
State of Iowa v. Peter Leroy Veal 
S. Ct. No. 17-1453 

 
Appeal from Iowa District Court for Cerro Gordo County 
 
Facts: 
Peter Veal was tried before a jury in 2017 and convicted of two counts of first-degree murder 
and one count of attempted murder. He was sentenced to life in prison without parole. While 
the crime was committed in Webster County, the trial itself was held in Mason City. Veal is 
African-American. His legal counsel made a claim that the jury pool gathered from which 
lawyers select the criminal jury was not representative of the population as a whole. 
Specifically, that there were too few potential African-American jurors. When the Court allowed 
for an expanded pool of jurors be considered, and the number of African-Americans involved 
was increased, Veal’s attorney noted that they were now beyond the 90-day speedy trial limit. 
This claim was rejected by the District Court and jury selection proceeded. During the jury 
selection process (voir dire), 3 potential African-American jurors were excused for cause. The 
final potential African-American juror was excused due to a peremptory challenge by the 
prosecution, due to her family’s involvement in a similar case some years before. Defense 
counsel claims that the exclusion of the final African-American juror violates his client’s rights 
to a fair trial as guaranteed by the Sixth Amendment and under precedent set in the Batson 
case (United States Supreme Court, 1986) which prohibits the use of race as a determining 
factor in excluding someone from a jury. 
 
Issues: 
The appellants (counsel for Peter Veal) make a number of claims, including: 

• Unconstitutionality of the Jury Pool under the Sixth Amendment 
• Violation of the Right to a Speedy Trial 
• A Batson objection to the State striking the last remaining African-American in the 

Jury Panel 
• A variety of procedural grounds based on what the District Court Judge allowed or 

did not allow during the trial. 
 
Discussion: 
This case presents an interesting set of race-based questions before the Iowa Supreme Court. 
Specifically, the Court will be asked to determine a statistical formula for calculating when or if 
a population is underrepresented in a pool of potential jurors.  What is the most accurate 
means of determining the overall demographics for potential jurors? At what point is 
underrepresentation more than a statistical anomaly? Is there a standard formula that might be 
used to compare in future cases? 
 
 



Arguments: 
Appellant (Veal) – The appellant argues that the jury pool underrepresented African-Americans 
in the community and because of that Mr. Veal could not receive a fair trial before a jury of his 
peers, violating the 6th Amendment. The basis for this argument centers on a three-part test 
established by the U.S. Supreme Court in 1979 (Duren v Missouri) and used by the Iowa 
Supreme Court in 2017 (State v Plain). Under this test, a defendant can demonstrate a violation 
of the “fair-cross section” requirement by showing: 

1) The group alleged to be excluded is a “distinctive” group in the community; 
2) That the representation of this group in panels from which the jury is selected is not 

fair and reasonable in relation to the number of such persons in the community; and 
3) That this underrepresentation is due to systematic exclusion of the group in the jury-

selection process. 
 

Once the District Court allowed for an expansion of the jury pool, which Veal claims still 
underrepresented African-Americans, the actual jury selection process was flawed. The Court 
allowed the State to exclude the final African-American potential juror due to explicitly race-
based reasons, in violation of Batson and the 6th Amendment. 
 
Appellee (State of Iowa) – The State holds that the jury panel assembled in this case did not 
statistically underrepresent African-Americans in the community. The State employs a variety 
of statistical methods to quantify the “substantial representation” standard. The State urges 
the Court to establish a Bright Line Rule to measure and provide a guideline for lower courts to 
determine representation by minority community members on jury panels. 
 
The State further offers argument that the exclusion of the final potential African-American 
juror was done in a race-blind fashion. The final juror was excused due to her familial 
relationship to a person tried and convicted by the same prosecuting attorney some years 
before this case. The State argues that Batson does not require minority representation, only 
that potential jurors are not excluded because of their race. 


