

Jury Selection 

SJC draws on the most current scientific and psychological research to create 
deselection profiles and draft voir dire and supplemental juror questions that 
ensure the final jury is right for you.

Trial Graphics 

SJC designs and develops a visual case presentation that captures the interest 
and attention of jurors and judges, persuades them on key issues, and arms 
them with a clear understanding that drives a verdict in the client’s favor.

 Mock Trials & Focus Groups 

SJC designs, implements, and analyzes jury research projects that provide 
a glimpse into how jurors will decide your case and a clear road map for 
achieving success at trial.

 Shadow Juries 

SJC recruits shadow jurors to watch the actual trial each day and analyzes 
daily post-trial interviews to provide clients with advice on day-to-day 
adjustments that lead to a successful outcome.

 Opening Statement & Closing Argument 

SJC helps clients craft engaging and persuasive presentations that motivate 
and arm jurors to effectively fight for the client in deliberations. 

Sound Jury Consulting Services
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