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N.W.2d 156, 159 (Ct. App. 1993) (The appeals court will look for reasons to 

uphold discretionary determinations).  The trial court stated that, “[litigants] can 

have no contact with the jurors,” and that the rules had been “breached.”  This 

court concludes from these statements that the trial court applied the proper legal 

standards in administering to this case.  Although it would have been preferable to 

allow argument and perhaps voir dire the entire jury, it was not unreasonable for 

the trial court to conclude that, with the entire jury infected, the panel would be 

incapable of rendering a fair and impartial verdict.   

 Based on the record, this court concludes that the declaration of 

mistrial was proper in this case.  Additionally, Wright’s subsequent retrial and 

conviction did not violate his constitutional rights because (1) there was a manifest 

necessity for the declaration of mistrial, and, alternatively, (2) Wright provided the 

impetus for the trial court’s declaration of mistrial, thus waiving any double 

jeopardy claim.  Finally, this court infers from the record that the trial court 

applied the proper analysis in exercising its discretion.   

 By the Court.—Judgment affirmed. 

 This opinion will not be published.  See RULE 809.23(1)(b)4, STATS. 
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