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Title: 

 Juror contempt 
IA No: LAWCOM0026 
Lead department or agency: 

Law Commission 

Other departments or agencies:  

Ministry of Justice 

Impact Assessment (IA) 
Date: 17/10/2012 

Stage: Consultation 

Source of intervention: Domestic 

Type of measure: Primary legislation 

Contact for enquiries:  
Criminal law team: 020 3334 0200 
 

Summary: Intervention and Options  RPC Opinion: RPC Opinion Status 

Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option 

Total Net Present 
Value 

Business Net 
Present Value 

Net cost to business per 
year (EANCB on 2009 prices) 

In scope of One-In, 
One-Out? 

Measure qualifies as 
 

£m £m £m No NA 

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary? 

Under section 8 of the Contempt of Court Act 1981, it is a contempt to disclose or solicit disclosure of details 
of jury deliberations. It is also a contempt at common law for a juror to seek evidence which is not heard in 
court. Government intervention is necessary to rectify several problems. Cases and academic research 
show that jurors do seek external information about the case they are trying. Section 8 may prohibit 
research into juries and prevent disclosure which may uncover miscarriages of justice. The procedure for 
dealing with these contempts does not provide the usual safeguards associated with criminal proceedings. 
The range of sanctions is narrow. Courts are inconsistent in their approach to jurors’ electronic devices. 

 
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects? 

The policy objectives are: 
1. to clarify the law on contempt committed by jurors; 
2. to ensure that the law acts as a sufficient deterrent on jurors who may otherwise be in contempt; 
3. to increase public confidence in the criminal justice system; 
4. to ensure that the law and procedures for dealing with contempts committed by jurors are compliant 

with the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR).  
The intended result of reform is a comprehensive and fair set of laws and procedures on juror contempts. 

 
What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify preferred 
option (further details in Evidence Base) 

Option 0 is to do nothing. In Option 1 we put forward several stand-alone reform proposals relating to 
separate areas of law or procedure. Policy 1: a new criminal offence covering jurors who deliberately seek 
external information about the case they are trying. Policy 2: reform of section 8 so that there is a defence 
where the juror discloses details of the jury’s deliberations in order to avoid a miscarriage of justice. Policy 3: 
reform section 8 so that academics can undertake research into juries. Policies 4A and 4B: alternative 
reforms to the procedure for dealing with contempts committed by jurors (with no preference expressed). 
Policy 5: the range of sanctions for this form of contempt be widened. Policy 6: measures relating to jurors’ 
electronic devices. Policy 7: facilities for jurors to raise their concerns. Our preferred outcome: all options are 
implemented to ensure effective reform of all areas of law and procedure. However, note that the policies 
could be implemented independently. 

 
Will the policy be reviewed? It will not be reviewed. If applicable, set review date: Month/Year 

Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? N/A 

Are any of these organisations in scope? If Micros not 
exempted set out reason in Evidence Base. 

Micro
Yes/No 

< 20 
 Yes/No 

Small
Yes/No 

Medium
Yes/No 

Large
Yes/No 

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions?  
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)  

Traded:   
      

Non-traded:   
      

I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it represents a 
reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options. 

Signed by the responsible SELECT SIGNATORY:   Date:       
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence Policy Option 1 
Description:       

FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT 

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) Price Base 
Year      

PV Base 
Year      

Time Period 
Years      Low: Optional High: Optional Best Estimate:       

 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition 
 (Constant Price) Years 

Average Annual 
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Cost 
(Present Value) 

Low  Optional Optional Optional 

High  Optional Optional Optional 

Best Estimate       

    

            

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

No costs that can be monetised. 

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Training costs for Judicial College and Her Majesty’s Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS) – minimal. 
Possible increased training costs for the Attorney General’s Office. Possible spike in appeals, with 
associated costs (for HMCTS, Legal Services Commission (LSC), Attorney General). Greater administrative 
burden on police, HMCTS and the Criminal Cases Review Commission if jurors can reveal details of 
deliberations to them. Possible costs in setting up a system or body to regulate research into juries and 
helplines for jurors to raise concerns. 

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition 
 (Constant Price) Years 

Average Annual 
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Benefit 
(Present Value) 

Low  Optional Optional Optional 

High  Optional Optional Optional 

Best Estimate       

    

            

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

No benefits that can be monetised 

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

Increased clarity and deterrent effect of the law on juror contempts may lead to fewer trials being 
abandoned due to juror misconduct: associated financial savings (for HMCTS and LSC). Possible financial 
savings (for HMCTS and LSC) if jury system is made more efficient. Possible financial savings if courts use 
new sentencing options. Possible savings if contempt is tried on indictment. Law and procedures would be 
more ECHR compliant. Possible increased public confidence in the jury system.  

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate (%)       

We have assumed that most training costs will be small or negligible. We outline in the evidence base 
where we have made assumptions or where there are risks in relation to specific proposals. 
 
A summary of the potential costs and benefits of each proposal is given at page 14. 

 
BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 1) 

Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £m:  In scope of OIOO?  Measure qualifies as 

Costs:       Benefits:       Net:       No NA 
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EVIDENCE BASE 

Introduction 

Background 

1. This document forms part of a suite of four impact assessments relating to the Law 
Commission’s Consultation Paper No 209, Contempt of Court. The four separate areas are 
as follows: 

(1) contempt by publication; 

(2) publication, publishers and the new media; 

(3) contempt by jurors; 

(4) contempt in the face of the court. 

 

2. Although the different areas of the consultation paper (and of the impact 
assessments) do not all overlap, there are some common themes throughout our proposals 
which indicate the need for reform. First, many areas of the law or procedure on contempt 
are unclear and this can result in a risk of unnecessary challenges and litigation, with 
associated cost to the criminal justice system. In addition, there is a risk of reputational loss 
to the justice system, and of unfairness to publishers, jurors, defendants, court staff and 
others. There is an additional risk of financial wastage (for example, if the law on contempt is 
ineffective in preventing juries having to be discharged there is a consequent cost of retrials). 
Second, reform is necessary to ensure that the laws and procedures on contempt are ECHR 
compliant. Reform will ensure that the rights of defendants, jurors, publishers and court staff 
are protected, and that the risk of appeals on human rights grounds (with the consequent 
costs they entail) is reduced. Finally, reform is necessary in order to ensure that the contempt 
laws can deal effectively with modern media and can take account of developments in 
technology, such as easy access to online material. In this way, our reforms will future proof 
the law on contempt. 

3. This impact assessment focuses on the immediate practical problem of jurors who 
seek information related to the proceedings beyond the evidence presented in court (which is 
contempt of court at common law) or who disclose information related to their deliberations 
(which is prohibited by section 8 of the Contempt of Court Act 1981). 
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Problem under consideration 

Table 1: Current law, procedure and practice, and associated problems 

Current law, procedure and practice Key features and associated problems 
Attorney General v Dallas ([2012] EWHC 156 
(Admin), [2012] 1 WLR 991) states that jurors 
who deliberately and knowingly disobey the 
direction of the judge not to undertake research 
on the internet are in contempt of court. 

On informal consultation, some stakeholders 
expressed concerns about this form of contempt. 
There may be a lack of clarity about the definition of 
this contempt. There have been several instances of 
jurors deliberately seeking information about the trial 
in spite of the current laws on contempt. The failure of 
the law to prevent research by jurors results in 
appeals by defendants who argue that their 
convictions are unsafe. The failure to prevent such 
research is also a clear threat to defendants’ right to 
be tried by a fair and impartial tribunal, according to 
article 6 of the ECHR.  

Section 8 of the Contempt of Court Act 1981 
prevents disclosure of details of the jury’s 
deliberations with a few exceptions. There is no 
defence in section 8 for a juror who releases 
details of their deliberations in order to prevent 
a miscarriage of justice. 

The current law risks jurors being deterred from 
disclosing miscarriages of justice. It is unclear whether 
jurors are aware that, after a verdict, they can disclose 
details of their deliberations only to a court. It has also 
been argued that section 8 may be incompatible with 
article 10 because it is a disproportionate interference 
with freedom of expression.  

Section 8 of the 1981 Act does not contain 
any reference to academic research into 
juries. 

There is confusion as to whether section 8 does 
prevent research into juries. If it does, there are 
concerns that a lack of understanding about how 
juries think and operate could prevent efforts to 
improve the jury system. There is also a risk, if jury 
research is prohibited, that systematic and institutional 
flaws in the jury system will go unresolved.  

The Attorney General can bring proceedings 
against the juror, or the court can proceed on its 
own motion. Proceedings will normally be 
brought before the Divisional Court’s summary 
jurisdiction. Because of this, the civil rules of 
evidence apply (for example, evidence is served 
by affidavit). However, the proceedings are 
deemed criminal for the purpose of article 6 of 
the ECHR. 

It is hard to see the justification for treating these 
forms of conduct differently to other forms of criminal 
behaviour which interfere with the administration of 
justice, such as intimidating witnesses or jury 
tampering. Furthermore, some stakeholders have 
expressed concerns about the extent to which the 
current procedure complies with the requirements of 
articles 6 and 7 of the ECHR.  

Sanctions for breach of section 8 and for jurors 
who research their cases are limited to a fine or 
imprisonment for up to two years. 

It seems illogical for the penalty to be restricted to a 
fine or imprisonment when in some cases, it may be 
appropriate to have the power to impose a community 
sentence. A potential sentence of imprisonment for up 
to two years may be regarded as harsh for breach of 
section 8 where the juror’s article 10 rights will be 
engaged. On the other hand, the consequences of 
committing this offence could be serious, both for the 
defendant in the original trial and for the public’s 
confidence in the system of trial by jury. 

Jurors are given repeated warnings that they 
should not discuss the evidence with anyone 
outside their jury, and that they should not seek 

Despite these repeated and consistent warnings, the 
case law and Professor Thomas’ research (discussed 
at paragraphs 1.8 to 1.9 below) indicate that they are 
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information about the trial which has not been 
made available in court. These warnings are 
given when the jurors first receive their 
summons, when they arrive at court for their 
first day of service, once they are empanelled 
and at the end of each court day. These 
warnings remind jurors that they should not be 
using social media to discuss the trial or to 
reveal details of their deliberations, and that 
they can raise any concerns they have with the 
judge or a court official. Jurors are warned that 
a failure to abide by these instructions can 
amount to contempt of court. 

not working. The prevalence of the internet has 
made insulating the jury from irrelevant material or 
inadmissible evidence significantly more difficult. 

Different court centres appear to operate 
different systems in respect of jurors’ personal 
electronic devices. In some courts, jurors are 
permitted to keep such items with them in the 
jury assembly area, but the devices must be 
switched off in court, and are removed when 
jurors are deliberating in the jury room. We 
understand that in some court centres, jurors’ 
electronic devices are removed from them for 
the whole time that they are at court, whilst in 
other courts, jurors have been able to keep their 
electronic devices at all times, including during 
deliberations. 

There is currently uncertainty over the rules on 
personal electronic devices, and inconsistent practice 
between courts. This means there is a risk that jurors 
in different courts will be treated differently, with an 
associated risk that the jury system will be seen to be 
unfair. There are concerns that some courts have, in 
the past, allowed jurors to take electronic devices into 
the deliberating room. This would be inconsistent with 
the booklet entitled Your Guide to Jury Service, which 
explains unequivocally that “no mobile phones, 
laptops, iPods or any devices with the capability of 
connecting to the internet etc can be taken into the 
jury room”. 

Currently, jurors who have concerns must 
report them to the judge or a court official. 

There are concerns that jurors may not be aware of 
the whistle-blowing procedures. There is also a risk 
that jurors may feel intimidated about using them, 
given that they are kept in such close proximity to their 
fellow jurors. 

 

Rationale for intervention 

 

4. The conventional economic approach to government intervention, to resolve a 
problem, is based on efficiency or equity arguments. The Government may consider 
intervening if there are strong enough failures in the way markets operate (for example, 
monopolies overcharging consumers) or if there are strong enough failures in existing 
interventions (for example, waste generated by misdirected rules). In both cases the 
proposed intervention should avoid creating a further set of disproportionate costs and 
distortions. The Government may also intervene for equity (fairness) and redistributional 
reasons (for example, to reallocate goods and services to more needy groups in society). 

5. There is inefficient use of court resources and the additional expense of legal aid 
costs as contempts by jurors may cause trials to be delayed or abandoned. This arises as 
there is unnecessary litigation over the scope and meaning of ambiguous provisions relating 
to contempt by jurors. In addition, the lack of clarity in the law may lead to unfairness: for 
jurors, who are not aware that they may be acting in contempt; for victims, who may have to 
go through the trauma of an unnecessary retrial; and for defendants who are deprived of their 
right to a fair trial.  
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Policy objectives 

6. The policy objectives are: 

(1) to clarify the law on contempt committed by jurors; 

(2) to ensure that the law acts as a sufficient deterrent to jurors who may 
otherwise be in contempt; 

(3) to increase public confidence in the criminal justice system; 

(4) to ensure that the law and procedures for dealing with contempts committed by 
jurors are ECHR compliant.  

Scale and context 

7. Evidence as to the prevalence of this problem is difficult to obtain. There is very 
limited reliable, empirical research from overseas, and only two studies in England and 
Wales have ever been undertaken to examine this issue. Furthermore, different studies have 
tended to reach very different conclusions.  

8. In England and Wales, Professor Thomas found in 2010 that, in high-profile cases, 
12% of jurors surveyed admitted that they had looked for information on the internet about 
the case they were trying while it was underway, whilst in non-high-profile cases, 5% 
admitted doing so. Thomas’ study found that 48% of jurors questioned said they either “did 
not know or were uncertain what to do” if something improper occurred in the jury 
deliberating room. 

9. Professor Thomas’ research also indicates that less than 1% of all sworn juries are 
discharged (she lists 3 instances of juries being discharged or trials abandoned in 2008). In 
addition, not all instances of juries being discharged or trials being abandoned will be due to 
juror misconduct.  

10. A New Zealand study was undertaken in 1998 before the widespread use of the 
internet. It found that, out of 49 trials, there were 5 cases in which the juries made external 
enquiries about factual material (including visits to the scene of the crime and the use in the 
jury room of explanatory brochures about legal and factual issues).  

11. In contrast, a study of 41 trials undertaken in New South Wales, Australia between 
1997 and 2000, found that only 3% of jurors deliberately looked for media coverage relevant 
to the case they were trying (although it did not consider whether the jurors had undertaken 
other forms of research). It should also be noted that this study took place before widespread 
use of the internet. 

12. We recognise that such empirical studies have limitations because they rely on jurors 
self-reporting such behaviour. Thomas suggests that the results of her research are likely to 
show the “minimum numbers of jurors”, given that others may not have admitted to such 
conduct if they realised that it was prohibited. By the same token, the cases which result in 
jurors/juries being discharged or which reach the Court of Appeal are only those where the 
juror’s behaviour has come to light. We do not know how many jurors engage in this 
behaviour and go undiscovered. 
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13. Material provided by the Attorney General’s Office indicates the number of times the 
Attorney General has initiated proceedings for contempt of court. In 2009, one set of 
proceedings was brought against a juror and the newspaper which published his comments. 
In 2010, no proceedings were initiated. In 2011, the Attorney General initiated contempt 
proceedings in one case of juror research and one case of disclosure of deliberations (both 
of which resulted in convictions for the jurors concerned). So far in 2012, the Attorney 
General has instituted one set of proceedings against a juror who disclosed details of the 
jury’s deliberations. 

14. In Chapter 4, we note 21 cases, between 2005-2012, in which a defendant has 
appealed against his or her conviction on the basis of juror misconduct. This figure only 
includes cases which were appealed – there are likely to be more cases where the jury was 
discharged in the Crown Court.  

Main groups affected by the proposed reforms 

15. The main affected groups are: 

(1) jurors; 

(2) defendants; 

(3) HMCTS; 

(4) the judiciary; 

(5) Her Majesty’s Prison Service; 

(6) the Probation Service 

 

Description of options 

Option 0: Do nothing (base case) 

16. This option would retain the existing laws and procedures relating to juror contempts. 
The key features and problems with the current law are summarised above, in Table 1.  

 Option 1: Reform proposals 

17. We make a number of separate reform proposals.1 Each proposal relates to one of 
the different areas of law outlined above. Our preferred outcome is that all our proposals are 
adopted. However, readers should note that, as the policy proposals do not overlap, each 
proposal could stand alone, and the different policy proposals could be implemented 
independently of one another. 

18. Policies 4A and 4B are alternative proposals. We do not express a preference 
between the two at this stage. 

                                            
1 In the consultation paper we make some recommendations which will only have a very minor impact or which would 
simply maintain the present law, and which we have, therefore, not included in this impact assessment. We recommend 
that the Department of Education should look at ways of promoting education on juries in schools. We also recommend a 
series of reforms to the ways in which jurors are informed about their rights and responsibilities, such as a change to the 
jury oath, written copies of the oath for jurors to sign and new posters and videos. 
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Policy 1: The creation of a specific criminal offence for jurors who look for 
information about the case they are trying 

19. This proposal would introduce a new criminal offence for jurors who deliberately look 
for information about the case they are trying. We are not at this stage putting forward a 
specific model for such an offence. The offence could be modelled on similar offences in 
other jurisdictions. The law in New South Wales, for example, prohibits jurors from making 
enquiries about their case, whether by asking people questions, conducting research (using 
the internet or otherwise), visiting or inspecting places or objects, or conducting experiments. 
We discuss the possible procedure for this offence in policies 4A and 4B, and we discuss the 
possible sanctions in policy 5.  

Policy 2: A defence to section 8 for jurors who disclose details of their 
deliberations in order to uncover a miscarriage of justice 

20. This proposal would introduce a specific defence where a juror discloses deliberations 
to a court official, the police or the Criminal Cases Review Commission in genuine belief that 
such disclosure is necessary to uncover a miscarriage of justice. 

Policy 3: An amendment to section 8 to allow research into juries, with 
measures to regulate research 

21. This proposal would amend section 8 to allow research into juries. It would also 
impose measures for regulating such research. We are not proposing any specific 
amendments or regulatory measures at this stage. Respondents to a consultation by the 
Department of Constitutional Affairs in 2005 suggested (amongst other matters): an ethics 
panel be appointed to oversee the research; that research should only be undertaken in 
consultation with the consent of the Lord Chief Justice; that the consent of the jurors would 
need to be obtained and they would need to be granted anonymity; and that there should be 
a code of conduct for jury research.  

Policy 4A: Breaches of section 8 and the new offence of intentionally seeking 
information (if adopted) tried on indictment with a jury 

22. This proposal would amend the procedure for dealing with breaches of section 8 of 
the 1981 Act, and with jurors who commit the proposed offence of intentionally seeking 
information (if this is adopted). Under this proposal, contemnors would be tried on indictment, 
with a jury. 

23. Some stakeholders raised with us concerns that the current procedure does not allow 
the defendant to know the case against which they must defend themselves adequately, 
because there is no charge sheet or indictment. There may also be concerns about whether 
the civil disclosure procedure is appropriate to deal with what is, for article 6 purposes, a 
criminal penalty carrying a potential prison sentence. Additionally, there may be concerns 
that, where the trial judge needs to question a juror in order to decide whether to discharge 
the juror or jury, the juror should be entitled to exercise the privilege against self-
incrimination, and/or take legal advice before answering the judge’s questions. Finally, it is 
not clear that the protections of the Bail Act 1976 apply to contempt proceedings before the 
Divisional Court, which may have implications for a defendant’s article 5 rights. 



 

 

 
 

7

Policy 4B: Breaches of section 8 and the new offence of intentionally seeking 
information (if adopted) tried as if on indictment by a judge alone 

24. This proposal would amend the procedure for dealing with breaches of section 8 of 
the 1981 Act, and with jurors who commit the proposed offence of intentionally seeking 
information (if this is adopted). Under this proposal, contemnors would be tried as if on 
indictment, by a judge alone.  

Policy 5: Sanctions 

25. This proposal would make community penalties available as a sanction for breach of 
section 8 and the proposed new offence of deliberately seeking information.  

Policy 6: Create rules relating to internet-enabled devices 

26. We are proposing that jurors’ personal electronic devices should not be automatically 
removed from them throughout their time at court, and that this should be left to the 
discretion of the judge. We are proposing that internet-enabled devices should always be 
removed from jurors whilst they are in the deliberating room. In addition, we are proposing 
that judges should have the power to require jurors to surrender their internet-enabled 
devices (it is not currently clear whether judges and court officials have this power). 

Policy 7: Put systems in place for jurors to report their concerns 

27. This proposal would put systems in place for jurors to report concerns about their 
fellow jurors. Although we are not making any specific proposals at this stage, these systems 
might include, for example, drop boxes into which jurors can place notes for their trial judge, 
placed in locations that jurors can access in the absence of their 11 colleagues.  

Cost and benefit analysis 
 

28. This impact assessment identifies both financial and non-financial impacts on 
individuals and the State. The costs and benefits of each proposal are compared to the “do 
nothing” option. Impact assessments place a strong emphasis on valuing the costs and 
benefits in monetary terms of any potential reforms. However, there are important aspects 
that cannot sensibly be monetised. This is particularly so for the criminal law, which can have 
a profound impact on both the individual and society. As a result, financial benefits are 
analysed alongside non-financial benefits (relating to, for example, human rights concerns 
and public perception of the justice system). 

29. Where possible, we have spoken to stakeholders to inform our view of the likely 
impact of our proposals and have used this as the basis for our calculations. 

30. When calculating any Net Present Values for the impact assessment, a time frame of 
10 years is generally used. We assume that the transitional costs and benefits occur in the 
current year (2012), except where we state otherwise, and ongoing costs and benefits accrue 
in years 1 to 10. A discount rate of 3.5% is used in all cases in accordance with Treasury 
guidance. 

Option 0: Do nothing (base case) 

Costs 

31. We explained the problems with the existing law above, in Table 1. These problems 
and uncertainties lead to unfairness both for alleged contemnors and for defendants whose 
criminal trials are prejudiced. 
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Benefits 

32. Doing nothing would avoid the costs of reform 

33. Because the do-nothing option is compared against itself, its Net Present Value is 
zero.  

Option 1: Reform proposals 

34. We put forward a number of separate reform policies, which were outlined above. This 
part of the impact assessment considers the costs and benefits of each of them in turn. All 
costs are ongoing costs, unless they are identified as transitional costs. Before we do this, 
however, we note that some of the transitional costs are relevant to all or most of our 
proposals. We outline those costs first, then we go on to consider the costs and benefits of 
each individual proposal. 

Costs of the reform common to all or most of the proposals 

35. For many of these proposal areas it may be necessary to provide judges and legal 
practitioners with some training on the new legislation. This could incur some transitional 
costs: 

(1) Information provided by the Judicial College outlines the training requirements 
for judges. Judges are sent newsletters advising them of updates to law or 
procedure. Judges also attend a training day every year. If there is a significant 
new set of laws or procedures, judges may be required to attend special 
training course specifically on those reforms. Officials at the Judicial College 
confirmed that any extra training as a result of our proposals would be 
incorporated into existing programmes and publications and that little or no 
extra cost would therefore arise. 

(2) With regards to training legal professionals, we would assume that training in 
this area would not add significant cost or time to the training required by the 
Solicitors Regulation Authority and the Bar Standards Board in order for 
barristers and solicitors to maintain their practising certificates. Any minimal 
costs would be borne by the practitioners (or their employers) if they choose to 
undertake training to assist their work. 

Policy 1: The creation of a specific criminal offence for jurors who look for 
information about the case they are trying 

Costs 

36. As the conduct which would be covered by the new offence is already a contempt of 
court, it is unlikely that there will be a significant increase in the number of jurors who are 
proceeded against for improper research. If this is incorrect, and the new offence did result in 
more prosecutions of jurors, this would represent an increased cost to the courts service 
(including the legal aid budget) and to the Attorney General’s Office. It should be noted, 
however, that a new criminal offence would be intended to have a deterrent effect. Therefore, 
a specific criminal offence could result in fewer prosecutions. This is examined in more detail 
below. 

37. If more jurors were prosecuted under a new criminal offence, this could result in more 
appeals by those jurors. This could result in knock-on costs for the courts service and the 
legal aid budget, as well as for the prisons and probation services.  
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38. An increased number of prosecutions for improper research could also lead to more 
appeals by defendants who feel that their conviction is unsafe as a result. Again, this 
possibility has to be offset against the alternative possibility, which is that the deterrent effect 
of the new offence will result in fewer jurors undertaking research, with the result that there 
are fewer defendants appealing unsafe convictions. 

39. Some stakeholders have expressed concern that creating such an offence could 
make jurors more reluctant to admit their misconduct and their fellow jurors more reluctant to 
report any concerns. This would actively work against uncovering miscarriage of justice. 

Benefits 

40. The creation of a new statutory offence would help to remedy some of the areas of 
uncertainty about juror contempt, by clarifying and codifying the existing law. Increased 
certainty in the law could avoid wasteful litigation. It would also ensure that the prohibitions 
on juror research did not infringe jurors’ ECHR rights, which require that the laws be clear, 
known and accessible.  

41. A new criminal offence could have an important deterrent effect. Although it is not 
possible to quantify and to predict how the deterrent effect will work in practice, a specific 
offence could send an important message to jurors about the seriousness with which such 
conduct is regarded.  

42. A related advantage is the increased protection for defendants’ ECHR rights, 
particularly under article 6. If a new criminal offence did have the desired deterrent effect, this 
would help to ensure that trials were decided fairly and impartially. 

43. Finally, if the new offence did have a deterrent effect, and fewer jurors researched 
their cases, this would result in less money wasted on retrials, a decrease in the risk of 
appeal by defendants and fewer instances of miscarriages of justice which currently go 
undetected. 

Assumptions and risks 

44. We have assumed that any new criminal offence could have a deterrent effect beyond 
that of the current contempt laws. The evidence relating to the deterrent effect of criminal 
laws is extremely uncertain. As a result, we have avoided making any concrete predictions 
as to the deterrent effect of any new criminal offence, and we mention it only as a possibility.  

Policy 2: A defence to section 8 for jurors who disclose details of their 
deliberations in order to uncover a miscarriage of justice 

Costs 

45. This proposal would allow jurors to disclose details of their deliberations to court 
officials, the police or the Criminal Case Review Commission. It would, therefore, lead to 
greater administrative burdens on those bodies.  

46. If the proposed defence causes more jurors to reveal potential miscarriages of justice, 
this could lead to more investigations and appeals by defendants against their convictions. 

Benefits 

47. The defence outlined above would help to uncover wrongful convictions. This is a 
clear benefit to society and to the individual defendants. It would also deter perverse jury 
decision-making.  
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48. The defence would also help protect jurors’ article 10 rights. Some commentators 
have argued that section 8 is currently incompatible with article 10 because its absolute 
nature makes it a disproportionate interference with the freedom of expression. 

Assumptions and risks 

49. None identified.  

Policy 3: An amendment to section 8 to allow research into juries, with 
measures to regulate research 

Costs 

50. Subject to how the amendment is defined, this proposal may require safeguards to 
control who can conduct such research and how they do so. There may also need to be a 
system for imposing penalties on researchers who fail to abide by the rules. 

Benefits 

51. Although it is not possible to predict the outcome of any future research into the jury 
system, such research could lead to a greater understanding of the jury system and 
improvements to it. Research could lead to greater public confidence in the system.  

52. If the jury system can be made more efficient, research could also lead to financial 
savings for the courts system. 

Assumptions and risks 

53. This proposal assumes that there is a need for reform to section 8. It is not currently 
clear whether section 8 precludes research into juries. The consultation paper invites 
consultees’ views on this. 

Policy 4A: Breaches of section 8 and the new offence of intentionally seeking 
information (if adopted) tried on indictment with a jury 

Costs 

54. As with all legislative changes, there may be a small spike in appeals as the scope of 
the new offence, defences and procedure are tested. If this occurred, there would be 
associated transitional costs for the courts service and the legal aid budget: 

(1) Under the current procedure, appeals are to the Supreme Court alone. Under 
our proposed legislative change, appeals for both offences would go to the 
Court of Appeal.  

(2) The estimated cost of a day’s sitting for the Court of Appeal Criminal Division 
(“CACD”) was £16,635 in 2009-10. The estimated average cost to the legal aid 
budget for an appeal to the CACD was £5,000.2 The cost for a prosecuting 
authority is not known but could be similar. The total cost of an appeal to the 
Court of Appeal would be £27,086 in 2010-11 figures. This equates to around 
£28,000 in 2011-12 figures. 

55. There are currently very few prosecutions for breaches of section 8 and the current 
contempt of seeking information while a juror, and even fewer appeals. The threshold test for 
an appeal to the Court of Appeal is lower than for the Supreme Court, but the number of 
appeals is nevertheless expected to remain low. 

                                            
2 The figure of £16,635 was supplied by Her Majesty’s Courts Service (“HMCS”) Financial Management, 2009-10. The 
cost to the legal aid budget was also from HMCS. 
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56. Adopting such a procedure would be a considerable change from the current regime 
for dealing with such contempts. It would require those prosecuting and defending such 
cases to adopt criminal procedures with which they are currently unfamiliar, and which could 
be more onerous.  

57. There may be concerns that, if jurors themselves do not understand or accept the 
prohibition on searching for or disclosing information, they may be unwilling to convict other 
jurors of such offences. The reluctance of jurors to convict could undermine the deterrent 
effect of criminalising these forms of conduct, which in turn could affect public confidence in 
the criminal justice system. 

58. As the number of contempt hearings is relatively low, the financial cost of this proposal 
would be correspondingly small.  

Benefits 

59. This proposal would ensure greater protection for the rights of juror defendants. If 
contemnors were tried on indictment, the existing rules on evidence and procedure would 
apply, without needing significant amendment. Police powers of arrest, detention, 
investigation and charge under the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, legal aid, bail 
under the Bail Act 1976, the procedure for sending cases from the magistrates’ to the Crown 
Court under section 51 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, the system of disclosure under 
the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act 1996, and the criminal rules of evidence would 
all be applicable. 

60. The effect of these provisions would be to protect the fair trial rights of offenders, 
which are guaranteed under article 6 of the ECHR. They would also protect their article 5 
rights in respect of bail.  

61. It is possible that this method of trial would lead to cost savings. Although trial by jury 
may take longer than trial in front of a judge alone, a trial on indictment may be cheaper per 
day than a Divisional Court hearing. We have not yet been able to predict the cost of these 
different approaches due to a lack of data on hearing costs. As the number of contempt 
hearings is relatively low, the financial benefits of this proposal would be correspondingly 
small.  

Assumptions and risks 

62. There is a risk that our assumptions about the costs of the different forms of 
procedure are incorrect and that the proposal will lead to increased costs. Given that the 
number of cases so far has been small, we regard this as a low risk. This will be kept under 
review and new information will be taken into account when it is received. 

Policy 4B: Breaches of section 8 and the new offence of intentionally seeking 
information (if adopted) tried as if on indictment by a judge alone 

Costs 

63. The transitional costs associated with a rise in the number of appeals, which were 
outlined under policy 4A above, also apply to policy 4B. 

64. Trial on indictment by a judge alone is a novel step, and is currently only possible for 
other offences in exceptional cases where there is a danger of jury tampering. Trial by a 
judge may lack some of the stigma of trial by jury.  
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Benefits 

65. This proposal provides many of the same benefits for alleged contemnors as policy 
4A. The established and familiar rules of trial on indictment would help to ensure that 
defendants’ rights under articles 5 and 6 of the ECHR are protected 

66. It is possible that this method of trial would lead to cost savings. A trial on indictment 
may be cheaper per day than a Divisional Court hearing, and a trial with a judge alone is 
likely to take less time than a trial with a jury. We have not yet been able to predict the cost of 
these different approaches due to a lack of data on hearing costs. As the number of 
contempt hearings is relatively low, the financial benefits of this proposal would be 
correspondingly small. 

Assumptions and risks 

67. There is a risk that our assumptions about the costs of the different forms of 
procedure are incorrect and that the proposal will lead to increased costs. Given that the 
number of cases so far has been small, we regard this as a low risk. This will be kept under 
review and new information will be taken into account when it is received. 

Policy 5: Sanctions 

Costs 

68. Community penalties require some administration costs. We expect these to be 
minimal, as the proposal does not require the creation of a new scheme or organisation, and 
the numbers of individuals being sentenced to community penalties is likely to be small. 

69. Information provided by the Ministry of Justice indicates that the average unit cost for 
a probation and community sentence is £2,700 per year.3 

70. Given the small number of cases anticipated the cost of implementing this proposal 
would be low. 

Benefits 

71. The availability of community penalties would ensure greater flexibility for sentencing 
courts. 

72. This proposal could also lead to less expenditure on prison costs. It is not possible to 
predict how many prison places would be saved under this provision, and for how long, but 
given the small number of cases, we anticipate the number to be low. Information provided 
by the Ministry of Justice indicates that prison unit costs are £30,000 per year.4 The 
defendant in Fraill5 was sentenced to eight months in prison, at an estimated cost of £20,000. 
The defendant in Dallas6 was sentenced to six months in prison, at an estimated cost of 
£15,000.7 A change to the sentencing options could lead to money being saved in future 
cases, where a community penalty is considered appropriate.  

                                            
3 The costs are based on the 2008/09 cost in the Ministry of Justice Cost Benefit Framework, inflated using Her Majesty’s 
Treasury data to get 2010/11 nominals. These are converted into real figures in 2010/11 prices and the SR real 
efficiencies from 2010/11 are applied on top. Note that this figure also includes costs other than community penalties – 
for example, the probation costs for individuals released on license. As such, they are only a general estimation of the 
costs of community penalties. The Howard League has also produced some estimates of the costs of community 
penalties: http://www.howardleague.org/fileadmin/howard_league/user/pdf/Community_sentences_factsheet.pdf (last 
visited 1 Nov 2012), at p 3.  
4 This information is from the NOMS management accounts addendum published in 2011.  
5 A-G v Fraill [2011] EWCA Crim 1570, [2011] 2 Cr App R 21. 
6 A-G v Dallas [2012] EWHC 156 (Admin), [2012] 1 WLR 991. 
7 This figure will be lower if some of the sentence is served on probation. 
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Assumptions and risks 

73. None identified.  

Policy 6: Create rules relating to internet-enabled devices 

Costs 

74. There would be costs associated with drafting and communicating guidance to the 
different courts. 

75. Courts would need to ensure that lockers and other secure storage facilities were 
available for jurors’ personal electronic devices. However, we understand from conversations 
with jury managers at courts in Truro, York and Lancaster that most courts will already have 
secure cupboards and lockers for jurors’ items.  

76. It may be necessary for the courts to obtain insurance to cover jurors’ electronic 
devices. If HMCTS do not have insurance, and items go missing, there may be a cost for 
which they would be liable. As some courts already take devices from jurors, we expect 
these courts will already have facilities (and possibly insurance) in place. 

Benefits 

77. A clear and consistent set of rules relating to jurors’ personal electronic devices would 
avoid any confusion about the courts’ powers. It would also ensure that jurors could not use 
these devices during their deliberations, to obtain improper information from the internet.  

78. Allowing jurors to retain their personal electronic devices when not in the deliberating 
room would ensure that they were able to contact family members and dependents if 
necessary. At the same time, giving judges the power to require jurors to surrender their 
personal electronic devices during their entire time at court, if necessary, would help to 
maintain the integrity of high-profile or difficult cases.  

Assumptions and risks 

79. None identified. 

Policy 7: Put systems in place for jurors to report their concerns 

Costs 

80. This proposal would require HMCTS to set up facilities for jurors to communicate their 
concerns to the court. This could, for example, take the form of a drop-box in which jurors 
could leave notes for the judge.  

Benefits 

81. If new facilities encourage jurors to report their concerns during the trial process, this 
could have both financial and non-financial benefits. If jurors feel able to report their concerns 
earlier, this would allow judges to deal with those concerns, where possible, before the end 
of the trial. This would increase confidence in the jury system and the trial process, as well as 
contributing to a reduction in the amount of money wasted on abandoned trials. It would also 
deter jurors from reporting their concerns in an inappropriate manner, and would deter jurors 
from undertaking research into the case.  

Assumptions and risks 

82. We have assumed that jurors would be willing to take advantage of whistle-blowing 
procedures. There is a risk that, as a result of increased whistle-blowing, there may be an 
increase in prosecutions of jurors who have accessed material on the internet. 
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Summary of the costs and benefits of the individual proposals 

Policy Transitional costs Ongoing Costs Benefits 
1. A new criminal 
offence of 
searching for 
information about 
a case while a 
juror on that case. 

None identified (see policies 4A 
and 4B below for details of 
temporary spike in appeals). 

Possible increase in number of 
prosecutions for jurors who 
research their cases. This 
could lead to an increase in 
appeals by those jurors, and by 
defendants who feel their trials 
were unfair. 

Possible deterrent effect on 
jurors who may otherwise 
have researched their 
cases. Certainty and clarity 
in the law could ensure that 
less money is wasted on 
litigation, and that the 
ECHR rights of jurors and 
defendants are protected.  

2. A defence to 
section 8 for jurors 
who disclose 
details of their 
deliberations in 
order to uncover a 
miscarriage of 
justice. 

None identified (see policies 4A 
and 4B below for details of 
temporary spike in appeals). 

Greater administrative burden 
on court officials, the police or 
the Criminal Case Review 
Commission. Possible increase 
in the number of appeals by 
defendants who feel they have 
been victims of miscarriages of 
justice. 

More likely that wrongful 
convictions would be 
uncovered, with a clear 
benefit to the defendant and 
society as a whole. 
Increased protection for 
jurors’ right to free 
expression under article 10 
of the ECHR. 

3. Amendment to 
section 8 to allow 
research into 
juries. 

Possible costs of setting up 
safeguards which would control 
who can conduct such research 
and how they did so. There may 
also need to be a system for 
imposing penalties on 
researchers who fail to abide by 
the regulatory system. 

Possible costs of maintaining 
safeguards. 

Greater understanding of 
the jury system and 
improvements to it. 
Research could lead to 
greater public confidence in 
the system. Possible 
financial savings for the 
courts system if the jury 
process is made more 
efficient. 

4A. Juror 
contempts to be 
tried on 
indictment, with a 
jury. 

Possible temporary spike in 
appeals to the Court of Appeal 
while the scope of the new 
offence of jury research and the 
new defence to section 8 is 
clarified. Possible training costs 
for the Attorney General’s Office. 

The indictment procedure 
would place new burdens on 
those prosecuting and 
defending contempts. For 
example, the Attorney 
General’s Office would be 
subject to disclosure rules, and 
may need to instruct external 
counsel. Concerns that jurors 
may be unwilling to convict 
other jurors. 

Greater protection for the 
rights of juror defendants. 
More consistency between 
mainstream criminal 
offences and contempt 
(which can carry a custodial 
penalty). Possible financial 
benefit of cheaper 
procedure. 

4B. Juror 
contempts tried as 
if on indictment by 
a judge alone 

Possible temporary spike in 
appeals to the Court of Appeal 
while the scope of the new 
offence of jury research and the 
new defence to section 8 is 
clarified. Possible training costs 
for the Attorney General’s Office. 

The indictment procedure 
would place new burdens on 
those prosecuting and 
defending contempts. For 
example, the Attorney 
General’s Office would be 
subject to disclosure rules, and 
may need to instruct external 
counsel. Possible adverse 
publicity if trial is held without a 
jury. Trial by judge may lack 
stigma of trial by jury. 

Greater protection for the 
rights of juror defendants. 
More consistency between 
mainstream criminal 
offences and contempt 
(which can carry a custodial 
penalty). Possible financial 
savings when compared to 
the current procedure and 
to policy 4A. 

5. Sanctions – 
introduction of 
community 
penalties 

None identified. Administration costs. These are 
expected to be minimal. 

Greater flexibility for the 
courts, who would have a 
wider range of sentencing 
options. Possible decrease 
in expenditure on prison 
costs. 

6. New rules 
relating to internet-
enabled devices. 

Minimal cost of drafting and 
distributing guidance to courts.  

Possible costs to HMCTS of 
insurance or if jurors’ electronic 
devices are lost or stolen.  

Consistent practice across 
different courts. Reduced 
risk that jurors will misuse 
their electronic devices.  

7. New systems Cost of setting up facilities for None identified.  Judges made aware of 
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for jurors to report 
their concerns 

jurors to report their concerns (for 
example, secure drop-boxes, 
estimated at around £3,850) 

problems earlier on in the 
trial process – possible 
consequent reduction in the 
number of abandoned trials. 
It would also deter jurors 
from reporting their 
concerns in an 
inappropriate manner, and 
would deter jurors from 
undertaking research into 
the case. 

 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


