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PER CURI AM

Gven all the circunstances of this case, the trial court's
asserted Allen charge does not constitute reversible error. The
charge was only given once, deliberations had not been truly
I engthy, an wunrelated jury question and the court's answer

followed, the jury had wwth it the court's witten charge wwthits

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases
on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



instruction on not surrendering a conviction and on reasonable
doubt, and the asserted All en charge was not affirmatively coercive

and | acked the typical elenments found in such a charge which

generally require aneliorative, balancing instructions. I n
essence, the charge was little, if anything, nobre than an
instruction to deliberate further. Nor do we find any abuse of
discretion in the court's answer to the jury's question. The

guestion was precise and focused, and the court's brief answer was
i ndi sputably correct and not m sl eading. The court was not
required to tell the jury that they had to rely on their own
recollection, the only alternative suggested by appellant.
Appellant did not request, or suggest as an alternative, the
readi ng of any other testinony. Nor do these two conplaints in
conbi nation present any grounds for reversal.

Accordi ngly, the judgnent is

AFFI RVED.



