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SUMMARY:





The trial court did not abuse its discretion when it refused the defendant’s request to remove a juror who expressed a concern over safety, where the record demonstrates that the court’s consideration of the defendant’s constitutional right to an impartial jury dominated over the court’s consideration of expediency.



The defendant’s conviction for purposely causing the death of a 14-year-old boy during a kidnapping was supported by sufficient evidence and was not against the manifest weight of the evidence where overwhelming evidence, including the defendant’s admission to another inmate, GPS and cell-phone-location records, eyewitness testimony, and the defendant’s evasive conduct after the crime demonstrated that he had committed the offense as a principal offender or as an accomplice.



Any deficiency arising out of defense counsel’s failure to move to suppress an out-of-court identification of the defendant by an eyewitness was not prejudicial due to the strength of the other evidence, and therefore, the defendant failed to meet his burden to show ineffective assistance of counsel.   



Counsel’s performance was not deficient for failing to object on Sixth Amendment grounds to the admissibility of testimony from a jailhouse informant relaying the post-indictment incriminating statements of the defendant, where there was no evidence that the state deliberately elicited the information from the defendant through the informant.




The trial court did not abuse its discretion when instructing the jury where the defendant’s requested but refused instructions were not correct statements of the law, and where the complicity instruction given at the state’s request was a correct statement of the law and a finding of complicity was supported by the evidence.




The defendant failed to demonstrate that the remarks of the prosecutor during closing argument were improper and resulted in plain error. 
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED
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