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| concur in and, therefore, join in al but part 111 A of the majority opinion.
In my opinion, the instruction, at issue in part 111 A, which the appellant timely

requested, is a correct statement of the law; unanimity is an option available to the jury. For

my views on that subject, see my dissenting opinions in Booth v. State, 327 Md. 142,
203,608 A.2d 162, 192 (1992) and Oken v. State, 327 Md. 628, 684, 612 A.2d 258, 286

(1992).



