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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF JACKSON COUNTY, MISSOURI 
AT KANSAS CITY 

 
WANDA L. KING, ) 
   Plaintiff, ) 
 vs. )   Case No.  1416-CV23308 
 )  Division   14 
 ) 
GEORGE B SORENSEN, ) 
   Defendant. ) 

 
JUDGMENT/ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 

 
NOW, on this 25th day of January, 2018, this Court takes up reconsideration of Plaintiff's 

Motion for New Trial filed on August 2, 2016. This Court entered its order denying Plaintiff’s 

Motion for New Trial on October 31, 2016.  On appeal, the November 22, 2017 Mandate from the 

Missouri Court of Appeals, Western District, reversed this Court’s 2016 judgment and remanded 

the case to this Court “for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.” 

The Western District’s ruling directed that “if the trial court finds that Juror Willis’s 

nondisclosure was intentional, bias and prejudice must be presumed and a new trial ordered. If the 

trial court finds that the nondisclosure was unintentional, it must undertake an analysis as to 

whether Plaintiffs were prejudiced, in such a fashion necessitating a new trial, by Juror Willis’s 

nondisclosure of the 1991 lawsuit.” King v. Sorenson, 532 S.W.3d 209, 217 (Mo. App. W.D. 

2017).  

“The determination of whether concealment is intentional or unintentional is left to the 

sounds discretion of the trial court.” Williams by Wilford v. Barnes Hosp., 736 S.W.2d 33, 36 (Mo. 

banc 1987). “Intentional nondisclosure occurs: 1) where there exists no reasonable inability to 

comprehend the information solicited by the questions asked of the prospective juror, and 2) where 

it develops that the prospective juror actually remembers the experience or that it was of such 

significance that his purported forgetfulness is unreasonable.” Id. 
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Under the test established in Williams, the Court finds that Juror Willis’s nondisclosure of 

the 1991 civil lawsuit brought against him was intentional. First, the question asked by Plaintiff’s 

counsel during voir dire allowed no reasonable inability to comprehend the information solicited 

by the question. Not only did Plaintiff’s counsel question the venire panel about “all types of 

litigation” that a prospective juror may have been involved in, but Plaintiff’s counsel specifically 

inquired further about “collection cases” that may have been “brought against you.” Simply put, it 

was abundantly clear that Plaintiff’s counsel was inquiring about lawsuits of the exact nature of 

Juror Willis’s undisclosed 1991 lawsuit.  

Second, it is clear that Juror Willis actually remembered the undisclosed 1991 lawsuit. 

While he asserts that he did not remember the lawsuit during the voir dire process, he recalled the 

circumstances of the lawsuit in detail during the hearing on Plaintiff’s Motion for New Trial. He 

described the lawsuit only as a “dispute” he had with the company he hired to custom build his 

home. However, he recalled both his wife and himself being personally served with legal papers 

relating to the lawsuit. Even though he “[does] not think of that as a lawsuit,” he specifically 

remembers that because “[the construction company] got a lawyer, I got a lawyer.” He then 

recalled the lawsuit being dropped after he reached an out-of-court agreement with the construction 

company. Even if Juror Willis could not recall the undisclosed 1991 lawsuit, the extent to which 

he was personally served, retained legal counsel, and negotiated a settlement to resolve the case is 

“of such significance that his purported forgetfulness is unreasonable.” 

Therefore, after a review of the relevant points, authorities, and the record, the Court finds 

that Juror Willis’s nondisclosure was intentional. Bias and prejudice must be presumed and a new 

trial ordered.      

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion for New Trial is GRANTED. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 
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January 25, 2018  

 

DATE  JOHN M. TORRENCE, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
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