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SUMMARY:


The juvenile court did not err in denying the juvenile’s motion to  suppress evidence where the juvenile argued for a determination of the general issue:  Although styled as a motion to suppress, the juvenile was essentially asking the court to dismiss the charges on the ground that the arresting officer used excessive force.
The sufficiency of an affirmative defense cannot properly be established through a pretrial motion.

The juvenile’s delinquency adjudication for obstructing official business was supported by sufficient evidence and was not contrary to the weight of the evidence where the juvenile’s overall pattern of behavior was one of resistance.
The juvenile’s delinquency adjudication for resisting arrest was supported by sufficient evidence and was not contrary to the weight of the evidence:  arresting officers had probable cause to believe the juvenile committed assault; the officers had engaged in a course of conduct for which an arrest was the obvious and inevitable outcome; and the arresting officer did not use excessive force to arrest the juvenile.
The juvenile’s delinquency adjudications for assault on a peace officer were supported by sufficient evidence and were not contrary to the weight of the evidence where the juvenile knowingly kicked her legs in the officers’ direction during her arrest.
The juvenile court did not abuse its discretion in admitting evidence of police body-camera footage:  directives made by the nontestifying arresting officer were not “testimonial statements” that implicated the Confrontation Clause and were not “statements” for purposes of hearsay.

The juvenile court did not err in excluding impeachment evidence where the arresting officer was neither a witness at trial nor a hearsay declarant, and thus, not subject to impeachment.

The juvenile court did not err in excluding evidence of the local police department’s use-of-force policies where the evidence was not relevant to the determination of excessive force.
The doctrine of cumulative error is inapplicable where there are not multiple instances of harmless error.
JUDGMENT:

AFFIRMED
JUDGES:
OPINION by CROUSE, J.; BERGERON, P.J., and WINKLER J., CONCUR. 

