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APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS
~ FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT
'THE PEOPLE OF THE STATF; OF ILLINOIS, ) | Appeal from the
' _ ’ ' ) Circuit Court of
Plaintiff-Appellee, ) Cook County.
V. ) No. 11 CR 9948 (03)
- BRANDON JONES, - - ) Honorable.
. ) Joseph M. Claps,
- Defendant-Appellant. )

- Judge Presiding.

* JUSTICE CUNNINGHAM delivered the judgmént of the court.
- Justices Connors and Harris concurred in the judgment.

- ORDER

i1 Held The defendant s convictions for home invasion and ﬁrst degree murder are
' affirmed and defense counsel did not render meffectrve a351stance

12 ' Followmg a bench trial, the defendant-appellant, Brandon Jones was convicted of home
. invasion and ﬁrst degree murder. On appeal the defendant contends that his tnal counsel was .

ineffective for not argmng that the photospread 1dent1ﬁcat10n testimony should be suppressed

and for not c1t1ng legal authonty to support suppression of the in-person lineup 1dent1ﬁcat10ns

‘ F or the reasons stated below, we afﬁrm the Judgment of the circuit court of Cook County

A,
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RE S BACKGROUND
9 4 The State charged the defendant and his codefendants, Maurice Jefferson and Deautry
Thompson, with several counts of home invasion and first degree murder in ~conn_eetion with the
| February 27, 2011 beatmg death of Chnstopher Williams (erhams) The three codefendants -
“had severed but simultaneous bench trlals |

- The Hearing on th_e Defendant’s Motion to Suppress
95  Prior to the defendant’s trial, he filed a motion to suppress identiﬁcation testimony. The
motion alteged that the composition and construction of the photospread and lineups were
suggestive of the defendant.
96 At the hearmg on the motion to.suppress, Detective Brian Drees testlﬁed that he
 investigated the beating death of Williams."-Witnesses described the offenders as three or four
black male-s,. incl.u_ding a man with 3dreadlocks who beat Williams with a baseball bat. One of the
witnesses reported .the license plate number from the vehicle in which the offenders‘ fled.
Detective Drees learned that the vehicle' was registered to the defendant. Detective Drees then
.' used a computer program to create a photospread of individuals wuh similar chhracteristtcs as
the defend'ant.; The program generated a photospread of five other black males, all of whom had
braids or dreadlocks. | o |
q7. Detective Drees showed the photospread separately to three witnesses: Charles Anderson
(Anderson), Ariyonn.ah' Willienls (Ariyonnah), and Andr_e' Ross (Ross). Detective Drees did not
tell the witnesses whorn to identjfy nor did he threaten them or promise them anything in order to
make an identification. Each of the three witnesses independently identified the defendant in the

photospread as the man with dreadlocks who beat Williams with a bat.

: Codefendants Jefferson and Deautry are not parties to this appeal.
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18 | Detective Russell Egan also testiﬁed at the heanng Detective Egan conducted two |
lmeups 1nvolvmg the defendant on June 2, 2011. The first lineup was conducted in the afternoon |
and was viewed by Anderson Ross and Taiesha Cannon (Cannon) At that tirne the printers at
'the pohce station were not‘worlqng and a hard copy of the lineu‘p advisory form could not be
provided to the witnesses. Instead, Detective Egan verbally advised the witnesses of the content
of the lineup advisory forrn and he obtained their consent'.'to 'sign their names on the forms later
Anderson 1dent1ﬁed the defendant from the lineup as the person he saw beat Williams with a bat
. Ross 1dent1ﬁed the defendant from- the hneup as the man he saw standing over Williams and -
holding a bat. Ca.nnon was unable to identify anyone from the lineup. Detective Egan later '
printed the lmeup adv1sory forms and s1gned each of the w1tnesses names. He d1d not indicate
on the forms or 1_n any report that he signed the witnesses’ names on their behalf,

' .11 9  Detective Egan conducted a second Tineup later that' day, at approximately 9:00 p.m.,
whrch was viewed by Ariyonnah. The printer at the police station was working by then, so
'Detective. Egan printed out the' lineup advisory .fonn for her. Ariyonnah, a minor, signed the
lineup advisory form an‘dviewed_ the lineup.‘in the presence of her grandmother. She identified
the defendant frorn the lineup as the man she saw be'at Wiliiams with a bat.

910 The defendant rested on his motion. The State moved for a directed finding, argumg that
the hneup and photospread were not suggestive, based on the allegations made in the defenda.nt’

»wntten motion. Defense counsel did not orally argue to suppress the photospread based on its
suggestive nature. Instead," defense counsel argued that the 11neup advisory forms must be
actually signed the w1tnesses and that the lineup 1dent1ﬁcatlons by Anderson and Ross should be
suppressed because Detective Egan srgned their names on the forms. The tnal court askedl

defense counsel if she could cite legal_ a_uthonty for the proposmon that»Detective' Egan’s actions
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requirgd s}'lppress;;on .of »the idqntif;;cgtjon tgstimpny. Defen_se _cbunsel did not provicie any‘ legal
auth;)rity in respof_xse. - ' |
Y11 The court then granted the ,St-ate’s.' motion' for a directed finding and denied the
defendant’s motion to suppress, stating: |
“Cl:early,' [the witnesses] didn’t sig_n' it, clearly' [Detective Egan]
‘signed it, and clearly I have yet to seé a case thét says a remedy of
this requirement is *** to suppress the identification. I have. yet to
“see a case that says that, and I don’t think you’re going to find one.
Now, it v;'ould be apples‘ and orén’ges, apples and oranges if
witnesses were calléd, any of these thrée, who said they never —
‘that’s different. I don’t have any of those witnesses. The motion
for a directed finding is granted. The .mdtion [to -suppr‘ess] is
denied.”

The Trial
112 The defendant’s case proceeded to trial. The State called Ti’ffany Lott (Tiffany), who
 testified that her sister, Chaunesé Lott (Chaunese) had four children with codefendant Maurice
Jefferson (codefend;xnt Jefferson) ar.lcll'one child w1th Williams. In February 2011, Chaunese and
all ‘five of her children were living with Williams in an'apartment at 4428' West Jackson
: Béuleva_rd in Chicaéb (the apartment). Prior to the week of February 27, 2011, Tif_fany’s ‘
nephew, twelve-year-old Maurice Je_fferson, Jr. (Maqric'e Jr.), told her that he and Williams had
an altercation, Speciﬁk;aily,. Maurice Jr. told ber that Williams had h1t him with a stick, threw the

television, took all of his clothes out of the drawers, and told him to get out.
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q13 On v_Fe'bruary 27, 2011, Tiffany and her family decided 1 remove the children fiom the
. apartment. Tiffan'v called codefendant Jefferson, whom she had known since 1994 and who went.
by the mckname “Juicy ” She told lum about the altercation between Wllhams and Maunce Ir.

and asked h1m to assxst her in removmg the children from the apartment That same day, Tiﬁ'any,.

along w1th two other relatives ‘went to the apartment and packed up the children’s belongmgs

N Wilhams was at the apartment at the time and Tiffany spoke with h1m ‘briefly. Codefendant
Jefferson was not there but one of Tiﬁ"any s relatlves telephoned codefendant Jefferson to speak
with Wllhams ~Tiffany testified that Williams and codefendant Jefferson appeared to have an
: argu'ment during their telephone conversation, Tiffany and the other relatives left the apartment
With the children. Tiffany later called .codefendant Jeffetson' and told him that he did-not need to
go to the apartrnent. That evening, codefendant Jefferson called Tiffany and told her that “they

had t"‘**ed him up and that they drug him down the stairs, and he didn’t know if [Willlams] was

. dead or alive »

914  The State also called Ariyonnah Wllliams (Anyonnah) Wllhams daughter”. She testified
that in February of 2011 she  was twelve years old and lived W1th her grandmother, but she
occa31onally stayed with her father at the apartment. Ariyonnah was at the apartment when
Tiffany came to pick up the other chilclren on February 27, 2011. |

115  Atapproximately 10:30 or 10:45 p.m. that evening, Ariyonnah was in the bedroom of the
apartment with her younger cousin. Williams was watching television in the living room w1th his
uncle, Charles And_erson. Ariyonnah héard knocking on the front door. The bedroom was located
' directly across from the front door. Ariyonnah could see mto the living room. She saw Wilhams‘ ‘

crack open the door and then saw several men rush msxde She recognized one of the men as

? Ariyonnah is Williams’ daughter from a differen_t mother than Chaunese.
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codefendant Jefferson After they rushed in, the men began to attack Willlams, punchmg and
: kxckmg h1m all over hlS body The men and Wllhams ended up in the bedroom SO Anyonnah
left the bedroom and stood by the front door. As the men continued to beat Williams in the |
~ bedroom, Ariyonnah saw a man with dreadlocks hit Williams with a baseball bat multiple times.
She then called the police. o | ‘. |

v l6 After Ariyonnah called the police, she'saw one of the men drag W'illiamsv by his feet out
of the bedroom, oufthe front door. of the apartment, and down a ﬂightof staiirs. .The-.men‘ left |
.Williaxns, who was “bloody,’? on the landing between the first and second ﬂoors. As the men
were leaving, she saw the man with dreadlocks hit Williams in the "head with the bat one last
time. | | | |

917 The next day, A_ri&onnah viewed a photospread and identified the defendant as the man
with dreadlocks who .beat Williams with a bat. Ariyonnah later identiﬁed the defendant again
from an 1n-person hneup and agam in court during the tnal | |

1] 18 Charles Anderson (Anderson) Williams’ uncle, testiﬁed that he was at. the apartment on
February 27, 2011, when Tiffany came to pick up the children. At about 10:45 p.m. that evening,
he was still at the apartment and was watching television in the living room with Williams when
someone knocked on the front door. Williams cracked the door open and. some men rushed
inside the apartment. Williams and some of the men went into the bedroom and the men began- ;
beating Williams. Anderson'stayed by fhe front door because one of the men made_a suggestive
gesture and told him net to move. From where he was standing, Anderson saw the men fighting
 with Williams in the  bedroom. Williams initially had a bat in his hands, but the men
overpowered him and took it from him. The man with the dreadlocks began beating Williams

with the bat. -
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919  Anderson ran out_side and.calle‘d the police. On his way back to the apartrnent, Anderson
saw the men get ,_into a white Chevy conversion van, Anderson was still .on the line with the 911 -
-operator and reported the license plate number Anderson then found Wllhams in the starrway .
| Wllhams was bleeding and told him that “Juicy” had attacked him. ,
9 20 The next day,- Anderson 1dent1ﬁed the defendant from a photospread as the man with
dreadlocks who beat Wllhams with a bat. Anderson later 1dent1ﬁed the defendant again from an
] m-person lineup and again‘in court during trlal | ‘
921 Taisha Cannon (Cannon) testified that on February 27, 2011, she was living in a tthd
" floor apartment at 4428 West: Jackson Boulevard with her fiancé, Andre Ross. She knew
~ Williams, who hved on the second floor. Cannon acknowledged that she had testrﬁed in front of
a grand j Jury on June 15, 2011 but she testlﬁed that she did not remember tellmg the grand jury
| hthat she heard loud, rumbling sounds downstairs, and went outside. She denied her grand jury
testi-rnony that she saw Williams stumbling in the stairway bleeding from the head and her
o testimony that .she saw a man with dreadlocks standing oVer Williams and beating him with a
bat, - | | o
922 Andre Ross (Ross) testrﬁed that ‘on February 27, 2011, at approxunately 11:00 p-m., he
stepped 1nto the hallway of hlS apartment building because he- heard loud noises. He observed an
altercation and saw men standmg in the hallway talking. Ross went back into his apartment. Ross
- | later vwent 'to_ the first floor of the apartment building and saw _Williams bleeding from his face.
" Ross acknowled-ged that he had testiﬁed before a grand jury on June 15', 2011 vbut denied that he
told the grand jury that he saw a black man with dreadlocks standing in Wllhams doorway‘ ’

' holdlng a bat. Instead, Ross testified onLy that he recalled seemg a black man with dreadlocks in-

the apamnent bulldmg that evenmg
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9 23 Ross admitted that he later' identified the defendant from a phoiospread as a man he saw
, m the hallway, but he denied teiling police that hé saw the defendant standing over W_illiams_‘

wiih a baseball bat. Ross also admitted that he viewed an in-person lineup, and again i-déntiﬁed
the défeﬁdant as a man he saw in the hallway of his aﬁartment Building, but denied felling police

tflat the defendant had a baseball bat and was standing ovef Williams. - |

924  Detective Drees testified that he investigated the beating death of Williams. In the early |

© morning hours of February 28, 2011, he went. to 4428 West fackson Boulevard. He saw blood

on the bedding and on fhe héadboard iﬁside the bedroom of the apartment. A trail of blood led
from the bedroom to the landiﬁg between the first and second floors. Detective Drees went io
the hospital where Williams had been taken. There, he spoke to Ar,iyonnah“ and Anderson, who
botﬁ told him that they saw a man with dreadlocks beét Williams with a baseball bat. Detective
Dreeé then learned that the license plate number Anderson had reported to the 911 operator was
registered to the defendant. Using a- computer program, he produced @pﬁotospre»ad with the |
defendant’s picture. He subsequently showéd the photospread to Ross and Cannon. Ross
identified the'.de'fendant as the fnaq he saw standing over Williéms with a baseball bat. Cannon |
was unable to make an identification from the photospread. Detective Drees then returned to the
hospita_l:and showed the f)hot'ospread to Ariyonnah and Andefsoﬁ. They both identified the
defendant as the man with dreadlocké who béat Williams with arb.at.

9§25 - Dr. Eimad Zakaria, an aésistaﬁt_ medical examiner w1th the Cook County Medical

Examiner’s Office, testiﬁed that he éxamined the autopsy protocol, Williams’. medical records,

and photographs of Williams?, injuries. He further testified that a CT scan revealed that Williams

had multiple complex skull fractures. Williams also had. a hemorrhage inside his skull. Dr.
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Zakaria testified that he believed Williams. died from blunt force 'trautna to the head, and opined
that it was likely that the complex fract'nres were caused by a hard object.

9 26 The State then entered several impeachment stipulations. Detective McCarthy testlﬁed by
way of stlpulatlon that on June 2" 2011, Ross 1dent1f1ed the defendant in an in-person lmeup as
the person he saw with a baseball bat standlng by Williams on the landing between the first and
' second ﬂoors of the apartment building. Assistant State’s Attorney Samuel Sh1m (ASA Shim)
testlﬁed by way of stipulation that Ross testified before the grand jury as follows: “and I initially
got up, I went to the hallway and I went down a couple of stairs; looked over my banister where [
* could see into [Wllhams ] apaxtment and I seen h1m you know a guy standmg in his doorway '

holding an aluminum bat.” - o ' o e

ﬁ[27 Additionally, -DetectiVe Drees testified by way of stipulation that on February 28, 2011,
: Cannon told him that she saw three or four black males drag Williams hy his feet to the landing
'between the ﬁrst and second floors. ASA Sth testified by way of stlpulanon that before a grand
jury, Cannon testlﬁed that: on February 27, 2011, she heard loud noises undemeath her floor, so

she went into the hallway and looked over the bamster she saw Wllhams’ “body laymg on the

' stairs” being dragged; she sawa black male with “dreads” come down the sta1rs with a bat in his
hand she heard the sound of a bat hit someone; she then ran downstalrs and saw Wllhams laymg
in the hallway bleedlng “everywhere ” Following the stlpulated testlmony, the State rested its
case in chief. 1
1{ 28 The .defendant testiﬁed in his'.own defense. On February '27, 201l, he was driving his |
white Chevy van with two other men named Tim and Jay, as well as some of his ehildren s

fnends While in the car, the defendant recelved ‘a -call from codefendant Jefferson ‘The

defendant then plcked h1m up, as well as codefendant Deautry Thompson. The men dropped the
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chi_ldr_cn off, and codgfendant«]effe.rs'pn asked the defendant to drive io tlAlé. apai'tment, whére .
Chg@nese lived. The defendaht‘knew Chaunese and knew that she had children with codefendant
Jefferson. The dcfendant pulled uﬁ.in ﬁont of the a'partmei.it, and codefendant Jefferson asked
everyone to go into the apartmeni with him. All the o;he_r.inen exited the van while the defendant
pdrked. The defendaﬁt went up the stairs of the apar_tmeﬁt building about 20 or 30 seconds after
. the other men. He then walked into the second-floor .épartment and a man he did not know
slammed a' door in the apartment shut. The man then emerged _h;)lding a baseball bat. The
defendant was éonfused as to what was happening. The defendant ‘tésﬁfxgd that the -man. started
swinging the bat, and the defendant guarded himself with his arm. The man then said he was
going “get [his] gun.” Codeféndant Jefferson tackled.the man and the defeﬁdant took the bat
from him. The defendant admitted that he hit the man §vith the bat a couple of times, but only '
bécause he was scared that the man was going to get a gun and kill him. Codefendant Jeffersqn
then dragged the man out of the apartment aﬁd dowﬁ the stairs. Thg defehdant later learned that
_the man was Williams. He testified hé did not go to the apartment intending to get into a fight or.
hurt Williams. The defense offered no other testimony.

129 At the conclusion of trial, the court found the defendant guilty of all the home invaéion
' ahd first degre_é murder counts: The court then mérged all the first degfee murdgr counts into one -
count and all the home invasion coﬁnts into one count. Following a sentencing hearing, the court
sentenced the defehdant to consecutive sentences of 12; years for home invasion and 31 years for
first degree murder. This appeal followe&.

130, . .. ANALYSIS- .
- 931 We note that we have jurisdicfion to review the trial court’s judgment, as thé defendant

filed a timely notice of appeal. Il1. S Ct.R. 603 (eff. Feb. 6, 2013); R. 606 (eff. July 1, 2017).

-10-
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| 1I 32 On appeal the defendant requests thlS court to reverse his conv1ct10ns for home invasion
and ﬁrst degree murder and to remand his case for a new trial on the basis that he recelved
ineffective assistance of counsel The defendant speciﬁcally contends that he recelved 1neﬂ'ect1ve
assistance of counsel two tlmes both in relat1on to his motlon to suppress. First, he argues. that he
rece1ved meffectlve assistance when defense counsel fa11ed to argue that the photospread was
| unduly suggestlve Second he contends that he also received ineffective assistance when defense -
counsel falled to cite legal authority when she argued that the lmeup 1dent1ﬁcation testimony
. should be suppressed because Detective Egan signed the witnesses’ s1gnatures on the lmeup
~ advisory forms. We take each argument in turn. |
933 :l‘he defendant first argues that defense counsel rendered ineffective assistance when she
failed to ar_gue that the-photospread was'unduly suggestive. He claims that m the photospread he " -
is the only one with thick dreadlocks He avers that the other five photographs in the photospread
are readily distinguishable from him. Three of the men have cornrows that are tlght to the scalp,
one of the men has short hair in mini-twists, and the other man has hair “that could be déscribed -
| as long braids or thm dreadlocks, but his hair is pulled back from his face.” The defendant argues
: , N o
- that because the witnesses described the offender as a man with dreadlocks, the photospread
“effectively placed a spotlight” on him and suggested to the witnesses that he ‘was the
perpetrator He accordmgly argues that defense counsel had a duty to move for suppress1on of
the identification testlmony based on the suggestlve photospread The defendant contends that
had defense counsel argued thrs point, there i is a reasonable probability that the: 1dent1ﬁcat10ns

from the photospread would have been suppressed, and in turn, that the following lineup and in-

*The defendant notes that while defense counsel did ﬁle a motion to suppress identification

testimony, alleging that the composition and constructlon of the photospread and lineups were suggestive, -
‘she did not orally argue the issue at the hearing. . . - S

-11-
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_court 'ilde-ntiﬁc.a_tions. woulci have also béen suppressed. He claims that _the lineup and iﬁ-courti
identiﬁcations were influenced by thé witrlessés? initial_identiﬁcation of the defeﬁda_nt in the
© suggestive ph(_)tospread,’ and not bas.ed. on their independent recollections of the offense. IWithout
these identiﬁcatioris, the defendant claims, the State would only have been able to prove that the
offenders used his van as the getaway car, and nothing more. He acknoWledgeé his testimony
admitting that he was at tlie apartment and that he didhit ‘Williams with the bat. He argues;
4nevevrtheless., thai if the identiﬁcation tesﬁmony had been suppréssed, the S'tate’-s case v("ou|ld
‘have been weaker, his tiial strategy would have been different, and ,ile would not havé testified.
.1[ 34 Claims of ineffective assistance of counsel are reviewed through a two-part test that was
announced by the United States Supreme Court .,in Sirickland V. Washingion, 466 U.S. 668
(i984), and was adopted by ou'r. supreme court. People v. Burrows, 148 1l1. 2d 196, 232 (1992).
To prevail on a claim of ineffective assistance of counsel, a dei'endant must show both that (1)
counselis_representationv fell below an objective standard of reasonableness, arid (2) counsel’s
substandard representation so prejudiced the defense as to deny the _deferidant a fair trial. Id.
Prejudice is a reasonable piobabil-ity of a different result of the Iiroceeding absent counsel’s
deficiency, and a ieasonable probability is probabilit)i silﬁicient to undermine 'conﬁcience in the
.outcome.i People-v. Veach, 2017. IL '120649, 9 30. When a revic_ewing court addresses ~an
- ineffective assistance of counsel claim,l‘: it need not apply the two-part test in numerical order. -
Burrows, 148 I11. 2d at 232. If the ineffective assistance claim ca1‘1.be disposed of on the ground
'that the defendant did ncit suffer.-prejudiée, the rev_iewing .court need not ciecide,.whether
counsel’s performance was constitutionally deficient. People lv. Jones, 322 111 A;ip. 3d 675, 679
(2001). We ie\iiew claims of ineffective assistance of counsel de novo. People v. Demus, 2016 IL

App (Ist) 140420, ] 21. .

-12-
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1'35 We ﬁnd that, due to the lack of prejudtce we need not separately analyze whether
defense counsel was. unreasonable in falhng to argue that the photospread was unduly suggestlve | |
Even assummg arguendo that defense counsel bad successfully suppressed the photospread :
along with all of the other identification testlmony, including - the lmeup and in-court

1dent1ﬁcat10ns there is still overwhelmmg evidence of the defendant’s guilt. ThlS remains true |
even w1thout the defendant s testlmony Multlple witnesses testified that they saw codefendant
’ AJefferson and several other black men attack Wllhams, and that a man with dreadlocks hit
Williams se‘yeral times with a baseball bat. The defendant,.a friend of codefendant Jefferson’s, is
a black man with dreadlochs. Most importantly, it is undisputed -that the defendant’s white Chevy
van was ‘used' asthe_getaway car. From this evidence, the trier of fact could find, beyond a
- reasonable doubt, thatthe defendant was with codefendant Jefferson and the ‘other men on the
mght that they beat Williams to death and that the defendant spec1fically hit Wllhams w1th the
baseball bat See People v. Hall, 194 1. 2d 305, 330 (2000) (it is sufﬁclent if all of the
c1rcumstant1al evidence taken together satisfies the trier of fact beyond a reasonable doubt of the |
| defendant s gmlt) Wlth this overwhelming’ evidence, even if defense counsel had succeeded in

suppressmg all the identiﬁcation testimony, it is not'reasonably'probable that the outcome of the |
defendant’s trial would have been different. In turn, the defendant cannot establish that he was .

' prejudlced by defense counsel’s actions. Accordmgly, the defendant did not receive 1neffect1ve '
assistance when ‘defense counsel falled to argue for suppresswn of the ”1‘dent1ﬁcatton testlmony
on the basis of an unduly suggestlve photospread

1] 36 The defendant also argues that he: recelved meffectlve assistance when defense counsel -
falled to cite to legal authonty supporting her argument that Detective Egan s 51gmng of the-

: W1tnesses names warranted suppression of the hneup 1dent1ficat10n testlmony The defendant

-13-
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cites to 2'1\ statute mandating that iyiméSSeé acknowledgé in wntmg théir receipt of the instructions

contained in the lineub advisory form725 ILCS 5/ 107-A2(i)_(1) (West 2015) (any violation of
the _reqﬁirements_ of the lineup procedure sha.ll be a fact(;r to consider in adjudicating a motion to
suppress idéntiﬁcavltidn‘ festimony). The defendant aéknowledges that the statute was not yet iﬁ.

effect by the time of the motion to suppress hearing, but argues that it became effective before.
the tnal started and therefore, defense counsel should have moved to reopen the motion to

suppress z;nd made thé trial eoﬁrt aware of the statute. Again, the defendant argues that had

defense counsel successfully suppressed the lineup identification testix'nony on this basis, there

would not have been enough eviden;e to find him guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.

- 937 Sirﬁilar to our preceding analysié of the defendant’s. first ineffectiveness éléim, we néed

not scru';inize whether defense counsel’s actions fell bélow the objectiVély reas.()nable‘ standard
because we find no prejudice. Had defense counsel reopcned the motion to suppress and had the

comin granted that motion, only the lineup identifications from Anderson and Ross would have

been suppressed. All of the other identiﬁéation testimony, including the witnesses’ photosbread

identifications _and Ariyonnah’s lineup identiﬁcat_ion; would have remained. This is even more

eVidehce of the defendant’s guilt than from our preceding analysis. We find no reasonable

pfobability that the supbression of Aﬂdersoh aﬁd Ross’ lineup identifications would have ledtoa

- different outcome at the defendant’s trial. Accordin_gly, the defendant was not prejudiced by

defense couﬂsel’s failure to cite to legal authorityvi'n support of her motion to suppfess. We find

that the defendant did not receive ineffective assistancre‘ of counsel.

938 _ CONCLUSION

939 Forthe foregoing reasons, we affirm the judgment of the circuit court of Cook County. |

940  Affirmed.
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