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OPINION SUMMARY

A jury convicted the defendant, Tureiz Scott, of drug trafficking in the second degree, in violation of section 195.223.3 RSMo (Supp. 2001).  The trial court sentenced the defendant to ten years of imprisonment in the department of corrections.  The defendant now appeals, raising three points.  In his first point, he claims the trial court abused its discretion when it prohibited him from questioning the voir dire panel about the possibility that the police would plant drugs.  In his second point on appeal, he argues that the trial court erred in overruling his motion for judgment of acquittal because the State failed to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that he had possession of the crack cocaine and that he knew of such possession.  In his final point, the defendant asserts the trial court plainly erred in entering a judgment finding the defendant to be a prior and persistent drug offender because the court only found him to be a prior drug offender.  

Judgment affirmed in part, reversed in part and remanded. 
DIVISION ONE HOLDS:  

The trial court did not abuse its discretion when it limited voir dire.  Further, the State presented sufficient evidence to find the defendant guilty of drug trafficking in the second degree, and therefore, the trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying the defendant’s motion for judgment of acquittal.  Finally, the trial court’s judgment incorrectly reflects that the defendant is a persistent drug offender. We remand with instructions to the trial court to enter judgment nunc pro tunc to correct a clerical error in the written sentence and judgment.   We affirm the judgment in all other respects. 

Opinion by: Nannette A. Baker, J.

Kathianne Knaup Crane, P.J. and Clifford H. Ahrens, J., concur.
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