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IRVING, J., FOR THE COURT:

1. This apped isfrom the conviction of Fredrick Pearson, J. in the Circuit Court of Calhoun County for
the sdle of cocaine. Feding aggrieved by the circuit court's ruling, Pearson presents one question for review:
whether the trid court erred in not granting his maotion for amidrid in which he aleges that the digtrict
attorney asked improper and highly prgjudicid questions of one of the State's witnesses during trid. Finding
no reversible error, we affirm.

FACTS

12. Willie J. Westmordland, a confidentid informant with the Missssppi Bureau of Narcotics, asssted by
agents Charlie McVay and Sean Holdiness, purchased forty dollars worth of cocaine from Fredrick
Pearson, J. Westmoreland's vehicle was equipped with a video camera which recorded the transaction.
Pearson was later charged with the sae of cocaine.



113. During cross-examination, Pearson's counsdl questioned Westmoreland:
Q. Now, Mr. Westmoreland, do you get paid to do this type work?
A.Yes, gr.
Q. The buys. How many buys did you make atogether for them?
A. Since'96 or when | started in '867?
Q. How many just arough guess? Would it be hundreds?
A.Yes, gr.
Q. And you got paid for each one of those.
A. | did.
M
Q. Would it befair to say that that's the main motivation for you to do thisisto make money?
A.No, gir.
4. On redirect examination, the digtrict attorney, asked Westmoreland the following questions:
Q. Willie, why would you put yoursdlf at risk for $82? Why did you buy drugs?

A. Wdl, that redly wasn't the case. Sometimes they would have money to pay me. Sometimes they
wouldn', depending on how much we bought. The reason | started buying because of kidsin the
neighborhood. | started in '86 doing this because | seen what happened.

Q. How many cases have you made up there that they've gone to the penitentiary on? Do you know?

At this point, defense counsdl objected and moved for amigtrid. Thetrid court sustained the objection and
ingructed the jury to "disregard the question aswell as the answer.”

5. The didrict attorney continued:

Q. Willie, during this'96 sting operation, how many buys did you make in Calhoun County? How
many did you work & that time?

A.In"'96 or '86?
Q. Ninety-six.
A. Ninety-six. | would say around 50, 45, 50, somewhere around there.

Q. Asaresult of your work, have we cleaned up that neighborhood up there?



At this point, defense counsdl objected again, and as before, the trid court sustained the objection and
instructed the jury to disregard the question.

ANALYSISOF THE ISSUE PRESENTED

116. Pearson argues that the prgjudicia effect of the didrict attorney's questioning was so damaging that any
ingructions to disregard the statement made during Westmordand's testimony were insufficient to remedy
the harm done. The applicable standard of review of atria court's deniad of amidtrid is abuse of discretion.
Spann v. State, 771 So. 2d 883, 889 (19) (Miss. 2000). Whether to grant or deny amidtrid iswithin the
sound discretion of thetrid judge. Ragin v. Sate, 724 So. 2d 901, 904 (13) (Miss. 1998). The judge
sustained Pearson's objections to the remarks made during the redirect examination of Westmoreland and
cautioned the jury to disregard the questions. It is presumed that admonishing the jury eradicates the
prgudicid effect from the minds of thejurors. King v. State, 580 So. 2d 1182, 1189 (Miss. 1991). Here,
we find that the judge properly admonished the jury, and, based on the overwhelming evidence of Pearson's
guilt, we cannot say that he suffered any irreparadle prgudice in this matter.

7. THE JUDGMENT OF THE CALHOUN COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT OF CONVICTION
OF SALE OF COCAINE AND SENTENCE TO SERVE TWENTY YEARSIN THE CUSTODY
OF THE MISSISS PPl DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONSWITH FIVE YEARS
SUSPENDED, ISAFFIRMED. ALL COSTSOF THISAPPEAL ARE ASSESSED TO
CALHOUN COUNTY.

McMILLIN, C.J., KING AND SOUTHWICK, P.JJ., PAYNE, BRIDGES, THOMAS, LEE,
MYERSAND CHANDLER, JJ., CONCUR.



