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SUMMARY:

The trial court did not err in overruling defendant’s Crim.R. 29 motion for acquittal on the ground of inconsistent verdicts because the guilty verdict on the principal charge was not invalidated by an acquittal on the specification.
The trial court did not err in overruling defendant’s Crim.R. 29 motion where the conviction for attempted murder was supported by sufficient evidence and not against the weight of the evidence where the evidence established that defendant was hired to commit the shooting, participated in the shooting, the co-defendant described the shooting, defendant’s shirt was burned after the shooting, and the factfinder found the witnesses’s testimony to be credible.  
The trial court’s determination that the striking of two African-American potential jurors was not motivated by discriminatory intent was not clearly erroneous because the race-neutral reasons offered by the prosecution for the use of the peremptory challenges were reasonably related to the responses given by the potential jurors during voir dire and in the questionnaire.
Defendant’s substantial rights were not prejudiced by the prosecutor’s use of leading questions because the testimony elicited had already been established.
The trial court did not err in overruling defendant’s Crim.R. 29 motion for acquittal based on the state’s failure to preserve exculpatory evidence where defendant failed to establish that the cell phone, which was seized before defendant was charged, contained exculpatory evidence.

The doctrine of cumulative error is inapplicable to a case that lacks multiple instances of harmless error.
The trial court did not violate defendant’s confrontation rights when it allowed a witness to testify via Zoom because the remote testimony was necessary to further the important public policy of preventing the spread of Covid-19, and the procedures employed guaranteed the reliability of the testimony.  [See CONCURRENCE: Courts should adopt strict limitations on the circumstances in which witnesses may testify remotely and strong prophylactic measures, guided by social science, to ensure the reliability of the testimony.]
Defendant’s maximum sentence may not be reviewed on appeal where the sentence is in the permissible range for the conviction and defendant does not claim that the sentence was based on impermissible factors. 
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED
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