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SUMMARY:


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying defendant’s request for a new venire after the State provided a brief description of the allegations during its examination of the venire where the parties are permitted to provide an explanation of the circumstances of the offense to determine if prospective jurors have any bias, the State’s explanation of circumstances was limited to uncontested allegations, and nothing in Crim.R. 24(A) limits the parties’ ability to conduct voir dire under Crim.R. 24(B). 
The trial court did not abuse its discretion in overruling defendant’s challenge to the State’s use of a peremptory strike of a juror under Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79 (1986), when the State’s race-neutral explanation was that the prospective juror had been prosecuted for a crime several decades ago and the State believed the prospective juror stated during voir dire that he felt unfairly prosecuted at the time because, even though the record suggested that the juror stated he did not feel that he was unfairly prosecuted, defendant argued during his Batson challenge that the State was mistaken as to what the prospective juror stated and the trial court was in the best position to judge the prosecutor’s credibility. 
The trial court did not abuse its discretion in sustaining the State’s objection to defendant’s questioning of a police officer regarding the officer’s knowledge of male victims of sexual abuse or in excluding evidence of defendant’s history of being a sexual-assault victim where defendant offered the testimony to show that he could have an erection without experiencing sexual gratification but the sexual-contact element of sexual imposition does not require proof that a person actually experienced sexual gratification and the probative value of the testimony was substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. 
The trial court did not abuse its discretion in admitting a cell phone recording of surveillance footage, which depicted the events captured in the surveillance footage at double speed, where the cell phone recording was a duplicate under the best-evidence rule and defendant failed to meet his burden to show that it would be unfair under the circumstances to admit the duplicate.
Defendant’s conviction for sexual imposition was not against the manifest weight of the evidence where defendant admitted in an interview with police that he put his hand in his pants and held his erect penis while pressing himself against the victim’s buttocks, surveillance footage corroborated defendant’s confession, and defendant admitted during the interview that he touched the victim for the purpose of gratification, and his asking officers what “gratification” meant did not render his confession incredible because the officers defined the word in clear terms. 
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED
JUDGES:
OPINION by BOCK, J.; ZAYAS, P.J., and CROUSE, J., CONCUR.

